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1. Feedback by the Environment Agency (EA) and our responses

Reference EA comment EA position

R1.1 Delivery  Because of issues Water Neutrality is

of options to around delivery of required by Natural
remove supply options and the  England to ensure
Natural risk to resilience of compliance with
England’s Sussex North WRZ, Habitats Regulations.
Water the water company This means demand
Neutrality details how it currently  in the zone must not

increase until there is
along term
sustainable source of
supply to increase
water availability and
the level of resilience
in Sussex North
WRZ.

constraints requires Water
Neutrality for new
developments to
minimise pressure of
protected areas in the
zone, a requirement
set by Natural

England.

The company also
sets out current
pressures from the
treatment works
outage at Weir Wood
and indicates that the
site will provide
deployable output
benefits again from
2024/25. However,
additional information
around this and any
further increase in DO
expected over AMP8
would be beneficial.

Until completion of
the Pulborough
groundwater
sustainability
investigation and
implementation of
the agreed resulting
actions to protect the
environment, Natural
England’s policy of
‘water neutrality’ in
Sussex North WRZ
will remain, which is
compromising
development of new

EA recommendation

We would expect

Southern Water

to:
Provide clear
confirmation on which
options have been
and are being
delivered to reduce
abstraction pressure
on Pulborough and
the need for water
neutrality. This
should include further
detail on the current
DO benefits expected
from Weir Wood over
the next 5 years as
work concludes.

Provide an update on
the operational
regime solution being
explored in response
to water neutrality,
setting out a
timeframe for
implementing this
and any implications
this may have for the
WRMP.

Southern Water response

We have updated the programme of delivery of supply-
demand schemes in Sussex North WRZ which includes
schemes that were in WRMP19, the return to service of Weir
Wood WSW and additional mitigation options. Weir Wood
WSW is scheduled to provide the follow PDO benefit over the
next five years:

2023-24: OMI/d
2024-25: TBC
2025-26: 13MI/d
2026-27: 13MI/d
2027-28: 13MI/d

We will also continue to deliver our water efficiency and
leakage reduction programmes and the Littlehampton WTW
recycling scheme.

Due to the holistic nature of the supply-demand balance and
the associated Central area strategy, our revised dWRMP24
reflects all drivers of supply-demand deficits, including water
neutrality.

The operational regime option assumes greater utilisation of
the Portsmouth Water bulk supply and other Southern Water
sources to allow the Pulborough groundwater source to be
rested. This has been considered further and discussed with
the EA and cannot be relied upon as a long term response to
water neutrality because it implies greater use of existing
sources and creates a risk to the WFD objective of No
Deterioration in waterbody status of the existing sources.
This solution is no longer considered to be viable.

from
Southern
Water ==

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘



Reference EA comment

Southern Water also
indicates that it is
looking to formalise an
operational regime
around the use of
Pulborough
abstraction which, if
agreed, could mean
water neutrality is no
longer required.
However, there is
limited detail around
this in the plan and
timescales of when
this will be determined
have not been
provided.

We note that delivery
of Littlehampton water
recycling is key to
Sussex North and
providing significant
additional supply. This
is detailed in issue 1.4
below.

The company also
provides its
Contingency Plan in
Annex 22. Although

there are many options

indicated in here the
level of detail is limited
and further
assessment is clearly

required to understand

which of these could
be quickly progressed
and how they could

EA position

housing in the South
East.

We would expect
Southern Water to
provide updates to its
customers and wider
stakeholders on
Water Neutrality
scheme in its final
plan.

EA recommendation

Undertake further
assessment on the
options set out in the
company’s
Contingency Plan for
the Central area,
assessing whether
any of these options
could be take forward
alongside current
selected options to
help move away from
water neutrality
constraints and
provide secure
supplies to
customers.

Continue to deliver its
supply options to
address the risk to
security of supply,
provide regular
updates on its water
neutrality scheme
and engage with its
customers effectively

Southern Water response

We have agreed in principle with SES Water to extend the
current arrangement we have with them in Sussex North
WRZ to 2031 and increase DO benefit from the current
1.3MI/d to 4MlI/d. This has now been incorporated in our
revised dWRMP24.

We are also continuing to review other options within the
Central area (and other parts of our region) in our
Contingency Plan and in the separate Mitigation Plan
included in our revised dWRMP24. Examples of options we
are looking at include temporary desalination plants and
temporary pumps to increase network flexibility at peak
demand.

We remain focussed on the delivery of our supply and
demand schemes in Sussex North WRZ to close the supply-
demand balance gap in order to achieve our target levels of
service and remove the constraint imposed by Natural
England's water neutrality position statement. We will
continue to engage with our customers so they are aware of
the levels of service situation and are encouraged to support
our water efficiency activities.

We have recruited a full-time Water Neutrality Lead role in
the company to engage with relevant stakeholders both
internally and externally and develop a coordinated approach
to deliver water neutrality in Sussex North WRZ. We will
provide updates to the EA and Natural England during
regular liaison meetings.
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Reference

R1.2
Portsmouth
Water bulk
supply to
Sussex North

EA comment

contribute to alleviating
water neutrality
requirements.

Southern Water has
selected the bulk
supply transfer from
Portsmouth Water to
Pulborough (Sussex
North WRZ) of up to
15Ml/d by 2026 in its
planning scenario
between 2025-35 plan.
The EA is aware that
Portsmouth Water
under its best
endeavour is able to
deliver only 5Ml/d to
Southern Water in a
drought. We recognise
the risk to security of
supply during a
drought for Southern
Water, if this bulk
supply is not delivered
to Pulborough and
would expect a
Contingency Plan to
be considered.

EA position

EA recommendation

The risk to security of We would expect

supply in a drought in
a lack of sufficient
bulk supply transfer
from Portsmouth
Water to Pulborough.

Southern Water

to:
communicate clearly
with Portsmouth
Water around the
potential risk of this
bulk supply transfer,
timeline for delivery
and any agreement
between the two
water companies.

to consider a
Contingency Plan
and a potential
alternative option to
address the risk.

Southern Water response

We have discussed this with Portsmouth Water and agreed
that the bulk supply to Pulborough will remain at 15Ml/d for
WRMP24 and have agreed with Portsmouth Water that we
should both assume a volume of 15MI/d. Whilst there are
risks that the water may not be fully available in extreme
droughts, it is the intention of the bulk supply agreement to
provide this volume in droughts up to 1-in-200 year drought
severity.

Our Drought Plan contains a toolbox of interventions which
could be implemented if the situation arose whereby the full
15MI/d bulk supply was not available. In addition, we have
developed a Contingency Plan to accompany the revised
dWRMP24 which includes some actions which could be
implemented quickly if the need arose.

The other key mitigation is early and continuous dialogue
with Portsmouth Water so we have advanced warning if the
full 15MlI/d volume cannot be delivered so that we can start
taking mitigation actions.
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Reference

R1.3 Sussex
Coast
Desalination
option

EA comment

The water company
has not outlined any
detail around its
‘Sussex Coast
Desalination’ option.
We know this used to
be proposed at
Shoreham which we
understand is no
longer possible. The
company has not
proposed a suitable
alternative option and
as such this poses a
risk to security of
supply with potential of
an unresolved deficit in
2028 and also later in
the planning process.

The SEA has not been
updated to reflect
alternative options to
Shoreham therefore,
we are unable to
assess the potential
risks as the
information provided is
out of date. This must
be addressed in the
revised dWRMP24.

In PR19, the old
Shoreham option was
supposed to provide
10Ml/d by 2028. In the
Draft Plan, it is
indicated that Sussex
Coast desalination

EA position

Lack of suitable
option to meet the
supply demand
balance deficit will
pose a risk to
security of supply to
Southern Water and
its customers.

Lack clarity and
confirmation of the
alternative option
(title, type, location,
DO benefit) in water
company's Draft Plan
affected our reviews
and confidence in the
option.

Appropriate SEA
assessment on any
future potential
alternative option is
needed. This is to
ensure it will not
pose any significant
risk to the
environment.

If alternative options
are to be considered,
these should be
clearly set out. The
company should
consider whether
new options would
constitute a material
change and whether
the company need to

EA recommendation

EA expects Southern

Water to:
identify, confirm and
propose an
appropriate
alternative supply
option to replace its
undeliverable option
in the South Coast
the alternative
options would need
to meet the supply
demand deficit and
be operationally
available by 2028
clarity around DO
benefit from any
alternative proposed
option is expected
Water company
should also justify
how it will deliver
additional bulk supply
transfers in the
future.

Southern Water response

The Sussex Coast desalination option has now been
removed from our plan. This was because the land on which
the scheme was intended to be built is no longer available
and we have not been able to identify an alternative site.

We have re-looked at our unconstrained options list to
identify an alternative to the desalination option on the
Sussex Coast and have identified our Lewes Road
groundwater option as a potential alternative. The option
seeks to rebuild our Lewes Road groundwater source and
remove network constraints to achieve its consented DO of
7MI/d. The option was rejected as part of WRMP19 options
appraisal work due to excessive costs. We are now working
on an alternative design that will reduce the cost. We have
currently set the DO of the option at 3.5Ml/d under all
planning scenarios in line with our WRMP19 estimate. It
produced up to 5.5MI/d during the 1989-90 drought. Test
pumping is planned for later this year to confirm the DO.

We have agreed with SES Water to extend a current bulk

import into the Central area up to 2031. The bulk supply can
provide up to 4Ml/d following network improvements.
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Reference

EA comment

option capacity can
increase to more than
30Ml/d by 2035. We
note that this is
significantly higher
volume of water from
this source. However,
we would need clear
explanation around
what additional
infrastructure is
required to achieve
this.

Also, any materially
changing factor needs
full assessment and
detailed proposals for
EA to consider and
review.

The lack of suitable
location for this option
is a significant risk to
its delivery and it is
unlikely to be
implemented by 2028,
which is resulting in
risk to the security of
supply.

We also found it
misleading that on
page 40 of the
technical report it is
stated that this

EA position

reconsult on the
revised dWRMP24.

EA recommendation

A full SEA assessment
would be expected to be
completed on the
alternative option. If there
were identified potential
risks to the environment,
we will expect a full
mitigation and Monitoring
Plan to be provided.

The company should
update its plan to ensure
it does not include an
infeasible option.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

We will carry out environmental assessments of any
alternatives and, if needed, provide details of any mitigation
measures that may be needed.

As described above, the Sussex Coast desalination option
has been removed from our revised dWRMP24. The
extension of the SES Water bulk transfer and the Lewes
Road groundwater options are now included as feasible
options.
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Reference

R1.4
Littlehampton
WTW

recycling
scheme (2027-
28)
Deliverability
and timescale

EA comment

scheme at Shoreham
is ‘progressing’.
Effectively the original
project is
undeliverable, and it
needs to be clearly
stated in the plan and
clarify that a complete
new/ different scheme
will be proposed.

Given the work
undertaken so far and
uncertainty given the
option design, there is
a risk that this scheme
will not be delivered by
2027-28.

There are numbers of
assessments that still
need to be
undertaken. This
option requires further
environmental
assessment to be
considered as a
feasible option.

We would expect
Southern Water to
ensure this option will
not pose any risk to
the environment. We
have a number of

EA position

This option contains
different
environmental,
ecological and water
quality risks which is
concerning and
needs to be fully
assessed to ensure
there is no risk to the
environment.
Possible implication
for the designated
sites, impacts on
WEFD compliance in
the river need to be
identified and
determination for
potential mitigations
is required.

The Littlehampton
WTW recycling
option is also critical
as it will have an

EA recommendation

The company should
ensure it works with
WRSE to provide the
regional group with the
most up to date
information on any
alternative options.

A clear statement
regarding undeliverability
of Shoreham desalination
and details around a new
alternative option needs
to be included to avoid
confusion for your
customers.

We are aware of
additional
proposals/details for this
option which have been
shared locally through
liaison meetings with
Southern Water. This
detail has not been
included in the dWRMP.

The company should
include further scheme
details in its final WRMP
and set out
contingency/mitigation for
this option if the scheme
is not delivered by 2027-
28. There is much work to
be done on this option,
including deciding upon
where the recycled water
will be discharged. The
EA would expect a
detailed programme of

Southern Water response

We have included the Lewes Road groundwater option in the
list of constrained options provided to WRSE for the revised
dWRMP24.

As described above, the Sussex Coast desalination option
has been removed from our revised dWRMP24. This is
clearly stated in our SoR and will also be clarified in our
revised dWRMP24 along with a description of the alternative
solutions we considered in its place.

We have undertaken a review of the amount of work that
remains to be done. Environmental studies, surveys and
investigations are currently being planned and procured but it
is unlikely that the project can be delivered before 2030. This
means the DO benefit from this project will first be delivered
in 2030-31. We have accordingly amended the delivery date
for this option in the revised dWRMP24.

The Littlehampton WTW does not discharge to the Arun
estuary. It discharges via a long sea outfall from
Littlehampton.

We have considered two variants of this option; one option
involves discharge of treated effluent into the river while the
other option considers transferring the water to Church Farm
Reservoir. However, Church Farm Reservoir is also the
potential storage site for another feasible recycling project.
As it is not large enough to accommodate flows from both
sites, the revised dWRMP24 assumes progressing the
variant of the Littlehampton WTW recycling option with direct
river discharge. However, the other variant is still included in
the revised dWRMP24 as a feasible option if further work
reveals that to be a better option. The two variants of the
Littlehampton WTW recycling option are, however, mutually
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Reference

EA comment

concerns including
when the water will be
entering the Rother,
whether this will be
continuously or during
low flows. We are
unclear where the
water will be
discharged (i.e. direct
to the Rother/via either
Church Farm
Reservoir or MAR).

We also have further
concerns regarding
migratory fish species,
temperature rises,
water quality issues
and any potential
impacts to the River,
also the interaction
between the tidal Arun
and Wildbrooks, as it
is a designated site.

There may also be
water quality
implications with the
reduction of flow into
the estuary from
Littlehampton
wastewater treatment
works.

Consideration needs
to be given to
permissions to
discharge to the sewer
of any hazardous
substances or

EA position

impact on the length
of time water
neutrality for new
developments is
required in the
Sussex North area.
Any delay in delivery
of the recycling
option will have an
impact on
development. It is
essential that the
water resources
needed to allow the
water neutrality
requirement to be
lifted, are available
as soon as possible.
Southern Water
should provide a
timeline and
confidence in
delivery of the
solution as soon as
possible.

EA recommendation

work outlining the
milestones in order to
meet the 2027-28
deadline.

Southern Water need to
clearly explain any
implication from
Littlehampton WTW
recycling scheme's
timeline delivery on the
requirement for water
neutrality for new
development and the
work in progress in its
final plan.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

exclusive. To give the EA visibility of our work programme
and milestones we submitted a roadmap in Jan/Feb 2023. To
keep the EA updated we have instigated weekly
WRMP/drought plan calls during summer 2023 and intend to
continue these until we finalise our WRMP24.

The water neutrality position statement will apply until the
Pulborough groundwater licence is amended following the
Pulborough groundwater sustainability investigation
(concluding 2025) or until there is sufficient supply-demand
headroom to allow the Pulborough groundwater source
licence to be reduced if it is found to be having an adverse
effect. We have covered the EA request for clarity on
timelines above.

The delay in delivery of the Littlehampton WTW recycling
scheme means that we must continue to operate the
groundwater abstraction at existing rates for longer and/or
will require greater use of the Pulborough Surface Water
Drought Order.
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Reference

R1.5 River
Adur Offline
Reservoir (up
to 19.50Ml/d
by 2045)

R2.1
Pulborough
groundwater
licence
reductions

EA comment

persistent substances
that are difficult to treat
and remove prior to
discharge.

We would expect
further investigation to
assess impacts on
WFD compliance in
the river and to
determine if mitigation
is required. The
location and design of
the outfall would need
to be considered to
reduce scour and
protect sensitive
species/habitats (more
technical details can
be provided,
separately).

This option is selected
further in the future by
2045, however there
are some
environmental
concerns which need
to be considered.
Further assessment
and modelling is
needed to confirm the
water availability.

The Pulborough
groundwater licence
may need to change
following the
conclusion of an

EA position

There may be
potentially significant
impacts on the
environment as well
as water quality and
impact on WFD,
which needs to be
addressed before we
ensure this option
can be feasible.

Lack of clarity around
how the plan can
adapt to the
conclusion of the
licence review given

EA recommendation

Significant further
assessment is required to
understand the viability of
this option.

The site is located in a
small rural area and
because considerable
developments will be
needed, the water
company needs early
engagements with the
local stakeholders.

As detailed fully in issue
6.1, the company should
provide clear information
setting out the possible

Southern Water response

We will need to further consider the potential timing of any
licence reductions arising from the Pulborough sustainability
study as it is likely that, owing to the delay in delivery of
Littlehampton WTW recycling option, we will not be able to
accommodate loss of groundwater licence without incurring a
supply-demand deficit. We will discuss this further with the
EA in the development of our Environmental Ambition for our
revised dWRMP24.

Our Pulborough drought options relate only to the surface
water abstraction and assume the groundwater will be
unavailable and the MRF condition would not be modified to
allow any additional groundwater abstraction.

We recognise that considerable work needs to be done to
assess the feasibility of this option. We have consequently
pushed back the earliest delivery date of this option to 2039-
40 to allow us sufficient time to investigate and develop this
option.

We will carry out further investigations during AMP8 (2025-
30) into the feasibility of this option and identify the most
viable location assuming it is feasible from an engineering,
water quality and environmental impact perspective. As part
of the process, we will also engage with landowners, the local
community and stakeholders including the local planning
authority.

There is uncertainty regarding the outcome of the ongoing
investigations on the environmental impact of Pulborough

groundwater licence. To address this uncertainty, we have
considered a range of sustainability reductions.
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Reference

EA comment

investigation into the
sustainability of the
Pulborough
groundwater licence
(concludes 2025). The
EA’s understanding
from discussions
locally that the
company is committed
to implement any
required action as
soon as possible after
this date and will also
consider the potential
for loss of the
groundwater licence.

In Southern Water’s
dWRMP24, the
company has included
a ‘worst case’ scenario
where they consider
the groundwater
licence may be lost
beyond 2040, however
it has not clearly
shown that it has
considered the range
of possible outcomes
that could result from
the sustainability
investigation, when
these might happen or
what actions would
need to be taken to
enable these to be
implemented.
Therefore, it is not
currently clear to
stakeholders what the

EA position

this could require the
company to reduce
or cease abstraction
before 2040.

Lack of appropriate
options to manage
potential outcomes of
the licence review.

EA recommendation

scenarios of the licence
review.

The company should
explore what additional
options may be available
to cater for possible
outcomes of the
Pulborough groundwater
licence review. This
should include further
feasibility assessment of
its Contingency Plan
options set out in Annex
22 of its Draft Plan.

Southern Water response

We will consider additional environmental destination
sensitivity scenarios to explore the potential risk of earlier
licence changes. However, the delay to our Littlehampton
WTW recycling scheme is likely to impact the extent to which
we can accommodate earlier licence reductions (before
2030) in Sussex North WRZ.

Annex 9 of the revised dWRMP24 describes our proposed
measures to protect and enhance the environment.

We are testing different potential outcomes from the
Pulborough groundwater licence sustainability investigation
through some additional sensitivity testing of our
Environmental Destination which would include the risk of
earlier reductions or revocation of the Pulborough
groundwater abstraction licence.

These sensitivity tests will determine the additional
interventions we might need to deliver to ensure a supply-
demand balance in Sussex North WRZ and will be reported
in our revised dWRMP.

We will maintain and be prepared to deliver any interventions
in our Contingency Plan for the Central area, as required, to
mitigate any short term supply-demand impacts which cannot
be met through the delivery of permanent schemes.
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Reference

R2.2 Reliance
on drought
permits and
orders in
Central area
(Sussex North
WRZ)

EA comment

company’s intentions
are for the Pulborough

groundwater licence or

the resulting options
that may be required
to be brought forward
to enable the company
to take action before
2040, if it is needed.

The plan is not clear in

explaining under which

scenarios (1-in-100 or
1-in-200 year) drought
permits and orders will
be used to address
deficit before 2025.
We recommend the
company provide clear
explanation and dates
(years) for which these
will be utilised.

The dWRMP24 states
that Southern Water is
relying on the use of

its Pulborough Drought

Permit/Order to
provide up to 23Mi/d
until 2041 (in a 1-in-
200 year event).

However, it is not clear
if the water company is

including any scenario
that allows utilisation
of the Pulborough
Drought Permit/Order
under 1-in-100 year
event. We would
expect more clarity on

EA position

Reliance on
Pulborough
groundwater licence
during any drought
event under 1-in-100
and also under 1-in-
200 year event, will
potentially have
significant
environmental
impacts.

We have serious
concerns over this
reliance as we have
not been convinced
that use of this
permit would be
appropriately
mitigated.

Until completion of
Pulborough
sustainability
reduction
investigation and
implementation of
the agreed resulting
actions to protect the
environment, Natural

EA recommendation

The company must:

provide justification of
why it is continuing to
rely on drought
permits and orders in
1-in-100 events until
2041

given the
environmentally
sensitive area and
risks associated with
permit, Southern
Water should
reconsider its plans
and clearly seek to
reduce and end its
reliance on
Pulborough drought
permit/order as
quickly as possible

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

We recognise and agree with the need to reduce and
ultimately stop reliance on drought permits and orders in
environmentally sensitive areas. However, while we build a
more resilient supply system, we will be dependent on
drought permits and orders in the interim in the event of a
drought.

Annex 26 of the revised dWRMP24 provides additional
consideration and narrative on the use of drought permits
and orders across our supply area and the degree to which
we might be able to reduce our reliance on them.
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Reference

EA comment

this and confirmation
that this source is not
planned to be used
under 1-in-100 year
event.

We are concerned
over the reliance on
this source given the
Pulborough Drought
Order EAR has
highlighted a number
of possible
environmental impacts
including those on the
Arun Valley SAC
which need to be
understood and
mitigated further.

The company should
justify this decision
and demonstrate that
alternatives have been
explored fully
(including some
contingency options
explored in Annex 22).

EA position

England’s policy of
‘water neutrality’ in
Sussex North WRZ
will remain, which is
compromising
development of new
housing in the South
East.

EA recommendation

Southern Water needs to
provide clear justifications
on using Pulborough
Drought Permit from the
start of the planning
period, as it is currently
not application ready, and
the company do not have
appropriate mitigation
identified.

We would expect that
Southern Water fully
explore all other
alternative options to
avoid reliance on
Pulborough groundwater
source. If to the company
determines that it must
still rely on this source in
the short term, we would
expect to this option to be
fully assessed and
application ready.

The company should
justify the use of this
option and explains why
the contingency options
(proposed in Annex 22)
cannot be brought forward
to reduce reliance on

Southern Water response

We expect our Pulborough Drought Permit/Order to be
application ready in 2023. Details are provided in Annex 26 of
the revised dWRMP24.

The Pulborough groundwater source has been removed from
the drought permit and order options and these will only
relate to Pulborough surface water.

This is addressed in annex 26 of the revised dWRMP24.

We have already reduced our reliance on the Pulborough
groundwater source during normal conditions. It should also
be noted that the source remains licenced and adverse
effects from the groundwater abstraction are yet to be
established and quantified by the ongoing investigations.
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Reference

R2.3 Increase
level of
resilience to
emergency
drought orders
(EDOs) in the
Central area to
1-in-200 years
as soon as

EA comment

Southern Water's
resilience during 2025-
30 in Central area
(Susses North WRZ)
under EDO is 1-in-100
year, which is below
the expected resilience
of 1-in-200 year. There
is an expectation to

EA position

Potential risk to
security of supply
due to lower
resilience under
extreme drought
event

EA recommendation

Pulborough groundwater
source.

We understand that
Sussex North WRZ has
less resilience (1-in-100
until 2030). We would
expect Southern Water to
take immediate actions to
increase the resilience of
this WRZ under the
Emergency Drought
Order (EDO) to 1-in-200
years (during 2025- 2030)
and be resilient to 1-in-
500 years by 2039-40.
Southern Water should
provide more evidence
and justification for not
delivering an expected
resilience level in SNZ,
and to demonstrate that it
is increasing resilience as
quickly as possible.

We expect that the water
company explains in more
detail around its level of
service and provides clear
reason and justification for
the reduced level of
service and any timeline
for when the resilience will
improve to its customers.

Southern Water response

The level of resilience to EDOs is currently less than planned
due to the supply-demand deficit in Sussex North WRZ that
is largely driven by the potential impact of the Pulborough
groundwater licence on the Arun Valley designated sites.

We are aiming to increase the level of resilience as quickly as
possible to reduce the risk upon customers and the
environment and remove the constraints on new
developments imposed by Natural England's water neutrality
position statement. We are increasing the number of
customers re-zoned to SES Water in Sussex North WRZ and
will test whether we can increase the level of resilience in
Sussex North WRZ from 2025-2030.

We have updated our revised dWRMP24 to more clearly
explain our target and current levels of service for customers
and the environment and when we expect these to change.
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EA recommendation

Reference EA comment EA position Southern Water response

Southern Water needs to
take action to explore
other options to
accelerate its plan to

Potential risk to the
River Test as an
environmentally
sensitive area

Our use of drought permits and orders is discussed in annex
26 of the revised dWRMP24.

increase resilience
1-in-500 years  under EDO in Central
by 2040 at the  area to 1-in-500 year
latest by 2040.

possible and

The change to delivery of the Hampshire Water Transfer and

On Page 53 of the
technical report,
Southern Water has
explained that your
current levels of
service for emergency
drought orders and
permits and the
glidepath for achieving
1-in-500 year
resilience.

The company has also
explained that it expect
short-term level of
service for Sussex
North WRZ drought
permits and orders (up
to 2027) could be less
than your target.

reduce reliance on Test
drought option.

Water Recycling Project (HWTWRP) has necessitated an
extension in the use of drought orders and permits as we are
unable to achieve supply-demand balance without them.

We have included a Mitigation Plan in our revised dWRMP24
which describes the additional operational actions we can
take to reduce the likelihood/ duration of needing to rely on
drought permits and orders. See annex 27 of revised
dWRMP24.

R3.1 Test The water company is The EA would expect to Please see Annex 26 of the revised dWRMP24 where this is
drought permit  reliant on Test drought see a greater level of discussed in detail.

utilisation until  permit until 2040/41, evidence and justification

2040/41 which concerns us as to why Southern Water The change to delivery of the HWTWRP has necessitated an

given the
environmental
sensitivity of the River
Test and interaction
with the River ltichen
SAC. There is also a
lack clarity under

is reliant on this drought
option until 2040-41.

extension in the use of drought orders and permits as we are
unable to achieve supply-demand balance without them.

We have included a Mitigation Plan in our revised dWRMP24
which describes the additional actions we can take to reduce
reliance on drought permits and orders. See annex 27 of
revised dWRMP24.
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Reference

R3.2 Test and
ltchen HRA

20

EA comment

which scenarios the
Test drought permit
will be used in the
plan. This is while the
company has not
demonstrated that it
has exhausted options
to stop utilising River
Test source option
sooner than 2041.
Considering that River
Test is in sensitive
area and Southern
Water has stated that
is committed to
protection of chalk
streams as part of its
corporate strategy, we
would expect higher
level of consideration
for not relying on this
source during a
drought.

We note that work that
has been undertaken
on the HRA for the
Drought Plan has not
been referenced in this
dWRMP and this
should be updated
once this work
concludes, particularly
around the presence
of ltchen salmon in the
Lower Test. Until such
time, the HRA and
SEA will be out of date
and erroneous with
regard to these

EA position

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

EA recommendation Southern Water response

There could be a The EA would expect the  We have updated the HRA, SEA and WFD assessments to

significant risk to the
environment if the .
most recent
environmental
assessments and
identified mitigation

are not used.

water company to: reflect the latest environmental assessments undertaken to
update its Draft Plan support the Test Drought Permit submission in summer 2022.
with the latest HRA We are sharing these with the EA and Natural England.

and SEA assessment,

also update its WFD

information.

further details on We have included additional monitoring assessment and
mitigations for its mitigation commitments regarding the River Test drought
proposed options permit risks with the permit’s monitoring and mitigation plan.
should be provided, These are being implemented. They cover the risk to River

this includes detailed  Itchen salmon straying to the River Test .
monitoring for water

quality to be shared

with the EA in due

course
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21

EA comment

elements. Therefore,
we would expect
Southern Water to
update the HRA and
SEA assessment in its
revised dWRMP24
and clearly explain for
any new changes.

Some of the WFD
information the
company has used in
its assessments is out
of date and should be
updated for the final
Drought Plan.

Where the company
has identified the need
for mitigation for some
of its proposals, it
needs to provide
further detail and
assessment of
possible options
shared. We have
identified gaps in
proposals for
monitoring, particularly
with regard to water
quality.

EA position

EA recommendation

Southern Water response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘
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R3.3

Testwood
MAR
(Managed
Aquifer
Recharge)
5.5Ml/d (by
2041-42)

Lack detailed
SEA
assessment

R3.4 Isle of
Wight Drought
Permit

22

EA comment

EA previously raised
concerns over the
feasibility of this
option. This scheme
may not deliver the
output required due to
physical constraints
especially in relation to
the capacity of the
aquifer (limited
storage/tight chalk)
and the fact that the
discharge would have
to overcome artesian
pressure.

This also include flood
risk consideration and
licensing.

We would like to know
whether there is any
interaction with the
River ltchen.

The company are
relying on using the
Caul Bourne (Lukely
Brook) drought permit
in a 1-in-200 year
event until 2041, also
in an ‘additional
scenario’ which
doesn’t state clearly a
return period (1-in-100

EA position

We believe there are
considerable
environmental and
political risks around
this option requiring
a lot more
assessment.

Risk to the
environment if
appropriate
mitigation measures
are not identified.

Risk to the
environment if
appropriate
mitigation measures
are not identified.

EA recommendation

Significant further
assessment is required to
understand the viability of
this option.

The company should
consider an alternative
option due to significant
environmental risks
involved in the current
option.

As the Isle of Wight
drought permit currently
does not have appropriate
mitigation identified other
alternative options need
to be fully explored.

Southern Water should
identify appropriate
mitigation measures for
the Isle of Wight Drought
Permit

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

We recognise that considerable amount of work needs to be
done to assess the feasibility of this option and any potential
environmental impacts. We have allowed a lead-in time of at
least 10 years for investigations to be completed.

A number of respondents to this consultation have asked us
to consider Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) options.
Annex 8 of our SoR provides an overview of the work we
have done on ASR/MAR schemes.

We are finalising the HRAs for drought permits on the Isle of
Wight and once complete will share them with our
environmental regulators.
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Reference

R3.5 Sandown
Wastewater
Treatment
Work to
Eastern Yar
(8.1Ml/d) by
2028

23

EA comment

event or 1-in-200
event)

We have concerns
over this reliance as
appropriate mitigation
has not been
demonstrated.

The water company
has provided limited
detail around this
option, given an
imminent delivery date
by 2027-28. Southern
Water stated in page
141 of the main
technical plan that
‘Quality of treated
effluent likely to be
less favourable quality’
(than presumably the
river at point of
discharge).

This would need to be
evaluated to determine
if would cause WFD
non-
compliance/deteriorati
on. The EA cannot
permit any
deterioration under
WED therefore any
proposed option is
required to be fully
assessed to ensure
that it does not pose

EA position

The lack of details in
proposed option and
direct discharge into
the river before the
treatment could
potentially pose
serious
environmental risks,
therefore we require
full WED assessment
as well as more
detailed HRA and
SEA.

EA recommendation

In its SoR, the company
should justify selection of
this option and explain
why contingency options
in Annex 22 cannot be
brought forward to reduce
this reliance.

Southern Water needs to
clarify whether the
proposed option requires
further treatment prior to
discharge into the river.

The untreated discharge
might cause serious
environmental impacts;
therefore, we would
expect Southern Water to
fully assess the effluent
streams and prevent any
potential risk to the river.
Also, the Drinking Water
standards would need to
be considered for
abstraction at
downstream.

EA would need to see the
level of assessment of the
risks and
avoidance/mitigation
measures subject to
deeper analysis before we
accept the HRA (and
SEA) conclusions for this
option.

Southern Water response

The phrase ‘quality of treated effluent likely to be less
favourable’ was referring to the WTW and the lack of de-
nitrification before the existing release to sea. Therefore
additional treatment will be required to a) de-nitrify and b)
reduce the salinity. The proposed process train would be a
Full Advanced Treatment (FAT) along with an additional
extension to the WTW to de-nitrify.

There is no proposal to release final effluent to the river,
without additional treatment. This was never considered as
part of the proposal.

The mitigation proposed is additional treatment to a) de-nitrify
and b) reduce the salinity of the final effluent or (c) consider
an alternative release location. The proposed process train
would be a FAT along with an additional extension to the
WTW to de-nitrify beforehand.
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Reference

R3.6 Romsey
groundwater

R3.7
Clarifications
around
SESRO and
Havant Thicket

24

EA comment

any environmental
risks and deterioration.

We support the
company’s
commitment within the
plan to protect the rare
and important chalk
streams within SSD,
but it appears
contradictory that
Southern Water
proposes options
which effectively
increase abstraction in
some chalk
catchments (e.g.
Romsey groundwater
option).

There is a lack of
description for these
strategic options.
SESRO 100 is
selected in the WRSE
Best Value Plan at
2040 to meet all the
pathways set out in the
adaptive plan.
However, the
reasoning provided on
the size of SESRO
selected shows the
decision is marginal.

EA position

The risk to the
environment due to
increased abstraction
in the chalk stream
catchment

The lack of details
around the
description of this
option and lack of full
environmental
assessment, we are
unable to provide full
review and
comments on this
option.

The option is
interlinked with many
other options across
the regional group,
therefore lack details

EA recommendation

Further hydrological
assessment is also
required during a low flow
in a drought event and
any subsequent impacts
on water quality needs to
be assessed.

The EA would expect
clear explanation and
justification for the
proposed option to ensure
this does not pose any
significant impact on the
chalk stream [SI]

The company should
provide further
explanation and
description for this option.
Southern Water should
reference or signpost to
the environmental
assessments that has
been done in its revised
dWRMP24.

Given the importance of
this resource scheme in
providing a large transfer
to Southern Water we
recommend Southern

Southern Water response

Hydrological assessment and marine surveys are underway
to understand the impact on water quality.

Please see Annex 9 of our revised dWRMP24 for further
discussion of this option.

Our Environmental Assessments will be updated to reflect
the risks around these groundwater options and we will
undertake further sensitivity testing of our strategy with these
options excluded to understand the implications if any
environmental impacts cannot be mitigated.

In the case of Romsey our recent CSMG WINEP
investigation showed that the impacted reach of the River
Test was likely to be compliant with these enhanced flow
targets under both Recent Actual and Full Licenced
conditions. However, we still need to undertake and review
the outcome of planned No Deterioration investigations on
this source.

WRSE has carried out extensive testing as part of the revised
Regional Plan. This has resulted in 150Mm3 SESRO being
selected in the revised Regional Plan. This is discussed in
our revised dWRMP24.
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Reference

R3.8 Havant
Thicket plus
recycling

25

EA comment EA position

There is limited detalil around it including

provided on SESRO sensitivity testing, will

(Thames Water to pose potential
Southern Water) and environmental and
Havant Thicket and no  security of supply
reference to risks for other water
environmental companies.
assessment is

included for either.

These options are

closely linked with

many other options in

the plan therefore

pose potential risks.

Not enough sensitivity

testing around Havant

Thicket recycling

option and pipeline

sizes are included in

the submission.

Regarding Havant Potential risk to the
Thicket Plus option, environment
we are closely

involved with the

Gated Process and

have previously

provided our

comments at Gate 2

stage. The comments

provided remain live

and valid to be

addressed by

Southern Water, some

of the main concerns

are e.g. water quality

implications as a result

of discharge, pipeline

routes and associated

risks if it is crossing

EA recommendation

Water work with WRSE,
Thames Water and
Affinity Water to provide
further evidence and
reasoning that the size of
reservoir selected
(100Mm3 or 150Mm3) is
the most appropriate.

We would expect that you
refer to our detailed
comments provided as
part of Gate 2 and
address our concerns, to
ensure the potential
environmental risks are
minimised.

Southern Water response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

We refer to the EA detailed comments as part of the
environmental assessments associated with RAPID Gated
process. This is also covered in Annex 6 to our SoR.
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Reference

R4.1 Clarity on
assumptions
used and
justification for
Best Value
Plan (BVP)

26

EA comment

rivers, etc. We would

expect Southern Water

to work with us and
Natural England to
address the ongoing
concerns we have
raised in order that the

schemes minimise any

risks to the
environment.

The company has
provided some
description of the
decision making
methodology.
However, given the
complexity of the
decision making
approach taken

Southern Water should

provide further detail
and justification of the
preferred programme
(section 7.3 of main
report provides some
comparison of least
cost and best value
but little in way of
justification). Southern
Water have not clearly
evidenced the
assumptions or
methods used as part
of the decision-making
process.

EA position

Clear explanation on
the assumptions
used and
methodology
undertaken in the
decision-making
process, and
selection of the
preferred options is
required in the final
plan for the Southern
Water's customers
and wider
stakeholders.

Lack of detail and
clarity around
selection of preferred
options, impose
great uncertainties
on their viability and
potential risks to the
environment and to
the customers on

EA recommendation

Southern Water should:

provide further detail
and justification of the
preferred programme
and how the metrics
and investment model
were used

to move from least
cost programme to
best value
comparison table
showing the different
options between
Least Cost and the
final preferred Best
Value Plan would be
helpful.

We would expect

Southern Water
to provide:
a narrative to provide
enough explanation
and justification on

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

We have provided additional explanation on the development
of our preferred plan and how it has been influenced by the
Best Value metrics. We have worked with WRSE to provide
additional text to ensure that the use of Best Value metrics in
the investment model is properly captured.

Tables 7.6-7.8 in our dAWRMP24 technical report did provide
a comparison of key differences between the Least Cost Plan
and the Best Value Plan. We will retain the comparison in our
revised dAWRMP24.
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Reference EA comment EA position EA recommendation Southern Water response

their future security selected preferred
However, it is unclear  of supply. options (e.g. Annex
from the plan what 21 set outs model
exact assumptions runs but does not
have been used to provide any narrative)
inform Southern e further narrative
Water’s decision- clearly setting out how
making. Although it is preferred programme
explained that the meets the objectives
investment model set out, would be
(IVM) has been used beneficial
to select a range of e more details,
preferred options by narratives, and
mathematically evidence around
optimising across the selection of your Best
different best value Value Planning
metrics, it is unclear options in your Final
and difficult to Plan
understand the
precision methods The BVP description is
used for Southern not backed up with
Water’s decision- justification how you have
making Appendix 9 used the criteria.
represent different IVM
outcomes for preferred
options, however there
is not much detail or
narrative included
around how Southern
Water has selected BV
options, neither is
there sufficient
demonstration around
how BVP criteria are
implemented in the
assessment.
from
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Reference

R4.2
Sensitivity
testing on BVP
options

R4.3 Adaptive
plan
monitoring

28

EA comment

Whilst some sensitivity
testing has been
carried out, we
recommend the
company undertake
further sensitivity
testing to explore how
to plan could adapt to
delays or changes to
key options, for
example a delay to
Havant Thicket.

It is not clear if
sensitivity testing has
been carried out on
Least Cost Plan or the
Best Value Plan.

Southern Water has
provided a Monitoring
Plan for its adaptive
Best Value Plan in
Annex 21. However, it
is not clear how in
planning cycle
changes would be
monitored and
actioned. For example,
given the uncertainty
with demand
management how will
the plan adapt if less
savings achieved than
planned for be dealt
with?

The supplementary
guidance on adaptive
planning states your

EA position

Potential risk to
security of supply

Potential risk to the
environment

EA recommendation

We recommend the
company consider
sensitivity testing on the
Best Value Plan to test
how robust it is and to
ensure it identifies risks
and mitigates them
appropriately or justify
why it is appropriate to
undertake the sensitivity
testing on Least Cost
Plan.

The EA would expect
Southern Water to include
explanation on how
monitoring of adaptive
plan will be undertaken.
The company needs to
make it clear how
changes within planning
cycle will be accounted for
or changes before the
defined decision points.

Southern Water should
ensure that it sets out the
thresholds or explained
when a change would be
triggered, as pre the
supplementary guidance
on Adaptive Planning.]

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

We have run sensitivity analyses on both Least Cost Plan
and Best Value Plan for the revised dWRMP24.

We have used Least Cost Plan for sensitivity runs in cases
where we want to explore the alternatives more fully, without
constraining the investment model to the best value metrics
values of the core Best Value Plan.

Sensitivity runs on Best Value Plan may involve finding
alternative options that meet or exceed the best value metres
of the core Best Value Plan. This can lead to a failure of the
sensitivity run even though an alternative with a lower values
of best value metrics is available.

We have updated our adaptive Monitoring Plan to derive
specific decision points and metrics at a scheme level that
will trigger scheme development for each adaptive plan
branch or ‘situation’
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Reference

R4.4 The
assessments
for the
alternative
options

29

EA comment

plan should identify
thresholds, when
thresholds been
reached and what
action you will take
when threshold is
reached

Southern Water
provided some details
on the methodology in
Section 4.4.3. for
assessing alternatives,
however there is no
evidence that
alternative plans have
been assessed.
Information on
alternative plans have
not been included,
including their
respective effects and
justification for
discounting them.

The development
process for the
preferred options is
described but the
reasons for selecting
the final shortlist and
how the SEA, HRA
and WFD have
influenced the
refinement process is
not provided. This lack
of transparency could
call into question the
decision making on

EA position

The lack of detail on
the full list of
alternatives
considered and
justification for
selection/not being
taken forward mean
that the SEA does
not meet the
requirements of the
regulations. As a
result, this may
reduce the
effectiveness of the
WRMP and pose a
risk to the
environment.

As there is not
enough detail on the
justification of
alternatives, there is
the potential for less
damaging solutions
to have been missed
out and not carried
forward which would
create greater risk to
the environment.
This is a potential
non-compliance

EA recommendation

Southern Water need to
include a summary of the
results of the options
screening process in
section 4.4.3 and the
reasons for selecting the
preferred options in
section 5.

Assess the alternative
plans and provide
narrative on the reasons
why the plans were
discounted.

Include further
commentary on how the
SEA has influenced the
development of the
WRMP24, options
selected and any
mitigation and monitoring
requirements.

Southern Water response

Section 4.4.3 of the Environmental Report sets out the
approach to assessing any reasonable alternatives to the
plan. Section 5 presents the findings. This has been revised
to reflect further consideration of the reasonable alternatives
(taking into account the Least Cost Plan, scenarios and
adaptive plan pathways).

Section 5.2 outlines how the individual option assessments
have been used as part of the detailed option screening
process, with reference to the following criteria:

e Environmental and social assessment

Mutual exclusivities and dependencies

Risks

Phasing

Resilience.

Individual SEA option assessments have also been
transposed into metric values that have then been used in
decision making to inform the selection of the Best Value
Plan. Further information is provided on this process in the
technical annexes including Annex 23 which contains WRSE
option appraisal methodology.

Annex 12 of the revised dWRMP24 summarises the outcome
of option appraisal process which provides evidence of how
environmental effects identified by either the SEA, HRA or
WEFD have been taken into account. In order to comply with
Security and Emergency Measures Directive (SEMD), we will
share Annex 12 with regulators and make copies available to
others on request. We are carrying out high level
assessments on the environmental impacts of the mitigation
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Reference

EA comment

any more contentious
options.

The options screening
process has been
described but the full
unconstrained options
list has not been
presented alongside
the SEA and no
commentary has been
provided in the report

on the outcomes of the

screening process or
why some options
were not taken
forward.

It also isn't clear how
the outcomes of the
SEA have influenced
the options selection
process for the
dWRMP or any
mitigation/monitoring
requirements.

Although some details
are provided on
mitigation and
monitoring in Sections
8 and 9.3, reference is
made to further
investigations and
monitoring being
required to determine
effects and to
define/refine mitigation
options and to these
being made available

EA position

issue and risk of
challenge or
objection if all
relevant information
on option selection
and the WRMP's
response to the SEA
findings isn't
addressed in the final
SEA report and
WRMP.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

EA recommendation Southern Water response

measures we are discussing with the EA and Natural
England.

