Annex D: Stakeholder and
Customer Engagement
Report

Standard Gate two submission for London
Water Recycling SRO

- =




Annex D: Stakeholder and Customer Engagement

Notice — Position Statement

This document has been produced as the part of the process set out by RAPID for the development
of the Strategic Resource Options (SROs). This is a regulatory gated process allowing there to be
control and appropriate scrutiny on the activities that are undertaken by the water companies to
investigate and develop efficient solutions on behalf of customers to meet future drought resilience
challenges.

This report forms part of suite of documents that make up the ‘Gate 2 submission.” That submission
details all the work undertaken by Thames Water in the ongoing development of the proposed SRO.
The intention at this stage is to provide RAPID with an update on the concept design, feasibility,
cost estimates and programme for the schemes, allowing decisions to be made on their progress.

Should a scheme be selected and confirmed in the Thames Water final Water Resources
Management Plan (WRMP), in most cases it would need to enter a separate process to gain
permission to build and run the final solution. That could be through either the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 or the Planning Act 2008 development consent order process. Both options
require the designs to be fully appraised and, in most cases, an environmental statement to be
produced. Where required that statement sets out the likely environmental impacts and what
mitigation is required.

Community and stakeholder engagement is crucial to the development of the SROs. Some high-
level activity has been undertaken to date. Much more detailed community engagement and formal
consultation is required on all the schemes at the appropriate point. Before applying for permission
Thames Water will need to demonstrate that they have presented information about the proposals
to the community, gathered feedback and considered the views of stakeholders. We will have
regard to that feedback and, where possible, make changes to the designs as a result.

The SROs are at a very early stage of development, despite some options having been considered
for several years. The details set out in the Gate 2 documents are still at a formative stage.

Disclaimer

This document has been written in line with the requirements of the RAPID Gate 2 Guidance and to comply
with the regulatory process pursuant to Thames Water’s statutory duties. The information presented relates to
material or data which is still in the course of completion. Should the solutions presented in this document be
taken forward, Thames Water will be subject to the statutory duties pursuant to the necessary consenting
process, including environmental assessment and consultation as required. This document should be read

with those duties in mind.
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1. Overview

1.1. Introduction

1.1.1. This document is the annex to Section 9 of the Gate 2 submission for the London
Effluent Reuse scheme, hereafter called the water recycling scheme, and provides more
detailed information on the engagement undertaken with stakeholders and customers to
inform the feasibility and conceptual design up to Gate 2. It includes an overview of the
engagement activity, the main points of feedback from stakeholders and customers and
how they have been considered in the on-going programme of work and development of
the solution. It also sets out the issues that need further investigation.

1.1.2. We developed our approach to engagement in line with RAPID’s guidance for Gate 2.
We have built on the foundation of stakeholder and customer activity completed through
Gate 1, the representations made to RAPID on Gate 1 and direct feedback from RAPID
and other regulators.

1.1.3. ltis important for clarity, consistency and efficiency that the engagement activity to
inform the development of the SRO is coordinated with dialogue on the regional plans,
company Water Resource Management Plans (WRMPs) and company Price Reviews
(PR24) Business Plan submissions. The customer and stakeholder engagement
activities have been undertaken on that basis, to ensure there is a flow of insight through
the process, as illustrated in Figure 1.1.
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Figure 1.1: Insight flow from custorner and stakeholder engagement

'Strategic-regional-water-resource-solutions-quidance-for-gate-two _Feb 2022.pdf (ofwat.gov.uk).
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1.1.4. The structure of this annex is as follows:

e  Section 2 presents a summary of our learning from previous engagement with
stakeholders which has informed our approach throughout Gate 2.

e  Section 3 sets out our approach to engagement with stakeholders, provides an
overview of the engagement undertaken and summarises feedback.

e Section 4 describes our engagement with customers to inform the ongoing
development of the solution.

e  Section 5 sets out the next steps.

2. Learning from previous stakeholder engagement

2.1. Summary of activity during Gate 1

2.1.1. The stakeholder engagement activity undertaken through Gate 1 was two-fold:

e Activity to inform the development of the south-east (SE) regional plan, to ensure
stakeholders understand how London water recycling, and other solutions, fit within
the strategic water resource planning framework.

e London water recycling specific discussions focused on legal, regulatory and
strategic issues which could prevent the scheme progressing or substantially
change the design of the scheme. The engagement was primarily with regulators
and strategic stakeholders and designed to be collaborative, with regular progress
meetings. This approach facilitated agreement on the scope of the technical studies
and methodological approaches.

2.1.2. RAPID published its draft decision on our Gate 1 submission in September 2021,
alongside the draft decisions for the other standard SROs. The draft decision
determined that good progress had been made for all the assessment areas.

2.1.3. RAPID held a representation period on its draft decision until 8 October 2021. RAPID
received three representations on its draft decision. The representations were received
from Oxfordshire County Council, Group Against Reservoir Development (GARD) and
Port of London Authority (PLA). The representations raised challenges around the
transparency of cost estimates, deployable output assessments and stochastic flow
data, carbon costs, option capacity, emergency storage and study spend. RAPID
responded to the representations in its final decision®. A summary of the topics and
responses is presented in Table 2.1, alongside our further consideration of the
representation.

2 Standard-gate-one-final-decision-for-London-Effluent-Reuse.pdf (ofwat.gov.uk)
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Table 2. 1: Summmary of the main topics raised in representations to RAPID and responses by the Thames

Water SRO team

Topics

Response / action

Transparency in cost estimates

Deployable Output (DO) assessments
and stochastic flow data

Carbon costing

Mogden source capacity

Emergency storage

RAPID: Information about solution costs is not material to Gate 1 decisions which is a
progress checkpoint. RAPID will provide guidance on presenting and publishing
solution costs in their Gate 2 submissions.

Thames Water: We are following the guidance set-out in PR19 and developing
scheme design in a staged process through the RAPID Gates. We have refined our
solution costs for schemes through Gate 2 as our designs and scheme understanding
has been developed. Cost information has been provided to WRSE for regional
modelling and is provided at Gate 2 in our scheme Cost and Carbon Report (Annex
A5). Development of costs has included refinement of costed risk and optimism bias
for schemes as well as appropriate benchmarking.

RAPID: The DO assessment is sufficient at Gate 1. Guidance will be provided for a

more detailed examination of DO at Gate 2. Solutions generation of stochastic flow
data is expected to follow Water Resources Planning Guideline® and supplementary
guidance issued by the Environment agency, Ofwat and NRW.

Thames Water: We have continued to develop assessments in accordance with the
regulatory guidelines. Input data provided by Thames Water has been assured and
outputs from regional modelling will reflect latest scheme understanding. Analysis of
DO is presented in our concept design reports (Annex A1-A4). Outputs from the SE
regional plan are presented in section 8 of our main Gate 2 report.

RAPID: The information presented on carbon was sufficient for Gate 1. Solution
development to Gate 2 should follow the Water Resources Planning Guideline.

Thames Water: In-line with guidance from RAPID we have applied a consistent
method for carbon costing. Our carbon assessment at Gate 2 uses the PAS 2080
approach for whole life assessment and mitigation planning. This is in line with
Thames Water’s aim to be net zero carbon by 2030. A cost and carbon report is
provided in Annex A5.

RAPID: The capacities of options were developed taking into account feasibility,
output and environmental assessments, any larger capacity options would be
identified and assessed through the regional and company planning process at
WRMP24 and an update provided on option capacities at Gate 2.

Thames Water: Investigations through Gate 2 have examined the total effluent
available from Mogden Sewage Treatment Works (STW) and also the potential
impacts associated with discharge of recycled water into the River Thames. The
limitations of available effluent and potential impacts on the river is summarised in
Section 3 of the Gate 2 report. Further details on the environmental limitations are
provided in Annex B2.

RAPID: Clarification if extra allowance for emergency storage has been made for the
London reservoirs to allow for uncertainty in the reuse output

Thames Water: We have not undertaken a full reassessment of the DO benefit of
water recycling or desalination schemes that could benefit our London WRZ for
WRMP24, and have based our DO assessment on the assessments completed for
WRMP19. This is due to the computational effort required in undertaking a ‘full
stochastic’ DO assessment, and due to the assumed constant output of recycling and
desalination schemes during drought (i.e. the DO benefit of these schemes is not

3Water Resources Planning Guideline, EA, Ofwat and NRW, July 2021

4 Guidance-Document-for-PAS2080 vFinal.pdf (constructionleadershipcouncil.co.uk)
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Topics

Response / action

particularly impacted by hydrological conditions). We have focussed our DO
modelling effort on other schemes which have DO benefits which are more driven by
hydrology, following a ‘tiered’ approach set out in the WRSE method statement. We
have, however, amended the WRMP19 DO benefit calculated to align assumptions

with revised baseline DO assumptions (removal of demand savings from the

calculation of DO).

Our WRMP19 DO assessment for all large options, including recycling schemes,
included a ‘Dynamic Level 4’, moving our Level 4 control curve with the demand
applied in the model. In this case our model always ensures an emergency allowance
of 30 days’ worth of reservoir throughput, and so with the increased DO that a
recycling plant would bring there would be an additional emergency storage

allowance made.

Spend RAPID: It was advised that funding allowance that had not been used at Gate 1 could
be made available for Gate 2 activities

Thames Water: We welcome the approach adopted by RAPID to enable robust and
complete assessments by carrying over underspend to future Gates.

2.1.4. RAPID published its final decision® in December 2021 and included six actions and five
recommendations. The actions and recommendations are presented in Tables 2.2 and
2.3 respectively with signposting to where these points have been addressed in the

Gate 2 submission.

