
  

Executive summary for the Serviceability Representation 

 

Issue: 

 
In its draft determination for Southern Water (the Draft Determination), Ofwat has proposed 
a combined serviceability shortfall penalty of £153m.  This proposed shortfall derives from 
Ofwat’s assessment that Southern Water has delivered marginal or deteriorating 
serviceability performance in three out of four sub-services during AMP5, namely: 

• Water infrastructure: (a penalty of £12.1m for deteriorating performance against the 
DG3 (customer interruptions to supply >12 hours) indicator); 

• Wastewater non-infrastructure: (a penalty of £137.7m for deteriorating performance 
against the Population equivalent (sewage treatment) non-compliance indicator (the 
P.E. indicator); and 

• Wastewater infrastructure: (a penalty of £3.3m for deteriorating performance against 
the Properties internally flooded other causes indicator). 

 

Southern Water’s position 

 
We have assessed Ofwat’s Draft Determination, in particular the basis on which it has 
reached its assessment of Southern Water’s serviceability performance, and then the 
approach which Ofwat has followed to calculate the associated shortfall penalties.   
 
It is our view that Ofwat has materially departed from its previously published guidance on 
these issues in two critical respects – first, in relation to the assessment of serviceability and 
second, in its calculation of Southern Water’s proposed shortfall penalties. 
 
Based on Ofwat’s published guidance for, and approach to, serviceability assessments as 
set out in documents PR09/38 (with RD15/06 incorporated by reference within PR09/38) and 
the FD09 Supplementary Report for Southern Water (the Supplementary  Report) we assess 
our underlying performance across all four sub-services as stable. 
 
In materially changing the methodology on which it assesses serviceability and shortfalls at 
the end of a price review process, without any formal consultation or prior communication 
with companies on any changes, Ofwat’s approach is: 

 Inconsistent with its own published guidance; 

 Contrary to Ofwat’s obligations as a public authority; 

 Inconsistent with Ofwat’s own codes of practice on consultations and regulation; and 

 Contrary to its statutory obligations to follow the principles of Good Regulation. 
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Remedy: 

 
On this basis, we would expect Ofwat to revert to the established methodology for 
serviceability assessments, the basis on which companies accepted FD09, and remove the 
proposed £153m shortfall penalty in Southern Water’s final determination. 
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Summary of evidence: 

 
In applying the proposed £153m combined serviceability shortfall penalty to Southern Water, 
Ofwat has: 
 

i. Applied a new methodology for assessing serviceability and a new methodology for 
calculating shortfall penalties, each of which is inconsistent with its previously 
published guidance on which FD09 was based and accepted by Southern Water; 

ii. Set a penalty that is entirely disproportionate to the identified failures in serviceability, 
Southern Water’s comparative performance and the detriment caused to customers 
and the environment; 

iii. Not taken into account new obligations on Southern Water which have arisen since 
FD09, which must be taken in to account in the assessment of Southern Water’s 
performance against Ofwat’s performance standards; and 

iv. Not made appropriate adjustments to Southern Water’s performance to exclude the 
effect of exceptional events that are un-related to underlying asset performance. 

 
The remainder of this document provides a summary of our evidence under each of the four 
points listed above.  Additional detail and supporting analysis for each of the four points is 
set out in Annexes 1 to 5 attached. 
 
 

1. Material changes to serviceability assessment and shortfall calculation 
methodologies 

 
1.1 Serviceability Assessment 
 
Ofwat has applied a new methodology to the assessment of serviceability at PR14 which is  
inconsistent with its own public guidance issued to companies during the setting of FD09 
and which informed Southern Water’s acceptance of the PR09 Final Determination. 
 
Specifically, Ofwat has assessed serviceability with reference to performance against single 
indicators when determining sub-service performance, rather than taking a view in the round 
on performance across the basket of sub-service indicators.  
 
The assessment of sub-service performance on the basis of performance against a single 
indicator is contrary to the approach Ofwat describes in its PR09 Final Determination and 
PR09/38 – the two documents which Ofwat referred Southern Water to in its written 
response to our query on 10 September 2014 as being where their “serviceability 
assessment principles were set out.” 
 
In respect of these ‘assessment principles’ both PR09/38 and the PR09 Supplementary 
Report for Southern Water Services also refer to RD15/06 as containing established 
principles for assessing serviceability.  Indeed, in the Supplementary Report, Ofwat points to 
document RD15/06 as the document in which it, “…defined the criteria by which we will 
monitor serviceability…” (page 13) and Ofwat’s PR09/38, similarly refers companies to 
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RD15/06 for its established principles for assessing serviceability and incorporates it by 
reference. 
 
In RD15/06, Ofwat makes clear that it will approach serviceability assessments for each sub-
service by assessing the component indicators in their totality, a “basket approach”, rather 
than one where the overall sub-service assessment is determined by a single indicator. 
 
“In reaching our overall serviceability assessment for each sub-service we consider all of the 
indicators together.  In doing this we do not use a formal weighting scheme.  We expect 
each to be at least stable … for each sub-service there is a key indicator that we place 
particular reliance on, in guiding our overall assessment…” (page 5, Annex 1, RD15/06).   
 
In the PR09 Final Determination, Ofwat affirms this basket approach stating that it will 
“…monitor and regulate…” the maintenance of companies’ asset systems by, “…measuring 
a basket of serviceability indicators for all assets…”  Ofwat further states that it will, 
“…assess trends in these serviceability indicators to determine if stable serviceability is 
being maintained…” (page 42). 
 
Ofwat also confirmed this basket approach to assessing serviceability under RD 15/06 in a 
presentation to Southern Water in August 2010, “…a basket of indicator measures” (see 
slide 13).1    
 
Based on these public statements, Southern Water could not reasonably have foreseen the 
clear shift in Ofwat’s methodology applied in the Draft Determinations this year (as described 
in its Technical Appendix A3 to PR14 Draft Determinations).  Importantly, Southern Water is 
not alone in having understood Ofwat’s public statements on the assessment of 
serviceability to mean that Ofwat’s assessment of serviceability is based on performance in 
the round across a basket of indicators.   
 
In 2012 (i.e. three years into the current AMP), Mott MacDonald was appointed by UK Water 
Industry Research (UKWIR), to undertake a review of Ofwat’s serviceability methodology.  
The UKWIR review concluded that: 
 
“Ofwat has undertaken annual assessments of serviceability, coming to an overall view of 
serviceability for each sub-service.” (paragraph 1.2).   
 
Equally, the UKWIR Review identified a “…key issue…” as being, “…how the individual 
indicators are combined in the overall assessment…” (paragraph 2.5.2.3). 
 
Further, our external assurance provider on AMP5 serviceability performance, Mott 
MacDonald, also applied a basket assessment in coming to its view on our serviceability 
performance.  Moreover, seven companies had their serviceability self assessments 
changed by Ofwat in the Draft Determinations, indicating widespread misunderstanding 
within the industry on Ofwat’s methodology. 
 
When assessed against the serviceability methodology published alongside FD09, Southern 
Water’s performance is stable against the basket of measures in each of the three sub-
services which Ofwat proposes to be subject to shortfalls in the Draft Determination. 

                                                 
1
  Ofwat, Southern Water feedback – Presentation, (24 August 2010), Mark Worsfold – Head of Asset Strategy, 

Ofwat (at slide 13). 
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Table 1: Southern Water serviceability assessment 2010/11 – 2014/15 
  2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 

Water 
Infrastructure 

Total Burst Marginal Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
Interruptions>12 hrs Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
Iron Non-compliance Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
DG2 Pressure Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
Customer Contacts Discolouration Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
Distributional Index TIM Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
Assessment as Basket Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 

Water Non-
infrastructure 

WSW Coliform non-compliance Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
Service Res. Non-compliance Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
Turbidity Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
Enforcement Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
Unplanned Maintenance Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
Assessment as Basket Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 

Wastewater 
Infrastructure 

Sewer Collapses Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
Pollution Incidents Marginal Marginal Stable Stable Stable 
Flooding Other Causes Marginal Marginal Stable Stable Stable 
Flooding Overloaded Sewers Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
Sewer Blockages Stable Stable Stable Stable Stable 
Equipment Failures Stable Stable Stable Marginal Stable 
Assessment as Basket Marginal Stable Stable Stable Stable 

Wastewater Non-
infrastructure 

WTW % non-compliance Stable Stable Marginal Stable Stable 
P.E. % non-compliance Stable Marginal Marginal Marginal Stable 
Unplanned maintenance Stable Stable Stable Stable Marginal 
Assessment as Basket Stable Stable Marginal Stable Stable 

    
  
1.2 New methodology for calculation of the shortfall 
 
Having applied a new methodology to the assessment of serviceability, Ofwat has then 
further applied a new methodology to calculate the scale of the associated shortfall penalty.   
 
Ofwat has subsequently confirmed to Southern Water, in a conference call on 11 September 
2014, that the approach to calculating the serviceability shortfall set out in Technical 
Appendix A3 of the PR14 Draft Determination: 

 Was not the methodology applied at PR09; 

 Had not been consulted on; and 

 Had not previously been communicated to companies or been in the public domain 
prior to 29 August 2014. 

 
The established position, as described in the Thames Water IDoK Final Determination, was 
that shortfall adjustments would be made, “proportionate to detriment to customers” (page 
101.) 
 
Under the new approach taken in the Draft Determination (described in Technical Appendix 
A3 of the Draft Determination (pages 56 to 58)), Ofwat presents a worked example of the 
shortfall methodology.  Ofwat states that the shortfall is calculated solely on the basis of a 
mathematical formula in which, “…the size of the shortfall is increased linearly up to two 
standard deviations at which point any further shortfall is capped.”  Not only is this contrary 
to the position in the Thames Water IDoK, it is also a direct contradiction to the methodology 
prescribed in PR09/06: Setting price limits, that indicated Ofwat would apply judgement in 
assessing the amount of any shortfall to be applied. 
 

5



  

In PR09/06: Setting price limits, Ofwat stated, “the maximum [of the shortfall] does not 
represent the top of a simple linear scale” (para 2.1) 
 
1.3 Lack of consultation 
 
By departing from its previously published guidance and without formally consulting the 
industry of a change in approach or even communicating its intent, Ofwat’s actions are 
inconsistent with its obligations as a public authority, its own codes of conduct on 
consultations and regulatory practices, and its statutory obligations to follow the principles of 
Good Regulation. 
 
Applying an entirely new methodology without consultation or prior notice is inconsistent with 
the principle of fairness encompassed by the principles of Good Regulation.  These 
principles require that: 
 

• “…effective consultation must take place before proposals are developed…” 

• “…regulation should be predictable in order to give stability and certainty to those 
being regulated…” 

• “…the consequences of non-compliance should be made clear…” 

 
By publishing its methodology for the first time on 29 August 2014, without prior consultation 
or communication, Ofwat has failed to meet these core requirements. 
 
Further details on Southern Water’s views on the changes to Ofwat’s methodologies for 
serviceability assessments and shortfall calculations are set out in Annex 1. 
 
 

2. Disproportionate scale of shortfall penalty 

 
In mechanistically applying the methodology set out in Technical Appendix A3 of the Draft 
Determination, Ofwat has proposed a disproportionate penalty for Southern Water’s 
performance against the P.E. indicator.  Ofwat’s proposed shortfall penalty takes no account 
of: 
 
2.1 The detriment caused to customers and the environment 
 
Ofwat’s approach to scaling serviceability penalties is flawed in that it makes no reference 
to, or account of, the scale of customer or environmental detriment resulting from non-
compliance contrary to its previously stated position in the Thames Water Final 
Determination IDoK.   
 

An assessment of detriment is a basic principle required to ensure proportionality when 
establishing the appropriate scale of regulatory penalties.  None of the effluent breaches by 
Southern Water against the P.E. indicator were recorded as pollution incidents.  This 
indicates that they did not cause environmental detriment.  Further, no connection to public 
health or economic damage can be drawn by a failure against this indicator meaning that no 
customer or broader economic detriment can have been caused. 
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2.2 The number of indicators in the sub-service basket 
 

The wastewater sub-service basket is made up of just three indicators.  By contrast, the 
water and wastewater infrastructure sub-services both include six indicators, and the water 
non-infrastructure sub-service has five.   

The consequence of the wastewater non-infrastructure sub-service consisting of only three 
indicators is that the scale of penalty for failure of a single indicator in this sub-service is far 
more severe than for a single indicator failure in any other sub-service (by between 1.66x 
and 2x more severe).  In this way, Ofwat’s methodology ascribes a weighting to the scale of 
penalty that is unrelated to environmental and customer detriment and instead driven simply 
by the number of indicators that happen to have been included historically within in the sub-
service assessment.   

There is no objective justification for the failure of a single indicator in the wastewater non-
infrastructure sub-service attracting such a materially different scale of penalty to the failure 
of a single indicator in any of the other three sub-services.   

 

2.3 The volatility of the P.E. indicator to very small numbers of works failures 
 

Southern Water’s historical performance against this indicator has been determined by very 
small numbers of failing works.  This is because Southern Water has 68 large works (18% of 
our total WWTWs) whose failure, in isolation, would trigger a breach of our upper control 
limit and result in the application of a shortfall penalty.   

This indicator, with the current reference levels and performance tramlines, is therefore not a 
reflection of Southern Water’s long-term management of its asset base as a whole (i.e. what 
serviceability is supposed to measure) but is instead highly sensitive to the performance of 
individual wastewater treatment works. 

As illustrated in the table below, Southern Water has three times more works than any other 
company in the sector where an individual failure would result in a breach of the upper 
control limit and application of a shortfall penalty. 
Table 2: Comparison of works size and upper control limit 
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2.4 Southern Water’s comparative performance 
 

It follows from the above that Southern Water has one of the tightest upper control limits on 
the P.E. indicator – four times tighter than the industry average.  The consequence of this 
relative position is that Southern Water reaches its maximum penalty cap under Ofwat’s 
methodology before even breaching the industry average upper control limit – this is 
illustrated in the chart below.  As a result, Southern Water is at risk of receiving the largest 
single serviceability penalty levied by Ofwat whilst delivering performance which on average 
across the industry, would not attract a penalty. 

