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B.4(B) Quality Enhancements –
Sewerage Service

Executive Summary

Performance in AMP4

• Southern Water’s output delivery performance for wastewater quality schemes has 
been unprecedented in AMP4.  We had a large programme of both quality 
improvements at works and investigations.  The vast majority of outputs have been 
delivered to programme with many being completed early.  We will complete all the 
remaining funded sewerage service quality enhancements by the end of the AMP4 
period except for the Brighton and Hove scheme and the five Groundwater Directive 
schemes.  All six of these schemes have been delayed by factors beyond our control
i.e. in the case of Brighton, severe planning delays and, in the case of the 
groundwater schemes, lack of Environment Agency (EA) discharge consents.

• This excellent AMP4 delivery record has been recognised by the environmental 
regulator.

2006 Environment Agency MD109 report

‘Southern Water is showing good progress with completion of the AMP4 programme. 
25 schemes were signed-off for completion. A further 11 could be completed 
following assessment of the investigation reports by Area teams.’

2007 Environment Agency MD109 report

‘Positive progress with AMP4 is continuing. Southern Water was required to complete 
22 schemes in 2007-08 and completed 40. Overall, in the AMP4 period, 77 schemes 
have now been completed, where 53 were required.’

Wastewater Treatment Works Investigations/Improvement

Proposals in AMP5 (all EA AMP5 National Environment Programme schemes except for Brighton/Hove 

scheme)

Investment Driver MNI (£m) Growth 
(£m)

Quality 
(£m)

Total Scheme

(£m)

Brighton/Hove UWWTD -

UWWTD Phosphorous removal 
(Sensitive Areas Designations)

UWWTD Nitrogen removal 
(Sensitive Areas Designations)

Habitats Nitrogen Removal – H2

Habitats – other:  H5, H6

Biodiversity (BAP) - -

Bathing Waters - -

Freshwater Fish Directive

Groundwater Directive
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Shellfish Waters Directive - -

SSSI - I1,I2,I5

WFD Phosphorous removal

WFD Sanitary Standards 
improvement

WFD Priority Substances 
Investigations - -

Flows > Consents

Sludge – re AMP5 NEP - -

SEMD - -

TOTAL  £m

• Schemes have been included if investment is required to meet tightened standards 
for all the improvements included in the EA’s final National Environment 
Programme except for one Biodiversity Action Plan scheme (Pulborough).

Sewage Sludge Management

Following a detailed review of our sludge strategy we have concluded that continued sole 
reliance on recycling to agriculture carries an unacceptable business risk and has significant 
potential consequences in terms of operational difficulties and a dramatic increase in operating 
costs.

In recognition of these unacceptable risks, we have concluded that failure to provide an 
alternative outlet for a significant percentage of our sludge will be irresponsible.  We are 
therefore proposing construction of a thermal destruction plant at Peel Common WTW at a 
cost of .1m under capital maintenance.

Opex arising from capital expenditure

Operational costs arising from our capital investment in quality enhancements in the sewerage service 

have been calculated using a detailed opex model for each site.  The total additional opex cost by the 

end of the AMP5 period is  with the following profile.

AMP5 Opex arising from capital 
(£m)

2010 / 2011

2111 / 2012

2012 / 2013

2013 / 2014

2014 / 2015
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B.4.1 The quality enhancement programme (sewerage 
service) – drivers, outputs and quality

B.4.1.1 Introduction

In this section we set out our approach to the sewerage service quality enhancements 
proposed by the Environment Agency (EA) via the final National Environment Programme 
(NEP) together with enhancements driven by new legislation. 

The schemes identified by the EA for the sewerage service quality enhancements within the 
Final Business Plan have been driven from the following documentation:

• ‘Future Water.  The Government’s water strategy for England’  published by Defra
February 2008;

• ‘Statement of Obligations’ published by Defra December 2007;

• ‘Water Quality planning: identifying schemes for the PR09 National Environment 
Programme’, Version 5 published by the EA; and

• Southern Water (SWS) Final NEP v1.0 dated 28
th

November 2008, spreadsheet 
issued by the EA, listing all proposed wastewater quality enhancement schemes for 
the EA’s PR09 NEP (copy included in Appendix B.4b.1).

The drivers identified by the EA potentially requiring action in SWS’s region are as follows:

• Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive: sensitive waters designations;
• Habitats and Birds Directives: action under the Review of Consents;
• Freshwater Fish Directive;
• Current Bathing Waters Directive;
• Revised Bathing Waters Directive;
• Shellfish Waters Directive;
• Groundwater Directive;
• Water Framework Directive;
• Countryside and Rights of Way (CROW) Act 2000 – SSSIs;
• Biodiversity Action Plan; and
• Discharge Flow Limits.

Whilst the same drivers apply to the other companies, the following table clearly shows that we 
have the largest proposed AMP5 programme of improvements in England and Wales, 
demonstrating the extent of specific water quality issues that impact our region.
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Table B.4.1. – Comparison of proposed AMP5 actions with other water and wastewater 
companies.

Site Improvement 
Actions

SWS 153

United Utilities 125

Anglian Water 122

Severn Trent Water 96

Wessex Water 81

Thames Water 68

Dwr Cymru 63

South West Water 36

Yorkshire Water 29

Northumbrian Water 16

The locations of the wastewater treatment works by driver at which enhancements are 
proposed under the EA’s NEP in AMP5 are illustrated in Figure B.4.1.

Figure B.4.1 – Location of WTW by Driver Proposed in the EA’s Final NEP

We engaged with the EA throughout its preparation of both the draft and the final NEP to 
understand and challenge the EA’s proposals.  Between the draft and final NEP five schemes 
were removed and less stringent nitrogen removal standards agreed for affected sites.  Further 
details of challenges are provided in the relevant sub sections following.
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In the remainder of this section a summary of the drivers and impacted sites included in the 
EA’s NEP is provided.  In addition, we describe our approach to managing the increased 
volumes of sludge that are expected to arise from the quality programme as part of an 
overview of our sludge strategy for AMP5 and beyond, as required by the reporting 
requirements.

B.4.1.2 National Environment Programme

Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive – Sensitive Areas (EA driver code U2)

Following a review of sensitive waters designations under the Urban Wastewater Treatment 
Directive (UWWTD) the EA has identified 15 works as requiring phosphorus removal to 2mg/l 
following the additional designations.  The works are:

• Bishops Waltham;

• Canterbury;

• Dambridge;

• Eden Vale East Grinstead;

• Herne Bay May Street;

• Lingfield;

• Oxted;

• Paddock Wood;

• Petersfield;

• Redgate Mill Crowborough;

• South Ambersham;

• Tonbridge;

• Tunbridge Wells North;

• Tunbridge Wells South; and

• Vines Cross.

In addition the following five wastewater treatment works (WTW) have been identified as 
requiring nitrogen removal under the new sensitive waters classifications for the Hamble 
estuary and Newtown harbour:

• Bishops Waltham;

• Millbrook;

• Pennington;

• Slowhill Copse; and

• Woolston.

None of these sites discharge directly to the newly classified waters. The EA has included 
them on a precautionary basis.  However, all of the above, except for Bishops Waltham, are 
included for nitrogen removal under the Habitats Directive.
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Habitats and Birds Directive (EA driver codes H2, H5, H6)

The EA has completed its Review of Consents for high and medium priority protected sites and 
concluded that 13 sites require tighter discharge consent standards.  Further or new nitrogen 
removal (H2 driver) is considered to be required by the EA at the following 10 sites:

• Bosham;

• Budds Farm;

• Bursledon;

• Chichester;

• Millbrook;

• Peel Common;

• Pennington;

• Slowhill Copse;

• Thornham; and

• Woolston.

In the case of Woolston, the EA is promoting transfer of flows to Peel Common to deliver the 
nitrogen removal at Peel Common.

Major investment has already been made in the AMP4 period to deliver nitrogen removal at 
Budds Farm, Peel Common, Chichester and Thornham.  The benefits of this investment, 
balanced against the associated increase in energy demand, have been raised with the EA.   
We proposed that an investigation of the impact of the improved discharges should be 
undertaken prior to further investment.  However the EA is adamant that further investment is 
required by the Habitats Directive legislation under the precautionary principle.  Further, we 
have challenged the proposed nitrogen standard for Chichester as a test case.  Our challenge 
took the form of an appeal to the Planning Inspectorate in September 2007.  Our grounds for 
appeal included:-

• The proposed standard was tighter than Best Available Technology;

• The timescale for delivery;

• Concerns regarding the robustness of the science in the EA’s Habitats Review of 

Consents report;

• Uncertainty regarding whether the required environmental outcome would be met 

(this aspect included proposals to monitor first before further investment); and

• Queries regarding apportionment, i.e. the relative contribution of non SWS sources.

Originally the appeal was to be considered by a ‘Hearing’ and we submitted a Pre-Hearing 
Statement in January 2008.  In this document we expanded our arguments relating to our 
grounds for appeal and also developed an argument concerning the negative impact of the 
proposed scheme in terms of Climate Change.

It was then decided that the appeal would be heard by Public Inquiry and we prepared our 
Pre-Inquiry Statement in June 2008.

Throughout this process there had been ongoing dialogue with the EA and negotiations 
eventually resulted in the 9.0 mg/l standard now proposed to be delivered by 2012 and an 
agreement that the lowest standard that would be imposed on other nitrogen removal 
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schemes being considered would be 9.0 mg/l. This compares to the EA’s starting point of a
7.2mg/l consent at Chichester to be delivered by 2010.

The documentation relating to the challenge and appeal process for Chichester is included as 
an Appendix to this Section.

The CBA results reported in Section C8.1.3 indicate poor value investment for the high cost 
schemes for Millbrook, Slowhill Copse and Woolston.

Enhanced sanitary standards are specified for Chickenhall Eastleigh and Lyndhurst works 
under the H5 driver.

A copper and ammonia standard is proposed for Motney Hill under the H6 driver and a copper 
standard for Pennington under the same driver.  However the standards are intended to 
prevent deterioration.  Additional works are not required to meet the proposed standards.  
Morestead and New Alresford works are also listed under this driver but the standards 
specified are included with those specified under the Groundwater Directive. A single 
engineering solution is therefore appropriate for both these latter works to meet the 
requirements of both drivers.  

Freshwater Fish Directive (EA driver code F1a)

Nine wastewater treatment works have been proposed by the EA for improvement under this 
driver.  The works are:

• Ashford;

• Chiddingfold;

• Hawkhurst North;

• Horsham;

• Iden Green;

• Lidsey;

• Luxford Lane;

• Sandhurst; and

• Wisborough Green.

Both Ashford and Horsham WTWs have received major works upgrade under the AMP4 
programme.  We believe that the benefit of these schemes should be monitored before further 
investment is made.  In both cases, the proposed standards require a complete rebuild of the 
biological element of the works as the existing filter works cannot guarantee to meet the low 
ammonia standards proposed.  Notwithstanding our concerns, we have included schemes to 
meet the proposed standards in our Final Business Plan. The CBA results reported in Section 
C8.1.3 indicate poor value for the schemes for Ashford and Horsham.

Current Bathing Waters Directive (EA driver code B1)

Two locations remain where compliance with the current Bathing Waters Directive is not 
robust.  These are Broadstairs Viking Bay and Southsea.  For the former, the EA has 
concluded that diffuse sources are the main cause and that an extension of the surface water 
outfall will deliver compliance.  They have therefore proposed both a modelling study to 
determine an appropriate outfall location and provision of the outfall.  We support the modelling 
investigation and have included for this in our Final Business Plan.  We have not, however, 
allowed for construction of the outfall.  We consider that the investigation needs to be 
completed first before issues of appropriate funding can be addressed. For Southsea, 
following extensive investigations over several years, targeted sewer sealing is proposed.
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Revised Bathing Waters Directive (EA driver code rB3, rB5)

Three bathing waters are considered to be at risk of failing the revised Bathing Waters 
Directive ‘sufficient’ standards.  These are at:

• Bognor;

• Hastings; and

• Worthing.

In each case discharges to the surface water sewers are considered to be the main risk to non 
compliance.  The EA is promoting surface water sewer modelling studies intended to establish 
appropriate solutions.  In addition, event duration monitoring is proposed for seventeen CSOs 
that potentially impact these bathing waters.  Data collected is to be used to predict whole 
catchment impact. These schemes are supported.

Shellfish Waters Directive (EA driver codes S1, S2, S8)

The UK is coming under pressure to enhance performance under the Shellfish Waters 
Directive.  The EA is promoting the provision of UV treatment for four SWS discharges to the 
Solent:

• Budds Farm (discharged via a 5.7 Km Long Sea Outfall to the middle of the Solent)

• Peel Common

• Pennington.

Budds Farm is SWS’s largest treated wastewater discharge.  With the EA proposal to transfer 
Woolston to Peel Common, this will become SWS’s second largest discharge.  UV disinfection
is an energy intensive process.  Should these schemes be funded, a large increase in carbon 
footprint will result for questionable benefit.  SWS do not support the implementation of these 
schemes.

To better understand the impact of intermittent discharges, the EA is promoting provision of 
event duration monitors on sixty-four CSOs that may impact shellfish waters.  Collection of 
such data will permit enhanced impact modelling and is supported. In addition, the EA is 
promoting bacteria modelling studies covering 12 works and one CSO, to better understand 
the impact of the discharges.  We support these schemes. 

At the time of writing, the EA is promoting early delivery of an element of the AMP5 proposals 
under the Shellfish Waters Directive driver via Change Protocol.  This comprises installation of 
event/duration monitors at 46 sites together with commencement of marine modelling studies 
to determine the impact of 13 wastewater discharges.  Whilst we support these proposals in 
principle, at the time of writing the details are not yet agreed.  The forecast spend for all these 
schemes has therefore been shown in AMP5.  The EA is also promoting early delivery of uv 
schemes for Budds Farm, Peel Common and Pennington, which, as stated above, we do not 
support.

Groundwater Directive (EA driver codes G1, G3)

SWS has 24 works that discharge to ground for all or part of the year.  In the AMP3 and AMP4 
periods to date, all but one of these discharges has been subject to a ‘Prior’ Investigation 
under the 1998 Groundwater Regulations.  For two of these investigations, desktop studies 
were sufficient to determine impact.  For the other 21, intrusive investigations have been 
undertaken comprising the drilling of pollution paths to the aquifer and subsequent chemical 
quality monitoring and interpretation of data.  The EA has attempted to promote an 
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investigation (via the Change Protocol route) during the remainder of AMP4 into the 24
th

works, 
Shipton Bellinger; funding has been refused however. This works is in the Wessex EA region 
and was omitted from the AMP4 NEP list. We have allowed for an investigation in the scheme 
for Shipton Bellinger in our Plan.

Five sites were funded for improvement in AMP4 under the G1 driver – Ludgershall, 
Morestead, New Alresford, Overton and Whitchurch.  However, the issue of the consenting of 
List 1 substances (particularly hazardous substances comprising toxic organic compounds and 
highly toxic metals), which have been found to be ubiquitous at low concentrations in treated 
final effluent and in groundwater, and the interaction between the 1998 Groundwater 
Regulations and the Groundwater Daughter Directive under the Water Framework Directive,
has delayed determination of acceptable consent conditions by the EA.  Since August 2008
progress has been made at national level, with substantial input from SWS, to resolve the 
consenting issues.  With clarification of requirements under the Daughter Directive the EA has 
reviewed the proposed consents for all the sites and has proposed the addition of a nitrate 
standard for eight of the sites, including all of the AMP4 funded sites except for Overton.  In 
addition, a phosphate standard is proposed for Overton, New Alresford and Morestead.  All of 
the groundwater discharge improvement schemes have been included in the EA’s Final NEP 
list.