Table 2.2: RAPID Gate 1 Final decision - Actions fo be addressed in Gate 2 submission

Action - Detail

Response and signpost

1 Develop utilisation figure to be determined by regional
modelling and to consider impacts of in-combination effects.

2 Use outcomes from the regional modelling to determine
drought resilience.

3 Ensure a best value analysis, following relevant guidelines
and including environmental/social/economic costs, is
undertaken and presented for all of the sub-options within this
SRO.

Work at Gate 2 examined the frequency and duration of
scheme operation with Pywr modelling and development of
operational philosophy including stand-by modes. This
information is presented in each scheme concept design
report (Annex A1-A4).

Consideration of in-combination impacts have been
reported in our Initial Environmental Assessment report
(Annex B5) and follows the All Company Working Group
(ACWG) methodology prepared for Gate 2.

Output from the draft SE regional model demonstrates
resilience to droughts against a range of modelled
stochastic drought scenarios. This is presented in section 4
of the Gate 2 report.

Best value assessments are in line with the "Water
Resources Planning Guideline" and Ofwat's "Public value in
the water sector: A supporting set of principles (July 2021)".
This is supplemented with information from the regional
modelling which incorporates a variety of best value metrics
to ensure consistency in all assessment outputs. A
summary of the regional modelling outputs can be found in
section 8 of our Gate 2 submission.

5 Standard-gate-one-final-decision-for-London-Effluent-Reuse.pdf (ofwat.gov.uk)




Annex D: Stakeholder and Customer Engagement

Action - Detail

Response and signpost

Review the scope of environmental impacts and ensure
engagement with regulatory partners to identify where
mitigation can be built into solution design.

Review the scope of any future statutory Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) to agree objectives and
recommendation additions/subtractions (for example, the
guide questions in SEA focus on reducing carbon emissions
and the longevity of the option, and less so on the impacts on
the environment in light of climate change).

Update environmental annexes to reflect comments and
agreed actions as a priority, including consideration of
Swanscombe Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) in the SEA.

Technical engagement has continued with regulators to
share the approach, scope, modelling outputs and
assessments. Where the risk of significant impacts has
been identified mitigation has been proposed. This has
either been embedded within the design or included as
additional mitigation in assessments. In some instances
where impacts are deemed too high then we have
recommended amendments to the size options of schemes
(Section 3 of our Gate 2 report) or written to RAPID mid-
gate to remove options®

We prepared a bespoke approach to impact assessment
for Gate 2 which goes beyond the SEA approach adopted
at Gate 1. This approach, called Initial Environmental
Appraisal (Annex B5), supports the work required for a
formal SEA within the WRMP but also advances the
understanding of specific impacts from schemes for Gate 2
and allows future EIA scoping of a scheme to be more
robust with less uncertainty in the identification of pathways
to effects.

Gate 2 work has taken into consideration all comments
made by the National Appraisal Unit (NAU) and
stakeholders at Gate 1. The approach and scope of work
undertaken through Gate 2 has been shared with the NAU,
Environment Agency (EA) and Natural England (NE) and
feedback incorporated into the work completed and reports
prepared as part of our Gate 2 submission. Specifically, we
have provided a screening assessment of the Swanscombe
MCZ (Annex B7) at Gate 2.

Table 2.3: RAPID Gate 1 Final decision — Recommendations to be addressed in Gate 2 submission

Recommendation - Detail

Response and signpost

1

Produce a detailed stakeholder engagement plan, including
identification of wider / local stakeholders.

Further consider social and amenity value, if this is limited
due to type of solution, this can be explained in the
submission.

We have built on our Gate 1 engagement and developed a
stakeholder plan that identified the key stakeholders who
we engaged with through Gate 2 and prior to any public
consultation on the outputs of the draft regional plan. Our
engagement plan, summarised in Table 3.2, includes the
identified stakeholders, the approach of engagement and
key areas and topics for engagement.

Through Gate 2 we have focussed stakeholder
engagement in two areas; through the regional planning
process and specific technical engagement of water
recycling schemes. We also completed customer
engagement.

We consider social and amenity value throughout our
environmental reports, specifically within our Biodiversity
Net Gain and Natural Capital Assessment report (Annex
B6). We have also completed work with customers to seek
their preferences on public value, this is presented in
Appendix D.5 to this annex.

6 Thames-Water-letter-to-RAPID-Beckton-pipeline-route-rejection-version2.1.pdf (ofwat.gov.uk)
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Recommendation - Detail

Response and signpost

Carry out a detailed assessment of inter-dependencies and
in-combination impacts with other SRO and non-SRO
options, including Deephams water recycling, following
outputs of regional modelling.

Explain how Thames Water will seek to influence the supply
chain to reduce scope 3 carbon emissions and outline how
the root cause of the issues ties in with the SRO behaviour

change/consumption/wastewater disposal etc

Particular attention should be paid to the recommendations
and learning from previous DWI events where effluent
discharge impacted on drinking water supplies.

Through the ACWG an in-combination methodology has
been prepared and has been applied to understand
potential cumulative impacts between SROs and other
developments that might interact with schemes. This
assessment is presented in the Initial Environmental
Appraisal report (Annex B5)

Our carbon assessment at Gate 2 uses the PAS 2080
approach for whole life assessment and mitigation planning.
This is in line with Thames Water’s aim to be net zero
carbon by 2030. We aim to provide a project that is
compatible with the budgeted science-based UK trajectory,
and which complies with up-to-date policy and good
practice reduction measures. A cost and carbon report is
provided in annex A5.

We have worked closely with RAPID through Gate 2 to
understand concerns in relation to changes to drinking
water supplies. We have undertaken research with
customers to understand attitudes towards water recycling
and changes to their drinking water supplies. This work is
presented in this section 4 of this annex and its associated
appendices. As work continues towards delivering schemes
aligned to the SE regional plan TW will ensure lessons
learnt within the industry are captured and reflected in
future engagement around changing water sources and the
engagement and communication with customers.

2.2.  Shaping the scope of Gate 2

2.2.1. We reviewed, and took account of, the feedback received from regulators and
stakeholders, to ensure we had a robust understanding of issues and concerns, as well
as opportunities, and this information informed the work programme and the

engagement activities held through Gate 2.

We shared draft Gate 1 reports with the NAU and received a number of comments

which we either addressed in our Gate 1 submission or developed a forward action plan
to address in Gate 2. These Gate 2 commitments, listed in the Gate 2 scoping report

stakeholders enabled us to develop proportionate scopes of work to develop schemes,

2.2.2.
(Annex B1, section A1), together with early engagement with the NAU and other
investigate potential scheme impacts with more certainty and develop mitigations
measures where required.

2.2.3.

We also ensured feedback from stakeholders through Gate 2 was considered and where

required scopes were amended or new work introduced to address any emerging

concerns, such as:

e Inclusion of a suite of emerging substances and PFAS analysis in the water quality
programme in response to feedback from DWI.

7 Guidance-Document-for-PAS2080 vFinal.pdf (constructionleadershipcouncil.co.uk)
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2.2.4.

e Amendments to the eDNA smelt sampling programme to include analysis for shad
in response to EA comments.

e More detailed terrestrial ecology assessments to prepare site Preliminary Ecological
Appraisals (PEAs) from UK habitat surveys in response to outputs from the SE
emerging plan.

e  Further modelling to investigate maximum scheme capacity and refinement of
options based on quantitative modelled evidence in response to EA challenge.

e Additional Tideway modelling to include Tideway tributary contributions in response
to EA comments.

e Further investigation into scheme operational modes in response to RAPID and
NAU challenge.

e Research with Thames Water customer panel on potential future changes to water
sources with customers in London who could potentially have their water supplied
from a water recycling plant in times of drought in response to RAPID comments.

We also had regard to the outputs of the SE emerging plan, which was consulted on
early in 2022 (see section 3). The outputs of the emerging plan shaped our ongoing
work allowing us to focus on schemes most likely to be selected in the regional plan.

3. Engagement with stakeholders

3.1.
3.1.1.

3.1.2.

3.2.
3.2.1.

Overview

Our engagement activity through Gate 2 built on previous engagement, taking account
of issues and concerns raised by stakeholders, and was designed to:

e fit within the regulatory process established under the guidance of RAPID; and

e coordinate with regional and company strategic water resource planning activity to
ensure a clear and joined-up approach for stakeholders.

The engagement approach through Gate 2 consisted of:

e activity to inform the development of the SE regional plan to ensure customers and
stakeholders understood the approach, the planning challenge, the range of
solutions identified and considered and how London water recycling, and other
SROs, fit within the strategic planning framework

e technical engagement with regulators and stakeholders on the scheme-specific
issues working collaboratively, to develop the feasibility assessments and
conceptual designs.

Engagement as part of the developing SE regional plan

Water Resources South East (WRSE) is working closely with the six water companies in
the south-east region®, and the wider stakeholder community, to develop a resilient
water plan for the region. The regional plan will be reflected in the SE water companies

8 Affinity Water, Portsmouth Water, SES Water, SE Water, Southern Water, Thames Water
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3.2.2.

3.2.3.

3.2.4.

3.2.5.

3.2.6.

3.2.7.

statutory WRMP24 and the schemes included in the preferred SE regional plan will be
included in the company’s WRMP24s in a consistent and aligned manner. It is therefore
important that stakeholders have an awareness of, and understand, the overall strategic
planning process, the key decision points, and opportunities to contribute.