As well as considering alternatives in our environmental
assessments we have looked at a number of alternative
options in the mitigation plan work that we describe in more
detail in our dWRMP24 and in annex 27.
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31

EA comment

at a later date. Whilst it
is appreciated that
further assessment
work will inevitably
need to take place at a
project level as part of
the planning process,
sufficient definition of
mitigation and
commitment to this
should be provided in
the SEA to assist the
option assessment
and consultation
processes and provide
confidence that any
significant adverse
effects can be
adequately mitigated
to ensure risks to the
environment are
minimised.

Therefore, key issues
are:

° There is not
detailed justification as
to why alternatives
were or were not taken
forward.

° No
commentary has been
provided on the
outcomes of the
screening process.

° There is no
evidence that
alternative plans
assessed as part of

EA position

EA recommendation

Southern Water response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘
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Reference

R4.5 How SEA
have
influenced the
options
selection

32

EA comment

the WRMP
development have
been assessed.

Section 9.1. of the
Environmental Report
states that 'The SEA,
along with the findings
of the HRA and WFD
assessment, have
been used to help
inform the
development of the
dWRMP24'.

However, the report is
lacking in specific
details or examples,
and neither is any
clarification provided
within the WRMP
itself.

Whilst the SEA
Environmental Report
states that the SEA
has shaped the
WRMP, there is little
detail to evidence
exactly how.

It is not clear how the
outcomes of the SEA
have influenced the
options selection
process for the
WRMP.

EA position

The purpose of the
SEA is to inform the
WRMP and if there is
no clear examples of
how the SEA has
influenced the
WRMP, then this
may lead to
increased risk of
legal challenge or
significant issues
being missed in the
delivery of the plan.

As is evident from
Table 7.1,
implementation of
the plan would result
in a number of
significant adverse
environmental
effects. It is not clear
whether the
opportunities have
been taken through
the iterative SEA
process to fully
explore avoiding or
reducing these
effects further.

EA recommendation

The Environmental Report

and WRMP should be

amended to include clear

examples of how the

outcomes of the SEA has

changed the plan.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

Section 5.2 of the Environmental Report states that:

‘In moving from constrained options to preferred options, the

reasons why options have not been selected includes effects

identified through the SEA (and HRA and WFD processes),
for example:

e Potential effects upon SSSI/SAC from options which could
not be addressed by standard mitigation measures or
construction best practice (or arise from option operation)
with an acknowledgement that any adverse unmitigable
effects would increase risk of planning consent not being
granted.

e Significant and potentially non-compliant effects on water
quality from option operation during period of low flows.

e Option uncertainties arising from insufficient progress on
option definition resulting in potential, environmental
effects.

This section has been revised to reflect the provision of
additional detail as appropriate.
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Reference

R4.6 Natural
Capital (NC)
and
Biodiversity
Net Gain
(BNG)
assessments

33

EA comment

Southern Water has
not provided any
Natural Capital or
Biodiversity Net Gain
(BNG) reports, either
as an appendix to the
dWRMP or the SEA.
Natural Capital is
considered
qualitatively in
Appendix H (preferred
options assessment
tables) of the SEA, but
it does not fully meet
EA expectations.

In the dAWRMP,
Natural Capital and
BNG are stated as key
metrics within the Best
Value Plan objectives,
thus is included in the
investment model
which influences
decision making.
However, no
methodology, reporting
or interpretation and
analysis is provided.
Also it is stated that
Natural Capital results
and SEA results are
both input metrics to
the investment model
decision making
processes, as there is
no Natural Capital
methodology, as

EA position

Lack clarity in the
methodology used
and no evidence on
how NC or BNG
assessment were
conducted
appropriately and
incorporated in the
Best Value Planning
decision-making.
This might pose
some potential risks
to the environment.

EA recommendation

The EA would expect
Southern Water:

e to provide Natural
Capital assessment
which details the work
undertaken by WRSE
and

e explain clearly how
the methodology is
adopted and used in
its plan

Southern Water needs to
set out a clear justification
for adopting WRSE
methodology, provide
assessment on both the
quantitative and monetary
impact of each option,
and a demonstration of
how these options can
provide a quantifiable
benefit to the environment
and society.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

In the draft regional plan, WRSE considered several additional,
non-monetised criteria alongside cost and carbon cost to identify
its best value plan. The criteria and metrics used to identify our
best value plan included natural capital creation and biodiversity
net gain.

The WRSE regional plan has calculated Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG)
for all options available for selection as part of the regional plan
investment modelling. These assessments do not take account of
the likely consent route for the individual options and apply a 10%
net gain across the board for individual schemes.

WRSE’s approach to the consideration of BNG is considered to be
an appropriate approach at this plan making scale, and a robust
basis for quantifying BNG for the plan as a whole.

The criteria and metrics used by the WRSE draft regional plan to
identify our best value plan were:
o Options customers prefer (based on customer
research undertaken for the draft regional plan)
o Environmental benefits (based on our Strategic
Environmental Assessment)
o Environmental disbenefits (based on our Strategic
Environmental Assessment)
o Natural capital creation (based on our environmental

assessment)

o Biodiversity net-gain (based on our environmental
assessment)

o Resilience (based on our resilience framework
assessment)

o Spreading the cost across future generations (using
the Government’s Long-Term Discount Rate).

The best value plan creates more natural capital, improves
biodiversity, has less overall impact on the environment and
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Reference

R4.7
Resilience in
1-in-500
sensitivity
testing

34

EA comment

reported it is not clear
if the methodologies
are aligned.

The water company
has stated its decision
to be resilient to 1-in-
500 years drought
event and to not use
drought permits and
orders in droughts up
to 1-in-500 year
severity after 2040.
The company has not
tested whether it could
be best value to meet
this resilience earlier.

EA position

Lack clarity and
justification

EA recommendation

Southern Water should
ensure that Natural
Capital and SEA results
and methodologies are
aligned.

Southern Water should
provide more explanation
on its plan to be resilience
to 1-in-500 years.

It should undertake
sensitivity testing to show
why meeting 1-in-500
resilience by 2039/40 is
best value and whether it
could be met earlier.

Southern Water response

increases the resilience of our water supplies when compared to
the plan that just considers economic cost (least cost plan).

The need to achieve 1-in-500 year resilience by 2040 is set
out in the WRPG. In addition to meeting this level of
resilience we agreed a common principal across the WRSE
group of companies that 1-in-500 year resilience should be
achieved without use of drought permits or orders and
therefore we have considered both policies in combination,
i.e. the termination of use of drought permits and orders is set
to be closely coincident with the timing of achieving 1-in-500
year resilience as the alternative supply schemes required
address both challenges.

For our dWRMP24 we considered the timing of achieving 1-
in-500 year resilience and cessation of the use of drought
permits and orders at a regional level through sensitivity runs
which examined impacts on the Least Cost Plan through
achieving this resilience at different intervals. These
assessments considered the impacts if the 1-in-500 year
resilience date was brought forward to 2037 or pushed back
to 2052.

Generally these sensitivity runs show that, achieving 1-in-500
resilience earlier than 2040 is less cost efficient (i.e. more
expensive) than deferring it until later in the planning period.
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Reference

R4.8
Presentation
of problem
characteristic
metrics

R5.1 Not
meeting PCC
target in dry
year annual
average
planning
scenario
(DYAA)

35

EA comment

The results from the
problem
characterisation
assessment appears
to be different in the
main report page 48
compared with ‘Annex
3: Problem
Characterisation’
Table 2.

The company’s
planned reduction in
average per capita
consumption does not
fully deliver the
government
expectation of 110
litres/person/day by
2050 (in dry year
planning scenario).
Achieving this will be
hugely important to
help maintain
customer supplies and
protect the
environment.

The company have
explained that
Southern Water will
not be meeting its
ambitious Target 100
(T100) by 2040 and
proposed achieving
109 I/h/d (in Normal
year) by 2040 instead,

EA position

Lack clarity in the
information
presented

Does not meet
Government
expectations

EA recommendation

Southern Water needs to
ensure the outcome of its
problem characterisation
is clearly presented and it
is aligned between the
main plan and the Annex
3. [S]]

The company should
explore additional options
to include to meet the
national target policy
expectation (1101/h/d in
dry year). It is essential
that the company
continuously monitors and
reacts to delivery
progress.

We would expect
Southern Water to be
clear and transparent
regarding not meeting its
PCC national targets in its
Draft Plan, and also to
provide justification
around this. We would
also expect to see a
realistic targets and
evidence that water
company will be meeting
these by 2050.

Southern Water response

For our revised dAWRMP24 we will repeat these sensitivity
assessments with WRSE.

We have updated our problem characterisation in Annex 3 so
that it correctly aligns with the main report and the individual
area level assessments.

We have revised our demand management programme to
achieve a PCC of 110I/h/d by 2045 under dry year conditions.
This is 5 years ahead of the 2050 target date set by the
Government.

We have also tested a scenario that achieves a dry year PCC
of 98I/h/d by 2045.

We have also incorporated savings from Government
interventions into our demand management strategy. In this
regard, we have adopted the profiles developed by WRSE to
account for the impact of Government interventions on PCC.

We had revised our T100 aspiration in view of the restrictions
imposed as part of the COVID-19 and the impact it had on
working patterns. PCC increased significantly during periods
of lockdown. It has come down since restrictions have been
lifted but is still higher than pre COVID-19 levels. We are
forecasting it to reduce further over the remainder of AMP7
but as a part of workforce continues to work partly from
home, the baseline PCC for AMP8 and beyond remains
much higher than was forecast as part of WRMP19. This
makes our already ambitious T100 programme even more
challenging.

We consider the target of 110l/h/d by 2045 under dry year
conditions to be stretching but achievable given Government
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Reference EA comment EA position EA recommendation Southern Water response

to maintain your interventions. This effectively means a normal year PCC of
ambitious target level. 1001/h/d by 2045.

Southern Water in
particular sought EA'
views on ‘the balance
of this approach. In
particular if we should
plan on meeting T100
alone and the
associated delivery
risk as we currently
understand it, or, as in
this Plan, have a
demand forecast
aligned to the National
PCC targets but
continue a programme
to see if we can
confidently achieve the
T100 profile allowing
the future plans to
adjust based on the
findings’.

We understand that
WRMP19 is accounted
and planned around
T100 therefore,
Southern Water should
have a demand
forecast aligned to the
National PCC targets,
and we do not pose
any objections if the
water company would
want to continue a
programme to achieve
the T100 by 2040,
however it is expected
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Reference

R5.2 It is not
clear how the
demand
forecast, and
target
headroom are
estimated

37

EA comment EA position

to be a realistic target
and Southern Water
needs to demonstrate
that this can be
achieved.

It appears that
Southern Water have
not included the saving
assumed with
Government
interventions in its
dWRMP24, although
this is not clear in the
plan.

We advise the water
company to consider
accounting for this in
its PCC.

The non-household
demand methodology
appears to be
appropriate. However,
there is limited
information and no
evidence how the
measured/unmeasure
d household and non-
household properties
were estimated. the on
the input data or the
results of the non-
household demand

Lack clarity and
explanation on data
and information
presented

EA recommendation

The EA would expect
Southern Water to provide
more details and evidence
around how it has
conducted demand
forecast methodology for
household and non-
household properties,
what are the inputs and
outcomes.

Southern Water response

The growth forecast commissioned by WRSE provided
forecast on non-household population but not on non-
household properties. We have therefore used our current
non-household occupancy estimates to project growth in non-
household properties. All growth is assigned to measured
non-households as all new connections (households and
non-households) are metered. The number of unmeasured
non-household properties, which account for ca. 5% our total
non-household connections, is kept constant through the
planning period.

We have made changes to our household and non-

household demand forecast. These are described in our
revised dWRMP24.
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Reference

R5.3
Removing any
demand

saving benefits
from the
baseline
supply
assumption

38

EA comment

forecasting, which
makes it difficult to
appropriately assess
the methodology and
inputs.

Section 5.4 of the plan
states that ‘Target
headroom figures for
each WRZ are
provided in Annex 10’,
however we could not
find the data on this in
the annex and only the
supply demand
balance graphs are
provided.

The explanation
provided in section 5.4
requires including
more detail as it
appears to only
provide a summary.

Southern Water has
included non-
household demand
DO benéfit in its
baseline supply
forecast as well as
selected this as an
option.

EA position

Lack compliance in
data presented

EA recommendation

Southern Water need to
ensure providing Annex
10 which includes target
headroom figures and
data, so we can properly
review the calculations
and include more detail in
the main technical report
around target headroom
assumptions.

Southern Water should
explain if its target
headroom methodology in
its dAWRMP24 is aligned
with WRSE methodology
or not.

We would expect WC to
remove non household
demand reduction
benefits from its baseline
demand data tables, and
also to ensure providing a
clear and complete
explanation on household
and non-household
demands methodology.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

We have included more detail on target headroom figures in
the revised dWRMP24

We have followed the WRSE target headroom approach for
our WRMP24

We have removed water efficiency savings that had been
built into the non-household demand forecasts. A comparison
of the dWRMP24 baseline non-household demand forecast
with the revised forecast is included in the revised
dWRMP24.
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Reference EA comment

R5.4 The company forecast
Reduction in a 3.4% increase in
non- non-household
household consumption by 2037-
consumption 38 from 2019-20

levels.

The company’s Draft
Plan currently includes
an increase in non-
household
consumption. We
expect all companies
to reduce non-
household
consumption and
contribute to a 9%
reduction by 2037-38
as part of the
Environment Act target
or justify why this not
possible.

Water companies
should work with
retailers to improve
water efficiency and
incentives for the non-
household sector. We
expect this to be a
priority for the next 5-
10 years.

39

EA position

As per government
expectations, all
companies should
assist non-household
users to sustainably
reduce their water
use.

Reducing non-
household demand
plays an important
part in reducing
overall water
demand and thereby
helping to maintain
customer supplies
and protect the
environment

EA recommendation

The company should
review its approach to
non-households to ensure
it has robust plans to
reduce consumption by
2037/38 in contribution to
the water demand target.
It should consider
additional options, in
collaboration with
retailers, to reduce non-
household consumption,
including the assessment
of smart metering for all
non-households (if it has
not already done so). By
exception where reduction
in non-household
consumption is not
considered possible this
should be clearly justified.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

Our demand management strategy now includes reduction in
non-household demand by 12% up to 2037-38. We are
forecasting non-household demand to increase thereafter as
a result of growth but non-household demand at the end of
the planning period is still forecast to be lower than 2019-20.

We have also carried out an optioneering exercise to identify
options that will allow us to reduce non-household
consumption. Installing smart meters is a key part of the
strategy. We plan to replace the bulk of our existing non-
household meters with smart meters by 2030 with the
remainder being replaced by 2035.
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Reference

R6.1
Pulborough
Groundwater
sustainability
reduction

40

EA comment

The Pulborough
licence may need to
change following the
conclusion of an
investigation into the
sustainability of the
Pulborough
groundwater licence
(concludes 2025). The
EA’s understanding
from discussions
locally that the
company is committed
to implement any
required action as
soon as possible after
this date and will also
consider the potential
for loss of the
groundwater licence.

In Southern Water’s
dWRMP24, the
company has included
a ‘worst case’ scenario
where they consider
the groundwater
licence may be lost
beyond 2040, however
it has not clearly
shown that it has
considered the range
of possible outcomes
that could result from
the sustainability
investigation, when
these might happen or
what actions would
need to be taken to

EA position

Lack clarity around
the proposed
sustainability
reduction on
Pulborough
groundwater licence
could lead to
potential significant
risk to the
environment and the
chalk groundwater
sources.

EA recommendation

Southern Water need to
include a simple table
outlining which of its
environmental destination
scenarios applies when
(what years) in its
proposed plan, and a
summary of the main
options that would be
required. This should
include a timeline of
licence
reductions/changes at a
source level and the year
these are being made so
it is clear to stakeholders.

It should include a clear
breakdown for the
Pulborough groundwater
licence and what it is
currently assuming in its
core pathway.

The company should
include additional
sensitivity scenarios to
examine varying the
timing and priority at
which the Environmental
Destination is delivered,
particularly examining the
range of possible
outcomes for its
Pulborough groundwater
licence following
completion of the
investigation in 2025, and
its River Itchen licences.
This should include
demonstrating alternative

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

We have revised Annex 9 of our revised dWRMP24 to
include additional discussion of the Pulborough groundwater
licence and our approach to developing Environmental
Destination scenarios for this WRZ.

Please refer to Annex 9 of our revised dWRMP24.

Please refer to Annex 9 of our revised dWRMP24.
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EA comment

enable these to be
implemented.
Therefore, it is not
currently clear to
stakeholders what the
company’s intentions
are for the Pulborough
groundwater licence or
the resulting options
that may be required
to be brought forward
to enable the company
to take action before
2040, if it is needed.

In an enquiry with
Southern Water, EA
has received all
requested data, but
the water company is
expected to
incorporate this data
source by source in its
revised dWRMP24
and share with its
stakeholders.

EA position

EA recommendation

options which may be
selected as a result of any
additional scenarios.

The company should
include additional
justification for any
decisions it has taken
around the timings it has
included for uncertain
sustainability reductions,
so stakeholders are clear
as to what the company is
intending (pending the
outcome of any
investigations).

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

Please refer to Annex 9 of our revised dWRMP24.
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Reference

R6.2 River
ltichen time
limited licence

42

EA comment

In Annex 9, the
company has
highlighted that its
River ltchen licences
expire in 2025 and
state that ‘Renewal is
currently expected but
future licence changes
following WINEP
studies are likely and
considered in our
Environmental
Ambition scenarios’.

Whilst the company
mentions potential
reductions in its central
scenario and cessation
of Itchen abstraction in
its alternative scenario,
there is little regarding
likely dates, quantities
and options/actions
associated with these
changes to enable
them. Therefore, it isn’t
clear what the impacts
of these potential
scenarios are.

EA position

Lack of details
regarding licence
changes can
potentially pose risk
to the environment
and chalk streams
sustainability.

EA recommendation

Southern Water need to
include a simple table
outlining which of its
environmental ambition
scenarios applies when
(what years) in its
proposed plan and a
summary of the main
options that would be
required. This should
include a timeline of
licence
reductions/changes at a
source level and the year
these are being made so
it is clear to stakeholders.

The company should
include additional
sensitivity scenarios to
examine varying the
timing and priority at
which the Environmental
destination is delivered,
particularly examining the
range of possible
outcomes for its
Pulborough groundwater
licence following
completion of the
investigation in 2025 and
its River Itchen licences.
This should include
demonstrating alternative
options which may be
selected as a result of any
additional scenarios.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

We have revised Annex 9 of our revised dWRMP24 to
include additional discussion of the Lower ltchen abstraction
licences and our approach to developing Environmental
Destination scenarios for this WRZ including consideration of
the risk of licence reductions during licence renewal.
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Reference

R6.3
Environmental
Destination
investigations
and timing of
delivery

43

EA comment

We acknowledge
water company's
ambition for
Environmental
Destination by
including a high
scenario for 2050. We
also understand that
Southern Water will be
investigating its
abstraction reductions
until 2027, before
starting implementing
those changes through
WRMP29. Southern
Water stated it may
consider implementing
mitigation measures
(via WINEP).

However, there isn’t
enough clarity over
delivery timescales for
schemes to clearly
assess the delivery
date (it says some
may be in 2030s). Due
to this uncertainty,
there is not sufficient
justification or clarity
for the chosen dates
for addressing flow
issues (Appendix 9).

Annex C shows the
delivery profiled for
different zones and
appears to include
significant reductions
in DO in the 2030s,

EA position

As in line with WFD
regulations, WFD
flow failures should
be resolved by the
next RBMP end date,
unless unfeasible or
unaffordable. If the
water company's
assessment
indicates that
delivery by this
deadline is not
achievable then the
plan should show
why it is either
unaffordable or
unfeasible to deliver
by 2033 and then
propose a date
before 2050, when
the achievement is
feasible and
affordable.

EA recommendation

We would expect

Southern Water:

e clear justification on
the chosen delivery
timescales of its
different schemes, so
we are able to judge
whether the plan will
be compliant with the
WEFD regulations.

e fully explains the
phasing resolving
WED flow failures and
provide justification
for delivery deadlines.

The company must
ensure that the
justification is in line with
the WFD regulations, to
prevent any significant
environmental risks.

Southern Water response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Please refer to Annex 9 of our revised dWRMP24 for impact
on timelines for Environmental Destination.
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Reference

R6.4 Baseline
rates for No
Deterioration

R7.1 Bulk
export to
Portsmouth
Water in 2040-
41

44

EA comment

however the reasoning
for why changes
happen when (and the
justification for not
delivering faster to
meet 2027 or 2033
RMBP deadlines) is
not included.

The company
frequently refer to No
Deterioration baseline
rates. We have never
agreed those baseline
rates and they usually
equate to Deployable
Output values rather
than what they are
supposed to relate to
which is representative
recent actual rates of
abstraction.

The main plan page
156 states that ‘low
cost plan scenario
selects a 45Ml/d
recycling plant for the
HWTWRP instead of
the 60MI/d sized plant
required for the Best
Value Plan. In both
cases, the recycling
option is needed by
2031°. However, it is
also described only as
a bi-directional
pipeline, so we are
unclear if this relates
just to infrastructure or

EA position

Lack of clarity in data
provided

Lack clarity in bulk
supply transfers to
neighbouring water
companies, which
can potentially pose
a risk to security of

supply.

Misalignment of
inter-company
options does not
provide the
assurance to
customers and
regulators that
transfers are reliable
and whether any

EA recommendation

We do not have any
record of discussion with
Southern Water around
baseline rates for
Environmental
Destination. We expect
the company to provide
clarification. Further
discussions are needed
before we can support
this assumption.

Southern Water should

provide:

e clarity on the bulk
supply from Southern
Water and ltchen
catchment to
Portsmouth Water
and the year.

e more explanation on
bidirectional pipeline
and its implication on
the Itchen catchment

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

Please refer to Annex 9 of our revised dWRMP24.

Portsmouth Water have requested to include an option to
export water from Otterbourne WSW to Portsmouth Water.
The volume from this transfer will ultimately come from
HWTWRP in the event that Southern Water has surplus
water. This exported water going to Portsmouth Water does
not come from the River ltchen. More details are provided in
Annex 6 of this SoR and Annex 29 of our revised dWRMP24.
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Reference

R7.2 Import
from
Portsmouth
Water

45

EA comment

whether water is being
exported from the
ltchen catchment.
There is a need for
more clarification on
this to be provided.

The HRA has only
considered the
pipeline itself but not of
the movement of water
from one place to
another. If water is to
be exported from the
ltichen catchment, a
full assessment of the
risks should be
undertaken.

We understand there
to be significant risks
around the delivery of
Portsmouth Water's
(Source J) scheme,
which is included in
Southern Waters
dWRMP24 at 9MI/d
(by 2025-26) supply to
Southern. It is not
clear if this option does
not deliver, what
contingency options
will be considered by
Southern Water.

The company states
that the current import
is limited by turbidity
issues at Portsmouth
end so it is receiving

EA position

changes to transfers
will affect security of

supplies and/or the
environment.

Lack clarity in bulk
supply transfers to
neighbouring water
companies, which
can potentially pose
a risk to security of

supply

EA recommendation

Southern Water should
update the Source J DO
in line with Portsmouth
Water's latest
assumptions.

If Southern Water
continue to include this
source it should have a
Contingency Plan or
alternative.

Southern Water should
provide reassurance that
the schemes relying on
output from Havant
Thicket Reservoir can
reliably achieve the
required output in drought
events at the same time.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

We have now been informed by Portsmouth Water that they
can no longer provide the additional 9MI/d in the Western
area. This option has been removed from the constrained
options list for the revised dWRMP24.

We have spoken to Portsmouth Water about the up to 15Ml/d
supply to Pulborough and have agreed that it can be included
in our plan for up to 15Ml/d supply.

We will continue to work with Portsmouth Water and use a
Pywr model to validate the WRSE solutions at a network/
hydrological scale.
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Reference

R7.3 Southern
Water to South
East Water
bulk supply
alignment

1.1 Medway
WTW
Recycling

Medway

indirect
potable water

46

EA comment

less than 5MI/d (max
15 Ml/d).

We note that there are
many schemes that
rely on output from
Havant Thicket
Reservair. It is not
clear in the dWRMP24
whether there is
certainty that all these
schemes can achieve
the required output in
critical periods/drought
events at the same
time?

The bulk supply
transfers from Weir
Wood to South East
Water is expected until
2031. We understand
the transfer will not be
renewed beyond 2031
in Southern Water's
plan, however this is
not aligned with the
assumption in South
East Water’s plan, as
South East Water
assumes this bulk
transfer will continue
beyond 2031.

The Southern Water
sites at Aylesford and
Burham have a risk of
flooding to parts of the
sites. We are currently
undertaking a
business case looking

EA position

Lack clarity and
alignment in bulk
supply transfer

This option could
potentially pose
some environmental
risks and requires

further assessments.

EA recommendation

Southern Water needs to
ensure that the date and
agreement on reduction in
bulk transfer from Weir
Wood reservoir to South
East Water is represented
correctly in the dWRMP24
and is aligned with South
East Water’s plan.

More detailed comments
for this option will be
made through our
upcoming charged
consultation agreement
with Southern Water.

Southern Water response

In the modelling approach agreed by WRSE companies, all
existing bulk supply agreements are treated as options once
the existing contracts come to an end. They are then
assessed by the investment model in the same way as other
options. The same applies to bulk export to South East Water
from Weir Wood Reservoir.

WRSE produces a single output for all water companies and
the core Least Cost Plan and Best Value Plan and signed off
by all water companies. Once the revised outputs are
provided by WRSE, we will liaise with South East Water to
ensure that all bulk transfers between the two companies are
consistently represented in both companies’ plans.

The siting of the proposed recycling plant will be outside of
the flood plain.

We have noted the comments. Our revised dWRMP24 only
includes the variant that discharges to Eccles lake.
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Reference

reuse -
Barming or
Wateringbury)
(12.8 MI/d) by
2031

47

EA comment

at the future of flood
alleviation within the
area.

The EA is concerned
that it may not be
viable to continue to
maintain the standard
of protection provided
by these existing
assets into the future
and it may be more
appropriate to have
managed realignment
of structures set
further back. This may
have an impact on
these sites, or the
ability to access, or
operate them into the
future. It would
therefore be beneficial
for us to look together
to see whether there
are opportunities to
align objectives to
collaborate should the
site be assessed as
suitable.

Significant water
quality issues have
been previously raised
with Southern Water.
Increased treated
water being
discharged into
upstream freshwater
section of River

EA position

EA recommendation

We recommend
contacting the EA’s
Medway Estuary and
Swale Flood Alleviation
Scheme project team to
explore any future
opportunities for
collaboration.

An assessment is
required, investigating
how the scheme would
change the water balance
of this part of the River
Medway catchment and
how that change could
result in a dynamic,
whereby the
‘brackishness’ of water of
the River Medway
increases and whether
this could also have a
detrimental effect of yields
that could sustainably be
abstracted from South
East Water’'s nearby
groundwater abstractions.

EA would suggest
consideration of potential
cumulative impacts with
South East Water plans,
for continued
development of their
Butler abstraction.

Southern Water’s own
analyses has highlighted
potential resilience issues
in the future with this as a

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

Environmental studies, surveys and investigations are
currently being planned and procured.

River modelling has been commissioned to assess the
required treatment standard and the effects of discharge to
the river.

We have not revised the delivery date for this option in the
revised dAWRMP24.
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48

EA comment

Medway, would be
very damaging.

The scheme has the
potential of changing
the water balance of
this part of the River
Medway catchment,
potentially resulting in
changes that could
alter the ‘brackishness’
of water of the River
Medway.

Therefore, the
acceptability of this
scheme is mostly
dependent on the
technically achievable
standards of the
discharged effluent.

We understood that
South East Water is no
longer involved as part
of this scheme and it
doesn't feature in the
Southern Water’s
WRMP. We would
require clarification on
this on-going
discussions between
Southern Water and
the EA, several
options are still being
explored. EA reiterate
that the preference for
the treated water to be
direct to Eccles Lake
but indirect options

EA position

EA recommendation

drought option. We would
expect more explanation
on this.

Further details and a
more detailed
environmental
assessment would be
needed on how scheme
will be operated in relation
to the wider River
Medway Scheme as a
whole to understand other
potentially significant
implications on the
Medway system.

If there will be a
discharged chemical into
the environment, it will
potentially require an
environmental permit from
the EA.

Further discussion is
required regarding this
option as it has not been
outlined/discussed with
respect to groundwater
quality restraints.

The EA would like to
understand if there is any
impact upon required
delivery time scales of the
option.

Southern Water response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘
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49

EA comment

(utilising the River
Medway) appears to
be progressing and
are only referred to in
this plan. EA still
awaiting written
confirmation of how
the scheme will be
operated and how it
will operate in
conjunction with the
existing River Medway
Scheme.

We would expect an
evidence and more
detailed assessments
on potential impacts
from Eccles Lake
option, before we can
consider it as a
feasible option.

The groundwater
quality will need to be
considered. It will be
important to consider
the nutrients, and any
other contaminants in
the treated effluent,
and the loading to the
river.

Appropriate
assessments will be
needed to.

There are also
concerns over the
scale of the proposal

EA position

EA recommendation

Southern Water response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘
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Reference

11.2 Woolston
recycling from
2059

Concerns over

environmental
risks

50

EA comment

would mean the

delivery deadline of
2031 is challenging.

Depending on which of

the two Medway
proposals is being
taken forward,
Southern Water need
to consider treatment
requirements for their
existing estuarine
permits could be
different to new
permits they would
require to discharge
elsewhere. Significant
construction could be
required to enhance
treatment.

Although this option is
selected later in the
planning period, there
are some Sserious
environmental
concerns which need
to be considered and
addressed by
Southern Water.

EA and Natural
England have
previously rejected
similar schemes
(through gated
process) which involve
any discharge to the
Itchen, so we would
have the same
concerns regarding the

EA position

The option carries
considerable
uncertainty and risk
and should not
proceed, unless it
were modified to
transfer the treated
effluent direct to the
Otterbourne WSW or
Portsmouth Water
source, and thus not
involve a discharge
to the River ltchen.

EA recommendation

Significant further
assessment is required to
understand the viability of
this option.

Under current situation
there are concerns
around feasibility of this
option, therefore the water
company needs to
consider alternative
option.

Southern Water response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Following Feedback by the EA and Natural England, we have
removed this option from the feasible options list. The option
is therefore not considered for the revised dWRMP24.
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11.3
Sittingbourne
Industrial
Reuse
(7.50Ml/d) by
2031

51

EA comment

location of the
discharge of water,
brine disposal etc.
Therefore, we are
unlikely to support this
option in its current
format for future use.

Because of lack of
details provided by
Southern Water, we
are unable to reach a
position on this
proposal as we are
uncertain about
assumptions made
regarding the

hydrological pathways,

which may result in
ecological risk.

Further assessment is
essential for
understanding the
viability of this option
and we are unable to
provide further
comments until this
has been undertaken
and information is
provided by Southern
Water.

It is unclear if this will
lead to a net reduction
in local abstraction or
to licence trading that
could enable Southern
Water to offset and

EA position

This option could
potentially pose
some environmental
risks and requires

further assessments.

EA recommendation

If this will lead to local
reductions, then
increased groundwater-
related flooding is a
potential risk to be
considered.

Southern Water response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

We have noted the comments and will be taking them into
account as we progress work on this scheme. We will also
liaise with the EA, Natural England and any other

stakeholders as part of the process.
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52

EA comment

abstract more at
another site.

In Annex 18 SEA
Appendix H notes
include ‘No effects
anticipated for chalk
rivers’, however the
freshwater inflow to
the creek is fed by the
chalk aquifer.

Any groundwater
abstraction must not
affect the input of
freshwater into Milton
Creek as this provides
important habitats for
SPA birds
communities. If
significant reductions
are predicted, then
suitable impact
assessments would be
required to ensure that
sufficient freshwater
flows remain to
maintain the
food/drinking water for
birds on the creek
mudflats/channel.

Southern Water also
need to consider water
quality because of past
contamination
incidents around
Sittingbourne.

EA position

EA recommendation

Southern Water will need
to show if this option
would lead to a reduction
(or not) in chalk inflows to
the creek.

Southern Water response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘
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1.4 Horsham
recycling
(2055)

53

EA comment

Although this option is
selected later in the
plan, there are some
serious environmental
concerns which need
to be considered by
Southern Water.

We believe this option
might not be feasible if
still seeking to blend in
Church Farm
Reservoir - this contain
the same issues that
Littlehampton reuse
scheme carries - the
reservoir is not big
enough to
accommodate it.

Moreover, if Church
Farm was to be used
by the Littlehampton
scheme, it could not
support a scheme at
Horsham without being
enlarged which we
understand is not
possible.

We identified several
options which were
mutually exclusive with
each other and so
couldn’t proceed.
Some concerns
remain around this (for
example, use of both
Horsham recycling and
Littlehampton WTW

EA position

Southern Water
needs to fully assess
this option and
provide detail as to
whether the option
includes blending of
water in Church
Farm Reservoir.

This potentially
poses serious and
significant risks to
the environment
because of discharge
in protected areas
and requires further
assessment before
we can consider it as
a feasible option.

EA recommendation

Southern Water needs to
revisit this option and
consider our comments
regarding the use of
Church Farm Reservoir. If
Littlehampton reuse does
require use of Church
Farm, its likely this
scheme is a will not be
feasible and cannot
proceed, unless the
reservoir could be
significantly increased in
size.

Southern Water needs to
ensure in its final plan that
options are mutually
exclusive from each other
e.g. Horsham and
Littlehampton WTW
recycling.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

The Littlehampton WTW recycling scheme currently being
developed for delivery in AMP8 proposes to use the Western
Rother and not Church Farm Reservoir as the environmental
buffer and therefore there is no conflict and the schemes are
not mutually exclusive.

The variant of the Littlehampton WTW recycling scheme that
proposes using Church Farm Reservoir is mutually exclusive
with the Horsham WTW recycling option.

We have noted the comments on this option and will be
taking them into consideration when we carry out the options
appraisal process for WRMP29.
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Reference

12.1 Clear
scope for the
SEA

54

EA comment

recycling if Church
Farm is used).

Section 4.2.1. states
that all of the topics
required under the
SEA Regulations will
be scoped in,
however, no
justification has been
given for this decision
other than referencing
the requirements of
the SEA Regulations.

There is also little
explanation as to how
the scoping
consultation influenced
the scope of the SEA.

The Environmental
Report does not
explicitly indicate the
temporal scope of the
SEA, and therefore we
cannot be confident
that the full timeframe
of the plan spanning
50 years has been
assessed.

The table in Section
5.3. presents the
assessment findings
for each of the
Preferred Supply
Options, however,
there is no indication

EA position

Failure to fully
identify all likely
significant
environmental effects
of the plan, which
would undermine the
adequacy of the SEA
Environmental
Report, pose a
potential risk to the
environment if effects
are not fully
understood and
make the adoption of
the WRMP
vulnerable to legal
challenge.

The absence of
justification for
scoping in topics and
absence of
timescales when
assessing the effects
may lead to lack of
understanding.

If the temporal scope
of the SEA and
WRMP do not match,
this may mean that
not all effects of the
plan have been
assessed. As a
result, this may
reduce the

EA recommendation

The SEA assessment
timescales should be
changed to match that of
the WRMP, and the
assessment should
consider the new
temporal scope.

Section 4.2. of the
Environmental Report
should provide further
justification/commentary
for the scoping in of all the
topics from the
assessment.

Southern Water response

The scope of the SEA includes all topics identified by the
SEA regulations (Schedule 2(6)) to ensure all likely
significant effects have been identified, described and
evaluated. The approach provides a comprehensive and
inclusive approach to considering the effects of proposed
options, aligned with WRSE requirements and consistent with
government, regulator and sector guidance.

Appendix B of the Environmental Report details the
consultation responses and how they have been taken into
account within the completion of the SEA and the
presentation of its findings in the Environmental Report.

Section 4.2.3 and Table 4.1 of the Environmental Report
presents the information on the temporal scope of the SEA. It
provides a temporal definition of the ‘short,” ‘medium’ or ‘long-
term’ effects required in order to meet the requirements of
Schedule 2(6) of the SEA Regulations. This is then reflected
in the individual option assessments and the consideration of
construction and operational effects.
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Reference

55

EA comment

to the timeframe for
each of the effects.

EA position

effectiveness of the
plan and pose a
major risk to the
environment. This is
a highly significant
compliance issue.

The issues
surrounding the
absence of
justification for
scoping in topics and
the timescales for
effects are not a
matter of
compliance.

EA recommendation

Southern Water response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘
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12.2. Potential
measures to
prevent,
reduce and
offset
significant
adverse
effects (Lack
enough
mitigation and
monitoring)

56

EA comment

Mitigation and
monitoring have been
addressed in the
assessment however it
is inconsistent and
lacking focus or
commitment in some
areas.

In the Section 5
assessments,
mitigation has not
been identified for all
options resulting in
significant effects.
Mitigation measures to
be taken forward as
part of the option
development and
planning process to
help avoid or address
significant adverse
effects have not been
specified in Section 8.

Significant residual
effects remain in some
cases without any
further actions offered
other than further
investigation or
monitoring. e.g. Lower
Itchen Drought Order.

No other mitigation
measures are
proposed other than
monitoring for
significant negative
effects from some

EA position

The Environmental
Report does not
commit to reducing
significant negative
effects in all cases
and does not
demonstrate the
extent to which the
proposed mitigation
measures will reduce
any significant
environmental
effects.

Without commitment
to avoiding or
addressing potential
negative effects, or
an understanding of
the effectiveness of
any mitigation
measures in
reducing effects
there is the potential
for implementation of
the plan to give rise
to significant adverse
effects. This may
lead to challenges
about the adequacy
of the SEA and
significant legal
challenge or
compliance risks.

EA recommendation

A summary of the key
mitigation measures
identified in sections 5, 6
and 7 and further project
specific measures
required to address
significant effects
identified by the
assessment should be
included in section 8. This
should cover a broader
range of measures than
just construction and
monitoring.

The assessments should
also include consideration
of the impacts of
mitigation and highlight
any significant residual
environmental effects that
would be expected, if any,
after the proposed
mitigation is applied.

Southern Water response

Section 5 of the Environmental Report presents the findings
of the individual option assessments for the constrained and
preferred options (summarised from Appendix G, H and I).
Effects are considered during construction and operation and
pre- and post-mitigation. These have then been summarised
in Section 8 of the Environmental Report. This includes a full
suite of construction mitigation measures and specific
measures concerning biodiversity, scheme design, pollution
prevention, air quality, population and human health, climate
change, resource use, cultural heritage and landscape. They
are considered to go significantly beyond monitoring
measures. The individual option assessments present the
post-mitigation effects, and in some instances indicate the
potential for residual moderate or likely significant effects.

The Lower Itchen Drought Order option assessment includes
reference to more extensive mitigation against the
biodiversity topic e.g. ‘A Lower Itchen Drought Order
Mitigation Package has been prepared consisting of a
package of in-river restoration and mitigation measures for
the ltchen, including a programme of measures aimed at
increasing the resilience of the Itchen valley Southern
damselfly population, and catchment-wide work, aimed at
addressing wider catchment pressures so as to increase
resilience to synergistic and compounding effects.’

The Environmental Report for the revised dAWRMP24 has
been amended to reflect any additional suitable mitigation
measures which have then been included within the
individual option assessments and summarised in sections 5
and 8.
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Reference

57

EA comment

proposed water
resource management
option e.g. predicted
negative effects on
European designated
waterbodies.
Opportunities for
environmental
enhancements or
benefits at a project or
operational level have
not been identified.

Limitations of the
biodiversity mitigation
has been recognised.
Mitigation for pollution
prevention is
proposed, however,
the report signposts
best practice guidance
rather than outlining a
plan for more detailed
work at the project
level.

There is no
explanation to the
extent of significant
environmental effects
after mitigation is
applied and therefore
the effectiveness of
the mitigation
measures to prevent,
reduce and offset
significant adverse
effects cannot be
determined.

EA position

EA recommendation

Southern Water response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘
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12.3 In-
combination
and
cumulative
effects

58

EA comment

Section 8 does not
determine the extent to
which significant
residual environmental
effects remain if the
plan were to be
implemented.

Both inter and intra
project effects have
been identified for the
options. However, the
analysis is very high
level. Potential
cumulative effects with
the Regional Plan are
clearly identified, for
other cases, the
Environmental Report
either concludes that
cumulative effects
would be unlikely (with
limited reasoned

EA position

Whilst efforts have
been made to
consider cumulative
effects, the
assessment of inter-
project effects is
limited, and the
requirements of the
regulations not fully
met.

Risk of challenge to
the adoption of the
WRMP if the SEA
has failed to provide

EA recommendation

Further explanation of the
assessment methodology
in Section 7 and an
overview of the potential
cumulative effects and
proposed mitigation on a
topic by topic basis.

Efforts should be made to
clearly identify and
evaluate inter-cumulative
effects, even if qualified

by reasoned assumptions.

Southern Water response

Section 4.4.2 sets out the approach to the assessment of
secondary, cumulative and synergistic effects (consistent
with Schedule 2 (6)) of the SEA regulations.

Section 7 of the Environmental Report presents the findings
of the assessment of cumulative effects (including secondary
and synergistic effects) taking into accounts for both intra and
inter plan and programme. In-combination effects with
identified Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects
(NSIP)s are also considered.

The cumulative effects arising from the WRMP24 are

presented for both construction and operation and pre- and
post-mitigation against all the SEA topics.
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Reference EA comment EA position EA recommendation Southern Water response

justification) or the information We would expect an Section 7 of the Environmental Report has been revised to
acknowledges that itis reasonably required overview of the potential take into account the need to summarise the inter-plan
not possible to be and to identify, effects on a topic by topic  effects by SEA topics, noting that this remains a strategic
more definitive at this describe and basis including further level assessment, with a commensurate level of detail and
stage. evaluate likely details on the source of justification provided.

significant effects.
The methodologies for environmental
the assessments effects, including
haven't been clearly cumulative effects.

defined and not all
significant residual
effects from the
options assessments
in sections 5 and 6
have been identified in
the cumulative effects
assessment or the
results from the HRA
or WFD assessments.
An overview of the
potential effects on a
topic by topic basis
would have been more
helpful including
further details on the
source of effects.

Limited detail as to
how cumulative effects
with other relevant
plans, programmes
and projects have
been assessed and
limited justification to
support the
conclusions that
cumulative effects are
unlikely.
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12.4 How will
monitoring be
undertaken

60

EA comment

SEA monitoring
indicators for the
WRMP are outlined in
Table 9-1. The table
describes what the
monitoring indicator is,
what the impacted
receptor is and where
the information will be
sourced from, however
there is no indication
about when the
monitoring will take
place and how.

There is no information
on trigger points and
what action will be
taken if unexpected
significant effects are
found during
monitoring.

The proposed
monitoring does not
clearly describe when
the measures will be
carried out, who by
and how. There are no
thresholds defined for
remedial action in the
event of unforeseen
adverse effects
arising.

Monitoring of benefits
delivered by the plan
e.g. BNG or Natural
Capital has not been
addressed. There is no

EA position

Whilst some
information on
monitoring is
provided, the
Environmental
Report fails to
provide detail on all
of the matters in
Regulation 17, most
notably about making
provision for
remedial action in the
event of unforeseen
circumstances.

Risk of
challenge/objection
on SEA regulations
compliance grounds
and failure to give
sufficient weight to
the arrangements for
monitoring, may
result in unforeseen
adverse effects
continuing without
appropriate remedial
action.

EA recommendation

Table 9-1 should be
amended to include
further details about when
the measures will be
carried out, by who and
how.

Further consideration
should be given to
measuring other
objectives of the plan
such as delivering BNG
and improvements in
ecosystem services. In
particular, the
Environmental Report
should set out all of the
information required by
the regulations, including
how any unforeseen
adverse effects will be
remedied, using specific
and measurable
indicators. Information
should be provided about
what actions should be
taken if unexpected
significant effects are
found during monitoring.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

SEA regulation 17 requires:

(1) The responsible authority shall monitor the significant
environmental effects of the implementation of each plan
or programme with the purpose of identifying unforeseen
adverse effects at an early stage and being able to
undertake appropriate remedial action.