Table B.4.2 below lists the works that the EA has identified for improvement and records the 
ubiquitous detection of List I substances in both treated final effluent and the receiving 
groundwater. Draft consents under the Groundwater Regulations alone contain a ‘No List 1’ 
clause.  As part of the development of groundwater consenting, a revised List 1 clause has 
been drafted which appears to be acceptable to us.  However, until this is ratified and formally 
proposed for insertion in groundwater discharge consents by the EA, the uncertainty regarding 
the final engineering solution for these sites remains.

A default design consent standard of 5 mg/l ammonia, 40 mg/l BOD and 60 mg/l SS, as 
advised by the EA, has been used to cost all the scheme improvements together with the 
additional nitrate and phosphate standards where relevant.  However, should the EA continue 
to seek to impose a “No List 1 substances” clause in consents, the only option for SWS will be 
to relocate the discharges to the nearest acceptable surface water discharge point, as 
compliance with a nil detection standard cannot be guaranteed with any treatment technology.   
This will entail even more expensive, energy-intensive solutions, as discharge standards to 
surface waters are likely to be very stringent and distances for effluent transfer will, in some 
cases, be substantial. The costs of delivery of such solutions would be expected to increase 
substantially above those to meet the nominal design consent standard above.   The figures in 
Error! Reference source not found. below illustrate that these discharges to ground 
represent a significant resource. 

The cost benefit analysis summarised in Section C8.1.3 indicates that the scheme for 
Morestead is not cost beneficial.  This reflects the relatively very high cost of delivering 
nitrogen removal for a large discharge.

Intermittent Discharges to Ground

The EA has included two intermittent discharges to ground for improvement: a scheme to 
reduce the risk of pollution from Ottinge wastewater pumping station and a scheme for Thanet 
sewers, following an investigation undertaken by SWS in AMP4. 
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Table B.4.2 – WTW identified for improvement for disposal to ground

Site EA 
county

Approx. 
pe

List I
substances
detected in 

effluent

List 1 substances
detected in 

groundwater 
beneath discharge

1 Morestead Road 
Winchester WTW

H 45,000 y y

2 Ivy Down Lane Oakley 
WTW

H 6000 y y

3 New Alresford WTW H 5,000 y y

4 Overton WTW H 5,000 y y

5 Whitchurch WTW H 4,000 y y

6 Ludgershall WTW H 3,800 y y

7 Lydd WTW K 3500 y y

8 East Grimstead WTW H 3000 y y

9 Shipton Bellinger Wessex 1700 no data no data

10 East Dean WTW S 1600 y y

11 North Waltham WTW H 600 y y

12 Water Ridges Oakley 
WTW

H 350 y y

13 West Marden WTW S 300 y y

14 Dunbridge WTW H 100 y y

15 Luddesdown WTW K 100 y y

16 Pyecombe East WTW S 100 y y

17 Offham WTW S 60 y y

18 Droxford WTW H 50 y y

19 Liss Hillbrow WTW S 50 y y

20 Hillbrow Knowles 
Meadow WTW

S 40 y y

21 Pyecombe West WTW S 40 y y

22 Streat S 30 y no data

Total pe 80,420

Approximate resource 16 Ml/d
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Water Framework Directive (EA driver codes WFD1, 2, 3)

The Water Framework Directive (WFD) defines aspirations for preventing deterioration in water 
quality in the aquatic environment and also for improving it to allow the achievement of “Good 
Ecological Status” in all designated water bodies.  The achievement of Good Ecological Status 
is subject to tests of disproportionate cost and technical infeasibility. The EA has issued a 
draft first “Programme of Measures” under the Directive for consultation, to move England and 
Wales towards the Good Ecological Status objective.

The economic test for the WFD is to be undertaken by the EA, as the competent body for the 
Water Framework Directive planning, and agreed with Defra.  Notwithstanding this situation,
we have undertaken a CBA of the proposed wastewater quality programme using the results of 
our ‘Willingness to Pay’ survey.  The results are presented in Part C8.1.3.

The WFD is an umbrella directive that embraces all other Directives that impact the aquatic 
environment such as the Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive and the Habitats Directive.  
The EA has identified 40 works for the final NEP that are considered to need improvement, 
over and above those identified under other Directives/drivers, in order to meet chemical 
standards in the receiving water, which are anticipated to deliver Good Ecological Status.  Of 
these, 34 are identified as requiring phosphorous removal, three require tightening of the 
ammonia standard, two require tightening of ammonia and BOD standards and the last 
requires tightening of the BOD standard alone.

The EA’s final NEP for the whole of England and Wales has identified 58 sites for phosphorous 
stripping under the WFD driver.  SWS has 34 of these sites.  The next nearest company has 
22, leaving only 2 more for the remainder of the industry.
 
The works and requirement(s) are listed in Table B.4.3. below.

Table B.4.3 – Proposed consent changes under the WFD

WTW Determinand(s)

1 Ashington WTW P removal

2 Balcombe WTW P removal

3 Battle WTW P removal

4 Bidborough WTW P removal

5 Charing WTW P removal

6 Chiddingfold WTW P removal

7 Cuckfield Newbury Lane WTW P removal

8 Ferry Hill Winchelsea WTW P removal

9 Fittleworth WTW P removal

10 Foxhill Haywards Heath WTW P removal

11 Grayswood WTW w P removal

12 Harrietsham WTW P removal

13 Harting (South) WTW P removal

14 Headcorn P removal
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WTW Determinand(s)

15 Horsmonden WTW P removal

16 Kilndown WTW P removal

17 Lamberhurst WTW P removal

18 Leeds WTW P removal

19 Lenham WTW P removal

20 Liss WTW P removal

21 Park Road Handcross WTW P removal

22 Petworth WTW P removal

23 Rogate WTW P removal

24 Sedlescombe WTW P removal

25 Sellindge WTW P removal

26 Speldhurst WTW P removal

27 Staplefield WTW P removal

28 Staplehurst P removal

29 Stubbs Lane Brede WTW P removal

30 Tillington WTW P removal

31 Warnham WTW P removal

32 Westfield WTW P removal

33 Winchelsea Beach WTW P removal

34 Wivelsfield WTW P removal

35 Pulborough WTW Ammonia

36 Tangmere WTW Ammonia

37 Washwell Lane Wadhurst WTW Ammonia

38 Oxted WTW Ammonia and BOD

39 Sidlesham WTW Ammonia and BOD

40 Tunbridge Wells North WTW BOD

Schemes for all of the above have been included in our Final Business Plan where investment 
is required to achieve the proposed revised standard(s). In the cases of Pulborough and 
Tunbridge Wells North, no additional investment is needed.   For Headcorn and Staplehurst 
additional opex will be required.

SWS has already installed phosphorous removal plant at thirty-seven WTWs.  Without action 
to tackle other (non water industry) sources of phosphorous discharges, there is uncertainty 
that the proposed investment, and subsequent increase in sludge production and associated 
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energy costs, will bring any visible customer benefit.  A letter to the EA summarising our 
concerns regarding this and other issues is included as an appendix to this section.

Chemicals Investigations (EA driver codes WFDC1, C2, C3)

A number of hazardous and priority hazardous substances have been defined under the 
Priority Substances Directive, together with proposed environmental quality standards (EQS) 
that must be met in order to achieve Good Ecological Status under the WFD.  In addition, 
under Annex VIII of the WFD, Member States can define standards for other substances that 
they would wish to see controlled.  The fate and behaviour of many of these substances 
through wastewater treatment processes is not well understood.  A collaborative national 
programme is proposed, similar to that undertaken in AMP4 to investigate endocrine disrupting 
substances, to further understanding of different process capabilities to remove the substances 
of concern.  A national outline specification has been prepared by the EA, in collaboration with 
the Water Industry, defining the proposed investigations.  We support this research as it offers 
the prospect of a better understanding of the technical feasibility and energy use implications 
of adopting additional treatment technologies to remove these substances to the very stringent 
EQS proposed. However we believe that the proposed completion dates proposed by the EA 
are over ambitious. On this timing issue we have ‘agreed to disagree’.  We consider a 
completion date of December 2011 for the C1 and C2 studies is more realistic with March 
2012 for the C3 study.  Completion by these dates will still allow adequate time to develop any 
necessary actions under the second Programme of Measures for the second WFD cycle.

Sites of Special Scientific Interest - CROW Act (EA Drivers I1, I2, I5)

SWS undertook a number of investigations in AMP4 to determine the potential benefits of 
phosphorus removal at specified sites under the I5 driver. The EA has concluded that 
enhanced phosphorus removal to 1mg/l should be provided at Headcorn, High Halden and 
Staplehurst, all of which discharge to the river Beult. These three works, amongst others, had 
phosphorus stripping to 2mgl/l installed during AMP3.   Whilst additional phosphorus removal 
will further reduce in-stream phosphorus levels, there are substantial other sources of 
phosphorus in the Beult catchment, such as runoff from agricultural land.  In isolation these 
schemes are unlikely to deliver ecological benefit.

Likewise, the EA has concluded that phosphorus stripping should be installed at West Hoathly 
WTW. As for the Beult case, in isolation, this scheme is likely to deliver no ecological benefit 
due to other sources of phosphorus in the receiving water catchment.

The EA has identified four works where tightening of sanitary standards is proposed.  The 
works are:

• Bank;
• Lyndhurst;
• Newtown; and
• Redlynch.

In the case of Lyndhurst a very stringent ammonia standard of 1mg/l is proposed.

Three investigations are proposed under the I5 driver for:

• Coldwaltham;
• Hailsham North; and
• Hailsham South.

Phosphorus stripping to 1mg/l is already in place for Hailsham North and South and is planned 
for Coldwaltham.  The investigations proposed are intended to examine possible means of 
further reducing phosphorus emissions from these works. These investigations are supported.
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Biodiversity Action Plan (EA drivers BAP1, BAP2)

The EA is proposing two works improvement schemes under the BAP1 driver at Chillerton and 
Pulborough and an investigation into the impact of the discharges from Tunbridge Wells South 
WTW under the BAP2 driver.  
In the case of Pulborough, construction of a reed bed is proposed which is intended to improve 
habitat rather than water quality.  We had reservations about including this scheme in our Draft 
Business Plan and had voiced our concerns to the EA.  Ofwat’s view (draft CIS baseline
report) was that this scheme should be deleted.  In view of this and the high confirmed cost,
the proposed scheme for Pulborough BAP2 has not been included in our Final Business Plan.

Three further investigations are proposed to examine the impact of intermittent discharges at 
Alver Road Gosport, Burrfields Road Portsmouth and Village Road Alverstoke.

All the proposed investigations are supported.

Flows Greater than Consents (EA driver FLOW1)

In AMP3, we installed accredited flow measurement at most of our sites with flows greater than 
50m3/d.  Reliable flow data are thus becoming available for the majority of our works with 
numeric dry weather flow (DWF) consents.   In addition, following research undertaken by 
UKWIR in 2005, the EA has developed a revised definition of “Dry Weather Flow” based on the 
UKWIR work.  The new definition obviates the need for rainfall data to assess DWF.  Following 
these developments, we have been able to better assess which works are currently failing their 
DWF consents or are at risk of doing so in the near future.  Nationally, hundreds of WTWs are 
currently exceeding DWF consent.  Using the available accredited flow data and the revised 
DWF definition, we have identified that some 33 sites are either clearly exceeding consent or 
are close to doing so.  In many cases, the exceedance is by a significant margin, suggesting 
that historic growth and/or underestimated infiltration have been the cause.

Based on the revised definition of DWF, we have calculated appropriate revised DWF consent 
values for those works that are currently, or close to, exceeding their existing consented 
DWFs.  The EA has permitted a slight relaxation of its “No Deterioration” policy to assess 
appropriate new indicative consents against the higher proposed consented DWF values.  For 
some sites no change other than the DWF value is proposed.  For others, consent tightening 
to deliver no increase in consented load is proposed.  However, the majority of sites where 
consent tightening is proposed have indicative consents that tighten standards significantly in 
order to protect river water quality.  It is therefore appropriate that these works are included in 
the NEP Quality programme.

In all, for the final NEP, 28 sites have been identified for inclusion under the EA’s FLOW1 
driver.  These sites are:

• Brading

• Brook Nats Lane

• Charing

• Cranbrook;

• Dial Post;

• Eden Vale

• Evans Close

• Felbridge

• Fittleworth;

• Fletching;
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• Goddards Green

• Halland;

• Hawkhurst North

• Lower Beeding;

• Lunsford Cross;

• Lydd

• Monks Gate;

• Ockley West;

• Oxted

• Pembury

• Ripe

• Roud;

• South Ambersham

• Westfield

• West Wellow;

• Wittersham; 

• Wivelsfield

• Wye.

Whilst the new definition for DWF is simple to apply, it has become clear that there is 
significant variability year-on-year in the DWF statistic.  The full extent of variation will need 
more years of data to define.

Improvements to Intermittent Discharges

AMP 4 improvements:  there were 19 funded improvement schemes in AMP4 including three 
from previous AMP periods.  One scheme, Kings Road Emsworth, is, at the time of writing, 
being added by the EA via the Change Protocol.  15 schemes have been delivered.  The 
remainder are on programme for delivery before the end of the AMP4 period, except the Pier 
Road Portsmouth CSO, which is linked with our Strategic CSO proposal to alleviate flooding 
in Portsmouth.

There are two schemes included in the EA’s NEP to improve intermittent discharges namely 
for Thanet sewers and Ottinge wastewater pumping station both as described under the 
Groundwater Directive section above.  No other intermittent discharges have been identified in 
the SWS area by the EA for inclusion in its final AMP5 NEP to deliver performance 
improvement. As described above, event/duration monitors have been proposed for 64 CSOs 
that potentially impact shellfish waters and a further 17 CSOs that potentially impact bathing 
waters.

As the nature of the works proposed for Thanet sewers does not match any of the Ofwat 
categories we have not included any output measure for this scheme in table B4.2
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Brighton & Hove UWWTD Scheme

This scheme has historically suffered major delays due to planning difficulties and has been 
the subject of two Public Inquiries.  At the second Public Inquiry planning permission was 
again refused, after call-in by the Secretaries of State.  However, a third application, taking 
account of the grounds for refusal was submitted by SWS on 31

st
January 2008 and was 

considered by the East Sussex County Council planning committee on the 6
th

August 2008. 
The planning decision granting permission was delivered by East Sussex County Council on 
23

rd
October 2008.  However, on 21

st
January 2009 an application for a Judicial Review was 

submitted by a third party.  At the time of writing, works are on hold until the JR process has 
concluded.  At the time of writing, it appears that construction may be able to start during the 
AMP4 period but will run into the AMP5 period.

B.4.1.3 First-time sewerage schemes

Four schemes were included in our Draft Business Plan. In the light of the very poor cost 
benefit position for these schemes, they have been deleted from our Final Business Plan.  The 
status of the schemes is summarised in the table below.  Final EA determination is awaited for 
three of the applications.  The scheme for Staplefield has not been supported by the Agency
and therefore will not proceed.  

Table B.4.4. – Status of first time sewerage schemes

S101A 
Application

No. of  
Properties

Date of 
Application

Current Status

Mountfield 
Village

24 28-Sep-96

Forewood Lane,
Crowhurst

72 30-Aug-96

Three 
Oaks,Guestling

40 29-Aug-96

Following rejection of S101A applications 
submitted in 1996, the applicants lodged 
appeals with the EA. In view of the significant 
time elapsed since the applications were 
originally considered, the EA asked SWS to 
reassess the original feasibility 
investigations.  Consultants were appointed 
in 2006 to carry out a detailed reassessment, 
which supported the rejection decision. EA
determination is awaited.

Staplefield Lane, 
Warninglid 4 04-Jul-07

The EA has not supported this application.  
The scheme will not now proceed.

The remaining three schemes have yet to be determined, and are held up by the EA pending 
the outcome of the Welsh Water Judicial Review. This review is currently in progress, but a 
judgement is not expected for several months. It is therefore unlikely that the results of these 
three determinations will be available until autumn 2009 at the earliest.