 
Figure 1: AMP5 Serviceability limits 

 
 

2.5 The relationship with asset MEAV (Modern Equivalent Asset Value) 
 

At £137.7m the scale of the penalty for the individual failure of the P.E. indicator is greater 
than the MEAV of the works (which for Lidsey, Favesham, Coldwaltham, Cuckfield and 
Westfield is less than £130m).  This means that Southern Water’s shortfall penalty is greater 
than the amount it would cost to re-build the works afresh. 

 

3. No account has been taken of new obligations on Southern Water 

 
After the setting of the reference levels and control limits in FD09, Southern Water received 
new requirements that have a material impact on the P.E. indicator. 
 
In September 2010, Southern Water received a new permit for Copper discharge at Lidsey 
wastewater treatment works.  At the time of the PR09 Final Determination, we could not 
have foreseen the imposition of this new Look Up Table (LUT) Copper permit, nor the level it 
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was set at (and at 18 µg/l it is materially more onerous than any other such consent 
Southern Water has at any of our treatment works).   
 
Had this permit been in place during previous AMPs, the Lidsey works would have failed 
against it (the Lidsey works has never reliably achieved the 18 µg/l consent target).  Lisdey’s 
failures against this consent would have had a direct impact on the setting of the FD09 
indicator reference level and associated upper control limits.  Our analysis indicates that it 
would have resulted in a materially higher upper control limit for the P.E. indicator – setting it 
at 0.54 (not 0.2) an increase in the order of 2.5 times.  To underline the materiality of the 
understatement in the FD09 upper control limit, restating it at 0.54 would put it above 
Southern Water’s current maximum penalty cap for this indicator.   

  
Subsequent failures would therefore have been assessed very differently, bringing about a 
significant reduction in the value of the penalty proposed under Ofwat’s methodology for 
shortfall penalties published in the Draft Determination (assuming that the methodology is 
appropriate, which for the reasons outlined above, Southern Water does not consider it to 
be).  
 
We therefore consider that Ofwat should revise Southern Water’s control limit for its Final 
Determination assessment of serviceability against the P.E. indicator having regard to the 
impact of the new LUT Copper consent at Lidsey.  The level of any penalty should 
accordingly be reduced significantly.  This merely restores the symmetry of including Lidsey 
in both the way the target was set as well as in the way penalties are assessed. 
 
 

4. Adjustment of Southern Water’s performance to take account of 
exceptional events 

 
In addition to the points raised under 1-3 above, we have also provided additional 
information, evidence, and analysis to demonstrate that a small number of exceptional 
events should be excluded from consideration in the assessment of underlying performance 
against the three indicators that Ofwat has proposed should receive a shortfall penalty: 
 

i. DG3 (customer interruptions to supply >12 hours);  

ii. P.E. indicator; and  

iii. Properties internally flooded (other causes).  

 

Annexes 2 to 4 set out additional supporting evidence and analysis for these performance 
adjustments.  We set out a summary of our evidence below. 

 
4.1 DG3 (customer interruptions to supply >12 hours)  

 
In Annex 2, we set out additional evidence and analysis to support the removal of an 
interruption to supply to over 1500 properties in the Ventnor water supply area, downstream 
of the Lowtherville reservoir on the Isle of Wight, from the assessment of Southern Water’s 
performance against the DG3 indicator.  This interruption to supply was the result of 
exceptional weather – severe storms in the run up to Christmas 2013 – which were beyond 
operational and management control.  
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Despite our water supply zone contingency plan including four levels of resilience, the 
unforeseen and exceptional severity of the weather event meant that all four were defeated 
in the Ventnor supply area of the Isle of Wight, resulting in the loss of supply. Given the 
exceptional nature and severity of this incident and the robust contingency measures that 
were in place, both the incident, and impacted properties, should not be regarded as related 
to underlying serviceability performance or matters within management control.  This 
incident should therefore be excluded from the serviceability assessment. 
 
In the current year to date (to September 2014) performance against this indicator shows 
only 150 properties have been impacted by events which led to interruptions in excess of 12 
hours. This indicates that the performance at year end will be below the upper control limit 
and close to the reference level.  
 
The following charts illustrate the serviceability indicator position before and after the 
exclusion of Lowtherville (and Wrotham Rd, Meopham, an exclusion accepted by Ofwat in 
the Draft Determination) incident: 
 

 
Figure 2 – Interruptions >12 hrs  before adjustments  Figure 3 – Interruptions >12 hrs after adjustments 
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As the adjusted chart demonstrates, the exclusion of the Lowtherville event results in only a 
single year above the upper control limit, not sufficient to confer a less than stable 
serviceability assessment for this indicator (let alone the sub-service as a whole).  We 
therefore conclude that both this indicator and the water infrastructure sub-service as a 
whole should be assessed as Stable for the whole of AMP5 and the serviceability shortfall of 
£12.1m should be removed. 
 
Full details of the exceptional circumstances which led to the Lowtherville supply interruption 
are set out in Annex 2. 
 
4.2 P.E. indicator  

 
Ofwat’s Draft Determination did not accept that Southern Water had provided adequate 
evidence to justify the removal of failures at two wastewater treatment works, Lidsey  and 
Faversham, from our assessment of serviceability (we note the acceptance by Ofwat of the 
failure of Hailsham North WTW). 
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As set out in section 3 above, reference level and control limits for this indicator, set in the 
PR09 Final Determination, should be updated to reflect the new permit for Copper discharge 
at Lidsey, which is the cause of the failure of the site rather than any issue associated with 
serviceability.  Moreover, such an adjustment would be in line with the previous Ofwat 
decisions in relation to Iron permits.  
 
In addition, in Annex 3, we provide evidence that the Copper permit for the Lidsey 
wastewater treatment works is set unreasonably low at 18 µg/l, one of the lowest permit 
conditions in the industry. We are in final stages of discussions with the Environment Agency 
(EA) to change the permit limit to a 25 µg/l and are accordingly providing evidence to the EA 
demonstrating that: i) we have thoroughly investigated the potential sources of Copper in the 
catchment, and ii) we have exhausted all reasonable technical solutions, including tertiary 
treatment, and are not able to control the Copper content of discharge to such low levels. 
We expect to receive confirmation from the EA on the change to the Lidsey works Copper 
permit before the publication of the Final Determination.   
 
In this context, we would also expect the exclusion of Lidsey’s failure in 2012 from the 
serviceability assessment for this indicator. It should be noted that in the Draft Determination 
for Southern Water, Ofwat accepted the exclusion of wastewater treatment works that had 
failed their Iron permits on the basis of a similar justification, following the EA confirmation of 
the changes to permit levels. 
 
Annex 3 also provides an update and additional information for Faversham wastewater 
treatment works, as well as Coldwaltham, Cuckfield and Westfield, in support of our position 
that these failures should be excluded from the serviceability assessment.  
 
Our evidence demonstrates that Faversham should be excluded from the assessment as its 
failure was the result of third party trade effluent discharge, and therefore outside our 
control. The particular trade effluent consent goes back 40 years and has limited 
enforcement conditions, with no express provision requiring the trader to provide volume or 
load details to Southern Water. The load from the trade discharge has increased over time 
and unexpectedly peaked in 2011/12, which led to the failure of the Faversham works. 
Based on limited information provided by the trader, and despite ongoing efforts by Southern 
Water, we could not have predicted that their actions would cause the failure of the 
treatment works.     
 

Failures at Coldwaltham (2011), Cuckfield (2013) and Westfield (2013) should also be 
excluded from the serviceability assessment as these failures have been incorrectly linked to 
this serviceability indicator. We have previously represented these works as failures against 
the Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (UWWTD) Annual Average Phosphorous limit 
in error. Permit conditions for these treatment works are related to the Water Resources Act 
and hence are not applicable to the P.E. indicator.  
 
Finally, we provide an update to our current year to date (September 2014) performance 
against this indicator which demonstrates  that we currently have no works failed against the 
P.E. indicator. We predict that the performance at year-end (December 2014) will be below 
the reference level (0.1%).  
 
The following three charts set out the picture of our serviceability performance against the 
P.E. indicator: 
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 Figure 4 – shows the position as per Ofwat’s Draft Determination e.g. recognising 
the exclusion of Hailsham North only 

 Figure 5 – updates the performance position shown in Chart 1 against a revised 
upper control limit (due to the inclusion of the Lidsey consent) 

 Figure 6 – updates our serviceability performance to recognise the exclusion of 
Lidsey (2012), Faversham, Coldwaltham, Cuckfield and Westfield against a 
revised upper control limit.   

 

 
 Figure 4 – Performance used to set the Draft Determination  

  
 

Figure 5 – Revised upper control limit (and penalty cap) 

 

Under the methodology applied by 
Ofwat this generates a shortfall 
penalty of £137.7m 

Under the methodology applied by 
Ofwat this generates a shortfall 
penalty of £80.9m 
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Figure 6 – Revised upper control limit and all proposed exclusions 

 
 
 
Figure 6 above illustrates what we believe to be the correct underlying performance position 
on which serviceability should be assessed.   
 
Our performance against the P.E. indicator is still marginal. But this is the only indicator out 
of the three indicators for the wastewater non-infrastructure sub-service where Southern 
Water had marginal performance.  As such, when assessed in the round, against the basket 
of three indicators for this sub-service, we believe our performance is correctly assessed as 
stable and should not be subject to a shortfall penalty.  
 
4.3 Properties internally flooded (other causes)  
In its Draft Determination, Ofwat did not accept the case for Stable serviceability against this 
indicator and assessed our performance as deteriorating.  As a consequence Ofwat applied 
a serviceability shortfall of £3.3m. Ofwat has based its assessment on three breaches of the 
upper control limit in 2010/11, 2012/13 and 2013/14.  
 
In our representation response we provide more information to Ofwat for the years 2012/13 
and 2013/14, which demonstrates that our performance was significantly impacted by 
exceptional rainfall. The Met Office has declared 2012 as the second wettest year on record 
(the wettest for England), and the winter of 2013/14 as the wettest on record. We have 
undertaken statistical analysis to demonstrate that the severity of the wet weather was the 
main factor impacting our level of performance against the ‘flooding – other causes’ 
indicator. As the exceptional wet weather conditions were beyond operational and 
management control, a number of properties that were internally flooded should be excluded 
from the serviceability assessment.   
 
The current year to date (September 2014) performance against this indicator shows 138 
properties to be impacted by events, which would be recorded against the ‘flooding – other 
causes indicator’.  The causes being equipment failures, blockages or collapses. We predict 
a year-end outturn of 230, which whilst slightly above the reference level of 210 properties is 
significantly below the upper control limit of 290 properties.  
 

Under the methodology applied by 
Ofwat this generates a shortfall 
penalty of £21.4m  
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The following charts demonstrate the serviceability indicator position, before and after 
adjusting for the recognition of the exceptional wet weather in 2012/13 and 2013/14: 
 
Figure 7: Flooding other causes - before adjustment                      Figure 8: Flooding other causes - after adjustment 

 

Once the consequences of the exceptional weather events are excluded, performance for 
AMP5 should be assessed as Stable, with only a single year (2010/11) remaining above the 
upper control limit. We therefore conclude that no shortfall penalty should be applied. 

 

5 Conclusion 

 
When assessed against the serviceability methodology published alongside FD09, Southern 
Water’s performance is stable against the basket of measures in each of the three sub-
services against which Ofwat has proposed shortfall penalties in the Draft Determination.  
On this basis we would request that Ofwat removes, in totality, the shortfall penalty in 
Southern Water’s Final Determination. 
 
Even applying Ofwat’s new serviceability assessment methodology, basing sub-service 
assessments on the performance of a single indicator, we believe that the proposed Draft 
Determination shortfalls are not reflective of Southern Water’s underlying performance.  
Once adjustments are made to our performance, for a small number of exceptional events 
outside of management control, and appropriately revising the upper control limit for the P.E 
indicator to reflect new obligations, the size of the shortfall penalty would mechanistically 
reduce to around £21.4m. 
 
If the £21.4m penalty is then scaled proportionately to adjust for factors including:  
 

i. that the wastewater sub-service has around half the number of indicators than the 
other 3 sub-services; 

ii. that Ofwat has acted contrary to its requirements as a public authority, its own codes of 
conduct on consultations and the principles of Good Regulation by applying a 2x 
scaling factor to the shortfall penalty – an approach on which it has not consulted and 
which was not known to the industry prior to 29 August 2014; and 

iii. that the shortfall imposed has not been scaled in relation to customer or environmental 
detriment (of which Sothern Water contends there was none). 
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Southern Water believes that it is appropriate that the £21.4m penalty is at least halved.   
 
However, in the context of the serviceability methodology published alongside FD09, we 
believe that, on any reasonable assessment of Southern Water’s serviceability, the Final 
Determination should not include a penalty. 
 

6 Summary of Annexes 

 
There are five annexes linked to this representation which provide further detail and analysis 
in support of the points raised. 
 

• Annex 1 –  provides further detail on our challenge that Ofwat has applied a new 
methodology for assessing serviceability and a new methodology for scaling shortfall 
penalties; 

• Annex 2 – sets out further information and analysis on performance adjustments 
related to the DG3 (customer interruptions to supply >12 hours) indicator; 

• Annex 3 – sets out further information and analysis on performance adjustments 
related to the Population equivalent (sewage treatment) non-compliance indicator; 

• Annex 4 – sets out further information and analysis on performance adjustments 
related to the Properties internally flooded (other causes) indicator; and 

• Annex 5 – sets out further information and the analysis on the 2014/15 forecast for 
those indicators on which Ofwat requested further information. 
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SOUTHERN WATER SERVICES LIMITED 

PR14 DRAFT DETERMINATION – SERVICEABILITY 

CHALLENGES TO  OFWAT’S METHODOLOGY  

1. Introduction 

1.1 In applying the proposed shortfall to Southern Water (SW) Ofwat has applied a 

methodology that is:   

(a) Inconsistent with statements Ofwat itself had made concerning its approach 

to serviceability shortfalls on which SW has relied; 

(b) In any event, lacking in transparency and which did not afford SW a proper 

opportunity to organise its business during AMP5 to avoid or mitigate the 

potential very severe serviceability shortfall to which Ofwat now argues it 

was exposed; 

(c) Ofwat’s proposed shortfall has, in any event, been unfairly applied to SW 

and has not taken adequate account of company-specific features of SW; 

(d) Ofwat has discriminated against SW in the manner in which it has applied 

the proposed shortfall by comparison with Ofwat’s treatment of other water 

companies for the purposes of this Draft Determination (DD); and 

(e) Ofwat’s proposed shortfall is disproportionate to any failure in serviceability 

and/or possible detriment to customers and the environment. 