(2) The responsible authority’s monitoring arrangements
may comprise or include arrangements established
otherwise than for the express purpose of complying with
paragraph (1)

Section 9.3 of the Environmental Report reflects these
requirements and notably takes into account the allowance of
part (2) to ensure the monitoring measures proposed do not
duplicate existing commitments. In consequence, the
frequency of data collection is linked to existing monitoring
programmes, with the data sources also reflective of the
responsible body.

Unforeseen adverse effects are by definition difficult to
anticipate and in revising the section, such measures as
proposed emphasise the importance of process, data
sources and evidence thresholds as a precursor to any
further actions.
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Reference EA comment EA position EA recommendation Southern Water response

plan for what will
happen if unexpected
significant effects are
found during

monitoring.
13.1 We are aware that This option could The EA would The comments are noted. We will take them into account as
Augmentation  during the sensitive potentially pose recommend a combined we move forward and will also liaise closely with South East
scheme at summer months the some environmental  programme of works to Water.
Medway Medway, suffers risks and requires include survey and

61

greatly from low flows  further assessments
and water quality

issues. We also noted

that the shift and

reduction in the

release operations

from Bewl water will be

extending the impacts

throughout the

catchment.

Reduction in the
important summer
augmentation flows
from Bewl reservoir to
the River
Bewl/Teise/Medway
water bodies
downstream, will be
considered
hydrological
deterioration under
WEFD. Any planned
changes in the current
flow regime, even if
they are artificially
supported, will need to
be fully assessed
under WFD.

desilting activities for
Eccles Lake in order to
increase Southern
Water’s holding capacity
and resilience to outages
and low flow events.

This scheme will require
sophisticated modelling to
assess impacts which
might not guarantee that
the option is feasible.
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62

EA comment

Assessment of upper
catchment impacts
and possible mitigation
requirements to offset
depleted river reaches
—i.e. continued
additional
environmental
releases from Bewl
reservoir for
downstream river
benefits
(Teise/Medway — not
Bewl River, releases to
be made via
smallbridge pipeline)
(in addition to statutory
reservoir
compensation flows).

The replacement of
freshwater flows input
at the top of the
catchment is not
equally mitigated for
by the discharge of
treated effluent in the
lower section of the
Medway.

If the option to
discharge to river is to
be applied throughout
extended dry periods
to meet peak demand
it would risk
exacerbating existing
and well documented
issues within the lower

EA position

EA recommendation

Southern Water response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘
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14.1 Earlier
delivery of
desalination
schemes in
response to
AMP8 and
AMP9 plan
delivery

63

EA comment

Medway during the
Summer.

This is a shared option
with South East Water.
Option dossier does
not align with that from
South East Water, so
two companies need
to discuss further and
share output from
previous meetings. We
would be more
supportive of an offline
scheme which
discharges into Eccles
Lake at Burham.

Flow loss from estuary
section of River
Medway and water
quality due to
freshwater/saline
water mixing zone
needs to be
considered.

We note that there are
risks associated with
supply and demand
side action in first 10
years of plan. The
desalination schemes
are selected later in
the planning period
and therefore there
may be scope for
these to be brought
forward if required.

EA position

Without appropriate
assessments, it will
be challenging to
accelerate delivery of
these schemes,
should they be
needed sooner than
currently selected.

EA recommendation

The EA would expect the
company to consider the
risks posed by the current
preferred supply and
demand schemes in its
plan up to 2035 and the
potential role of its
desalination schemes
currently planned later in
the planning period.

The company consider
bringing forward detailed

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

We have undertaken a review of desalination schemes in our
dWRMP24, partly triggered by issues we have faced with the
Sussex Coast desalination scheme. The review has
concluded that a realistic earliest date for these options is
2037-38 in view of the considerable time required to
investigate, plan and deliver such schemes.

However, we will keep the timelines under review and will
aim to move quicker where feasible.
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14.2 Isle of
Sheppey
desalination
plant (up to
20MI/d) by
2049

64

EA comment

Given the risks and
uncertainty around the
first 5-10 years of the
plan delivery, we
would strongly
encourage Southern
Water to complete the
appropriate detailed
design for these
schemes earlier in the
plan to mitigate this
risk.

We understand the
proposed site is on
Lappel Bank. Although
the land has been
historically raised,
there remains a flood
risk to parts of the
land, or the area
surrounding, which will
need to be factored
into the consideration
of the suitability of the
site.

Additional works would
be needed at this
location to adequately
assess the flood risk
over the lifetime of the
development and
mitigations to be
proposed to minimise
the risk and to
demonstrate it is an
acceptable location.

EA position

The EA have
concerns over
suitability of the
location for this
option. Further
assessments and
evaluation of
potential impacts and
possible mitigations
are required before
we can consider this
option as viable.

EA recommendation

feasibility and
environmental
assessments of these
schemes to AMP8 to
enable these schemes to
be deliverable should they
be needed sooner than
currently planned

The EA would expect full
environmental
assessment around this
option, to ensure that the
proposed location is
suitable. Any flood
implications as well as
safety, and potential
environmental risks and
mitigations needs to be
considered by Southern
Water and be included for
this option.

We recommend
contacting the EA’s
Medway Estuary and
Swale Flood Alleviation
Scheme project team to
explore any future
opportunities for
collaboration.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

The comments are noted and we will take them into account
when progressing with this option. We will also liaise with the
Medway Estuary and Swale Flood Alleviation Scheme project
team in this regard as recommended.
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14.3
Desalination
on East
Thanet coast
and transfer to
Fleete
Manston (up to

EA comment

It is unclear from the
information provided
where the plant would
be located. It is
presumed that it will be
west of Birchington.
Although there are

EA position

The EA have
concerns over
suitability of the
location for this
option. Further

assessments and

evaluation of

EA recommendation

The EA would expect full
environmental
assessment around this
option, to ensure that the
proposed location is
suitable. Any flood
implications as well as

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

The comments are noted and we will take them into account
when progressing with this option. We will also liaise with the
East Kent Partnerships and Strategic Overview team in this
regard as recommended.

40MI/d) by flood alleviation potential impacts and safety, and potential
2041 measures along possible mitigations environmental risks and

sections of this section are required before mitigations needs to be

of the coastline, we can consider this  considered by Southern

without certainty of the  option as viable. Water and be included for

site location, it is this option.

unclear whether this

currently provide any We recommend

benefit to the proposed contacting the EA’s East

option. Kent Partnerships and

Strategic Overview team

Management of the to explore any future

Northern Sea Wall opportunities for

beach shingle is collaboration with the

required periodically to Northern Sea Wall flood

benefit the area so alleviation works.

there may be

opportunities for

collaboration with the

EA
14.4 River It is unclear from the The EA have The EA would expect full ~ The comments are noted and we will take them into account
Thames information provided concerns over environmental when progressing with this option. We will also liaise with the
Desalination: where the plant would  suitability of the assessment around this Partnerships and Strategic Overview team in this regard as
Thames be located. Although location for this option, to ensure that the =~ recommended.
Estuary (upto  Swanscombe option. proposed location is
40MI/d) by Peninsula benefits suitable. Any flood
2040 from a level of flood implications as well as

65

alleviation from tidal
flooding, there is no
guarantee that the
standard of flood
protection provided

safety, and potential

environmental risks and
mitigations needs to be
considered by Southern
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66

EA comment

today will remain into
the future. Under Defra
Flood Defence Grant
in Aid funding rules,
our Thames Estuary
2100 plan identifies
that area remains
underfunded to cover
the costs of
maintaining the
standard of service
provided currently.

It will, therefore, be
essential to work with
key partners to identify
what an acceptable
level of risk into the
future will be and
require partnership
funding and
collaboration to deliver
it.

EA position

EA recommendation

Water and be included for
this option.

Southern Water requires
to site and assess any
hypersaline discharge and
to ensure that it does not
affect protected species
particularly around
Greenhithe area of the
Thames.

We recommend
contacting the EA’s
Partnerships and
Strategic Overview team
to explore any future
opportunities for
collaboration with the
Thames Estuary 2100
programme.

The EA would expect
Southern Water to
undertake a flood risk
assessment to
demonstrate that the site
can, in principle, be safely
developed and operated
over its lifetime for this
purpose before we can
consider this option as
feasible.

Southern Water response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘
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14.5 Tidal Arun
Desalination
(2062)

15.1 Supply
forecast and
DO

in baseline

67

EA comment

Although this option is
planned further in the
future, there are some
serious environmental
concerns which need
to be considered and
addressed by
Southern Water.

We and Natural
Enland have some
concerns if this option
is going to be selected
as part of your
alternative option to
replace Sussex Coast.
There are
considerable amount
of assessments that
still need to be
undertaken for this
option.

Whilst the company
has listed the DO for
each of its sources, it
has not provided a
breakdown of each
source in its supply
forecast, so we are
unable to see what is
driving any
increases/decreases in
DO over time therefore
at this stage, we
cannot comment on
whether the figures are
correct.

EA position

Potential risk to the
environment

Lack details in data
provided

EA recommendation

Significant further
assessment is required to
understand the viability of
this option.

The EA would expect to
see a clear breakdown of
DOs in the supply
baseline, which represent
increased and/or
decreased in DO over
time.

Southern Water response

As mentioned earlier, our current earliest delivery estimate
for desalination schemes is 2037-38. This option is therefore
currently not a like-for-like replacement for the Sussex Coast
desalination option. However, it might be brought forward in
the revised dWRMP24. If this is the case, we will ensure the
delivery date allows sufficient time for further assessment.

We will engage with the EA and Natural England when we
start progressing work on this option.

The water resource planning guidance requires us to use a
system response DO. We calculated this and provided the
data in our dAWRMP24 for each of our WRZs using our
system simulation models developed in Pywr.

Although calculated, we did not report individual source level
DOs in our dAWRMP24. This was because, in many cases,
sources are constrained by conjunctive use and network
effects. Hence, the system response DO can differ greatly
from the summation of DOs of individual sources.

In our revised dWRMP24, we have provided a high-level
breakdown of source level DOs where available. However, it
should be noted that this is not possible in all cases. This is
particularly the case for storage reservoir sites where the
estimates of DO are intrinsically based on conjunctive use.
For such sites, only the water resource planning system level
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Reference

15.2 Explain
and justify
further why the
MDO scenario
used in
WRMP19 is
not required in
the latest plan

68

EA comment

The company used to
forecast for an MDO
scenario as well as
DYAA and DYCP. The
company have said for
this round they have
not done this as they
consider the system
simulation approach
they have adopted for
this round, accounts
for seasonal variability.

Some commentary
has been provided on
this but further details
on the techniques
used and validation of
these are required to
fully understand the
new approach.

EA position

Lack explanation in
information and data
provided which might
pose a risk to
security of supply

EA recommendation

We would expect further
details and clear
explanation on not using
MDO in the main plan for
clarity. Validation of these
is required to fully
understand the new
approach.

Southern Water response

DO responses are available. We have also provided a
comparison of the WRMP19 DOs and the WRMP24
iterations, and where they differ, the reasons for that
difference.

A Minimum Deployable Output (MDO) scenario considers the
interplay between the water supply available in a drought at
the seasonal minimum, i.e. when river flows or groundwater
levels reach their annual minima. Typically for us this occurs
in October before the start of the groundwater recharge
season. The conditions that would justify use of an MDO
scenario, specifically, reduced yield from surface and
groundwater yields during periods of low flows or low
groundwater levels, are not unique to Southern Water.

In our previous plans, we considered MDO scenarios by
examining available DO at annual minima of either river flows
or groundwater levels. However, there are limitations to this
approach:

* |t assumes that sources within a WRZ will reach annual
minimum yield at the same time. In reality, this may vary
due to different flow rates or local aquifer characteristics
and storage.

» |t takes no account of demand and the distribution of
abstractions between sources.

Where there are significant seasonal variations in yield, we
have adopted a system simulation method in order to better
characterise system behaviour during drought. To inform this,
we have used our time series modelling of source DO on a
monthly or daily time step that captures seasonal
groundwater and river flow variations. These variable yields
are then available to be drawn upon by the system simulation
model so that each source coherently responds to the
drought conditions and local variations in both supply and
demand are captured.
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Reference EA comment EA position EA recommendation Southern Water response

A system failure is defined at the point in which demand
cannot be met following the Scottish DO assessment
method. For non-critical period scenarios, i.e. the standard
WRSE DYAA assessment applied across the region, this
failure point is free to occur at any point outside the critical
period (i.e. it is not constrained to just examining the
minimum as would a true MDO scenario). However, due to
the fact that reductions in supply rather than changes in
demand tend to drive supply-demand failures, the failure
point for the DYAA scenario naturally tends to be associated
with the supply minima, i.e. the MDO period.

We have used our time series assessments of DO at
individual groundwater sources to estimate an equivalent
MDO to our WRMP19 assessments. While we could apply
these in an additive way to estimate our MDO supply base, it
would not fully capture system effects apparent in our Pywr
models. In fact, our modelling of DYAA assessments using
the same underlying data suggest that system constraints we
have captured in our Pywr models can be more significant
than DO variability (i.e. MDO vs DYAA DO). Furthermore,
since no other WRSE company has estimated an MDO
scenario, either for this plan or previous plans, it would not be
possible for us to create a coherent strategy with the rest of
WRSE for a specific MDO scenario.

Over the four planning scenarios we have considered
(normal year, 1-in-100 DYAA, 1-in-500 DYAA and 1-in-500
DYCP), we have combined 5 population growth, 29 climate
change and 4 Environmental Destination scenarios together
in differing combinations. This results in a total of 580
different potential future water requirements, covering the full
range of challenges that we face. While these 580 futures are
formed from different combinations of the individual
scenarios, these individual combinations can give very similar
results in terms of their supply-demand balance to other
futures. These combinations of discrete forecasts describe
the overall supply-demand balances. While each supply-
demand balance is described by a different combination of
discrete forecasts, many of the overall impacts are
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Reference EA comment EA position EA recommendation Southern Water response

remarkably similar. This means that there are several other
combinations of forecasts that could produce a similar
supply-demand balance to those described in the plan.
Furthermore, the range of uncertainty we have explored
through these scenarios is much greater than is likely to be
the case between an MDO scenario and our baseline DYAA
scenarios.

Consequently, we believe that our adaptive Best Value Plan
and least regret options are sufficiently robust in tackling
future uncertainty that they would not provide a different
overall strategy than if we had explicitly considered an MDO
scenario.

16.1 outage We are also concern Lack clarity and Southern Water should We have reviewed our outage forecast. We will provide
forecast that not enough detail  explanation on data also provide more data on greater details on our outage and Headroom forecasts in the

is provided on the and information the outage values and revised dAWRMP24.

outage forecast, and it  presented methodology in the final

is not clear how plan, to make it clear how

outage is estimated, this is undertaken.

so this limits our

review. The EA would

expect more data to be

provided on the outage

values for the last 5

years by site and also

explanation on the

choice of distribution,

why the 95%ile was

used through the

whole planning period

rather than lower %iles

being used in later

years. This is also

conducted with

headroom calculations

which we require some

clarifications.
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16.2 High
outage
allowance in
numbers of
WRZ

I7.1 Ensure
consistency on
the benefits
from the
Tunbridge
Wells WTW
conjunctive
use option
throughout the
plan and liaise
with

South East
Water

7

EA comment

We noticed high
outage allowance in a
few WRZs, which we
require Southern
Water to explain the
causes and how it will
be reduced e.g. in
WRZs Kingsclere,
Hampshire Rural, loW,
Sussex Worthing

There is an
inconsistency between
the narrative and the
data tables regarding
the DO benefit from
this supply source.

The nutrient loading of
Bewl reservoir is a
critical factor and any
effluent from WTW
would need to be as
low or lower in
nutrients than the
Medway water
abstraction that
currently fills Bewl
water during the winter
abstraction period.

There is a potential
impact from reduced
inflows to headwaters,
but we would need
more information, as
the location of this
option is not clear.
There also may be
some issues with

EA position

Lack justification and
explanation on high
outage allowance

Lack clarity in data
presented.

This option could
potentially pose
some environmental
risks, and requires
further confirmation
of the location and
impact assessment
of reduced inflows to
headwaters and any
mitigation measures
if necessary.

EA recommendation

The EA would expect
Southern Water to provide
justification on high
outage allowances on
relevant zones and try to
reduce this in the future.

Southern Water is
expected to ensure there
is a consistency in
reported DO benefit from
this source, between the
narrative and data tables

Southern Water should
liaise with South East
Water and understand if
there would benefit from
the option. If so, it should
be included consistently
between the two plans.

Further assessment is
required on the potential
impacts from low flows
and if there are impacts
Southern Water needs to
propose mitigation
measures.

Southern Water response

We reviewed our outage forecast and this resulted in outage
increasing significantly in some WRZs (by 100% or more). As
a result, we reverted to the previous values in such cases.
We have additional investment in place in 2020-25 to reduce
outage to target WRMP levels and remain on plan to deliver
this.

We have provided greater details on our outage and
headroom forecasts in our revised dWRMP24.

The data tables were correct and the DO benefit from the
Tunbridge Wells WTW scheme is 3.6MI/d. We will ensure this
is consistently reported in our revised dWRMP24.

The regional level supply-demand modelling considers
potential for both existing and new transfers between
companies, including any benefit from this scheme.

We will need to undertake further detailed discussions as to
the implications and benefits of this scheme in the context of
our existing bulk supply arrangements with South East Water
from the River Medway Scheme.

This scheme is not selected until 2045 and we will undertake
further environmental assessments of low flow impacts as
part of the detailed design.
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Reference

18.1 Report on
the method the
company has
used to
confirm it can
meet its levels
of service for
level 1 to level
3 drought
measure

72

EA comment

siltation that can
significantly reduce
flows, which need
clarification by
Southern Water. If
there will be some
impacts, we would

expect Southern Water

to propose mitigations
including potential
narrowing of
watercourse and
restoration works to
channel.

The company has
quantified the benefits
of including levels of
service of drought
measure Levels 1-3 in
its plan but has not
outlined the approach
it has adopted to show
it can meet the
frequency that the
company has stated in
its plan

EA position

If the frequency of
Levels 1-3 drought
measures has not
been tested in a
company’s
assessment it is
possible that the
customer may
experiences drought
measures more
frequently than those
agreed with the
company

EA recommendation

The company should
report on the method it
has used to confirm that it
can comply with the more
frequent drought
measures (L1-L3).

The company should
justify any significant
reduction in DO as a
consequence of including
the frequency as a
constraint or outline how it
intends to minimise the
reduction.

Southern Water response

Our drought triggers, as set in both our published Drought
Plan 2019 and our revised draft Drought Plan 2022, are
designed to provide implantation triggers consistent with our
stated levels of service (i.e. 1-in-10 year and 1-in-20 year for
most demand side drought measures and 1-in-20 year
application thresholds for most supply side drought permits
and orders (excluding the River Test).

We have used a consistent set of modelling (e.g.
groundwater, hydrological and system simulation) to
determine the DO benefits of each of our supply-side drought
orders. This reflects the reduction in yield of some measures,
for example the Candover Augmentation Scheme Drought
Order under increasing drought severity. We have set out the
variation in drought benefit DO in our revised dWRMP24.

The supply-demand balance and investment modelling
solves the supply-demand balance for normal year, 1-in-100
year, 1-in-200 year and 1-in-500 year scenarios
simultaneously and therefore accounts for the variable yield
of drought permits and orders.

For TUBs and NEUBSs, the investment modelling has
assumed that these would be implemented throughout the
planning period in line with our drought plan levels of service
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Reference

19.1

19.2
Approaches to
scaling
impacts across
time

73

EA comment

The company has
demonstrated that it
has fully assessed
vulnerability and
considered all
UKCP18 products as
part of its climate
change assessment,
however the
justification on which
tier has been used is
missing

Southern Water use
the EA scaling
equation but do not
plainly state which

base year and year to

scale back from are

used. There is also no

justification on this
selection is provided.

Methods are not fully
transparent or fully
justified.

EA position

Lack clarity in
information provided

Lack detail in
information provided

EA recommendation

Southern Water should
plainly state which tiers of
analysis has been applied

Southern Water should
plainly state which years
are used in the scaling
equation and provide
explanation. Also,
justifications around the
methods used should be
included.

Southern Water should
clearly communicate how
climate change impacts
have been assessed by

Southern Water response

(i.e. for all events more severe than 1-in-10 year or 1-in-20
year). Our default position is that this will remain the case
unless there is feedback to change this policy position. A
sensitivity run was carried out in the investment modelling at
a regional level to exclude the effect of TUBs and NEUBs.
This contained unresolved supply-demand deficits and was
not reported directly in our dAWRMP24.

No benefits form either supply or demand drought measures
are included in the normal year scenario.

In our revised dWRMP24 have clearly set out the expected
benefits of each of our drought measures at different return
periods.

This was stated in dWRMP24 originally as ‘Tier 3’ but looks
like at some point wording was changed to be ‘3-Tier’ which
has likely caused confusion.

We followed a Tier 3 approach and have clarified this in the
revised dWRMP24 narrative.

A consistent climate change scaling approach is adopted
across all WRSE companies. We used spatially coherent
projections for the 2060-2080 time slice from the UKCP18
data to derive our climate change perturbations. We chose
this period of the UKCP18 forecasts because it is most
closely aligned with the end of the planning period (2075).
We therefore adopted 2070, the central point of this forecast
period, as the scaling year in our climate change
assessments. We have applied the standard linear scaling
approach suggested by the WRPG to climate change in all
our WRZs. The base year for this scaling was 1989-90.
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Reference EA comment EA position EA recommendation Southern Water response

adaptive planning, and

therefore how adaptive

planning scenarios have For our dAWRMP24, we addressed climate change
impacted on reporting for  uncertainty by branching in 2040 between ‘high’, ‘medium’,

climate change impacts, and ‘low’ climate change scenarios. For the regional climate
including scaling of change assessment at the WRSE level, we selected
impacts. replicates 6 and 7 as being representative of the upper and

lower quartile impacts on DO from the 28 global and regional
spatially coherent climate projections available under the
RCP8.5 pathway from the UKCP18 dataset. Replicates 6 and
7 correspond to the HadGEM3-GC3.05-r001i1p01649 and
HadGEM3-GC3.05-r001i1p01843 circulation model
projections, respectively.

Although these replicates were considered regionally
appropriate when translated down to the WRZ level, the
difference in both spatial impacts across the region (for
example, Hampshire vs Kent) and the differing hydrological
characteristics of different WRZs (e.g. groundwater vs
surface water) mean that this assertion does not necessarily
apply at a company or WRZ level. For example, in some of
our WRZs, the ‘low’ impact replicate (No. 7) is actually nearly
as severe as the ‘high’ replicate (no. 6) and both are worse
than the median.

We have agreed, at a regional level, that we will develop an
alternative suite of sensitivity assessments based on the true
upper and lower quartile impacts at a WRZ for our revised
dWRMP24. This will better reflect the true upper and lower
quartile range of climate change impacts across the 28
RCP8.5 scenarios that we have investigated.
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19.3 climate
change
uncertainty

110.1 Baseline
DO in data
tables

75

EA comment

The company has
demonstrated that it
has fully considered
climate change
uncertainty. However,
information on
methods could be
more transparent and
accessible by
summarising Regional
Plan methods in the
revised dWRMP24,
also justification of
product selection is not
included.

The water company
has presented a
variable baseline DO
in its data tables up to
2040, and appears to
have adjusted baseline
DO according to
reduced levels of
service provided in
that year up until 2040.
This is in conflict with
the WRPG and table
instructions, which
requires baseline DO
before reductions
(6BL) to present 1-in-
500 year supply
resilience across the
planning horizon. DO
as presented in its
current form does not
result in an incorrect
supply demand

EA position

Lack explanation on
the methods used
and selection of
products

Lack clarity in
information provided

EA recommendation

Southern Water should
explain how they account
for the selection of a
severe climate scenario
for integration within
results.

Ensure that baseline DO
(6BL) is presented to
reflect 1-in-500 year
supply resilience from the
first to the last year of the
planning horizon.

Reductions to levels of
service before 2040
should be presented as
an option, with the DO
benefit of a level of
service reduction set out
in 6.3FP in Table 3b (and
Table 3e where relevant
for DYCP). This option
must also be set out in
Table 4 (option appraisal
table) and Table 5
(preferred option benefits
table). You should make it
clear that the option
description reflects the

Southern Water response

Assessments at both a regional and company level have
shown that the range of climate change uncertainty within the
28 spatially coherent RCM and GCM scenarios we have
explored under the RCP8.5 emissions scenario across
WRSE encompass the range of projections and uncertainty
from other lower emission scenarios.

We have not used the probabilistic forecasts as we required
spatially coherent projections across the WRSE region to
generate coherent supply-demand balance forecasts. At the
time of undertaking our supply forecast modelling for
dWRMP24, the spatially coherent projections based on
global model forecasts for the lower emissions scenario
(RCP2.6) were not available. Hence, we used a climate
change scenario that was based on a low percentile under
RCP8.5 which is similar to RCP2.6 50" percentile.

This is a result of the way investment modelling methodology
agreed with WRSE works. At this stage there is insufficient
time to re-engineer the investment modelling or develop
equivalent Best Value options that could be provided to the
investment model to represent reductions in short to medium
level of service from current baselines (less than 1-in-500
year) up to the 1-in-500 year standard. For our revised
dWRMP24, we have therefore maintained the existing
investment model methodology but in post processing have
recalculated and adjusted baseline DO to show the 1-in-500
year value and, as appropriate, any reductions below this
level of service as options in our data tables.
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Reference EA comment EA position EA recommendation Southern Water response

balance, but does WAFU benefits from a
cause option benefits defined lower level of
to be inaccurate. service such as 1-in-200

up to the point at which
you move to 1-in-500.
Your final planning Table
3c will then be
automatically calculated
to reflect the benefits from
your reduced levels of
service alongside your
other options. The benefit
of levels of service
reduction in Table 5 must
match the value
presented in Table 3b in
6.3FP as both are DYAA
tables.
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111.1 Review
resilience in
the context of
the 2022
drought

7

EA comment

The drought of 2022
challenged most
companies and was
one of the most
significant droughts of
recent times. The
drought saw very high
demands and
highlighted some
areas where resilience
needs to be improved.

EA position

Being resilient to
droughts is a key
objective for the
WRMP.

EA recommendation

The company should
clearly show in its revised
dWRMP24 how it has
learned from the
conditions experienced in
2022. This includes:

how the company can
improve resilience
temporary new
schemes that could be
permanent

newly identified
drought options
assumed benefits
reflect latest
understanding levels of
service

updating DO where
understanding
improved around
source responses to
drought
dead/emergency
storage assumptions
accurate demand
forecast assumptions
including
extent/duration of peak
demands

need for critical period
planning

schemes to improve
connectivity and WRZ
integrity

investment to remove
infrastructural/operatio
nal constraints

bulk supply
agreements and pain
share

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

We have included a lessons learned review from the 2022
drought as a separate section in our revised dWRMP24.
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Reference EA comment EA position EA recommendation Southern Water response

» appropriateness of
outage forecast
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2. Feedback by Natural England and our responses

Reference Natural England comment Southern Water Response
Summary Summary of Natural England’s comments We have noted the feedback by Natural England. We have incorporated them in our
In our review of Southern Water's dWRMP, Natural revised dWRMP24. Responses to each are provided separately below.

England has considered how the company has
addressed its environmental obligations as set out in
The Water Industry Strategic Environmental
Requirements (WISER) and how the dWRMP
supports the ambitions in Government’s recently
published Environmental Improvement Plan
(previously the 25 Year Plan) to improve the
environment.

Natural England are minded to object to Southern
Water's dWRMP if it is not improved in line with our
representation before it is published. As submitted, we
consider there is insufficient information within the
Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) and Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) of the potential
environmental risks associated with the WRMP. Most
critically:

The dWRMP is unable to remove an adverse effect on
integrity of the River ltchen Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) and avoid potential adverse
effects to other Habitats sites, as summarised below
and detailed further in Annex 1 of this response.
Selected options are hindering the conservation
objectives of protected sites including Sites of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and Marine Conservation
Zones (MCZs).

Further details are provided in Annex 1 of this letter
and the critical issues that require addressing are
summarised below:
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Summary

Summary

80

Natural England comment

An assessment must be included in the HRA of the
existing adverse effects on the River Iltchen SAC and
the Arun Valley SAC, Special Protection Area (SPA)
and Ramsar site caused by abstraction under current
groundwater licences, and the contribution these
abstractions may play in preventing the site from
achieving its conservation objectives.

This dWRMP and HRA must include all options
required to address current and/or potential water
deficits that the company may have as a result of
potential impacts to protected sites. Most concerning,
there are several existing supply options (abstractions)
this applies to which are undergoing current
investigations and may conclude adverse effects on
the following Habitats sites; North Kent Marshes
(Medway Estuary, The Swale and Thames Estuary
and Marshes), the Rivers Test and ltchen, and the
Arun Valley.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

Current abstraction licenses are assessed as part of the WINEP process, not the
WRMP. Annex 9 of the revised dWRMP24 explains the current consenting regime
and refers to the ongoing WINEP investigations and the Pulborough sustainability
investigation.

We have recognised a range of potential outcomes from WINEP through the
uncertain sustainability reductions including in our Environmental Destination
scenarios. This specifically recognises the potential impacts of the ltchen and
Pulborough abstractions on designated sites. For the River Itchen licence and
Pulborough groundwater licence we have undertaken additional sensitivity testing to
understand the implications of potential earlier licence reductions

In the case of Pulborough, adverse effects have been established through the
precautionary principle but are not yet supported by field observations.

We expect that the WINEP and sustainability investigations and options appraisal
will resolve this uncertainty of impacts and the timing and magnitude of any licence
changes required. This is further discussed in Annex 9 of the revised dWRMP24.

Current abstraction licenses are assessed as part of WINEP, not the WRMP. Annex
9 of the revised dWRMP24 explains the current consenting regime and refers to the
ongoing WINEP investigations and the Pulborough sustainability investigation.

We have recognised a range of potential outcomes from the WINEP through the
uncertain sustainability reductions included in our Environmental Destination
scenarios. This specifically recognises the potential impacts of our abstraction on
designated sites and the options included to mitigate any supply deficits arising from
licence changes are selected through our adaptive plan.

We expect that the WINEP investigations and options appraisal will resolve this
uncertainty of impacts and the timing and magnitude of any licence changes
required. We also discuss this work further in annex 9 of the revised dWRMP24.
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Summary

Summary

Summary

Summary

81

Natural England comment

For supply options proposed earlier in the WRMP
timeline, full environmental assessment must be
included and/or completed within this dAWRMP, this is
a concern as many of these options have the potential
for significant impact to designated sites.

The HRA and SEA must have a more detailed in-
combination assessment for the options in the
dWRMP. In Natural England’s view it is unclear how
options have been deemed not to have an in-
combination/ cumulative impact by the company and
the Water Resources South East (WRSE) Reginal
Plan.

There is insufficient detail and evidence within (and in
some cases inconsistencies between) the SEA and
the appendices, for example to exclude likely
significant effect and/or adverse effects on designated
sites, MCZs, protected landscapes and/or habitats and
species of principal importance for the conservation of
biodiversity. These potential impacts on important
environmental receptors have not all been adequately
assessed and where applicable, sufficiently mitigated.

Natural England commends Southern Water for the
catchment measures being implemented such as
those through the Catchment First programme which
will lead to greater environmental resilience and
biodiversity improvements.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

Natural England has, following further separate engagement, provided
supplementary advice on the term 'full environmental assessment' and its
application to the WRMP24 and specifically water resource options to be
implemented before 2035. It was agreed that the term was intended to cover the full
range of environmental assessments being undertaken of Southern Water’'s
WRMP24 e.g. SEA, HRA, WFD, BNG and NCA rather than reflecting updates
expected to one specific assessment (such as the HRA, or a new assessment) as
well as those existing investigations covered by the WINEP. Annex 9 of the revised
dWRMP24 has been updated to include information from existing or planned
investigations to address the removal of known or potential adverse effects.

The revised HRA and SEA assessments of the revised dWRMP24 have been
refined to address the comment for further detail on the in combination assessment
of effects. When undertaking the amendments, due regard has been given to the
consideration of effects with other water company proposals (where published) and
WRSE Regional Plan expectations.

Section 7 of the SEA presents the findings of the assessment of cumulative effects
(including secondary and synergistic effects) taking into accounts for both intra and
inter plan and programme. The cumulative effects arising from the WRMP24 are
presented for both construction and operation and pre- and post-mitigation against
all the SEA topics. This has identified cumulative effects of the dWRMP24 in
conjunction with the draft Regional Plan. This has been reviewed to ensure
appropriate identification, description and assessment of likely significant
cumulative, secondary and synergistic effects.

The Environmental Report of the revised dWRMP24 has been amended to ensure
the consistent treatment of designated conservation and landscape sites and
features within the SEA of the revised preferred options. This includes SSSls, SSSI
risk zones, MCZs, NNRs, Ancient Woodlands, National parks and AONBs, and
supplements the range of features already considered when identifying, describing
and evaluating the likely significant effects of the WRMP24.

The comment is noted.
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Reference Natural England comment Southern Water Response

Summary A Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) and Natural Capital
Assessment (NCA) does not appear to have been
undertaken for this plan, the plan does refer to the
WRSE methodologies for these assessments.

Summary Natural England strongly encourages Southern Water ~ We are aiming to achieve a PCC of 1101/h/d by 2045 under dry year conditions.
to retain and continue to work towards the target of This equates to a PCC of 100l/h/d by 2045 under normal year conditions. We are
100I/d per person instead of the alternative target also testing a more ambitious scenario achieving a PCC of 98I/h/d by 2045 under
proposed of 109l/d. This was a flagship initiative of dry year conditions.

Southern Water's WRMP19 and shows great
environmental ambition.

Summary It has been challenging to review the dWRMP due to The Regional Plan and individual companies' WRMPs are based on a single set of
inconsistencies and lack of information, such as on input/output data. As such the Regional Plan and individual company WRMPs
certain options and their associated environmental should be consistent. The narrative around the plan may have caused confusion in
assessment. There is also conflicting information some instances but it is difficult to provide an explanation without any specific

and/or misalignment of information between Southern ~ examples.
Water’s plan and documentation in other WRMPs and
the WRSE Reginal Plan. We will work with WRSE to ensure consistency in documentation of the two plans.

Annex 1

1.1: Habitats Regulations Assessment

NE1 Critical amendments required to the HRA Our Environmental Ambition, as set out in our dAWRMP24 (Annex 9) explicitly
The dWRMP should include options to address considers a range the potential supply deficits that could arise from reductions
potential water deficits that the company may have as  associated with the ongoing WINEP and sustainability investigations for the Iltchen
a result of current investigations, which could resultin ~ SAC. Specifically these include:
a licence change such as those through the WINEP. e Cessation of the use of the Totford (Alresford) licence that impacts the ltchen
This includes but is not limited to investigations on the SAC from 2030 under all environmental destination scenarios.
following Habitats sites; Arun Valley SAC/SPA/Ramsar e A range of potential licence reductions for Pulborough groundwater source.
site and the River lichen SAC (Totford). These options
must be appropriately assessed throughout the We recognise the potential uncertainty in both the magnitude and timing of these
WRMP including the HRA and SEA). licence changes pending the outcome of the sustainability investigations and our

scenarios cover a range of plausible reductions up to and included full revocation of

In Natural England’s view the consultation document the licence.
of Southern Water's dWRMP must be amended to

meet the company’s obligations in so far as they are We have provided improved narrative to our Environmental Ambition in our revised
relevant to the supply-demand balance set out in the dWRMP24 to more clearly illustrate these points and have proposed a series of
dWRMP. The amendments must include: further sensitivity assessments of the strategy to understand further alternatives and

the impact of timing of licence change.
The full assessment of the existing adverse effects on
the Arun Valley SAC/SPA/Ramsar site and the River
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NE2

NE3

83

Natural England comment

Itchen SAC (Totford) caused by abstraction under
current licences, and the contribution these
abstractions may play in preventing the site from
achieving its conservation objectives. In the case of
the Arun Valley Habitats sites this must include the
current interim legal mitigation requirements agreed to
in relation to the existing adverse effects.

Natural England acknowledges the work on the Arun
Valley Habitats sites and the River ltchen SAC
(Totford) is ongoing, in that there is:

The WINEP investigation currently being undertaken
on the Candover stream (River Itchen SAC) for the
Totford source which will inform future options to avoid
the adverse effect. Southern Water has an ambition to
take this source offline by 2030. It is noted through
discussions with the company that this has been
considered in the supply demand balance, but this is
not clear in the HRA or wider information in this Draft
Plan.

Southern Water’s sustainability investigation;
Pulborough Basin Environmental Study (PBES) is
currently being undertaken on the Arun Valley Habitats
sites which will be completed in 2025. The outcome of
this investigation will inform which of the alternative
options are required to avoid the adverse effect. Whilst
there have been discussions outside of this plan
regarding licence changes and alternative solutions,
there is considerable uncertainty on deliverability
particularly to the necessary timelines. This has not
been clarified in the HRA, or wider information in this
Draft Plan.

The following is not demonstrated in the appropriate
sections of the HRA, which must be updated within
this dAWRMP:

Southern Water Response

The strategy regarding our Alresford source and the Itchen SAC is set out in Annex
9 of the revised dWRMP24.

As above, and consistent with the emerging outcome of the WINEP, we are
assuming that this source will cease to operate and its licence be revoked from
2030 under all our Environmental Destination scenarios and hence is it explicitly
represented in our Adaptive Plan.

The cessation of Alresford from 2030 is unaffected by the delayed delivery of the
HWTWRP.

Pulborough is covered in our response to comment above (NE1).

The WRMP24 demand forecast takes account of growth forecast based on Local
Area Plans, as well as other growth projections (e.g. by ONS). ‘In combination’
effects on water resources with respect to land-use plans and specific options are
therefore inherently considered and accounted for as part of the WRMP option
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84

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Natural England comment Southern Water Response

An assessment of the effect of the increase in demand development process (i.e. an option that does not account for local growth is not a

for abstraction that is likely to arise from growth, solution) and this has been relied on by the HRA.

including new development. In relation to the Arun

Valley designated sites this must also consider the Demand side options including water efficiency have been identified, described and
company’s obligations under Water Neutrality within considered in the HRA of the revised dWRMP24. In addition, in our revised

the Sussex North WRZ. dWRMP24 describes our plan to increase water efficiency across the region in line

with the Government’s EIP.
A description of the options, which could include water
efficiency in new and existing development, to enable Further information, reflecting revisions to proposed options has been used to
reduction of recent actual abstraction, as far as this is update the HRA appropriate assessment, supported by suitable cross referencing to
possible, so that the existing adverse effects are the revised Annex 9 in our revised dWRMP24.
minimised or potentially removed before long-term
additional supply provision. As detailed above, in
relation to the Arun Valley Habitats sites this should
reflect how Southern Water is achieving both the
required targets outstanding from their previous
WRMP 2019 and their obligations under Water
Neutrality.

An assessment of how far options for water efficiency
or other measures can be implemented to remove the
adverse effect in time to meet the objectives for nature
recovery in the Environment Act and 25 Year
Environment Plan, set out in Annex 2. This should
take account of the obligations for species abundance
from the Environment Act (also set out in Annex 2).
Water companies should check and work towards
targets in place under the Government's
Environmental Improvement Plan, now published
under the Environment Act 2021.

An explanation of the measures that will be put in
place to compensate for existing adverse effects, if
there are no alternatives to continuing recent actual
abstractions and adverse effects cannot be removed
or mitigated (only applicable to the River lichen SAC
with Totford abstraction).

from
Southern
S— Water ==



\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

Reference Natural England comment

NE4 Some examples of what could be explored with the This is covered in our response to NE3. Annexes 14 and 15 to the dWRMP24
above assessments are: described options including rainwater and grey water harvesting.

providing support for water efficient new build local
plan policies for both household and non-household in
the WRMP, which should include sufficient company
resource to support planning authorities and
developers to seek the tightest achievable water
efficiency measures. Consideration should be given to
measures such as greywater recycling and rainwater
harvesting in new builds as well as efficient fixtures
and fittings; including provision for the water company
to offset any increase in the relevant abstraction from
the new development by mechanisms to reduce
existing water consumption in the relevant area,
thereby preventing an increase in the existing adverse
effect; in some cases, compensation may be required
in addition to a) and b) for the existing adverse effect.
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86

Natural England comment

The HRA must include all options required to address
current and/or potential water deficits that the
company may have that impact designated sites. The
HRA must include assessment of existing supply
options, such as current licensed abstractions, where
there has now been a material change (since the last
HRA of that licence and/or the last dWRMP) but
essentially those that are currently undergoing
investigation to understand with certainty whether
there are adverse effects to particular designated
sites. This includes but is not limited to WINEP
investigations on the North Kent Marshes (Medway
Estuary Habitats sites, The Swale Habitats Sites and
Thames Estuary and Marshes Habitats sites), the
River lichen SAC, and other water resource focused
investigations such as in the Arun Valley (and the
subsequent Habitats sites in this catchment as
mentioned above). These options must be
appropriately assessed in the HRA but also throughout
the WRMP including the SEA. Many of the options
which Natural England would expect to see included,
are outlined in table 3.1 of Annex 9 (page 17),
however these should be incorporated into the HRA
and main document of the WRMP where appropriate.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

For existing abstraction licences and their consideration in WRMPs, these
requirements are met through the licence review arrangements and protocols that
are implemented at the start of each WRMP cycle, which also take account of
WINEP. This review process (and WINEP) is undertaken in conjunction with Natural
England, which identifies protected sites (including European sites) to the EA where
it believes abstraction-related issues are affecting the achievement of favourable
conservation status.

This review is important to the development of the supply forecast at the start of the
WRMP process and is consequently reflected in Section 5.4 (‘Developing Your
Supply Forecast’) of the WRPG which outlines the requirements for sustainable
abstraction taking into account existing statutory requirements and environmental
destination. Any required licence amendments are factored into the supply-deficit
calculations, and the EA will have confirmed that those licences that are considered
valid for the planning period when the WRMP modelling is undertaken.

The supply forecast informs the supply-demand balance calculations for the
planning period, which is in effect the ‘predicted future baseline’ for water resources
in a supply area. The water company then develops ‘options’ for resolving any
predicted deficits in the supply-demand balance, which are then tested against
various metrics to determine the ‘preferred plan’.

Consideration of the existing consenting regime in relation to European sites is
noted in the WRPG solely in relation to the development of the supply forecast
(Section 5.4), and not in sections of the guidance that explicitly consider the
application of HRA to the WRMP; and whilst the WRPG refers to “Your plan,
including any options within it...” in relation to the Habitats Regulations, all
references to HRA (as both a process and legislative test) are explicitly and/or
implicitly linked to the options* identified by the WRMP. Consequently, the WRMP
HRA addresses Regulation 63 of the Habitats Regulations and necessarily focuses
on the assessment of the additional effects that the WRMP introduces over the
predicted future baseline (i.e. the supply forecast determined at the start of the
WRMP process that takes account of the agreed sustainability reductions and any
that are reasonably anticipated).

Therefore, the HRA of the WRMP is necessarily a forward looking assessment of
the specific options (feasible and preferred) proposed by the WRMP to resolve
deficits; it does not (and cannot) re-litigate the existing licences agreed for the
planning period (and hence the WRMP supply-demand baseline) since there has to
be a starting point/basis for the WRMP (i.e. the modelling/optioneering process
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Reference Natural England comment Southern Water Response

cannot start with the assumption that no current consents are reliable; and the HRA
of the WRMP does not and cannot determine the licensing baseline from which the
supply-demand balance is calculated).

*Note that all references to WRMP ‘options’ in the WRPG are made in the
commonly accepted sense, i.e. explicit interventions proposed by the WRMP to
increase water supply or reduce consumption (e.g. Section 1.1), not a broad ‘catch
all’ for ongoing water company operations such as those existing abstractions that
will form part of the ‘predicted future baseline’.
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NE7

NE8

88

Natural England comment

The time-limited licences outlined in Section 3.3, the
investigations in Table 3.4 and Section 3.5 of Annex 9
(in terms of the confirmed licence changes required).
These changes must be reflected in the in the HRA
(and SEA) assessment, to ensure DO can be
maintained should it not be possible to renew those
licences or subsequent investigations show licence
changes are needed (as alluded to in this section) by
the company. Alternative supply options must be
identified where investigations are in progress in case
this results in certainty of an adverse effect on
integrity.