Engagement has been, and continues to be, a thread throughout the development of the
regional plan. The engagement involves a wide range of water users — customers,
businesses, other sectors and stakeholders — and aims to understand their priorities and
preferences, and to take these into account in decisions leading to the draft regional
plan.

WRSE, and the member companies, have endeavoured to work openly and
transparently, sharing information in a timely way, and across a range of channels and
activities, to enable participation and ensure stakeholders are clear about why they are
being consulted, the scope of the consultation and how that fits with the wider water
resources planning landscape.

WRSE has established stakeholder groups® to help guide the development of the plan.
The groups are the stakeholder advisory board, environmental stakeholder group and
the multi-sector stakeholder group. These groups meet regularly and minutes of
meetings are published to ensure open and transparent working.

In addition to these specific groups, WRSE has proactively engaged with the wider
stakeholder community through meetings, webinars and consultations throughout the
development of the SE regional plan. Thames Water has continued to jointly host a
regular Water Resources Forum to give stakeholders the opportunity to keep up to date,
and contribute to, the discussions on the long-term planning.

In addition WRSE has strong links with other regional groups to ensure the opportunities
to share resources effectively are understood and fully investigated and to ensure a
coordinated national water resources picture.

The WRSE engagement and consultation programme is hosted on a dedicated
engagement platform (wrse.uk.engagementhg.com) and has three main phases:

e Plan and prepare — To 2020 the focus was on the “building blocks” of the plan. This
included the development of the technical methods, approaches and tools that
would be applied in the development of the plan for example the forecasts for future
growth and demand for water; the environmental assessments; as well as the
regional policies for the region. WRSE ran a programme of webinars and held topic
specific consultations to give stakeholders the opportunity to engage and input to
the process.

e Develop — During 2021 the focus broadened and set out the planning challenge for
the region, shared information on feasible solutions, including the SROs, and the
approach to determine the best value plan.

e Consult and update — During 2022 the focus moved to the plan itself. WRSE held an
8-week period of engagement and consultation on the emerging plan. In the autumn

9 Visit Home | WRSE - Water Resource South East to read more about WRSE led stakeholder
engagement and access meeting minutes and relevant documentation.
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3.2.8.

3.2.9.

3.2.10.

3.2.11.

3.2.12.

a further round of consultation will be undertaken on the draft plan, alongside the
statutory consultation on the draft WRMP24s.

WRSE produced a Stakeholder Engagement Report which summarised the extensive
engagement and consultation activity that has taken place to date. The report was
published alongside the emerging plan in January 2022. Appendix D.1 of this report
provides a summary of the engagement completed to date to support the development
of the SE regional plan.

The engagement and consultation on the emerging regional plan took place between
January and March 2022. The emerging plan gave early sight of the big issues and
emerging solutions to gain initial feedback from stakeholders. As well as publishing
documents for review and comments, a series of online workshops were held for
stakeholders to provide an overview of the plan, the work to date and further work
planned to transition to a best value plan.

WRSE, and the SE water companies, proactively raised awareness of the consultation
on the emerging plan and took a range of actions to explain the plan and encourage
wide participation. The activities included:

e  Pre-briefings with a number of organisations including Council for Protection of
Rural England (CPRE, now known as The Countryside Charity), National Farmers
Union (NFU), National Infrastructure Commission (NIC), Blueprint for Water and
Consumer Council for Water (CCW).

e Meetings with Group Against Reservoir Development (GARD) to discuss their
technical challenges.

e Proactive engagement with the media to ensure clear and balanced reporting.

WRSE, and SE water companies, received 10 requests for technical data and
information from GARD. These requests included information on abstraction licences,
stochastic river flow data, scheme deployable output data and cost data. These data
requests were treated as Environmental Information Requests (EIR) by Thames Water in
view of the detailed nature of the information requested. Thames Water, in collaboration
with WRSE and other SE water companies, collated and provided the data, where this
was available, in line with EIR requirements and timetable. Thames Water also held a
meeting with GARD’s technical advisor to review the information requests to ensure
there was a complete understanding of what information could be provided and what
information could not be provided and the reasons for this.

WRSE received over 1,150 written responses to the consultation. Figure 3.1 provides a
summary of the facts and figures regarding the consultation on the SE emerging plan
while Table 3.1 provides the high-level response to the water recycling themes raised.
Over half of the individual responses to the consultation on the emerging plan focused
on specific water resources options identified for development, such as large new
reservoirs, strategic water transfers, and water recycling schemes.
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Figure 3.1 The facts and figures from consulfation on the SE emerging plan

15 businesses or
trade assoclations

3.2.13. WRSE published a response document'™ in May 2022 which provided a summary of the
consultation responses, highlighted the main themes and issues raised in the responses

and provided WRSE’s consideration of the points and resultant action.

3.2.14. The main comments raised in the consultation on the emerging plan in relation to water

recycling were:

e  DWI highlighted that resource schemes such as water recycling can introduce risks
associated with treatment, including the challenge of remineralisation, blending (and

associated changes to taste or feel), existing and emerging contaminants, and
potential network impacts from corrosivity, all of which need to be appropriately

assessed.

e Financial cost and carbon impacts of water recycling.

e The potential for environmental impacts associated with the construction and
operation including the disposal of waste products and resulting water quality and

more specific detail of the environmental assessments of those options, and ways in

which any temporary and permanent impacts could be mitigated.

e The need for water recycling to be ‘always on’, albeit at reduced capacities, with

consequential carbon and other impacts.

'O WRSE Emerging Regional Plan: Consultation Response Document, May 2022

10
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e Alack of detailed information on carbon, and measures to achieve net zero,
including carbon offsetting, was seen as a weakness, especially in the context of the

climate emergency.

e Some considered that water recycling (and desalination) should be options of ‘last
resort’ in the plan, whereas others considered them to represent secure solutions

that would be resilient to drought.

e Assurances were sought that water recycling options would not result in water
quality or other implications for nearby or downstream abstractors.

e The potential for co-location of renewable energy.

3.2.15. The representations and points raised in relation to London water recycling were
considered by the project team and taken into account in the ongoing work with
signposting to the relevant sections of the Gate 2 submission, presented in Table 3.1.

Table 3. 1: WRSE emerging plan representations on water recycling and the relevant section of the Gate 2

submission

Topics raised

Gate 2 signposting

Water quality - risks associated with treatment and
remineralisation, blending (and associated changes to
taste or feel)

Financial costs

Environmental impacts — Both construction and
operational impacts including the disposal of waste
products plus more specific detail of the environmental
assessments and mitigation opportunities

Water quality - existing and emerging contaminants

Network impacts and corrosivity

Operation of the scheme - The need for water recycling

to be ‘always on’, albeit at reduced capacities, with
consequential carbon and other impacts.

Carbon assessments and measures to achieve net
Zero

Consideration of nearby or downstream abstractors

The drinking water safety plans for schemes
are presented in Annex C and summarised in
Section 5 of the Gate 2 report

Scheme cost information is presented in
Section 8 of the Gate 2 report with further
detail set-out in Annex A5.

Environmental appraisals are presented in
Annexes B2-B7. These assess all pathways,
from construction and operational effects
from each water recycling scheme. Where
required mitigation is proposed to reduce any
significant effects.

Water quality analysis is presented in Annex
B2 with the data used in our impact
assessments (B3, B4, B5) and drinking water
safety plan (Annex C).

Scheme design elements are captured in our
concept design reports (Annex A1-A4)

Scheme design elements are captured in our
concept design reports (Annex A1-A4).

Our carbon assessment is reported in Annex
A5 for each scheme.

Our in-combination assessments consider
other projects and is reported in our Initial
Environmental Appraisal report - Annex B5.
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Topics raised

Gate 2 signposting

Potential for renewable energy generation nearby

Potential for renewable energy generation is
considered in our Natural Capital Report -
Annex B6.

3.3.

Scheme-specific engagement

3.3.1. We developed a stakeholder plan to identify key stakeholders. This included political
stakeholders, local planning authorities and wider stakeholders who could potentially
have an interest in the schemes.

3.3.2.

The engagement activities were embedded throughout the Gate 2 programme of work;

building on the Gate 1 engagement with regulators and strategic stakeholders and
expanded to include local planning authorities and other selected stakeholders.

3.3.3.

Table 3.2 summarises our stakeholder engagement plan. It includes the stakeholder, the

engagement approach as well as their main points of interest and how these were
considered and taken into account in the work programme during Gate 2.

Table 3.2: Overview of specific SRO engagement embedded in our engagement plan

Stakeholder Engagement approach Points of interest and resulting action
Monthly programme management progress meetings from
September 2021 to provide an update on progress,
collaborative working and share new information.

Environment

Agency (EA) Topic based Technical Working Groups (TWGs) with

incorporating the
NAU

Natural England
(NE)
incorporating the
NAU

Technical discussions involving
the scope and approach to
ongoing investigations, the
sharing of results and
assessment findings relating to
the SRO

specialists to examine the development of key areas. These
included:

* Engineering design

* Terrestrial ecology and Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG)

* Fisheries

» Water quality (WQ)

* Hydraulic and WQ modelling

* Aquatic ecology

* Regulatory Assessments (Habitats Regulations Assessment
(HRA), WFD and IEA)

» Temperature

* Flood risk

Meetings were set up to align with the availability of Gate 2
information and to ensure regular engagement and
collaborative working with opportunities to comment on scopes
and approach of investigations, outputs, and assessment
findings. Feedback was taken into account in the technical
work.

Drinking Water
Inspectorate
(DWI)

Engagement at key milestones to
ensure compliance with drinking
water quality legislation and
ensuring water quality risks are

properly assessed and evaluated.