In addition to these four schemes, we have two more applications which are currently being 
processed. The results of our reviews of these applications will not be known until after the 
submission of the Final Business Plan.

If the above or any other S101a schemes are either approved by ourselves, or determined by 
the EA in favour of the applicant, we will expect to programme them for construction in 
accordance with relevant legislation, and if construction falls within the AMP5 period we 
expect the AMP5 costs to be logged-up in full.
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B.4.1.4 Schemes with multiple drivers

A number of sites have more than one driver requiring investment.  For such sites a single 
scheme line has been provided in the Final Business Plan which covers the investment 
required to meet all the defined outputs.  The affected sites together with Drivers requiring 
investment are listed below.

B.4.2 Basis of Costing for Quality Schemes

All the wastewater quality schemes have been costed using cost curves generated from 
recent construction contracts with on-costs similarly developed.  Costs are intended to be 
central estimates.  

Operating costs have been calculated from an opex model which builds up all the elements of 
additional cost by item.  This has been used for all schemes where relevant.

B.4.3 Security and Emergency Measures Direction

A review of wastewater treatment sites security has been undertaken.  We are proposing to 
improve site security at 22 sites.  These sites include 1 EKP site and 21 sites classed as SEC 
250 High Risk. The security levels proposed are to the ‘enhanced plus’ status.  The proposed 
investment of £40.5m addresses the EKP site and all the high risk sites.  The security 
measures proposed are designed to prevent unauthorised access that could lead either to 
vandalism or to acts of terrorism 

Works Driver 1 Driver 2 Driver 3
SWS Programme 

Code for Scheme

BISHOPS WALTHAM

WTW 
U2 P removal U2 N removal 5UWWD.U5

CHARING WTW WFD P removal FLOW 1 5WFD.P

EDEN VALE EAST 

GRINSTEAD WTW
U2 P removal FLOW 1 5UWWD.U3

LYDD WTW FLOW 1 G1 5F>C

OXTED WTW U2 P removal FLOW 1 WFD1 5UWWD.U3

PENNINGTON WTW U2 N removal H2 N removal S1 (uv) 5HABT.H2

SOUTH AMBERSHAM 

WTW

U2 P removal FLOW 1 5UWWD.U3

WESTFIELD WTW WFD P removal FLOW 1 5WFD.P

WIVELSFIELD WFD P removal FLOW 1 5WFD.P
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B.4.4 Resilience

Discussion of this item is contained in Section B6.7.

B.4.5 Private Sewers

In February 2007 the Government announced its intention to transfer private sewers and 
laterals to Water and Sewerage Companies, and followed this with an announcement in 
December 2008 that the transfer would take place from 2011.  This transfer will have a 
significant impact on customers’ bills.  However, until the details of the transfer are finally set 
out, the impact on bills cannot be accurately quantified.  

In accordance with instructions from Ofwat we have not included any allowances for the 
proposed transfer in our PR09 Business Plan. However, it has been made clear throughout 
all discussions and negotiations that the industry’s support for the transfer is entirely 
dependent on adequate and timely financing of the additional costs.

Further details are provided in the Appendix to this chapter including a copy of a report 

undertaken by WRc on our behalf.

B.4.6 Sewage Sludge Management

This section provides a summary of the history of our sludge strategy and shows how our 
sludge disposal routes compare with the rest of the industry.  We then set out our AMP4 
sludge capital programme and our expected treatment capacity at the end of the period.  Our 
long term sludge strategy is to continue to respond to changes in legislation and other 
constraints on the disposal of sludge.  For AMP5 this will mean a change in how we manage 
sludge, with a diversification from our current dependence on disposal to land.

Introduction

Our original sludge strategy was developed in the mid-1990s to ensure a co-ordinated 
approach to the then current and future treatment, disposal and recycling of sludge. The 
strategy has enabled a professional approach to sludge that has seen greater levels of 
treatment, inclusion of process controls, greater complexity of plant and the use of higher 
qualified operators and agricultural advisors. The strategy is dynamic and developed in line 
with legislation, product market requirements and the need for business efficiency and the 
management of risk to the business.

Currently, SWS produces both conventionally and enhanced treated products with the aim of 
recycling all biosolids to agricultural land. The treatment processes used are enzymic 
hydrolysis, mesophillic anaerobic digestion, sludge drying and sludge liming.  Sludge liming is 
used as a fall-back process when the preferred anaerobic digestion treatment is unavailable 
due to maintenance activities or plant failure. The production of an enhanced treated product 
(dried digested granules) has historically been driven by restrictions relating to planning 
approval, normally associated with the number of vehicle movements. However, latterly the 
need to secure and maintain the agricultural route has led to investment in drier technology.

We have, for a considerable number of years, had sole reliance upon the agricultural land 
bank for the recycling of biosolids; this is unique in the water industry as the chart below 
demonstrates. (The remaining 2% was non-compliant sludge disposed of to landfill.)
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Figure B.4.2 – Proportion of sewage sludge disposed to land

The majority of the biosolids (80%) used in agriculture are applied to two crop types - wheat 
and oilseed rape. Table B.4.5 identifies the crop types and volumes of biosolids applied.  

Table B.4.5 – Crop types and biosolids volumes

Crops CON tDs ENH tDs

Land 
Utilised 

ha
% of Total 
Available

Wheat 33,402 14,310 10,686 54

Oilseed rape 16,174 8,292 5,153 26

Barley 3,904 3,193 1,656 8

Maize & grass silage, grass and fodder crops 3,802 6,609 1,342 7

Oats 318 517 253 1

Linseed/flax 431 304 197 1

Other 242 765 389 2

Total 58,274 33,991 19,675 100

CON = conventionally treated

ENH = enhanced treated

PR04 investment

The essential elements of the sludge strategy as set out in our PR04 Strategic Business Plan 
were as follows:

• Provision of sufficient treatment capacity to meet future demand;
• Capital maintenance to provide continued operation and treatment;
• Diversification from complete reliance upon the agricultural market;
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• Abandonment of liming as a treatment process; and
• Sustainable processing through the provision of enzymic hydrolysis and additional 

sludge storage.

In respect of the delivery of the sludge schemes during the AMP4 period, the following have or 
will be completed prior to April 2010:

• Provision of sufficient treatment capacity:

The majority of the additional treatment capacity is being provided at the Ashford 
treatment works in Kent, which will be fully operational in spring 2009. Additional 
treatment capacity is also being provided at a number of works across the region, 
utilising existing volumetric capacity and increasing the throughput by increasing the 
dried solids concentration. 

• Asset maintenance: 

A significant number of individual schemes have been, and continue to be, delivered to 
ensure that the sludge treatment plants operate at capacity. The schemes cover such 
issues as replacement of mixing systems, replacement of dewatering plant and 
refurbishment of civil structures.

• Diversification from agriculture:

The planned proposal to diversify from our complete reliance on recycling to agriculture, 
by producing a material (dried raw sludge pellets) that would act as a co-fuel in cement 
manufacturing had to be abandoned when the third party’s parent company postponed 
its investment proposals in the UK. A review of potential alternative proposals 
suggested that attempts to establish an alternative third party route for a sludge product 
would, in the time available, not provide a low business risk outlet. With this in mind and 
with recognition of the final determination funding ‘limit’, an alternative solution that 
provided increased outlet security and matched the original expenditure profile was 
developed. 

This solution was the provision of increased digestion capacity and a sludge drier at the 
Ashford (Kent) sludge treatment centre and enhancements at several of the existing 
sludge treatment centres in the West Kent area. The production of an enhanced treated 
product (digested dried pellets) assists with the securing of the agricultural outlet as it 
tends to be more desirable to the farmer than digested dewatered product.

• Abandonment of lime treatment:

Despite our initial desire to move from a reliance on liming as a treatment method for a 
small percentage of our sludge make, it will not be achieved during this current AMP 
period. We continue to believe that the current practice raises concerns over health and 
safety issues and has the potential to be a source of significant odour nuisance. We will 
now review the need for such standby plant during AMP5 as the benefits of the AMP4 
investment come to fruition.

• Sustainable treatment

We have constructed an enzymic hydrolysis plant at the Goddards Green (Sussex) 
sludge treatment centre with the aim of guaranteeing the achievement of conventionally 
treated status. After some initial commissioning troubles, the plant now is now working 
well. It is our intention to monitor the performance of the plant for the remainder of the 
AMP4 period and, if it proves to be a robust and reliable means of achieving a compliant 
product, further investment on such plants may follow in AMP6.
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Additional cake storage capacity has been constructed at a number of sludge treatment 
centres; this allows sufficient storage of digested cake to achieve the conventionally 
treated status. 

Treatment Capacity

Table B.4.6 identifies the treatment centre capacities operating at the end of the end of AMP4.

It is assumed that all sites will achieve 90% throughput, allowing for breakdowns and planned 
maintenance. However, on those sites with dryers we recognise 80% availability for the dryer 
element but overall assume 90% availability for the treatment centre as a complete processing 
unit.

Table B.4..6 – Sludge treatment capacity, current performance

Site Treatment 
Type

Product 
Type

90% of 
Design 

Capacity 
tDS/y

2007/08 
Thro’put

tDS/year

Comments

Ashford (K) MAD, drying CT 9,690 9,685 Cap. 18,700 @ 2009/10

Aylesford (K) MAD, storage CT 4,160 2,680 Digester problems

Budds Farm (H) MAD, drying ET 18,340 14,930 Repairs to digester

Canterbury (K) MAD, storage CT 4,760 4,430

Edenbridge MAD CT 690 644

Ford (S) MAD, drying ET 8,970 7,495 Digester repairs

Fullerton (H) MAD, storage CT 4,190 3,730

Goddards Green 
(S)

EH, MAD, 
storage

CT 6,350 4,910 Repair to digester

Gravesend (K) MAD, storage CT 3,680 3,723

Ham Hill MAD, storage CT 2,690 900 Digester roof failure

Cap. 3890 @ 2008/09

Hastings (S) MAD, drying ET 12,375 7,680 Planning Restrictions

Horsham (S) Lime stabilisation ET n/a n/a

Millbrook (H) MAD, drying ET 12,810 12,900

Motney Hill (K) MAD, storage CT 7,360 4,890

Queenborough (K) MAD, storage CT 4,760 2,520 Problems with dewatering

Cap. 6070 @ 2008/09

Sandown (IoW) MAD, drying ET 4,930 4,150 Isolated location

Tenterden (K) MAD, Storage CT 1180 743

Tunbridge Wells
(K)

MAD, storage CT 890 944

Worthing (S) MAD, storage CT 6,250 5,340 Cap. 7290 @ 2008/09

CT = conventionally treated
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ET = enhanced treated

In addition to the sludge treatment centres, there are a number of sites operating as sludge 
thickening centres either solely for indigenous sludge (large p.e. sites) or centrally located sites 
thickening imported sludges prior to transfer to the sludge treatment centres. These are 
shown in Table B.4.7.

Table B.4.7 – Sludge dewatering facilities

Site Site Process

Broomfield Bank (K) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Chichester (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Chickenhall (H) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Eastbourne (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Hailsham North (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Horsham (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Newhaven (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Peel Common (H) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Scaynes Hill (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Shoreham (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Thornham (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Weatherlees (K) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Sludge strategy 2010 to 2015

Our long term strategy recognises that we will need to be flexible in our response to proposed 
future legislation and changes to the way that we manage and recycle sludge need to be 
introduced in a phased manner.  In line with the policies set out in our SDS and developing our 
sludge strategy for AMP5 and beyond we have taken account of:

• Quantities of sludge arising from the environmental enhancement programmes and 
from future population growth;

• Current and proposed future applicable legislation;

• Risks and opportunities associated with different sludge recycling routes;

• Climate change and our carbon footprint; and

• Costs and benefits to customers.

As demonstrated below, we believe that it is becoming increasingly unsustainable to rely on 
our current recycling route to agriculture.  We have engaged consultants ADAS to review the 
future availability of the agricultural land bank.  Our proposed sludge strategy for AMP5 
comprises a balance of recycling to agriculture, decreasing over time and being replaced by 
thermal destruction as a final treatment option.
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We have not proposed any stand-alone schemes with a quality driver in relation to the 
treatment and recycling of sewage sludge in our Final Business Plan, although 25% of the 
costs associated with the provision of additional treatment capacity are allocated to the Quality 
Driver, the remainder of the expenditure is allocated to supply demand. 

Sludge arising from the quality programme

Data from across the business over the last 12 months have shown that our previous 
estimates on the quantities of sludge arising from the delivery of the AMP4 environmental 
improvement programme were conservative.  We carried out an investigation to determine the 
causes of this, which identified that the delivery of environmental improvement schemes 
related to imposition of nitrogen standards (N-removal) appear to reduce sludge quantities 
produced as a result of endogenous respiration, whereas we had previously estimated an 
increase.  This observation has fully informed the estimates of the additional sludge volumes 
arising from the delivery of the AMP5 quality programme.

The estimated additional sludge quantities associated with the delivery of the AMP5 
environmental improvement schemes are summarised in Table B.4.8.

Table B.4.8 – Sludge quantities arising from the NEP programme

Kent
(TDS/year)

Sussex
(TDS/year)

Hampshire 
(TDS/year)

Total
(TDS/year)

Sludge increase due to 
BAP’s

0 0 1.0 1.0

Sludge increase due to 
CROW Act

30.4 15.0 0.1 45.5

Sludge increase to address 
flow discharge limits

1110.1 17.8 9.0 1136.9

Sludge increase due to 
Freshwater Fish Directive

2816.7 497.9 0 3314.6

Sludge increase due to 
Groundwater Directive

0 2.1 469.8 471.9

Sludge increase due to 
Habitats Directive

451.4 134.9 1677.7 2264.0

Sludge increase due to 
Shellfish  Directive

0 0 540.7 540.7

Sludge increase due to 
UWW  Directive

2297.6 402.6 2124.6 4824.8

Sludge increase due to WF  
Directive

459.0 409.4 29.6 898.0

Total additional sludge 
production

7165.2 1479.7 4852.5 13497.4

Sludge arising from population growth

As with the historic situation we anticipate that the quantity of sludge produced will continue to 
increase year on year.  The drivers causing the increase in sludge quantities are:

• Population growth; and
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• Delivery of environmental improvements at wastewater treatment works.

Population growth forecasts are based upon specialist research by technical consultants 
(Experian) and based upon:

• Census data;
• LGA statistics; and
• Local Plans.

Historically this method of determining future population increases has proved to be accurate. 
Detailed discussion of the population forecasts can be found in Part B.5.

Analysis of the population data for the period 2010- 2020 indicates a population increase of 
351,500. A breakdown per County is as in the table below. Greater analysis of the data in 
terms of specific areas of above average growth has been undertaken as this influences the 
location of any additional treatment facilities.  

 
 A 

more detailed feasibility study prior to any construction will confirm the most appropriate 
location.  

Table B.4..9 – Sludge arising from growth

Kent Sussex Hampshire IoW Total

Predicted Population 
Increase (to 2020) 

147,000 99,700 92,700 12,100 351,500

Additional sludge 
production (TDS/year)

3488 2365 2200 288 8341

The expected increase in sludge volumes on an annual basis is shown in Table B.4.10.

Table B.4.10 – Sludge quantities arising during AMP5

(All ttDs) 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15

Sludge from 
2004 NEP

0.8 1.6 0 0 10.8 0 0 0

Sludge from 
new 
obligations

1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.3 6.6 0.5 5.1

Sludge from 
population 
growth

0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9

Total sludge 
disposal

105.3 107.9 108.9 109.8 122.8 130.3 131.7 137.7

The significant increase in sludge volume in 2011/12 is due to the commissioning of the 
Brighton and Hove scheme. 