Details in Annex 9 in relation to the issue raised in the
last two paragraphs are inconsistent and confusing
and requires clarification. For example, there appears
to be two tables both captioned as Table 3.1 (on page
21), the information in these tables outlines the
projected impacts of licence capping on DO, however,
those options to address deficit need to be clearly
assessed in the HRA and main document of the
WRMP

Southern Water must ensure that all options within its
WRMP have been assessed fully within the HRA. For
a number of options, Natural England considers that
insufficient evidence has been provided to rule out an
adverse effect on integrity with sufficient certainty, or
the HRA acknowledges that there is insufficient
evidence at this stage. Where an option cannot rule
out an adverse effect on integrity, alternative options
should be presented which can satisfy the supply-
demand deficit if these options are not feasible. For
options that are planned for earlier in the timeline
(prior to 2035, based on legislative targets in Annex 2)
these must be assessed in this dWRMP. This should
be clearly demonstrated in the HRA. Natural England
acknowledges that some uncertainties for options
beyond 2035 cannot be addressed fully for all options
at this stage. It is expected Southern Water resolve
these uncertainties well in advance of the proposed

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

Annex 9 of the revised dWRMP24 has been updated to include information from
existing or planned investigations to address the removal of known or potential
adverse effects.

Annex 9 of the revised dWRMP24 has been updated to include information from
existing or planned investigations to address the removal of known or potential
adverse effects.

The revised HRA of the revised dWRMP24 has considered the effects of the
revised preferred option suite (both individually, and where appropriate, in
combination). The assessment has been amended to address the additional
request for details of options implemented before 2035, and draws on as
appropriate, information from the revised Annex 9. Options to be implemented after
2035, where uncertainties remain, will be subject to further review and refinement (if
they are to be retained) in future planning cycles.
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NE9

NE10

89

Natural England comment

delivery timeline. Natural England advise that this is
reflected in the environmental assessments and
preferably includes a timeline of how this will be
achieved as soon as practicably possible. Please refer
to Annex 2 for further details of what is expected for a
‘down the line assessment’

In relation to the above issue, Natural England has
found it difficult to review options and determine
whether assessment has been completed
appropriately both at the screening and appropriate
assessment stages. For example:

The list of options screened into the HRA seem to
differ from those in the technical report. In some
cases, these could be the same options, but different
DO volumes are referred to. For example, in the
technical report (Table 7.3 page 152 and 153) the
Hastings water recycling option is referred to as a
15MI/d option, but the option screened in the HRA is
9.5Ml/d. It is also unclear if this is the same option as
the option name is different. This option also appears
in the SEA as 10MI/d and not 9.5Ml/d. No other
options involving Hastings were screened in the HRA

Different names are also used for several options. The
names should be checked and consistent, so they
match in both documents. Any options identified
during this process which were not screened in the
HRA should be added.

In some instances, the Newchurch LGS option is
referred to as 4.5Ml/d, and elsewhere it is 1.9MI/d.

The list of sites which appear in the stage 1 screening
and then at stage 2 are different, e.g., Culham
(Thames to Southern Transfer) does not appear in the
stage 1 screening table (despite it stating this is
necessary in Fable 0.2 on page 133), but then does

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

The revised HRA, WFD and SEA assessments of the revised dWRMP24 have been
refined to ensure consistency.

These inconsistencies relate to our SEMD naming of both existing sources and new
supply options. We will ensure that all sources and options are consistently referred
to by their SEMD name in our revised dWRMP24.

This relates to the total output of the source (4.35Ml/d) which is a combination of
existing baseline DO (2.4MI/d) and the additional benefit (1.95MI/d) of the source
rehabilitation scheme. We will ensure these are referred to consistently in the
revised dAWRMP24 documentation.

Comment noted. The revised HRA of the revised dWRMP24 have been refined to
address the request for consistency.
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Reference

Natural England comment

appear in the stage 2 summary table on page 144.
The list of sites should be checked to ensure they
match and are all assessed where appropriate.

The Thames to Southern Transfer has limited mention
within the WRMP. It is unclear if this is because it is
deemed to be covered by the Thames Water WRMP,
or whether this is an omission. It should be included in
Southern Water's WRMP and screened appropriately
in the HRA (or if this has been completed by Thames
Water, a summary of their conclusions presented).

It is understood why some options which have been
screened out at stage 1 are only presented in the full
screening in Appendix D but for clarity and
transparency all options screened should be
presented in the main HRA report.

There seems to be no logical order for the options
screened in the HRA stage 1 screening, the screening
should be split into the three supply areas to make it
easier to follow

A consistent approach should be taken with regards to
screening of the drought options. It is unclear why
some have been screened, whilst others have not e.g.,
the Candover Augmentation Drought Order has been
screened but it appears that the Lower Itchen Drought
Order has not. Another example in relation to drought
orders, is that it is unclear how the Candover Drought
Order has been deemed to have no adverse effect on
integrity of the River Itchen SAC. This option had been
progressed to the Imperative Reasons of Overriding
Public Interest (IROPI) and compensatory habitat
stages in the Drought Plan HRA due to impacts to the
River Itchen SAC. This needs to be acknowledged in
the HRA. Drought options must be included and
assessed appropriately

Southern Water Response

We have included more detail around the Thames to Southern Transfer (T2ST) in
our revised dWRMP24. HRA and other environmental assessments were carried
out for the preferred T2ST options at Gate 2 of the RAPID process.

We have reviewed this; however, given that the HRA applies to the plan as
presented, and focuses on the effects of the (revised) preferred options, the
additional value of including the detail of the options to be screened out in the main
body of the HRA report, as opposed to leaving them included in a separate and
referenced has been considered, and on balance has not been actioned as it does
not improve the transparency or clarity of the revised HRA report.

The revised HRA of the revised dWRMP24 has been refined to address this
comment.

The revised HRA of the revised dWRMP24 has been refined to address this
comment, consistent with the most recent information from the drought permit /
order level assessments.
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91

Natural England comment

It is unclear if the Lower lichen Drought Order has
been screened in the HRA, but Table 2.3 implies it will
be needed. This option is of concern as it also was
assessed to the IROPI and compensatory measures
stage in the Drought Plan HRA where adverse effects
on the River ltchen SAC could not be ruled out. This
information needs to be reflected in the HRA if
appropriate.

The HRA screening does not take account of the brine
discharge for water recycling and desalination options
in all cases. For example, a Likely Significant Effect
(LSE) on the Solent Habitats sites from the Sandown
water recycling plant has been screened out, yet
modelling of the brine discharge has not been
undertaken to date, so an impact cannot be ruled out
with any certainty. Natural England therefore advises
that LSE cannot be screened out at this stage.

It is unclear why the following options have been
grouped together on page 144 of the HRA, and why
the ‘European sites screened-in’ column for these
sites is blank:

HWZ to Otterbourne (120) Potable — Construction
HWZ to Otterbourne (50) Potable — Construction
Culham (120) - potable — Construction

Culham (50) - potable - Construction.

In the Appendix D screening documents, some of the
screening tables for the Recharge of Havant Thicket
reservoir from Budds Farm option are blank (page 40,
41 and 42), this should be updated to include the full
details. The same applies for the Gravesend
recommissioning option on page 92 of Appendix D.

Limited details have been provided in the main HRA
document for the Gravesend source as it has been
screened out at stage 1 (Appendix D, page 92).
Please can further details be provided on where this
option is located, as sites near Pevensey have been
screened in the HRA, but the name would suggest a

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

The HRA will reflect the conclusion drawn in forming the Section 20 Agreement

These schemes are WRMP19 schemes that are included for completeness in
WRMP24 and for which the environmental assessments are currently being
undertaken. The HRA will not be able to bring additional analysis over that already
being prepared for a scheme-level HRA.

The reference to 'brine' has been clarified in discussion with Natural England and it
has been confirmed that the term should only apply to effluent discharges of the
desalination options and not water recycling options.

See HRA, para. 2.2.11 - these are all essentially components of the same scheme.
The revised HRA of the revised dWRMP24 has been refined to address this
comment

The revised HRA of the revised dWRMP24 has been refined to address this
comment.

The revised HRA of the revised dWRMP24 has been refined to address this
comment.
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NE11 -
Critical
amendments
required to
the HRA

92

Natural England comment

site in Kent. Further clarity is needed and the HRA
should be updated accordingly if necessary.

The following scheme: Import: South East Water
Kingston to KTZ Near Canterbury (2Ml/d) appears to
be screened twice in Appendix D. Please note this is
screened under the alternative name for this option
each time as referred to above. The naming of this
option and the conclusions drawn in the HRA must
match those in South East Water's WRMP. The same
applies for the option South East Water — SW —
Tilmore to Pulborough.

The Woolston Water Treatment Works water recycling
and Desalination Isle of Sheppey. Insufficient evidence
has been provided to rule out an adverse effect on
integrity with sufficient certainty. Further details can be
found in section 1.4.2 of this letter.

Groundwater: Romsey - new BHs (4.8MlI/d) option.
Operational phase for Romsey: new BH option and the
conclusions drawn around Emer Bog SAC. It has been
assumed that this site will not be impacted, but
investigations will be needed to determine if this is the
case. Note that the reference supporting this (Allen
2017) also does not appear in the reference list of the
HRA.

A number of options which were outlined in the
company's plan at WRMP19 which still have
environmental investigations outstanding, have not
been included in the dWRMP. This includes but is not
limited to a source in the West Chiltington (Sussex)
area. The concern with the Sussex option is whether
this has then been considered with the current supply
demand forecasting and environmental implications on
the wider Arun Valley and associated protected sites.
These options should be considered in the HRA and
SEA if still being considered viable options.

Southern Water Response

The revised HRA of the revised dWRMP24 has been refined to address this
comment.

Woolston WTW recycling option has been excluded from the revised dWRMP24.
We have carried out a reassessment of the Isle of Sheppey desalination option.

The comment is noted. It was agreed in engagement with Natural England, that
reference to further investigations would be to future works undertaken outside the
process of completion of the revised dWRMP24 and where necessary would be
considered in either future WINEP or future planning cycles

Current abstraction licenses are part of the WINEP process, not the WRMP. We
have discussed all sources included in the current WINEP or other sustainability
investigations in Annex 9 of the revised dWRMP24.

Our Environmental Ambition scenarios (Annex 9) do consider the potential risk of
sustainability reductions associated with both the West Chiltington and Petersfield
licences. These primarily relate to preventing deterioration under the WFD but the
investigations will also consider potential impacts, if any on any designated sites.
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Reference Natural England comment Southern Water Response

NE12 - As a donor company of bulk supply to various New NAVs are supplied through connections to our supply network. We have considered
Critical Appointment and Variations (NAVs) the company must growth in our area as a whole without splitting it into NAVs and Southern Water
amendments  ensure the relevant environmental assessments for connections. As such we have not considered any options specifically for the
required to these transfers have been undertaken, in relation to purpose of supplying NAVs only.

the HRA the bulk transfer and the supply abstractions. The

HRA must be updated accordingly if any
environmental impacts are identified from these
sources/transfers. This applies to any new options, or
existing options where there has been material
change. This is discussed further in section 1.4.4 of

this letter.
NE13 - The HRA has not had regard to whether an impacted The HRA has considered these aspects appropriately. The issue of 'growth’ is
Critical site is failing its conservation objectives, is in fundamentally addressed by the WRMP process and the generation of the supply-
amendments  unfavourable condition or if there are current threats demand balance.
required to listed to the Habitats site which are relevant to water
the HRA supply, water quality or flow etc. Where Habitats sites  Potential abstraction licence reductions associated with preventing deterioration
already have vulnerabilities listed that are likely to be under the WFD through growth in abstraction are included in Annex 9 of the revised
exacerbated by the dWRMP options, this must be dWRMP24.

considered in the HRA. Where growth that is
supported by the plan may cause or increase an
existing conservation objective failure, the plan must
remove this by providing alternative measures such as
nature based solutions, alternative supply options,
operational management or other measures that
encourage improving condition and resilience. Again,
for those options where this applies and they are
proposed earlier in the plan, this must be considered
in the relevant environmental assessments of this
dWRMP (where it is applicable to Habitats sites this
must be considered in the HRA).

NE14 - Catchment measures are not currently assessed in the We have excluded catchment schemes from our revised dWRMP24 because they
Critical HRA (more details on this issue are covered in section do not provide a direct DO benefit. However we have assumed that there will be
amendments  1.2.3 of this letter), Natural England advises that they catchment management schemes delivered via our WINEP and these benefits of
required to should be included. Catchment schemes are likely to catchment management are now included in our Environment Destination profiles.
the HRA have overall positive effects on biodiversity, but there

is potential for them to impact Habitats sites if they
affect natural processes (e.g., flooding, flows or habitat
functioning) on which the sites’ interest features
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94

Natural England comment

depend. It is important to understand the risks and the
potential for in-combination impacts with other options.

Linkage with Southern Water’s current Drought
Plan

Whilst it is understood that the drought orders/permits
have been covered in more detail in the Drought Plan
and assessed in the in-combination assessment, it
should be clearly stated how the deficit will be
addressed to ensure these options are not needed in
the future as identified in the WRSE Regional Plan.
Where relevant this must be clearly linked in the HRA
to the drought orders/permits in the Drought Plan.
Some of the options in the WRMP could be used to
address these deficits but this is not clear from the
information given. The WRSE assessment seems to
have screened drought options in the HRA which have
not been screened in Southern Water's HRA, this
must be addressed, and we strongly advise a
consistent approach is taken between the Reginal
Plan and company WRMPs. More detailed comments
on each option and specific concerns to designated
sites regarding the HRA and SEA can be found in
section 1.4.2 Options taken forward in dWRMP of this
letter.

Natural England is pleased to see the HRA is in a
clearly identifiable document, with a clear section
layout. The HRA appropriate assessments have had
regard to the relevant sites’ conservation objectives
and Supplementary Advice to the Conservation
Objectives (SACOs). However, Natural England is
highlighting the following as examples of where editing
and presentation has made the review of the dWRMP
challenging:

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

It is a long term priority for us to reduce reliance on drought permits and orders. As
a regional group, we plan to remove all reliance on drought permits and orders by
2041 alongside achieving 1-in-500 year drought resilience. We have undertaken
sensitivity testing with WRSE to understand the impacts on our Best Value strategy
if we were to reduce this reliance earlier, or rely on them for longer.

The revised HRA of the revised dWRMP24 has been refined to address this
comment.
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Natural England comment

The HRA is often lacking references to support the
conclusions, for example the Newbury groundwater
option.

For clarity, a consistent naming approach is needed
especially for options between companies and WRSE,
as these often vary e.g., the transfers between South
East Water and Southern Water and those between
Portsmouth Water and Southern Water. For example,
the River Adur Offline Reservoir, the Petworth
groundwater, Reconfiguration of Rye groundwater
source, Canterbury (Broad Oak) to Near Canterbury
GW, Romsey - new BHs and Hastings WTW (to
augment storage in Darwell reservoir options) all use
alternative names in Appendix D of the HRA
compared to the other documents of the HRA.
Southern Water should check and update all names to
ensure that they are consistent between documents.
This will make the documents and assessments easier
to understand and help to ensure that all options are
assessed fully.

Numbering of the sections and tables in the HRA
(including the contents pages), and references to
tables within the report, are inconsistent or incorrect.
Page numbers are also absent. This makes the report
difficult to review and comment on. For example,

Table 0.3 on page 29/30 (meant to be Table 2.3 as per
the above comment) several errors occur — Reference
Southern Water HSE RE-DRO-ALL-ALL-si-ot t2
refers to the Lower Itchen in the drought option column
and then the River Rother in the summary column.
Some of the features impacted notably the ‘Least
water snipe fly’ are not features impacted by the Lower
Itchen drought orders, this is incorrectly labelled.

The Eastern Yar3 option appears twice as the ‘Eastern
Yar3 replacement’ (page 19 and 150). It is not clear
whether this is the name for the option or a spelling
error.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

We will work with WRSE to ensure consistency in the use of option names across
companies’ individual plans.

This has been addressed in the revised dWRMP24.

This has been addressed in the revised dWRMP24.
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Appendix A page 161 refers to hyperlinks to site
documentation, but no hyperlinks are present.

1.2: Strategic Environmental Assessment

NE18

96

WRMPs are prepared for water management and set
the framework for future development consents of
projects listed in Annex Il of the EIA Directive,
including groundwater abstractions and
impoundments. As such, WRMPs meet the
requirements set out in the SEA Regulations requiring
SEA to be completed. Natural England’s views on the
documents submitted as part of the SEA for this
dWRMP are as follows:

Natural England was consulted on Southern Water’s
SEA scoping as part of the WRSE Reginal Plan SEA
scoping. Natural England advised Southern Water in a
letter dated 15 March 2022 (responded to in Appendix
B of the SEA) that the WRSE scoping should not be
solely relied upon and that the company would need to
consult with Natural England and other relevant
regulators separately as per the legal requirements
(set out in Annex 2). This advice was not fully taken on
board. It is unclear if Southern Water undertook the
required checks and sought advice, Natural England
does not have confidence that this process has been
compliant, such as ensuring the WRSE environmental
assessment methodology was suitable for their plan.

In light of the Defra 25-year Environment Plan and the
Environment Act 2021 objectives being published, the
SEA should be updated to consider these targets (as
detailed in Annex 2), as outlined in Appendix D of the
SEA the WRMP24 should seek to protect and
enhance the natural environment. Water companies
should also check and work towards targets in place
under the Government's Environmental Improvement
Plan, now published under the Environment Act 2021.
This is needs to be made clear throughout the SEA
where this can be done.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

This has been addressed in the revised dWRMP24.

Natural England were consulted on the scope of the SEA of WRMP24 in 2022 (and
this was separate from the WRSE Environmental Assessment scoping which took
place in 2020, with outcomes summarised in the November 2021, see
https://www.wrse.org.uk/media/qgmtb1e5v/method-statement-environmental-
assessment-nov-2021.pdf).

Natural England (along with all SEA statutory consultees) were invited to comment
on the proposed approach to assessment (set out in scoping documentation) from
21 February to 27 March 2022, compliant with the requirements of SEA regulation
12(6). The proposed approach to assessment was based on the revised WRSE
assessment methodologies to ensure consistency in the treatment of options
between the dWRMP24 and draft Regional Plan (given the integrated nature of
option assessment). However, the approach was then revised (following comments
received to the scoping consultation and the June 2022 dWRMP24) and the further
work undertaken for the October 2022 dWRMP24 submission. Consequently,
WRSE scoping has not been solely relied upon for the SEA, and the scope and
subsequent assessment work for dWRMP24 has been undertaken to comply with
regulatory requirements, informed by consultee feedback, regulatory and sector
guidance, noting that in some instances e.g. the revised March 2023 WRPG, this
has become available after the completion of the dWRMP24 consultation and
supporting assessments.
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Natural England have concerns about the SEA
screening and conclusions which are highlighted
below:

The list of options screened in the SEA and HRA
appear to be different with more options screened in
the SEA, this makes it hard to determine if the
conclusions between documents are consistent and
the impacts fully considered. Where there are impacts
on high value receptors, such as protected sites,
species, and habitats, this should be considered major
adverse impact within the assessment.

Please also ensure the naming of options is the same
between the SEA and HRA. For example, in table
NTS5 (page 17) of the SEA it refers to options as
codes, whereas the HRA has both. Having both or just
the option name makes it easier to follow which option
is being referred to. This is also the case in other
places such as Appendix E where the names appear
to be different for some options compared to the HRA
and technical report. Natural England advise this is
checked and updated accordingly to ensure the
names are consistent throughout the dWRMP. Some
of the options have different DO outputs in different
documents for example, the Hastings WTW (to
augment storage in Darwell reservoir) appears in the
SEA as 10MI/d option and in the HRA as a 9.5MI/d
option, this should be updated accordingly throughout
the WRMP.

In Natural England’s opinion the negative impacts on
biodiversity have been underestimated for many
schemes, with most schemes being ranked as a minor
negative impact. Schemes such as the desalination
plants and water recycling options in some cases
could have a significant negative effect, the rankings
for these schemes should be reviewed. Natural
England gave detailed advice on the Fawley
Desalination option at WRMP19 and subsequent

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

The revised HRA, WFD and SEA assessments of the revised dWRMP24 have been
refined to address the request for consistency (between the assessments and with
the revised dWRMP24).

The Environmental Report of the revised dWRMP24 has been amended to ensure
the consistent treatment of designated conservation and landscape sites and
features within the SEA of the revised preferred options. This includes SSSls, SSSI
risk zones, MCZs, NNRs, Ancient Woodlands, National parks and AONBs, and
supplements the range of features already considered when identifying, describing
and evaluating the likely significant effects of the WRMP24. This has informed
revisions to the pre- and post-mitigation assessment of likely significant effects
against the biodiversity topic, which is then reflected in Sections 5, 6 and 7 of the
revised Environmental Report.

The revised SEA has included amendments to Section 4.5 Limitations of the
Assessment, as appropriate.

The reference to 'brine' has been clarified in further discussion with Natural England
and has been confirmed that the term should only apply to effluent discharges of the
desalination options and not the water recycling options.
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RAPID gates, the assessments must be in line with
that advice. Further details on this issue have been
provided in section 1.4.2 Options taken forward in
dWRMP of this letter.

Section 4.5 of the SEA outlines the limitations of the
assessment, whilst it is noted studies have been
undertaken on the dispersal of plumes from
desalination plants, many of the studies have not been
undertaken in British conditions and assessments will
be needed on a case-by-case basis. A caveat
highlighting the regions and different conditions these
studies were undertaken in should be added.

In section 4.5, in regard to water recycling options, it is
not evident that brine discharges from this process
have been fully considered, and if so, the potential
environmental impacts of these discharges and
measures required to avoid/mitigate impacts such
which will be different depending on aspects such as
discharge location. It cannot be assumed that the
treatment process will remove this if for example it is
transferred back through a WTW.

Section 6.2, Table 6.1 outlines the significant effects
outlined by the SEA topic. It is unclear why only three
options are deemed to have a significant negative
impact on biodiversity, Natural England would not
agree with this conclusion. The assessments for all
options should be reviewed and updated, taking
account of the information Natural England has
provided to the relevant project teams on options in
the WRMP19 plan. Only one landscape option is
deemed to have a significant negative impact, this
should also be reviewed for both construction and
operation impacts.

Some of the desalination plants do not seem to have
been screened in the SEA, or if they have, they are
under a different name or have been screened out
with no negative impacts (which Natural England

Southern Water Response
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would disagree with), this must be clarified. The
missing schemes are; Thanet Coast desalination and
Thames Estuary desalination. These options are
mentioned in the document but then not included in
the screening tables (page 68 onwards). It is unclear
how these desalination options will not have negative
operational impacts on biodiversity, there is a lack of
information available to justify this, especially as it is
not apparent where these schemes will be situated.
The conclusions drawn for those that are similar
options do not seem to be consistent and there is a
lack of detail to justify these differences. For example,
the Petworth groundwater option is deemed to have a
significant negative landscape impact (due to being
located within South Downs National Park), whilst the
Newbury groundwater option, which is situated within
the North Wessex Downs AONB, only has a moderate
impact. This option also has the potential for
significant operational and construction impacts.

There is a lack of information provided to justify the
groundwater options not having a negative impact on
the ‘Water, Protect and enhance the quality of the
water environment and water resources’ objective,
which currently has no options screened in for it.
Without environmental assessments at these sites,
impacts cannot be ruled out, where previous
investigations cannot always be relied upon to support
conclusions as there may have been material change
such as the evidence base may not be up to date.

MCZs are included in the screening criteria; however,
it is not clear if impacts have been fully considered on
these sites, especially for schemes such as
desalinations. For example, the Thanet Desalination
will discharge directly into or adjacent to the Thanet
Coast MCZ which has not been included in the
screening.

Southern Water Response
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The conclusions drawn for the Candover drought
option do not match in the SEA and HRA, the HRA
must be updated as outlined in the comments above in
the HRA section. The Lower ltchen Drought Order
options seem to have been screened in the SEA and
not the HRA, the conclusions would be similar to that
of the Candover drought options as both were
assessed to the IROPI and compensatory measures
stage of the assessment, for impacts to the River
Itchen SAC. The conclusions must match for both the
SEA and HRA, in this case the SEA is more accurate.

As a donor company of bulk supply to various NAVs
the company must ensure the relevant environmental
assessments for these transfers have been
undertaken, in relation to the bulk transfer and the
supply abstractions, the SEA must be updated
accordingly if any environmental impacts are identified
from these sources/transfers. More details on this
issue are outlined in Section 1.4.4 of this letter.

N20 Table 5-4 (page 132) of the SEA summarises the post  Consistent with SEA regulation 12(2), the SEA ‘shall identify, describe and evaluate
mitigation significant effects, it is unclear why this has  the likely significant effects on the environment of implementing the plan or
only been completed for significant effects and not programme [the WRMP] and Schedule 2(6) sets out that the Environmental Report

moderate effects, these must also be summarised in shall (amongst other requirements) detail the ‘likely significant effects on the
this section to ensure those effects are identified and environment’. Schedule 2(7) requires that the Environmental Report shall present

can be addressed. The table title also implies these ‘The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and as fully as possible offset any
options have remaining significant effects post significant adverse effects on the environment of implementing the plan or
mitigation being applied, mitigation should be programme’. The revised Environmental Report of the revised dWRMP24 has been
removing significant effects, this must be made clearer undertaken to be compliant with these requirements, which do not require reference
within the SEA. The SEA has also identified generic to minor or moderate effects.

monitoring that might be appropriate, but in most
cases, monitoring needs to be tailored to address the SEA regulation 17 requires:
uncertainties of each option where appropriate, if it is (1) The responsible authority shall monitor the significant environmental effects of

not specific at a scheme level there is not enough the implementation of each plan or programme with the purpose of identifying
confidence what is proposed will be sufficient to fill unforeseen adverse effects at an early stage and being able to undertake
evidence gaps, this must be addressed. No timetable appropriate remedial action.

has been provided for the completion of this (2) The responsible authority’s monitoring arrangements may comprise or include

monitoring to remove impacts in the plan period. For arrangements established otherwise than for the express purpose of complying with
options earlier in the WRMP (pre-2035) further details  paragraph (1).
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Natural England comment

are required such as a timetable that ensures
evidence gaps can be delivered well in advance and
support the evidence base in determining whether
options are viable.

As referred to in section 1.1 of this letter, the
catchment measures proposed by Southern Water
should be assessed where applicable in the SEA,
especially as in many cases these measures are likely
to have a positive benefit.

Natural England also have the following comments on
the SEA in-combination/cumulative assessment:

The cumulative impacts /in-combination assessment
conclusion in the HRA and SEA do not seem to match
especially in relation to biodiversity impacts. In
addition, Natural England do not agree with the
conclusions for all options, this must be addressed.
For example, cumulative impacts seem to have been
screened out with little or no supporting evidence, in
some cases the supporting evidence would suggest a
cumulative impact, contradicting the decision of
screening these out (this is the case with the various
desalination options). It is noted that these options
have been assessed appropriately and cumulative
impacts have been identified for climatic factors.

Table 7.2 (page 142) of the SEA identifies three
drought options which could have cumulative impacts,
but incorrect mitigation has been considered, for
example the text in the mitigation comments for those
options refers to saline waste from either desalination
and water recycling options that were not identified as
options with cumulative impacts.

As previously raised in this letter, further information
and assessment is required across all relevant water

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

Section 9.3 of the Environmental Report reflects these requirements and notably
takes into account the allowance of part (2) to ensure the monitoring measures
proposed do not duplicate existing commitments. In consequence, the frequency of
data collection is linked to existing monitoring programmes, with the data sources
also reflective of the responsible body.

The revised catchment management measures have been reviewed, and where
applicable and supported by appropriate information have been included in the
revised Environmental Report of the revised dWRMP24.

Section 7 of the SEA Environmental Report presents the findings of the assessment
of cumulative effects (including secondary and synergistic effects) taking into
accounts for both intra and inter plan and programme. The cumulative effects
arising from the WRMP24 are presented for both construction and operation and
pre- and post-mitigation against all the SEA topics. This has identified cumulative
effects of the dAWRMP24 in conjunction with the draft Regional Plan. This has been
reviewed to ensure appropriate identification, description and assessment of likely
significant cumulative, secondary and synergistic effects. This will take into account
where relevant, other WRSE companies plans.
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companies (and within WRSE’s Reginal Plan) to justify
the conclusion that there are no in-combination
impacts from desalination options on designated sites
and biodiversity. These options should be screened in
the cumulative assessment appropriately and the
impacts identified (as per table 7.2 and section 7.3.2
Other Water Company Water Resource Management
Plans (WRMPs)).

Please note Natural England and the EA are still
working with Southern Water on the most current
Drought Plan HRA (and subsequently this has not yet
been published), in particular the in-combination
impacts of drought options. Due to this, conclusions
may change and therefore it must not be assumed
cumulative impacts will not occur. If this affects
assessments with options early in the WRMP timeline,
this must be finalised and updated in this dWRMP
(especially within section 7.3.2 Southern Water
Drought Plan 2022). Other water company Drought
Plans have not been considered in this section; this
needs to be considered in the screening.

Please note the RBMP 2022 are now available (as of
December 2022). These should be considered within
section 7.3.3 River Basin Management Plans (RBMP);
Thames River Basin District and South East River
Basin District Plans.

Whilst Appendix D lists the Drought Plans and
WRMPs of other water companies which need to be
considered in the cumulative effects assessments, this
should also include the NAVs within Southern Waters
supply area.

Please ensure Section 7.3.2 which covers the WRSE
Reginal Plan is updated based on any changes made
to the Regional Plan after the consultation period, as
some conclusions could have changed. Some
uncertainties remain around the conclusions drawn at

Southern Water Response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

from
Southern
Water ==



\\\\\\\\\\\\\_\_\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Reference

Natural England comment Southern Water Response

this stage, some of these must be addressed by
further environmental assessments.
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Natural England is pleased to see the SEA is in a
clearly identifiable document, with a clear section
layout. There are, however, inconsistencies and
issues with editing/presentation which have made the
review of the SEA challenging and should be
addressed:

Table 9-1 of the SEA (page 158) outlines sources for
various information, this lists Natural England as the
source for WFD data, this should read the EA.

In Appendix D, the local table includes the AONBs and
National Parks which could be impacted by this plan,
to make it easier to follow this table this should be
structured by protected area types such AONBs,
National Parks, water company plans, etc.

Appendix E (environmental baseline) has several
formatting issues with maps and figures being partially
of the page, these could not be reviewed effectively for
this reason.

The SEA appears to have two appendices labelled E,
one starts on page 211 and is titled ‘Environmental
baseline’ and the second on page 252 and it titled
‘Summary of preferred options by WRZ’, this should
be updated.

The WRZs are referred to as different names, for
example in the SEA zone HKZ it is referred to as
Hants near Basingstoke but in Annex 9 it is termed
Hants Kingsclere.

Consistency is required across the WRMP to avoid
confusion.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

The Environmental Report of the revised dWRMP24 has been amended to reflect
the comments (in terms of amendments to Table 9-1, formatting issues and
consistency).
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1.2.1 SSSis in the SEA

An assessment of the SSSIs within the study area has
been undertaken, the SSSI assessment is not
currently a distinct identifiable section in the SEA.
Natural England recommends the SSSI section is
updated to make it a clear section, with SSSI and local
wildlife sites impacted by a scheme clearly identified
for each option. Natural England also have the
following comments on the SEA regarding SSSI
assessments:

The plan does not list the specific SSSIs for each
option in the main documents, this is required to
ensure all the relevant SSSIs, and their interest
features have been identified and the impacts to these
sites correctly assessed.

The SEA should also assess duties to restore sites
where relevant within the SEA area.

Appendix E (environmental baseline) list the SPAs,
Ramsar’s and SACs within the plan boundary area
which are impacted, but not to the SSSls, national or
local wildlife sites level, this section must be updated
to include these sites.

When undertaking assessments of impacts to SSSls,
relevant documents such as the citation, Favourable
Condition Table (FCT) and condition assessment data
should be referred to.

The dWRMP does not include proposals to enhance
SSSI resilience to potential impacts from changes in
water availability including improving site condition, in
line with the company duties as set out in Annex 2.

It is not clear whether improvements are timetabled to
meet the 2042 target within the 25 Year Environment
Plan. Though there are sporadic improvements
suggested within the SEA as part of mitigation

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

The Environmental Report of the revised dWRMP24 has been amended to ensure
the consistent treatment of designated conservation and landscape sites and
features within the SEA of the revised preferred options. This includes SSSls, SSSI
risk zones, MCZs, NNRs, Ancient Woodlands, National parks and AONBs, and
supplements the range of features already considered when identifying, describing
and evaluating the likely significant effects of the WRMP24. This includes
amendments to Appendix E (the baseline information) to reflect the range of
designated sites and features outlined.

The Environmental Report of the revised dWRMP24 has been amended to reflect
the most recent information from the Drought Plan e.g. the findings of the latest
environmental assessments undertaken to support the Test Drought Permit
submission in 2022.

Annex 9 of the revised dWRMP24 has accordingly been updated.

from
Southern
Water ==



Reference

106

Natural England comment

strategies, there is not a commitment or deadline to
have these improvements completed.

It is unclear at this stage if the monitoring and/or
mitigation proposed for SSSIs will be adequate, further
details and specific options will be needed in most
cases for the relevant supply options.

Where there is a within-licence abstraction impact on a
protected site which will increase with growth during
the plan period, these impacts will need to be
mitigated or removed. This should consider whether
demand management and/or operational minimisation
can support minimisation or removal of impacts on
protected sites.

It is currently unclear in the SEA how the impacts from
drought options (to both SSSIs and Habitats sites) will
be removed, especially as schemes are often not
being linked where applicable to these drought
options. Any options which alleviate the need for
drought options should be clearly identified in the SEA.
Also, any drought options which do not currently have
a scheme in the plan to remove the impact, requires
further assessment to ensure impacts can be
removed.

Page 5 of Annex 9 refers to CSMG (Common
Standards Monitoring Guidance) targets in relation to
flow only, CSMG targets cover other parameters such
as water quality and are the parameters used to
assess the condition of a designated site and their
interest features (this applies to any designated sites,
not just those that are rivers). The following needs to
be considered across all designated sites that are
screened in/are assessed and in relation to the
wording on page 5;

CSMG is used by Natural England to assess whether
a designated site meets the criteria for favourable

Southern Water Response

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

from
Southern
Water ==



\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Reference Natural England comment Southern Water Response

condition, this can for example include flow and water
quality targets for water-dependent designated sites
such as rivers.

N25 - 1.2.2 Protected landscapes in the SEA The Environmental Report of the revised dWRMP24 has been amended to ensure
Landscapes in general and protected landscapes have the consistent treatment of designated conservation and landscape sites and
been considered in the SEA, and some negative features within the SEA of the revised preferred options. This includes amendments
impacts identified for some options. But it is unclear
from
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how the conclusions have been drawn and justified in
some cases. For example, some similar options within
protected landscapes have been deemed to have a
significant negative impact whilst others have not,
such as the Petworth groundwater scheme which does
have a significant impact whilst the Newbury
groundwater scheme a moderate impact.

Where possible protected landscapes should be
avoided for major infrastructure work. Where this is not
possible, further engagement is needed with Natural
England and relevant authorities at an early stage to
minimise impacts or determine alternative schemes.
Natural England is pleased to see the historic
environment is considered in the SEA objectives, as
well as engagement being planned with Historic
England on the cultural heritage aspects of this plan
(of which are important protected landscape feature).
As outlined in the dWRMP (which Natural England
support) impacts to historic sites and landscapes
should be avoided where possible.

Southern Water should also ensure they meet relevant
heritage and nature recovery objectives of which the
historic environment is part of, as outlined in the 25
Year Environment Plan, please refer to Annex 2 for
further details. Generic mitigation has been proposed
in the SEA, some of which covers impacts which could
occur in protected landscapes. At this stage, without
more detailed assessment on the options proposed it
is unclear if this mitigation will be suitable to alleviate
the impacts identified, this should be addressed, if this
applies to any options early in the plan this will require
full assessment in this dWRMP. A Protected
Landscape Mitigation Strategy may be needed where
multiple schemes impact a protected landscape over
the plan period, this should also include the options of
other companies within the same protected landscape.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

to Appendix E (the baseline information) to reflect the range of designated sites and
features outlined.

Mitigation proposed reflects the strategic nature of the plan, and anticipates further
stages of option refinement and scheme development, which will be supported, as
appropriate by further assessment and mitigation. Where relevant, this could
include the use of a Protected Landscape Mitigation Strategy.
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1.2.3 Biodiversity in the SEA

Natural England would like to commend Southern
Water for the catchment measures being
implemented, such as those through the Catchment
First programme which will lead to greater
environmental resilience and biodiversity
improvements. Though these catchment measures
may not provide direct DO benefits and primarily seek
to improve environmental functioning, as an option
within the WRMP, they should be considered within
the relevant environmental assessments. This
includes the HRA, SEA, Natural Capital Assessment
(NCA), BNG and Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS)
assessments. Natural England defers to the EA on
WED requirements. A BNG or NCA does not appear to
have been completed as part of this plan, these
sections should be completed. If these have been
undertaken, these need to be signposted to within the
WRMP and be clearly identifiable sections or
documents.

In Appendix E (Environmental baseline) there is a
section for priority species and habitats, but this is not
listed per scheme, so it is hard to determine what has
been assessed where. This information should be
provided where the conclusions for each option and
the assessments undertaken should be clear. For
example, it might be clearer if this section is in tabular
form with a column for protected species and column
for protected habitats. This must include all protected
species and priority habitats assessed within the SEA
for the relevant options. For options where mitigation
is required, this needs to be specific and appropriate
for those sites impacted and this must be updated in
the SEA once full assessments are completed.

Limited details have been provided for the monitoring
of priority habitats, this has been done at a plan level
with generic themes and not a scheme level. We
understand that further specific monitoring

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

The SEA provides a proportionate assessment of the WRMP24 covering a
comprehensive range of effects, consistent with those identified in Schedule 2(6) of
the SEA regulations and anticipated for water resource proposals. This includes
effects on biodiversity, flora and fauna, which are assessed against the SEA
objective ‘Protect and enhance biodiversity, priority species, vulnerable habitats and
habitat connectivity (no loss and improve connectivity where possible)’ and
supported by a range of assessment questions. including whether ‘the option likely
to affect ancient woodland, priority habitat or species?’. Information is presented in
the revised preferred options assessments that identifies whether priority habitats
and species are present and potentially affected.
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requirements will be incorporated into detailed designs
and plans for scheme development, which will be
discussed with relevant regulatory and statutory
bodies. However, for those options in the earlier
stages of the plan more information and commitment
to the required specific monitoring for those options
must be included in this dWRMP, especially where
there is uncertainty, potential impacts and/or mitigation
proposed.

The Local Nature Reserves (LNRs), local wildlife
sites/SINCs should also be assessed/listed if deemed
to be impacted, clarity is required to ensure this has
been completed in the full screening assessment
(Appendix H and I). Any risks identified to these sites
should be highlighted where relevant. Natural England
would like to remind the company that the SEA should
consider the public body duties under the NERC Act
2006, as strengthened by the Environment Act 2021 to
‘further the conservation and enhancement of
biodiversity’, including restoration and enhancing a
species population or habitat.

Southern Water Response
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N27 1.2.4 Species Recovery and Protected species
No measures have been proposed which contribute to  We are also working to incorporate Nature Recovery Lists into our AMP8 WINEP.
the 2030 species target, this should be investigated for Our Catchment First and wider catchment approach is described in Annex 9 of our
relevant options and added to the SEA in the relevant  revised dWRMP24.
sections. It is noted that this has been referred to in
Appendix E (Environmental baseline) of the dWRMP.
However, further information is required to
demonstrate that this is linked to and will support
achieving the Environment Act targets and objectives,
particularly those around nature and species recovery,
are met (as set out in Annex 2). Water companies
should check and work towards targets in place under
the Government's Environmental Improvement Plan,
now published under the Environment Act 2021.

As referred to in section 1.2.3 within Appendix E
(Environmental baseline), there is a section for priority
habitats and protected species, but these are not
identified per scheme and is currently limited to a few
key species (which raises concern that not all
protected species have been screened appropriately).
The conclusions for each option and the assessments
undertaken need to consider all relevant priority
habitats and/or protected species and this needs to be
made clearer.

This could be in the form of a table as outlined in
section 1.2.3 of this letter.
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1.2.5. Climate change in the SEA

The SEA has included a climatic objective, but this
objective is society focused, rather than wildlife
resilience focused. Natural England strongly advises
that the assessment of WRMP options considers their
impacts on nature in light of climate change and
assess whether the options would hinder wildlife
adaptation and/ or resilience to environmental
changes. The impacts from climate change are
covered and referenced in Appendix E (Environmental
baseline), however, more clarity is required to
understand whether this has been fully considered
when assessing impacts of each option.

Beyond what has been considered during the option
selection stages conducted by WRSE for future
environmental scenarios and reduction of abstractions,
there does not seem to have been explicit
consideration to assess how much water is needed to
support nature-based solutions in the SEA. Reference
to the England peat action plan should be made for
sites it is deemed necessary to wet peat to help
achieve the objectives of the site and meet the targets
outlined in the peat action plan.

1.2.6 Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) in the
SEA

Several MCZs are situated within the plan area and
appear to have been assessed from the information
provided (Appendix E — environmental baseline, lists
14 in the plan area). All relevant MCZs should be
identified in the SEA (the obligations to notify Natural
England where South East Water might impact MCZs
is outlined in Annex 2, Section 2.2.7). It should also be
made clear in the assessments and conclusions which
options could impact upon these sites. The MCZ
assessment, much like the SSSI, should be in a
clearly identifiable section. If it has not already been
used and referred to, the conservation objectives and

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

The SEA provides a proportionate assessment of the WRMP24 covering a
comprehensive range of effects, consistent with those identified in Schedule 2(6) of
the SEA regulations and anticipated for water resource proposals. This includes
effects on biodiversity, flora and fauna, which are assessed against the SEA
objective ‘Protect and enhance biodiversity, priority species, vulnerable habitats and
habitat connectivity (no loss and improve connectivity where possible)’ and
supported by a range of assessment questions. including whether ‘the option
enables or reduces the potential of water dependent wildlife to adapt to climate
change?’.

The Environmental Report of the revised dWRMP24 has been amended to ensure
the consistent treatment of designated conservation and landscape sites and
features within the SEA of the revised preferred options. This includes SSSls, SSSI
risk zones, MCZs, NNRs, Ancient Woodlands, National parks and AONBs, and
supplements the range of features already considered when identifying, describing
and evaluating the likely significant effects of the WRMP24. This includes
amendments to Appendix E (the baseline information) to reflect the range of
designated sites and features outlined.
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advice for each MCZ should also be used when
undertaking these assessments.

N30 1.3 Water Framework Directive Assessment The revised WFD assessments of the revised dWRMP24 have been refined to
Comments on the WFD assessment are a matter for address this comment.
the EA however Natural England notes the following:
The WFD assessment needs to be checked to ensure
the options assessed are consistent and align with
those assessed in the HRA and SEA (and those listed
in the technical report).

It is advised that the WFD assessment, for relevant
options, identifies when the waterbody being assessed
is also designated as an SSSI, SAC, SPA and/or
Ramsar and links to other appropriate assessments
such as the SEA and HRA. It is noted this has been
done in some instances such as those in the Arun
Valley, however this is not a consistent approach.
Sites where this linkage is not clear include those in
the vicinity of the River ltchen and River Test
waterbodies.

Southern Water have included the risk posed to
Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems
(GWDTE) which are also SSSIs within the SEA.

1.4 Assessment against wider Water Resource Planning Guidance
expectations
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1.4.1 Relationship to Water Resources South East
(WRSE) Regional Plan

Southern Water's dWRMP regularly refers to the
WRSE Reginal Plan. Any updates made to the WRSE
Reginal Plan after consultation should also be
considered in this dWRMP and updates made, as
necessary.

There currently seems to be omissions/inconsistencies
between each water company plan and the WRSE
Reginal Plan. The same options are often named
differently or options which involve two water
companies are not accurately assessed or referenced
in each of the companies' relevant plans. Southern
Water should ensure that options that involve more
than one company are listed and assessed
appropriately in their plan and vice versa with the other
companies. The naming of these options should also
be the same between companies and the Reginal
Plan. Some examples of where this issue applies are
the following:

Those shared between Portsmouth Water and
Southern Water i.e., Havant Thicket and the
associated listed bulk transfers. These options seem
to be different in both company plans; they are not
adequately assessed in both and conclusions in some
cases are not aligned.

