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The CCG task-and-finish group had been organised so that SWS (Southern Water 
Services) could assure Members that it would meet the obligations of WISER (Water 
Industry Strategic Environmental Requirements) and where it would be going above 
and beyond these to deliver customer and stakeholders’ environmental aspirations.  
 
The region is highly agricultural and this means multi-pollutants such as nitrates, 
phosphates, pesticides and sediments are the major risk to raw water and wildlife, 
and there are particular hot spots across the region. Multi-pollutants can filter swiftly 
through catchments and the risks were currently managed, through treatment, at the 
point of abstraction. Catchment management, the Company’s preferred 
management approach, looks for ways of preventing pollution in the first place, for 
example, fencing that minimises run-off.  
 
The Company’s primary priority was the initial engagement with farmers. It is putting 
more resources in place to address the issues with three new catchment specialists 
and four more officers on the ground, working with Natural England (NE) to capture 
data and information to enable catchment planning. For example, the Company’s 
Principal Catchment Management Specialist is working with NE to investigate 
metaldehye (pesticide in slug pellets) at individual field level, and incentives are 
being offered for mitigation schemes. Catchment sensitive farming is costly but there 
are significant benefits to a catchment approach that underpin achieving ambitious 
targets, such as offering advice on multiple pollutants and are still cheaper than 
treatment at the point of abstraction.  
 
Members questioned whether more data was really needed and challenged the 
Company to collate what it already has, and to apply and implement environmental 



 
improvement schemes, working in partnerships where possible. Delivery timescales 
plotted should be plotted against successive AMPs. David Howarth, EA, said that 
SWS’s Water Futures looked forward to the next 30 - 40 years but it was important to 
have a sense of what is going to be delivered in the next 5 – 10. He thought the 
Company was underselling itself on its catchment work.        
 
The Company responded that the co-creation of catchment schemes is already 
underway with farm clusters across the region. Brighton has the biggest at risk 
aquifer of the South Downs and the Brighton ChaMP (Chalk Management Plan) for 
water was producing tangible results with 2/3 of the National Park now covered by 
farming clusters.  
 
It was also proving challenging to put performance commitment measurements in 
place for AMP7 and, in some cases, it was virtually impossible to set something 
sensible. Measures need to be sophisticated because nitrates are an issue in a 
significant number of our groundwater sources and can take 60 – 70 years to 
reduce, whereas metaldehyde in slug pellets are more of an issue on our surface 
water catchments and are dependent on farming practices and slug pressure. 
Members suggested measures could be along the lines of ‘we know this is a success 
because 80% of salad producers have switched to safe pesticides’, or ‘around 
Chichester we have engaged 40% of farmers’. The Chair suggested that each 
measure needed a rational and then a target which could, for example, be the % of 
farmers who have changed their behaviour. These would need to be specific to each 
catchment.  
 
Another challenge is that many farmers were tied into EU Stewardship Schemes and 
this limited how much could be achieved. There is a gap in Stewardship funding in 
the Isle of Wight and it is cheaper to fund the shortfall than to potentially increase risk 
and treat at the point of abstraction. Members agreed that budgets are key to 
tackling the problems. There are many technological advances that will facilitate 
improvements, such as smart monitoring. Partnership working is vital to making 
investment go further, but capital assets also need funding. Is SWS responsible for 
this? The Company said it depends on the scheme. For example, a Kent-based crop 
specialist is a major supplier for Sainsbury’s and Marks and Spencer, and it may be 
that the supermarkets would fund mitigation.  
 
Members asked about the regulatory framework and incentives versus penalties? 
The Company responded that much depended on the circumstances – incentives 
worked well with farm clusters.  
 
Members said that customers want SWS to be a champion for the environment. 
They referred to the diagrams in the pack that showed the catchment plans across 
the region saying they were an indication of scale and ambitions. However, a fair 
amount of the work programmes were aimed at compliance rather than enhancing 
the environment. The CCG are interested in this area because customers and 
stakeholders are interested. The Chair asked how much of the work would be done 
in the compliance space and how much in the aspirational space?  
 



 
The Company responded that legally, the EA has an explicit series of statutory 
requirements that must be met but it hadn’t imposed the mechanisms through which 
they will be achieved. WINEP is another EA series of explicit requirements that have 
to be delivered but how and when is agreed between the Company and the EA. 
Ofwat’s settlement will determine how much investment is allowed for the delivery of 
WINEP. The DWI are willing to support a nitrates Cost Adjustment Claim (CAC). 
However, once the DWI support a scheme, then it must be implemented even if 
Ofwat do not agree to fund it.  
 