The site specific sludge increases arising from the delivery of the environmental improvement 
programme are identified in the PR09 projects database. Some site specific schemes to 
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address growth have the additional sludge arising identified in the PR09 projects database 
however, a significant number of treatment works will be able to accommodate the anticipated 
growth without the need for capital expenditure and hence these volumes will not identified in 
the database.

Applicable Legislation

In developing our approach to managing sludge in AMP5 and beyond we have taken account 
of current and proposed future legislation, as summarised here.

The specific legislation that currently applies to sludge, its treatment, disposal and recycling 
are the Sludge (Use in Agriculture) Regulations (1998). Additionally, there are other relevant 
legislation and Codes of Practice that we comply with.  Although not exhaustive, the following 
list provides an indication of the range of drivers that influence our sludge strategy:

• EU Common Agricultural Policy;
• Environmental Permitting Regulations (2008);
• Pollution Prevention and Control Regulations 2000 (PPC Regulations);
• Nitrates Directive;
• Water Framework Directive (WFD);
• Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive (UWWTD); and
• The Safe Sludge Matrix.

It is also important to recognise future legislative and policy changes which have the potential 
to directly or indirectly impact upon our sludge operations. The most obvious of these are:

• Further updating of the Nitrates Directive in England;
• The Diffuse Pollution from Agriculture Consultation – the creation of water protection 

zones;
• The potential revision of Directive 86/278/EEC on sewage sludge; and
• The Industrial Emissions Directive – relating to PCC.

With the exception of the Industrial Emissions Directive the above potential changes in 
legislation will decrease the available land bank for biosolids recycling further, with the revision 
of Directive 86/278/EEC potentially ruling out the recycling of some sludge to agricultural land.  
The implications of the Industrial Emissions Directive are discussed in more detail in the PPC 
Regulations below.

In terms of changes to legislation, the water industry has been awaiting the long promised 
revisions to the Sludge (Use in Agriculture) Regulations. The introduction of these revised 
regulations would, we believe, have led to increased security of the agricultural route for 
biosolids recycling. The failure to update the Regulations (amongst other factors) is now 
driving our investment requirements to diversify from the sole reliance on the agricultural outlet 
to incorporate thermal destruction.  

PPC Regulations

Historically, SWS’s activities have not been captured by PPC legislation.  This has been 
achieved by our reliance upon the beneficial re-use of biosolids to agricultural land and the low 
output capacity of our CHP units.

However, the introduction of the Environmental Permitting Regulations (EPR) in April 2008 and 
the introduction of the Industrial Emissions Directive in 2012 will result in changes to the way 
that the legislation affects us during the AMP5 period. 

The introduction of the EPR will require EPR permits at the following types of site:
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• Water treatment plants with sludge that is intended for disposal (landfill, incineration); 
Quality driver EPR2) and

• Combined heat and power (CHP) plants with a thermal input capacity >0.4MW 
(Quality driver EPR1)

The proposed lower limit for CHP installations will affect all our installations with the exception 
of a small unit at Tunbridge Wells. It is likely that the effect of lowering the threshold will lead to 
existing units no longer being viable, i.e. the costs of complying with the legislative 
requirements are greater than the benefits of operating CHP units. Our future plans to increase 
the utilisation of the energy potential of biogas will lead to an increase in the number of CHP 
units, all of which will have greater than 0.4 MW capacity and hence will fall under the EPR 
requirements.

Costs are included in the investment proposals for the permit applications, likely required 
capital improvements and ongoing operating costs. There are four sites captured under the 
ERP2 driver above: the sites are Beauport, Sandown, Testwood and Otterbourne where all 
sludges are discharges to sewer.

Under the EPR1 diver there are seven sites requiring Applications and twelve sites requiring 
site improvements.

The introduction of the Industrial Emissions Directive (EID) will mean we require permits at:

• Sites importing 50m3/day of non-hazardous wastes (septic tank, cess wastes, etc); 
and

• Sludge treatment sites, requiring all sludge treatment plants >50 m3/day capacity to 
have a permit; this includes sites which we term intermediate where sludge is 
dewatered prior to transportation for further treatment (previously these were 
exempt).

The application of the legislation to all sludge treatment processes, irrespective of the intended 
final destination of the product, will result in about 40 sites having to be upgraded to meet new 
legislative requirements.

The EA Guidance document ‘Water Quality Planning: identifying schemes for the PR09 
National Environmental Programme’ states the following,

“There are two main issues under the Environmental Permitting Regulations (EPR)– control 
of air emissions from the burning of sludge gas in CHP plants used to provide heat for sludge 
treatment, and first time regulation of activities that fall under EPR, such as sludge from water 
treatment works and sewage sludge thickening. For the integrated Pollution Prevention and 
Control Directive the key issue is the timing of changes in regulatory control of sludge 
treatment proposed under the revised IPPC Directive.

Biogas produced by digestion of sewage sludge is a waste and hence its use requires a 
permit; but this is seen as a barrier to its use in CHP.  A sub group has been formed with 
Water UK to work on CHP at sewage treatment works, exploring the feasibility of a standard 
permit for 0.4 to 3 MW CHP.  Companies have supplied some basic information on the 
engines and a draft risk assessment.  We have undertaken an air quality impact assessment 
and further developed their risk assessment.  We have shared these and some draft rules with 
them.  Companies should plan on the basis of delivering compliance with the rules in the 
standard rules CHP permits which are currently under consultation.

Sewerage undertakers will need to include any CHP schemes under Driver EPR1. It is 
for the companies to put forward a case and justification to Ofwat and the Environment EA for 
agreement.
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We have hitherto taken an "enforcement  position" regarding the regulation under  the 
Pollution Prevention and Control Regulations (PPC) of Water Industry "orphan" sites that 
treat waste i.e. water treatment works sludge plants (sludge that results from DWI regulated 
water treatment), and sewage sludge thickening plants not already permitted under PPC. We 
have indicated that in line with PPC requirements we propose to permit “orphan” waste or 
effluent treatment plants (i.e. treatment plant having  treatment capacity  for disposal of over  
50 tonnes per day waste (including those that discharge to sewer) but which are not directly 
associated activities of a PPC  listed activity  and are not covered by UWWTD requirements.  
This is to remove an infraction risk under the IPPC Directive.  

We plan to regularise the position for these water industry activities. The relevant regulations 
are now the Environmental Permitting Regulations (EPR). The "Orphan" sites are generally 
considered, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, to be of low environmental risk. 
We will be exploring which regulatory option is most appropriate for these activities.  There 
are a range of possible approaches under EPR, registrations, standard permits or bespoke 
permits. We do not expect that regulation of these discharges will cause significant 
expenditure for the water industry unless there is an already identified environmental 
problem. Companies should identify any new expenditure at sites where the activities will be 
coming under regulation for the first time, and they anticipate that the expenditure will be as a 
result of regulation applying. 

Sewerage undertakers will need to include any first time EPR schemes for “orphan” 
treatment plant under Driver EPR2. It is for the companies to put forward a case and 
justification to Ofwat and the Environment Agency for agreement.

Periodic reviews for waste treatment installations are planned within the period 2009 – 2015.  
We don’t anticipate that there will be any impact on water company expenditure before 2011.  
While we may change these dates according to environmental priorities and timescales for 
updates of any relevant EC BAT Reference (BREF) documents, if we stay with them they 
would tie in fairly well with preparations for PR14. We do not propose to issue an NEP PR09 
Driver, but sewerage undertakers may wish to make the case for expenditure to 
accommodate any anticipated IPPC changes.”

Irrespective of the introduction of the Industrial Emissions Directive, the construction and 
operation of an incinerator in Hampshire will lead to a significant number of sites that will fall 
under PPC requirements.

The sites that fall under EID legislation will need to be energy efficient, recognise and avoid the 
potential for creating noise and odour nuisance, provide appropriate monitoring and recording 
of emissions and activities and have the appropriate operating procedures and manuals in 
place.

Review of our AMP4 sludge strategy

As stated, our AMP4 sludge strategy relies upon the utilisation of agricultural land for all of our 
treated biosolids. It is recognised that this means of recycling is, in the majority of cases,
considered as the Best Practicable Environmental Option (BPEO). Whilst we recognise this 
and fully support all endeavours to maintain the availability of the agricultural outlet we are 
currently experiencing increasing difficulties in securing adequate land bank at suitable 
distances from our biosolids producing sites. We have observed, over the years, greater 
distances travelled to available agricultural land, as graphically demonstrated in Figure B.4.3.
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Figure B.4.3 – Average distance from sludge recycling plant to land bank

In addition to this increase in distance travelled to suitable agricultural land, we are also 
witnessing an increase of restrictive clauses within the contacts issued by the grain purchasing 
companies to farmers. These clauses are restricting or preventing the use of treated biosolids 
on agricultural land. 

Examples of such clauses are as below:

‘… we have recently received notification that Treated Human Sewage in any form will not be 
accepted when applied to oat crops contracted for 2006 harvest onwards…’

‘… The contracted crop must not be grown on land which has been treated with any form of 
sewage sludge at any time in the three years prior to the drilling of this contracted crop…’
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‘…only Malting Barley that has been produced on land that has NOT been treated with any 
form of sewage sludge at any time will be acceptable…’

‘…a recent parcel of grain sold off…land that had been treated with Sewage Sludge attracted a 
price discount of £60.00 per tonne…’

As a result of the increasing concerns over the future security of the agricultural land bank, we 
commissioned a specialist consultant, ADAS, to review all the current and foreseeable future 
influences that may impact on land bank availability. 

Whilst greater information can be gained from the full ADAS Reports (Appendix B.4(B).6 and 
B.4(B).9), the following maps clearly demonstrate the increasing vulnerability associated with 
the continued sole reliance upon the agricultural land bank and hence the need to diversify if 
the business risk is to be properly managed.

Figure B.4.4 – Notional available land bank for biosolids within the SWS region 2008

Not all agricultural land is suitable for the application of biosolids.  Land availability is restricted 
by such issues as topography, the presence of watercourses and boreholes, land designated 
as SSSI, etc.  Taking these into consideration reduces the available land bank further as seen 
in Figure B.4.5.
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Figure B.4.5 – Available land bank for biosolids within the SWS region recognising restrictions 
arising from natural features

Similarly the recognition of restrictions associated with soil conditions, shows a further 
decrease in land bank availability.
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Figure B.4.6 – Available land bank for biosolids within the SWS region recognising after 
removing all land at soil P index 3 and above

Once the current exclusion clauses are incorporated into the analysis it shows further 
contraction of the land bank.
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Figure B.4.7 – Available land bank for biosolids within the SWS region under current exclusion 
clauses

Whist the above is indicative of the current situation; it is believed that there is sufficient 
evidence to show that the restrictive clauses will be extended to other crops.  The effect of this 
can be seen in Figure B.4.8 which demonstrates an 85% reduction against the notional 
available land bank. 

Figure B.4.8 – Land bank assessment showing the impact of current and potential exclusion 
clauses
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The review clearly demonstrates that continued sole reliance on recycling to agriculture carries 
an unacceptable business risk and has significant potential consequences in terms of 
operational difficulties and an exponential increase in operating costs.

In recognition of these unacceptable risks, we have concluded that failure to provide an 
alternative outlet for a significant percentage of our sludge will be deemed irresponsible.

Previous work to establish alternative outlets for sludge has reviewed a number of potential 
alternative solutions and the associated pros and cons. A brief summary is shown in Table 
B.4.11.

B.4.11 – Options for alternative sludge outlets

Option Conclusion

1 Agricultural market Previously considered sustainable, however, recent study 
concluded high risk of insufficient land bank available for all 
biosolids  

2 Other non-food crops Insufficient crop volume, low nutrient requirement

3 Amenity Market Too greater a risk of litigation associated with the classification of 
treated biosolids as a waste

4 Land Reclamation Uncertain availability precludes it being a sustainable long term 
solution 

5 Landfill Unsustainable, due to government policies, Landfill Directive, 
ever increasing gate fees and landfill tax and availability of landfill 
sites

6 Co-fuel in industrial 
applications

Direct experience of its volatility as a secure outlet

7 Source material for 
aggregate production

Direct experience of its volatility as a secure outlet

8 Thermal destruction/ 
Energy from Waste Plant

Proven technology, benefits of energy production

9 Pyrolysis Unproven technology at operationally sized plant

10 Super critical oxidation May have a future as part of the Governments strategy for 
‘alternative’ green energy sources, however yet to be proven at 
operational level 

With the proven need to diversify from the sole reliance on the agricultural land bank, the 
obvious process, based upon a proven track record and having sustainability, is that relating to 
thermal destruction.   

Thermal Destruction Plant

We have, over the last two years, investigated the most suitable approach for the move 
towards thermal destruction as an alternative means of utilising sludge and biosolids. An initial 
study (Appendix B.4(B).8) identified an appropriate strategy for a gradual move towards 
complete utilisation of the thermal destruction process. A second, more specific study 
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(Appendix B.4(B).9) has identified the location, size and type for a single incinerator that will 
deal with approximately 30% of the sludge/biosolids produced.

The identified solution is the construction of a thermal destruction plant with a capacity of 
40,000tds  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The development of this appropriate solution has been discussed with the 

Waste and Planning Departments of Hampshire County Council and whilst recognising that 
discussions are at an early stage they are nevertheless proving positive.

The concept of the proposal is for it to act as a bolt-on to the existing processes. Design of the 
plant will be such that its feed stock will be a combination of raw cake, digested cake and 
digested granules. The bolt-on approach has the benefit of minimising transport miles 
(CO2emissions and costs), providing an autothermic process (mixing cake and granules) and 
maximising the benefit of biogas production. 

The significant capital costs associated with construction of the thermal destruction plant is 
offset by avoiding expenditure in replacing an end-of-life drier at the Millbrook STC ( ) 
and the provision of additional digestion capacity to treat the additional sludge arising from 
population growth and the delivery of the environmental improvement schemes in the western 
part of the region (c. ).

In recognition of the timescale for the planning and construction of such an installation we have 
phased the associated expenditure within two AMP periods. We anticipate that construction 
will commence in AMP5 with the plant operational in the early 2017.  

The operation of an incinerator will reduce recycling to agricultural land as shown in Table 
B.4.12.

Table B.4.12 – Percentage of sludge recycling routes

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2017

Cake Agriculture 51 39 39 39 32 32 32 35 27

Granules Agriculture 49 61 61 61 68 68 68 65 41

Cake/Granules
Thermal Destruction

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32

Cake Landfill 1 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0

Should the reduction in land bank availability occur prior to the construction of the thermal 
destruction plant, the only option available to us would be disposal to landfill. Disposal of 
organic material to landfill is contravention of the Government’s strategy (Waste Strategy 
2007), it is also unlikely that sufficient capacity will be available in the south east (the only key 
facility in Sussex is expected to be full in the very near future).

Enzymic Hydrolysis  
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The installation of an enzymic hydrolysis plant ahead of anaerobic digestion in AMP4 has 
demonstrated its benefit as it guarantees a product that can be classed as achieving the 
conventionally treated standard, increases solids destruction rates and increases throughput 
rates within the existing digestion process.  
As enzymic hydrolysis and now the enhanced enzymic hydrolysis processes are seen as a 
cost effective means of achieving the desired product quality and increasing process 
throughput (reducing investment requirements in additional capacity), we continue to monitor 
the performance of our own installation at Goddards Green and other installations across the 
industry during the AMP5 period. This may lead to investment in such technology during 
AMP6.  

Shared Facilities

The increasing emphasis for waste recycling placed upon Waste Collection Authorities has led 
to a more diverse search for alternative means of recycling than the more recognised paper, 
glass and plastics. The majority of the Waste authorities in the South East are currently 
achieving a recycling rate of 30%, with their future target being 60%. The Government’s policy 
(Waste Strategy for England 2007) for waste recycling and target setting to local councils has 
recognised the volume of waste food entering the solid waste stream (20%) and suggests the 
preferred recycling route for this waste should be anaerobic digestion, this has led councils to 
consider a separate route for such a waste. Over the last 12 months, we have seen 
approaches to SWS with initial speculative enquiries for ‘spare’ anaerobic digestion facilities 
for such waste. Currently our sludge strategy is based upon an insular approach of dealing 
with indigenous products only. However, recognising the needs of others and the benefits of a 
common approach and the ease/benefits of co-digestion, we are investigating broadening our 
approach.