There are many inconsistences between Southern
Water and South East Water, across the relevant
supply areas, but more specifically those in the
Hampshire and Kent regions where overlap between
options and deficits occur.

Affinity Water lists the following option in their plan,
Hythe (effluent reuse) water recycling scheme, which
involves a Southern Water WwTW asset for the
recycled water. This has not been considered in
Southern Waters dWRMP. This should be considered
in both plans and the information and assessments
should be consistent between companies.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

WRSE provides a single set of outputs for all companies. Discrepancies option
names can occur due to renaming options as part of SEMD compliance and
maintaining consistency with SEMD names used in the past. We will try to ensure
consistency in naming of shared options.

In cases where a neighbouring company relies on one of our sites for their WRMP,
then we cannot include it in our WRMP unless we are deriving a benefit from it too.
For example, South East Water is planning to use effluent from one of our WTWs in
Brighton. We will get an indirect benefit from the option as it will allow South East
Water to export water to us. However, our plan will not include the recycling option
and its transfer to South East Water reservoir. It will only include the transfer from
South East Water reservoir to our WSW.

We have reviewed our Environmental Destination scenarios and revised them
where appropriate.

We agree with the objectives of licence capping. However, we also need to ensure
that we are able to meet our statutory obligations as a water undertaker. We aim to
implement licence capping as soon as practicable. This is further discussed in our
revised dAWRMP24.
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Specific comments about the HRA and WRSE
assessments have been made in the HRA section of
this letter, this should be referred to alongside this
section when updates are made.

Annex 9 of the WRMP outlines important information
about the environmental destination approach which
needs to be brought more clearly into the WRMP and
be more clearly signposted to in the relevant sections
of the plan. The Reginal Plan scenario BAU+ may not
be sufficiently robust to ensure non-European sites
which are water-dependent such as SSSils, priority
habitat and protected species are protected and can
meet targets to achieve favourable condition by 2030
(as set out in the Environment Act).

Natural England would encourage licence caps in
catchments where environmental sensitivities have
been identified, supporting better resilience in
catchments and to water-dependent protected sites.
This will be particularly beneficial in catchments where
there are other significant water related issues
affecting condition of protected sites, such as those
Habitats sites where Nutrient Neutrality applies (for
example Stodmarsh Habitats sites). Revoking or
reducing licenses and/or identifying alternative supply
options as solutions are required for those
abstractions where there are known adverse effects
(or where there is potential for adverse effects), as
outlined in our HRA comments in section 1.1 of this
letter. Whilst it is positive to see this is covered along
with water neutrality requirements within Annex 9, this
information must be considered in this dAWRMP HRA
and timelines based on when this must be delivered to
remove impacts to Habitats sites. This should then be
reflected in the environmental destination and
considered appropriately within supply/demand
forecasting. Please also refer to section 2.2.3 of Annex
2 of this letter for further details on the requirements

Southern Water Response
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under the Environment Act. Water companies should
check and work towards targets in place under the
Government's EIP, now published under the
Environment Act 2021.
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1.4.2 Options taken forward in the dWRMP

The following options are proposed early in the plan
(pre-2035), Natural England expects full environmental
assessments to be undertaken for these options in this
dWRMP, including an in combination assessment (see
below):

Transfer: Hampshire grid (reversible link HW-HA)
(30MlI/d) 2028

Groundwater: Newbury WSW (1.3Ml/d) 2028
Groundwater: Romsey - new BHs (4.8Ml/d) 2032
Transfer: Romsey Town & Broadlands valve (HSW-
HRZ) (3.1Ml//d) 2026

Transfer: Romsey Town & Broadlands valve (HSW to
HRZ) 2026

Import from Portsmouth Water (9Ml/d) 2026

Import from Portsmouth Water to Moor Hill reservoir
extension (30MI/d) 2026

Treatment capacity: Upgrade Otterbourne WSW
(30Ml/d) 2031

Transfer: Sandy Lane Abbotswood (HSE-HRZ)
(1.1Ml/d) 2026

Import from Portsmouth Water (21Ml/d) 2030

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

A number of these options involve enhancements to existing transfers or have been
removed from the revised dWRMP24 as shown below.

Transfer: Hampshire grid (reversible link HW-HA) (30MI/d) 2028

Groundwater: Newbury WSW (1.3Ml/d) 2028

Groundwater: Romsey - new BHs (4.8Ml/d) 2032

Transfer: Romsey Town & Broadlands valve (HSW-HRZ) (3.1Ml//d) 2026 (This is
enhancement/refurbishment of an existing asset, not a new asset)

Transfer: Romsey Town & Broadlands valve (HSW to HRZ) 2026 (This is the same
option as above)

Import from Portsmouth Water (9MI/d) 2026 (This option is now excluded from the
revised dWRMP24)

Import from Portsmouth Water to Moor Hill reservoir extension (30MI/d) 2026 (This
option is the extension of an existing transfer; not a new option)

Treatment capacity: Upgrade Otterbourne WSW (30MI/d) 2031 (This option is now
excluded from the revised dWRMP24)

Transfer: Sandy Lane Abbotswood (HSE-HRZ) (1.1Ml/d) 2026 (This involves
enhancement/refurbishment of an existing asset, not a new asset)

Import from Portsmouth Water (21Ml/d) 2030

Treatment capacity: Upgrade Test surface water WSW (60MI/d) 2031 (This option is
excluded from the revised dWRMP24)

Transfer: Hampshire grid (reversible link HSE-HW) (30MI/d) 2028

Groundwater: Newchurch LGS 2035

Recycling: Sandown WwTW (8.1Ml/d) 2028

Treatment capacity: Upgrade Test surface water WSW  Recycling: Sittingbourne industrial reuse (7.5MId) 2031

(60Mli/d) 2031

Transfer: Hampshire grid (reversible link HSE-HW)
(30MI/d) 2028

Groundwater: Newchurch LGS 2035

Recycling: Sandown WwTW (8.1Ml/d) 2028
Recycling: Sittingbourne industrial reuse (7.5Mid)
2031

Recycling: Medway WwTW (12.8Ml/d) 2031
Import: South East Water Kingston to KTZ Near
Canterbury (2Ml/d) 2026

Transfer: KTZ-KME (14Ml/d) 2026

Import: South East Water Kingston to KTZ Near
Canterbury (2Ml/d) 2026

Recycling: Recharge of Havant Thicket reservoir from
Portsmouth Harbour WTW and new WRP (60MI/d)
2031

Recycling: Medway WwTW (12.8Ml/d) 2031

Import: South East Water Kingston to KTZ Near Canterbury (2Ml/d) 2026

Transfer: KTZ-KME (14Ml/d) 2026 (This involves enhancement/refurbishment of an
existing asset, not a new asset)

Import: South East Water Kingston to KTZ Near Canterbury (2Ml/d) 2026
Recycling: Recharge of Havant Thicket reservoir from Portsmouth Harbour WTW
and new WRP (60MI/d) 2031

Desalination: Sussex Coast (Modular 0- 10Ml/d) (10Ml/d) 2028 (This option is
excluded from the revised dWRMP24)

Transfer: SWZ-SBZ v6 valve (17MI/d) 2026 (This involves
enhancement/refurbishment of an existing asset, not a new asset)

Transfer: SWZ-SBZ additional through v6 valve (13MlI/d) 2026 (This involves
enhancement/refurbishment of an existing asset, not a new asset)

Import: PWC to Pulborough WSW (15Ml/d) 2027 (This option is the extension of an
existing transfer; not a new option)

from
Southern
Water ==



\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Reference Natural England comment Southern Water Response
Desalination: Sussex Coast (Modular 0- 10MI/d) Transfer: Rock Road bi-directional transfer (SWZ-SNZ) (15Ml/d) 2026 (This involves
(10Ml/d) 2028 enhancement/refurbishment of an existing asset, not a new asset)
Transfer: SWZ-SBZ v6 valve (17Ml/d) 2026 Recycling: Littlehampton WwTW (15Mi/d) 2028
Transfer: SWZ-SBZ additional through v6 valve Tilmore to Pulborough: 10Ml/d 2031
(13Ml/d) 2026 Outwood To Turners Hill: 10MI/d 2031
Import: PWC to Pulborough WSW (15Ml/d) 2027 Transfer: Winter transfer stage 1 - Provision of a permanent sludge treatment facility
Transfer: Rock Road bi-directional transfer (SWZ- at Pulborough WSW (2MI/d) 2031

SNZ) (15Ml/d) 2026

Recycling: Littlehampton WwTW (15Ml/d) 2028
Tilmore to Pulborough: 10Ml/d 2031

Outwood To Turners Hill: 10MI/d 2031

Transfer: Winter transfer stage 1 - Provision of a
permanent sludge treatment facility at
Pulborough WSW (2Mi/d) 2031

Detailed comments on each option within the dWRMP
can be found below by supply area, this section should
be read in conjunction with our HRA comments in
section 1.1 and SEA comments section 1.2 of this
letter where specific concerns and issues relevant to
those documents have been outlined. Natural England
have also provided comments on some of the options
listed below in previous WRMP responses, most
notable are those of WRMP19, these responses
should also be referred to for relevant options. This
has been flagged below for most options this is
relevant for.

Western Area Strategy

N33 Hampshire grid (reversible link HW-HA) (30Ml/d), A meeting was held between Southern Water and Natural England on 26 April 2023
Transfer: Hampshire grid (reversible link HA-HK) where we presented an overview of these schemes. We intend to continue the
(10MI/d), Transfer: Hampshire grid (reversible link  engagement with Natural England on this option.
HSE-HW) (30MI/d)
All of these options are a series of new pipelines
creating resilience to the network, two being 30MI/d
and the other 10MI/d. Natural England has not been
engaged on the latest plans for these options. These
options have the potential to pass through or cross the
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River Test SSSI, the River ltchen SAC and SSSI
depending on the route taken. Appropriate
assessments have been undertaken for these options;
uncertainties remain around the environmental
impacts at this stage.

There is potential based on the route proposed that an
adverse effect on integrity could occur to Emer Bog
SAC, this site does not appear to have been screened
but could be outside of the zone of influence, this
requires clarification. The operation impacts remain
uncertain at this stage, but if situated correctly could
be avoided.

Hampshire Water Transfer and Water Recycling
Project (a Strategic Resource Option)

Detailed comments on this option will not be provided
in this letter as this is an option Natural England are
currently assessing with the project team through
RAPID. Natural England have several outstanding
concerns with this option which still need to be fully
addressed, such as the river crossings of the River
Itchen and River Meon, and the in-combination impact
of the discharge with that from the proposed Sandown
water treatment works recycling option on the Solent
protected sites. This work is ongoing, and we are
continuing to work with the project teams on this
scheme and those concerns. Southern Water should
ensure that progress and conclusions from the
environmental assessments undertaken via RAPID
are reflected in this dAWRMP.
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Southern Water Response

The comment is noted. We will incorporate comments by Natural England in our
delivery plan for this option.
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N35 Recycling: Recharge of Havant Thicket reservoir The comment is noted. We will engage with Natural England once the final size of
from Portsmouth Harbour WTW and new WRP the WRP and pipeline to Havant Thicket Reservoir is confirmed.
(60MI/d)

This is a larger version of the above scheme. Detailed
comments on this option have not been provided as
this is an option Natural England are currently
assessing with the project team through RAPID.
Natural England have several concerns with this
option which still need fully addressing, such as the
river crossings of the River ltchen. But we are
continuing to work with the project teams on this. A
bigger plant as proposed here would have a greater
brine discharge volume which will need to be
considered alone and in-combination with other
options including that of the Sandown water recycling
option.

Limited detail is provided in the HRA stage 1
screening for this option for all sites. Further clarity
and justification is required as it also unclear how at
this stage the Solent and Southampton Water SPA
and Ramsar sites can be screened out from
operational impacts. These designated sites along
with others in the Solent could be impacted by the
brine discharge from this option. The title includes new
WRP, so it is assumed this option is referring to the
recycling plant as well as the pipelines. Further
discussions with the project team should be
undertaken for this option and this section updated
accordingly.

from
Southern
120 S— Water ==



\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Reference Natural England comment Southern Water Response

N36 Recycling: Sandown WwTW (8.1Mi/d) A meeting between Southern Water and Natural England was held on 19 May 2023
Natural England has had some engagement on this to discuss this option. We intend to continue the engagement with Natural England
option with the project team, but limited details are on this option.

known to date. Further discussions on this option are
needed, especially as Natural England has some
concerns about impacts to protected sites. Some of
these concerns were expressed in our response to
WRMP19 and still need to be addressed. The text
provided in the HRA for operation of the scheme at
stage 1 is unclear for the Solent and Dorset Coast
SPA, the Solent and Southampton Water SPA and
Ramsar and the Solent and Isle of Wight Lagoon SAC.

There is currently not enough data to determine if the
physico-chemical quality elements of the waterbody
will be impacted. For that reason, these sites cannot
be screened out. The HRA screening does not
currently seem to screen for the brine discharge that
will be a by-product of this process, this could also
impact the following sites in addition to the ones
currently screened in; South Wight Maritime SAC and
the Solent Maritime SAC. Limited modelling has been
completed for this option to date so these impacts
cannot be ruled out with any certainty at this stage.
This scheme also needs to consider the in-
combination impact of the discharge with that from the
proposed Hampshire Water Transfer and Water
Recycling Project option or variations of this scheme
as proposed in the WRMP.

N37 Groundwater: Romsey - new BHs (4.8MI/d) Every new groundwater option or enhancement to an existing option will include an
Limited information has been provided about this assessment of any potential environmental impacts and any mitigation measures
option to date, and it is unclear why this option has that may be required.

been selected as it will likely increase abstraction in
the River Test catchment when other projects
including those in WRSE are looking to reduce
abstraction on chalk streams. This has potential to
impact flows further within the River Test SSSI
catchment in-combination with other abstractions. The
screening conclusions currently remain uncertain due
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to the lack of detail available for this option. Any new
pipelines required for this option would also need to
consider the environmental impacts. In Appendix D of
the HRA this is referred to as its alternative name,
please update and ensure a consistent approach is
taken throughout the plan.

Uncertainties also remain around the conclusions for
the operation of this scheme in relation to Emer Bog
SAC. It has been assumed that this site will not be
impacted but this is not justified with enough certainty
and/or evidence. Investigations will be needed to
determine if this is the case. The nutrient levels and
water—dependent features of the site indicate this is in
part a groundwater fed mire, which would indicate
some connectivity with the aquifer.

Whilst this option proposes to operate within the
headroom of existing licences, as this is a change to
current usage the assessment must determine
whether this will lead to potential impacts to protected
sites or priority habitats.

N38 Transfer: Romsey Town & Broadlands valve Every new groundwater option or enhancement to an existing option will include an
Limited details have been provided on this option, but  assessment of any potential environmental impacts and any mitigation measures
more detailed environmental assessments will be that may be required.

needed at a project level. With the information
presented, Natural England would agree that the risk
to Habitats sites is low, so is broadly in agreement with
the conclusions of the HRA at this stage. Natural
England have not had any involvement in this option,
whilst an appropriate assessment has been
undertaken as more information becomes known our
view may be subject to change. The works will take
place in parkland within 500 metres of the River Test,
checks should be done to determine if this is historic
parkland and ecological assessments of this area
should be undertaken prior to works commencing.
Appropriate mitigation will be needed to avoid impacts
to the River Test SSSI.
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N39 Recycling water at Woolston Water Treatment This option has been excluded from the revised dWRMP24.
Works
Natural England has concerns about this option due to
the limited information provided to date. The details
imply treated water from Woolston WwTW will be
discharged to the River Itchen above PWC Source A
on the Lower ltchen and that an additional discharge
into the River ltchen at Otterbourne will also be
needed. Any additional discharges of any nature from
Otterbourne will need further investigation to
determine the impact to the River lichen SSSI/SAC,
but with the limited assessment to date and the
uncertainty regarding the nature of this discharge also
is a concern. Natural England had concerns to similar
options put forward in the WRMP19 which involved
using the River Itchen SAC/SSSI as an environmental
buffer and these were subsequently dropped where an
environmental buffer lake option was taken forward
instead. The River Iltchen SAC/SSSI, as Natural
England outlined for previous options, must not be
used as an environmental buffer. This would result in
changes to the water chemistry of the river, impacts to
species (of which are interest features of the site)
which rely on the river, and impact on flows. It is
therefore disappointing to see the following text for this
option written, as these concerns were clearly outlined
by Natural England at WRMP19: ‘Although this water
discharged will not be ‘chalky’ in nature, it is
recognised that the treated effluent will be discharged
at the tidal limit and will have limited impact on the
river water quality and will not impact on the Annex 1
habitat.” It is also unclear who this is ‘recognised’ by as
the environmental regulators have expressed
concerns about options using the River ltchen SAC as
a buffer on numerous occasions.

From the lack of information provided, it is unclear
where the brine waste from the water recycling
process will be discharged, this has the potential to
impact the Solent protected sites and/or the River
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Itchen SAC. A discharge within the Southampton
Water estuary could cause significant environmental
impacts to these sites. To the River ltchen SAC this
would have a significant impact to the interest features
of the site, especially due to the freshwater nature of
the environment. An appropriate assessment has
been undertaken for this option, but uncertainties
remain. Natural England would not agree with this
option being assessed as low sensitivity for habitat
and interest features for the Solent and Dorset Coast
SPA, this site is likely to be impacted by this scheme
as currently proposed. A change to the functioning
habitat of the Solent and Southampton Water SPA,
Ramsar as alluded to would not be acceptable.

This option has not been appropriately assessed, with
Natural England’s previous advice not being taken on
board. It is Natural England’s view that this option has
the potential for significant impacts to several Habitats
sites and their interest features with the information
presented to date, where mitigation would not remove
the adverse effects. This option will therefore likely
need to progress to the next stage of the HRA (Stage
3).

Natural England do not agree with the conclusions for
this option at this stage and do not see how this option
as proposed can conclude no adverse effect on
integrity of the River Iltchen SAC or the Solent Habitat
sites as currently presented.

Southern Water Response
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N40 Groundwater: Test MAR (5.5Ml/d) This is a new option that requires further investigation to assess its feasibility. We
Limited details on this scheme and where this would have allowed a 10-year lead time for investigations to be completed. We will be
be situated have been provided. It is unclear at this engaging with the EA and Natural England in due course.

stage if the geology in this area is suitable for this
option. This option has a potential to impact the River
Test SSSI and impacts to Habitats sites downstream
of the River Test also remain unclear at this stage.
Due to these uncertainties over the operation of this
scheme, it is Natural England’s view that the Solent
Habitats sites cannot be screened out at this stage. It
is also unclear where in the lower Test this will be
situated (in relation to land owned by Southern Water)
as referred to in the description for this scheme.

N41 Newbury groundwater option Further details on this option are provided in our revised dWRMP24.
In the HRA (table 0.1, page 17) it states that the river
Enbourne will not be impacted by the increased
abstraction, proposed with this option, due to its
perched nature above London Clay. Hydrological
assessments will be needed to confirm if this is the
case, currently limited evidence has been presented to
support this conclusion, any data to justify this
conclusion should be referenced/included. Natural
England is broadly in agreement with the conclusions
drawn for River Lambourn SAC for this option at stage
1 of the HRA, however, some uncertainty does remain
around the operational impacts for the Kennet and
Lambourn Floodplain SAC and the Kennet Valley
Alderwoods SAC. A reference should also be provided
to support the conclusion that these sites are surface
water fed. Further investigations will be needed at a
project level to determine if the SACs are impacted by
this option either alone or in-combination with other
abstractions in the vicinity. Conclusions from previous
studies cannot necessarily be fully relied upon as
more recent/further information available may affect
and change the conclusions drawn.

Whilst this option proposes to operate within the
headroom of existing licences, as this is a change to
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current usage the assessment must determine
whether this will lead to potential impacts to protected
sites or priority habitats. It cannot be assumed that
due to it operating within its licence the current
licensed volume is not having an adverse effect. Full
environmental assessments will be needed to
determine this and licence capping may be necessary
if an adverse effect is identified.

N42 Groundwater: Eastern Yar3 replacement BH Further details on this option are provided in our revised dWRMP24.
(1.5Ml/d)
Limited details have been provided for this option,
there is confusion with the names for this option with
differences in the main HRA report to Appendix D
(where the screening is presented). Different
documentation has been provided to Natural England
which seems to confuse this option and the
Newchurch LGS option, this should be clarified to
ensure the correct option is being screened and
referred to throughout the WRMP. We are unable to
determine the impact of this option for this reason. The
name should also be checked for this option, should it
be Eastern Yar and not Eastern Yar and consistency
throughout the documentation (some references to
Eastern Yar are also made).

Whilst this option proposes to operate within the
headroom of existing licences, as this is a change to
current usage the assessment must determine
whether this will lead to potential impacts to protected
sites or priority habitats. It cannot be assumed that
due to it operating within its licence the current
licensed volume is not having an adverse effect. Full
environmental assessments will be needed to
determine this and licence capping may be necessary
if an adverse effect is identified.

Due to lack of information and inconsistencies, Natural
England does not agree with the HRA conclusions.
Further clarity on the option is needed and more
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detailed assessment. The same applies for the
Newchurch LGS option.

N42 Groundwater: Newchurch LGS (1.9Ml/d) We have provided further details on this option in our revised dWRMP24 and clearly
This option proposes replacing all three Lower differentiate between the total DO of the source and the DO benefit resulting from
Greensand boreholes on site so that the source can this enhancement.

operate to its licensed capacity. Currently BH4 is non-
operational, BH1 and BH2 are operational but at
reduced capacity due to screen-dewatering. No
additional treatment is proposed. The scheme output
is 4.5MI/d. It is unclear from the details provided what
the full DO of this scheme will be, in some places it is
referred to as 4.5Ml/d and others 1.9MI/d. Limited
details have been provided and impacts are uncertain,
therefore further ecological assessments are required.
The screening for this option seems limited, and only
includes the Solent and Southampton Water SPA,
Ramsar. Several other Habitats sites are within vicinity
and some of which may have likely pathways for
impact which needs including in the screening, such
as the Solent and Isle of Wight Lagoon SAC, The
Solent and Dorset Coast SPA, Solent Maritime SAC,
and the South Wight Maritime SAC.

In some documents provided to Natural England there
seems to be some confusion between this option and
the Eastern Yar3 option.

Whilst this option proposes to operate within the
headroom of existing licences, as this is a change to
current usage the assessment must determine
whether this will lead to potential impacts to protected
sites or priority habitats. It cannot be assumed that
due to it operating within its licence the current
licensed volume is not having an adverse effect. It is
noted (on page 137) that further information and
assessments will be undertaken for the Environment
Agency abstraction licensing processes. At this stage,
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no adverse effects can be concluded. Full
environmental assessments will be needed to
determine this and licence capping may be necessary
if an adverse effect is identified.

N43 Import from Portsmouth Water (9Mi/d) This option has been excluded from the revised dAWRMP24 as Portsmouth Water
For this option, it is unclear whether the River Itchen can no longer provide the supply.
SAC has been screened in. The description alludes to
the River ltchen SAC being crossed by this option.

Without a more detailed assessment and site
assessments it cannot be determined if the River
Itchen SAC will be impacted. A more detailed project
level HRA will also be needed to determine the risk to
the River ltchen SAC, when this option is investigated
in more detail. The operation also remains uncertain at
this stage based on the information provided, more
clarity is required.

The in-combination impacts of this option with other
pipeline crossings of the River Itchen SAC will need to
be considered at the plan level, and further details
provided at the project level assessment. Natural
England requested these in-combination assessments
during the WRMP19 public consultation and also
through the RAPID process, this information is
required. There should also be discussions with the
project teams working on these options to ensure
WRMP assessments are updated with current
information and that conclusions are consistent.

N44 Import from Portsmouth Water (21MIl/d) We are engaging with Natural England on WRMP19 deliverables in the Western
The River ltchen SAC should be screened in the area and will continue to do so as these projects progress.
assessment for the construction phase of this option,
currently it is not clear this is the case (wording states:
‘Therefore screened in?’). It is unclear at this stage if
the pipeline crossings will impact the River ltchen
SAC, Natural England currently have concerns about
these crossings and the impact to the River ltchen
(this is currently being discussed with the project
team). Impacts to the River lichen SAC are uncertain,

from
Southern

128 S— Water ==



\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Reference Natural England comment Southern Water Response

and the in combination impacts of this option with
other pipeline crossings of the River ltchen SAC will
need to be considered. Natural England requested
these in-combination assessment during the WRMP19
public consultation and also through the RAPID
process. There should also be discussions with the
project teams working on these options to ensure
WRMP assessments are updated with current
information and that conclusions are consistent.

N45 Otterbourne to PWC Source A: 45Ml/d This option has been proposed by Portsmouth Water. It is currently in its early
Limited details have been provided in identifying stages of inception. We would expect Portsmouth Water, as the beneficiary
impacts to the River Itchen SAC in the stage 1 company, to lead on it.

screening, impacts could occur from the construction
of this option. Added text should be included to clarify
this site has been screened in. Natural England would
agree that there are no pathways operationally for
impacts to the Solent protected sites, but uncertainties
remain to the River Itchen SAC due to the lack of
detail. Further environmental assessments are

required.
N46 Treatment capacity: Upgrade Otterbourne WSW This option has been excluded from the revised dWRMP24 as it is no longer
(30MI/d) needed.

Limited details have been provided for this option and
some uncertainties remain. The River ltchen SAC and
the Solent Habitats sites have been taken to
appropriate assessment for the construction phase,
but uncertainties remain of the operational impacts of
this scheme. Further assessment should be
undertaken to determine the full environmental
impacts of this scheme at the operational phase. It is
unclear why the Solent Maritime SAC has not been
screened in for this option, this site is downstream of
the option. There is no information provided to
determine whether there is a pathway for impact. It is
also unclear from the information provided if this
option requires any pipeline crossings of the River
Itchen. If this is the case, this will need to be assessed
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in-combination with other pipelines crossings
proposed in the River Itchen catchment.

Whilst this option proposes to operate within the
headroom of existing licences, as this is a change to
current usage the assessment must determine
whether this will lead to potential impacts to protected
sites or priority habitats. It cannot be assumed that
due to it operating within its licence the current
licensed volume is not having an adverse effect. Full
environmental assessments will be needed to
determine this and licence capping may be necessary
if an adverse effect is identified.

N47 Treatment capacity: Upgrade Test Surface Water This option has been excluded from the revised dWRMP24 as it is no longer
WSW (60Mi/d) needed.
Limited details have been provided for this option,
which makes it hard to determine if there will be a
construction or operational impact. Further details
should be provided. Operation is likely to be able to
avoid an adverse effect on integrity of the Habitats
sites screened in the HRA, if situated correctly as it is
located upstream of these designations.

N48 Drought option: Candover Drought Permit/Order We acknowledge that Natural England has not yet reviewed the updated draft of our
(2027-2029 only) (15.4Mi/d) drought plan HRA and cannot therefore confirm whether it agrees with the
It is unclear how this option has been deemed to have  conclusions. We will share a summary of the drought plan HRA findings with
no adverse effect on integrity of the River Itchen SAC.  Natural England and the EA once it is complete and will continue to work with both

This option has gone to IROPI and compensatory regulators to finalise our 2022 drought plan. However, we can confirm the Candover
habitat in the Drought Plan due to its impacts to the drought order assessment recognises the conclusion drawn in forming the Section
River Itchen SAC, this needs to be reflected in the 20 Agreement, with its associated mitigation and compensatory commitments.

WRMP. This option cannot conclude no adverse effect
on integrity to the River Itchen SAC. The HRA for the
WRMP and Drought Plan must be consistent for
options that are the same.

The planning application currently being drafted for the
temporary pipeline for this option also does not seem
to be reflected in the HRA screening. Some of the
Solent protected sites are deemed to be impacted by
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this option either alone or in-combination, this must be
factored into the conclusions for this option and from
the Drought Plan HRA. Please note Natural England
has not reviewed the updated draft of the Drought
Plan HRA, so cannot confirm at this stage if we agree
with the conclusions drawn for this option.

N49 Bulk imports — both continuation of existing
imports and new transfers from Portsmouth Water
and Thames Water.

Limited details on these options have been provided. If
these options require any new infrastructure,
discussions with Natural England are required at the
earliest opportunity to avoid environmental impact. If
any new infrastructure is required, each option should
also be screened in the HRA and SEA. For clarity if no
new infrastructure is needed and there are no other
material changes to the existing imports this should be
stated in the WRMP.

N50 Internal transfers
There are several internal transfers, including but not
limited to; Sandy Lane Abbotswood (HSEHRZ)
(1.1Ml/d), HWZ to Otterbourne (120) Potable —
Construction and HWZ to Otterbourne (50) Potable —
Construction. Natural England has had no
engagement on these to date, so it is unclear if these
options are subject to material change and/or involve
new infrastructure. If these do, these should be
discussed with Natural England at the earliest
opportunity to avoid environmental impact. If any new
infrastructure is needed, they should also be screened
in the HRA and SEA. For clarity if no new
infrastructure is needed and there are no other
material changes to the existing imports this should be
stated in the WRMP.

Central Area Strategy
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Southern Water Response

T2ST option had the environmental assessments done as part of RAPID Gate 2
submission.

Continuation of existing transfers does not require any new infrastructure as no
increase in current bulk volumes is proposed. We will clarify this in the revised
dWRMP24.

These internal transfers involve enhancements/refurbishment to existing assets. We
will clarify that in the revised dWRMP24.
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Natural England comment

Recycling at Littlehampton Water Treatment
Works

This option is referred to as different names. This
should be updated so the name is consistent.

Natural England have provided previous comments on
this option during the WRMP19 public consultation.
There has been some engagement since with the
project team on this option, however further
engagement is required. This option has the potential
to impact several protected sites within the Arun
Valley. Construction of a pipeline in the Arun Valley
protected area is anticipated, this should be avoided
where possible.

Considering the timelines for delivery and the reliance
on this option as an alternative solution to be
delivered, as the case with other options proposed in
the area (due to current and further potential deficits
that may arise in order to remove the known adverse
effect on integrity of the Arun Valley Habitats sites
from Southern Water’s groundwater abstraction and
subsequent water neutrality obligations), the
environmental assessment should be fully completed
within this dAWRMP. This option should also be linked
in the HRA as an alternative supply option supporting
the measures to remove adverse effects from the
existing groundwater abstraction (as detailed above
and within our HRA comments in section 1.1 of this
letter). This applies to any options detailed where this
is the case.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

The comments are noted. Environmental studies, surveys and investigations are
currently being planned and procured. We will engage with the EA and Natural
England as we progress work on this option.
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N52 Recycling: Horsham WTW conjunctive use with We have ensured that all option names are used consistently in revised dWRMP24
Arun Reservoir, Pulborough (6.8Ml/d) documentation. We will engage with the EA and Natural England once the need for
There are limited details provided on this option to this option and the year of first utilisation is confirmed in the revised dWRMP24.

date. This option has the potential to impact several
protected sites within the Arun Valley. Construction of
a pipeline in the Arun Valley protected area is
anticipated, this should be avoided where possible. It
has been deemed that an adverse effect can be
mitigated. Further detailed assessment is required,
and conclusions will need to be justified with evidence.
The Arun Valley Habitats sites have deteriorated in
condition where there is a current known adverse
effect on integrity from groundwater abstraction, and
other water related impacts which are all likely to be
significantly contributing towards this decline.
Designated site condition, risk to resilience and
supporting long-term environmental
improvement/restoration (rather than inhibiting) must
be considered in the assessment of any options that
could affect these sites.

This option is likely to act in-combination with other
schemes proposed in this plan and also Drought Plan
orders/permits that affect this river catchment
(Southern Water and Portsmouth Water options).
Detailed in-combination assessment must be carried
out to identify the potential impacts as currently this
does not appear to have been assessed appropriately.

The option is named differently in the SEA to the HRA,
this should be consistent. This option has been
deemed as neutral in the SEA scoping for both
biodiversity and soils objectives, which does not fit
with the conclusions for this option in the HRA. Water
quality has been deemed to be a minor negative
impact in the SEA, these conclusions should be
reviewed in conjunction with those in the HRA and
amended as appropriate.
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N53

134

Natural England comment

Natural England is pleased to see the
acknowledgment that further data is needed to
determine the interactions between the wetland with
the river, as this will determine if this is a viable option

and the level of environmental impact that could occur.

At this stage without this data, an adverse effect on
integrity to the Arun Valley Habitats sites cannot be
ruled out with any certainty. Natural England advise
alternatives to this scheme are identified at an early
stage in case this scheme is not deemed viable.

Groundwater: Rye Wells reconfiguration (1.5Ml/d)
Limited details have been provided for this option, so
the environmental impacts remain unclear. Further
environmental assessment is required. Dungeness,
Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA and Ramsar have
been taken to stage 2, but Dungeness SAC has not
been included in the screening, this site is likely to be
in the vicinity of this option based on the information
provided and therefore should be screened in the
HRA. It is possible this is out of the zone of influence,
but this requires justification and more detail.

Whilst this option proposes to operate within the
headroom of existing licences, as this is a change to
current usage the assessment must determine
whether this will lead to potential impacts to protected
sites or priority habitats. It cannot be assumed that
due to it operating within its licence the current
licensed volume is not having an adverse effect. Full
environmental assessments will be needed to
determine this and licence capping may be necessary
if an adverse effect is identified.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

We will carry out full environmental assessment of this option once the need and
first year of utilisation is confirmed in the revised dWRMP24. We will engage with
Natural England at an early stage as we progress this option.
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Natural England comment

Groundwater: Petworth WSW return to service
with a new borehole (4.0Ml/d)

Limited details have been provided about this option
and hydrological assessments will be needed to
determine the impacts of this scheme as these remain
uncertain. Construction of a pipeline in the Arun Valley
protected area is anticipated, this should be avoided
where possible. It has been deemed that an adverse
effect can be mitigated. Further detailed assessment is
required to confirm this. Natural England should also
be engaged at an early stage, with details of the
pipeline routes provided. Significant negative
construction effects have been identified in the SEA
for this option, if these impact on biodiversity, water, or
soil, etc these will need appropriate mitigation. The
SEA scoping only identifies a neutral impact on
biodiversity for the construction phase and a minor for
the operation phase, these conclusions do not seem to
match the uncertainty in the HRA for this option. This
option is referred to as its alternative name in
Appendix D of the HRA, the naming should be
consistent between documents. The in-combination
assessment for this option should be reviewed, along
with other options which could impact the Arun Valley
Habitats sites as it this stage it is unclear if this has
been fully assessed.

Whilst this option proposes to operate within the
headroom of existing licences, as this is a change to
current usage the assessment must determine
whether this will lead to potential impacts to protected
sites or priority habitats. It cannot be assumed that
due to it operating within its licence the current
licensed volume is not having an adverse effect. Full
environmental assessments will be needed to
determine this and licence capping may be necessary
if an adverse effect is identified.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

We have ensured that all option names are used consistently in revised dWRMP24
documentation. We will carry out full environmental assessment of this option once
the need and first year of utilisation is confirmed in the revised dWRMP24. We will
engage with Natural England at an early stage as we progress this option.
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Natural England comment

Recycling: Horsham WTW conjunctive use with
Arun Reservoir, Pulborough (6.8Ml/d)

Limited details have been provided for this option to
date, this option is proposed from 2055. This option
has the potential to impact protected sites within the
Arun Valley from both a construction and an
operational perspective. With the uncertainties that
remain around the HRA stage 2 conclusions for the
operation phase of this scheme, further assessments
will be needed to ensure impacts are avoided or can
be removed as the scheme progresses. References
should also be provided for the text around the
conclusions drawn for the river and its functional
linkage to the Arun Valley protected sites. The Arun
Valley Habitats sites have deteriorated in condition
where there is a current known adverse effect on
integrity from groundwater abstraction, and other
water-related impacts which are all likely to be
significantly contributing towards this decline.
Designated site condition, risk to resilience and
supporting long-term environmental
improvement/restoration (rather than inhibiting) must
be considered in the assessment of any options that
could affect these sites.

This option is likely to act in-combination with other
schemes proposed in this plan and potentially also
Drought Plan orders/ permits that affect this river
catchment (Southern Water and Portsmouth Water
options) if still required. Detailed in-combination
assessment must be carried out to identify the
potential impacts as currently this does not appear to
have been assessed appropriately.

Further engagement is needed with Natural England
on this option. It is acknowledged this is for delivery
later in the plan so detailed engagement is unlikely to
occur at this stage. However, Natural England expects
full assessment to be undertaken well in advance of
the proposed delivery timeline. Natural England advise

Southern Water Response

Please see our response to N52.
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137

Natural England comment

that this is reflected in the environmental assessments
and preferably includes a timeline of how this will be
achieved as soon as practicably possible.

Desalination: Tidal River Arun (10Mi/d)

Limited details have been provided for this option.
Previous versions of this scheme, as outlined during
the WRMP19 public consultation by Natural England,
show that this option could impact Climping Beach
SSSI, with the abstraction point being upstream of this
site. Further engagement is needed with Natural
England on this option. Our previous comments on
this option should also be taken on board when
progressing this option. The location of this option is
not clear, further detail is required to ensure impacts
have been fully assessed and all appropriate
designation sites that could be hydrologically linked,
such as those protected sites in the Arun Valley (if
operationally the impact zone affects the river Arun),
have been screened in. This option should also
consider impacts to MCZs; it is not clear if this has
been fully factored into assessments.

Desalination: Sussex Coast (Modular 0-10MI/d)
(10Mi/d), (Modular 10-20MIi/d) (10Mi/d), (Modular
10-20MI/d) (40MI/d)

A lot of uncertainties remain with this option to date,
from more recent discussions this option requires
significant re-assessment for alternative options as it is
unlikely to be viable. Similar to comments above (for
the recycling at Littlehampton option), considering the
timelines for delivery and the reliance on this option
further details and assessments are required to be
completed within this dWRMP. It is unclear (and of
concern) as to whether the 2028 year of
implementation for phase 1 of this scheme is realistic,
based on the potential environmental risks, the
outstanding work needed for this scheme and the lack
of detail regarding the option itself. Natural England
provided comments on this option at WRMP19, but the

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

Comments are noted. The earliest start date for this option has been pushed back
to 20237-38 to allow sufficient time for investigations and assessments to take
place. We will engage with Natural England once the need and earliest utilisation
year is confirmed in the revised dWRMP24.

This option has been excluded from the revised dWRMP24.
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criteria has since changed. The new location/option for
this site should avoid protected habitats and sites
including MCZs. Further engagement with Natural
England is needed for this option at an early stage.

N58 River Adur Offline Reservoir We have ensured that all option names are used consistently in revised dWRMP24
This option is referred to as its alternative name in documentation. The earliest start date for this option has been pushed back to
appendix D of the HRA, this should be consistent 2039-40 to allow sufficient time for investigations and assessments.

between documents. This option has currently been
screened out at stage 1 of the HRA. Limited details
are known about this option to date, so Natural
England cannot confirm if we agree with HRA
conclusions until further information is provided.

N59 Pulborough groundwater option We have ensured that all option names are used consistently in revised dWRMP24
This option is mentioned on page 15 of the HRA, butit documentation. Further detail will be provided on this option in our revised
is not clear if this has been screened in the HRA, if it dWRMP24.
has it is under a different name. Please check and
confirm if this has been screened. Due to the lack of
detail, we are unable to make any further comment at
this stage

N60 Western Rother licence change and water storage  We have confirmed this in the revised dWRMP24.
This option is mentioned on page 15 of the HRA, but it
is not clear if this has been screened in the HRA, it
has it is under a different name. Please check and
confirm if this has been screened. Due to the lack of
detail, we are unable to make any further comment at
this stage.

N61 Havant Thicket to Pulborough WTW: 50Mli/d The comment is noted. We have ensured that all option names are used
This option does not appear in the technical report or if consistently in revised dWRMP24 documentation. Further detail will be provided on
it does it is under a different name. Limited details are  this option in our revised dWRMP24.
provided on this option. This option has been
screened in the HRA and SEA. The HRA concludes
no operation impacts but the potential for construction
impacts subject to mitigation. Construction impacts
should be avoidable if the pipeline route avoids the
designated area and appropriate mitigation is put in
place. Due to the lack of detail, we are unable to make
any further comment at this stage
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Natural England comment

Bulk transfers — both continuation of existing
import and new transfer from Portsmouth Water,
SES Water and South East Water

Limited details on these options have been provided. If
these require any new infrastructure and/or are subject
to material change, these should be discussed with
Natural England at the earliest opportunity to avoid
environmental impact. If any new infrastructure is
needed, they should also be screened in the HRA and
SEA. For clarity if no new infrastructure is needed this
should be stated in the WRMP. Due to the lack of
detail, we are unable to make any further comment at
this stage.

Transfer: Winter transfer stage 1 - Provision of a
permanent sludge treatment facility at Pulborough
WSW (2Ml/d)

Limited details are known about this option, it has
been screened in the SEA and HRA. The HRA
concluded no likely significant effect at stage 1. Based
on the information available and the distance from any
Habitats sites Natural England would agree the risk to
these sites is low. Further investigations will be
required. Due to the lack of detail, we are unable to
make any further comment at this stage.

Tilmore to Pulborough: 10Ml/d

Limited details have been provided for this option.
Pipelines cross/are in the vicinity of several protected
sites such as those within the Arun Valley, further
engagement with Natural England is needed. The SEA
concludes moderate negative impacts on biodiversity
for this option, the pipeline routes should avoid
protected sites where possible and suitable mitigation
identified. The pipeline route for this option should be
reviewed to determine if the impact on biodiversity can
be minimised. Due to the lack of detail, we are unable
to make any further comment at this stage.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water Response

The comment is noted. We will engage with Natural England as we develop these
options further once their need and earliest start dates are confirmed in the revised
dWRMP24.

The comment is noted. We will engage with Natural England further as we develop
this option further.

The comment is noted. We will engage with Natural England further as we develop
this option further.
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N65 Outwood To Turners Hill: 10Ml/d The comment is noted. We will engage with Natural England further as we develop
Limited details have been provided for this option; it this option further.

has currently been screened out at stage 1 of the
HRA. With the information provided on this option it is
likely to be relatively low risk, further engagement is
however still required with Natural England. Pipelines
should avoid protected sites and priority habitat where
possible and mitigation used/proposed where
necessary. Due to the lack of detail, we are unable to
make any further comment at this stage.

N66 Pulborough to Worthing: 30Ml/d The comment is noted. We will engage with Natural England further as we develop
Limited details have been provided on this option. this option further.
Moderate negative construction impacts have been
identified for this option in the SEA, these should be
avoided where possible and suitable mitigation
proposed to avoid impacts. The HRA screening
indicates an adverse effect on integrity can be avoided
for this option with mitigation. Pipelines cross/are in
the vicinity of several protected sites such as those
within the Arun Valley, further engagement with
Natural England is needed. Due to the lack of detail,
we are unable to make any further comment at this

stage.
N67 Culham (120) - potable — Construction/ Culham HRA and other environmental assessments of the preferred T2ST options were
(50) - potable — Construction carried out at Gate 2 of RAPID process.

It is unclear why this option has not been subject to
HRA screening, if it relates to the Thames to Southern
Transfer, or why the Thames to Southern Transfer
itself has not been subject to HRA screening. Due to
the lack of detail, we are unable to make any further
comment at this stage.

Eastern Area Strategy
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N68 Recycling: Sittingbourne industrial reuse (7.5MId)  We have had an initial meeting with the site owners. We will provide further clarity
Limited details have been provided for this option. on this option in our revised dAWRMP24.

Discharging of the brine to Milton Creek would likely
not be acceptable if this is what is being proposed.
This is due to the tidal dispersal within the creek which
could result in significant environmental impact. The
brine discharge does not seem to have been
appropriately considered in the screening and/or the
potential impacts have been underestimated. The
conclusions drawn lack evidence to support them, so
uncertainty remains at this stage. The discharge from
this option would also need to be considered in-
combination with those of the proposed desalination
plant options within Southern Water’s plan but also in
other water company plans such as South East
Water's dAWRMP. Depending on the location and
dispersion of the brine discharge, the Medway Estuary
and Marshes SPA and Ramsar sites could be
impacted by the operation of this scheme. Not enough
information is available to screen these sites out at this
stage. Further details and environmental assessment
are required.