The Company stated that the consultation on the WRMP showed that desalination 
plants would definitely be needed in some areas of the region to adapt to climate 
change and support population growth, even though customers were not supportive 
of it. Desalination was very expensive and there were by-products.  
 
Members asked what was being planned in the urban areas of catchments and 
wanted to know more about SuDS (Sustainable Drainage Systems), development 
pressures and promoting water efficient homes? 
  
New developments provide significant opportunities to use networks of treated 
wastewater for its community amenity value, including water features, SuDs and 
heat recovery. The company was investing in Ebbsfleet (working with Thames 
Water), and the Otterbourne and Welbourne developments respectively to ensure 
better use of grey water both pre- and post-treatment. All the utilities need to work 
together to bring the new models into being. The challenge with SuDs is 
maintenance and adoption. The Company was working with Local Authorities and 
developers on two schemes in Winchester and Sittingbourne with a view to adoption. 
In addition they have jointly funded a rain garden in Folkestone to reduce the 
severity of flooding.    
 
In general, customers and stakeholders want rivers to be more resilient and the 
Company would be working in partnerships to identify the actions needed to achieve 
this, such as floodplain protection and removing impoundments. Water efficiency and 
water recycling were top customer priorities and measures need to be widely 
introduced to minimise water taken out of the environment.  
 
Members asked what was being done to target badly functioning, non-networked 
sewage systems that were leaching phosphates. The Company confirmed this was a 
relatively widespread problem and it was working with the EA to identify problem 
areas which could be targeted using mechanisms in the Water Industry Act. 
Members thought this could be an area where the Company could demonstrate it 
was going above and beyond customer expectations, especially if it could be a free 
service for customers as with replacing their leaking water supply pipes. It was noted 
that there are plans to reduce leakage by a further 15% during AMP7. 
 
The Company was also exploring the possibility of funding universal water metering 
in the Portsmouth Water area to see if it could free up water for transfer to SWS, a 
faster solution than a desalination plant. All these were examples of SWS going 
above and beyond customer expectations and were likely going to be commitments 



 
in the PR19 Business Plan. Bathing waters is another area of going above and 
beyond.   
 
Other above and beyond schemes are bathing waters and CSOs (Combined Sewer 
Overflows). CSOs are a relatively big issue with nearly 900 in operation. The 
Company is working to reduce pollution from these by monitoring when they are 
operating, the duration and the impact. The findings will be shared with the EA. 
 
WISER expects zero category 1 – 3 pollution incidents. These are on a downward 
trajectory against stricter targets The Company is planning to reduce category 1 – 3 
incidents by a further 30% over the next two AMPs using a catchment-specific mix of 
programmes, including Catchment First schemes, programmes to improve water 
quality and a pollution strategy.  
 
There are around 100 other schemes across the region designed to meet statutory 
requirements on phosphates, metals and ammonia. For metals investigations into  
identifying the sources, domestic or industrial, the possibility of locking in copper on 
domestic pipes, or for end of pipe solutions using activated carbon and new 
technologies. This programme has been developed to meet WINEP (Water Industry 
National Environment Programme) obligations. The timetable for implementing 
WINEP has been accelerated and this could mean that solutions may have to be 
chosen that are more expensive than delivering through catchment management. 
This would be counter to what customers’ want and could significantly impact their 
bills. Discussions are taking place to understand the timeframes and to reflect the 
programmes in the PR19 Business Plan.    
 
The Company agreed with Members suggestion that it was important to factor 
natural and social capital into decision-making. Investing in natural solutions during 
AMP7 would bring wider amenity and public utility benefits. The Company is 
considering producing natural capital accounts, much the same as financial 
accounts. The innovative approach would be industry leading but it would be 
essential to have accurate reporting. This would also provide a way of identifying the 
major problem areas and this could be received positively by Ofwat.   
 
In summing up, the Chair said that embedding a culture of partnership working was 
critical to the success of the programmes but she felt reassured by what she had 
heard. She concluded that there were a wide range of significant programmes at 
different scales that were going to be delivered during AMP7 and 8. This gave her, 
and CCG Members, confidence in the Company’s plans to meet the statutory drivers 
and deliver what its’ customers and stakeholders have said they want. In addition, 
there were many examples of schemes going above and beyond including the 
catchment programmes, SuDs, Drainage 2030, recycling pilots and sustainable 
abstraction.    
 
ENDS 