The Government is fully supporting the above approach with the following statement:

‘My Department (Defra) has no plans to set specific targets for anaerobic digestion. However, 
we are committed to making the most of the potential of anaerobic digestion to contribute to a 
number of our key objectives: reducing greenhouse emissions, improving air and water quality, 
and a growth in the production of renewable energy.

The UK Biomass Strategy and the recently published Waste Strategy for England 2007 set out 
the important contribution which anaerobic digestion can make to achieving these objectives. 
Waste Strategy for England 2007 identifies anaerobic digestion as the preferred technology for 
recovering energy from waste and outlines measures to promote its greater uptake. It 
particularly encourages local authorities and businesses to consider using anaerobic digestion 
to treat separately collected food waste….’

The benefit of providing such facilities is the sharing of construction and operating costs on a 
pro-rata basis leading to efficiencies for both SWS and Waste Authorities, providing a more 
environmentally friendly solution for the waste stream, replacing the need for composting and 
providing a joined-up approach to dealing with waste.

Anaerobic digestion of organic wastes has been considered in future waste strategies by a 
number of councils. Waste Authorities however, typically lack experience in this area and 
therefore have not progressed such solutions despite their recognised advantages/benefits.

Operating such facilities is not common in the UK and therefore the potential effects on the 
downstream outlet, agriculture, will need to be fully understood. If recycling such products to 
agriculture proves difficult, then operating joint facilities in the Hampshire area, where thermal 
destruction is planned, will resolve these difficulties with the recycling of the end product.

We have demonstrated the need for the provision of additional treatment capacity from 
population growth and from the delivery of the quality enhancements. It is proposed that, if 
required, any additional capacity for food waste is provided in addition to this. It is expected 
that the cost of this additional capacity will be met by the appropriate waste authorities.
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Combined Heat and Power

SWS has long since recognised the benefits of biogas utilisation in combined heat and power 
(CHP) plants having operated plants since the early 1990s. As set out in our SDS, it is our 
intention to continue to operate such plants and expand upon the current capacity.
The current and proposed future installations are shown in Table B.4.13.

Table B.4.13 – Current and proposed future CHP installations

Site Current Generating 
Capacity (kW)

Future Generating 
Capacity (kW)

Ashford 615 1889

Aylesford - 291

Brighton and Hove - 1113

Budds Farm 1889 1889

Canterbury 360 360

Ford - 291

Fullerton 291 291

Goddards Green 465 465

Gravesend 291 291

Ham Hill - 291

Millbrook 1113 1113

Motney Hill 745 745

Queenborough 360 360

Tunbridge Wells 70 70

Worthing 360 360

Total 6559 9819

 

Climate Change 

We recognise the impact that the processing and recycling of sludge has upon the 
environment; it is our aim to reduce this impact. We intend to utilise the energy potential arising 
from not only the bi-products of the sludge treatment process but also the sludge itself.  
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The transport of sludge and biosolids are a significant operating cost and a contributor to our 
carbon footprint. Previous investment, initially driven by planning restrictions relating to vehicle 
movements, has led to a reduction in haulage distances by the creation of intermediate sites 
that dewater sludge and subsequent haulage is of sludge cake. A cake transfer movement is 
typically equivalent to five tanker movements.

Based upon 2006/07 data, transport associated with sludge was approximately 3 million 
kilometres, with equivalent CO2 emissions of 2510 tonnes. Whilst there will always be a need 
to transport sludge to treatment centres and biosolids to agricultural land, we will aim to 
minimise, where possible, these movements; this will be achieved by greater use of transport 
models and improved the dewatering of sludges prior to transport.  

It is estimated that the methane generated by the application of biosolids to land is responsible 
for 2% of England’s total methane emissions and it is noted that methane emissions are 20 
times greater impact than CO2 emissions. Providing thermal destruction for 30% of sludge that 
would have previously been applied to agricultural land will therefore reduce the overall impact 
on the environment. 
The UK Biomass Strategy and the recently published Waste Strategy for England 2007 set out 
the important contribution which anaerobic digestion can make to reducing greenhouse 
emissions, improving air and water quality, and a growth in the production of renewable 
energy.

Summary

The main feature of the future investment needs in sludge related areas is the move away from 
the sole reliance of the agricultural outlet for biosolids. The risk associated with this practice 
has been demonstrated to be too great in the areas of operational achievability and monetary 
impact. With this in mind we propose investment in a thermal destruction plant which will allow 
an alternative recycling route for 30% of the sludge produced. This will place the business risk 
associated with sludge within more acceptable operating parameters, thus reducing potential 
impacts on bills to an acceptable level. The need for diversification is well demonstrated and 
documented and driven by the changes in the agricultural market The required investment 
straddles two AMP periods in recognition of the planning and construction timescales
. 
Population growth in the South East remains a significant driver for additional treatment 
capacity with a population increase of 351,500 predicted during the PR09 design horizon. The 
full utilisation of the existing sites has been demonstrated; hence the provision of additional 
capacity is justified. It is proposed that the location of additional treatment capacity will 
recognise the significant population growth areas. We anticipate a significant environmental 
improvement programme being delivered during AMP5; this again will lead to additional sludge 
quantities for which additional treatment capacity will be required. The capacity will be created 
at strategic locations, in line with the need from population growth. 

The significant investment during the AMP2 period in sludge treatment facilities means that 
these assets are now around 10 years old and so require investment in the M&E elements. 
The level of intervention and hence the capital maintenance has been determined using 
deterioration modelling and is CF compliant. Full details of the methodology and results can be 
found in Section B3.7.4.

The completion of the proposed AMP5 investment will provide operational site capacity as 
shown in Table B.4.14.
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Table B.4.14 – Proposed operational site capacity at the end of AMP5

Site Treatment 
Type

Product 
Type

Original 
Design 

Capacity 
tDS/y

Current
Design 

Capacity

Future 
Thro’put

Future 
‘Spare’ 

capacity

Comments

Ashford (K) MAD, drying CT 20,750 20,750 18,700 0

Aylesford (K) MAD, storage CT 4,600 3,600 3,240 0

Brighton (S) MAD, drying ET 12,500 12,500 11,250 0

Budds Farm (H) MAD, drying ET 20,375 20,375 18,340 0

Canterbury (K) MAD, storage CT 3,578 5,290 4,760 0

Edenbridge 767 0 0 n/a

Ford (S) MAD, drying ET 9,962 9,962 8,970 0

Fullerton (H) MAD, storage CT 4,654 4,654 4,190 0

Goddards Green
(S)

MAD, storage CT 6,986 6,986 6,350 0

Gravesend (K) MAD, storage CT 4,088 4,088 3,680 0

Ham Hill (K) MAD, Storage CT 2,993 4,320 3,890 0

Hastings (S) MAD, drying ET 13750 13,750 10500 Planning 
restrictions

Horsham (S) Lime 
Stabilisation

CT 8,000 8,000 0 Emergency use

Millbrook (H) MAD, drying ET 14,235 14,235 12,810 0

Motney Hill (K) MAD, storage CT 8,176 8,176 7,000 0  

Queenborough 
(K)

MAD, storage CT 5,293 6,745 6,070 0

Sandown (IoW) MAD, drying ET 5,475 5,475 4,000 0 Isolated location

Tenterden (K) CT 1,314 0 0 n/a

Tunbridge Wells
North (K)

CT 986 0 0 n/a

Worthing (S) MAD, storage CT 6,945 8,100 7,290 0

Total 136,440
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Table B.4.15 – Sludge dewatering facilities

Site Site Process

Broomfield Bank (K) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Chichester (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Chickenhall (H) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Eastbourne (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Hailsham North (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Horsham (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Newhaven (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Peel Common (H) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Scaynes Hill (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Shoreham (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

Thornham (S) Dewatering for export to treatment centre

AMP5 expenditure

The increasing capital expenditure associated with sludge treatment has led to an increased
asset base requiring maintenance. The future requirements for capital maintenance have been 
identified through the application of deterioration modelling in line with the requirements of the 
‘Common Framework’.  The assessed capital maintenance costs have been allocated in Table 
B3.8. They are included here for completeness.

The costs associated with the sludge strategy for the AMP5 period are shown in Table B.4.16.

Table B.4.16 – Costs associated with the sludge strategy for the AMP5 period

Capex (£m) Opex (£k)

PPC Requirements (related to CHP 
installations

Provision of additional treatment capacity  
(Kent)

Asset Maintenance
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B.4.7 The expenditure implications of the quality enhancement 
programme (sewerage service)

B.4.7.1 National Environment Programme

A breakdown of the costs, to the nearest £m, of meeting the requirements of the EA’s final 
NEP by driver is shown in Table B.4.17.  The Brighton scheme is also included.  One BAP 
scheme, the Pulborough reed bed, has been omitted.

Table B.4.17 – Costs associated with meeting the final NEP by driver

Investment Driver MNI (£m) Growth (£m) Quality (£m) Total Scheme
(£m)

Brighton/Hove UWWTD

UWWTD Phosphorous removal 
(Sensitive Areas Designations)

UWWTD Nitrogen removal 
(Sensitve Areas Designations)

Habitats Nitrogen Removal – H2

Habitats – other:  H5, H6

Biodiversity (BAP) - -

Bathing Waters - -

Freshwater Fish Directive

Groundwater Directive

Shellfish Waters Directive - -

SSSI - I1,I2,I5

WFD Phosphorous removal

WFD Sanitary Standards 
improvement

WFD Priority Substances 
Investigations - -

Flows > Consents

Sludge – re AMP5 NEP - -

SEMD - -

TOTAL  £m

Opex arising from capital expenditure

Operational costs arising from our capital investment in quality enhancements in the sewerage 
service have been calculated using a detailed opex model for each site.  The total additional 
opex cost by the end of the AMP5 period is  with the following profile.
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AMP5 Opex arising from capital 
(£m)

2010 / 2011

2111 / 2012

2012 / 2013

2013 / 2014

2014 / 2015

Increases in operational costs reflect the content of the quality enhancement programme 
including energy intensive schemes and the increased use of chemicals in providing, for 
example, additional treatment processes such as: nitrogen removal, phosphorous removal 
and UV disinfection.

The increase in operational costs from 2012/13 to 2013/14 reflects the completion of many of 
these schemes and also, significantly, the completion of the Brighton & Hove UWWTD 
scheme with an individual opex cost of m.

B.4.7.2 Investment Phasing

For the Draft Business Plan we had assumed that all the NEP schemes, except for some of 
the Flows>Consent schemes, would be required to meet the WFD first Programme of 
Measures timetable laid down in the Directive namely the end of December 2012.  We have 
challenged this peak in AMP5 scheme delivery dates and subsequently the EA has been able 
to clarify regulatory output dates for all the drivers (some of which are now deferred) which 
has allowed smoothing of the wastewater programme spend profile.  This makes 
achievement of the output dates more realistic.   

B.4.7.3 First time sewerage schemes

In view of the poor cost benefit of the proposed schemes these have not been included in our 
Final Plan.

B.4.7.4 Sewage Sludge Management

A summary of the costs of achieving the sludge strategy described in Part 0 and meeting 
demand through growth and quality enhancement schemes is give in Table B.4.18 below.

Table B.4.18 – Costs associated with the sludge strategy for the AMP5 period
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Capex (£m) Opex (£k)

PPC Requirements (related to CHP 
installations

Provision of additional treatment capacity  
(Kent)

Asset Maintenance

B.4.7.5 Shortfalls, logging up and logging down

Changes in the wastewater obligations placed on SWS since PR04 that have been identified 
for logging up and logging down are detailed in Part C.5.

There are five schemes identified where the outputs are likely to be delayed beyond the end of 
AMP4:  

• Five groundwater schemes: Ludgershall, Morestead, New Alresford, Overton, 
Whitchurch, which are delayed pending national clarification of consent standards to 
be met.

These have been included in the EA’s final PR09 NEP.

Items for logging down comprise:

• The delayed UWWTD scheme for Brighton

Items for logging up comprise:

• Coldwaltham P removal scheme
• Ham Hill ammonia scheme
• New Romney scheme – consent change
• Highwood Lane Rookley - UWWTD appropriate treatment
• Kings Road, Emsworth CSO
• Stone Cross Section 101a scheme
• Flows>consent sites: tighter discharge standards

In addition the EA is promoting early delivery (via the Change protocol route) of most of the 
AMP5 proposals under the Shellfish Waters Directive driver.  This comprises installation of 
event/duration monitors together with commencement of marine modelling studies to 
determine the impact of wastewater discharges and the provision of UV disinfection at three 
WTWs. We are not supportive of the element relating to the provision of UV disinfection at 
three WTWs. At the time of writing the Change protocol is not yet agreed.
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Appendix B.4(B).1 – Environment Agency Final NEP

Water 
Company

Unique ID

Scheme Name/ 
Name of 

Discharge/ 
Investigation

Water Body 
Type

Objective 
Failed/ 
PR09 
Driver

Name of 
Bathing 
Water (if 

applicable)

Name of 
Shellfish 
Water (if 

applicable)

Current 
Consent 

BOD

Current 
Consent 

NH3

Current 
Consent 

SS

Current 
Consent 

P

Current 
Consent 

DWF

Current 
Consent 

FFT

Current 
Consent 
Others

Proposed 
Consent 

BOD

Proposed 
Consent 

NH3

Proposed 
Consent 

SS

Proposed 
Consent P

Proposed 
Consent DWF

Proposed 
Consent 

FFT

Proposed 
Consent 
Others

Investigation Type (if 
required)

Completion 
Date

CONTINUOUS

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100001 Ashford STW River F1a N/A N/A
S 10/21
W20/56

S 3/6
W 7/27

S 20
W 30

24000
(Max 

46397)
537

Silver 0.1 
ug/l (under 

appeal)
Iron 4 mg/l

10 2 20 29000 N/A
31 March 

2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100188
Ashington 
WWTW, London 
Road

River WFD2 N/A N/A 12/50 10/20 20 825 24 1 825 Iron 3 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100002
Ashlett Creek 
STW

Estuary S2 N/A

Approaches to 
Southampton 

Water

Southampton 
Water

80 60
3024
(Max 
7344)

85
Copper 160 

ug/l
n/a

Bacteria modelling of 
Southampton Water 

STWs

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100186
Balcombe WTW, 
London Road, 
Balcombe

River WFD2 N/A N/A
S8

W10
S3
W5

S15
W25

614 13.2

High Level 
Storm 

overflow = 
30.5 l/s

1 no change Iron 2 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100004 Bank WWTW River I2 N/A N/A 30 60 38 Treat all 20 10 30 38 N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100098
Battle WWTW, 
Marley Lane, 
Battle

River WFD2 N/A N/A
S10/40
W15/50

S3/6
W6/23

S20
W30

1493 1 1493 Iron 3 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100099

Bidborough 
Sewage 
Treatment 
Works

River WFD2 N/A N/A 10/28 3/7 15 2223 1 2223 Iron 2 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100100
Billingshurst 
WWTW

River C1a, C1c N/A N/A 20/56
S5/20

W10/37
30/60 1445 53 n/a

C1a Investigation -
Screening for PS, PHS, 
BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS 

scan, Emerging 
chemicals.

Also C1c Investigation 
into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).

25 spot samples of 
effluent at random times 

for both types of 
investigation.