Pan SRO meeting held September 2021 to discuss emerging
substances monitoring requirements. A dedicated DWI TWG
was set up to discuss and agree emerging substances
programme in response to identification of this as an issue to
discuss.

DWI were invited to provide feedback on our customer
research work for water recycling (see section 4) and we

12
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Stakeholder

Engagement approach

Points of interest and resulting action

Engagement in the design of
customer research on water
recycling

offered the opportunity to observe the field work and share
outputs.

Meeting held in May 2022 to review progress with drinking
water quality risk assessment for London water recycling
schemes.

The DWI were issued the drinking water safety plans for
schemes in September 2022 for comments.

Port of London
Authority (PoLA)

Technical engagement over key
issues flagged at Gate 1 to
include changes to water levels
and potential aquatic and
navigation impacts

Progress meeting held in December 2021 and January 2022 to
provide latest developments within the SRO since Gate 1
submission.

PoLA were invited to all relevant TWGs held with the NAU, EA
and NE.

Site visit undertaken with PoLA to Richmond Lock in February
2022 to understand key concerns around navigation and half-
sluice and lock operations.

Dedicated meeting held May 2022 to discuss navigation, in
response to PoLA concerns, and provide an overview of water
level changes anticipated and identify key areas of focus for
the Gate 2 navigational assessment.

Regular engagement on progress

Fortnightly liaison meetings.

Quarterly liaison meetings with Thames Water.

RAPID to determine appropriateness of Check-in call with RAPID held Dec 21, Feb 22, May 22 and
(Ofwat/DWI/EA) | work activities against the Gate 2 | July 22 to share latest developments, progress with SRO and
guidance share forward actions.
Site visit to Mogden STW and Teddington area with RAPID in
September 2022.
Development of guidance documents for example Design
Principles and in-combination assessments.
ACWG Regular engagement to align

guidance across SROs

A Design Principles working group was established for cross
SRO development and input. Meetings were held through Sept
21 — March 22.

Local planning

Planning led engagement on

High-level introductory meeting with each local authority,
tailored to cover their interaction with a scheme. Meetings
held through May and June 2022 captured feedback and

?E;izr;tles schemes within the SRO established future protocols for planning engagement once the
need and timing of a scheme is understood. The feedback is
presented in Table 3.4.
Discussion session held (June 2022) with the GLA climate
Initial briefing on London water change team WhiCh. included information on the work to
GLA recycling as part of a wider TW develop the strategic water resources plan and the SROs.

briefing on strategic water issues

There were no specific issues raised in relation to the water
recycling SRO.

Water companies

Engagement to explore shared
learning and experience and

Active engagement to share knowledge and identify
differences in approach with Southern Water, Severn Trent
Water and Anglian Water. Topics include terminology;

13
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Stakeholder

Engagement approach

Points of interest and resulting action

explore a range of parietal
solutions for future water supply

treatment technology; monitoring programme in respect of
sample locations and determinands and regulatory
requirements.

Fortnightly calls to seek consistency in approach through Gate
2

Thames Water
teams (water
quality, capital
delivery,
wastewater)

Provide updates on progress and
explore synergies and
opportunities

Regular engagement to share scheme developments and
explore any synergies. This engagement resulted in sharing of
existing ecology reports and exploring the potential joint benefit
of recycling schemes.

Historic England

Engagement on archaeology and
cultural heritage matters

A meeting was held in October 2022.

Engagement on the research
undertaken with customers
covering both the approach and
shared the outputs. This includes

The focus of our engagement with CCW has been on the work
to understand customer concerns and preferences (see
section 4). We engaged with CCW on the scope and approach

cew the WRSE-qu resegrch, CCWis for the research and took account of their feedback. We also
part of WRSE'’s regional .
offered the opportunity to observe the field work and shared
Customer Challenge Group the output of the studies and welcomed further feedback
(CCG) and the SRO “club” P :
research.
Thames Water hosts a Water Resource Forum, jointly with
There is wide interest in long- Affinity Water, to provide information and opportunity to input
term water resource planning on the development of the regional water resources plan and
Wider from a range of perspectives, to company activity.
stakeholder ensure resilience of supply,
community opportunities to protect and Focused activity on options was held in November 2021 to

improve the environment as well
as interest in specific schemes.

give stakeholders the opportunity to understand the solutions
being considered for WRMP24 and for the South-East Regional
Plan with updates provided at Forums held during 2022.

3.3.4. Two key engagement processes were established through Gate 2; the establishment of
topic specific workshops or meetings (Technical Working Groups (TWGs) or standalone
technical discussions); and activity to support wider scheme promotion and
understanding of scheme design.

Technical engagement

3.3.5. Technical meetings and workshops were held through Gate 2 to discuss scopes of
work, develop methods and ensure consistent approaches were adopted across SROs.
In addition, a number of TWGs were established at the beginning of Gate 2 for the
purpose of sharing technical information and collaborative working with regulators who
have specialist knowledge or a defined stake in a particular topic. The activity in the
TWGs has included sharing data, discussion and agreement on the scope of work and
methodologies for technical assessment, review and challenge of outputs. In most cases
the TWGs were made up of the NAU, EA and NE where a terms of reference had been
shared.

3.3.6.

topics of discussion.

Table 3.3 presents a timeline of technical engagement through Gate 2 and the main
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Table 3.3: Technical engagement log

Date Meeting Members Agenda / Discussion topic
2021
EA, NAU, Ofwat,
Sept (21) | DWI workshop RAPID, DWI, Pan TW SRO workshop on emerging substances monitoring
Thames Water
ACWG design Pan SRO tea”?s' : . o
o . water companies, Introduction to the development of design principles for
Sept (29) | principles kick-off . . SRO
workshop design council, ROs
WRSE, RAPID
Sept (29) | NAU Gate 2 kick-off NAU PM, Thames Approach to Gate 2 engagement activities, programme and
Water TWGs
WRSE coordination WRSE, Pan SRO Progress update and forward action plan for data updates to
Oct (D) . teams, water . . :
meeting (1) . inform future regional modelling
companies
ACWG design Pan SRO teams’ Share information on policy and precedent studies.
o water companies, o
Oct (18) principles - ) . Present draft principles and key themes
workshop (1) design council Stakeholder mapping
WRSE, RAPID
NAU TWG - WQ Recap on work completed and results from G1
Oct (26) modelling (1) and NAU, EA, NE Scope and approach of modelling for G2
Temperature (1) Applicable and relevant legislation to use in assessments
ACWG design Pan SRO teams, Share information and feedback on draft principles and key
o water companies,
Nov (17) principles - . . themes
workshop (2) design council, Development of Gate 2 indicators
WRSE, RAPID
Pan SRO teams,
National system water companies,
Dec (2) simulation modelling | WRSE, RAPID, Workshop on the national system simulation model
- phase 1 workshop | NAU, EA, Ofwat
>25 participants
NAU TWG -
Dec (7) Terrestrial ecology NAU, EA. NE Recap on work completed and results from G1
(1) Scope and approach for G2
NAU TWG - Other
Dec (8) aquatic environment | NAU, EA, NE Recap on work completed and results from G1
(1) Scope and approach for G2
Dec (10) NAU TWG -WQ NAU, EA, NE Scope and approach of modelling for G2
modelling (2) Outputs and programme
. Pan SRO teams,
AC.:W.G design water companies, Review and agree final ACWG design principles, targets and
Dec (13) principles - . : .
workshop (3) design council, indicators.
WRSE, RAPID
2022
NAU TWG - Scope and approach of modelling temperature
Jan (7) NAU, EA, NE Modelling scenarios to be used
Temperature (2) ) o .
Applicable and relevant legislation to use in assessments
A(.:W.G design Pan SRO teams, Feedback and evaluation of work completed
Jan (12) principles - .
evaluation water companies, Next steps
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Date Meeting Members Agenda / Discussion topic
design council,
WRSE, RAPID
Recap on Gate 1 finding and forward actions
NAU TWG - Scope of survey activities for Gate 2
Jan (12) Fisheries (1) NAU, EA, NE Evidence based to be used at Gate 2
Assessment approach
Evidence-base for Gate 2 assessment
Jan (20) r’:’g‘ge]l—“\/:e(é;/vQ NAU, EA, NE Finalisation of Gate 2 scope
9 Formats and examples of outputs
Jan (25) NAU TWG - WQ NAU. EA NE Evidence-base for Gate 2 assessment
monitoring (1) T Formats and examples of outputs
. . Recap on Gate 1 findings and forward actions
Jan (31) E;AG‘;'tCek;ﬁ meeting | pj a Approach to Gate 2
Key developments to date
Feb (25) Richmond lock site PLA NAU Visit Richmond lock to discuss concerns over integrity with
visit ' changes in water level
NAU TWG - Other Evidence-base for assessments
March (2) | aquatic environment | NAU, EA, NE, PLA .
2) Findings from Gate 2 surveys
NAU TWG - Evidence-base for assessments
March (7) | Terrestrial ecology NAU, EA, NE .
) Findings from Gate 2 surveys
NAU TWG - Introduction to the engineering design, site layouts,
March (8) Encineering desian NAU, EA, NE, PLA infrastructure, conveyance corridors and operational
9 9 9 philosophy
March NAU TWG - Evidence-base to be used at Gate 2
(10) Fisheries (2) NAU, EA, NE, PLA Assessment approach
('\gg';‘:h Eﬁégem;@;/v Q NAU, EA, NE, PLA | Early Gate 2 modelling results
ACWG design Pan SRO tea”?s' Introduce draft user guidance
March o water companies, .
principles -Phase 2 . . Identify gaps
(30) design council, . . L o
workshop WRSE RAPID Share best practice on project specific vision and principles
. Evidence-base for Gate 2 assessment
April (19) | NAU TWG - WQ (1) | NAU, EA, NE, PLA Gate 2 results and findings
NAU TWG — Overview of modelling scenarios used in Gate 2
April (27) NAU, EA, NE Temperature modelling result for Teddington and Mogden
Temperature (3)
P (3D fluvial work)
Recap on Gate 1 findings and forward actions
May (4) NAU TWG - HRA (1) | NAU, EA, NE Summary of approach to work for Gate 2
Key areas of focus for HRA at Gate 2
NAU TWG - Engineering design focus on operational philosophy reuse
May (10) | Engineering design | NAU, EA, NE 9 g desig b PATOSopny