1.2 Each of these failings is addressed further below. 

2. Ofwat’s public statements and representations on its approach to serviceability 

2.1 Ofwat made public representations, on which SW relied to its detriment, that Ofwat 

would not impose serviceability penalties in the manner proposed for breaches of the 

sewerage non-infrastructure sub-service contained in the DD.   

2.2 Prior to PR14, Ofwat’s public statements have indicated, most notably in RD15/06:  

Assessing Serviceability and accompanying Annexes (RD15/06), various PR09 

publications, and previous decision-making practice on serviceability that Ofwat will 

impose a shortfall only if the indicators within a sub-service, taken as a whole, were 

assessed as less than stable, and the scale of shortfall imposed is proportionate to the 

customer detriment.  

2.3 The methodology employed in the DD has entirely departed from the methodology 

outlined in Ofwat’s public statements and guidance materials.  It is also inconsistent 

with recent decisional practice on the issue as it proposes to impose a shortfall based 

on the performance of a single indicator in a mechanistic fashion.  Moreover, there 

was no clear prior indication ahead of PR14 that the basis on which a shortfall would 

be calculated in PR14 would be materially different from previous approaches or 

practice, either in Ofwat publications, meetings between Ofwat and SW or any other 

industry consultations.   
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2.4 SW submits that Ofwat’s conduct in PR14 in departing from its publicly published 

methodology without any prior consultation with SW or other industry players, is 

inconsistent with Ofwat’s obligations as a public authority.  The Court of Appeal has 

made a public authority’s obligations clear in this context, “If, without any promise, it 

has established a policy distinctly and substantially affecting a specific person or 

group who in the circumstances was in reason entitled to rely on its continuance and 

did so, then ordinarily it must consult before effecting any change…To do 

otherwise…would be to act so unfairly as to perpetrate an abuse of power.”
1
  

2.5 The methodology employed in the DD differs from previously published statements 

and practice in five key ways to the detriment of SW:  

(1)  Single indicator vs basket 

2.6 From Ofwat’s published statements, SW had reasonably understood that Ofwat 

would make its assessment of serviceability having regard to the company’s 

performance against all relevant indicators within the sub-service, in particular, if the 

company passed most or all but one indicator, this would not automatically lead to an 

assessment as “marginal” or “deteriorating” for its whole sub-service.   

2.7 The basis of SW’s legitimate expectation arises from the following public statements 

and published guidance of Ofwat: 

(i) In repeated communications with SW, the most recent being on 8 and 11 

September 2014, Ofwat confirmed that its two publications PR09/38: 

Serviceability outputs for PR09 final determinations (PR09/38) and PR09 – 

Future water and sewerage charges 2010-15: Final determinations (PR09 

Final Determination) were the “definitive statements on the serviceability 

methodology” for PR14.  Ofwat’s PR09/38 document refers to and 

incorporates by reference an earlier Ofwat publication, RD15/06, being its 

“…established principles” (page 2)  which is to be read together with 

PR09/38 and details Ofwat’s approach to serviceability assessments.
2
  

(ii) Indeed, in Ofwat’s Final Determination:  Setting price limits for 2010-15 

Supplementary report for Southern Water Services Limited, (the 

Supplementary Report), Ofwat expressly pointed to RD15/06 as the 

document in which it “…defined the criteria by which we monitor 

serviceability…” (page 13) and emphasised the importance for companies of 

identifying “…outliers or trends…” for the purposes of “…following the 

principles set out in RD15/06” (page 14). 

                                                
1
  The Queen on the application of, Bhatt Murphy (a firm) and Ors v The Independent Assessor, The 

Queen on the application of, Noorrullah Niazi, Hamidreza Tachibeglou, Huseyin Cakir v The 

Secretary of State, [2008] EWCA Civ 755, at paragraph 50. 

2
  Ofwat’s PR09/38: Serviceability outputs for PR09 final determinations letter, dated 10 December 

2009, contains a link to RD15/06 (which includes accompanying Annexes 1 – 4) and also describes 

RD15/06 as its “established principles”.    
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(iii) In RD15/06 Ofwat made it expressly clear that it would take a balanced 

approach to serviceability assessments, assessing indicators in their totality, 

or in a basket together, rather than individually. 

(iv) For example, in RD15/06 Annex 1, Ofwat instructs companies that, “In 

reaching our overall serviceability assessment for each sub-service we 

consider all of the indicators together.  In doing this we do not use a formal 

weighting scheme.  We expect each to be at least stable…for each sub-

service there is a key indicator that we place particular reliance on, in 

guiding our overall assessment…” (page 5).  Ofwat also confirmed this 

basket approach to assessing serviceability under RD 15/06 in a presentation 

to SW in 2010, “…a basket of indicator measures” (slide 13).
3
  Ofwat’s 

reference to a ‘key indicator’ clearly indicates that the assessment will be 

made in the round, taking particular account of performance of the key 

indicator but having regard to the other relevant indicators.    

(v) Reinforcing this “basket” approach to the assessment of overall 

serviceability of a sub-service, Ofwat suggested in this same guidance that 

there was genuine potential for the then existing basket of indicators to 

expand, “There is scope for adding to the basket of indicators for non-

infrastructure assets to inform future serviceability” (page 6).  Moreover, in 

the Supplementary Report this potential for indicator basket expansion was 

realised with Ofwat having “…added to the indicator basket…” (page 13). 

(vi) In the recent DD Meeting, Ofwat stated that its guidance (and in particular, 

that contained in the Supplementary Report), clearly showed a movement 

away from the basket approach.  However, in the PR09 Final Determination 

and the Supplementary Report which accompanied it, Ofwat expressly 

affirmed and even further developed this approach. 

(vii) In the PR09 Final Determination, Ofwat instructed companies that it would 

“…monitor and regulate…” the maintenance of companies’ asset networks 

by “…measuring a basket of serviceability indicators for all assets…”.  

Ofwat also directed companies that it would “…assess trends in these 

‘serviceability’ indicators to determine if stable serviceability is being 

maintained…” (page 42).  Similarly, in Ofwat’s guidance in PR09/38 it 

advised companies that it had taken this collective approach in its 

serviceability assessments having taken into account a range of factors, 

including, “…the direction of the trend in the relevant indicators…” (page 

3).  

(viii) The Supplementary Report did not clearly set out a move away from its 

established approach of assessing serviceability by reference to a basket of 

indicators as a whole.  If it was Ofwat’s intention to move away from this 

approach it was incumbent on Ofwat to make this clear to SW so that it 

could conduct its business in the light of any new approach and also make 

representation concerning the appropriateness of the new approach.  Ofwat 

                                                
3
  Ofwat, Southern Water feedback – Presentation, (24 August 2010), Mark Worsfold – Head of Asset 

Strategy, Ofwat (at slide 13). 
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did not do this.  First, Ofwat explicitly referred to its previous statements in 

RD15/06 as the document in which the criteria by which it monitored 

serviceability was defined – RD15/06 clearly refers to an overall approach 

to assessing serviceability by reference to indicators in their totality (see 

2.7(ii) & (iv) above).  Second, Ofwat further reinforced the approach of 

having regard to a basket of relevant indictors by expanding the indicator 

basket (see 2.6(v) above).  Had Ofwat wished clearly to distance itself and 

its ongoing methodology from the overall basket approach it should not 

have expressly referred to RD15/06 and added to the indicator basket.  

(ix) This practice has continued during the current price control period.  As 

recently as November 2013 in its Final Determination of Thames Water’s 

IDoK application (page 103), Ofwat stated: 

“We understand and recognise Thames Water’s position on 2011-12  

serviceability. Although an upper control was breached, [i.e. an indicator 

was “failed”] failure at the overall sub-service level did not occur, and 

consequently we accept the argument put forward that a shortfall would be 

inconsistent with the approach we had signalled for the next price review.”   

In other words, in the most recent application of the serviceability 

methodology this was by reference to an assessment of performance of the 

overall sub-service i.e. the basket as a whole and expressly did not penalise 

failure of an individual indicator.  It appears that Ofwat did not understand 

its serviceability methodology to have changed as late as November 2013 

and that the stance that Ofwat now seeks to take has developed subsequently 

and without prior notice or consultation. 

2.8 Importantly, SW understands that it is not alone in its understanding of Ofwat’s 

basket approach to serviceability assessment across indicators with the broader 

industry sharing these expectations.  In 2012, Mott MacDonald was appointed by UK 

Water Industry Research to undertake a review of Ofwat’s serviceability 

methodologies (the UKWIR Review). The UKWIR Review was directed by a 

steering group comprising representatives from Ofwat itself, as well as various water 

companies. 

2.9 The UKWIR Review concluded, “Ofwat has undertaken annual assessments of 

serviceability, coming to an overall view of serviceability for each sub-service.” (i.e. 

the subservice as a whole and not individual indicators) (paragraph 1.2).  Equally the 

UKWIR Review identified a “…key issue…” as being: “…how the individual 

indicators are combined in the overall assessment…For AMP5 there is less focus on 

the lead indicators as outputs have been set for all indicators, which should result in 

a wider focus…” (paragraph 2.5.2.3). 

2.10 Importantly, at the DD Meeting on 19 September 2014 Ofwat was of the view that 

SW had accepted the methodology at PR09 on the basis that it had not objected to it 

and should it have had any issues  then SW was obliged to have raised them with 

Ofwat at that time.  SW offers the following responses to Ofwat on this issue:   

(a) First, as it was unclear to SW that Ofwat had in fact changed its approach 

significantly, SW did not have any reason to object to Ofwat’s methodology 
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at PR09.  Contrary to Ofwat’s submission at the DD Meeting, SW was 

simply not in a position either implicitly or explicitly to accept or object to 

something it had no knowledge of;  and  

(b) Second, that SW did not object at PR09 to the methodology only goes to 

further reinforce the lack of transparency by Ofwat on its move away from a 

basket approach to a single indicator approach.  Had SW understood Ofwat’s 

changed approach and its potential significance it would have raised 

significant concerns. 

 

 

(2)  Mechanistic treatment vs consideration of true detriment. 

2.11 In the technical appendix A3 to the DD (pages 55 to 58), Ofwat presents the four step 

methodology for calculating a shortfall and a worked example of the shortfall 

calculation. The shortfall is calculated solely on the basis of a mathematical formula.  

Contrary to Ofwat’s stated methodology, no other factors or exercise of regulatory 

judgment are taken into account in the calculation. Ofwat’s previously published 

methodology indicates that it will exercise its judgment both in assessing 

serviceability and in setting the amount of any shortfall to be applied: 

(a) In PR09/06: Setting Price limits, Ofwat stated “the maximum of the 

shortfall] does not represent the top of a simple linear scale” (paragraph 

2.1). This is in direct contradiction to the methodology applied in the DD 

which states “the size of the shortfall is increased linearly up to two 

standard deviations at which point any further shortfall is capped.” (page 

55, Annex A3). 

(b) Ofwat has itself confirmed this shift in approach outlined at 2.10(a) above, in 

consultation with SW on 11 September 2014  in which Ofwat confirmed 

SW’s understanding that this methodology was not that applied at PR09 and 

also confirmed that this approach had not been released into the public 

domain prior to the publication of the 29 August 2014 DD documentation.  

As a result, SW was not afforded any transparency or prior knowledge of 

this methodology before it was applied at the DD.  SW is of the view that 

this lack of transparency is inconsistent with principles of good regulation 

(including Ofwat’s own guidance on its regulatory practices) (see section 4 

below). 

(c) In the Thames Water IDoK final determination (November 2013), Ofwat 

stated: 

(i) that shortfall adjustments would be calculated on a basis that is 

“proportionate to detriment to customers” (page 101); and  

(ii) “We understand and recognise Thames Water’s position on 2011-12 

serviceability. Although an upper control was breached, failure at the 

overall sub-service level did not occur, and consequently we accept 
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the argument put forward that a shortfall would be inconsistent with 

the approach we had signalled for the next price review.” (page 103). 

2.12 SW submits that had the same methodology as that applied to Thames Water above 

been similarly applied to SW at PR14, this would have resulted in a materially lower 

maximum penalty for SW.  

2.13 The novelty of the mechanistic approach set out for the first time in Annex A3 to the  

DD is also made clear when the DD for PR14 is viewed in the context of Ofwat’s 

previous determinations in PR09.  That is to say, in PR14 the number of marginal and 

deteriorating assessments has risen substantially, from six out of 64 (10%) in PR09, 

to fourteen out of 56 (25%) in PR14.  It seems inherently unlikely that the industry as 

a whole has become markedly more lax in its approach to serviceability.  On the 

contrary, this change seems driven by methodology changes. 

2.14 Of these assessments, at PR09 Ofwat applied shortfall adjustments to just two 

companies with marginal assessments out of six (none were assessed as deteriorating) 

but at PR14 Ofwat has applied shortfall adjustments to all thirteen out of fourteen 

sub-services with marginal or deteriorating serviceability assessments. 

2.15 Given the long term nature of water company assets with improved operation and 

maintenance practices, more focused investment planning and expenditure processes 

and higher customer service and environmental standards from the previous eight 

years and MD212 (February 2006), it seems implausible that water company assets 

have deteriorated in five years to the extent implied by Ofwat’s assessment for the 

DD.  

(3) Individual year vs trend  

2.16 Prior to PR14, Ofwat’s practice was to take into account the trend of an indicator 

when making an assessment. In RD15/06, Annex 1 Ofwat stated its process for 

assessing serviceability as,  “Our assessments are underpinned by annual monitoring 

of trends in the basket of indicators set out in table 1 [which lists the 

indicators]…Trends in the metrics are more important than the actual values” (page 

3).  This trend approach was clearly applied in Ofwat’s PR09 Final Determination 

(see 2.6 (vii) above).  