July 2011

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100005
Bishops 
Waltham 
WWTW

River U2 N/A N/A
S 15
W 20

S 5
W 10

S 15
W 30

3100 107 2 3100

Nitrogen 15 
mg/l

Iron 2.5 
mg/l

N/A
30 

September 
2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100006 Bosham STW Estuary H2 N/A N/A 50/100 45 1221 42

Nitrogen 
Mean 15 

mg/l
UV 

Disinfection

1221

Nitrogen 10 
mg/l

(Annual 
Average)

N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100102 Brading STW River FLOW1 N/A N/A 30 40 350 11 27 16 no change 390 12.7
Required 

Storm Tank 
111 m3

31 March 
2015
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100007
Brook Sewage 
Disposal Works

River FLOW1 N/A N/A 20 40 64 Treat all 15 6 23 81 n/a n/a
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100008
Budds Farm 
WWTW

Estuary
H2
S1

N/A

Portsmouth

Ryde

Spithead and 
Stokes Bay

40/80 60 108853

Mercury 0.3
Chloroform 

1.8
Trichloroeth

ylene 0.8
Cyanide 6.0

Silver 5.0
Copper 50
(all under 
appeal)

Iron 3 mg/l
Nitrogen 
Mean 10 

mg/l

108853

Total 
nitrogen 
shall not 

exceed 9.7 
mg/l (annual 
average) or 

Average 
load of Total 

N of 1322 
kg/d

UV-
disinfection

N/A

31/03/2012 
(H2)

31/03/2013 
(S1)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100118
Burgess Hill 
(Goddards 
Green) STW

River FLOW1 N/A N/A
S15/30
W20/40

S3/6
W10

S25/62
W30/75

8356 305.5 5 2 8 9917 n/a n/a N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100009 Bursledon STW Estuary H2 N/A N/A 30/65 30 1550 41.5 1720

Nitrogen 9.0 
mg/l

(Annual 
Average) 

(10 mg/l for 
existing 
permit 

flows) or to 
Peel 

Common
Formula A 

138

N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100010 Canterbury River U2 N/A N/A 15 5 20 18000 434 20 2 20176 Iron 3 mg/l N/A
30 

September 
2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100011 Charing STW River
FLOW1
WFD2

N/A N/A
S10/20
W15/30

S3/6
W5/10

S15/38
W25/63

605 23 6 3 9 1 671 26

Required 
Storm Tank 

168 m3
Iron 1 mg/l

N/A

31/03/2015 
(FLOW1)

22 December 
2012 (WFD2)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100012 Chichester STW Estuary H2 N/A N/A 35/70 45 14024 300

Nitrogen 
Mean 13.8 

mg/l 
UV 

Disinfection

13524

Total 
nitrogen 
shall not 

exceed 9.0 
mg/l (annual 
average) or 

Average 
load of Total 

N of 122 
kg/d

N/A
31 March 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100013
Chickenhall 
Eastleigh 
WWTW

River
C1a, C1c,

H5
N/A N/A 12/46 3/14 20/50 Mean 1 32000 788

Silver 5 ug/l
Sulphate 
220 mg/l

Iron 4 mg/l 

12 2.8 20 1 yrly mean 32000 Iron 4 mg/l

C1a Investigation -
Screening for PS, PHS, 
BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS 

scan, Emerging 
chemicals.

Also C1c Investigation 
into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).

25 spot samples of 
effluent at random times

July 2011 
(C1)

31 March 
2015 (H5)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100014
Chiddingfold 
STW

River
F1a

WFD2
N/A N/A 20/56 10/20 30 639 no change 8 no change 1 no change Iron 4 mg/l N/A

31/03/201
(F1a)

22/12/2012 
(WFD2)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100015
Chillerton 
WWTW

River BAP1 N/A N/A 20/56 10/37 30 74 8 5 12 187 N/A
31 March 

2015
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100016
Coldwaltham 
STW

Estuary I5 N/A N/A 15 30

Mean 1 
(wef 

31/3/2010
)

245 9
Iron 3.7 

mg/l
n/a

P stripping to 1 is going in 
as an AMP4 scheme by 

March 09. Our PR09 
investigation is to check 

the effects of this scheme, 
both in the P outcome 

and the impacts of 
residual Iron. It is 

suspected that P will 
remain a problem and 

Iron possibly become one 
as the dilution is low. The 
investigation will check 

the impacts and if a reed 
bed will solve these 
residual concerns. 
Delaying the AMP4 

scheme will not help as 
we need the new levels of 
treatment being delivered 
to assess the impact on 
the SSSI feature Brooks

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100107
Cranbrook 
WWTW

River FLOW1 N/A N/A
S 10/40
W 15/50

S3/6
W4/10

S20/5
W30/5

Mean 2 
Max 5

1041 Iron 3 mg/l 8 3 12 1337 no change no change N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100131 Cuckfield STW River WFD2 N/A N/A 20/56 40 1115 1 1115 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100017 Dambridge River U2 N/A N/A 15/50 30 3510 103 2 3510 Iron 2 mg/l N/A
30 

September 
2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100197 Dial Post STW River FLOW1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
Descriptiv

e
40 20 60 40 N/A

31 March 
2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100018 Droxford STW Groundwater G1 N/A N/A 20 30 no limit no change 5 mean no change 50 N/A N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100019 Dunbridge STW Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
7.5 40 5 mean 60 19 N/A

22 December 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100020 East Dean STW Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
340 11.8 40 5 mean 60 340 N/A

Consent limit to be 
developed for Ammonium 

(transforms to Nitrates) 
after discussion with 

SWS.

22 December
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100021
East Grimstead 
WWTW

Groundwater G1 N/A N/A 15 30 690 23 15 5 mean no change 690 N/A N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100022 Eastchurch STW Estuary S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East
40/80 60 4500 219 n/a

Bacteria modelling of 
Swale STWs

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100023 Eden Vale STW River
FLOW1

C1a, C1c
U2

N/A N/A 10/40
S3/5

W3/10
15

2014
(Max 
7258)

84

Copper 100 
ug/l

Zinc 135 
ug/l

5 3 8 2 2524 n/a
Iron 1.5 

mg/l

C1a Investigation -
Screening for PS, PHS, 
BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS 

scan, Emerging 
chemicals.

Also C1c Investigation 
into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).

25 spot samples of 
effluent at random times 

for both types of 
investigation.

31/03/2015  
(FLOW1)
July 2011 

(C1)
30 

September 
2014 (U2)
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100200
Evans Close 
Over Wallop 
WWTW

River FLOW1 N/A N/A 20 30 75 no change 3 no change 86 n/a N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100199 Fairlee Landfill Estuary H7
no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

Modification 
of waste 

manageme
nt licence to 
add surface 

water 
manageme
nt condition;

Condition to 
require 

submission 
of an 

appropriate 
scheme;

Scheme to 
be 

implemente
d on 

agreement.

31 March 
2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100027
Faversham 
Abbey Field 
STW

Estuary S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East
40 60 7000 181 n/a

Bacteria modelling of 
Swale STWs

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100113 Felbridge STW River FLOW1 N/A N/A
S10/50
W15/50

S5/20
S15
W30

1312
(Max 
6048)

70

Copper 
11.6ug/L

Nickel 
194ug/L

Iron 
92.32ug/L

Silver 
0.19ug/L
Tin 92.5 

ug/L

5 2 7 1779 n/a n/a N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100115 Fittleworth STW River
FLOW1
WFD2

N/A N/A 20 20 45 186 no change no change 30 2 278 no change Iron 4 mg/l N/A

31/03/2015 
(FLOW1)

22/12/2012 
(WFD2)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100116 Fletching STW River FLOW1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
Descriptiv

e
Treat all 40 n/a 60 55 n/a n/a N/A

31 March 
2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100187 Foxhill STW River WFD2 N/A N/A 20 10 30 105 2 105 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100190 Grayswood STW River WFD2 N/A N/A 20 10 30 101 7.9 2 101 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100030 Hailsham North River I5 N/A N/A 7/25 2/8 10 Mean 1 3162 80
Iron 1.5 

mg/l
n/a

Pevensey Levels 
Investigation into 

performance of AMP4 
scheme and if any further 
treatment beyond BAT is 

needed to mitigate P 
impact on SSSI 

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100031 Hailsham South River I5 N/A N/A 7/25 2/8 10 Mean 1 7120 220
Iron 1.5 

mg/l
n/a

Pevensey Levels 
Investigation into 

performance of AMP4 
scheme and if any further 
treatment beyond BAT is 

needed to mitigate P 
impact on SSSI 

31 March 
2012
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100119 Halland STW River FLOW1 N/A N/A
S15
W20

S5
S20
W30

133 3.8 no change
S5
W8

no change 183 no change no change N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100032 Handcross STW River
C1a, C2b

WFD2
N/A N/A 60 60 186 Treat all 2 194 Iron 4 mg/l

C1a Investigation -
Screening for PS, PHS, 
BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS 

scan, Emerging 
chemicals - 25 spot 

samples of effluent at 
random times

C2b Process 
Investigations for a 
targeted number of 

substances associated 
with localised issues (e.g.. 

diazinon and 
cypermethrin):-

27 spot or comp samples 
of influent.

27 spot or comp samples 
of post primary effluent.

54 spot and /or 24hr 
comp samples of post 

secondary effluent.
27 spot and /or 24hr 

comp samples of post 
tertiary effluent.

27 spot samples of 
sludge.

All for Specific 
substances + sanitaries

July 2011

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100171
Harrietsham 
STW

River WFD2 N/A N/A 15 10 30 416 1 416 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100121
Hawkhurst North 
WWTW

River
F1a

FLOW1
N/A N/A

S20
W30

S5
W10

S30
W40

452 12.7 10 4 20 624 no change no change N/A

31/03/2014 
(F1a)

31/03/2015 
(FLOW1)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100033
Headcorn 
WWTW

River
I1

WFD2
N/A N/A 20/50 10/18 30

Mean 2 
Max 5

645 28 Iron 4 mg/l no change 1 1124 no change N/A

31/03/2015 
(I1)

22/12/2012 
(WFD2)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100034

Herne Bay - May 
Street 
WWTW(Great 
Stour)

Estuary U2 N/A N/A 20/40
S5/10

W10/20
30/75 5560 2 8770 Iron 4 mg/l N/A

30 
September 

2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100035
High Halden 
WWTW

River I1 N/A N/A
S10
W15

S4/8
W7

S15
W20

Mean 2 
Max 5

226 6.3
Aluminium 

1000
Iron 3 mg/l

13 1 236 Iron 2 mg/l N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100045
Hillbrow 
Knowles 
Meadow WWTW

Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
8 40 5 mean 60 11 N/A N/A

22 December 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100038 Horsham STW River F1a N/A N/A 15/50 6/23 25
Mean 
1(wef 

31/12/08)
16500 570 Iron 4 mg/l 5 2 10 16500 N/A

31 March 
2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100178
Horsmonden 
WWTW, 
Tonbridge, Kent

River WFD2 N/A N/A 30/64 S10/37 40 2170 1 2170 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100195
Iden Green 
WWTW

River F1a N/A N/A 25 40 70 10 5 20 70 N/A
31 March 

2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100039
Ivy Down Lane 
STW East 
Oakley

Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
720 40 5 mean 60 720

Nitrate 30 
mg/l

22 December 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100174 Kilndown STW River WFD2 N/A N/A 30 40 70 2 70 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100175
Lamberhurst 
STW

River WFD2 N/A N/A 40/80 60 370 2 370 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100170 Leeds STW River WFD2 N/A N/A 15/30
S3/6

W5/10
20 1020 1 1020 Iron 3 mg/l N/A

22 December 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100041 Lenham STW River WFD2 N/A N/A 15/50 30 1000 1 722 Iron 2 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100042 Lidsey WWTW River F1a N/A N/A
S15/50
W20/56 

S20
W30

Mean 2 5833 129
Iron 2.7 

mg/l
S 15
W 20

2
S 20
W 30

5833 N/A
31 March 

2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100043 Lingfield STW River U2 N/A N/A
S10/40
W15/50

S5/20
W15/50

S20
W30

2056 83 2 3656 Iron 3 mg/l N/A
30 

September 
2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100044
Liss Hill Brow 
STW

Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
11 40 5 mean 60 11 N/A N/A

22 December 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100126 Liss STW River WFD2 N/A N/A 30/64 40 1222 1 1222 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100127
Lower Beeding 
STW

River FLOW1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
Descriptiv

e
Treat all 40 n/a 60 86 n/a n/a N/A

31 March 
2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100046
Luddesdown 
STW

Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
Descriptiv

e
40 5 mean 60 50 N/A

Integrity of mains sewer 
input to works needs to 

be investigated. No 
additional consent issues 

to be addressed.

22 December 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100047
Ludgershall 
WWTW

Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
1252 40 5 mean 60 1252

Nitrate 20 
mg/l 

N/A
22 December 

2012
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100128
Lunsford Cross 
Sewage Works

River FLOW1 N/A N/A 25 40 46 20 12 30 59 n/a n/a N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100048
Luxford Ln-East 
Grinstead STW

River F1a N/A N/A 10/50 5/20 20 3000 146 10 2 20 3000 N/A
31 March 

2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100049 Lydd STW
River and 

Groundwater
FLOW1

G1
N/A N/A 30/64 W10/37 40 455 16 10 3 15 611 n/a n/a N/A

31/03/2015 
(FLOW1)

22/12/2012 
(G1)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100093 Lyndhurst STW River
H5, H6

I2
N/A N/A 10/30 2/6 20/55

1
Mean

1182 26.4 Iron 3 mg/l 5 1 8 no change 1182 N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100051 Millbrook STW Estuary
H2
S2
U2

N/A
Southampton 

Water
25 40 40000 850 40007

Nitrogen 10 
mg/l

(Annual 
Average)

Bacteria modelling of 
Southampton Water 

STWs

31/03/2015 
(H2)

31/03/2012 
(S2)

30/09/2014 
(U2)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100129
Monks Gate 
STW

River FLOW1 N/A N/A 25 45 44 2 no change 20 40 64 no change no change N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100052
Morestead 
WWTW

Groundwater
G1
H5

N/A N/A 40/80 60
Max  

16675
103 no change 2.5 mean no change

1 calender 
year mean

Max  16675 288

Nitrate 12.5 
mg/l

Install 
additional 
boreholes

Storm tank -
2246

Iron 8 mg/l

Recommend installation 
of 2 down gradient 
monitoring wells a 

minimun of 50 meters 
from the site boundary in 
order to obtain additional 

information on actual 
impact to groundwater.

22/12/2013 
(G1)

31/03/2015 
(H5)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100053 Motney Hill STW Estuary H6 N/A N/A 40/80 60
44582
(Max 

70243)
1580

Chromium 
200 ug/l

Copper 230 
ug/l

Nickel 230 
ug/l

Chloroform 
8.6 ug/l

Dieldrin 0.1 
ug/l

Total HCHs 
0.26 ug/l
Zinc 300 

ug/l
Iron 830 

ug/l
Cyanide 2.7 
ug/l (under 

appeal)

60 47360

Copper 
230ug/l 
(max) 

82.5 ug/l 
(Annual 

Average). 