(2)

system process and implications and mitigation measures
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Date Meeting Members Agenda / Discussion topic
Overview of AWRP discharge qualities
May (13) NAU TWG -WQ (2) | NAU, EA, NE Update on the WFD physico-chemical assessments
Update on chemicals and olfactory assessments
Overview of key Tideway model outputs, including water
— level and sediment.
May (19) Navigation PLA Agreement on key areas of focus for the navigation
assessment
NAU TWG - Presentation on BNG metrics and site selection criteria
May (24) Terrestrial ecology NAU, EA, NE Example model outputs
(2) and BNG (1) Overview of next steps
DWI - Drinking . .
May (26) water safety plan DWI, RAPID Presentation of DWSP and risk assessment for London
Reuse
workshop
Example of 1 in 5-year scheme operation and impact on
temperature
June (13) NAU TWG - NAU. EA. NE Review of Mogden 100 and 150 Ml/d scheme modelled
Temperature (4) temperature contour plots
Review of Teddington DRA 100 and 150 Ml/d scheme
modelled temperature contour plots
June (20) NAU TWG physical | NAU, EA, NE Overview of physical environment assessment outputs and
environment findings
NAU, EA, NE _ . .
June (21) | NAU TWG - WQ (3) Overview of water quality assessments outputs and findings
June (22) NAU TWG - WQ NAU, EA, NE Overview of tideway modelling outputs for water level,
modelling (2) temperature, salinity and sediment in the Tideway
Sep (9) Site visit RAPID & NAU Site visit to Mogden STW and Teddington river bank

Wider scheme engagement

3.3.7. Our approach to wider scheme engagement has been tailored to the stakeholders and
their areas of interest.

3.3.8.

3.3.9.

We have engaged with 10 local planning authorities (LPAs) through May and June 2022,

the approach comprised two parts; firstly an introduction to the SRO, RAPID’s gated
process and expectations, and the role of WRSE, regional modelling and its inter-
dependencies with development of the need case for a scheme. The second part,
focussed on scheme specifics and allowed each LPA to understand how a scheme
would interact within its, and neighbouring, authority boundaries and the potential
construction and operation impacts of a scheme.

Formal comments and responses were not sought from the LPA at this stage, nor were

detailed reports or information provided to the LPA for their review. Table 3.4 provides a
summary engagement log with more detailed information included in Annex G (Planning
and Land Strategy).
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Table 3.4: LPA engagement log

Scheme

LPA

Agenda

Response themes

Beckton
water
recycling
scheme

Newham

Barking &
Dagenham

Redbridge

Waltham
Forest

Haringey

Enfield

Preliminary session
to set-out context of
water recycling and
introduce the
Beckton scheme

LPA shared preliminary information about future planning
constraints and challenges that a scheme is likely to
face.

Keen to engage early once scheme need has been
identified.

LPA shared preliminary information about future planning
constraints and challenges that a scheme is likely to
face.

Keen to understand the possibility of local job
opportunities including skills and apprentices.

Keen to understand the possibility of local job
opportunities including skills and apprentices.

Keen for early engagement once the need is identified
Need to develop a carefully considered consultation
approach.

LPA shared preliminary information about future planning
constraints and challenges that a scheme is likely to
face.

LPA wants to engage early.

LA keen to understand approach to tunnelling, including
depths and potential for noise and vibration impacts on
the surface.

LPA wants to explore scheme design further including
design principles and rationale of site selection.
Shared information about local redevelopment of key
areas along conveyance route and future potential
challenges.

Teddington
DRA

Hounslow

Richmond
upon Thames

Kingston
upon Thames

Preliminary session
to set-out context of
water recycling and
introduce the
Teddington scheme

Explored potential for construction impacts under
residential properties from pipejacking and would need
to be addressed in future scheme engagement and
application.

LA run a design panel which it advised should be utilised
during pre-application.

Early engagement with local communities critical.

Potential issues raised around development on MOL and
green belt.

Local groups have successfully challenged
developments in the area previously.

Early engagement critical with local communities

Keen to understand job opportunities from a scheme and
benefits to the area.

Discussed customer attitudes to water recycling.

LPA keen to be involved with design principles once
need identified.

Mogden
schemes

Hounslow

Preliminary session
to set-out context of
water recycling and
introduce the
Mogden schemes

Explored potential for construction impacts under
residential properties from pipejacking and would need
to be addressed in future scheme engagement and
application.

LA run a design panel which is advised should be utilised
during pre-application.
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Scheme LPA Agenda Response themes

Early engagement with local communities critical

be addressed.

Keen to understand more about BNG and how it would

green belt.

Local groups have successfully challenged
developments in the area previously.

Early engagement critical with local communities.

Richmond
upon Thames

Potential issues raised around development on MOL and

Spelthorne

around proposing development on green belt.

3.3.10.

3.3.11.

3.3.12.

3.4.
3.4.1.

Engagement across water companies and through the ACWG has involved the
development of SRO design principles and the development of consistent assessment
methodologies for Gate 2.

Thames Water and Affinity Water continue to host a regular Water Resources Forum,
this is open to all interested stakeholder organisations and the purpose of the Forum is
to update stakeholders on the progress to develop the Regional Plan and in turn
company WRMP24s, and to share information at a formative stage to enable
stakeholders to participate in the process. Three Forums were held during Gate 2 - in
November 2021, February and June 2022'"". At the November 2021 Forum information
was shared on each SRO, including the programme of activities and summary of work
packages to provide visibility of the work areas for each SRO and the opportunity for
discussion on these options.

Our engagement with RAPID through Gate 2 has consisted of fortnightly liaison
meetings, regular ‘check-in’ calls and participation at quarterly liaison meetings. Through
Gate 2 we have provided progress updates, shared emerging plans and
recommendations, provided key findings and sought advice for key decisions.

Working openly and transparently

We are committed to work openly and transparently and have worked to achieve this by:

e Sharing information, and providing regular updates to stakeholders, on the
programme of work and the studies underway and giving opportunity to comment.

e Working with regulators and stakeholders to jointly define the scopes of work and
technical methods.

e Engaging with stakeholder organisations, who have specialist technical knowledge
or a specific interest, to share relevant information and work collaboratively.

e Engaging with a wide range of stakeholder organisations to share work to develop
the plan for our long-term future water supply and the potential solutions at a

" WRF meeting minutes, including a list of attendees, are circulated to all attendees after the meeting.
These can be provided on request please contact consultations@thameswater.co.uk
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formative stage of development of the plan, and to listen to feedback and take it into
consideration.

e Raising awareness on the challenge for water resources, the planning process and
opportunities to contribute and input to shape long-term plans at a formative stage.

4. Engagement with customers

4.1.
4.1.1.

4.2.
4.2.1.

4.2.2.

Summary of activity during Gate 1

The Gate 1 engagement'?focused on examining customers’ views on water resources
planning — the challenges, the options, sharing resources and the SROs, including water
recycling. The research highlighted the following:

e Thereis a low level of customer understanding and a lack of familiarity with reuse.
Often it is not recognised that “unplanned” reuse is widely used in the UK.

e “Effluent” and even “reuse” can have negative associations, and therefore
terminology and framing are important for engaging customers. Framing reuse
schemes as “water recycling” has been observed to result in a more favourable
view and we have adopted this within our Gate 2 submission.

e Concerns mainly focused on safety and hygiene, the use of chemicals, and water
quality. Other issues were around the potential environmental impact with
customers wanting to understand about the possible effect on rivers, and the
energy intensity and carbon emissions. Cost was also raised due to the need for
new treatment works.

e Positive comments focused on recycling as an efficient and logical approach,
resilient to drought and a proven concept outside the UK.

e  Overall support for recycling tends to be finely balanced. There is some evidence
that the more informed customers become, the more they recognise the benefits.
The challenge is therefore to improve communication about water recycling to
lessen the perceived concerns of customers.

Overview of Gate 2 engagement

Our Gate 2 activity has built upon the learnings from Gate 1. The research has been
undertaken in collaboration with other water companies, and SRO project teams, to
ensure a consistent and efficient programme of customer engagement to support the
development of all the SROs.

The work has focused on exploring some of the aspects raised at Gate 1 in more detail.
There were three main components to our work:

e  Exploring, through the regional engagement, what customers’ view as ‘best value’
and how they weight and prioritise aspects of best value.

e Engagement on the acceptability of recycling in general, considering how recycling
schemes work; process and treatment information; public health and drinking water
quality concerns and ultimately how we need to communicate with customers. We
explored this through two studies, a collaborative project, referred to as a “club”

2 London Effluent Reuse Gate 1 Submission, July 2021, Section 8
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4.2.3.

4.3.
4.3.1.