N69 Recycling: Medway WwTW (12.8Mi/d) The comments are noted and we will take them into account as we progress with
Natural England has had some engagement on this this option.
option and is in discussions with the project team.

Further information on the project design etc is
needed. The brine discharge does not seem to have
been accounted for in the screening, it is unclear from
the information provided where the discharge will be
located. Discharging of the brine into the river Medway
or its estuary could have a significant environmental
impact due to; the freshwater nature of the site, the
lack of tidal dispersal within the estuary and the
resident time within the site.

At this stage, with limited information and modelling
available for this option it is unclear which protected
sites could be impacted. Further assessment is
required to ensure all designated sites within the zone
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of influence have been screened in. If the options
remain the same as that proposed at WRMP19, the
Habitats sites are some distance further downstream
of the discharge points, so the direct risks to Habitats
sites are lower, but the potential cumulative/in-
combination impacts still need to be considered.
Impacts to the Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA and
Ramsar have been screened out at stage 2. These
conclusions lack evidence to support them and
therefore there is uncertainty remaining at this stage.
Other designated sites may be impacted when further
modelling is undertaken. The operational discharge of
this option would also need to be considered in
combination with those of the proposed desalination
plant options within Southern Water’s plan, but also
other water company plans such as South East
Water's dWRMP. Further details and full
environmental assessment are required.

N70 Recycling: Hastings WTW to augment storage in The comments are noted. We have ensured that all option names are used
Darwell reservoir (9.5Ml/d) consistently in revised dWRMP24 documentation.
Limited details have been provided for this option. The
HRA screening does not seem to have considered the
brine discharge in the operation assessment. It is
unclear how the discharge from the WwTW would
remain the same with the details provided. This option
is referred to as different name in appendix D of the
HRA. The SEA refers to this option as a 10MI/d option,
but the HRA refers to it as 9.5Ml/d. Due to the lack of
detail, we are unable to make any further comment at

this stage.

N71 Recycling: Tunbridge Wells WTW conjunctive use = The comments are noted. We will carry out further work once the need and the start
with Bewl reservoir (3.6MI/d) date is confirmed in the revised dWRMP24. We will engage with Natural England at
Limited details are currently available for this option an early stage.

and the likely pipeline routes associated with it. It is
noted by Natural England that this option has been
screened out at stage 1 of the HRA. Based on the
information currently available, this option seems
relatively low risk to Habitats sites. Further detailed
assessments will be required to confirm these

from
Southern

142
—_— Water ==



\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Reference Natural England comment Southern Water Response

conclusions. It is noted moderate negative
construction effects have been identified in the SEA,
where biodiversity has been identified as a minor
negative effect, further evidence is needed to
determine full biodiversity impacts. Please note the
comment in the SEA section about biodiversity
impacts needing to be major.

N72 Desalination: East Thanet coast & transfer The comments are noted as is the reference to Natural England feedback on
(10Ml/d), Phase 2 and Desalination: East Thanet Southampton West desalination option. We will take these into account when
coast & transfer (20Ml/d) and phase 2 progress work on this option.

Phase 1 for the 10MI/d option does not appear to have
been screened in the HRA, this must be added.
Limited information is available on this option to date.
Further details, modelling and environmental
assessments are required. The further modelling
should include that of the saline plume, until this
modelling is completed fully justified conclusions of
environmental impacts cannot be drawn. This option
has the potential to impact several protected sites
alone and in-combination with other similar options,
including but not limited to the other desalination
options proposed in the Reginal Plan across other
water company dWRMPs. Natural England do not
agree fully with the conclusions currently drawn for this
option in the HRA. It is Natural England’s view that
due to the uncertainties that remain around this option
adverse effect on integrity cannot be ruled out at this
stage either alone or in-combination. The in-
combination impact is most likely at the operational
stage. It is unclear how it can be concluded for the
biodiversity objective in the SEA that the
environmental impact is moderately negative at this
stage, it is Natural England’s opinion that this should
be a major negative impact.

Natural England has provided detailed advice to
Southern Water on the WRMP19 Southampton West
desalination option, this site has some similarities to
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this one. That advice should be taken on board when
progressing this option.

N73 Desalination: River Thames estuary (10Mi/d) and The comments are noted as is the reference to Natural England feedback on
phase 2 and: Desalination: River Thames estuary Southampton West desalination option. We will take these into account when
(20Ml/d) and phase 2 progress work on this option. We will ensure that this option is named consistently
Limited information is available on this option to date. in all revised dWRMP24 documentation.

Further details, modelling and environmental
assessments are required. The further modelling
should include that of the saline plume, until this
modelling is completed fully justified conclusions of
environmental impacts cannot be drawn. This option
has the potential to impact several protected sites
including but not limited to the Thames Estuary and
Marshes SPA and Ramsar. Natural England do not
agree fully with the conclusions currently drawn for this
option in the HRA. The discharge from this option
would also need to be considered in-combination with
those of the proposed desalination plant options within
Southern Water’s plan but also in other water
company plans such as South East Water's dWRMP,
as well as the Thames Water desalination plant
already in situ.

The same risks apply to both the 10Ml/d and the
20MI/d plant, but greater environmental impact could
occur from the 20MI/d plant. Depending on the results
of modelling, further sites such as the Benfleet and
Southend Marshes SPA might need to be screened
into the HRA as this site is downstream of the
proposed scheme. As a precautionary approach these
could be screened in subject to the modelling being
undertaken. It is unclear how it can be concluded for
the biodiversity objective in the SEA that the
environmental impact is moderately negative at this
stage, it is Natural England’s opinion that this should
be a major negative impact. This option is not clearly
labelled in the SEA as uses a code only, this makes it
hard to follow.
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Natural England comment Southern Water Response

Natural England has provided detailed advice to
Southern Water on the WRMP19 Southampton West
desalination option, this site has some similarities to
this one. That advice should be taken on board when
progressing this option.

Desalination: Isle of Sheppey (10Mi/d), (20Mi/d) The comments are noted as is the reference to Natural England feedback on
and (20Ml/d) phase 2 Southampton West desalination option. We will take these into account when
As indicated by the number of sites included in the progress work on this option.

stage 1 screening, this discharge/operation is in a
highly environmentally sensitive area. It is unclear at
this stage with the information provided what the
potential impacts to these protected sites are, but it is
Natural England opinion that this poses a high risk to
the interest features of many designated sites. For that
reason, it is unclear at this stage how this option will
be able to conclude no adverse effect on integrity.

This option will also need to be considered in-
combination with the other proposed desalination
options in Southern Waters plan, but also in other
water company plans such as South East Water’s
dWRMP. This scheme also has the potential to impact
Margate and Long Sands SAC, Thanet Coast and
Sandwich Bay, SPA and Ramsar and Tankerton
Slopes and Swalecliffe SAC either alone or in-
combination with the other desalination options
proposed. These sites have not been included in the
screening.

The comments raised apply to both the 10MI/d and the
20MI/d options, the 20ml/d option will produce more
brine so will have a greater impact alone and in-
combination. It is unclear why the screening criteria for
LSE is different for the 10Ml/d and the 20MI/d options,
these both pose a risk to the environment and should
both be classified the same, taking a precautionary
approach given the level of uncertainty. It is unclear
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how it can be concluded for the biodiversity objective
in the SEA that the environmental impact is a minor
negative impact at this stage, it is Natural England’s
opinion that this should be a major negative impact.

Natural England has provided detailed advice to
Southern Water on the WRMP19 Southampton West
desalination option, this site has some similarities to
this one. That advice should be taken on board when
progressing this option.

N75 Recommissioning of Gravesend groundwater The comments are noted and will be taken into account as work progresses on this
source option. We will ensure that this option is consistently named in all revised
Limited details are available regarding this option to dWRMP24 documentation.

date. Further details of where this option is located
should be provided and a consistent naming approach
is needed (Appendix D refers to an alternative name
for this option and the location is not clear from the
information presented). This option has concluded no
likely significant effect at stage 1 of the HRA, however,
due to the lack of information provided for this option
uncertainties remain. Dungeness SAC and
Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay Ramsar
should also be screened in the HRA if within the
vicinity of this option. Further details and
environmental assessment are required to address the
uncertainties around this option.

Whilst this option proposes to operate within the
headroom of existing licences, as this is a change to
current usage the assessment must determine
whether this will lead to potential impacts to protected
sites or priority habitats. It cannot be assumed that
due to it operating within its licence the current
licensed volume is not having an adverse effect. Full
environmental assessments will be needed to
determine this and licence capping may be necessary
if an adverse effect is identified.
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N76 Reconfiguration of Rye groundwater source The comments are noted and will be taken into account as work progresses on this
Limited details are known about this option to date, option. We will ensure that this option is consistently named in all revised

further environmental assessments are required. The dWRMP24 documentation.
construction impacts can likely be mitigated due to the
distance of the designated sites to this option, so
Natural England would generally concur with this
conclusion at this stage. This option is referred to its
alternative name in appendix D of the HRA, this needs
to be consistent. Whilst this option proposes to
operate within the headroom of existing licences, as
this is a change to current usage the assessment must
determine whether this will lead to potential impacts to
protected sites or priority habitats. It cannot be
assumed that due to it operating within its licence the
current licensed volume is not having an adverse
effect. Full environmental assessments will be needed
to determine this and licence capping may be
necessary if an adverse effect is identified.

N77 Raising Bewl Reservoir The comments are noted and will be taken into account as work progresses on this
This option involves raising Bewl reservoir by 0.4 option.
metres. Natural England would agree impacts to
Habitats sites are likely to be low, based on the details
provided to date. Impacts to ancient woodland were
however identified at WRMP19, please see Natural
England’s comments on this option from our WRMP19
response: ‘Natural England welcomes the removal of
Bewl raising from the preferred plan. This raises the
bank height of the existing Bewl Reservoir by 40cm.

The SEA notes the need for detailed mitigation
measures will be required to protect the ancient
woodland surrounding this site during construction.’
Ancient woodland cannot be compensated for, given
the time taken for this habitat to be formed. Greater
consideration of this habitat is required in the
environmental assessments.

Based on Natural England previous comments on this
option it is unclear why biodiversity and landscape
have been screened as a minor negative impact in the
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SEA, unless the proposals have been updated since
WRMP19;, in which case these details need to be
added to the WRMP. Further assessment is required.

N78 Import: South East Water Kingston to KTZ Near The comment is noted and will be taken into account and we progress with this
Canterbury (2Ml/d) option.
Limited details have been provided for this option;

Natural England would generally agree the operation
impacts to Habitats sites are low, as assessed in the
HRA. However, more detailed assessments are
needed for the construction impacts to ensure this is
the case. The SEA has acknowledged biodiversity
impacts from this scheme; these should be
appropriately mitigated for. Due to the lack of detail,
we are unable to make any further comment at this

stage.
N79 Canterbury (Broad Oak) to Near Canterbury GW The comment is noted and will be taken into account and we progress with this
Limited details have been provided for this option; option.

Natural England would generally agree the operation
impacts to Habitats sites are low, as assessed in the
HRA. However, more detailed assessments are
needed for the construction impacts to ensure this is
the case. The SEA has assessed against the
biodiversity objective as minor negative, from a
construction point of view. Due to the lack of detail, we
are unable to make any further comment at this stage.

N80 Transfer: KTZ-KME (Faversham4 WSR to KME The comment is noted and will be taken into account and we progress with this
WSR) 14Mi/d and 9MI/d option. We will ensure that the transfer is consistently named in all documents.
Limited details have been provided for this option, but
the environmental impacts to Habitats sites are likely
to be low, based on the details provided. This option is
referred to as an alternative name in Appendix D of
the HRA. This option is also named differently in the
SEA and HRA documents. This option has been
screened as neutral for all objectives in the SEA, for
both construction and operation. With the limited
details provided, Natural England cannot confirm if we
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agree with this conclusion at this stage. Further details
and assessment are required.

N81 Supply side options across Southern Water supply These are existing transfers. We will engage with Natural England if any new
area infrastructure is needed.
The following supply side options have not been
screened in the HRA as they are deemed to be
existing operational transfers (part of the baseline). If
any new infrastructure is needed and/or if there has
been any material change to these options, these
should be screened appropriately in the HRA and
SEA:

Import from Portsmouth Water to Moor Hill reservoir
extension (30Ml/d)

Import from Portsmouth Water to Moor Hill reservoir
(30Mi/d))

Transfer: Sandy Lane Abbotswood (HSE-HRZ)
(1.1MI/d)

Transfer: SWZ-SBZ v6 valve (17Ml/d)

Transfer: SWZ-SBZ additional through v6 valve
(13Mi/d)

Import: PWC to Pulborough (15Ml/d)

Transfer: Rock Road bi-directional transfer (SWZ-
SNZ) (15Mi/d)

N82 1.4.3 Natural capital and resilient landscapes and Our approach to BNG and NCA aligns with that taken by WRSE as a region. For
seas further details please refer to the WRSE publications available at www.wrse.org.uk
Southern Water informed Natural England prior to
submission of the dWRMP (noted in Appendix B of the
SEA) that a BNG and NCA would be undertaken
based on the WRSE Reginal Plan methodology. It is
unclear where these assessments have been
undertaken as they do not appear to be included in
this plan. The main references to BNG and NCA are in
the context of the WRSE methodology. These
assessments should be undertaken and included as a
separate document or an appendix within the dWRMP.

If these assessments have not been undertaken, this
should be addressed.
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Natural England comment

1.4.4 Connecting people with nature — demand
management

Natural England strongly encourages Southern Water
to retain and continue to work towards the target of
1001/d per person instead of the alternative target
proposed of 109I/d. This was a flagship initiative of
Southern Water's WRMP19 and although Natural
England understands the challenge of achieving this in
all areas, it would be deemed a negative step to not
continue with this. There is also a legislative need to
drive further reductions in certain WRZs, in providing
alternative solutions and lessening impacts on
designated sites (as detailed in our HRA comments in
section 1.1 of this letter). Continuing to strive to meet
this target will also reduce further the water demand in
the whole of Southern Water’s supply area which will
have a positive impact on the environment and
continue to demonstrate Southern Water’s
environmental ambition.

Natural England is pleased to see the home audits
programme is on track for the AMP7 target of 45,000
visits and the future plan from 2025-26 onwards for
10,000 visits a year, based on smart meter data and
behavioural science approaches. Natural England is
also pleased the home audit programme is being
extended into the education sector as part of the non-
household initiative, as well as the education
programme being commissioned for primary and
secondary schools (this does need to clearly
demonstrate how the company is achieving both
Southern Water’s previous WRMP19 targets and the
Water Neutrality obligations in relation to the Arun
Valley Habitats sites). Natural England commends the
collaborative working with other water companies on
this matter.

Natural England also commends Southern Water for
the smart metering programme in AMP8 for household
and non-household customers and this has the
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Southern Water Response

Demand management is a key part of our water resources strategy. We have had to
rethink our Target 100 ambition following changes in working patterns a result of
COVID-19 whereby a number of workplaces continue to offer flexible or hybrid
working. This has an impact on PCC. We aim to achieve the target of 110/h/d under
dry year conditions by 2045. This equates to a PCC of 100I/h/d under normal year
conditions. We have also tested a scenario that achieves a PCC of 98I/h/d by 2045.
We have consequently developed options to meet both targets.

Our proposals under both scenarios include increasing household meter penetration
to 92% across the company. We also plan to replace our entire existing household
meter stock with smart meters by 2030.

We have also included a 12% reduction in non-household demand forecast by
2037-38 in line with the EIP and will be engaging with the retailers to promote water
efficiency among non-households.

For the purpose of developing demand forecast, we have considered total growth in
our supply area without splitting them into NAVs and regular Southern Water
customers. This is primarily because of the difficulty in forecasting the proportion of
future growth that will end in in NAVs. By looking at total growth, we can ensure that
we develop enough resources to meet demand across our area.

As part of revised dWRMP24, we aim to reduce leakage by 50% by 2050. We have
also tested a scenario whereby we reduce leakage by 62% by 2050.

We recognise and consider demand management to be an environmentally friendly
and sustainable way of maintaining supply-demand balance in the long run.
However, we also have to consider the deliverability risk associated with demand
management. As we saw during the COVID-19 pandemic, several years of progress
made in reducing PCC was eroded in a single year.

We have considered this in setting our demand management targets.
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potential to help reduce water demand leading to
positive environmental outcomes. Natural England
encourages the company to continue with its metering
programme to determine if any of the remaining 12%
of customers not currently metered can be metered,
and to encourage those users who cannot be metered
to use less water and to highlight the importance of
this environmentally.

Natural England is pleased to see the Catchment First
programme continuing and the ambitious nature of
this. It is also good to see Southern Water actively
engaging with Non-Government Organisations
(NGOs) to provide the best outcomes for customers
and the environment, as well as working with farmers
and Catchment Sensitive Farming Advisers (to reduce
pesticide and nutrients from landholdings and to
groundwater). Continued engagement and
progression of this programme is needed for it to
achieve the desired outcomes. Good environmental
benefits from this programme are starting to be seen
on the ground, for which Natural England would like to
commend the company.

Southern Water's dWRMP does not seem to take
account the bulk transfers from Southern Water to
various NAVs in their supply area. These need to be
considered in supply demand balances and the
environmental impacts assessed with the appropriate
options, if not already accounted for. If these
assessments have not already been completed, the
HRA and SEA should be updated as outlined in those
sections of this letter. The assessments for these
options should be clearly outlined in the dWRMP and
added to the relevant sections (including table 5.8 of
the technical report, table 1g of the WRP tables, etc).
It is noted that exports to NAVs generally involve small
volumes of water, but this still needs accounting for in
the plan.

Southern Water Response
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Natural England encourages Southern Water to
continue to be ambitious in its leakage reduction
programme and to strive to meet the high reduction
scenario of 62% by 2050, as this will lessen the
environmental impact and the amount of water needed
for supply. It is good to see the asset renewal
programme in place. This should continuously be
reviewed, and other assets added as required.

Where there are existing impacts on nature and the
ability to recover from water resources impacts, the
company should seek significant demand
management measures to remove these impacts as
soon as possible to support restoration, improvement
and resilience. This should not await new supplies
options coming online and demand management
interventions should be timetabled as early as possible
in the plan to meet the objectives, policies and
timelines for nature recovery as set out in Annex 2.

Southern Water Response
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3. Feedback from Ofwat and our responses

Reference Ofwat comment Southern Water response

1 Demand management ambition and outcomes In our revised dWRMP24, we are aiming to achieve 50% leakage reduction by
The Government's strategic priorities for Ofwat states that 2050, reduction in PCC to 110I/h/d by 2045 under dry year conditions and
reducing demand for water can relieve pressures on water reducing non-household demand by 12% by 2037-38 (compared 2019-20).

supply and increase our resilience to extreme drought. Water
companies must act to reduce demand for water in a way that
represents value for money in the long term. We expect all
companies to use their WRMPs to show how they will meet
long-term water demand targets, including:

o a 50% reduction in leakage by 2050 from 2017-18
levels; and
° reducing per capita consumption (PCC) to 110 litres

per head per day (I/h/d) by 2050.

A further target is now set in the Environmental Targets
(Water) (England) Regulations 2023 for the reduction of
potable water supplied by water undertakers in England to
people in England. This states that the volume supplied per
day per head of population should be at least 20% lower than
the 2019-20 baseline by 31 March 2038. We expect
companies to demonstrate how they will deliver against this
target in their final WRMP.

We welcome that Southern Water plans to reduce leakage by  Our Draft Plan achieved a PCC of 1151/h/d by 2050 under dry year conditions.
50% from 2017-18 by 2050. We also welcome that Southern ~ We have revised our demand management strategy to achieve a dry year PCC
Water has set out its intention to meet the PCC target of of 1101/h/d by 2045 as a minimum. This will be reflected in the revised WRMP
1101/h/d by 2050. However, the company's WRMP planning planning tables. We have also slightly adjusted our leakage profile to start from
tables do not clearly show this is the case, with a higher dry our 2021-22 outturn position rather than the 3-year average.

year annual average (DYAA) PCC presented in 2049-50. The

company should revise its planning tables for its final WRMP

to reflect the ambition set out in its plan.

The company's final WRMP should also reference the target If we achieve our target reductions in leakage, PCC and non-household
to reduce distribution input by head of population by 20% by demand then our forecast per capita DI in 2037-38 under normal year
2037-38 and demonstrate how it plans to deliver this through  conditions will be 22% lower than our 2019-20 reported per capita DI.

a combination of reductions in the key demand components:

leakage, household consumption and non-household

consumption.
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Demand reduction strategy

We welcome that the company has tested three leakage
reduction scenarios of 50%, 55% and 62% to help inform the
optimum long-term strategy for meeting the supply-demand
balance. However, the company presents the 50% reduction
scenario in its preferred plan, reasoning that this is based on
Ofwat feedback and aligns with the EA's National Framework
for Water Resources. As confirmed in the PR24 final
methodology, we expect companies to plan to meet the 50%
reduction target as a minimum and that further reductions
should be explored. Although the interventions to meet the
62% reduction are presented, together with the costs and
demand savings, no comparison is made between the three
scenarios, based on costs and demand savings and
interaction with supply-side options in the programme, to
propose an optimum target reduction. We expect the
company to provide sufficient and convincing evidence in its
final WRMP to justify why its selected approach to reducing
demand (leakage, PCC and business demand) represent the
best value approach to meeting a supply-demand balance or
delivering long-term strategic outcomes in line with
expectations.

The company needs to justify why the demand management
approach presented in the dWRMP represents a coherent
strategy. The lack of testing the profiling of measures and
their interaction with supply options means that the
programme may be scheduled incorrectly. This includes
whether it is optimal to implement a significant amount of
mains replacement during 2025-30 while the advanced
metering infrastructure (AMI) meters are still being rolled out.
The company should provide sufficient and convincing
evidence that the strategy fits together as an optimal long-
term package, including how it interacts with the supply side
programme.
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Southern Water response

The WRSE investment model does not allow for different combinations of
household demand, non-household demand and leakage reductions to be
tested separately. The reductions are bundled together into high, medium and
low demand management strategies to provide a single demand reduction
figure for each strategy. This has been done for operational reasons to reduce
the model run times.

We have, however, introduced savings from Government interventions
separately from water company interventions and have tested different levels
of savings and savings profiles from Government interventions. This is
discussed in our revised dWRMP24.

The output from the investment model can be split into respective demand
management components i.e. PCC reduction, non-household demand
reduction and leakage reduction. We can provide a £ per MI/d comparison of
reduction in these demand components with the preferred supply-side options.

We have also tested a scenario whereby PCC under dry year conditions is
reduced to 98I/h/d by 2045 and leakage reduced by 62% by 2050.

The WRSE investment model does not allow for different combinations of
household demand, non-household demand and leakage reductions to be
tested separately. The reductions are bundled together into high, medium and
low demand management strategies to provide a single demand reduction
figure for each strategy. This has been done for operational reasons to reduce
the model run times.

We have, however, introduced savings from Government interventions
separately from water company interventions and have tested different levels
of savings and savings profiles from Government interventions. This is
discussed in our revised dWRMP24.

The output from the investment model can be split into respective demand
management components i.e. PCC reduction, non-household demand
reduction and leakage reduction. We can provide a £ per MI/d comparison of
reduction in these demand components with the preferred supply-side options.
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Delivery of PR19 performance commitments and
WRMP19 targets

We are concerned that, based on the dWRMP data tables,
the company does not forecast delivery of its PR19
performance commitment levels for leakage and PCC by
2024-25. For PCC the end point in 2024-25 would reflect an
increase in PCC from the 2019-20 position. We expect the
company to deliver its PR19 and WRMP19 targets.
Companies should not expect additional customer funding to
address deficits resulting from under delivery in the current or
previous periods. We expect the company to review its
proposals in these areas for its final WRMP.

Business demand

Southern Water's dWRMP presents a decreasing trend in
absolute non-household consumption levels and levels per
head of population from 2019-20 onwards. This represents a
1.7% decrease across the 2025-30 period. We have
previously highlighted the opportunity for companies to
deliver non-household demand reductions and our
expectations for WRMPs are that companies deliver
significantly improved levels of water efficiency in the
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Southern Water response

When viewed as a whole life cost rather than a short-term AMP period view,
mains replacement is a cost-efficient method of maintaining asset condition
and preventing deterioration. Our assessment of the amount of mains
replacement required to offset leakage deterioration was based on our current
deterioration rates and the amount of leakage per section of pipe, from our
deterioration model. However, we also recognise that increasing our
replacement rate by the level required, in one AMP, will represent a significant
challenge and we are reviewing this as part of the PR24 business case. This
will result in short term increases in, most likely, find and fix’ to fill the shortfall
in output and deliver the required leakage reduction profile. Continually
delaying asset replacement based on a short-term view of cost/benefits will
result in increased costs in the medium term due to a deteriorating asset and a
lower leakage benefit per km of mains replaced. Maintaining the required
leakage levels will also become more challenging due to an increasingly
deteriorating asset base. This is not beneficial for the longer term supply-
demand balance.

We are aiming to hit our AMP7 leakage target. However, we do not expect to
achieve our PCC target. Our PCC increased significantly during periods of
COVID-19 lockdown. While it has started to come down since the restrictions
have been lifted, it remains higher than pre COVID-19 level. It is likely to
remain higher than pre pandemic levels over the remainder of this AMP as a
part of the workforce continues to work from home for at least part of the week.
We have revised our end of AMP7 PCC forecast. The revised PCC forecast is
closer to our end of AMP6 position but is higher than our WRMP 19 forecast.
We are however aiming to achieve the longer term PCC target of 1101/h/d by
2045 under dry year conditions. During the 2020-25 period we are devoting
significant levels of resources into promoting water efficiency amongst our
customers. For example in 2022-23, we have completed another 8,630 home
audits. This, for the first time, included 500 at a housing association. We’re on
track to deliver 45,000 home visits in AMP7, despite the impact of COVID-19.

For the revised dWRMP24, we are aiming to reduced non-household demand
by 12% by 2037-38. While the demand is projected to increase thereafter as a
result of growth, the forecast demand in 2074-75 is still lower than it was in
2019-20.

from
Southern
Water ==



Reference

156

Ofwat comment

business sector. We expect the company to clearly justify an
ambitious strategy for non-household demand reduction in its
final WRMP.

Per capita consumption (PCC)

The data provided by the company to date indicates that it is
proposing a three-year average PCC reduction over the
2025-30 period that will deliver a level of PCC 0.2% higher
than the 2019-20 baseline by 2029-30. We are concerned
that this means that PCC will not have changed over a ten-
year period. As the company further develops its forecast
PCC performance trend from dWRMP to final WRMP it
should include the reasons for changes and explain the
impact of any revisions on the optimisation and best value
option selection in its preferred plan. We expect the company
to provide sufficient and convincing evidence in its final
WRMP to justify why its selected targets for demand
reduction represents the best value approach to meeting a
supply-demand balance or delivering long-term strategic
outcomes.

Leakage

Setting a glidepath to meet optimum long-term targets and
outcomes should enable an efficient and deliverable long-
term programme to be identified. The company's plan only
considers a single leakage profile. The proposed reduction for
2025-30 is only 8.8% compared to 15% to be delivered during
2020-25. The company should present sufficient and
convincing evidence of the costs and benefits of a range of
profiles and explain more robustly why this profile — rather
than doing more or less in the near term — is optimal from a
timing of investment perspective. This is particularly important
given the company's near-term supply demand deficits, which
a faster pace of leakage reduction could help resolve.

The range of options for leakage reduction that seem to have
been considered include active leakage control, mains
replacement, pressure management and metering. However,
the plan contains insufficient evidence and disaggregated
costs and benefits of activities to fully understand whether
these represent best value over the long term. In general, the
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The 3-year average figures have been influenced by the high PCC levels
during 2020-21 and 2020-22 and the fact that our starting position for AMP8
was much higher than originally forecast in WRMP19. As PCC has started to
drop following the lifting of COVID-19 restrictions, we have revised our end of
AMP7 PCC forecast. However, it remains higher than originally forecast. We
are nevertheless aiming to achieve the long term PCC target of 110l/h/d by
2045 under dry year conditions.

Three leakage scenarios were produced for the dWRMP24 which achieved a
range of leakage reductions of between 50% and 62% by 2050, in line or
exceeding the National Infrastructure Committee (NIC) targets of halving
leakage by 2050. This process has been revised for the revised dWRMP24.
The revised leakage profile selected still achieves 50% reduction by 2050 but
has a higher level of leakage reduction in AMP8 than the Draft Plan profile with
a 15% reduction in leakage (compared to the 2017-18 to 2019-20 base
leakage level) over the 5 year period, up to 2030.

At the time the Leakage Roadmap was published, we had one of the lowest
leakage levels (per km and per property) in the industry. The 2030 leakage
level in the revised dWRMP24 is now very close to the NIC 2050 industry
target and will be close to 10% of DI. Leakage reduction rates will fall after this
point and opportunities to deliver benefits without asset investment will reduce.

We reviewed 10 options for leakage reduction as part of the planning process.
Of these, 3 options were excluded due to the low level of associated benefits
that were assessed against them, leaving 7 options that were taken forwards.
The benefits and costs associated with these options will be provided as part of
the revised dWRMP24.
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company has not presented enough feasible options, in
particular for leakage management, where only the preferred
basket of option types is presented in data tables. For many
zones the majority of feasible options are selected (e.g.
Hampshire Southampton East WRZ 14 of 16 selected)
suggesting that not enough feasible options were presented
to be optimised. We expect the company to present further
granularity for its demand management options, and sufficient
and convincing evidence that the number and range of
options and the scenarios considered to define them are
appropriate and optimal.

The company defines three high level scenarios (high,
medium and low) for different leakage option types (for
example, fix on fail, advanced pressure management, etc).
The company then selects one scenario per option type to
form part of its leakage strategy. It is unclear why these
scenarios are selected (i.e. the scale of costs and benefits to
determine the range between high and low) and why the
selected scenario is chosen. Low ambition scenarios are
chosen for advanced pressure management and fix on fail
that are presented as having low unit costs compared to other
option types, and the unit cost does not increase with
increasing ambition. This indicates that there is scope to
explore these option types more in the near term. Although
the company selects the low scenario for mains
replacements, it needs to provide more context for why even
the low scenario is optimal given the very high unit costs.

The company should clarify its proposed programme of
leakage activity types for the 2025-30 period as well as the
costs and benefits, as those presented in 'Annex 17 —
Leakage strategy' do not match the confirmed numbers in
table 8 of the WRMP data tables.

We expect the company to review its leakage reduction
proposals and provide sufficient and convincing evidence it is
presenting a best value solution based on efficient activity
costs.
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The selection of options depended on the nature of leakage benefit, for
example, deterioration in the natural rate of rise of leakage was offset by asset
renewal, natural rate of rise of leakage was offset by find and fix, and leakage
reduction was obtained through smart metering, pressure management and
more efficient fix and fix enabled by smart network technologies and models.

A more granular commentary is included in the revised dWRMP24.

The selection of options depended on the nature of leakage benefit, for
example, deterioration in the natural rate of rise of leakage was offset by asset
renewal, natural rate of rise of leakage was offset by find and fix, and leakage
reduction was obtained through smart metering, pressure management and
more efficient fix and fix enabled by smart network technologies and models.

In addition, options were not purely selected on the basis of leakage reduction
alone. This is especially true for mains replacement. Mains replacement
increases resilience against weather related events - which had a significant
impact on our leakage levels during 2022-23 - as well having a long term
impact on supply interruptions and therefore customer impacts. ‘Find and fix’
may deliver a short term leakage benefit but it does not address resilience and
actually creates more supply interruptions.

The level of risk selected depended on our confidence of delivering the outputs
without putting our ability to achieve the outputs in jeopardy.

More detail is included in the revised dWRMP24.

We will ensure that our leakage strategy is accurately captured in the WRP
tables as described in the revised WRMP24 technical document.

We have reviewed our leakage reduction proposals. However, there remains
some uncertainty in the leakage options post AMP8. This is partly due to the
low level of leakage we will have achieved at this point (ca. 10% of DI), which
is forecast to impact the subsequent rate of leakage reduction that is
attainable, as well as the unknowns around the additional benefit that smart
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Southern Water has not discussed its policy with regards to
customer supply pipe leakage. We are encouraging
companies to evaluate the benefits of a common industry
approach to addressing leakage on customers own pipes. We
expect companies to provide a view on the benefits of a
common industry approach in their statements of response
and final WRMPs. We will support companies in the
development of a common approach but expect the industry
to lead on the development. The Water UK leakage route
map to 2050 committed to an informed debate on customer
supply pipe strategy by December 2022.

Metering

Southern Water currently plans to increase household meter
penetration from 88% to 92% by the end of the 2020-25
period and does not state whether or how this is optimal. The
company recommends moving from its current stock of basic
meter and automated meter read (AMR) technologies to the
smarter AMI functionality. AMI meter penetration is forecast
to reach 82% by 2030. Southern Water assumes that greater
meter penetration will encourage customer usage to reduce
by a further 3-5%. However, it is unclear if this relates to
changing from a basic meter or AMR to an AMI meter, or
where these percentage usage savings come from.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘
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metering and innovative smart network models will deliver. The level of smart
metering roll out in AMP8 will materially change our ability to understand and
target leakage interventions which will result in more efficient find and fix
processes as well as allowing for the optimisation of asset replacement
decisions.

The planned roll-out of AMI meters during AMP8 will allow us to proactively
identify customer-side leakage and internal losses more effectively. The meters
will be programmed to generate leak alarms that will notify both the customer
and Southern Water of the presence of water loss within 1 to 7 days of the leak
occurring (dependant on leak size), significantly reducing the run-time of a leak
and the amount of water lost. We are reviewing the options for customer-side
leak repairs that will be offered during and after the roll out of these meters.
This includes:

offering a free repair for any leaks present at the time of meter installation,
maintaining the current process whereby all but vulnerable customers are
responsible for their own repairs or offering a free supply pipe repair
process (recognising the increase in cost that all customers would incur for
implementing this).
The increase in meter penetration from 88% to 92% commitment was a
demand reduction measure included in WRMP19 for Central and Western
areas. Recognising the high meter penetration already achieved in our region,
and the complexity of our remaining unmetered estate, we will be delivering
this alongside our AMP8 meter replacement programme to drive efficiency.

We have assumed that Basic and AMR meters replaced by AMI meters will
have the same customer usage reduction. Our AMR meters are read on a
twice-yearly basis for the purpose of customer billing. There are no further
capabilities being operated at the moment that can support customers to
manage or reduce their usage.

We have assumed 4% PCC reduction based on the following studies:

e A 2015 study by Southampton University of our Universal Metering
Programme indicated a 16.5% reduction in Customer Demand.

e A Frontier Economics report estimated a 5% reduction in demand from
Basic or AMR to Smart AMI Meters.

e A Water UK & Artesia report that estimated 12-22% progressive smart
metering by region.
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The company has assessed three replacement scenarios to
determine its preferred metering programme. These are to
replace meters on failure with AMR meters, to replace meters
on failure with AMI meters, and to proactively replace meters
with AMI during 2025-30 period. The company chooses the
proactive replacement AMI strategy based on the delivery
costs and costed benefits. However, a wider variety of
delivery timescales for AMI should be presented together with
sufficient and convincing evidence that this strategy
represents optimal investment scheduling over the long term.
An AMI roll out over 10 years (rather than the five presented)
is necessary to be consistent with our technology common
reference scenario. The only other comparison is against
different technology types and not roll out times. The choice
of strategy is also dependent on costed benefits without any
detail on how these are calculated, nor are the usage savings
for each strategy presented. The strategy of like for like
replacement of AMR meters would be a base activity with no
additional enhancement costs to customers which should be
factored into decision making.

The company presents very high metering unit costs which
are calculated to be 14.7 £m/Ml/d for the 2025-30 period. This
may be the result of low assumed benefits or high meter
installation costs or both. The company's plan has AMI
installation unit costs (£ per meter) significantly higher than
the unit costs allowed at PR19, recent outturn and other
companies' dWRMP forecasts. The company also needs to
provide sufficient and convincing evidence that the unit costs
of its AMI meter installations are efficient.
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Therefore a 4% further PCC reduction has been assumed. It is assumed that
this is primarily driven by variable use and ability to influence behaviour
through access to data and tailored usage advice.

We have revised our strategy since publishing dWRMP24. We consider a 5-
year replacement cycle to be a key enabler for our water efficiency programme
because it unlocks the potential of other options (home audits, awareness and
education etc) and implementation of future tariffs; without which the target
PCC of 110I/h/d under dry year conditions by 2050 is not achievable. It has
also recognised that a 5-year replacement cycle is also critical to replace an
ageing meter estate. By the end of 2025, ca. 90% of all AMR meter batteries
will have failed, and by 2030 will exceed the mechanical life of the meter, whilst
all legacy non-AMR meters (30% of existing meters) will be more than 5 years
older than their expected 15-year operational life.

The size of the overall programme investment is larger than we will receive via
the existing regulatory framework. We are therefore looking at alternative
delivery routes that will enable the investment to continue, while providing
value for money for customers. We have begun work to identify routes where
multiple parts (e.g. installation, maintenance) are outsourced to an alternative
provider. This possibility has been mentioned to Ofwat in our Direct
Procurement for Customer (DPC) meeting of 3 April 2023 and in our first PR24
engagement meeting with Ofwat on 26 April 2023. Ofwat feedback in the
meeting was that it is open to considering smart meters as candidates for the
formal DPC process. We will continue to engage with Ofwat and, in the event
that either the DPC or the alternative financing route is recommended, we will
adjust related PR24 claims to take account of the intended delivery
mechanism. This work will also include modelling a 10-year roll out scenario.

There is no benefit from like-for-like meter replacement. Therefore we propose
that this benchmark should be Enhancement Costs for enabling Smart
Metering benefits vs benefits. It should also be expanded to include both PCC
and customer-side leakage. Customer-side leakage is not currently included in
the calculation of benefit. Using this calculation, our forecast cost of £m per
Ml/d saved is £2.9m.

Our AMI installation unit costs currently assume that a significant volume of
replacements will not be simple. We assume that a significant proportion of
replacements will require boundary box remediation or replacement due to the
age, condition, or dimensions of the boundary box. 42% of all replacements in
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2020-21 and 2021-22 were escalated as it was not a simple external screw-
out/screw-in replacement. We are commissioning a sample of 20k boundary
box surveys to narrow this uncertainty and refine cost assumptions.

Our PR24 submissions will contain further comparisons to AMP7 industry
meter replacement costs to demonstrate efficient costs.

The interaction between metering options and the PCC Our water efficiency programme is based on developing a water conscious
glidepath to 2050 is currently not explored. The company future by creating awareness and educating our customers (campaigns,
should present sufficient and convincing evidence to explain education), providing the tools to help with the behaviour change (home audits,
this. The decision-making process identifying how outputs smart metering etc.) and incentivising reduced use. Currently, only home

from models and optimisation tools are developed into audits are the proven way of consumption reduction and quantifiable benefits
recommendations for executive team and Board sign off is of the other measures are not fully known; however, we have planned a

not clearly explained in the dWRMP. In its final WRMP, the number of pilots to measure their impacts and refine our plan at WRMP29 with

company should provide further detail of this decision-making improved efficiencies, if possible.

framework and sufficient and convincing evidence to justify

why the preferred metering option is best value from a Smart metering is a key enabler for our water efficiency programme unlocks

technology and timing of investment perspective. the potential of other options (home audits, awareness and education etc.) and
implementation of future tariffs; without which the target PCC of 110I/h/d by
2050 under dry year conditions is unachievable. As such, we have approached
the glidepath of the Smart Metering programme based on the PCC reduction
requirements set by the household demand reduction programme and
guidance from the Water UK (Pathways to long-term PCC reduction report).
We have considered two water efficiency scenarios in for WRMP24. These are
described in our revised dWRMP24.

8 Assessment of water needs We have revised our supply and demand forecasts. These are described in
A robust assessment of current and future water needs is detail in our revised dWRMP24.
critical as it drives the gap between supply and demand and
therefore drives the scale of investment required for the 2025-
30 period and beyond.

The company's supply demand balance starting point for the
dWRMP24 is significantly lower than its forecast for the same
point in the final WRMP19. The reduction in available water
for 2025-26 is equivalent to 47% of company water demand
(Distribution Input). Although some of the changes are due to
supply-demand balance reporting updates, there is still
insufficient evidence to understand changes in some areas.
In some areas, the evidence suggests that non-delivery or
underperformance is the cause. This includes not meeting
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expected WRMP19 PCC levels, non-delivery or delayed
progress of PR19 funded schemes, reducing works outputs,
and an increased outage allowance. This means that there
are significant concerns whether the overall outcome of the
WRMP19 as funded at PR19 has been delivered in the
round. The company should fully quantify and justify the
reasoning for changes between WRMP19 and the starting
point for WRMP24 at a supply-demand balance component
level with sufficient and convincing evidence.

There are points from Ofwat's pre-consultation feedback in None of the WRMP19 funded options have been re-appraised. They are pre-
2022 that have not been appropriately or fully addressed in selected the investment model i.e. they are available as per their WRMP19

the dWRMP. This includes not being clear whether the delivery dates, except in cases where these delivery dates have been revised
benefits of funded schemes are incorporated as options (Littlehampton WTW recycling, HWTWRP and Havant Thicket Reservoir). The
rather than being incorporated into the baseline. Funded WRSE investment model utilises drought options in preference to the

options should be included within the baseline and not re- desalination/recycling options as drought options are effectively treated as free
appraised, as per the WRPG, section 4.8. Southern Water water. That is why the WRMP 19 options are not fully utilised while drought
should provide sufficient and convincing evidence that options are available. In reality all available options will be fully utilised before a
Ofwat's previous concerns on this matter have been drought option is invoked. This is discussed in detail in our revised dWRMP24.

addressed by its final WRMP.
There is limited evidence provided that the benefits of funded As mentioned above, all WRMP19 funded options are pre-selected and

PR19 activities have been appropriately factored into the available to the model from their WRMP19 delivery dates, except were revised.
dWRMP24 baseline supply-demand balance. The intended They have been included as pre-selected options rather than incorporated in
delivery and progress of PR19 schemes should be baseline supply-demand balance as it allows sensitivity testing around delivery
consistently presented in the company dWRMP and the dates and DO benefits as designs mature.

2021-22 annual performance report (APR) and any
differences explained. This is particularly important for those
schemes contributing to the PR19 long-term supply demand
schemes performance commitment and associated reporting.
The company should provide granular details of the benefits
of funded schemes and how and when these have benefited
the baseline supply-demand balance in its final WRMP.
Where a step change in supply-demand balance between
WRMP19 and WRMP24 is not sufficiently justified as being
due to changes to scenarios or planning assumptions, and
may instead be as a result of no delivery or
underperformance, this will be taken into account at PR24 in
the assessment of enhancement funding.
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It is important that Southern Water steps up its efforts on
WRMP19 supply and demand side options delivery and
meeting PR19 commitments ahead of WRMP24. We expect
the company to make substantial efforts on demand reduction
for the rest of the 2020-2025 price control period to ensure
that WRMP19 forecast and PR19 performance commitment
targets are met annually, and to set firm foundations for
delivering WRMP24.

Southern Water has not provided sufficient evidence for the
demand forecast having been produced in line with WRPG.
The company should provide supporting information on this
and its alignment with the guidelines, e.g. an appendix report
(not just figures), as has been done with the deployable
output assessment in Annex 8.

Southern Water presents high level outputs of testing the
date to achieving 1-in-500 year drought resilience. It presents
the impact on selected schemes in its least cost programme
for changing resilience levels from 2040 to 2037 and 2052.
The costs of these changes are not presented. We would
expect further details in the final WRMP of the different costs
of the programme in the short term and long term in non-
discounted costs for a significant policy choice. This is
important as the scale of impact and importantly the date for
achieving it is a key driver for scheduling schemes in the
investment programme. This point was raised in the pre-
consultation meeting and has yet to be appropriately
addressed. It is also unclear whether the company has tested
the moving to 1-in-500 year resilience correctly. It states that
the results presented show the impact of delaying the
termination of supply-side drought options on the least-cost
plan. The sensitivity, and optimisation of date, should be
based on moving the achievement of resilience to emergency
drought orders, not the removal of all supply-side drought
options. The choice of the years 2037 and 2052 is not
explained, nor is the reason for applying this to the least cost
programme only. Southern Water should provide sufficient
and convincing evidence to show that it has correctly and
robustly tested the sensitivity for the date to meet 1-in-500
year drought resilience, that this has been used to engage
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Our PCC target has been impacted by the change in working patterns as a
result of COVID-19. We are aiming to hit the long term target of 110I/h/d by
2050 under dry year conditions and are stepping up our efforts to reduce
demand. We are currently aiming to achieve the PCC target in 2045 rather
than 2050. One of the measures we are taking in this regard is to replace all
existing meters with smart (AMI) meters over a 5-year period during AMPS.