N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100054
New Alresford 
STW

Groundwater
G1
H6

N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
773 40 5 mean 60

3.5 calender 
year mean

773
Nitrate 25 

mg/l
Iron 8 mg/l

N/A

22/12/2012 
(G1)

31/03/2015 
(H6)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100094 Newtown STW River I2 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
Descriptiv

e
25 45 5 N/A

31 March 
2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100055
North Waltham 
STW

Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
167 40 5 mean 60 167

Nitrate 16.7 
mg/l

N/A
22 December 

2012
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100056
Oakley Water 
Ridges STW

Groundwater G1 N/A N/A 20 30 Max 91 no change 5 mean no change Max 91 N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100134
Ockley West 
WWTW

River FLOW1 N/A N/A 60 90 53 Treat all 40 5 60 80 n/a n/a N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100057 Offham STW Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
8 40 5 mean 60 15 N/A

22 December 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100058 Overton STW Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
Descriptiv

e
40 5 mean 60 1 977 Iron 8 mg/l

22 December 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100059 Oxted WWTW River

FLOW1
U2

WFD1, 
WFD3

N/A N/A
S10/30
W15/40

S4/10
W8/30

S20/50
W30/60

3945 134 10 2 15 2 4724 n/a Iron 2 mg/l N/A

31/03/2015 
(FLOW1)

30/09/2014 
(U2)

22/12/2012 
(WFD1, 
WFD3)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100060
Paddock Wood 
STW

River U2 N/A N/A 10/40
S3/12
W8/20

20
2219
(Max 
9245)

107 2
2219

(Max 9245)
Iron 2.9 

mg/l
N/A

30 
September 

2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100061
Peel Common 
STW

Estuary
H2
S1

N/A

Central Solent

Portsmouth

Ryde

Spithead and 
Stokes Bay

40/80 60/120 59683
Nitrogen 10 
mg/l mean

76512 with 
Woolston 
transfer 

Nitrogen 9.2 
mg/l (annual 

average) 
until 30/9/14 

then 9.1 
when 

Woolston 
transfered.
Formula A 

4696

UV-
disinfection

N/A

31/03/2012 
(H2)

31/03/2013 
(S1)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100135 Pembury STW River FLOW1 N/A N/A 10/40 5/14 15 1320 84 8 3 12 1465 92

Required 
Storm Tank 

482 m3
Required 
high level 
inlet storm 
overflow 
128 l/s

31 March 
2015

Southern
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100062
Pennington 
WWTW

Estuary
H2, H6

S1
U2

N/A
Lymington

Pennington
31/65 49/125

16362
(Max 

32380)
375

Chromium 
20 ug/l 
(under 
appeal)

Copper 25 
ug/l (under 

appeal)
Zinc 60 ug/l 

(under 
appeal)

16362
(Max 32380)

Nitrogen 10 
mg/l

(Annnual 
Average)

Copper 45 
ug/l 

(95%ile)

UV-
disinfection

N/A

31/03/2015 
(H2, H6)

31/03/2013 
(S1)

30/09/2014 
(U2)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100063 Petersfield STW River U2 N/A N/A 50 20 S20 W30 4980 132 2 4980 Iron 3 mg/l N/A
30 

September 
2014
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100194
Petworth South 
STW

River WFD2 N/A N/A 60 40 700 50 1 700 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100064 Portswood STW Estuary S2 N/A
Southampton 

Water
35 80 27700 1000 n/a

Bacteria modelling of 
Southampton Water 

STWs

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100065
Pulborough 
STW

Estuary
BAP1
WFD1

N/A N/A 15/50 8/30 25 1935 36
Copper 140 
ug/l (under 

appeal)
7 no change Reed Bed N/A

31/03/2015 
(BAP1)

22/12/2012 
(WFD1)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100066
Pyecombe East 
STW

Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
15 40 5 mean 60 21 N/A

22 December 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100067
Pyecombe West 
STW

Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
10 40 5 mean 60 12

Nitrate 20 
mg/l 

N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100068
Queenborough 
STW

Estuary S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East
40/80 60

10351
(Max 

21807)
252

Chromium 
176

Copper 92 
ug/l

Nickel 127
Zinc 5878 

ug/l
Iron 5521 

ug/l
Flouride 3 

mg/l (under 
appeal)

Tin 16 ug/l 
(under 
appeal)

n/a
Bacteria modelling of 

Swale STWs
31 March 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100069
Redgate Mill 
STW

River U2 N/A N/A
S10/20
W20/40

S3/6
W10/20

S20/50
W30/75

5802 186.62 2 5802 Iron 3 mg/l N/A
30 

September 
2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100070 Redlynch STW River I2 N/A N/A 15 40 290 5 10 10 20 290 N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100137 Ripe WWTW River FLOW1 N/A N/A 40 60 42 no change 16 no change 53 n/a n/a N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100192 Rogate STW River WFD2 N/A N/A 30 70 288 1 288 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 Decembe

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100140 Roud WWTW River FLOW1 N/A N/A 30 40 523 22 5 33 667 no change no change N/A
31 March 

2015
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100142
Sandhurst 
Sewage 
Treatment works

River F1a N/A N/A 20/40 S10/20 30/75 206 10 10 20 206 N/A
31 March 

2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100180 Sedlescombe River WFD2 N/A N/A 40 60 209 1 209 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100071 Sellindge STW River WFD2 N/A N/A
S8 /20
W15/50

S3/8
W3/8

S20
W30

1594 45 1 1594 Iron 3 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100196
Shipton Bellinger 
STW

Groundwater G1 N/A N/A 30 10 50 500 no change 5 mean no change 500 N/A
22 December 

2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100168 Sidlesham STW River
C1a

WFD1
WFD3

N/A N/A 30/64 40 Mean 1 5800 Iron 3 mg/l 9 3 5800

C1a Investigation -
Screening for PS, PHS, 
BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS 

scan, Emerging 
chemicals - 25 spot 

samples of effluent at 
random times

July 2011 
(C1a)

22/12/2012 
(WFD1, 
WFD3)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100072
Sittingbourne 
STW

Estuary S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East
no limit 100 11800 263 n/a

Bacteria modelling of 
Swale STWs

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100073
Slowhill Copse 
STW

Estuary
H2
S2
U2

N/A
Southampton 

Water
30/60 60/150 14971 422 16317

Nitrogen 9.2
(Annual 

Average)
Formula A 

1245

Bacteria modelling of 
Southampton Water 

STWs

31/03/2015 
(H2)

31/03/2012 
(S2)

30/09/2014
(U2)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100074
South 
Ambersham 
Sewage Works

River
FLOW1

U2
N/A N/A 30/64 45 2182 101 no change 20 35 2 3194 n/a Iron 4 mg/l N/A

31/03/2015 
(FLOW1)

30/09/2014 
(U2)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100191
South Harting 
STW

River WFD2 N/A N/A 10 5 25 638 11.5 1 638
Iron 3.5 

mg/l
N/A

22 December 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100179 Speldhurst River WFD2 N/A N/A 15/50 30 1280 1 1280 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100185 Staplefield STW River WFD2 N/A N/A 80 120 55 2 55 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100075
Staplehurst 
WWTW

River
I1

WFD2
N/A N/A 20/56 10/20 30

Mean 2 
Max 5

1368 109
Aluminium 

1000
Iron 4 mg/l

1 1368 no change N/A

31/03/2015 
(I1)

22/12/2012 
(WFD2)
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100198 Streat WWTW
Surface water 

and 
Groundwater

G1 N/A N/A
no 

consent
no 

consent
no 

consent
no 

consent
no 

consent
40 5 mean 60 50

No discharge consent 
exists at present.  

Consent conditions 
required relating to 
preventing direct 

discharge to groundwater 
under certain conditions.  
Present investigation has 

not identified need for 
specific quality limits.

22 December 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100181
Stubbs Lane 
Brede WWTW

River WFD2 N/A N/A
S15/30
W20/40

S5/10
W10/20

S25/62
W30/75

339 1 339
Iron 3.5 

mg/l
N/A

22 December 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100076
Swalecliffe 
WWTW

Marine S2 N/A
Swale East

Whitstable
no limit 150

6912
(Max 

17712)
205

UV 
Disinfection

n/a
Bacteria modelling of 

Swale STWs
31 March 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100077
Tangmere 
WWTW

River
C1a, C1c

WFD1
N/A N/A

S10/40
W20/56

S3/20
W5/20

S20
W30

1500
(Max 
3629)

42 3
1500

(Max 3629)

C1a Investigation -
Screening for PS, PHS, 
BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS 

scan, Emerging 
chemicals.

Also C1c Investigation 
into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).

25 spot samples of 
effluent at random times 

for both types of 
investigation.

July 2011 
(C1)

22/12/2012 
(WFD1)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100078 Teynham STW River S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East

S10/30
W15/50

S5/10
W10/37

S20
W30

848 n/a
Bacteria modelling of 

Swale STWs
31 March 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100079
Thanet 
Groundwater 
Scheme

Groundwater G3 N/A N/A n/a

Investigate the extent of 
sewer replacement 

required to prevent the 
direct discharge of leaking 
sewers into ground water 

and implement first 
phase. This will build on 

previous AMP4 study and 
proposes a sewer 

replacement programme 
to prevent discharges and 
pollution of groundwater 

from SWS assets

31 March 
2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100080 Thornham STW Estuary H2 N/A N/A 64 60 6565 275 6565

Nitrogen 10 
mg/l

(Annual 
Average)

N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100193 Tillington STW River WFD2 N/A N/A 20 40 83 2 83 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100081 Tonbridge STW River U2 N/A N/A 20 10 30 11800 410
Cadmium 

10 ug/l
2 11800 Iron 4 mg/l N/A

30 
September 

2014
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100082
Tunbridge Wells 
North STW

River

C1a, C1c, 
C2a, C3a, 

C3c
WFD3

U2

N/A N/A 10/40
S4/10
W8/15

20
8640
(Max 

25920)
300

Copper 60 
ug/l

8 2
8640

(Max 25920)
Iron 2.9 

mg/l

C1a Investigation -
Screening for PS, PHS, 
BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS 

scan, Emerging 
chemicals.

Also C1c Investigation 
into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).

25 spot samples of 
effluent at random times 

for both types of 
investigation.

C2a Process 
Investigations to provide 

detailed process 
information for a range of 

commonly occurring 
substances:-

27 spot or comp samples 
of influent for PS, 

Sanitary, emerging + 3 
GC-MS identified 

samples.
27 spot or comp samples 
of post primary effluent for 

PS, Sanitary .
54 spot and /or 24hr 

comp samples of post 
secondary effluent for PS, 
PHS, Sanitary, emerging 

+ 3 GC-MS identified 
samples.

27 spot and /or 24hr 
comp samples of post 
tertiary effluent  for PS, 

PHS, Sanitary, emerging 
+ 3 GC-MS identified 

samples.
27 spot samples of sludge
for PS, PHS, emerging + 

3 GC-MS identified 
samples

C3a Investigation to 
assess catchment 

sources and advanced 
treatment options:-

1000 spot samples of 
wastewater for PS, PHS, 

Sanitary, 3 GC-MS 
identified samples, 

Emerging chemicals.
Further investigations 

(Catchment 
modelling+trader 

sampling)

Also C3c Further lab 
investigations into PS, 

PHS, Sanitary 
determinands, 3 GC-MS 

identified samples, 
Emerging chemicals
55 spot samples on 
influent and effluent

July 2011 
(C1)

October 2011 
(C2)

30/09/2014 
(U2)

22/12/2012 
(WFD3)
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100083
Tunbridge Wells 
South STW

River
BAP2

U2
N/A N/A 12/50 4/10 18 8850 270 no change 2 8850 Iron 2 mg/l

The investigation should 
assess the cause of the 

impact on the brown trout 
as the relevant BAP

species.  It should include 
an assessment of the 
impact of the treated 

effluent discharge from 
Tunbridge Wells South 
sewage works and all 
intermittent discharges 
within the River Grom 

catchment. The 
investigation will include 

both chemical and 
biological monitoring.  It 

should pay particular 
attention to the Storm 

water discharges from the 
STW and ensure that 

representative samples 
are taken during 

overflow/storm events. 
This should include the 

provision of new sampling 
points if necessary.  The 
investigation should also 

take account of the 
impacts of diffuse 

pollution as well as other 
CSOs within the 

catchment.

When assessing the 
impact of the intermittent 
discharges on the river 

catchment the procedures 
laid down in the Urban 
Pollution Management 

Manual 2nd Edition 
should be used.  This 

should involve the use of 
a sewer model and a river 

impact model.  

The continuous discharge 
should be assessed for 

compliance with the 
relevant WFD standards 

and the intermittent 
discharges against the 

RE 99-percentile 
standards and the 

Fundamental Intermittent 
Standards (FIS).

The investigation should 
be over a long enough 

time to catch any 
seasonal events and run 
for 12 months minimum.    

It should include the 
deployment of continuous 

chemical monitors for 
Dissolved Oxygen, pH 
and NH3  for a period 

long enough to 
characterise the impact of 
significant discharges on 

the receiving 
watercourses. 

31/03/2012 
(BAP2)

30/09/2014 
(U2)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100084
Vines Cross 
STW

River U2 N/A N/A 64 44 60 2986 104 2 2986 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
30 

September 
2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100189
Warnham 
WWTW

River WFD2 N/A N/A 15 5 25 513 13 1 513
Iron 3.5 

mg/l
N/A

22 December 
2012
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100152
Washwell Lane 
Wadhurst 
WWTW

River
C1a

WFD1
N/A N/A 15 30 136 3 136

C1a Investigation -
Screening for PS, PHS, 
BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS 

scan, Emerging 
chemicals - 25 spot 

samples of effluent at 
random times

July 2011 
(C1a)

22/12/2012 
(WFD1)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100086
Weatherlees Hill 
STW

Estuary S2 N/A Pegwell Bay 25/50
S5/10

W10/20
35/87

Max 
21435

n/a Bacteria modelling 
31 March 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100087
West Hoathly 
STW

River I1 N/A N/A
S15/30
W20/40

S5/10 
S25/62 
W30/75

453 12.8 no change 1 453 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100088
West Marden 
STW

Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
14 40 5 mean 60 40

Nitrate 25 
mg/l 

N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100154
West Wellow 
WWTW

River FLOW1 N/A N/A 15/50 10/28 40 1427 29.5 15 10 23 1834 no change no change N/A
31 March 

2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100156 Westfield STW River
FLOW1
WFD2

N/A N/A
S10/20
W15/30

S5/10
W10/20

S15/37
W25/62

308 35.5 7 3 10 1 362 n/a Iron 2 mg/l N/A

31/03/2015 
(FLOW1)

22/12/2012 
(WFD2)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100089 Whitchurch STW Groundwater G1 N/A N/A
Descriptiv

e
Descriptiv

e
Descripti

ve
1375 40 5 mean 60 1375

Nitrate 15 
mg/l

N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100162
WIittersham 
STW

River FLOW1 N/A N/A 15 30 145 no change 5 no change 175 11.1
Required 

Storm Tank 
68 m3

31 March 
2015

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100169
Winchelsea 
Beach

River WFD2 N/A N/A 30/64 12/41 45 832 1 832 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100183
Winchelsea 
STW

River WFD2 N/A N/A 30 60 205 2 205 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
22 December 

2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100090
Wisborough 
Green WWTW

River F1a N/A N/A 15 10 25 324 15 3 25 324 N/A
31 March 

2014

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100163 Wivelsfield STW River
FLOW1
WFD2

N/A N/A 40 60 318 24 30 7 45 1 405 35 Iron 4 mg/l N/A

31/03/2015 
(FLOW1)

22/12/201
(WFD2)

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100091
Woolston 
WWTW

Estuary
H7
S2
U2

N/A
Southampton 

Water
40/80 60

15000
(max 

36893)
427

Copper 32 
ug/l (under 
apppeal)

15000
(max 36893)

Transfer to 
Peel 

Common, 
9.1mg/l 

Total N for 
combined 

flows

Bacteria modelling of 
Southampton Water 

STWs

30/09/2014 
(H7)

31/03/2012 
(S2)

30/09/2014 
(U2)
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO100092 Wye STW River FLOW1 N/A N/A 40/80 60 500 Treat all no change 20 no change 732 n/a n/a N/A
31 March 

2015

INTERMITT
ENTS

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200107
Abbeyfields 
CSO, 
Faversham

Estuary S8 N/A Swale East
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200002
Alver Road 
Gosport CEO 

Estuary BAP2 N/A N/A

Investigation to establish 
impact of intermittent 

storm water discharges 
on saline lagoon and 
determine if they are 

having an adverse affect 
on this Priority 1 BAP 

habitat and if so to 
suggest mitigating 

measures. The 
investigations should: 

1. Establish key 
characterising lagoonal 

species (as referred to on 
UKBAP website).