4.3.2.

project with other SROs which considered these issues immersively including taste
testing and co-designed a communications framework. The framework was then
quantitatively tested with a wide range of customers and secondly, with customers
in London, as possible recipients of recycled water.

e Exploration of customers’ views and preferences on additional value that schemes
could provide. This work explored with customers what they understand as public
value, their preferences, whether their views alter dependent on their proximity to
the scheme and how much they would be willing to pay for a range of possible
‘added value’ options for a scheme such as London water recycling, and how this
differs depending on the type of scheme.

To ensure transparency, we involved WRSE’s regional CCG in the work to explore the
best value criteria, and for the SRO club projects we shared the scope, research
materials and findings through workshops with the technical teams and interested
stakeholders, including DWI and CCW.

WRSE seeking customers’ views on “Best Value”

WRSE commissioned an independent market research agency to explore with
customers what they consider to be ‘best value’ in respect of planning future water
resources, testing their views on best value criteria and metrics to be used to assess the
performance of potential regional plans including the importance, or weights, that
customers place on each. This research aimed to provide insight on the strength of
customer preference for different aspects of a best value plan, as well as the trade-offs
that customers are comfortable with when making choices between the enhancements,
timings, and the bill impacts of alternative plans.

Over 300 household customers were engaged in this research. The criteria were
grouped into 4 outcomes and the criteria were explained in a customer ‘friendly’ way.
These are shown in Figure 4.1.

Best value outcomes Criteria (Jan 21)

Deliver a secure and wholesome supply of water to
customers and other users to 2100

» Meet the supply demand balance*
- Leakage*

- Water consumption

» Non-publicwater demand

- Customer preferences

Be deliverable at a cost that is acceptable to customers

- Programme cost
- _Intergenerational equity

Deliver long-term environmental improvement and social
benefits

- Strategic Environmental Assessment
- Natural Capital

- Biodiversity

- Abstraction reduction*

- Carbon

Increase the resilience of the region’s water systems

- Droughtresilience*
- Reliability

- Adaptability

- Evolvability

Figure 4.1 Best value outcomes and criteria

4.3.3.

The output from the research is presented in Figure 4.2. In general, customers place
more weight on the delivery of secure supply of water, followed by the cost of
investments, environmental improvements, with resilience placed on the lower end of
the scale. The outputs have been used in the investment modelling undertaken by
WRSE to develop the best value plan.
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4.3.4. The output is also helpful to consider in the design of the SROs and the prioritisation of

additional aspects that the SROs could potentially deliver.

Customer preference weight (%)

Public Water Supply - supply demand balance profile
(Mt day)

Provides additional water needed by other sectors(Mi/day)

¥ leakage red uction above 50%

500 reduction in leakage by each company by 2050 from
2017/ 18 baseline (3)
Net Present Value (NPV) using the Social Time Preference
Rate (Em}
Reduction in the volume of water abstracted at id entified
sites (Mliday} and by when (date)

Distribution input per head of population (Litresfperson)
MNet-gain score (%)

Enhancement of Natural Capital Value Em)
Programme benefit (score max)

Programme disbenefit (score min)

Programme reliability score

Health rate (THDR 1%)
Achieve 1in 500-year drought resilience {date achieved) 3.9%
Programme adaptability score 2,906
Cost of carbon offsetting (Em) | 2.3",11':: |
Programme evolvability score 2.4%.
Customer preference for option type (score) m

0.0 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0 10.0% 120% 14.0%

Figure 4.2: WRSE regional research to understand customers “weights” for best value criteria

4.3.5. The full report is included in Appendix D.2 to this Annex.

4.4.  Acceptability of water recycling and communicating a change in water source

4.4.1. We completed two studies to explore the acceptability of water recycling as customers’
source of water, considering how the schemes work; process and treatment information;

public health and drinking water quality concerns and what is needed to ensure

successful communication of recycling as a potential water source for customers. The

studies were:

e acollaborative “club” project across 11 of the SROs with the aim of understanding

of how customers interpret and respond to the different water source changes

a follow up study with London customers who could potentially receive recycled
water as their drinking water supply
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4.5.  Water Club project — Change of source water

4.5.1. The aim of this study was to explore customers’ views and attitudes towards water
source changes and the implications for communications. It comprised three stages of
research:

e areview of existing evidence to understand attitudes towards water source change

e a qualitative phase to explore customers’ views about water resource options
exploring contextual information and identifying areas of comprehension, appeal
and preference; taste tests using samples representing a range of source options
and engagement on how to communicate changes to water sources for each option
type including content, tone of voice, timing and format. 96 household customers
were engaged in this phase.

e quantitative testing of draft communications using different framings —
environmental, human and practical. 1,762 customers and 198 non-household
customers were engaged during the quantitative phase

4.5.2. The methodology is summarised in Figure 4.3.

Qualitative research phase Quantlt::)til]vaes;esearch

' 96 household customers across the 6
Including scoping companies, including Gen Z and vulnerable 15-minute online survey
~ interviews with each I customers with 1,762 household and
~ water company in the 198 non-household
~ consortium and a rapid customers for robust
evidence review of Product testing session Deliberative session on segmentation and
relevant data with water samples water sources validation of findings
Deliberative session on Product testing session
water sources with water samples

Communications sessions: strands A&B
mixed

Figure 4.3 : Summary of the approach taken for the changing sources customer research

Britainthinks

4.5.3. The key findings were:

e Water is a low salience topic, with customers indicating a low level of awareness
and understanding of issues relating to it. This, in part, is driven by general
satisfaction with the customer experience of water, in terms of taste, smell and
hardness.

e Customers also have low awareness of water scarcity, and, whilst all take steps not
to ‘waste’ water, most are not actively trying to reduce their water consumption.
Information on the topic is easily understood, however, this is not always enough to
unseat long-standing perceptions that water is abundant in the UK.

e Customers believe that water companies should be taking steps to respond to the
issue of water scarcity now and recognise that a mix of demand and supply-side
solutions are required. However, there is a general desire to see water companies
implement demand-side options first, including fixing leaks and educating
customers.
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4.5.4.

Customers say they are unlikely to engage with communications on source change,
and taste tests indicate that most are not able to detect differences at the level that
might be expected in a source change. However, there is still a need to
communicate, customers generally feel that water companies have a responsibility
to communicate changes to infrastructure and supply to the public, even if they feel
they are unlikely to engage with these communications personally or in-depth and
the communications should explain why the change is happening, give
reassurances on what this will mean and provide practical information and clear
guidance on the impact.

In terms of communication, the ‘human’ or more personal framing, was found to
work best, although for water recycling customers also wanted to understand
environmental information.

The timing of communications is important. Most household customers want initial
advance notification, say three to six months in advance of the change, although
non-household customers are more likely to want an earlier notification of a change.
Most respondents then want to be reminded again of the change, at a point closer
to the time, but generally only once.

An email message and a letter, separate from the water bill, are the preferred forms
of communication about source changes, consistent across sources. Most
customers claim they would click through to look at additional information. Whilst,
this number may be lower, providing comprehensive information to those who may
want it is key.

Of those who are more inclined to visit a website for further detail on the change,
there is an expectation that this would include a wealth of comprehensive
information. This includes detail on bills, taste, the process, the reason behind the
change, safety, environmental impact, and information from an independent source.

Whilst there is a need to communicate on any source change, water recycling and
desalination in particular need more engagement due to a higher level of spontaneous
concerns. For recycling these concerns centre on safety, quality and the environment.
Overall, key concerns for Water Recycling centre on safety,
quality and the environment
£ o
@ S -
Safety Quality Environment
Asbedts ofth i Connectedtothe impacton safety, Customers are concemed aboutthe
e fso :i‘rsqr_clng It s i) customersworry thatrecycling will impact ofthe recycling process on
mlsesa (;tﬁ'ﬂﬂt .y?ml?ecznf{;;rnse.% noticeably impactthe waterthey recene natural environments and local areas
b e e e_r(yuc actor}an ‘outoftheirtap’ e g, taste, smell, e.g. smel fromrecycling plants, chemical
chemicalsinvolved. appearance damagetc wildlife and habitats.
“r- fchemicals, and if it i “ “
St e i b vt | Gontike theides oft justocemscidy. \oateeenow Houseitorus iirsbod
ey i 7 i 7 o o "
Britainthinks
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4.5.5. Many customers focus on the ’yuck’ factor which can be hard to overcome.

Yuck® factordommates

It can be difficultfor customers to overcome psychological
barriers around Water Recycling

The majority of customers are initially uncomfortable with the ‘ ‘
notion of Water Recycling, largely driven by hygiene and safety

concerns. The idea of it makes ime fee!

These concemns centre on the involvement of ‘wastewater’ or sick.
‘sewage’ in the recycling process - and the potential impact of this T ATy
on safety and quality Marwich , ,

Customers worry that this will contaminate the water, and even if
they believe that regulation and safety checks are in place, they “

simply ‘don't like the idea’ of waste being involved in the process. S e wnder

For most, the "yuck' factor associated with perceptions of ifitis as good as the real
‘recycling’ water is difficult to put aside Stuff.
Peterirygh

Britainthinks
88

66

! think it's so subtle. | just
think if you drink it, you
wouldn't notice. It's only
because we are dissecting it
that we're thinking this.

Household customer,
London , ,

4.5.6. However, a small minority of customers do feel more neutral, particularly where there is
an awareness — or expectation — that a form of water ‘recycling’ is currently involved in
the UK water supply. This is particularly expected in more densely populated areas,
where it is assumed that tap water has been ‘reused’ and treated to some extent.