We have included the reports by Ovarro and Artesia covering the development
of household and non-household demand forecasts for dAWRMP24 as annexes
to the revised dWRMP24.

Our dWRMP24 achieved 1-in-500 year resilience in 2040-41 in line with
guidance. We have undertaken sensitivity tests to explore the impact of
alternative timings to achieving 1-in-500 year drought resilience. This is further
discussed in our revised dWRMP24.

Sensitivity testing of the timing of cessation of environmental drought permits
and orders was carried out in conjunction with WRSE and the above changes
to timing of 1-in-500 year drought resilience between 2035, 2040, 2045 and
2050. Across the WRSE companies we also agreed a policy that once we
reached the 1-in-500 year drought resilience standard, the use of these
drought orders and permits would stop in the following year. This additional
year ensures that schemes can be delivered in time to meet the resilience
standard, and provides a contingency in the event of a drought in the final year
of this period. After 1-in-500 year drought resilience is achieved, drought
orders and drought permits will only be used in our plan if we experience a
drought more severe than a 1-in-500 year event.

We have summarised the cost impacts of these alternative policy strategies for
the dWRMP24 in the table below. 2037 and 2052 relate to the cessation of use
of supply side drought permits or orders in the following year. Generally these
sensitivity runs show that, achieving 1-in-500 resilience earlier than 2040 is
less efficient, i.e. more expensive than deferring it until later in the planning
period.
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with customers, and that this has informed the choice of the Year

date in its final WRMP. cessation
of drought
permits

Average
Reginal
Plan cost
(across

Year 1-in-
500 year
resilience
achieved

Model Run Description

and all

orders branches)
achieved £m

163

st-hybrid-dy-w1-
tree16.05-
options-v37-
gov-led-
hybridb-2075
st-hybrid2035-
dy-w1-
tree16.05-
options-v37-
gov-led-
hybridb-drpo-
v4-2075
t-hybrid2035-
dy-w1-
tree16.05-
options-v37-
gov-led-hybridc-
drpo-v4-2075
st-hybrid2045-
dy-w1-
tree16.05-
options-v37-
gov-led-
hybridb-drpo-
v3-2075
st-hybrid2050-
dy-w1-
tree16.05-
options-v37-
gov-led-

Least Cost
Plan

Achieving 1-
in-500 year
drought
resilience by
2035

Achieving 1-
in-500 year
drought
resilience by
2035 with
policy C

Achieving 1-
in-500 year
drought
resilience by
2045

Achieving 1-
in-500 year
drought
resilience by
2050

2040

2035

2035

2045

2050

2042

2037

2042

2047

2052

12,977

13,294

12,848

12,251

12,195
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The company has a planned level of service for imposing
temporary use bans (e.g. hosepipe bans) at a frequency of
once every 10 years. For some zones it is not meeting this
level of resilience, such as those zones impacted by the
current Section 20 Agreement with the Environment Agency.
The consequences of this agreement to customers and the
environment (including 1-in-5 year hosepipe bans), and how
this has been incorporated into the supply-demand balance
and the timing for its conclusion should be made significantly
clearer in the final WRMP. Testing and optimising the
frequency of imposing these different restrictions is not
explored within the plan, in particular in the context of the
experiences of the 2022 drought. The company should
provide sufficient and convincing evidence that the 1-in-5
year or 1-in-10 year hosepipe ban frequency has been
discussed with customers and stakeholders and meets their
expectations.

As well as the company's selected outage allowance
increasing significantly between WRMP19 and WRMP24 for
2025-26, it remains high throughout the planning period.
Southern Water's outage allowance is high compared to most
other companies', at over 6% of the company Distribution
Input. Therefore, this planning assumption contributes
significantly to the company supply-demand balance and its
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hybridb-drpo-
v2-2075

Our reduced level of service in Hampshire reflects the abstraction licence
changes imposed upon us for the River Test and River ltchen in 2019 and the
Section 20 agreement we have with the EA. In our Drought Plan 2019 and our
revised draft Drought Plan 2022, we set out a series of flow triggers at which
we would take actions to protect supplies in accordance with the agreed
actions set out in the Section 20 agreement.

Our assessment of flows on the River Test suggested that we would likely
reach the trigger at which we would need to apply for a drought permit around
once every five years. Current EA guidance on drought permits and orders
requires that steps are taken to reduce demand before drought permits are
either applied for or implemented. Supported by recent modelling, we therefore
expect that we may need to impose restrictions on water use at a similar
frequency to drought permit and order applications, i.e. around once every five
years.

We have communicated this risk to our customers in Hampshire consistently
throughout our WRMP19 consultation, our current published (2019) Drought
Plan, and our consultation in 2021 on our latest draft Drought Plan. The
message is also reported consistently alongside all our material provided to the
Water for Life Strategic Resource Option Scheme, and highlighted as one of
the drivers of the need for such a scheme

Since 2019, we have made two drought permit applications for the River Test,
once in 2019 and again in 2022. We have also applied TUBs once in this
period, in 2022. The actual frequency of restrictions experienced by our
customers in Hampshire is therefore broadly in line with the risks we have
highlighted. We expect these risks to remain elevated until we have completed
delivery of our strategic water resource option for Hampshire.

We have revised our outage calculations since dWRMP24. The results are
discussed in our revised dWRMP24 technical report.
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proposal for significant investment. The company needs to
present sufficient and convincing evidence that the outage
allowance is appropriate in both the short and long term, is
not driving unnecessary and high regret investment, how this
level of outage tracks the reported unplanned outage
performance commitment, and how the company has
considered options to reduce its outage allowance.

Southern Water has justified why its DO methodology does
not align fully with the WRPG, stating that it does not attempt
to calculate 1-in-500 year source DOs. Instead, it is focused
only on WRZ level groundwater DOs. The company should
review its baseline DO to ensure that it is consistent with the
WRPG (section 5.3).

The company has updated its population forecasts since
WRMP19, which has resulted in a change in assumed
population of around 80,000 for the year 2025-26. This is a
significant change in starting assumption. Although the
company describes the methodology which results in the
change, and that outturn for 2021-22 was 2% higher than
forecast, it provides insufficient evidence that this updated
number (which is 3% higher) accurately reflects the
population of the company's region and, given its
significance, is appropriate. We expect the company to
provide sufficient and convincing evidence in its final WRMP
that the revised population forecast for WRMP24 is reliable
including validation against outturn, and why it is different to
the WRMP19 forecasts from less than five years ago.
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The WRPG requires us to use a system response DO. We calculated this and
provided the data in our dWRMP24 for each of our WRZs using our system
simulation models developed in Pywr.

Although calculated, we did not report individual source level DOs in our
dWRMP24. This was because in many cases, sources are constrained by
conjunctive use and network effects. Hence, the system response DO can
differ greatly from the summation of DO of individual sources.

In our revised dWRMP24, we have provided a high-level breakdown of source
level DOs where available. However, it should be noted that this is not possible
everywhere. This is particularly the case for storage reservoirs where the
estimates of DO are intrinsically based on conjunctive use. For such sites, only
the water resource planning system level DO responses are available. We
have also provided a comparison of the WRMP19 DO estimates and the
WRMP24 iterations, and where they differ, the reasons for that difference.

The growth forecast for WRMP24 was jointly commissioned by all WRSE
companies, using an independent consultant, to ensure consistent
methodology and data across the region. The baseline growth forecast is
based on Local Area Plans in line with WRPG. We have updated the growth
forecast for our revised dWRMP24 using the same consultant. The consultant's
report that describes the approach and data sources for WRMP24 growth
forecast is included as an annex to the revised dWRMP24.
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Options to meet water needs

Identifying an appropriate number and range of options to
meet water needs is essential to ensure that customers and
stakeholders have confidence that the preferred programmes
are optimal. We have significant concerns about the volume,
extent and breadth of options considered by Southern Water.
Southern Water should scope and consider a broader range
of options, noting that considering an increased range of
options could have implications for scaling, timing or selection
of large infrastructure projects.

Southern Water's feasible options list included only around
140% of its 2050 supply-demand balance. There are three
option types providing 89% of this volume: desalination
(around 35%), drought orders (26%) and conjunctive use of
operation of sources (around 11%). This is not considered a
sufficient volume and is not an extensive or broad enough
range of supply and demand options, given the company is
facing a large deficit. The lack of feasible options is more
evident at a WRZ level, for example the company presents 20
feasible options for zone SWSHWN with 17 of these selected
as preferred. This raises concern that the decision making
process has not been supplied with sufficient options to
provide confidence that the proposed programme is long term
best value. If we continue to have concerns around the
quality of the optioneering process at the final WRMP, we
reserve the right to query and request additional evidence at
PR24 and make decisions on appropriate funding
accordingly. We are also concerned by inconsistencies
between the WRMP tables and query responses which limit
our confidence in the analysis of option numbers, types and
WAFU benefit against deficit. We reiterate the need for
robust, consistent data in the final WRMP, to justify
investment proposed in the business plan.

In a recent ‘Hampshire Water Transfer and Water Recycling’
solution checkpoint meeting with Portsmouth Water, Southern
Water stated that that the DO for this option in the dWRMP24
will be incorrect, as the assumptions in the WRSE emerging
Reginal Plan were incorrect. Southern Water needs to ensure
that the DO for this scheme, and other associated option

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

As a result of the need to reduce the amount of water we take from rivers and
aquifers in order to protect the environment, we are constrained to look for
non-traditional sources of water such as desalination, recycling and large bulk
imports from neighbouring companies. There are limited suitable sites across
our region where such large infrastructure projects can be built. Consequently,
we have a narrower range of options to consider for WRMP24 compared to our
previous WRMPs. We have nevertheless looked at previously rejected options
to see if some of them could be considered for future development but we have
not been able to identify any that could be sufficiently developed in time for
WRMP24 except one asset enhancement option at our Lewes Road
groundwater source. We aim to address this issue for WRMP29.

We acknowledge the point relating to the sufficiency of feasible options in our
region. However, this reflects the lack of options in our region that are feasible
and environmentally sustainable. As we describe in our revised dWRMP24 we
are exploring a number of mitigation options with the EA and NE in order to
reduce the frequency of requiring drought orders and permits in the future. We
do not yet have granular costs nor detailed environmental assessments for
these options but they will increase the number of options that we can consider
in our WRMP decision making. We agree with the need for robust and
consistent data in our final WRMP but note that we were only made aware of
the need to review mitigation options during summer 2023.

The DO of HWTWRP has changed as a result of further work undertaken since
the submission of our AWRMP25. We are now considering outputs of 20Ml/d,
40MI/d and 60MI/d. The new DO figures have been used for the revised
dWRMP24.
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data, is correct within its final WRMP, Reginal Plan and the
RAPID gate submission.

Some of the screening criteria applied to the unconstrained
list do not align with the need to identify suitable and
technically feasible options to progress to more detailed
appraisal. This includes 'Will the option deliver beneficial
environmental outcomes, whether on its own or in
combination?' and 'Would the option provide enhanced
resilience through broadening types or locations of water
resources available for supply?'. These criteria and others are
not identifying necessary traits of options to be suitable for
consideration in a dWRMP. This may be contributing further
to the lack of feasible options to be optimised later in the
process. Southern Water should further describe the criteria
and justify with sufficient and convincing evidence of the
reasoning for their inclusion and appropriateness at this stage
of the decision-making process.

Several option types are effectively screened out prior to the
option appraisal stage. This includes third-party options (as
discussed below) and moving abstraction locations. As
abstraction licence reductions (short term and longer term for
environmental destination) are driving a significant proportion
of the need for investment, alternative options that allow
environmental improvements to be made that may be more
effective or better value should be explored. This includes
considering moving abstractions rather than simply reducing
them and needing to replace that water on a like for like
basis. Many of the options rejected and in the reassessment
at WRMP24 category could provide significant benefits to the
supply-demand balance and are potentially relatively low
cost. Southern Water needs all the reasonable options to
appraise that it can identify, given the scale of problem and
the unit costs being presented. The company's approach is a
missed opportunity to find lower cost or better value options
to be delivered in 2025-30 and beyond.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

While a number of criteria are used to assess the feasibility of an option,
options are seldom selected or rejected based on a single criterion. We have
included the potential environmental impact of an option and its resilience to
drought in our screening criteria given the requirement for us to lower the
environmental impact of our abstractions and to maintain supplies without
resorting to drought permits/orders in more severe droughts than have been
experienced over the last hundred years or so since the records began.

Our ability to relocate existing abstractions is limited by the geological and
geographic setting. Our most sensitive abstractions for the River Test, River
Itchen and Pulborough are already located close to the lower tidal reaches of
the rivers from which they abstract or impact. In the case of the River Test and
River Itchen, existing flow targets or future (CSMG) flow targets are not met at
these lower reaches and therefore the scope to increase abstraction is limited.
Pulborough is already very close to the tidal limit and any increase in
abstraction is likely to be ruled out under the precautionary principle due to
adverse effects on designated sites whilst sustainability investigations are
ongoing.

The Brighton and Worthing Chalk blocks are constrained by estuarine rivers
and nearly all existing groundwater sources are under review for potential risk
of deterioration under the WFD. Similarly our Kent Medway WRZs are under
risk of deterioration assessments and are also constrained by potential risk of
impacts on the North Kent Marshes SAC.

Whilst our WINEP investigations, monitoring and modelling studies to quantify
and understand any potential impacts are ongoing, we cannot determine any
alternative abstraction locations, that would not have similar, or potentially
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The company has very few third-party options on its option
lists. This is particularly true for non-incumbent water
company third party options. There is insufficient evidence
that the company has met the expectations around the
identification and fair treatment of third-party options, as
described in the WRPG. This includes the company taking a
passive approach to option identification, stating that may
options were rejected due no further discussions with the
potential supplier taking place, where guidelines expect an
active engagement role for the company. As a result,
Southern Water states that these third-party options have
significant uncertainty on cost, availability of water and other
key determining factors. This contradicts the expectation that
companies should support third parties in their provision of
information and analysis as part of the development of third-
party options. We expect sufficient and convincing evidence
in the final WRMP that all parts of the guidance have been
appropriately followed in relation to third party options and
that the lack of third-party options in the company's preferred
plan is low regret best value.

Southern Water has not provided sufficient information
regarding option utilisation in its Draft Plan. Extra information
was provided to Ofwat on utilisation after querying. We
expect to see more robust evidence on utilisation in the final
WRMP, in line with feedback in our pre-consultation feedback
letters, to fully explain and justify the utilisation rates given
and to provide evidence that modularity and scalability in
optioneering has been fully considered and explored to
manage low utilisation situations. We require more evidence
in the final plan that operational interventions have been

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

more damaging effects. Furthermore any alternative abstraction locations
would still require assessment to understand the risk of deterioration.

Options appraisal between 2024 and 2027, following the conclusion of WINEP
investigations, may identify potential feasible options to relocate or redistribute
our abstraction licences to locations with less impact. Any such feasible
options will be included in our WRMP29 options appraisal.

We were contacted by two third-party suppliers for potentially supplying water
to Southern Water. One was the option of farm storage on a farm in our
Hampshire Andover WRZ and the other was tankering of water from Norway.
In the first instance, the potential supplier decided not to proceed further with
their interest after we directed them to our Bid Assessment Framework to
formally submit their plan. In the case of tankering water from Norway, the
option was assessed by WRSE and it was decided not to take it to the feasible
stage until we had further clarity on the commercial terms and a few other
technical details (berthing locations for the vessels, connection points to public
supply network, water quality implications etc.). We have recently been
contacted by the supplier again as they plan to carry out a trial later this year.
We have held a first meeting with them and agree to continue engagement
with them to see if the proposal can be developed further. However, given the
timelines, it is unlikely to feature in our WRMP24.

We have discussed this with WRSE. We have considered adding significant
costs to the drought permits/orders in order to force the model to fully utilise
existing options before resorting to drought permits/orders. However, even
adding additional costs of drought permits/orders still makes them cheaper
than desalination/recycling options. Secondly, artificially inflating the costs of
drought permits/orders to force the model to fully utilise other options interferes
with the principle of developing a least-cost plan. While the investment model
may be selecting drought options may be selected in preference to supply-side
options, thereby suppressing the utilisation of these options; in reality, we
would not be applying for a drought permit/order unless all other options have
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considered and will be implemented where appropriate if this
is the best value solution.

Southern Water has provided utilisation information on some
key options. In its response to our query, Southern Water
accepted that the utilisation rates it has provided are under-
reported because drought options are selected instead. This
should be addressed in the final WRMP. Where utilisation
data is from the WRSE modelling, Southern Water should
consider the practical and operational implications of the
data, rather than simply relying on the model outputs.
[FAISAL]

Decision making and prioritisation (WRSE)
Notwithstanding our concerns above on the identification and
selection of options, the explanation around decision making
is clearly set out and standalone at the company level, with
demonstration of how the WRMP is informed by the WRSE
Reginal Plan. For the final plan, Southern Water should
continue to ensure that the narrative contains a complete and
standalone explanation of decision making at the company
level.

Southern Water has adopted an adaptive planning approach
using regional decision-making tools. The approach taken is
appropriate for its high-risk problem characterisation. An
explanation of the optimisation process across its nine
adaptive pathways used to derive the preferred programme
and output comparison has been provided.

Southern Water is using adaptive planning and provides an
explanation of the approach to managing uncertainty and
adaptive planning. However, it has not carried out sensitivity
analysis on the timing of adaptive plan branches to explore
the trade-offs and justify the timings and this should be
completed for the final plan. Southern Water should further
demonstrate in its final plan that decision making has not
been influenced by artificial constraints and that constraints
are appropriate. This includes presenting the implications of

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

been fully utilised. We will provide additional narrative around the utilisation of
supply-side options in our revised dWRMP24 and reflect the utilisation of
options appropriately in the WRP tables.

The comment is noted and we will retain the description of the decision-making
process at the company level in the revised dWRMP24.

We have noted this comment
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sensitivity testing including different glide paths on water
efficiency and leakage.

The best value metrics used have a line of sight to the plan
objectives. However, it would be beneficial to maintain that
line of sight to sub-metrics and to the ultimate outcomes in
order to structure and justify the preferred plan. In its best
value analysis, the company has considered a range of
economic, social and environmental benefits that the options
can deliver. Southern Water has not referred to Ofwat's public
value principles. We would like Southern Water to use
Ofwat's public value principles, and to reflect expectations set
out in the PR24 final methodology, within its Best Value
Planning process in its final plan, and to explain how these
have been used to inform best value decision making.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

The Public Value principles are well aligned with the approach we have
adopted to Best Value Planning across WRSE and are also reflected in our
dWRMP24.

Principle 1: We developed, and used, a Best Value Planning framework to take
account of social and environmental value in developing the draft Regional
Plan and our dWRMP24. Please see section 6.5 and Section 7 of our
dWRMP24.

Principle 2: We considered several non-monetised criteria alongside cost to
identify the draft Best Value Plan for the WRSE region, and our dWRMP24.
The criteria used included: options customers prefer (based on our customer
research); environmental benefits and disbenefit; natural capital creation; BNG
and resilience. We consulted stakeholders and customers on the best value
objectives and criteria.

Principle 3: We have engaged openly and transparently throughout the
development of the draft Reginal Plan and our dWRMP24. We have taken
account of the priorities and preferences of customers, and knowledge and
expertise of stakeholders, through the development of the dWRMP24.
Information on the engagement we have undertaken and how this has been
considered is presented in Section 4.5 and Annex 6 of our dWRMP24.

Principle 4: We are continuing to engage with customers and stakeholders,
through the public consultation on our dAWRMP24. As part of this we are
seeking feedback on the cost and value that the dWRMP24 provides. The
feedback we receive to the consultation will be considered and taken into
account in finalising our plan. The investment needed to ensure a secure and
sustainable future water supply will then be included in the Price Review
process, as part of which there will be further consideration of affordability and
support mechanisms required to ensure we adequately consider and protect
vulnerable customers.

Principle 5: We are committed to work and collaborate with other water
companies and the wider stakeholder community to ensure we can continue to
deliver a secure and sustainable water supply. Collaboration takes a wide
range of forms, from developing and sharing resources with other water
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In combination assessments have been included for
environment at the programme level as part of Best Value
Plan assessment. However, Southern Water has not yet
completed in combination DO assessments for some of its
strategic resource solutions, and it will be updating its option
DO assessments for the next round of investment modelling
to inform the final plan. These are important to understand
how the options work together as a system. Southern Water
should work with WRSE to make sure the SESRO, Severn
Thames Transfer (STT), Thames to Southern Transfer
(T2ST) conjunctive use benefit of 19MI/d is accounted for
within the regional modelling.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

companies to delivering water efficiency programmes with retailers and
housing developers and working with stakeholders to improve catchments and
deliver environmental improvements (Annex 9 of our dAWRMP24).

Furthermore, collaborative working will be an integral principle in all future
water supply infrastructure development to ensure we optimise solutions and
benefits as well as leveraging contributions as appropriate.

Principle 6: We currently work in collaboration with a range of partners and
actively seek opportunities to work in partnership to achieve our public value
commitments and make a positive contribution to our customers, communities
and the natural environment.

Ofwat’s public value principles are not explicitly considered within our
assessment of social benefit, as these principles are not referenced in the
WRPG or the supplementary guidance on Environment and Society in
Decision Making but as outlined above, they are integral to long term planning
of water resources as described the draft Reginal Plan and our dAWRMP24. It is
referenced in our revised dWRMP24.

Since publication of our dAWRMP24 we have jointly worked with Portsmouth
Water to develop a combined system simulation model of our Western area
and the Portsmouth Water’'s supply area. The purpose was to validate the
solution put forward in the dWRMP24 to estimate combined conjunctive-use
DOs for the Havant Thicket Reservoir and HWTWRP. We have updated our
estimates of the conjunctive use benefits of the Havant Thicket Reservoir for
our revised dWRMP24 based upon the outcomes of this modelling.

The results show that generally the solutions proposed for 2030, 2040 2050
are capable of meeting supply-demand balance challenge in Hampshire. For
2050, the benefits of T2ST are also considered.

We have worked with Thames Water to undertake an enhanced system
simulation modelling of T2ST. The objective was to conduct an assessment of
the DO benefits of T2ST to the Regional Plan.

The key focus of this assessment was to establish whether there is likely to be
conjunctive-use DO benefit through a link between the River Thames and
Southern Water's Hampshire supply area i.e. if the DO benefit of T2ST to
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A comparison of the cost difference between the least cost
and best value programmes has been provided. However, the
company should present the costs and benefits of the Least
Cost Plan against the preferred and other alternative plans
more clearly in its final plan. Where investment is needed,
beyond least cost, the value of the additional benefit needs to
be presented within the WRMP planning tables. The
robustness of this valuation data is important where
companies are requesting significant areas of investment. As
well as clearly presenting this, the company should provide
sufficient and convincing evidence that the costs to deliver
the Best Value Plan is outweighed by the additional value it
provides.

Southern Water proposes to invest £139 million to improve
connection within its network in the 2025-30 period. Over the
whole life cost, Southern Water has presented £9,782 million
of investment in preferred options. The company should
ensure the benefits it has identified for these schemes are
sufficiently evidenced. Additionally, the company may have
schemes where interconnectors are necessary to deliver new
supplies to areas of demand. In such cases, the schemes
should be evaluated by combining the costs of developing the

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

Southern Water is greater than the loss of DO to Thames Water (the ‘dis-
benefit’).

The DO benefits of T2ST to Southern Water were consistent across a range of
return periods (from 1-in-2 year to 1-in-500 year). The 80MI/d variant of T2ST
provided around 76-77MI/d of benefit, while the 120MI/d variant provided 114-
115MI/d of benefit. The full amount of the scheme was not utilised because
Southern Water’s peak demand was not required to be met at all times of the
year.

The results of including the transfer utilisation timeseries in the Thames Water
model show a reduction in DYAA DO in Thames Water of between 34Mi/d and
43MI/d for the T2ST 80MI/d variant and a reduction of between 52MI/d to
66MI/d for the 120 MI/d variant.

We have used the outputs of these modelling studies to update our data inputs
for the revised dWRMP24.

The comment is noted and we have presented a clearer comparison of the
costs as suggested.

The comment is noted.
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new supply with the interconnector costs as a single option to
produce an optimised Best Value Plan. We also reiterate our
pre-consultation feedback, which aligns with the WRMP
guidelines, that sub zonal schemes (not impacting on zonal
WAFU) can be discussed within the narrative of the WRMP to
provide context, but they need to be presented and justified
with sufficient and convincing evidence in PR24 business
plans rather than the WRMP. When presenting such
enhancement schemes, companies should clearly identify
how they have assessed the degree of overlap with activities
it is funded to deliver through base expenditure. Companies
should not expect additional customer funding to address
risks resulting from under delivery in the current or previous
periods.

The feedback Southern Water and WRSE receive on their
Draft Plans, and potential changes to the estimated cost of
SESRO over time, have the potential to influence the need
for, timing and sizing of this option further. While SESRO is
currently selected across scenarios in the WRSE Draft Plan,
the choice of size is presented as a close decision with small
differences in associated best value metrics. The smaller
reservoir option (100Mm3 capacity) is currently selected as it
is assessed as performing better against some of the best
value criteria, particularly those that provide additional
benefits to the environment and society. The plan suggests
that the larger reservoir option (150Mm3) performs better
against the resilience criteria and biodiversity net gain.

The selection of SESRO is based on current costs which we
note have not changed significantly over recent years and
may do so as the option development work progresses.
WRSE should work with the relevant water companies,
including Southern Water, as well as engaging with the
market to develop more mature costings and to further
evidence the robustness and reliability of SESRO costs,
given they have not changed significantly in more than five
years which is unusual for a project of this scale. WRSE and
Southern Water should provide clear and robust evidence
around the selection or non-selection of SESRO in their final

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

We have worked with WRSE to provide a clearer narrative and justification on
the selected size of SESRO.
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plans, including any impact of its delivery cost changing, and
present a clearly evidenced and thought-through approach.

[NICK]
The size of SESRO selected is also sensitive to the size of We have developed a modular approach to constructing the water recycling
the 'Hampshire Water Transfer and Water Recycling’ plan to recharge Havant Thicket Reservoir at 20Ml/d, 40MI/d and 60MI/d

selected. The water recycling plant was sized at 15MI/d within  capacities. These capacity variants have been tested for the revised
the RAPID accelerated gate two submission and has since dWRMP24.
been increased to 60MI/d following WRSE investment model

outputs selecting this option. Such an increase in size raises

deliverability risks that Southern Water, working with WRSE,

needs to consider. To understand the deliverability risks

around a 60MI/d water recycling plant, we understand that

WRSE is in the process of running sensitivity analysis to

explore sizes smaller than 60MI/d and modular options.

Southern Water should include this analysis and

consideration of these risks in its final plan.

There is a significant baseline deficit under the different Our response to this comment is included in annex 28 of the revised
planning scenarios considered and the complexity of the dWRMP24.
planning problem justifies the need for adaptive planning.

Southern Water adopts the WRSE approach for adaptive

planning. The plan selects nine alternative pathways which

diverge in 2030 and 2035 based on decision points around

population and environmental destination/climate change,

respectively. The method combines the Ofwat common

reference scenarios with a wider range of climate and

demand scenarios to explore a range of futures. The method

combines multiple scenarios, for example, high climate and

high environmental improvement, then optimises the option

selection in 2025-30 to ensure a surplus supply under all

future pathways.

Southern Water has stated that the Ofwat core pathway is
largely covered by situation 8, 10 because it includes
minimum environmental destination and ONS18 population
growth. This does not align with the WRPG definition of a
core pathway, because it only includes investment required to
meet a single future scenario. We also have concerns that
there is a risk of over-investment in 2025-30. This is because
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the options are chosen based on scenarios that are more
severe than the Ofwat common reference scenarios. Since
the Ofwat common reference scenarios represent ‘plausible
extremes’, combining them together risks producing a very
low probability scenario. This means Southern Water may be
planning to invest in some options that have a very low
chance of being needed or could have low rates of utilisation.
Further, it is unclear which options would be selected in the
different pathways, and when they would first be utilised.

For its final WRMP, Southern Water should present a core
pathway in line with the WRPG definition of low-regret
investment to meet future uncertainties and additional option
value to allow further flexibility in the future. We expect the
company to demonstrate that plausible scenarios have been
used to optimise the timing and selection of low-regret
investment.

In the final WRMP, Southern Water should clearly set out the
impact of the Ofwat common reference scenarios compared
to the 'most likely' scenarios on which the preferred plan is
based. This should include quantifying the impact on demand
of the low and high scenarios for climate change, demand,
and abstraction reductions across the planning period. The
company should also quantify the estimated impact on the
expenditure requirement of:

. planning based on the high scenarios for climate
change, demand, and abstraction reductions, and the slower
scenario for technology; and

. planning based on the low scenarios for climate
change, demand, and abstraction reductions, and the faster
scenario for technology.

This will allow for improved understanding of the drivers of
investment, the sensitivity of the plan to future scenarios and
confidence in the investments being proposed. We expect
Southern Water to use the results of this testing to identify
and justify with sufficient and convincing evidence low regret
investments, rather than just ones that meet both high and
low planning needs in a non-adaptive way.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

Our response to this comment is included in annex 28 of the revised
dWRMP24.
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The justification for decision points are presented in the main  Our response to this comment is included in annex 28 of the revised
report and has subsequently been clarified further. Southern dWRMP24.
Water sets out a Monitoring Plan including measurable

metrics for some areas. For the final WRMP, Southern Water

should develop a Monitoring Plan for all decision points and

clearly explain the conditions that would cause one pathway

to be adopted over another using clear observable metrics.

The final plan should also include sensitivity testing of the

timing of these points. Currently they appear to be driven by

the 5-year planning and investment cycle, rather than the

lead-in time for specific enhancements.

The company includes a Contingency Plan in Annex 11 that The comment is noted.
identifies key short-term delivery risks that could have an

impact on supply demand in the 2025-30 price control period.

This should be included in the overall adaptive plan, in line

with the WRPG supplementary guidance for adaptive

planning, which states 'An adaptive pathway will help to

reduce the uncertainty around delivery of options'.
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It is not clear how the target headroom scenarios presented
interact with adaptive planning and future assumptions. In our
pre-consultation letter we stated that, as a result of the
incorporation of adaptive planning into the WRMP, we expect
that the target headroom component of the supply-demand
balance should reduce. However, Southern Water's main
report states that the target headroom generally increases
steadily through the planning period, driven by the increasing
uncertainty in the demand forecast and the impact of climate
change on supply and demand over time. There was no
evidence found of target headroom scenarios in Annex 10 as
referenced in the main report. Southern Water should
calculate its target headroom with consideration to the
uncertainty accounted for by adaptive planning, as per
WRPG section 7, and present the results in its final plan.

Desalination options present comparatively worse value
against other options the company has presented for whole
life costs. A drought option (Darwell reservoir) and a leakage
option present worst unit cost value out of all the options. The
companies need to evidence that options are the most cost
efficient/best value option for inclusion in the preferred plan.
Although on average preferred options have a lower unit cost
than feasible options, Southern Water should clearly set out
why any high unit cost solutions were selected in its final plan

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

The adaptive planning branches set out the alternative forecasts for climate
change, Environmental Destination and population growth explicitly. Therefore,
the adaptive planning approach takes account of some of the uncertainty
arising from a range of forecasts at the branch points.

To avoid double counting risks uncertainty, any components used to define a
branch (Environmental Destination, growth, etc) have been removed from the
headroom assessment after that branch point. Therefore, the root part of the
adaptive plan defined as the beginning of the plan (2025) to the first branch
point (2035) has a full target headroom assessment.

After the root section the adaptive plan branches on environmental destination
and growth forecasts but leaves climate change as a central or median
estimate. Therefore, the target headroom profile from this first branch point
drops supply-side components S1, S2 and S3 (if they had been used) and
demand-side D2 component. This target headroom profile is referred to as the
EDG profile to indicate it has dropped components associated with
Environmental Destination and Growth (EDG).

In the final set of branches from 2040, the environmental, growth and climate
change components are explored. Therefore, a third target headroom profile is
required in which D3 and S8 are reduced to account for the upper and lower
quartile impacts of climate change on the demand and supply forecasts
respectively. This target headroom profile is referred to as the EDGC profile to
indicate it has dropped components associated with Environmental
Destination, growth and climate change (EDGC).

Annex 10 of our revised dWRMP24 has been updated to show the supply
demand balances for the revised datasets and adaptive planning situations.

The comment is noted. We have provided greater narrative around our
preferred options in the revised dWRMP24.
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and where leakage costs are high, Southern Water must
evidence efforts to reduce costs in final plans.

As mentioned above, Southern Water needs to be clearer
around the robustness and reliability of the costs of
developing SESRO. The costs provided have not changed
since last submission. Considering the significant additional
customer funding provided at PR19 to support this option's
development, we expect robust and up to date costs,
presented transparently for all customers and stakeholders to
engage with. Further evidence will need to be provided in
final plans, to provide assurance around costs, and impacts
any changes may have on the options selection.

Long-term Best Value Plan

We have concerns regarding the robustness and reliability of
the costs and benefits presented by the company in its
preferred programme. Replying to a query, the company
stated that it needed a longer response time as it needed to
undertake further detailed assurance on data that has been
presented in its consultation. Southern Water also confirmed
it had not yet assessed the impacts of its plan on base
expenditure and that it intended to use a more detailed build-
up of costs to inform its final WRMP and business plan
submissions.

While we recognise that plans will develop over time and that
costs and benefits may be refined, we are concerned that the
company is not demonstrating sufficient and convincing
evidence that it has a confident and accurate understanding
of the efficient costs and benefits associated with the delivery
of its plan. If costs and benefits of options are to change
significantly then this will impact the decision-making process
and the justification for the optimised preferred programme

consulted upon in the dWRMP. For its final WRMP we expect

the company to clearly explain any changes to costs and
benefits presented for the preferred plan from those
presented in its dAWRMP. The company should provide
sufficient and convincing evidence for the reasons for
changes and explain how these have impacted the decision-
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Costing of SESRO has not been carried out by Southern Water. We have
accepted our share of the cost proposed by WRSE while a formal agreement is
signed between the companies benefitting from the reservoir.

In terms of option costs and benefits, changes have been made to those
options where designs have matured since dWRMP24 development. These
include the SROs as well as the Littlehampton WTW recycling option. The
scope for some options has also been revised and costs updated accordingly.
For the vast majority of option, there has been no change in DO benefit and
the only change in cost has been an uplift to 2020-21 cost base.

Key changes to costs and benefits of options since dWRMP24 publication are
given in the main SoR document and are also included in our revised
dWRMP24.
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Reference Ofwat comment Southern Water response

making and optimisation process that produced its final
WRMP preferred programme.

The company has identified £1.7 billion of enhancement Given the requirement to reduce the amount of water we take from the
expenditure relating to the delivery of its WRMP24 in the environment, our plan relies on large infrastructure projects to maintain
2025-30 period. This is a significant increase on the £342 supplies. Demand reduction targets too require significant investments in
million the company requested for supply demand balance interventions such as smart metering, home visits and mains replacement. The

enhancement expenditure over the 2020-25 period at PR19. costs of these options are reflected in our plan.
12 Over the 2025-50 period, the company has identified a

requirement for over £7.1 billion of enhancement expenditure

to deliver a long-term supply-demand balance.

For this investment Southern Water plans to deliver around Metering costs are discussed in our response to 7.
350MI/d of supply demand benefit (excluding interconnectors)

in 2025-30. However, we have some concerns over the 2025-

30 enhancement, including the company's metering

improvements. The company proposes to deliver metering

improvements at a unit rate of 14.7 £m/Ml/d in the 2025-30

period, significantly higher than the industry median of 6.7

£m/Mi/d.
The company should provide sufficient and convincing We have carried out number of sensitivity runs to test the impact of exclusion
evidence to justify the selection of these high unit cost and/or delay in delivery of large infrastructure projects in our plan. This is

schemes. The company has presented a significant number discussed in our revised dWRMP24.
of feasible options with lower AlCs than the selected
Sittingbourne recycling and SESRO (once the transfer costs
are added). The company should provide sufficient and
convincing evidence that the preferred options being
selected, across all areas of its plan, are best value in its final
WRMP24 and ensure costs are reliable, efficient and
appropriately allocated. Given the high unit costs, Southern
Water should also consider the implications of not selecting
SESRO and its transfer as part of its final WRMP, and what
its programme would deliver and cost under this scenario,
and it should work with WRSE to understand the implications
for other company plans.
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Ofwat comment

Southern Water has assessed the impact on customer bills,
estimating that the dWRMP results in an end of 2029-30
increase of £242 to average customer bills. Although we
welcome this being presented in the dWRMP, there is
insufficient evidence that customers have been engaged on
this, nor is any context provided to show that there will be
other costs impacting bills at PR24. We expect the company
to provide sufficient and convincing evidence that the
estimated bill impacts of the programme, and other areas of
investment for PR24, has informed customer engagement
and choices around policy drivers (such as leakage profiles
and drought resilience timing), and therefore scheduling of
investment in the final WRMP.

Customer and stakeholder engagement

Stakeholder engagement on the best value decision making
process has been undertaken through the WRSE emerging
Reginal Plan consultation, including research into customer
preferences and a consultation to gather feedback on
Drought Plans. Customer engagement has been carried out
through WRSE to determine customer preferences on
demand management strategies and supply options.
Customer preferences for recycling and demand reduction
are described and evidence is provided of how these
preferences were used to form Southern Water's dWRMP.
Overall engagement with retailers has been limited due to
lack of uptake of retailer-specific workshops held by WRSE.
However, some engagement with business customers has
been carried out through interviews held with business
customers selected from Southern Water's and Portsmouth
Water's region.

Engagement with the WRSE regional group and with
neighbouring water companies has been carried out as part
of the work of the WRSE group. Consultations on regional
strategies informed a large part of the customer and
stakeholder engagement for Southern Water's dWRMP.
Effective engagement with regulators has been undertaken
and this engagement has been used to form the dWRMP. We

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

Our customer engagement is described in annexes 7.1 and 7.2 to this SoR.
One of the engagement topics was bill impacts. In testing solution options for
the earlier work in WRMP24 development, customers were asked to consider
trade-offs between the reliability, cost and environmental impacts. They were
provided with information that provides relative weighting of these when
selecting their preferred options.

In addition, bill affordability is central to PR24 delivery. This allows us to look at
the whole of the customer bill, rather than individual sections. In this extensive
engagement we looked at priorities, options and the impacts these have on
bills. We see that the fundamental service, and of highest priority, is a reliable
supply of wholesome water. This means that when customers select areas to
remove scope for cost savings, these tend to be in elements of the plan that
are ‘optional’. Although important, these optional areas have lesser priority.
Therefore this is where we have placed greatest focus of scope vs bill impacts.

We note this comment have address it in the revised dWRMP24.
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Ofwat comment

would like evidence of more local customer engagement,
beyond what has been completed to date as part of the
WRSE group, before the final plan is finalised.

A list of stakeholders identified for engagement and
consultation has been provided. However, no details of
opportunities to enable co-funding or co-delivery have been
identified. The plan states that ‘together with other water
companies’, it had sought offers from third parties, from which
it received one proposal for sea tinkering, which was not
considered feasible. Further investigation of partnership
opportunities for co-funding and co-delivery with stakeholders
should be undertaken and set out in the final WRMP.

Assurance

A Statement of Assurance has been provided, and there is
some detail provided about oversight and the assurance
process in the main report. Detail has been provided through
a query on the governance used in developing the plan and
how this has ensured robust decision making and provided
lines of assurance.

In the final plan, we expect to see evidence of assurance on
Southern Water's understanding and acceptance of the
approach to licence capping. This is to ensure the risk and
impact this imposes on Southern Water is fully understood in
the context of the largest drivers of future investment in the
plan and the uncertainty that still surrounds this.

As identified above, the dWRMP programme for 2025-30
represents a significant uplift in expenditure compared to the
PR19 programme. For its final WRMP we expect the
company to provide sufficient and convincing evidence that
the Board has challenged and satisfied itself that the WRMP
and the expenditure proposals within them are deliverable in
the context of the wider PR24 business plan proposals. The
company should also demonstrate that it has put in place
measures to ensure that the plans, of which the WRMP forms
a key part, can be delivered.

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

The comment is noted and is addressed in the revised dWRMP24.

We have prepared a briefing note on the potential impacts of licence capping.
This recognises that a large proportion of sustainability reductions (>100Ml/d)
could occur after 2030, once our extensive set of WINEP investigations
concludes between 2024 and 2027.

We have already highlighted that reaching our Environmental Destination is the
largest single driver of supply-demand deficits in our plan. We have also
highlighted that, due to the ongoing WINEP investigations the exact amount to
which we will be affected by licence capping remains uncertain and will not be
fully resolved until the next round of planning for WRMP29.

A board assurance statement is included in our revised dAWRMP24. Our PR24
Business Plan includes a chapter on deliverability.
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4. Feedback by Arun District Council and our response

099.1

099.2

099.3

182

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on
the documents forming the consultation on the
Southern Water draft Water Resource
Management Plan.

Arun District Council (Arun) welcomes
strategic long-term planning and investment
for infrastructure and for securing resources
for a sustainable future in the face of the
impacts of climate change, alongside the need
to deliver economic growth, housing and
prosperity for existing and future generations.

Arun understands the reasons why T100,
connected with reducing usage, is no longer
proposed for inclusion in the plan with the
original timings, particularly, considering
comments made previously (11 May 2018 —
Appendix 1) with respect to achieving this
across the district. However, we would wish
this to be included going forward, to ensure
that communities have greater resilience to
the impacts of climate change. It would also
have the benefit of preventing harmful impacts
to sensitive designated nature sites.

Arun notes the alteration from previously
suggested ‘Resource Hubs’ to a water
recycling scheme to be located at the
Littlehampton treatment works. Though
supportive of the overall scheme, Arun
reiterates the need for engagement with all
stakeholders, including landowners and
developers whose land will be affected. This is
crucially important, as Arun is aware that
Southern Water only control the land
immediately around the treatment works. A
strategic housing site of the adopted Arun
Local Plan 2018 is directly sited on the

Thank you for your response to our dWRMP24. We have taken onboard your feedback and
provided a response to your representations below.

The changes we have made to our plan as a result of consultation feedback are described in
the main SoR document and in our revised dWRMP24.

We are aiming to achieve a PCC of 110l/h/d by 2045 under dry year conditions. We have also
tested a scenario whereby PCC under dry year conditions is reduced to 98I/h/d by 2045.

We also plan to reduce non-household demand by 12% by 2037-38 compared to 2019-20
levels.

The success of demand management initiatives depends on behaviour change in relation to
water use. Aiming for higher targets than those required by regulatory guidance carries
additional deliverability risk. We have taken this into account in setting our demand
management targets.

The comment is noted. We will take into account the changes in the area detailed in the Local
Area Plan and will engage with all stakeholders, land owners and developers during the
development of the project.
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Reference Arun District Council comment

southern boundary of the works and has
outline approval. As such, any mitigation, such
as noise or odour, especially taking account of
future occupiers, should be incorporated into
delivery of this scheme.

Southern Water response

099.4 A desalination plant is included within the plan  The desalination option on the Sussex Coast has been removed from the revised dWRMP24
in the short term and is considered necessary  as a suitable alternative location could not be identified after the initially identified location
in all scenarios. However, it is not evident became unavailable.

where the potential location is intended to be.
In one part of the plan it is referred to as ‘near
the tidal River Arun’ and yet within another it is
clearly marked as being against the Sussex
Brighton WRZ catchment. Clarity is therefore,
needed in the final document over its
proposed location, to aid all stakeholders in its
planning going forward.