2. Identify current state of 
knowledge on their 

environmental 
requirements

3. Establish whether there 
is any existing ecological 
and physiochemical data 

for the sites (Contact 
Roger Bramber, there 

may be others?)
4. Agree sampling 

strategy to establish 
current status of key 
species and overall 

community composition 
and abundance within 

each water body.
5. Agree chemical 

sampling strategy to 
determine current water 
quality within water body 
both in the localised area 
of the discharge and the 

wider lagoon
6. Establish effluent 
quality (particularly 

nutrients, ammonia, BOD 
and salinity + any other 

key species critical 
determinands identified in 
2) and volume discharged 

in an event
7. Establish frequency of 

events
8. Establish quality and 

frequency/volume of other 
inputs to the system (such 
as seawater and any in-

flowing streams)
9. Undertake sampling of 

physicochemical and 
ecology of lagoon

10 Report status of key 
lagoonal species and 

overall community. Draw 
particular attention to any 

notable species.
11 Report physiochemical 
data and identify whether 

environmental 
requirements of key 

species are met.  Identify 
duration these conditions 

are/are not met.
12. Report impact and 

extent of any impact from 
the discharge on the 

lagoonal community and 
key species. Relate 

magnitude of impact to 
any other measured 
inputs (see 8) to the 

lagoon.

Salinity is the key water 
quality parameter in 

determing the 
conservation status of a 
coastal lagoon. Other 
issues of concern are 

nutrient enrichment, toxic 

31 March 
2012
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200005
Ashlett Creek 
WTW storm 
overflow

Estuary S8 N/A
Approaches to 
Southampton 

Water

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200103
Bognor Regis 
Bathing Water

Marine rB3 Bognor Regis N/A

1. Identify which Southern 
Water assets discharge to 
outfalls close to bathing 

water. 
2. Fit event duration 

recorders to the assets 
(see list below). 

3. Investigation into spill 
frequency of foul sewage 

discharges in the 
catchment to these 
outfalls to identify if 

discharge > 3 
times/season (all assets 

in agglomeration). 
4. Identify which surface 
water sewers have the 

capacity to impact on the 
bathing water from a 

catchment total of 121km. 
Investigation and 

remediation of surface 
water sewerage system to 

rectify mis-connections 
that discharge to the 

bathing water.

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200008
Bow Bridge 
Freshwater CSO

River S8 N/A Yarmouth
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200104
Broadstairs 
Viking Bay 
Bathing water

Marine B1
Viking Bay, 
Broadstairs

N/A
3 spills per 

bathing 
season

Faecal contamination 
discharged close to 

designated bathing water 
via a surface water outfall. 
Extensive investigations 
with Southern Water and 
Thanet DC have shown 
this contamination to be 

the result of diffuse urban 
pollution rather than mis-

connections. Relocate 
source of contamination 

from current short 
Southern Water outfall. 

New location to be based 
on modelling and 

engineering 
considerations.

31 March 
2012
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200009
Browndown  
WPS

Estuary S8 N/A
Spithead and 
Stokes Bay

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200012
Burrfields Road 
Portsmouth CSO

Estuary
BAP2

S8
N/A

Langstone 
Harbour

Trigger flow 
200

Clean up

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Investigation to establish 
impact of intermittent 

storm water discharges 
on saline lagoon and 
determine if they are 

having an adverse affect 
on this Priority 1 BAP 

habitat and if so to 
suggest mitigating 

measures. The 
investigations should: 

1. Establish key 
characterising lagoonal 

species (as referred to on 
UKBAP website).

2. Identify current state of 
knowledge on their 

environmental 
requirements

3. Establish whether there 
is any existing ecological 
and physiochemical data 

for the sites (Contact 
Roger Bramber, there 

may be others?)
4. Agree sampling 

strategy to establish 
current status of key 
species and overall 

community composition 
and abundance within 

each water body.
5. Agree chemical 

sampling strategy to 
determine current water 
quality within water body 
both in the localised area 
of the discharge and the 

wider lagoon
6. Establish effluent 
quality (particularly 

nutrients, ammonia, BOD 
and salinity + any other 

key species critical 
determinands identified in 
2) and volume discharged 

in an event
7. Establish frequency of 

events
8. Establish quality and 

frequency/volume of other 
inputs to the system (such 
as seawater and any in-

flowing streams)
9. Undertake sampling of 

physicochemical and 
ecology of lagoon

10 Report status of key 
lagoonal species and 

overall community. Draw 
particular attention to any 

notable species.
11 Report physiochemical 
data and identify whether 

environmental 
requirements of key 

species are met.  Identify 
duration these conditions 

are/are not met.
12. Report impact and 

extent of any impact from 
the discharge on the 

lagoonal community and 
key species. Relate 

magnitude of impact to 
any other measured 
inputs (see 8) to the 

lagoon.

Salinity is the key water 
quality parameter in 

determing the 
conservation status of a 
coastal lagoon. Other 
issues of concern are 

nutrient enrichment, toxic 

31/03/2012 
(BAP2)

31 March 
2013 (S8)
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200013
Bursledon 
Bridge STW 
storm overflow

Estuary S8 N/A
Approaches to 
Southampton 

Water

Trigger flow 
41.5

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200014
Bury Road 
Gosport CEO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry,
Trigger flow 

62,
Clean up

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200015
Cams Hill, 
Fareham

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour
Screening

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200109
Carnegie Road 
Worthing CSO

Marine rB5 Worthing N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200016
Cawte Road / 
Park Road

Estuary S8 N/A
Southampton 

Water

Trigger flow 
51.6

Screening

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200017
Clayhall 
Rd/Dolphin Way 
WPS

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200021
Commercial Rd / 
Rudmore Rd 
CSO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200110
Cortis Avenue 
Worthing CSO

Marine rB5 Worthing N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200024
Crofton Lane Hill 
Head CSO

Estuary S8 N/A Central Solent
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200106

Cyprus 
Road/Whitstable 
Road CSO, 
Faversham, 
Kent

Estuary S8 N/A Swale East
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200025
Dibles Road 
Warsash PS

River S8 N/A
Approaches to 
Southampton 

Water

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200027
Elmhurst Road 
Fareham CSO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200030
Fairlee Road 
outside 62 CSO

Estuary S8 N/A Medina
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200031

Fareham Road 
Gosport outside 
359 CSO aka 
Wych 
Lane/Fareham 
Road

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200032
Fareham Road 
Gosport outside 
68 CSO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200034

Fire Station 
Lane CEO (aka 
Beaulieu Village 
CEO?)

Estuary S8 N/A Beaulieu River
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200028 Frater Lane P.S. Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200019
Freshwater Bay 
PS No. 18

River S8 N/A Yarmouth
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200036

Gorrell WPS, 
Westgate
Terrace, Gorrell, 
Whitstable, Kent

Estuary S8 N/A Swale East
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200037 Grove Rd PS Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200038
Gruneison Road 
Storm P.S.

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200041
Harbour Road, 
Gosport CSO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200042
Hardway CEO, 
Priory Road, 
Gosport

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200102
Hastings Bathing 
Water

Marine rB3 Hastings N/A

1. Identify which Southern 
Water assets discharge to 
outfalls close to bathing 

water. 
2. Fit event duration 

recorders to the assets 
(see list below). 

3. Investigation into spill 
frequency of foul sewage 

discharges in the 
catchment to these 
outfalls to identify if 

discharge > 3 
times/season (all assets 

in agglomeration). 
4. Identify which surface 
water sewers have the 

capacity to impact on the 
bathing water from a 

catchment total of 144km. 
Investigation and 

remediation of surface 
water sewerage system to 
rectify illegal connections 

that discharge to the 
bathing water.

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200043
Henry Street 
WPS

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200044
High Street / 
Briton Street 
CSO

Estuary S8 N/A
Southampton 

Water

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200045
High Street 
Fareham CSO

River S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200047
Holbrook Road / 
Pyning Street

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO400042
Kings Road 
Emsworth CSO

Estuary S8 N/A

Langstone 
Harbour 

Chichester_H
arbour_(Emsw
orth_Channel)

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200048
Kirtley Close 
Drayton CSO

Estuary S8 N/A
Langstone 
Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200052
Linstone Drive 
Norton CSO

Estuary S8 N/A Yarmouth
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200054
M.H.F. 31 
Alexandra Road 
CSO

Estuary S8 N/A
Southampton 

Water

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200112
Marine Crescent 
Worthing CEO

Marine rB5 Worthing N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200113
Marine Drive 
West Bognor 
CSO

Marine rB5 Bognor Regis N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200114
Martletts Way 
Worthing CSO

Marine rB5 Worthing N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200055 Maybey Close Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200056
Middlecroft Lane 
Gosport CSO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200057
Mile End Road 
Portsmouth No. 
1 CSO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200058
Mill Road / 
Tennyson Road 
car park

Estuary S8 N/A Yarmouth
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200059
Millbrook STW 
storm overflow / 
CEO

Estuary S8 N/A
Southampton 

Water

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200060
Monks Lane, 
Linstone Chine 
Storm Tank

Estuary S8 N/A Yarmouth
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200061
Mumby Road 
Gosport 
WPS/CEO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200062
New Road 
Wootton CEO

Estuary S8 N/A Cowes
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200063
North End 
Avenue 
Portsmouth CSO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200105
North Lane 
CSO, 
Faversham

Estuary S8 N/A Swale East
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200064
Norton CSO / 
Norton 
Headworks CEO

Estuary S2 N/A Yarmouth
Event 

Duration 
Telemetry 

Modelling

Modelling is required to 
understand impact of 

frequent discharges on 
the quality of the shellfish 

water.

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200065
Norton Green 
CSO

River S8 N/A
Newtown 

Bank

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200100
Ottinge Sewage 
PS Emergency 
Overflow

Groundwater 
and surface 

water
G1 N/A N/A

Storm 
Tanks as 

per Agency 
policy 

(discharge 
to surface 

water)

N/A
22 December 

2012
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200066 Pier Road CSO Estuary S8 N/A
Spithead and 
Stokes Bay

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200116
Pilot Field 
Hastings CSO

Marine rB5 Hastings N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200067
Portswood STW 
storm overflow / 
CEO

Estuary S8 N/A
Southampton 

Water

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200068
Priorsdean 
Crescent  CSO

River S8 N/A
Langstone 
Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200069
Quay Street 
Fareham CSO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200117
Radcliffe Close 
Hastings SWP

Marine rB5 Hastings N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200101
Worthing 
Bathing Water

Marine rB3 Worthing N/A

1. Identify which Southern 
Water assets discharge to 
outfalls close to bathing 

water. 
2. Fit event duration 

recorders to the assets 
(see list below). 

3. Investigation into spill 
frequency of foul sewage 

discharges in the 
catchment to these 
outfalls to identify if 

discharge > 3 
times/season (all assets 

in agglomeration). 
4. Identify which surface 
water sewers have the 

capacity to impact on the 
bathing water from a 

catchment total of 249km. 
Investigation and 

remediation of surface 
water sewerage system to 
rectify illegal connections 

that discharge to the 
bathing water.

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200130
Railway Land 
Near Toll Bridge 
EO

Estuary S1b N/A
Lymington 

River

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200118
Rock A Nore 
Hastings CEO

Marine rB5 Hastings N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200075
School Green 
CSO, 
Freshwater, IOW

River S8 N/A Yarmouth
Trigger flow 

113.9

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200073
Salterns Road, 
Stubbington 
CSO

Estuary S8 N/A Central Solent
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200074
School Green 
Road, CSO

River S8 N/A Yarmouth
Trigger flow 

113.9

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200119
Sea Lane Goring 
CSO

Marine rB5 Worthing N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200120
Sea Lane 
Worthing CSO

Marine rB5 Worthing N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200121
Seaside Road 
Hastings No 2 
CSO

Marine rB5 Hastings N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200122
Silverstine 
Avenue Aldwick 
CEO

Marine rB5 Bognor Regis N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200076
Slowhill STW 
storm overflow

Estuary S8 N/A
Southampton 

Water

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200123
Sompting Road 
Penfold Road 
Worthing C

Marine rB5 Worthing N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200124
Sompting Road 
Worthing outside 
22 CSO

Marine rB5 Worthing N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water
Services Ltd

5SO200128
Southsea 
Bathing Water

Marine B1 Southsea N/A
3 spills per 

bathing 
season

None - assets 
investigated and 

exfiltration database 
developed by Atkins to 
prioritise sewer repairs

31 March 
2012
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200077
St Andrews 
Road CSO

Estuary S8 N/A
Langstone 
Harbour

Trigger flow 
41.5

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200127
Wigmore Road 
Worthing outside 
16 CSO

Marine rB5 Worthing N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200078
St Matthews 
Square Gosport 
WPS/CEO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200129
Station Street 
Lymington No 2 
CSO

Estuary S1b N/A
Lymington 

River

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200004
Storm Overflow 
at Arundel Drive

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200080
Tates Copse 
CEO

Estuary S8 N/A
Southampton 

Water

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200081

Teynham STW 
Storm Tanks, 
Conyer Road, 
Teynham, Kent

River S8 N/A Swale Central
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200085
The Institute, 
Yarmouth
WPS/CSO

Estuary S8 N/A Yarmouth
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200086
Tichbourne Way 
Gosport 
WPS/CEO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200089
Village Road 
Alverstoke WPS

Estuary BAP2 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Investigation to establish 
impact of intermittent 

storm water discharges 
on saline lagoon and 
determine if they are 

having an adverse affect 
on this Priority 1 BAP 

habitat and if so to
suggest mitigating 

measures. The 
investigations should: 

1. Establish key 
characterising lagoonal 

species (as referred to on 
UKBAP website).

2. Identify current state of 
knowledge on their 

environmental 
requirements

3. Establish whether there 
is any existing ecological 
and physiochemical data 

for the sites (Contact 
Roger Bramber, there 

may be others?)
4. Agree sampling 

strategy to establish 
current status of key 
species and overall 

community composition 
and abundance within 

each water body.
5. Agree chemical 

sampling strategy to 
determine current water 
quality within water body 
both in the localised area 
of the discharge and the 

wider lagoon
6. Establish effluent 
quality (particularly 

nutrients, ammonia, BOD 
and salinity + any other 

key species critical 
determinands identified in 
2) and volume discharged 

in an event
7. Establish frequency of 

events
8. Establish quality and 

frequency/volume of other 
inputs to the system (such 
as seawater and any in-

flowing streams)
9. Undertake sampling of 

physicochemical and 
ecology of lagoon

10 Report status of key 
lagoonal species and 

overall community. Draw 
particular attention to any 

notable species.
11 Report physiochemical 
data and identify whether 

environmental 
requirements of key 

species are met.  Identify 
duration these conditions 

are/are not met.
12. Report impact and 

extent of any impact from 
the discharge on the 

lagoonal community and 
key species. Relate 

magnitude of impact to 
any other measured 
inputs (see 8) to the 

lagoon.

Salinity is the key water 
quality parameter in 

determing the 
conservation status of a 
coastal lagoon. Other 
issues of concern are 

nutrient enrichment, toxic 

31 March 
2012
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Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200125
Wallace Avenue 
Worthing CSO

Marine rB5 Worthing N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200126
Warrior Square 
Hastings CSO

Marine rB5 Hastings N/A
Event-

Duration 
Telemetry

31 March 
2012

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200093
Wicor Mill Lane 
Portchester 
WPS/CEO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013

Southern 
Water 
Services Ltd

5SO200094
Widley Road 
Portsmouth CSO

Estuary S8 N/A
Portsmouth 

Harbour

Event-
Duration 

Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring 
is required to determine 

the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on 

shellfish water quality. 
The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and 

others that already have 
Event and Duration 

equipment fitted) falls 
within a 10 spill per 

annum standard and 
whether there is a need 

for further improvements.

31 March 
2013