2.17 In Annex 1 to RD15/06 Ofwat detailed the manner in which it would determine 

trends at the indicator level where it described its general rule of thumb for 

determining when serviceability is less than stable, “A rule of thumb would be that if 

there were three successive increases in an indicator, then, subject to it being a 

significant cumulative change from the reference level, this would be considered a 

deteriorating trend. Two successive increases that, together, approach a significant 

step up from the reference level would inform a marginal trend (pages 4 – 5).”   

2.18 Consistent with this trend focus approach in serviceability assessments, in PR09 

Ofwat did not apply shortfalls for marginal sub-services for reasons including that 

there were “…clear improvements in performance over a period of nearly two 

years…” (not reflected until June return 2010 – United Utilities for sewerage non-

infrastructure) (PR09 Final Determination, pages 43 – 44) .  
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2.19 Ofwat’s approach to PR14 in the DD is inconsistent with this previously stated rule 

of thumb and its approach to PR09 in that in SW’s case, there has not been three, or 

even two, successive increases in the PE indicator over the AMP.  On this basis, SW 

therefore legitimately believed that this indicator would not be considered as 

deteriorating or marginal and prepared its draft business plan on that basis. 

2.20 In conjunction with this, on the basis of a stable assessment for Sewerage treatment 

non-compliance (as confirmed by Ofwat’s response of 10 September 2014) and a 

stable assessment for the unplanned maintenance indicator, SW reasonably expected 

an overall stable assessment for sewerage non-infrastructure.    

(4) Serviceability assessments on annual basis vs. self-assessment 

2.21 Under PR14 the serviceability assessment process relies exclusively on company’s 

self-assessments with Ofwat input only once every five years.  Previously, as stated 

in PR09/38, Ofwat reviewed companies’ self-assessments and published their own 

views of serviceability on an annual basis (in PR09/38 Ofwat assured companies that 

it would carry out “…annual serviceability assessments…” (page 4)).  

2.22 Since Ofwat signalled that it no longer required the June Return to be submitted, a 

company does not have the opportunity to calibrate its own assessment of its 

serviceability with that of Ofwat’s.  As a result, companies no longer receive a 

warning of a “less than stable” assessment from Ofwat thereby drastically increasing 

the potential for regulatory non-compliance notwithstanding companies’ best efforts 

to comply.   

2.23 While Ofwat issued a formal notice setting out Ofwat’s expectations for “companies 

in reporting on their performance for 2012-13” it failed to  identify any changes in 

Ofwat’s approach to serviceability.  In that notice Ofwat stated that its risk based 

approach had delivered a number of benefits which included that “companies clearly 

own and manage the risks to their business, allowing them to focus more on their 

customers than the regulator”
4
.  Ofwat confirmed that “based on our experience of 

the first year, we are continuing with this approach. And we are only making small 

changes to our guidance to companies.” (page 1).  

2.24 Crucially, the opportunity for a company to either be aware of serviceability issues 

from Ofwat’s perspective or equally, demonstrate the proactive measures it has taken 

to address these issues (through, for example, an agreed Action Plan
5
) is no longer 

available to companies.  This dramatically changes risk profiles for companies and 

their ability to ensure Ofwat compliance and is a significant and unanticipated 

departure from prior practice, in particular at FD09 in AMP5. 

                                                
4
 Information Notice 13/03 Regulatory reporting for 2012-13 – process (about which Ofwat says “This 

is a formal document that alerts our stakeholders to a change in the way that we regulate the water 

and sewerage sectors in England and Wales”) 

5
 In PR09/38, Ofwat said that “where a sub-service is classified as marginal or deteriorating we will 

require the company to prepare and execute a regulatory action plan to recover stable 

serviceability”.   
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2.25 The shift from annual reviews to self-assessments with no opportunity for consistent 

Ofwat input also demonstrates Ofwat’s failure to adopt a staged approach to 

serviceability assessments, contrary to its representations that this was to be its 

preferred approach.  

2.26 For example, prior to PR14 Ofwat’s practice detailed in RD 15/06, Annex 1 was for 

serviceability assessments to “…range from (best to worst) ‘improving’, through 

‘stable’, to ‘marginal’, and ‘deteriorating’.  Where serviceability is less than stable, 

there is usually a progression from ‘marginal’ to ‘deteriorating’” (page 4).  Ofwat’s 

“staged approach” to regulatory action where serviceability was determined to be less 

than stable was focused on securing corrective action by the relevant company (page 

7).  This action included requiring companies with deteriorating serviceability to 

prepare action plans with milestone dates for activities aimed at restoring 

serviceability for Ofwat’s scrutiny and supplemented with regular progress reporting, 

usually at six monthly intervals, following guidance from Ofwat’s Capital 

Maintenance Team and with reporter scrutiny.  In addition to bringing companies 

back in to line, this approach also prevented a situation developing which had the 

potential to cause a more serious failure of service (page 7).      

2.27 But, in PR14 Ofwat has not adopted a staged approach to SW’s assessment for 

wastewater non-infrastructure serviceability which has jumped from a ‘stable’ 

assessment in 2010 – 11 to ‘deteriorating’ from 2011 through to 2015 (Draft Price 

control determination notice: company-specific appendix – Southern Water, page 

71).  Clearly, SW’s immediate transition from ‘stable’ to ‘deteriorating’ did not 

provide SW with an opportunity to take any corrective action following a ‘marginal’ 

assessment. 

2.28 Ofwat’s move to place more emphasis on company self-assessment of serviceability 

during price control periods also underscores the central importance of having the 

clearest possible framework and published guidance on this issue given the potential 

serious consequences of a lack of clarity and transparency in Ofwat’s methodology. 

 

(5) Calculation of shortfall   

2.29 SW contends that a shortfall should not have been applied. However, in any case, 

Ofwat has failed to communicate the manner in which a shortfall is calculated, and 

particularly in a context where the shortfall Ofwat proposes to impose is of an order 

of magnitude greater than those imposed under PR09, which has already resulted in 

significant reputational and financial detriment to SW.  

2.30 The DD at PR14 is the first time Ofwat has published its calculation method for 

shortfalls in detail.  In the UKWIR Review, the majority of companies “expressed 

concerns that the process of shortfalling was insufficiently clear in AMP4 and 

continues to be unclear in AMP5” (paragraph 2.5.2.5). Indeed, Ofwat’s PR09 

approach to valuing shortfalls was not made available to the project team (paragraph 

6.2.11). However, the lack of a clearly communicated methodology for calculating 

shortfalls has meant that SW could not have foreseen the scale of the very significant 

shortfall that Ofwat now proposes to impose in DD14.  
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2.31 Ofwat’s calculation is also arbitrary in that the scale of a shortfall is significantly 

affected simply by the number of indicators in a sub-service. Each indicator is given 

equal weight, although Ofwat has in the past acknowledged that it recognises a single 

lead indicator for each sub-service.  Also, the number of indicators for each sub-

service affects the shortfall to which the company is exposed for a breach of any one 

indicator.  The number of indicators in a sub-service is wholly unrelated to assessing 

serviceability.  It is simply the breakdown of elements of assessment Ofwat has, from 

time to time, decided to apply.  If the sub-service has three indicators the shortfall for 

a breach against a single indicator will be twice the size for the failure against a 

single indicator on a sub-service for which Ofwat has decided to review by reference 

to six indicators regardless of the relative importance of the indicator.   

3. Regulatory instability 

3.1 SW submits that the methodology applied by Ofwat in the DD is entirely lacking in 

transparency.  SW was afforded no reasonable basis to understand the methodology 

and therefore to organise its business in a manner to avoid or mitigate the severe 

shortfalls now proposed.   Significant inconsistency and ambiguity in the policy and 

methodology of assessing serviceability and any resulting shortfalls would, if carried 

forward to the Final Determination result in regulatory instability in the regulated 

water and sewerage industries.  

3.2 As demonstrated in the sections above, the guidance is unclear and ambiguous in two 

key aspects: whether a shortfall will be imposed and, if so, the amount of the 

shortfall. This leads to regulatory instability and uncertainty for industry participants 

and consumers alike, as per the Competition Commission’s (the Commission) final 

determination of Phoenix Natural Gas Ltd (PNGL) price control (2012) (Phoenix 

Gas)
6
.
 
 

3.3 In Phoenix Gas, PNGL had rejected a proposal the Northern Ireland Authority for 

Utility Regulation (the UR) made in its 2012 price control determination in which it 

had sought to modify PNGL’s licence by reducing the total regulatory value (TRV) in 

the licence by approximately £75 million.
7
   

3.4 The CC determined that no revision should be made to the TRV, as proposed by UR,
8
 

on the basis that those price control arrangements were not in the public interest 

                                                
6
  A reference under Article 15 of the Gas (Northern Ireland) Order 1996, Phoenix Natural Gas Limited 

price determination, the Competition Commission, 28 November 2012. 

7
  This consisted of an adjustment to share historic outperformance and the removal of deferred capital 

expenditure (capex) (the 1999/2000 capex deferrals) which had been included in the 2007 opening 

asset value (OAV) and which had accrued in the period 1996 to 2006. 

8
  With the exception of revisions to reflect the 1999/2000 capex deferrals that were not completed by 

the end of PC03 (including post-2006 capitalised financing benefits), together with an appropriate 

management fee of 5% at an estimated value of £8.6 million.  In addition an adjustment was to be 

made to the TRV for funding PNGL twice for the same business rates expense at an estimated value 

of £5 million (at paragraphs 9.125 – 9.129). 
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(notwithstanding that prices for customers would reduce were they to remain). The 

CC identified the following underlying principles of good regulatory practice: 

(i) Changes to regulatory determinations:  revisions to regulatory 

determinations should be notified to industry participants and be, “…well-

reasoned, properly signalled, subject to fair and effective consultation, clear 

and understood, and, normally, forward-looking” (at paragraphs 32 and 

9.112).   

(ii) Industry consultation on important amendments:  where material changes 

are made in regulatory frameworks industry participants should be 

consulted, “…some changes are more serious than others…” and which 

should not be made in the absence of “…very good justification, and only 

then after an appropriate period of consultation on the proposals” (at 

paragraphs 32 and 9.112).  

(iii) Regulatory stability for investors:  unforeseen and unannounced regulatory 

amendments can alter investor expectations with the potential result being 

for increases in capital which feed through to higher prices for 

consumers,“…an impact on the perception of regulatory stability and can 

damage investor confidence in the regulatory framework” (at paragraphs 

9.116, 9.118 and 120). 

(iv) Regulatory stability for ratings agencies:  ratings agencies assessments of 

the regulatory regime takes account of the regulator’s past decisions and 

agencies place considerable weight on regulatory stability (at paragraphs 33 

and 9.116 – 9.117).     

3.5 SW submits that, Ofwat’s approach to the DD in PR14 creates regulatory instability 

in accordance with the CC’s approach in Phoenix Gas for the following reasons: 

(i) Changes to regulatory determinations/serviceability assessments: Ofwat’s 

shift in methodology from a basket approach to a single indicator approach 

was not well reasoned, properly signalled to, subject to fair and effective 

consultation, clear or understood by industry participants (see 3.4(i) above).  

Moreover, the Commission has also made its view clear that “…effective 

communication and understanding were prerequisites of an effective 

periodic review process”,
9
 both of which in SW’s view have been absent in 

PR14 in relation to serviceability.    

(ii) Industry consultation on important amendments:  the effect of Ofwat’s 

change is serious because it informs a company’s compliance standards and 

serviceability assessments and, as is proposed in Ofwat’s DD, has the 

potential to result in the imposition of a very severe shortfall; any revisions 

therefore should only have been made with a clear justification and 

following detailed consultation. Contrary to the requirements set out by the 

Competition Commission, Ofwat did not make the changes to its 

                                                
9
  Bristol Water plc – A reference under section 12(3)(a) of the Water Industry Act 1991 (2010) (at 

paragraph 13.6)  
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methodology subject to industry consultation or otherwise clearly signal and 

justify it to the industry (see 3.4(ii) above).   

(iii) Regulatory stability for investors:  Ofwat’s actions have resulted in 

regulatory instability with the potential to damage investor confidence in the 

regulatory framework (see 3.4(iii) above).   

4. Fairness 

4.1 Ofwat’s approach in the DD to PR14 is inconsistent with principles of fairness, good 

regulation and its own published guidance on its regulatory practices. 

 

 

(1) Breach of the Principles of Good Regulation (the Principles) 

4.2 The Principles state that “effective consultation must take place before proposals are 

developed, to ensure that stakeholders’ views and expertise are taken into account” 

(page 5).  Further, the Principles state that “regulation should be predictable in order 

to give stability and certainty to those being regulated.” In this case, the change in 

methodology has not been consulted on, it has not been predictable, and has put SW 

in a position of considerable uncertainty. 

4.3 The Principles also state that “the consequences of non-compliance should be made 

clear.” 

4.4 Contrary to the Principles, and Ofwat’s duty to act fairly and transparently, SW was 

not given a reasonable opportunity to understand (a) the actual methodology that 

Ofwat intended to employ for the purposes of the DD or, (b) the methodology that 

would be employed or the likely size of the potential penalty for the nature of the 

failures identified and to run its business in that light. 

4.5 Mark Worsfold of Ofwat confirmed to SW  on 11 September 2014 that Ofwat has not 

previously disclosed (far less consulted on) the methodology that was employed to 

calculate the shortfall.  On the contrary, Ofwat’s published documents indicated that 

a different methodology would be used to that which has, in fact, been applied in the 

DD (see 2.11(c)).   

(2) Breach of Ofwat’s Codes of Practice 

4.6 In November 2000, as part of the Modernising Government scheme, the Cabinet 

Office published its Code of Practice on Written Consultation. The Code applies to 

all public consultations in the UK.  Ofwat revised its own code of practice, in 2002, 

bearing in mind those national standards under the title “Having Your Say:  Ofwat’s 

Code of Practice on Consultations”  (January 2002) (the Consultation Code). 