Specifically, with respect to siting in the
vicinity of either side of the tidal River Arun,
the Council would wish to make its view clear
that siting along the Arun coast would unlikely
to be feasible or acceptable for a combination
of reasons, including:

e Planned Strategic allocations e.g. the
Littlehampton Economic Growth Area
(LEGA) and West Bank development within
the adopted Arun local plan 2018;

e Existing built-up development and
communities along the coast (e.g. at
Littlehampton and Bognor Regis) and
issues of amenity (e.g. noise, odour),
access, maintenance to existing and new
residents;

e The sensitive nature habitats and sites of
national and international biodiversity
importance (e.g.. Pagham SPA and
Climping SSSI);
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Reference Arun District Council comment

e The recent tidal breach that occurred at
Climping in winter of 2020 and any
additional impacts from climate change;

e The important open landscape/ strategic
gaps (including views from the South
Downs National Park) at that location with
land protected through at least one
covenant;

e The standard of the defences on the
western side of the River Arun are variable
and so their improvement would need to be
factored into this location; and

e The potential landfall siting of the proposed
Rampion 2 pipework.

The local plan and polices map illustrating
these matters can be viewed at
https://www.arun.gov.uk/adopted-local-plan.

On a wider scale, for the Arun coastline,
account should also be taken of the Kelp
Restoration Project focused on the Sussex
Bay, plus that it has been agreed by the
Council to commission consultants to look at
whether to apply any Coastal Change
Management Areas (CCMA).

Arun recognises that the dWRMP is also
geared towards actions to tackle demand
reduction and efficiency (e.g. metering and
design standards) and leakages in the
network (new water mains). Together with
some of the key infrastructure investments
(e.g. desalination, recycling hubs and
reservoirs) these all have significant
cumulative long term cost implications at a
time of inflation and cost of living pressures
that may persist into the medium term. The
Council therefore, supports the adaptive
approach and would wish to see emphasis on

Southern Water response

We will consider the Kelp Restoration Project in the assessment of any future options which
could impact the Sussex Bay and take account of any Coastal Change Management Areas
where applicable.

We are mindful of the impact of our plans on customer bills. Cost is a key criterion used in our
options appraisal process. Our plan has a number of recycling and desalination schemes that
are costlier to build and operate compared to conventional abstractions from groundwater and
rivers. We are however required to reduce the amount of water we take from the environment
and therefore have to consider these options to ensure that we continue to meet our obligations
as a water undertaker.

As part of our leakage reduction strategy, we will be targeting leakage from our distribution
system as well as working with our customers to reduce leakage on their premises. Reduction
in leaks through our customers pipes will help lower their bills.
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Reference Arun District Council comment

best value measures that are flexible,
equitable and low cost to prevent excessive
additions to customer bills. For example as a
council Arun are aware that park home
residents can perhaps questionably, receive
the costs for leakages, due to there being no
incentive for site owners to do these in a
timely fashion. These manifest both in terms
of cost but also physical disruption to their
supplies.

Southern Water response

099.7 In summary, though Arun are supportive of Please see our responses to 099.2, 099.3 and 099.4.
the water recycling in the Littlehampton
catchment, it would encourage retention of the
T100 target going forward; that effective
engagement takes place on the proposed
water recycling scheme at Ford and that
additional clarity is needed over the intended
location of the desalination plant.
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5. Feedback by Argiva and our response

Reference Argiva comment Southern Water response
317 We are at a decisive moment for the water industry and the ~ Reducing the amount of water used in households and non-households as well
future security of the UK’s water supplies. as leaks through our distribution system is a key component our water resources

management strategy.
Without swift action and targeted investment, large swathes

of the country are at risk of not having enough water. We are aiming to meet the PCC, non-household and leakage reduction targets
set by the regulators. In case of PCC and leakage, we have considered
If we do not act now, by 2050 the UK is likely to require 4 scenarios that go beyond these minimum targets.

billion additional litres of water a day to match public
demand. The industry has rightly set targets to cut leakage We recognise the important role that smart meters can play in regard. In order to
by 50% and reduce individuals’ daily water use to 110 litres ~ promote water efficiency and reduce leakage on our customers premises, we

by 2050. DEFRA has also called for a 20% reduction per plan to replace all our existing household meters with smart meters by 2030. We
person in the use of public water supplies in England by also plan to replace the majority of our current non-household meters by smart
2037. meters by 2030 and remaining by 2035.

These targets can be achieved if we take the right steps Our demand management strategy is described in detail in our revised

now. There is a clear opportunity to reduce the amount of dWRMP24.

water currently wasted and empower consumers to reduce
their consumption.

Currently, over 3 billion litres of potable water is wasted
every day in England and Wales through leaks. Many
consumers also do not have insight into how much water
they use, and how they could save water and reduce their
household bills.

We welcome Southern Water’s focus on the need to reduce
overall water demand in the draft water resources
management plan. Action to reduce demand will improve
the resiliency of public water supplies, reduce the amount of
energy required to treat drinking water, and help customers
realise savings on their household bills.

To achieve the necessary reductions in water consumption
and ensure consumers can fully realise the benefits, water
companies and households must be empowered with the
real-time data smart meters provide.
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Arqiva comment

Argiva is the UK’s only large-scale provider of gold-standard
Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) smart water
metering. Our meters play a pivotal role in supporting water
companies to meet their targets. AMI provides accurate,
hourly data that helps ensure leaks don’t go unnoticed. This
data also provides consumers with greater insight and
control over their water use. Neither of these outcomes can
be delivered as effectively by manual or Automated Meter
Reading (AMR) meters.

We welcome Southern Water’s focus within the Draft Plan
on delivering the benefits of AMI smart metering to
consumers. Southern Water's dWRMP identifies the
significant benefits to be gained through rolling out AMI in
the next regulated asset management plan period (AMP8),
including significant reductions in leakage and per capita
consumption. We encourage Southern Water to pursue an
ambitious rollout of AMI to households and non-households
alike, to help ensure that the delivery of AMI’s benefits to
demand reduction are not delayed.

Government and the regulator also have important roles to
play in enabling companies to deliver the benefits of smart
water metering. DEFRA in its recent Environmental
Improvement Plan 2023 (EIP23) stated that it was ‘working
to develop additional policy options...including...increased
smart metering for households and businesses through
accelerated investment between 2020 and 2030...[and]
reducing non-household water demand by 9% by 31 March
2038 through smart metering.’

Collaboration between industry and government to deliver
policies that support smart water metering will be important
to realising the technology’s full benefits.

As the regulator, it is essential that Ofwat supports water
companies roll out AMI technology in the next regulated
asset management plan period. Its final PR24 methodology
highlighted the need for companies to ‘embrace the
opportunities to improve performance through smart

Southern Water response
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Arqiva comment

technology’ and ‘consider the benefits of increasing detailed
demand data that can be read without directly accessing the
meter and provided on a near real time basis’. It is critical
that this is translated into support for companies’ investment
in the delivery of new AMI smart meters and upgrading of
old and less advanced metering types within forthcoming
business plans for 2025-2030.

The faster AMI data is available and effectively used, the
faster its benefits can be realised. Arqgiva is ready to support
UK water companies to take the steps and together to
transform the UK’s water industry into a leader in efficient
water demand management.

We expand on these points below.

The importance of advanced smart metering in water
resource management We welcome Southern Water’s focus
on AMI smart metering and rolling out AMI in the next AMP
period. AMI provides water companies with hourly data on
the amount of water delivered to a property, 24 hours a day,
7 days a week, with data transmitted securely from water
meters to water company data centres. This level of insight
enables water companies to deliver a range of benefits, as
detailed below.

e AMI enables companies to detect more leaks across
their network and respond quickly. More rapid leak
detection is essential to bring down the amount of
potable water wasted each day. The hourly data
provided by AMI enables faster detection of leaks. In
2013-14, before adopting AMI, Anglian Water reported
that it identified about 6,000-7,000 leaks per year. In
2021-22, driven by Argiva’s gold-standard AMI smart
metering network, the company identified about 65,000
total leaks.

By using AMI, companies can identify leaks across their
networks quickly, including common leaks such as
toilets, which have been found to impact a substantial
number of homes and waste about 450 litres of water a
day.

Southern Water response
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A wider deployment of AMI would enable millions more
litres to be saved and help secure the UK’s future water
supplies.

o AMI helps empower consumers to reduce per capita
consumption and household bills Consumers lack the
knowledge they need to reduce their water
consumption. One study found that almost half (46%) of
people believe they only use 20 litres of water a day,
while the average water consumption per person per
day is 145 litres.6 Smart metering data encourages
small behavioural changes that cut household water
waste.

Thames Water has shown that consumers with an AMI
smart meter typically reduce consumption by 12-17%. They
have also demonstrated that smart meters can deliver
savings for households that need it most; vulnerable
consumers using over 500 litres of water a day reduced their
consumption by between 8-17%, the equivalent of £40 and
£166 a year.

AMI could prevent 1 billion litres of water a day from being
wasted by the mid-2030s, lowering carbon emissions The
leakage and water consumption reductions made possible
by AMI smart meters provides the opportunity to improve the
UK’s water resiliency and support the water industry’s
transition to net zero.

Approximately 6% of the UK’s greenhouse gas emissions
come from the supply and use of water within households. If
one million smart meters are fitted per year over the next 15
years to homes that are not metered, the UK would secure
an annual saving of one billion litres of water a day by the
mid2030s. This reduced household consumption could cut
the UK’s greenhouse gas emissions by 0.5% from 2019
levels (2.1 MtCO2e), a significant and positive step towards
reducing the sector’s greenhouse gas emissions.

° AMI delivers wider economic benefits through
improving operational efficiency AMI delivers a range

Southern Water response
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Reference Argiva comment

of benefits to water companies. These include more
efficient leakage control costs; operating cost savings
from reduced consumption; capacity benefits of
reduced consumption (deferred investment or
opportunity to trade water); reduced meter reading
costs; improved infrastructure management; and
improved forecasting data. Unlocking these benefits of
AMI helps water companies’ lower their costs,
enabling greater focus and spend on delivering better
services to customers.

° Modelling from Frontier Economics and Artesia shows
a positive business case for investing in a wider rollout
of AMI, with positive benefit to cost ratios for
companies across England and Wales. Accounting for
the lower carbon emissions smart metering makes
possible alongside expected cost savings further
increases the overall benefits of a wider AMI rollout. In
a 2022 study, Frontier Economics and Artesia outlined
that an AMI rollout across England and Wales by 2030
could deliver up to £2.2 billion in net benefits by
2050.11 In comparison, an AMR rollout was
anticipated to deliver benefits between £30 million and
£400 million.

° The importance of government and regulatory support
to unlocking the benefits of smart metering As the
regulator, Ofwat has a critical role to play in enabling
the delivery of AMI through its settlements for the next
regulated asset management plan period. It is
important that Ofwat encourages water companies to
put forward ambitious smart water metering proposals
and enables investment in advanced metering
technology. This should include the rollout of new AMI
meters and replacement of old, less advanced meters.

Southern Water response

Ofwat recently released its final price review 2024
methodology. It outlined its expectation that companies
‘embrace the opportunities to improve performance through
smart technology and better use of data’.

Further, Ofwat outlines that water companies should
consider smart meter solutions the ‘standard meter
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installation type for residential and business customers’ and
that compelling evidence is needed to otherwise justify
proposals to install ‘older visual read meter technologies’.

Importantly, the methodology stated that Ofwat will ‘support
smart metering enhancement requests where these form
part of best value programmes justified by final WRMPs and
are supported by sufficient and convincing evidence in
business cases’.

Enhancement allowances for the costs of upgrading meters
are also addressed, with Ofwat stating ‘we will consider
enhancement allowances for the costs associated with
upgrading to a smarter technology when meters are
replaced.’

The final price review 2024 methodology is a step in the
right direction. As companies draw up their final water
resource management plans and business plans for 2025-
2030, the regulator must ensure that it is supporting water
companies with the right financial settlement to deliver smart
water metering as one of the key tools enabling companies
to meet water demand reduction targets.

Argiva is ready to partner with companies to deliver smart
metering’s benefits We are the UK’s only large-scale
provider of gold-standard smart water meter infrastructure,
having installed over 1.9 million advanced smart meters to
date for customers including Thames Water and Anglian
Water.

We know from experience the impact of installing AMI smart
metering: greater water efficiency and better outcomes for
consumers. Examples include:

Since ramping up its AMI implementation programme in
2020, Anglian Water has increased the number of leaks
it detects by about ten-fold, with Anglian now capable of
spotting as many as 70,000 incidents in a 12-month

period. Speaking on a webinar hosted by the Chartered

Southern Water response
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Institution of Water and Environmental Management
(CIWEM), Doug Spencer, head of Anglian Water’s
Smart Metering programme, noted that the company
has been able to ‘reduce leakage by 85 — 90% on the
customer side’ as a direct result of AMI in its trial areas
in Norwich and Newmarket.

Thames Water has used AMI to improve leak detection
in residential and non-residential properties alike. On
that same CIWEM webinar, the company shared
statistics that showed an 8% ‘continuous flow’ rate for its
household customers, rising to 26% amongst business
users.

The insight AMI provides has enabled Thames Water to
zero in on high-use properties and prioritise them for an
in-home visit from its Smarter Homes team. The result
of this laser focused programme is a per household
reduction of around 10%.

We are at a critical moment. As climate change worsens
and our demand for water increases, the UK faces a
generational challenge to the long-term security and
resilience of our public water supplies.

Meeting this challenge requires concerted and decisive
action. We must take the right decisions now to empower us
to make a difference in the years ahead. Smart metering
and the digitisation of water networks, which can transform
the management of water supplies through near real-time
data and insight, are essential tools to success.

As a leader in smart metering, Argiva can help companies to
unlock the benefits of smart water metering data and
thereby deliver the step change needed to ensure the long-
term security and resiliency of public water supplies.

Southern Water response
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6. Feedback by Business Stream and our response

3121

312.2

193

We appreciate the opportunity provided by
wholesalers to comment on your respective WRMPs.
Due to the amount of WRMPs produced across the
UK, and the size and scope of the plans, we are not
able to comment on the specifics or each plan, nor are
we in a position to respond to individual surveys or
questionnaires. This letter sets out our key areas of
interest as general input into WRMPs.

As a retailer in the non-household market, our focus is
on issues that affect business customers in particular,
but we wanted to raise two specific areas that will be
of importance to us, and our customers, going
forward:

(i) The contribution from non-household customers
to demand reduction and water efficiency; and
(i) The importance of smart metering.

Whilst many of the individual regional WRMPs
reference these areas, we feel strongly that both of
these issues need to be seen in a market-wide context
to ensure that investment plans and solutions are
consistent across the whole market. There is a danger
that if wholesalers take different approaches to smart
meter roll out or to water efficiency incentivisation in
the non-household sector, it will create greater
disparity in customer experience between regions.

Demand reduction

Non-household customers consume almost a third of
the water used in England and we firmly believe that
they have a role to play in meeting demand reduction
targets. Many of the WRMPs and respective surveys
touch on whether and to what extent demand
reduction should be relied upon to bridge the projected
demand/supply gap. We believe that it can, but it won't

Our demand management strategy now includes all customers; household, non-
household and developers and a target of 12% reduction by 2037-38 has been set to
ensure efficiencies across the non-household sector.

We recognise smart metering as a key enabler for promoting water efficiency and plan
to replace all non-household meters with smart meters by 2035. The majority of these
replacements will take place by 2030.

We plan to reduce non-household demand by 12% by 2037-38 compared to 2019-20
in line with the latest guidance.

We have noted the suggestions and our revised dWRMP24 includes proposal for
raising awareness about and incentivising water efficiency in the non-household sector.
We will be looking to work collaboratively with the retailers to reduce non-household
consumption.
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happen without considerable effort and investment
from the water industry.

At the moment, the non-household sector has
relatively low levels of awareness of the water scarcity
issue and customers are not terribly motivated to
change their consumption behaviours. Whilst our
ambition is that ultimately customers take
responsibility for reducing their own consumption, we
recognise that this will take time to achieve. In the
meantime, in order to ensure that non-household
customers play their role, it will require support from
water industry stakeholders, in particular:

consistent efforts nationwide to raise awareness
of the issue and the consequences of doing
nothing;

funding to directly support and incentivise non-
household customers to reduce their consumption
and to sustain behaviour change; and
collaboration between wholesalers and retailers
to develop and deliver a range of solutions.

We are especially keen to work with wholesalers on
this third bullet. Several wholesalers have attempted
over the last few years to launch water efficiency
incentive schemes, aimed at involving retailers in
water efficiency delivery, but without significant
success. From our perspective, the reasons were
largely three-fold:

the administrative requirements of each scheme
were relatively complex and there was no
uniformity in approach;

the level of the incentive was often insufficient to
meet the cost of water efficiency intervention and
make it worthwhile for all parties; and

the requirement to demonstrate demand
reduction was impossible to meet without smart
metering data being available.
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Reference Business Stream comment

These are valuable lessons that should inform future
collaboration. We suggest that a suite of standard
collaboration options could be developed, jointly by
wholesalers and retailers, (the RWG Water Efficiency
Group would be the obvious vehicle), that would be
common across the market. These common options
need not be the only options offered by a wholesaler,
but it would establish a ‘baseline’ across the market.
These common options might include:

e Joint branding, with intervention funded by the
wholesaler, but delivery could be by
wholesaler/retailer/third party;

e Grants or targeted voucher schemes for specific
activities — e.qg. fixing leaking toilets/taps/urinals;

e One or more types of water efficiency incentive
scheme — where wholesalers make funds
available either for targeted activities, or on the
basis of a £/MI/day demand reduction, which
would be more flexible in response to innovative
proposals from retailers/third parties/customers;
or

e Auctions, in which bidders compete for funds to
deliver a specific demand reduction (although this
may need to come later with greater experience
of the cost of delivery).

It seems likely that different collaborative options
could be developed that would be appropriate to
different customer groups, and could be
geographically targeted at areas of greatest need, or
to coincide with a domestic customer water efficiency
programme. Options could be designed to be
consistent across the market, but which build in
flexibility to allow and support more innovative
approaches. Collaborative schemes will however
inevitably need a way of demonstrating delivery that is
not dependent on granular consumption data (unless
smart meters are part of the incentive). At least for a
period, this might have to be on the basis of assumed

| Southern Water response
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Reference Business Stream comment | Southern Water response

reduction per input/intervention (e.g. X litres per tap
aerator etc.).

312.3 Smart Metering As mentioned in our response to 312.1, we recognise smart metering as a key enabler
Key to our customers’ experience and essential to the  for promoting water efficiency and plan to replace all non-household meters with smart
sustained delivery of demand reduction, is the meters by 2035. The majority of these replacements will take place by 2030.

availability of more granular consumption data. Not
only will it help improve bill accuracy, but it will allow
non-household customers to understand their
consumption and to monitor the effectiveness of water
efficiency action taken. We will also need better
consumption data to demonstrate demand reduction
commitment to Ofwat, to monitor progress against
Defra targets and to ‘prove’ customer’s change in
behaviour.

We recognise that Ofwat is encouraging wholesalers
towards investment in smarter metering, but has
stopped short of a performance commitment in this
respect. We are concerned that in the absence of any
policy direction from Government or a common
incentive in PR24 to ensure a consistent, market wide
metering strategy, especially for the roll out of smarter
metering, regional differentiation in meter provision
could increase, creating greater disparity in non-
household customer experience. We are pleased to
see that some wholesalers have embarked on smart
metering rollout, or have made commitments to do
this, but our key ‘ask’ is to ensure that respective
wholesaler’s levels of ambition, pace and focus of
investment is consistent with a national market-wide
picture.

In conclusion, we would like to see specific
commitments to non-household customers with
respect to both of these important areas as the
Business Plan is developed.
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Reference Business Stream comment

Drought planning and management

In addition to the key points above, we note that many
of the WRMPs and survey questions touch on
drought. We have been encouraged by the work of the
RWG Drought Group in attempting to bring
consistency and clarity to the rules and exceptions
that apply under hosepipe bans/TUBs and Drought
Order/NEUB restrictions. Similar to the need for a
consistent approach to demand reduction and smart
metering, this is also an area where collaboration and
consistency is key. We see the value in the
continuation of the RWG work to develop consistent
policies and matrices showing the commonality and
variation of restrictions, and would like to see this
developed further into standard approaches to
communications to retailers and non-household
customers, including timing (with advance notice) and
clarity on the ask on retailers.

Similarly, a framework for targeted (drought-specific)
demand reduction incentive schemes should be
developed to set out the options available in various
scenarios (e.g. NEUBs and the availability of smart
meter data) that would allow greater foresight,
consistency and ultimately effectiveness of such
incentives. We appreciate the reactive nature and
need for innovation in such circumstances but these
efforts would enable quicker, consistent approaches
that are more efficient in achieving our collective aims.
Such guidance should also be aligned to a common
framework for non-drought related efficiency
incentives (as mentioned above).

This feedback is consistent with our input into UKWIR
as part of their update to the drought code of practice.
While we see the need for this updated version, we
recognise the value the RWG provides to compliment
this, through specific practical guidance for
wholesalers and retailers, that is subject to continuous
development via the RWG. We would therefore

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

| Southern Water response

We will continue to include demand reduction through TUBs and NEUBs alongside our
water efficiency and demand reduction measures as part of our drought management
strategy.

Details on how we will communicate these measures with customers and retailers
during a drought are set out in our Drought Plan. The Drought plan also sets out in
detail exemptions and the phasing of restrictions.

We would welcome further work to develop consistent national approaches to these
restrictions and use of smart meter data to better target and incentivise demand
reduction during drought and will consider the outcomes of this research as we update
and revise our Drought Plan.
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Reference Business Stream comment

encourage wholesalers to engage and contribute with
the RWG Drought Group to further these aims.

As a final point, it was very encouraging that
wholesalers and Ofwat actively sought input from
retailers in relation to the PR24 methodology, and the
wholesaler/retailer workshops run last year were
hugely useful in that respect. Some of the proposals in
the Ofwat Methodology paper have the potential to
make a very positive difference to the non-household
market, and we would therefore be keen to see further
joint wholesaler/retailer/Ofwat sessions as the detail of
the various incentive mechanisms is developed. We
would also be happy to discuss bilaterally.

| Southern Water response
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7. Feedback by Chalk Stream Ltd, Broadlands Estate Salmon and
Trout Fishery, River Test Salmon Group and Test and Itchen
Association and our response

Reference Chalk Stream fishing Ltd, Broadlands Estate Salmon Southern Water response

and Trout Fishery, River Test Salmon Group,
Test and Itchen Association feedback

2791 | write regarding the above consultation in my capacity as We acknowledge that there is a large amount of information in our dAWRMP24.
chairman of Chalk Stream Fishing Ltd, Lessee’s of This is because it needs to include the detail required by the WRPG and the
Broadlands Estate Salmon and Trout Fishery (River Test), direction set by the Secretary of State. We provided a technical report, more
Chairman of the River Test Salmon Group and as a director  detailed technical annexes and a higher level and more accessible summary
of the Test & Itchen Association to express my concerns document as part of the dWRMP24 consultation.

over the above WRMP consultation.
In support of the consultation, we held around 40 separate meetings and
The law requires that a consultation should ‘let those who briefings to regulators, elected representatives, catchment stakeholders and the
have a potential interest in the subject matter know in clear general public in which we responded to questions and feedback directly.
terms what the proposal is...,telling them enough... to
enable them to make an intelligent response’. The relevant
industry guidance in the Water Resources Planning
Guideline is consistent with the law: “You should be
transparent in your methods, data assumptions, and
decisions. This is so that customers, stakeholders,
regulators and government can understand and comment
on your plan’

| do not believe that the Southern Water WRMP document
currently achieves the requirement of these guidelines.
Indeed, at some two thousand pages in length, it would
seem to be an exercise in obfuscation rather than
enlightenment of members of the public wishing to make an
informed response to SW’s long term water resource
planning proposals.
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Reference Chalk Stream fishing Ltd, Broadlands Estate Salmon Southern Water response

and Trout Fishery, River Test Salmon Group,
Test and Itchen Association feedback

279.2 | also understand that the legal representatives of Wild Fish ~ We elected not to extend the consultation to ensure we could maintain alignment
requested clarification on a considerable number of with the Regional Planning programme. We received a further response from
concerns regarding continued abstraction of the Candover, Wild Fish on 6t April 2023 and responded via letter on 28t April 2023.

Itchen and Test and that this information be made available  Reflecting recent changes to our strategy for Hampshire, we will likely undertake
(in an intelligible format) by 2nd February 2023. This was a further consultation on our revised dWRMP24 and we would be happy to
not forthcoming until Friday 17th February when | received receive further feedback on our plans.

an email from Southern Water with the requested addendum

attached — A mere 72 hours before closure of the

consultation and a woefully inadequate amount of time in

which to digest and respond to the information contained

therein. Clearly, in the light of this information being

forwarded so late, is there not a strong argument to extend

the closing date for the consultation to give interested

parties time to give due consideration to the additional

material supplied?
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Chalk Stream fishing Ltd, Broadlands Estate Salmon

and Trout Fishery, River Test Salmon Group,
Test and Itchen Association feedback

However, it is the lack of commitment to reducing continued
excessive abstraction of the chalk streams that remains of
greatest concern to me.

The Section 20 agreement signed by Southern Water in the
context of the 2018 inquiry into abstraction limits from the
Candover, ltchen and Test included an objective ‘not to
require the Itchen and Candover Drought Orders after 2027
and only to require the Test Surface Water Drought Order or
Permit after 2027 in extreme drought events (1-in-500 year
drought severity)’ From the WRMP plan it would seem this is
no longer the objective of SW and Drought Orders are likely
to continue to exert environmental damage on the already
severely stressed chalk streams beyond this agreed
deadline date, possibly into the mid 2030’s and beyond...

The failure of Southern Water to fulfil their obligations and
agreements of the 2018 Section 20 ruling is deeply
concerning to those of us with both business and
environmental interests on these SAC and SSSI habitats.
The potential threat from continued long-term water
abstraction, particularly on the Lower Test, to the
(irreplaceable) stocks of the genetically unique sub-species
of Atlantic salmon found in the south east England’s chalk
streams was one of the main drivers of the Section 20
agreement; to afford long term protection to this species, the
numbers of which are already in a critical state. This
protection now seems to have been dismissed by Southern
Water’s lack of fulfilment to the Section 20 agreement in its
entirety — no desalination plant, Havant Thicket reservoir
now running years behind schedule and the main scheme to
utilise water re-use/recycling now also seemingly under
threat of being scrapped, and yet abstraction being set to
continue post 2027 (see Supplementary Addendum Annex
1) as detailed below:

Southern Water response
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We have included details on the use of our drought permits and drought orders

in Annex 26 of the revised dWRMP24.

from
Southern
Water ==



\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Reference Chalk Stream fishing Ltd, Broadlands Estate Salmon Southern Water response

and Trout Fishery, River Test Salmon Group,
Test and Itchen Association feedback

- Delaying achieving 1-in-500 year drought resilience to
2050 and longer reliance on drought permits and orders
until 2052

- Removing the water recycling scheme to support refill of
Havant Thicket Reservoir from our strategy

To those of us who sat on various Southern Water steering
groups in the lead up to the Section 20 agreement, the
failure of Southern Water to enact any of its agreed
obligations comes as little or no surprise. It has always been
clear that Southern Water’s reliance on continued
abstraction from the Hampshire chalk streams represented
a cheap and readily available option over longer term
strategic investment, regardless of the potential negative
environmental impact on both the habit and threatened
species that live within them.

So, in conclusion |, along with many other interested parties,
are highly sceptical that many of the timelines proposed in
this WRMP will be executed as stated, based on the
previous performance of Southern Water.
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8. Feedback by Forestry Commission and our response

Reference Forestry Commission feedback Southern Water response

2911 We welcome the great efforts and crucial importance of Thank you for your feedback on our dAWRMP24. We have continued to work
securing water supply for the future and the consideration that alongside WRSE in development of our revised dWRMP24. We have
has been given to the environment as part of this. The addressed your comments in the sections below.

delivery of this plan can have a very significant effect on
nature and climate, for the worse or for the better depending
on how it is designed and delivered. We are encouraged by
the plan’s consideration of how the plan can deliver
environmental gains but are concerned by the potential loss
and impacts on ancient woodland and non-ancient
woodland/trees that could be caused by the infrastructure
proposed as part of delivering this plan.

The delivery of this plan will take place during crucial decades
for confronting the climate and ecological emergencies
required to minimise irreversible impacts on people and the
environment at every scale. We encourage that any
development, particularly at this widespread strategic scale
and those in the public interest, to actively deliver a
meaningful contribution to meeting this challenge.

Indeed, one of the fundamental drivers identified for needing
this plan in the first place relates to increased pressure from
climate change which is directly connected to how human
activity, including development, is delivered, and strategies on
this scale can have a lasting legacy for generations to come.
The advice in this letter intends to help strengthen these plans
in their protection, enhancement and expansion of our
invaluable trees and woodland as part of delivering the plans’
objectives. This advice relates to the WRSE Reginal Plan,
and the Water Resource Management Plans also out for
consultation for:

*  Affinity Water

»  Portsmouth Water (we have also sent separate
comments regarding the Portsmouth Water WRMP)

 SES Water

«  South East Water

from
Southern
203 S— Water ==



Reference

204

Forestry Commission feedback

Southern Water
Thames Water

Overarching Comments
Our overarching advice can be summarised as:

Comment 1: Development associated with the Regional
Plan is expected to result in the direct loss and impact on
ancient woodland sites. The Regional Plan should
exhaust efforts to avoid impacts on ancient woodland,
ancient trees and veteran trees.

Comment 2: We encourage a clear commitment to being
nature positive and delivering targets for measurable
environmental gains, including biodiversity net gain, on all
development associated with the plan.

Comment 3: We encourage the exploration and adoption
of specific measurable targets associated with
woodland/tree cover to contribute to meeting the national
tree canopy target being considered by Government.
Comment 4: All efforts should be taken to avoid loss of
other trees and woodland, especially where they
complement the wider network of ancient woodland, and
we encourage maximising the use of trees and woodland
(and other nature-based solutions), to deliver multi-
functional benefits.

Comment 5: We are aware that a considerable proportion
of South East drinking water resources are derived from
chalk aquifers. We are surprised that none of the plans
mentioned the challenge of nitrate levels within these
aquifers and how they will be addressed into the future.

Please see below for more detailed advice regarding each of
these comments and further advice that we suggest is
considered when developing future iterations of the Regional
Plan and WRMPs (hereafter referred to as ‘the Plans’ unless
otherwise stated).

Southern Water response
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Forestry Commission feedback

Detailed comments

Comment 1: Development associated with the Plans are
expected to result in the direct loss and impact on ancient
woodland. The Plans should exhaust efforts to avoid impacts
on ancient woodland, ancient trees and veteran trees.

Ancient woodlands, ancient trees and veteran trees are
irreplaceable habitats which have established over centuries
that can act as key parts of complex and connected
ecosystems. They are part of our cultural heritage that are the
legacy of the past and for future generations. We would like to
highlight our concern regarding the risk of loss and
detrimental impacts to ancient woodland sites from other
development proposed by the Plans. Paragraph 180(c) of the
NPPF sets out that development resulting in the loss or
deterioration of irreplaceable habitats should be refused
unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable
compensation strategy exists. In considering the impacts of
the development on Ancient Woodland, Ancient and Veteran
trees, the planning authority should consider direct and
indirect impacts resulting from both construction and
operational phases.

Likewise, for developments covered under the Planning Act
2008, the draft Development Planning Statement for Water
(2018) states:

‘4.3.14. Ancient Woodland is a valuable biodiversity resource
both for its diversity of species and for its longevity as
woodland. Once lost it cannot be recreated.

The Secretary of State should not grant development consent
for any development that would result in the loss or
deterioration of irreplaceable habitats including ancient
woodland and the loss of ancient or veteran trees found
outside ancient woodland, unless there are wholly exceptional
reasons, for example where the need for and other public
benefits of the development, in that location, would clearly
outweigh the loss or deterioration of the habitat, and a
suitable compensation strategy exists.’

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘

Southern Water response

Comment noted. The Environmental Report of the revised dWRMP24 has
been amended to ensure the consistent treatment of designated conservation
and landscape sites and features within the SEA of the revised preferred
options. This includes SSSIs, SSSI risk zones, MCZs, NNRs, Ancient
Woodlands, National parks and AONBs, and supplements the range of
features already considered when identifying, describing and evaluating likely
significant effects. This includes amendments to Appendix E (the baseline
information) to reflect the range of designated sites and features outlined.
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Forestry Commission feedback

Please refer to Natural England and Forestry Commission
joint Standing Advice for Ancient Woodland and Ancient and
Veteran Trees, updated in January 2022. The Standing
Advice can be a material consideration for planning decisions
and contains advice and guidance on assessing the effects of
development, and how to avoid and mitigate impacts. It also
includes an Assessment Guide which can help planners
assess the impact of the proposed development on ancient
woodland or ancient and veteran trees in line with the NPPF.
We would encourage the specific reference for development
to have regard to the standing advice, highlighting direct and
indirect impacts and the Assessment Guide that is available to
help.

Based on the broad locations being proposed by the Plan, this
includes, but is not limited to, potential loss and impacts from
Broad Oak Reservoir, Off River Adur Reservoir (depending on
location) and SESRO. These projects should be considered in
the context of the substantial direct loss of Ancient Woodland
already occurring as a result of the Havant Thicket Reservoir.
The SEA does not appear to be adequately acknowledge this
loss in relation to biodiversity flora and fauna impacts on the
Best Value option (Table 5.2). It is unclear why this has been
omitted as this could skew the baseline for appraising options.

The construction of Havant Thicket Reservaoir is resulting in
the direct loss of 15.2ha of ancient woodland. While we
appreciate the public needs for this reservoir, we are
particularly concerned by the additional indirect loss of further
ancient woodland for access to establish and then maintain
the site (especially as routes which could have avoided this
loss were available). While we support the compensation
package which is being delivered, we must advise that the
importance of full canopy ancient woodland does not seem to
be recognised and the package includes management of
existing woodlands already owned by water utilities which
have been neglected for decades.

Southern Water response
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Forestry Commission feedback

We would strongly encourage the Plans to exhaust all
reasonable options of reservoirs and other development
associated with the Plans, in terms of their location, design
and construction/operation, to avoid and minimise any loss of
ancient woodland, avoid indirect loss of ancient woodland,
ensure that any indirect impact on adjacent ancient woodland
is fully evaluated and mitigated. The standing advice also
makes reference to a robust compensatory package of full
canopy woodland for any loss of ancient woodland. We would
advise that such a compensatory package should be
substantial, seeking to buffer and connect nearby ancient
woodland to enhance the overall resilience of the wider
woodland infrastructure and treescape to climate change and
deliver a multitude of public benefits (including biodiversity,
water quality and public health benefits) in designs which are
self-supporting. As part of this, we would welcome a clear
commitment to avoid impacts on ancient woodland.

Veteran Trees are also irreplaceable so their loss should be
avoided and treated the same as Ancient Woodland. We
would welcome within the plan the statement to establish the
next generation of veterans.

We welcome the Plans’ reference to achieving environmental
gains, including biodiversity net gain. Before this can be
achieved, existing habitats need to be protected as far as
possible, with irreplaceable habitats being among the highest
priorities to protect. This is needed before overall
environmental gains are possible to achieve.

Comment 2: Establish a clear commitment to being nature
positive and delivering targets for measurable environmental
gains, including BNG, on all development associated with the
Plan.

The reference to the Plan being able to contribute to
environmental gains and BNG is welcome. However, we
question the consultation document’s claim that “The Best
Value Plan creates more natural capital, improves
biodiversity, has less overall impact on the environment’ due
to the overall loss expected, including irreplaceable habitat’.

Southern Water response

We are developing our Environment Strategy which has an environmental
outcome to increase biodiversity. We are developing a BNG strategy to
understand our needs and to match these with various supply options. At the
moment we are focussing on our legal obligations to deliver at least 10% BNG
for development requiring planning permission, but will also explore the impact
of applying a BNG target to other schemes such as those considered permitted
development. We are active members of the Local Nature Partnerships across
the South East and as such have good connections into the emerging Local
Nature Recovery Strategies. We are feeding data and mapping information into
the process and will use the strategies to inform our mitigation and
compensation and the management of our own estate.
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Forestry Commission feedback

For example, we note that Technical Annex 2 states:

‘Many of the infrastructure options in the Best Value Plan
(pre-2050) result in a net loss of BNG as a result of temporary
and permanent loss of habitats as a result of the construction
of the options. However, the BNG results for the draft Reginal
Plan are an indicator of each options’ impact on BNG as their
overall net unit change for BNG does not include the
catchment management options which have the potential to
provide BNG and additional benefits’.

This suggests that there is some uncertainty on how or if BNG
will be delivered overall, which we appreciate is likely to be
developed as part of the next stages of the plan’s
development.

For development covered by the Town and Country Planning
Act, Paragraph 174(d) of the NPPF sets out that planning
(policies and) decisions should minimise impacts on and
provide net gains for biodiversity. Paragraph 180(d)
encourages development design to integrate opportunities to
improve biodiversity, especially where this can secure net
gains for biodiversity. A requirement for most development to
deliver a minimum of 10% BNG is expected to become
mandatory from November 2023. The WRSE partners should
consider the wide range of benefits trees, hedgerows and
woodlands provide as part of delivering good practice
biodiversity net gain requirements.

For development covered by the Planning Act 2008 (NSIPs),
the draft Development Planning Statement for Water (2018)
states:

4.3.15. Development proposals potentially provide many
opportunities for building in beneficial biodiversity or
geological features as part of good design or delivering
environmental net gain. When considering proposals, the
Secretary of State should consider whether the applicant has
maximised such opportunities in and around developments.

Southern Water response
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Forestry Commission feedback

The Secretary of State may use requirements or planning
obligations where appropriate in order to ensure that such
benefits are delivered.

We also highlight that it is difficult to truly achieve
environmental gain if irreplaceable habitat is being
permanently lost, As acknowledged in ‘Technical Annex 2:
Our draft Reginal Plan proposals’ (November 2022), Ancient
woodland loss cannot be accounted for in the BNG metric.
The BNG Metric User Guide, Rule 3 states that ‘Trading
down’ must be avoided. Losses of habitat are to be
compensated for on a ‘like for like’ or ‘like for better’ basis.
New or restored habitats should aim to achieve a higher
distinctiveness and/or condition than those lost. Losses of
irreplaceable or very high distinctiveness habitat cannot
adequately be accounted for through the metric’ and ‘Bespoke
compensation needs to be agreed with the relevant decision
maker for any losses or impacts to these habitats.’

We ask that we are consulted on this to help develop
compensation that is meaningful, targeted and of optimal
value.

Given the above, we encourage the following be considered

in the next stages of the Plans’ development:

* Adirect commitment for plans to be nature positive or to
contribute to leaving nature in a stronger position than we
found it, in line with the Government’s 25 Year
Environment Plan.

+  Commitments within the plan to achieve a specific
minimum net gain target in line with good practice
regarding BNG design (i.e. about the overall design, not
just the metric results), in consultation with Natural
England and complements local priorities including local
nature recovery strategies and in consultation with local
authorities/LNRS groups.

* Ensure alignment with other strategic land-use plans
including local nature recovery strategies which water
companies are well placed to positively contribute to and
align with as part of any mitigation/compensation efforts.

Southern Water response
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Reference Forestry Commission feedback Southern Water response

We welcome the commitment to explore this in more
detail as part of the water companies’ WRMP24 SEA
process’ (SEA page 115).

291.4 Comment 3: We encourage the exploration and adoption of We have undertaken a baseline assessment of our estate with the Wildlife
specific measurable targets associated with woodland/tree Trust to understand the current biodiversity value and opportunities for BNG
cover to contribute to meeting the national tree canopy target  and carbon sequestration uplift. This information will be used to inform
being considered by Government. mitigation/compensation that can be delivered on our own land. We will also

draw on local studies such as Sussex Nature Partnerships woodland
We welcome the consideration of BNG and Natural Capital opportunity mapping. We are very conscious that we need to plant the right
assessment as part of the decision making for the Plans tree in the right place and will work with key stakeholders to ensure this is
options. As part of the Environment Act, there is a proposal achieved where trees can help us meet deliverables and deliver wider benefit.

being considered by Government to set a legally binding

target to increase national tree cover from 14.5% to 16.5% by  We are currently exploring a trial to create a number of mini forests (Miyawaki)
2050. A large-scale Reginal Plan like this can lead by on our own estate so that we can understand the process and any risks to our
example to ensure overall gain of tree/woodland cover. operational plans and processes.

We appreciate this target is still emerging and the consultation
document will have been prepared before release of this. As
part of the next stages of developing the Reginal Plan and
WRMPs, we encourage the WRSE to anticipate this by
directly committing to a tree canopy cover increase up to
2050, with appropriate management in place to ensure this is
delivered in practice. As part of this, the supporting
assessments including the SEA and Environment
Assessment could be improved to directly consider tree
canopy cover to inform the options being appraised.
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Forestry Commission feedback

Comment 4: All efforts should be taken to avoid loss of other
trees and woodland, especially where they complement the
wider network of ancient woodland, and we encourage
maximising the use of trees and woodland (and other nature-
based solutions), to deliver multi-functional benefits.

Trees and woodlands provide many benefits to society such
as storing carbon, regulating temperatures, strengthening
flood resilience and reducing noise and air pollution.[1]
Paragraph 131 of the NPPF seeks to ensure new streets are
tree lined, that opportunities should be taken to incorporate
trees elsewhere in developments, and that existing trees are
retained wherever possible. Appropriate measures should be
in place to secure the long-term maintenance of newly planted
trees. The Forestry Commission may be able to give further
support in developing appropriate conditions in relation to
woodland creation, management or mitigation.

We encourage the Plans to maximise the multi-functional
benefits provided by trees and woodlands, including for water
quality improvements and sustainable flood management. We
would welcome direct consideration of this within the
Environment Assessment and SEA to ensure these benefits
are fully regarded. A good example of maximizing the value of
trees and woodlands is in the Friston forest on the South
Downs was created to avoid nutrients entering Eastbourne’s
water supply (the water derived from this chalk ‘block’ does
not have the nitrate levels now so common in the wider chalk
aquifer). While it’s unlikely we will see the scale of woodland
creation demonstrated by Friston Forest in South East
England, the benefits of targeted woodland creation in
improving water quality and managing flood flows are
significant.

Carbon neutrality: Many organisations, including WRSE
partners, are seeking to make their operations ‘net zero’ by a
particular date. We suggest there are dual benefits of using
trees and woodland to help improve water quality while also
sequestering carbon. The Forestry Commission remain happy
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Southern Water response

We have undertaken a baseline assessment of our estate with the Wildlife
Trust to understand the current biodiversity value and opportunities for BNG
and carbon sequestration uplift. This information will be used to inform
mitigation/compensation that can be delivered on our own land. We will also
draw on local studies such as Sussex Nature Partnerships woodland
opportunity mapping. We are very conscious that we need to plant the right
tree in the right place and will work with key stakeholders to ensure this is
achieved where trees can help us meet deliverables and deliver wider benefit.

We are currently exploring a trial to create a number of mini forests (Miyawaki)
on our own estate so that we can understand the process and any risks to our
operational plans and processes.
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Reference Forestry Commission feedback

to work with the industry to encourage the establishment of
multifunctional woodland.

Southern Water response
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Forestry Commission feedback

Comment 5: We are aware that a considerable proportion of
South East drinking water resources are derived from chalk
aquifers and are surprised that none of the plans mention the
challenge of nitrate levels within these aquifers and how they
will be addressed into the future.

We would like to draw your attention to work we have done in
partnership with Portsmouth Water regarding:

Nitrate ‘spikes’: for several years to explore how targeted
woodland creation could help address the ‘spikes’ in nutrients
and clay particles in water received at some bore holes
shortly after heavy rain. Portsmouth water’s geologist at the
time highlighted how heavy rain can result in surface water
flowing across chalk downland, especially where there is a
‘clay cap’, in doing so this water collects nitrates and clay
particles and can reach boreholes within days (or less) via dry
valleys or Karstic features in the chalk; one water engineer
described the impact as ‘turning his Evian into ginger beer’.
This creates ‘spikes’ of poor water quality meaning this water
has to be treated to meet drinking water standards. Such
treatment is expensive in both capital investment and running
costs. Hence we were exploring how targeted woodlands can
act to filter such ‘surface water flows’ before they enter Karstic
features.

Base level of nitrate in chalk aquifers: fertiliser has been
applied to a significant proportion of the chalk downs for
several decades. Some of this has leached into that aquifer,
and other than via Karstic features outlined above, has been
percolating very slowly through the aqui