4.5.7. Key points to successful communications on water recycling are:

e the clear steer that recycled water is safe to drink.

e information on the process - customers want to know about the process e.g. to use
an online explainer that goes into more details specifically about the recycling
process and reassurance that they are not “drinking sewage” would be important.

e hardness is a common concern - customers want information on whether the water
would be harder or softer.
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e tasteis an important issue - customers want to understand about possible changes

to taste for recycled water.

4.5.8. A summary of what’s needed regarding future communications for water recycling is
shown in Figure 4.4.

Water Recycling | Key implications for communications

WHO

Water companies are
seen 2= alogical key
messengsr on this
topic,

References to “quality
control’ processes
(2.g. high standards)
offer resssurances of
=afefy=nd the implicit
invalvement ofa
reguistory body /
sppropriate safety
protocols.

Specific external
voices, such as Public
Heaith bodies or
Reguistors, should be
mentioned with cars as
these can sctuslly
raise alarm.

x]

WHAT

Offer reassurances,
particularhy in relstion
tor dirinking water, to
Sidress poor safety
perceptions.

Reiterate that water
reuse is
commenplace across
the UK, in order to
help to normalize this
‘SOUrCE option

Avoid detail on
unfamilisr and
technical processes
as these canba
confusing, and canim
fact rais= further
questions or
CONCEMS.

HOwW

Adopt a2 calm tone of
voice, communicating
in 3 neutral mannar
to help convey a
sense of calm and
business a5 usual.

Avoid alarming
language, such as
terms mers easily
sssociated with
unsafe’ aspects
should be avoided,
such a5:
- Sewsge
Waste
Indusitris]
products
Chemicals

WHERE

Keep initial contact

concise, with shorter
pieces of informstion
working well for direct
EOMMAERICItons.

Direct customers

elsewhere for further,

mars detaied,
additional infermation
{e.g. weblink, contact
mumbers).

Streamline
communication,
prov iding updates cn
sowce changes
alongside other farms:
of dirsct contactte
increase the
opportunity of cutting
through {e.g. emails,
Bills}

Figure 4.4 Communicating with customers on a future water recycling scheme

WHEN

Communicate
sponer to the fime
that the changs will
ocor if local
construction works ars
planned {2.9. building
3 recycling plant in
cestornars’ local arza).

Provide a timeline of
Furburs key
Ccommisnication points
if 3 large-scale local
constriction is
planned, in order to
offera sense of
consistency and clay
to the project.

Britainthinks

4.5.9. A communications framework, which took all the learning from the research, has been
produced as a practical tool to use in future RAPID Gates and when a change to
customers’ water source is required including the language, framing and timings of
communications. This includes directional recommendations on do’s and don’ts when
communicating specific source changes, based on the findings from this research, as
well as interactive activities and stimuli for workshop. This is included in the research
report which is presented in Appendix D.3 to this Annex.

4.6.
4.6.1.

4.6.2.

Water recycling communications — London customers

The aim of this study was to test the communications framework developed by Britain
Thinks (outlined above) with a cross section of London customers. Specifically, the style
of language, the best ‘messenger’, timings in the approach to implementation, additional
information requirements and what communications channels work best for customers.

The study was completed by independent market research agency, Verve, used an
online pop-up community with 60 participants over a 3-day period in June 2022, with a
summary of the approach shown in Figure 4.5.
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What we asked our community members...

Day 1 Introductions and look at primary

communication

» Participants completed activities designed to encourage a natural
response (such as answering quickly or recalling the message
from memory)

» Participants also asked to keep a diary of any communications
they receive

Day 2 discussion topics
» Other versions of the communication revealed and participants
decide which one they find the most impactful

Day 3 discussion topics

+ Communication diaries discussed to understand what messages
are most likely to get engagement

» Alook at what they believe they would do if water recyclingwas
to happenin the near future

» Afinal discussion about effective communications and thoughts
around water recycling

Figure 4.5: The study approach

4.6.3. Messages were developed using three different frameworks — social norms i.e.
something everyone is doing; positive framing i.e. focused on a positive outcome; and
wildcard — testing “jargon” and other messages that we would not think would work well
and a control.

4.6.4. Key findings from this study were:

e Messaging needs to feel honest to be believed — customers have become more
sceptical and will scrutinise messages before they are believed. Customers will want
to know what the problem is, what is water recycling and how will it affect them and
where they live

e  Water recycling is a difficult concept to understand — this needs careful explanation
with non-ambiguous language to avoid misinterpretation

e Understanding is key to acceptability. Clear messaging detailing how things may
change for people is key to reassure and avoid upset Key questions for those most
unhappy with the concept of water recycling are ‘will it taste good’, ‘is it safe’, ‘will it
impact my bill" and ‘will it impact the environment’

4.6.5. Figure 4.6 constructs the best messages based on the insights from customers.
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From the examples so far, the communications around water recyding should include the following

A clear descriptions of how

Positive framing helps t
water recycling is different to st St iy

Use socual nomns to reassure

improve perceptions of water

customers that the process
quality

the normal water cycle is safe

Include & diagram of water Demansiratng that this o = .
= e Pasitive fr: workswell to
recycling to r-:e-n with the process is used by lats of mmeﬂmmis good
Uncers CTg people s reassurng qualty and good to drink
Include facts about the process Hawever, ensure that thers is Use carsfuly to ensure that
and bedirect some cantext &5 ta why mmrmdcmmrprﬁ
Continue to avoid words such London is using the same positivity 25 disguising the truth-
as 'effivent’, ‘chemicals' and sysmasplacmﬂ‘atare
phrases suchas ‘wasteto tap’ significantly hotter

Figure 4.6 Constructs the key messages

4.6.6. A minority of customers were not reassured by the communications and their concerns
focus around four specific themes — will it taste good; is it safe; what’s the impact on bills
and the environment.

4.6.7. Early communications about the challenges to water and the potential for an interrupted
supply is an important backdrop to later acceptance of recycling. Thames Water is a
trusted messenger and multiple channels will be needed to raise awareness and
communicate ahead of scheme development and operation, with all messaging needing
to feel “honest”

Post that looks serious will be

Texts are most likely to be opened and with fewer messages
acknowledged but are limited in being sent this way are more likely
what they communicate to be engaged with
® [ J
® [ ]
® ®
Social
media
® [ J
® [ J
Messages on social media b
may be seen but are not With people getting many emails a
necessar”y aCknow|edged day, it's harder to get noticed.

Many are quicker to discard
messages without reading

4.6.8. The full report produced by Verve is included in Appendix D.4.

4.6.9. Overall the research has given a clear steer to ensure engagement and communications
with customers are designed correctly to enable successful promotion of future
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4.7.
4.7.1.

4.7.2.

4.7.3.

4.7.4.

4.7.5.

recycling schemes. This work will be used in a timely manner for communicating with
customers.

Exploring customers preferences for public or added value

This research study was undertaken as a “club project”, a collaboration across 11
SROs by independent research agency, Accent. It aimed to:

e Understand what added value customers perceive is important, as part of
infrastructure development.

e Understand preferences for the added value, i.e. the balance between options such
as economy, jobs, apprenticeships, leisure, education and carbon sequestration,
etc.

e Determine if the preferences change, depending on the geographical location, type
of scheme or other factors.

e  Establish how much customers are prepared to pay for additional measures.

e Determine the nature of the language we should use to explain the added value to
customers.

The research study comprised 3 components:

e Desk review of guidance on public/added value and case studies involving the
measurement of customer preferences for added value.

e Qualitative research with household and non-household customers to introduce the
concept of public value or added value and exploring what it means and what’s
important to customers. It provided a foundation of evidence on customer
preferences and attitudes, and the language that should be used to explain added
value.

e Qualitative research building on the learnings from the qualitative research and
using choice experiment with over 5,900 household and 550 non-household
customers.

The qualitative research showed that the concept of “public value” needed to be
explained, it is not a commonly used term. Once the concept was understood the
majority of people felt that it is important. However, most are ‘contingent supporters’ i.e.
they need convincing that additional costs are justified particularly in the current
economic climate. There are some additions that are common across projects for
example economic and environmental benefits whilst customers’ expectations differ
according to the project type and different projects attract different levels of support.

The qualitative research identified that public value in the water space was expected to
fulfil five criteria; local community centric; long term justifiable; sustainable; water
relevant and low maintenance.

The quantitative research explored participants’ willingness to pay for a set of potential
project additions in the context of the SROs. The proposed additions are shown in Table
4.1.
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Table 4. 1 Descriptions of potential project additions

Project addition Abbreviated description (report)

(O] [ERTANEIVET AT O [o] ool d=F <l Te N SV [l e Mia SRS I-BIIIM One in every 50 jobs created will be an apprenticeship
be an apprenticeship

A quarter of all employees working to develop the site [WAN[VEIat= el iR laalo] [WEERETE=N ook

will be recruited from the local area

(el g=E =Y iTel N a¥aa LRIk Al =Ielela Yol g oM eT=alSiiiesMoM  Increased visitor numbers, with economic benefits
the surrounding area

M RN LR [ To M [eTor NS T g R s fel U= STl a KNIV Links to heritage and local history, through signs at the
up at the site. site

SToETel=IN o] fe) /(o [T NI T SR Tl MR- [V LI | RRETo\INIS  Space provided for eco-agricultural activities

including regenerative farming and re-wilding

Irrigation reservoirs to improve local farmland
Café with locally sourced food
Fish ponds created, with public access.