4.7 The Consultation Code states that Ofwat will normally consult through a consultation 

document to be publicly available on: 

(i) broad matters of regulatory policy; and 
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(ii) the process and information for annual reviews of company performance 

and setting prices (page 8).  

4.8 Ofwat has also previously advised in its publication,  ‘How we do our job.  A code of 

practice governing the discharge of Ofwat’s functions” (September 2003): 

(i) “Our intention is to make decisions on a ‘no surprises’ basis, and we aim to 

expose our thinking on issues before arriving at decisions” . . .; 

(ii) “Where appropriate, decisions we take in the future should be consistent 

with past decisions” . . . .; and 

(iii) “Subject to compliance with our statutory duties, our decisions will not 

normally have retrospective effects” . . . . (page 5). 

4.9 In its approach to PR14 Ofwat has failed to consult with the industry on the process 

(i.e. methodology for serviceability assessments) for the annual review of company 

performance and has in fact made decisions to surprise companies by making 

proposals that are incongruous with past decisions.  

(3) Breach of Ofwat’s Strategy - Delivering Sustainable Water (the Strategy) 

4.10 The Strategy states that Ofwat will, “publish clear guidance on what the companies 

need to do to secure compliance” (page 26).  Ofwat also advises that in delivering 

better regulation it will ensure that its regulation is “transparent and delivered in the 

clearest and most open way possible” (page 34). 

4.11 In this case, Ofwat has published guidance on what companies must do to secure 

compliance further to its PR09 Review but, as a result of applying the methodology 

in an inconsistent and opaque manner it has failed to conduct its decision-making in a 

clear or consistent fashion.  Indeed, in failing to do so it has also neglected to 

“…continually encourage the right behaviour from the companies” (page 26), which 

is another feature of its strategy to keep companies accountable. 

Ofwat did not raise any significant concerns regarding SW’s performance in the DG3 

or population equivalent non-compliance indicators), until the point when it was no 

longer possible to take action. 

4.12 During the current price control period, SW has reported its serviceability data and 

engaged in numerous discussions with Ofwat concerning serviceability measures.  At 

no point in these discussions has Ofwat indicated any serious concerns with either (a) 

the specific measures against which Ofwat is now proposing a serviceability shortfall 

or (b) SW’s serviceability performance as a whole.  

Ofwat’s calculations have not been calibrated in a representative manner.  In 

addition, Ofwat has stated in Appendix 1b to PR09/38 that “care is taken to select a 

base year that a) generates a representative value or the reference level that respects 

the definition of reference level in RD15/06, and b) generates control limits which, by 

inspection, reflect the range and volatility of year-on-year data.” 

4.13 The reference level and tramlines against which the PE non-compliance indicator is 

measured were set in 2004 and excluded any outliers up to that date. This has meant 
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that the reference levels and tramlines do not fairly capture reasonable variance in 

this indicator: indeed, SW has 68 waste water works (out of a total of approximately 

300) whose individual failure on this indicator could lead to a breach of the upper 

control limit (UCL).  

4.14 In particular, SW has more than three times as many works as the industry average 

whose failure would, in isolation, trigger a breach of the UCL.  Indeed, as SW 

submitted to Ofwat in its representations presentation at the DD Meeting, history 

demonstrates the significant volatility in SW’s performance against the PE indicator, 

driven by very small numbers of works failures.  This is due to the fact that 

performance against the PE indicator is very sensitive to the distribution of the served 

population across companies’ treatment works asset base.   

4.15 It follows that SW faces one of the tightest UCLs in the sector and as a consequence, 

(i) SW operates with a far higher probability and risk of suffering a material breach 

of the UCL than other water companies and (ii) SW reaches its maximum penalty cap 

before even breaching the industry average UCL.  Clearly, with 68 individual works 

(18% of its WWTWs) of sufficient scale to trigger a breach of the UCL, SW is an 

industry outlier.  

5.  Discrimination 

5.1 The application of Ofwat’s methodology has been applied in a manner that has not 

treated SW equivalently to the treatment of other companies for the purposes of the 

DD.  In particular, the following examples demonstrate that the manner in which 

Ofwat has (a) identified SW’s serviceability performance as “deteriorating” and (b) 

calculated the proposed shortfall, have resulted in treatment of SW in a significantly 

more detrimental fashion: 

Different measures of assessment applied by Ofwat in determining serviceability 

performance 

5.2 In its DD, similarly to Ofwat’s assessment for SW’s PE (sewage treatment) non-

compliance indicator, Dee Valley Water’s performance under the water 

infrastructure, “discolouration contacts” indicator was assessed as moving from 

“stable” in 2010-11 to “deteriorating” through to 2014-15.  However, in contrast to 

SW, which was shortfalled for breach across this single indicator,  Dee Valley was 

not similarly shortfalled.  Dee Valley had a specific issue with manganese as a result 

of raw water deterioration and it put mitigation in place in response to a DWI 

undertaking which completed in December 2013.  Ofwat expected the actions 

delivered within the DWI undertaking to improve the marginal performance on 

discolouration contacts to stable. On the basis that Ofwat determined that 

performance was improving, no shortfall was assumed for the DD and Ofwat 

expected the company to demonstrate improvement to a stable performance as part of 

its representations on the DD. 

5.3 In the case of both Anglian Water and Severn Trent in PR14, each has experienced 

multiple breaches of the upper control limit with no shortfall imposed in the DD in 

either case.  
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5.4 Anglian Water’s performance was assessed overall as “stable” and Ofwat has not 

proposed any shortfall, despite a significant failure of a very large water treatment 

works, which was of such significance that it was highlighted in the company’s 

Annual Report.  In respect of the “burst mains” indicator,  for the DD at PR14 Ofwat 

assumed no intervention is required.  This is conditional on performance in 2014-15 

being improved to a position such that it could be considered as “stable” with Ofwat 

able to consider a shortfall adjustment if this was not achieved.  The company has 

twice exceeded the UCL (2010-11 and 2011-12).  However, performance recently 

recovered to just below the upper control limit.  Considering the weather impacts, 

only 2011-12 remains above the upper control limit.  Ofwat required the company to 

demonstrate stable serviceability in 2014-15.  In respect of the “flooding other causes 

indicator”, Ofwat assumed no intervention is required with this being conditional 

upon the performance in 2014-15 being improved to a position such that it is 

considered “stable” with Ofwat able to consider a shortfall adjustment if this was not 

achieved.  The company exceeded the UCL three times (2010-11, 2011-12 and 2012-

13).  2013-14 performance recently recovered to just below the upper control limit.  

The company has provided evidence to show severe weather impact on performance 

in 2012-13.  Ofwat requires the company to demonstrate stable serviceability in 

2014-15. 

5.5 Severn Trent’s performance was assessed as “stable” for “PE non-compliance”, and 

for the DD Ofwat assumed no intervention was required with this being conditional 

upon the performance in 2014-15 being improved to a position such that it is 

considered “stable” with Ofwat able to consider a shortfall adjustment if this was not 

achieved.  The company twice exceeded the UCL (2010-11 and 2011-12).  

Performance in 2013-14 was also close to the UCL and is forecast for 2014-15 to be 

at the reference level.  Ofwat may consider a shortfall if this is not achieved.   

5.6 These examples illustrate that other companies with a similar performance profile to 

SW have been treated much more leniently in relation to Ofwat’s shortfall assessment 

than SW.  

The performance measures applied by Ofwat do not take proper account of the specific 

features of SW 

5.7 As explained above, SW’s reference levels and tramlines set for the PE non-

compliance indicator are unrealistic and extremely sensitive to single failures (see 

4.13 – 4.15 above). Failure on this indicator therefore may not arise from any mis-

management or deterioration of the asset base, but rather some isolated or exceptional 

incident or event. Indeed, the reason for SW’s above UCL performance on this 

indicator rests primarily on non-asset related, exceptional events (refer to Annexes 2 

– 4).    

6.  Proportionality 

6.1 First, the proposed shortfall is wholly disproportionate to the detriment caused. 

Ofwat’s previously published methodology clearly states that any adjustment should 

be proportionate to the level of customer detriment. In this case, consumers 

experienced minimal detriment or effect.  In fact, none of the effluent quality 

breaches were recorded as pollution incidents – indicating that such breaches did not 
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cause environmental detriment.  Additionally, any damage to the environment was de 

minimis.  Breach of the PE indicator, even if it occurred, while regrettable does not 

automatically give rise to significant customer impact.  In that context the scale of the 

proposed shortfall is wholly disproportionate. 

6.2 The Competition Appeal Tribunal has set out the principles that a regulator must 

apply in order to act proportionately, namely, that measures must be  (i) effective to 

achieve the legitimate aim in question (appropriate), (ii) no more onerous than is 

required to achieve that aim (necessary), (iii) the least onerous, if there is a choice of 

equally effective measures and, (iv) in any event must not produce adverse effects 

which are disproportionate to the aim pursued.
10

  

6.3 Ofwat’s proposed shortfall manifestly fails on each of these measures: 

(i) The size of the proposed shortfall is wholly out of any reasonable proportion 

to the aim of ensuring SW’s compliance with the relevant indicators.  This is 

primarily due to the fact that under the methodology Ofwat has proposed to 

calculate the shortfall, the size of the proposed shortfall is materially 

impacted simply by the number of indicators for each sub-service (see 2.31 

above) and, the volatility of the PE indicator to a very small number of 

works failures (see 4.13 – 4.15 above); 

(ii) The amount of the penalty, and the manner in which it has been calculated, 

impose very onerous shortfall penalties on SW given the scale of the 

detriment identified and in this way go beyond what is necessary.  

Moreover, at PR09/38 Ofwat took various factors into account in 

determining shortfalls including whether the failure led to “…service 

failures or deterioration, in terms of legal compliance or service to 

customers” (page 3).  However, in Ofwat’s proposed shortfall at the DD it 

has neglected to consider the actual minimal detriment consumers suffered 

(or other environmental detriment), as a result of the breach of the PE 

indicator, contrary to its published approach above; and  

(iii) The proposed shortfall may have significant adverse effects on SW.  Indeed, 

the scale of the shortfall may have the perverse effect of discouraging 

investment if events outside the control of the company, and despite its best 

efforts to mitigate the effects, can lead to such a large shortfall. Companies 

would need to have reserves to mitigate against such events.  

6.4 Equally, where a subset of works can have such a disproportionate effect on a 

company’s performance, this may skew investment in those works, with the effect 

that small works receive less investment. 

6.5 Furthermore, the degree of financial penalty is primarily determined by the number 

of measures used to assess the sub-service rather than any assessment of the actual or 

potential detriment caused by the failure.  This is not consistent with the assertion in 

                                                
10

  Tesco Plc v Competition Commission v Asda Stores Limited, Marks and Spencer Plc, Waitrose 

Limited, The Association of Convenience Stores [2009] WL 635068 (at paragraph 137). 
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PR09/38 that it is based “…primarily on the degree of failure to deliver expected 

output metrics” (page 3). 

6.6 For example, a scaling factor reflects the amount by which performance is outside the 

UCL as a proportion of the distance between the reference level and the UCL.   The 

scaling factor is applied to maximum shortfall value for each indicator which is the 

maximum for the sub-service divided by the number of indicators.  Penalties are 

determined for each indicator.  Penalties for a comparable breach of the UCL on a 

sub-service with three indicators will be twice as much as on a sub-service with six, 

resulting in a disproportionate shortfall. 

7. Conclusion 

7.1 In conclusion, Ofwat’s proposed approach to applying a serviceability shortfall to 

SW suffers from a number of significant flaws.  These are: 

(a) The methodology proposed represents a wholly new approach which has not 

previously been published or consulted on; 

(b) The shortfall has been unfairly applied to SW on the basis of unique 

company-specific features of SW not having been taken into account; 

(c) Ofwat has discriminated against SW in the imposition of its shortfall 

comparative to its shortfall assessments for other water companies; and 

(d) Ofwat’s proposed shortfall remains disproportionate in the context of both 

the minimal customer and environmental detriment caused by the alleged 

breach of the PE indicator and in the broader context of Ofwat’s obligations 

to act proportionately for purposes of good regulatory practices. 

7.2 Ofwat’s proposed shortfall for SW cannot therefore stand for the purposes of its Final 

Determination. 
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Annex 2: Serviceability Representation – DG3 Interruptions to Supply 
>12hours 

 

1. Executive Summary 

 
In our Business Plan submission in December 2013, and subsequently in our update to the 
Business Plan in June 2014, as well as in our response to Ofwat query SRN/LEG/005, we 
assessed  serviceability for our water infrastructure sub-service as stable.  Ofwat assessed 
one of the indicators for water infrastructure serviceability as deteriorating, namely 
‘interruptions to supply >12 hours’, and applied a shortfalling penalty of £12.1m. The 
difference arises as a result of Ofwat only accepting the exclusion of one of three water 
supply interruption events from our serviceability assessment; events the Company believes 
were exceptional and outside of management control.   
  
Whilst Ofwat accepted the 2010/11 event in Meopham, Kent as exceptional (due to the 
appearance of a large sink hole which fractured water mains and other services), Ofwat felt 
that Southern Water had not provided adequate information as to why the other two events, 
namely Midanbury Lane (Hampshire) and Lowtherville (Isle of Wight), should be classed as 
exceptional and excluded from the serviceability assessment.  
 
Consequently, in this representation response to Ofwat’s Draft Determination we are 
providing additional evidence to demonstrate why the Lowtherville event should be 
considered exceptional and excluded from the serviceability assessment. 
 
We have decided to provide no further representations on the Midanbury Lane incident 
accepting that, whilst out of the ordinary course, it was not on the same scale of disruption 
as the Lowtherville event. 
 
The following charts demonstrate the serviceability indicator position before and after 
adjusting for the exclusion of the Lowtherville and Meopham incidents: 
 
 
Figure 1:  Interruptions >12 hrs  before adjustments  
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Figure 2:  Interruptions >12 hrs after adjustments 
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As the adjusted chart demonstrates (Fig.2), with only a single year (2013) above the upper 
control limit, the overall performance in AMP5 for this indicator can be classed as stable.  
We maintain that the overall sub-service was already stable, given 5 of the 6 indicators 
within this sub-service basket were stable throughout AMP5.  However, with this adjustment, 
there can no longer be a basis for any shortfall penalty for the water infrastructure sub-
service. 
 
For completeness, the current year forecast performance against this indicator is also 
shown. With 150 properties impacted so far this year (to September 2014) by events where 
the interruptions were in excess of 12 hours, we forecast that the performance at the current 
year end will likely be below the upper control limit and close to the reference level.  

2. AMP5 serviceability targets 

 
AMP5 serviceability targets were set based upon the PR09 Ofwat methodology using 
historical performance as a baseline. The reference level for this indicator was set at 292 
properties, based on the average performance over the two years 2000 (249 properties) and 
2001 (334 properties). The control limits were based upon the application of the standard 
approach of three sigma to 50% of the difference between years 2000 and 2001. 
  
During AMP5, we have reported our performance on this indicator in line with the definition 
provided in PR09/38 Appendix 2. 
 
This indicator is very sensitive to the consequence of a small number of events, where 
external factors outside our control can result in a large number of properties being affected.  
There have been several occasions prior to AMP5 where large numbers of properties 
affected in the reporting year, associated with a small number of events, have resulted in the 
upper control level being exceeded by a factor of two or three times. 
 
Examples of issues beyond our control, or those leading to delayed restoration of supplies in 
the past  have been: 
 

 extreme weather events which are beyond the design of the asset base, for example 
loss of sources as a result of flooding or deterioration in raw water quality 

 significant ground movement caused by, for example, sink holes 
 third party damage to our assets 
 delayed access to achieve repairs as a result of traffic disruption or damage to other 

utilities e.g. a leaking gas main. 
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The Lowtherville event was caused by severe storm conditions during the Christmas period 
of 2013.  This was a well documented and extensively covered storm event in the South of 
England. The severity of the storm impacted a number of our assets on the Isle of Wight, 
restricting our ability to respond and restore supplies in a timely manner. 
 
It should be noted that the serviceability indicator of interruptions to supply is associated with 
the performance of the water infrastructure sub-service.  However, we do include events that 
relate to Water Non-Infrastructure assets in the data for this indicator. The Lowtherville event 
was the result of a water supply incident not related to the water infrastructure. It was, in fact, 
due to the loss of multiple sources of water supplies to a service reservoir, none of which 
were related to problems with the water infrastructure assets (i.e. pipes) per se.  Therefore, 
while included within the data, this event is unrelated to the performance of the water 
infrastructure sub-service in general and should not, in our opinion, give rise to a less than 
stable serviceability for this indicator. 
 

3. Annual performance 2010/11-2013/14 

 
Table 1 below lists the water supply interruption >12 hours events in the years 2010/11 to 
2013/14.  Those shaded in green represent significant events that we deem to be beyond 
management control. 
 
Table 1: Water supply interruption >12 hrs events 

Year Incident  
Date 

Actual  
Duration 

Locality Number  
of 

 Properties 

Root Cause 

2010/11 

03/05/10 885 55 Mains Burst 
26/06/10 920 33 Mains Burst 
26/06/10 1439 1 Mains Burst 
27/06/10 876 33 Mains Burst 
27/06/10 1439 1 Mains Burst 
28/06/10 1439 8 Mains Burst 
23/07/10 1194 3 Mains Burst 
16/09/10 840 8 Mains Burst 
18/09/10 1605 1 Mains Burst 
29/11/10 944 9 Mains Burst 
30/11/10 1038 125 Mains Burst 
21/12/10 1177 2 Mains Burst 
31/12/10 2547 12 Sink Hole 
31/12/10 1337 307 Sink Hole 
18/01/11 1375 13 Mains Burst 
18/03/11 849 25 Mains Burst 

2011/12 

21/04/11 929 98 Mains Burst 
15/05/11 744 4 Mains Burst 
06/07/11 840 20 Mains Burst 
06/07/11 945 12 Mains Burst 
03/10/11 1771 1 Mains Burst 
23/10/11 750 2 Mains Burst 
06/11/11 996 125 Mains Burst 
13/12/11 987 49 Mains Burst 
30/12/11 968 7 Mains Burst 
07/01/12 732 1 Mains Burst 
03/02/12 858 1 Mains Burst 
14/02/12 763 1 Mains Burst 
17/02/12 945 1 Mains Burst 
21/03/12 778 1 Mains Burst 
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2012/13 

30/05/12 886 174 Mains Burst 
29/06/12 762 1456 Mains Burst 
02/08/12 1155 10 Mains Burst 
02/08/12 1084 13 Mains Burst 
10/09/12 952 2 Mains Burst 
24/01/13 935 258 Mains Burst 
08/02/13 735 2 Mains Burst 
04/03/13 732 37 Mains Burst 

2013/14 

16/07/13 3223 1 Mains Burst 
09/11/13 1450 1 Mains Burst 
24/12/13 1215 6 Mains Burst 
24/12/13 1086 12 Mains Burst 
25/12/13 1124 776 Supply Outage 
25/12/13 735 19 Supply Outage 
25/12/13 870 477 Supply Outage 
25/12/13 990 271 Supply Outage 
04/01/14 3271 2 Mains Burst 
25/01/14 923 9 Mains Burst 
15/02/14 1079 19 Mains Burst 
16/02/14 805 5 Mains Burst 
27/02/14 857 8 Mains Burst 

 
As can be seen, we are now claiming that only two events in four years were outside 
management control, one of which has already been accepted by Ofwat (i.e. the Meopham 
event). 
 
The annual summary of unadjusted performance is given in Table 2 below. 
 
Table 2: Interruptions to supply >12 hrs summary 

 
Unadjusted 

Performance 

2010/11 636 
2011/12 326 
2012/13 1954 
2013/14 1670 

 
The serviceability indicator, including ALL events in Table 1, would be represented by Figure 
3 below. 
 
Figure 3: Interruptions >12 hrs, ALL data points 
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In the following section, we have described the exceptional events in each applicable year of 
AMP5, along with full details of the justification for exclusion of those events. 
 
3.1 2010/11 Reporting Year (Reported in JR11) 

 
3.1.1 Wrotham Road, Meopham  
 
We note that Ofwat has already accepted the event in 2010/11 in Meopham, Kent as 
exceptional and excluded it from the serviceability assessment. The impact of adjusting 
performance to exclude this event is shown in Figure 4 below. 
 
Figure 4: Interruptions >12 hrs, excluding Meopham event 
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3.2 2013/14 Reporting Year (Reported in RCF 14) 

 
3.2.1 Lowtherville, Isle of Wight  
 
Over the Christmas period in 2013, the severe storms that hit the south coast of England led 
to the loss of supply to over 1500 properties in the Ventnor water supply area downstream of 
Lowtherville service reservoir on the Isle of Wight. The interruption to supplies was as a 
direct result of the loss of three separate Water Supply Works (Sandown WSW, Carisbrooke 
WSW and Ventnor WSW) on the Island caused by the storms.  Moreover, attempts to 
provide an additional layer of contingency, by bringing equipment over from the mainland, 
were thwarted by a weather-affected ferry service.  
 
The Isle of Wight was one of the worst affected areas at the time of the exceptional weather. 
The severity of the rainfall is demonstrated by the data from the Newport Weather Centre 
(www.isleofwightweather.co.uk). 
 
Table 3: Rainfall as measured at Newport, Isle of Wight 13/12/13 to 24/12/13 

Date Rainfall (mm) 

13 December 2.8 

14 December  3.2 

15 December 16.8 

16 December 14.6 
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17 December 3.6 

18 December 13.2 

19 December 2.4 

20 December 0.0 

21 December 22.2 

22 December 5.2 

23 December 32.2 

24 December 32.0 

 
As well as the severity of the rainfall on 23 and 24 December, the duration of the rainfall 
period (with almost continuous daily rainfall from 13 December) exacerbated the impact on 
both groundwater and surface water supplies. Continuous daily rainfall in the preceding 
weeks led to saturated ground, in turn causing ground water source turbidity as well as 
surface water flooding.  
  
Also associated with the storm events were hurricane force winds, as demonstrated by the 
below data from the Met Office weather station at Needles Old Battery (IoW) which 
measured the following maximum gust speeds: 
 
Table 4: Met Office record of wind speed on Isle of Wight 

Date 
Max Gust Speed 
(mph) 

23/12/2013 80 (22:17 hours) 

24/12/2013 80 (00:44 hours) 

 
Hurricane force winds affected the speed of our response . For safety reasons, travel in 
company cars and vans had to be restricted during the overnight period across Southern 
Water’s operational area, including on the Isle of Wight. Ferry crossings were also restricted, 
with one in four of the Wightlink ferries not operating, limiting provision of additional 
resources and equipment from the mainland. 
 
The storm event that began on 23 December led to the loss of supply to properties in the 
Lowtherville area. The supply and distribution system for this part of the Island, together with 
the sequence and consequence of events are explained below.  
 

Overview of Ventnor Water Supply area 

 
The supply and distribution system for the Ventor area is shown in the plan below. The water 
is normally supplied from Carisbrooke WSW (12.9 Ml/d capacity) which feeds Cooks Castle 
service reservoir. Sandown WSW (8 Ml/d capacity) can also be used to supply Cooks Castle 
should the output from Carisbrooke be reduced.  Alternatively, water can be supplied from 
Ventnor WSW (2.3 Ml/d capacity), downstream of Cooks Castle. 
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 Figure 5: Ventnor Water Supply area schematic 
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The storm conditions on 23 December led to high turbidity levels in the raw water sources 
(boreholes and Idlecombe Stream at Carisbrooke WSW, such that the site had to be shut 
down. The rise in turbidity is shown in the graph below.  
 
The green and blue traces show the turbidity of the raw water sources, which, as the 
turbidity increases, a corresponding drop in output from the site (orange trace) can be seen. 
The output declines as a result of taking the source off-line to protect treated water quality.  
  
Figure 6: Record of Turbidity at Carisbrooke WSW 

 
 
As Carisbrooke is the main source of supply to Ventnor Low Level Service Reservoir (SR), 
the loss of the supply led to a rapid draw down of the service reservoir.  As part of our overall 
contingency plans, we had four levels of resilience available to maintain supplies to the 
Ventnor area. These were: 

i) Greater reliance on borehole abstraction at Carisbrooke WSW 

ii) Increasing use of Sandown WSW 

iii) Increasing use of Ventnor WSW 

iv) Tankering treated drinking water into distribution mains from other supply zones.  
 
The first level of resilience is associated with Carisbrooke WSW itself and relates to 
increasing abstraction from the borehole sources at this site, when the surface water source 
has high turbidity. On this occasion, such was the intensity of the weather, it led to high 
turbidity in the borehole sources as well as the surface water source and hence the total loss 
of the Carisbrooke works. 
 
The second level of resilience for the loss of, or reduction in output of Carisbrooke WSW is 
the utilisation of Sandown WSW.  Unfortunately, as a result of the storms and the River Yar 
bursting its banks,  parts of Sandown WSW were flooded.  This site also had to be taken off-
line as a precaution, due to the risk of surface water entering the clear water tank. Sandown 
WSW became non-operational from 24 December and remained off-line for 16 weeks as a 
result of the flooding impact.  
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The third level of resilience was reliance upon Ventnor WSW, whereby this smaller 
alternative source would have mitigated the extent of the interruptions.  However, this source 
had also been affected by high turbidity, similar to Carisbrooke WSW, and was taken off-line. 
Our records and our local operational knowledge indicate that the sequence and duration of 
these events, has not been witnessed before.  

In line with our contingency plan, we deployed tankers to inject treated water into the supply 
system normally fed by Lowtherville reservoir, thus reducing the impact of the loss of 
Lowtherville reservoir.  However, this contingency is designed as an additional resilience 
level to supplement the increase in supplies from other WSWs and was not adequate as a 
standalone intervention to prevent the loss of water to over 1500 properties. 
 
To minimise potential disruption to supplies, the feed from Ventnor Low Level SR to 
Lowtherville was halted, and supplies were supported by water tankers as a precautionary 
measure.  Without the supply to Lowtherville SR, the level gradually dropped leading to 
customers going out of supply around midday on 25 December. The low level in Lowtherville 
SR can be seen in the following graph (Figure 7 below).  The plot shows the level of water in 
the reservoir and the normal diurnal variation in levels.  The impact of stopping the flow to 
the reservoir (from Ventnor Low Level SR) can be seen as the level beings to drop late in the 
morning of 25 December.  The level can be seen to increase around midday on 26 
December, once the feed from Ventnor SR is recommenced.  The horizontal red lines 
represent the overflow, low level and very low level trigger points. 
 
 
Figure 7: Lowtherville SR levels between 23/12/13 and 30/12/13 

 

The reinstatement of the transfer of water from Ventnor Low Lever SR to Lowtherville led to 
the restoration of supplies by late afternoon on 26 December. 

In response to Carisbrooke WSW being impacted by raw water turbidity, we arranged for the 
transportation of two mobile Amazon filters to the site. Unfortunately, the severe weather 
impacted the frequency of the ferry services to the Isle of Wight from the mainland which 
consequently delayed delivery of these units to Carisbrooke WSW such that they could not 

25 Dec 
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be installed in time to prevent properties being without water. Nevertheless, this again shows 
the lengths the company went to try to avoid the loss of supply to customers. 

It is also worth noting that the weather conditions also caused the loss of the 
communications system (with BT lines affected by the strong winds), which transfers real 
time information to our Regional Control Centre. This further complicated the incident 
management team gaining a full understanding of the status of the assets, and associated 
water availability, at one central location. As a back-up,  data was collated by undertaking 
individual site visits by the local operators. However, the speed and reliability of this ‘manual’ 
approach was again impacted by the weather. 

In summary, it is evident that this event was caused by exceptional storms which caused the 
breach of four levels of resilience. The cause of the event (prolonged rainfall followed by a 
severe storm) and the consequence of all three sites failing within a few hours, were clearly 
beyond management control as we believe we undertook all appropriate and reasonable 
actions to maintain supplies. The event should therefore be considered an ‘exceptional 
event’ and be excluded from the serviceability assessment.    