Shop selling sustainable products and gardening

MEICIE]S

Water sports facilities, e.g. sailing, paddleboarding

land-based recreation/amenities, e.g. Go Ape, [MERCEENNEIioIEInEhlES
Segway hire, cycle hire

Children’s playground

Sensory garden/space for those with learning
difficulties

Walking paths, Boardwalk, Bridleway and Cycle trail

Reduced flood risk to surroundingarea

New wetland area, with benefits for flood risk, wildlife BNEYAYE:ElRETE=E]

habitats and carbon capture

Specialist habitats created for wildlife, including ENJSEEINEEloiCIaRgLI=o R {e]@NIleIli{S
butterfly bank, wildlife refuge, ponded areas, reed

beds, new woodland and meadow, and creation of

landscape scale habitat corridors

4.7.6. For households, the highest-valued project additions for sites that are 5 miles away from
the home were:

e  Specialist habitats created for wildlife (£3.87 annually)

e New wetland area (£3.24 annually)

o Walking paths, boardwalk, bridleway and cycleway (£2.52 annually)
e Wildlife viewing platforms and bird watching facilities (2.31)

e A quarter of all employees are local (£2.30 annually)

30



Annex D: Stakeholder and Customer Engagement

4.7.7.

4.7.8.

4.7.9.

The average valuation of any project addition was highest in the environmental area,
followed by project additions in the economic area and the social area. The combined
valuation of all project additions was around £24 with a median of £15.

In respect of water recycling, and new water treatment plants, expected additions were
jobs for local people, apprenticeships and career opportunities as well as local
environmental mitigation such as trees and shielding and potential to create wetland and
habitat for wildlife was positive. Overall the social project additions were considered to
be less valuable e.g. recreational facilities were considered to be out of keeping with the
project.

These findings will inform the next stages of design for a water recycling scheme and
what additional investment could be incorporated into the design to provide wider
environmental and social benefit.

4.7.10. The full report of the research study is provided in Annex 5.

4.8.
4.8.1.

4.8.2.

4.8.3.

Working openly and transparently

The process of collaboratively delivering our customer engagement activity has been
driven through the WRSE Engagement and Communications Board (for regional work)
and steering groups formed by the SRO companies for each project.

We have benefited from a wide range of expertise with the participating company’s
insight, regulation and water resources teams to help the design and development of the
engagement activities both ensuring best practice and alignment to wider insight
activities to inform the PR24 business planning activities. The work was delivered by
independent market research agencies compliant with the MRS code of conduct.

In addition, WRSE has facilitated a regional CCG, bringing representatives from the
CCW and the company independent challenge groups to share and input on the
approaches and materials used to engage customers. We also have shared briefs and
materials for the research with both CCW and the DWI for comment have been engaged
as part of the collaborative research activities.

5. Next steps beyond Gate 2

5.1.1.

There will be ongoing engagement with the stakeholder community as part of the
development of the SE regional plan and consultations on the draft regional plan and
draft WRMP24s in autumn 2022.

. The timings of the scheme, and the engagement on it, will be determined by the path

that the regional plan and WRMPs take, and also feedback from RAPID, as such it is not
possible to commit to a definitive plan of engagement activity and timescale at this
stage.

. For schemes that it is agreed will be taken forward, we will continue engagement to

ensure the technical assessments draw on the detailed technical knowledge of
specialists and experts, and the engagement is extended to meet the requirements set-
out by RAPID for Gate 3 and where applicable the planning regime for schemes.
Engagement will include:
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5.1.4.

e RAPID on the programme of work, articulation of issues and risks, and the delivery
of outputs to sufficient quality and time demonstrating efficient spend.

e NAU, EA, NE and DWI, as well as other stakeholder organisations represented on
the TWGs to ensure that further work is robust and the approach takes account of
constraints, as well as opportunities. Work through Gate 3 will update scheme
design, drinking water risk assessments, and environmental assessments improving
our understanding and providing a greater level of confidence in findings.

e 1-2-1 engagement with strategic and specialist stakeholders, including NGOs, and
utilities providers to ensure the ongoing technical studies are robust and based on
the most up-to-date data and assessment methods.

e On-going engagement with LPAs drawing on the feedback and key issues raised in
the introductory meetings and for schemes selected specific pre-planning
engagement.

e Public engagement on scheme options where applicable, to develop scheme
consenting designs.

We will explore opportunities for social, economic, and environmental benefits, beyond
providing a resilient and sustainable water resource. We will continue, and extend, the
engagement to share, and seek input to, the design of the scheme including
opportunities for partnership working to enhance the wide potential benefits and mitigate
as far as possible issues. This engagement will include organisations such as local
government, community, education, economic and growth organisations to discuss
opportunities for amenity and recreation, education, local employment and skill creation.

. There is no foreseen need for any further specific customer research / insight to inform

Gate 3 plans for London water recycling schemes and the next steps are:

e To develop a customer communication plan drawing on the insight gained from the
research completed and collaborate on this with other companies who are also
looking at recycling. This will include building the backdrop narrative around the
pressures on our current water supply and the solutions being examined; and

e To focus on community consultation and engagement including extended
engagement with local communities who could potentially be affected as part of the
consultation on the draft WRMP24.

e As work continues towards delivering schemes aligned to the regional plan Thames
Water will ensure lessons learnt within the industry are captured and reflected in
future engagement around changing water sources and the engagement and
communication with customers.
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Appendix D. 1: Overview of engagement to inform the development of the SE regional plan

Date

2021
January (20)

February (12 & 16)

February (22)

March (2)

March (8)

March (17)

March (25)

May

May (18)

May/June

May

June

July
September

September

September

September

October

November

November

November

December

December

December
December
January
January (13)
January (17)

January (20)
January (31)

Stakeholder group/activity

Multi-sector group

Best Value Plan consultation webinar
75 attendees

Stakeholder Advisory Board (SAB)

Environmental Destination workshop —
regulators and EAG technical advisors

Environmental Advisory Board

Multi-Sector group

Thames Water & Affinity Water
Water Resources Forum

Future Water Resource Requirements
Stakeholder Advisory Board (SAB)

Options -overview of the options considered

in the SE plan

Agriculture/horticulture working group
Multi-Sector group

Webinar for Retailers
Environmental Advisory Group

Agriculture/horticulture working group

Multi-Sector group

Regional reconciliation webinar

Stakeholder Advisory Board (SAB)

Horticultural Trades Association

CPRE

Thames Water & Affinity Water
Water Resources Forum

NFU
CCw

Blueprint for Water

South East Rivers Trust

National Infrastructure Commission
OCC & VoWH DC members and officers
Wide stakeholders > 270 attendees

Wide stakeholders > 160 attendees
Wide stakeholders

Agenda/Discussion topics

Review of non-PWS demand long-term forecast, review of potential impact of updated
EA forecasts on abstraction.

Presentation, discussion and Q&A on the Best Value Plan objectives, criteria, and
metrics to support the consultation

Introduction to refreshed terms of reference and work programme; update on the best
value planning approach.

EA presentation on proposed abstraction reduction scenarios and application of this;
Development of catchment portfolios.

Focus on environmental destination; BV planning — criteria and metrics; Catchment
options and delivery mechanisms

Overview of position for each sector

Best Value planning consultation — feedback — next steps for engagement with
customers and stakeholders; update on SE planning challenge

Publication setting out the planning challenge for the SE

Workshop to consider the engagement with customers and stakeholders on
alternative plans and the development of an interactive tool to clearly communicate
the information.

Series of workshops organised by option type to showcase the range of options under
consideration and provide an opportunity to discuss and comment on the options.

Review of opportunities for shared options with agricultural and horticultural
stakeholders

Update on the modelling work and discussion on the next steps for
agriculture/horticulture shared options

Focus on the company drought plan consultations and introduced the regional plan
Focus on the environmental destination for the SE

Ongoing discussion on opportunities for shared options with agricultural and
horticultural stakeholders

Update on the modelling work and discussion on the next steps for
agriculture/horticulture shared options

Recap on role of regional planning, overview of reconciliation process and updates
from regional groups

Focus on the adequacy of the approach to ensure stakeholder and customer views
are considered in the development of the plan.

Briefing on the emerging plan

Briefing on the emerging plan

Update on work to develop the regional plan, with a focus on the SROs
Briefing on the emerging regional plan
Briefing on the emerging regional plan

Briefing on the emerging regional plan

Briefing on the emerging regional plan

Briefing on the emerging regional plan

Pre-consultation briefing event

National Framework led webinar on the national water resource picture including a
summary of each regional group’s regional plan.

Launch of the consultation on the emerging regional plan for the SE

SE (West region) launch webinar
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February (1)
February (2)
March (1)
March (1)
March (3)
March (5)
April (28)
May (20)
June (7)

July (11)

Wide stakeholders

Wide stakeholders

Wide stakeholders
Stakeholder Advisory Board
Environmental Advisory Group

Community Drop-in, Steventon, Oxon

Environmental Advisory Group
Environmental Advisory Group

Thames Water & Affinity Water
Water Resources Forum

EAG, SAB and MS Group joint workshop

SE (East region) launch webinar

SE (North region) launch webinar

Live consultation Q&A

Discussion on the consultation feedback and next steps
Environmental ambition & prioritisation

A drop in event to enable the local community to engage with TW, Affinity and SESRO
team
Overview of updated environmental ambition for all SE companies

Ongoing discussion on environmental ambition and prioritisation

Overview of responses to the consultation and work to transition to the best value
regional plan

Review alternative programmes to inform the preferred draft plan for consultation
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Appendix D.2 WRSE Research to test custorner preferences for best value outcomes, EFTEC, July 2021

Appendix D.3 Changing water sources, Britain Thinks, July 2022

Appendix D.4 Wafter recycling communications, Verve, July 2022

Appendix D.5 Research fo explore customers preferences for public or added value, Accent and PJM
Economics, July 2022
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