4. Impact of Exclusions from Serviceability Assessment 

Removing the Lowtherville exceptional incident described above results in the serviceability 
performance shown in Table 5 and Figure 8 below. After adjusting for this event, there is 
only one year above the Upper Control Limit which, according to our understanding of 
Ofwat’s serviceability methodology, does not result in a  less than stable assessment for this 
indicator or the sub-service overall.  We therefore submit that the water infrastructure 
serviceability sub-service is stable and no shortfall penalty should be applied. 

Table 5: Supply interruptions >12 hrs 

 
Headline 

Performance 
Exceptional Incident Adjusted 

2010/11 636 307 329 
2011/12 326 n/a 326 
2012/13 1954 n/a 1954 
2013/14 1670 1557 113 
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Figure 8: Supply interruptions >12 hrs 
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5. Industry Comparative Performance 

 
In further considering the serviceability assessment for the water infrastructure sub-service, 
it should be noted that Southern Water is amongst the best-performing WaSCs for this 
serviceability indicator, even without excluding the exceptional incidents discussed above.  
In particular, the comparison of cumulative numbers of properties affected (>12 hours) for 
the last 15 years shows that Southern Water is one of the best performing WaSCs over that 
period (see Fig. 9 below).  
 
 

43



 

Figure 9: Industry comparison performance against Supply interruptions >12 hrs 

 
 
It should also be noted that companies and commentators (e.g. Halcrow Reporter, BRL, 
SMC) have observed that the 12 hour interruptions measure is volatile and does not 
represent the underlying state of the assets (water mains in this case). Indeed, it appears to 
be a better measure of the impact of extreme events on customers rather than a measure of 
overall asset performance. The level of volatility can be seen in Fig. 10 below. 
 
Figure 10:  Interruptions >12hrs – Industry Comparison Annual Performance 

 
 
Given the sensitive nature of this indicator, together with the evidence that Southern Water is 
one of the best performers in the industry in terms of interruptions, we believe that Ofwat’s 
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deteriorating serviceability assessment does not reflect the true performance of this 
indicator. 
 
As further evidence of our strong performance in this asset sub-service, when looking across 
the industry at those interruptions greater than 3 hours (shown in Fig. 11 below), our 
performance has significantly improved over the last three years and our position in 2013/14 
is within the top third of the industry.  These improvements are due in part to our 
development of a critical mains assessment capability to further improve contingency 
planning, which will further mitigate the impact of significant events in the future. It should 
also be noted that the level of expenditure on the water infrastructure network for the AMP5 
period is predicted to outturn at £151m, which is £2m more than the PR09 Final 
Determination (updated for inflation), demonstrating our continued commitment to the 
maintenance of the network. 
 
Figure 11 - Interruptions >3hrs – Industry Comparison 

Ofwat KPI Interruptions >3hours

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

JR09 JR10 JR11 JR12 JR13 JR14

To
ta

l i
n

te
rr

u
p

ti
o

n
s 

>
3

h
rs

  -
 h

o
u

rs
 p

e
r 

p
ro

p
e

rt
y

NES

NWT

SVT

YKY

ANH

TMS

SWT

SRN

WSX

WSH

SEW

BWH

BRL

CAM

DVW

PRT

SST

SES

AFW

 
.  
 

 
Similarly, Southern Water has improved its performance on the Ofwat 3-hour 
interruptions KPI, total hours/property, as fast as any company in the industry and is the 
(equal) second best performing WaSC. 

 
Moreover, our performance against the primary indicator of annual burst rates has 
improved every year during AMP5 (as shown in Figure 12 below). 
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Figure 12 - AMP5 Bursts Performance 
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6. Forecast serviceability for 2014/15 

Our performance for the year to date is shown in the table below. 
 
Table 6: 2014/15 Interruptions >12 hrs Performance  

 April May June July August 
Number of events 0 0 0 0 2 
Properties impacted >12 
hours 0 0 0 0 110* 

* provisional (subject to verification) 
 
Based on this year to date performance, we believe that we will outturn the year below 
the upper control limit (419) and will likely to be close to the reference level (292). 
 
For AMP6, we have changed the key measure from properties suffering interruptions 
>12 hours to a more encompassing measure of interruptions, i.e. minutes per property, 
per year. We have set a performance target of 9 minutes/property/year which, whilst 
challenging, is achievable and will see us as one of the best performing companies in 
the industry.    

7. Conclusions 

The Lowtherville event was an exceptional event caused by the severe storms of 
Christmas 2013, which were clearly beyond the operational experience of the company 
and reasonable management control. Although the water supply zone contingency plan 
for the Ventnor supply area included four levels of resilience, the event critically 
impacted all four of these levels and ultimately resulted in the loss of supply to 
customers. Accordingly, because the event exceeded the capacity of all reasonable 
levels of contingency planning, and also utility best practice, we believe the incident, and 
impacted properties, should be excluded from the serviceability assessment. 

 
With only a single year remaining above the upper control limit, the overall performance 
in AMP5 for this indicator, and the sub-service as a whole, should be classed as stable 
and the shortfalling penalty of £12.1m removed. 
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Annex 3: Serviceability Representation - population equivalent (sewage treatment) 
non-compliance indicator 
 

1. Executive Summary 

In our Business Plan submission in December 2013, our update to the Business Plan in June 2014 
and our response to Ofwat query SRN/LEG/006, we assessed our serviceability for Wastewater Non-
infrastructure as stable. This was based on the serviceability assessment methodology set out by 
Ofwat in PR09/38 and RD15/06. 
 
In its Draft Determination, Ofwat assessed one of the three indicators for Wastewater Non-
infrastructure serviceability, namely the  ‘population equivalent (sewage treatment) non-compliance’ 
indicator, as well as the whole sub-service, as deteriorating. Ofwat further applied an extremely large 
and unprecedented shortfalling penalty of £137.7m to this sub-service as a result of its deteriorating 
serviceability assessment. 
 
The Executive Summary to our overall serviceability representation (Section 1 Serviceability) sets out 
why we believe this serviceability penalty is inappropriate and should be removed or, at the very 
least, significantly reduced. These arguments are not repeated here. Rather, the purpose of this 
Annex 3 is to provide evidence to support the adjustments requested for the population equivalent 
(sewage treatment) non-compliance indicator. 
 
Specifically, it covers the application of the reference level and control limits for this indicator as set 
out in the PR09 Final Determination as well as the reasons why it is necessary to remove certain 
failed works from the serviceability assessment.  
 
A fundamental component of our representation concerns the asymmetry in the way the PR09/AMP5 
targets were set compared to how Ofwat has assessed our performance for the AMP5 period.  In 
particular, the permit for Copper discharge at Lidsey WTW, which is the cause of several site failures 
in the period assessed (and contributes significantly to the size of the shortfalling penalty), was not 
foreseen, let alone in place, at the time the AMP5 targets were set. Indeed, it was only introduced in 
September 2010, long after the PR09 Final Determination (FD) had been accepted. Had this permit 
been in place at the time the AMP5 targets were set, the upper control limit would have been 
increased by a factor of 2.5 times and subsequent failures would therefore have been assessed very 
differently. This would, in turn, lead to a significant reduction in the value of the penalty imposed in 
the Draft Determination. We are therefore now requesting that Ofwat accept the revised control limits 
and reassess the level of penalty accordingly. 
   
In addition to the above, we have, in our representation, provided additional evidence that the 
Copper permit for Lidsey WTW  is set unreasonably low at 18 µg/l, the lowest level for any Southern 
Water treatment works and one of the lowest permit conditions in the industry. We are in the final 
stages of discussions with the Environment Agency to change the permit limit to a 25 µg/l standard. 
We are providing evidence to the Environment Agency which demonstrates that we: 
 

i) have thoroughly investigated the potential sources of Copper in the catchment; and 
 

ii) have exhausted all reasonable technical solutions, including tertiary treatment, and 
are not able to control the copper content of discharge to such low levels.  
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We expect to receive confirmation from the Environment Agency on the change to Lidsey WTW 
Copper permit before the publication of the Final Determination. We would therefore request that 
Lidsey WTW failures below the level of 25 µg/l are excluded from the serviceability assessment for 
this indicator. It should be noted that Ofwat, in their Draft Determination for Southern Water, 
accepted the exclusion of WTWs that had failed their iron permits on the basis of a similar 
justification following Environment Agency confirmation of changes to permit levels. 
 
We are also providing additional information for Faversham WTW, Coldwaltham WTW, Cuckfield 
WTW and Westfield WTW in support of our position that these failures should be excluded from the 
serviceability assessment. We note that Ofwat has already accepted that Hailsham North WTW 
should be excluded from the serviceability assessment (as reflected in its Draft Determination). 
 
Our evidence shows that Faversham WTW should be excluded from the assessment as its failure in 
2011 was due to a third party trade effluent discharge which was outside our control. The particular 
trade effluent consent goes back 40 years and has limited enforcement conditions, with no express 
provision requiring the trader to provide volume or load details to Southern Water. The load from the 
trade effluent discharge has increased over time but unexpectedly peaked in 2011/12, which led to 
the failure of Faversham WTW (it overloaded the works on several occasions resulting in failures 
against the LUT BOD standard). Based on the limited information provided by the trader, and despite 
ongoing efforts by Southern Water, we could not have predicted that these actions would cause the 
failure of the treatment works.     
 
Failures at Coldwaltham WTW (2011), Cuckfield WTW (2013) and Westfield WTW (2013) should 
also be excluded from the serviceability assessment as these failures have been incorrectly linked to 
this serviceability indicator. We have previously represented, in error, that these works had failed 
against the Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (UWWTD) Annual Average Phosphorous limit. 
However, permit conditions for these treatment works are related to the Water Resources Act and 
hence are not applicable to the population equivalent (sewage treatment) non-compliance indicator. 
 
Finally, we have provided an update to our current year to date (September 2014) performance 
against this indicator, demonstrating that we currently have no works failed against the population 
equivalent (sewage treatment) non-compliance indicator. We therefore predict that the performance 
at year end (December 2014) will be below the reference level (0.1%) and no additional penalties 
should be applied. 
 
The following three charts set out the picture of our serviceability performance against the P.E. 
indicator: 

 Figure 1 – shows the position as per Ofwat’s Draft Determination e.g. recognising the 
exclusion of Hailsham North only 

 Figure 2 – updates the performance position shown in Chart 1 need to consider as Chart 1 
not includedagainst a revised upper control limit (due to the inclusion of the Lidsey 
consent) 

 Figure 3 – updates our serviceability performance to recognise the exclusion of Lidsey 
(2012), Faversham, Coldwaltham, Cuckfield and Westfield against a revised upper control 
limit.   
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 Figure 1 – Performance used to set the Draft Determination  

  
 
Figure 2 – Revised upper control limit (and penalty cap) 

 
 
Figure 3 – Revised upper control limit and all proposed exclusions 

 
 
 
Figure 3 above illustrates what we believe to be the correct underlying performance position on 
which serviceability should be assessed.   

Under the methodology applied by 
Ofwat this generates a shortfall 
penalty of £137.7m 

Under the methodology applied by 
Ofwat this generates a shortfall 
penalty of £80.9m 

Under the methodology applied by 
Ofwat this generates a shortfall 
penalty of £21.4m  
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Our performance against the P.E. indicator is still marginal, but this is the only indicator out of the 
three indicators for the wastewater non-infrastructure sub-service where Southern Water had 
marginal performance.  As such, when assessed in the round, against the basket of three indicators 
for this sub-service, we believe our performance is correctly assessed as stable and should not be 
subject to a shortfall penalty.  Even if Ofwat’s revised Draft Determination methodology set out in 
Technical Appendix A3, is mechanistically applied, the level of financial penalty would reduce from 
£137.7m to £21.4m. 
 
For the reasons given in the Executive Summary on Serviceability, Southern Water would contend 
that this scale of penalty should then be at least halved on the grounds of proportionality.  Therefore, 
even on Ofwat’s new methodology the maximum penalty would be £10.7m. 
 
However, in the context of the serviceability methodology published alongside FD09, we believe that, 
on any reasonable assessment of Southern Water’s serviceability, the Final Determination should not 
include a penalty. 
 

2. AMP5 serviceability targets 

2.1 Applicability of the Lidsey copper consent in AMP5 

 
The setting of the reference level and control limits at PR09 was based on performance in prior 
AMPs against the then existing, relevant permit conditions. It is inherently recognised that permit 
conditions will change through an AMP period. However, permit conditions typically change as a 
result of the requirements of the National Environment Programme and companies are normally 
funded for investment to achieve any new permit conditions. On this basis, there is no material 
change to the level of compliance risk that a company may face through the AMP period (i.e. whilst 
permits might be tightened, companies are funded well in advance to invest in new treatment 
processes to achieve the tighter standards). 
 
At a number of our sites, as part of the 2010 review of permit conditions relating to Dangerous 
Substances, we had entirely new Copper look up table (LUT) permit conditions applied. It is very 
unusual to apply LUT permit conditions to anything other than the normal sanitary determinands, and 
few such permits exist. The outcome from the Dangerous Substances review was not recognised in 
the NEP for AMP5 and was therefore not funded.   
 
Importantly, the Copper permit conditions came into force in November 2010, almost a year after the 
PR09 Final Determination. It would not have been possible at the time of the Final Determination to 
predict the outcome of the Dangerous Substances review let alone estimate what Copper limits 
would be set.  
 
As part of the Dangerous Substances review, Lidsey WTW has an LUT Copper limit of 18 µg/l 
applied; an extremely tight standard. Unfortunately, the treatment works has been unable to reliably 
meet this permit condition and has failed the LUT standard for three of the last five years.  
 
It is clear that the risk of Lidsey not achieving this new standard was not, and could not have been, 
considered when the PR09 targets were set and accepted. Yet the omission of considering this new 
permit when assessing how both the original reference level and control limits were set, and how 
Ofwat’s shortfalling calculation has now been applied, makes an enormous difference to the size of 
the penalty Southern Water now faces. This treatment is patently asymmetric, not to mention 
inequitable and contrary to the principle of fairness. To achieve a position that fully recognises all the 
performance requirements (and risk) of AMP5, it is therefore necessary to reassess the PR09/AMP5 
reference level and control limits for this indicator. This is described below.  
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AMP5 serviceability targets were set based upon the PR09 Ofwat methodology using historical 
performance as a baseline. The reference level for this indicator was based upon our performance in 
2004 (JR05), when we experienced two failed works with a combined population equivalent (P.E.) of 
4,506, equivalent to a total percentage of population of 0.1%. The upper control limit was based on 
performance in 2003 (JR04) and led to the doubling of this figure to 0.2%. The lower control limit was 
set as zero. 
 
We have reviewed the performance of Lidsey WTW for the period that was the basis of setting the 
PR09 reference level and control limits. We have concluded that, had the current Copper permit 
condition been in place for the 2003 calendar year (JR04), then the site would have been classed as 
a failed works (it suffered 8 breaches in 12 samples against this Copper standard during 2003).  With 
a population equivalent of 23,227 for Lidsey WTW, and a total population served of 4,105,000, this 
would have resulted in a %age P.E. of 0.56%. This, combined with the 0.09% P.E. (associated with 
the failure of Ashington WTW and Stockbridge WTW in this year and already in the target), gives a 
performance for the year of 0.65% population equivalent (sewage treatment) served by a failed 
works. 
 
Applying the standard Ofwat methodology to derive the reference level for AMP5, i.e. using the 
performance from calendar year 2004 (JR05), this would remain at 0.1%. However, calculating the 
upper control limit (by using 50% of the difference between two years and then applying a two sigma 
approach), gives the following; 
 
0.65 (2003 performance) - 0.11 (2004 performance) = 0.54 
50% of 0.54  = 0.27 
Applying 2 sigma (2 x 0.27)  = 0.54 
  
The graphs below show the impact of including Lidsey WTW as a failed works in 2004 on the control 
limits calculated for AMP5.  
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Figure 4: Including Lidsey as a failed works     Figure 5: Excluding Lidsey as a failed works  

 
Figure 4 above demonstrates the significance of restoring symmetry to the way the AMP5 targets 
were set and the way penalties for less than stable serviceability have been assessed. We conclude 
that Ofwat must reset the upper control limit for Southern Water for the AMP5 period to 0.54 and 
recalculate any penalties accordingly.  
 
It is also worth noting that, even after this change, the upper control limit for Southern Water (at 0.54) 
would still be well below the average upper control limit for the sector as a whole (which is 0.83. As it 
stands, our upper control level of 0.2 is 4.5 times tighter than the industry average figure and 12.5 
times tighter than the highest upper control level in the industry. This is illustrated in Table 1 below. 
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Table 1: Comparison with other companies for AMP5 reference level and upper control limit 

Company Reference Level Upper Control Limit 

Southern 0.1 0.2 

A 0.2 0.8 
B 0.5 1.7 
C 0.1 0.19 
D 0.2 0.6 
E 0.02 0.08 
F 0.36 0.57 
G 0.48 0.98 
H 0.83 2.5 
I 0.17 0.68 

 
 
Finally, in dialogue with Ofwat on this subject, it has been suggested that, had Southern Water 
wished to change the AMP5 serviceability targets for this indicator due to the application of the 
Lidsey consent (as requested now above), it should have raised the issue during a 2012 review of 
serviceability targets. Accordingly, we have gone back and researched the nature of the 2012 review 
and determined that it only applied to certain serviceability indicators with the following 
characteristics:  
 

 Indicators based upon limited historic data; and 
 
 Indicators that were based on significant improvements recorded during 2009 

 
As the nature of the changes requested here did not fit into either of the above categories, we did not 
include this representation in the 2012 review. Moreover, at the time of the review of the reference 
level and control limit, we were in discussion with the Environment Agency over a modification to the 
copper permit for Lidsey WTW. We had no reason to believe at that time, that we would not be 
successful in achieving a more realistic permit condition. We are currently in the final stages of 
discussions with the Environment Agency to change the permit limit to a 25 µg/l standard. 
 
We now turn to the case for excluding certain works from the serviceability assessment for each of 
the years of AMP5. 
 

3.  Annual performance 2010-2014 

When operating and maintaining wastewater treatment works, there is the potential for failures to 
result from factors not fully within the company’s control. Whilst it is appropriate that these remain as 
a record of non-compliance we do not consider them reflective of serviceability, i.e. the health of the 
asset to provide service now or in the future. There is ample precedent for excluding certain types of 
failures from the formal serviceability assessment and, in the past, these have included: 
 

 illegal 3rd party discharges to sewer; 
 significant breach of trade effluent agreements; and 
 extreme weather events which are beyond the design parameters of the asset base. 

 
The following section reviews performance of our treatment works against the population equivalent 
(sewage treatment) indicator for each of the years of AMP5 highlighting which, if any, works should 
be excluded from the serviceability assessment. 
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3.1. 2010 calendar year performance (reported in JR11) 

In 2010, a single works, Eastbourne, failed the population equivalent (sewage treatment) non-
compliance indicator; this was due to a look up table (LUT) non-compliance for the BOD permit 
condition.  
 
There is no change proposed to the serviceability assessment for this year. 
 
For the record, we have recognised the historic performance of the Eastbourne works and have 
undertaken a significant investment programme to mitigate further problems. There have been no 
further WRA/UWWTD LUT failures for this site. 
 
  
Table 2: Changes to annual assessment in 2010 

 PE Total PE Reported %age p.e Revised 

Eastbourne 114,638 4,414,964 2.70% 2.70% 

 

3.2. 2011 calendar year performance (reported in RC12) 

In 2011, six works were reported as failed against WRA and UWWTD (LUT) permits. Of these, one 
failed due to issues beyond our control, involving excessive trade effluent discharges (Faversham 
WTW). In addition, one works (Coldwaltham WTW), was erroneously classified as failed against this 
serviceability indicator. The issues surrounding each of these sites are detailed below.  
 

 
Table 3: Site issues 2011  

Site PE Failure Serviceability Related 

Battle 6,043 WRA- LUT  BOD Yes 
Lidsey 23,898 WRA- LUT  Cu  Yes – although a change to the consent level is 

requested 
Coldwaltham 816 Annual Ave P Classified as failed in error 
Pagham 9,336 WRA- LUT  SS Yes 
Faversham 42,513 WRA- LUT   BOD No - Beyond company control due to trade effluent 

discharge 
Petworth 2,478 WRA- LUT   SS Yes 
 
We are providing additional information for the two sites, Faversham and Coldwaltham, and believe 
they should be excluded for the purpose of the serviceability assessment. The additional information 
is set out in the sections below. 

3.2.1. Faversham WTW 

In this year, Faversham WTW failed against a the LUT BOD consent of 40 mg/l. The cause of the 
individual breaches are shown in the table below. 
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Table 4: Cause of individual breaches at Faversham WTW 

Month Cause 

January  Failure of filter distributor, resulting in BOD and SS breach 

July Works overloaded due to a TE discharge from  resulting in a 
BOD breach 

August  Works overloaded due to a TE discharge from  resulting in a 
BOD breach 

October Works overloaded due to a TE discharge from  resulting in a 
BOD breach 

 
It should be noted that three out of the four breaches were due to the overloading of the site from a 
series of trade effluent discharges, which all happened within a comparatively short period of time (4 
months).   
 
The  annual performance of the works during the AMP5 period is: 
2010 2 breaches (BOD) 
2011 4 breaches (BOD) 
2012  0 breaches 
2013 1 breach (SS) 
2014   0 breaches (8 months’ performance) 
 
Investigation into the breaches at the treatment works in 2010 (the year prior to it becoming a failed 
works), led to additional planned maintenance and replacement and refurbishment of assets to 
prevent further breaches occurring.  The work which commenced ahead of the effluent quality 
failures in 2011 included the following: 
 

 new filter distributors to all rectangular filter beds 
 new recirculation control system 
 new humus tank de-sludging system 
 upgraded storm tank emptying system including automatic drain penstocks and controls 
 new flow balancing tank penstock and control system 
 new auto desludge pumps for the primary sedimentation tanks 
 refurbishment of both inlet screens 

 
Recognising the potential loss of treatment capacity whilst this refurbishment work was being 
undertaken, submerged aerobic fixed film plants (SAFFs) were installed on a temporary basis to 
minimise the risk of effluent quality failures.  
 
We firmly believe that the completion of this work was sufficient to prevent the possibility of further 
site breaches and the site becoming a failed works. This is evidenced by the occurrence of just a 
single breach against the suspended solids permit condition in the 30 months since the work was 
completed (and the effect of the trade effluent discharges has been removed). 
 
Performance of the works against the BOD permit condition is shown in the graph below. This 
provides evidence that the work undertaken on the site was sufficient to minimise the risk of further 
effluent quality breaches. The value of the work undertaken was over £1.6m. 
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Figure 6: Lidsey WTW – BOD Compliance 
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3.2.2. Lidsey WTW 

 
This works failed against the LUT copper permit condition of 18 µg/l in the 2011 (and 2012) calendar 
year. This particular element of the permit came into force in November 2010, and was a result of the 
Environment Agency’s review of previously described Dangerous Substances permit conditions. 
 
The performance of the works against the copper consent is shown in the graph below.   
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Figure 8: Lidsey WTW – Copper compliance 

 
The application of LUT table compliance for copper is rare across the industry. Outside of Southern 
Water there are only two companies (Anglian and  Dwr Cymru) with such permits.  Within the 
company we have six LUT copper permits, which are detailed below. 
   
Table 5: Copper permit conditions 

Site 
Cu Limit 

upper tier (µg/l) 
Cu Limit 

look up table (µg/l) 

Chichester 336 116 
Eden Vale 67 30 
Felbridge 48 21 
Lidsey 44 18 
Pennington 45 36 
Thornham 110 41 
 
It is clear that the limits for Lidsey WTW are the most demanding of all the six permits we operate 
against. Not only is the copper limit the most demanding of the sites, but it is set at a level that is less 
than one hundredth of that permissible in potable water supplies. The average background level in 
the water supply (Portsmouth Water) within the Lidsey catchment is up to 70 µg/l, although samples 
have shown levels on occasion to be higher than this. 
 
We have undertaken many actions in an attempt to address compliance with the copper limit for the 
treatment works. These include: 

 thorough investigation of the catchment 
 review of trade effluent discharges  
 impact of cess discharges on copper levels 
 full site process audit 
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 verification of the sample and analysis process relating to copper   
 comparison of Lidsey WTW with three of our nearby treatment works, including influent levels 

and effluent levels 
 impact of ferric dosing on copper levels  
 background levels of copper in the water supply across the catchment  

 
Each of the above activities/actions are detailed below. 
 
Catchment Investigations 
 
In recognition of the compliance issues with copper we have undertaken extensive catchment 
investigations over a number of years. These investigations and their findings are detailed below:  
 

 January 2012 - Samples were taken from all pumping stations (PS) in the catchment. This 
confirmed the known discharges of copper from the Ford Industrial Estate. As a result of the 
copper and zinc levels found, three further pumping stations at Ford; North End, Yapton; and 
Barnham Road, Yapton were subjected to further investigations. 

 
 February 2012 - The wet wells of the three pumping stations were completely emptied by 

tanker, and spot sampling undertaken in February and March 2012 as many as five times per 
day to identify diurnal trends.  

 
 The contents of the wet well at Ford PS showed consistently high concentrations of heavy 

metals, particularly chromium, copper and zinc. As a result of the high levels of metals, the 
wastewater from Ford PS was tankered to an alternative treatment works, to prevent the high 
copper levels arriving at Lidsey WTW. During this period the total copper in the final effluent 
at Lidsey WTW still exceeded the permitted concentration. 
 

 February/March 2012 – A walking survey of the catchment was undertaken, including 
manhole inspections to check for illegal discharge of wastes. 
 

 From January 2013 four strategic pumping stations in the catchment were sampled on a 
monthly basis. These samples were aimed at tracking the background levels of copper from 
the domestic element of the catchment, monitoring of the slightly elevated levels from the 
Ford industrial estate and identifying other potential sources. To date they have not identified 
any trade effluent discharge issues, but have provided data from the domestic catchments to 
populate our domestic copper load models. 

 
Trade effluent review 
 
The trade effluent review was closely linked to the catchment investigations, with the following 
activities undertaken: 
 

 A full survey was undertaken of the Ford Airfield industrial Estate where two consented metal 
finishers are located. The survey involved an in depth investigation of the electroplater on the 
estate by the Trade Effluent Inspector and Network Enforcement Officer. They found nothing 
had changed at the trader in recent years. They also visited the printed circuit board 
manufacturer whose discharge was covered by an Acknowledgement. As a result of this 
investigation this trader is now controlled by a formal Trade Effluent Agreement. 

 
 The Network Enforcement Officer and Trade Effluent Inspector visited all industrial estates in 

the catchment; no new unconsented trader discharges were found. The consented trade 
discharges are sampled monthly. 
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 Effluent from the Lidsey landfill site discharges into the Lidsey WTW catchment. However, 
detailed analysis of this discharge showed the copper concentrations to be relatively low. 
 

 In January 2012 a postcode and Yellow Pages search identified  previously unknown traders. 
None of their discharges contained copper.  

 
 
Cess discharges to Lidsey WTW 
 
Lidsey WTW acts a local discharge point for cess discharges collected by contractors in the West 
Sussex area. It is recognised that cess waste could be a potential source of copper at the works. 
Therefore a sampling and analysis programme was undertaken for copper levels in the discharge 
from the cess balance tank on site. This was undertaken between November 2011 and October 
2012. 
 
The average concentration of copper in the cess waste was 440 µg/l, which included an unusual 
sample of 1900 µg/. Excluding this single unusual sample the average copper concentration in the 
cess waste is 250 µg/l. 
 
The cess flows represent about 0.15% of the flow to the treatment works and, as the copper 
concentration is higher in the cess waste than the incoming sewage, it is therefore is diluted by the 
incoming flows. 
 
The graph below shows that there is no direct relationship between the volume of cess imports and 
copper concentrations in the effluent. There are periods when copper levels in the effluent are high 
whilst the corresponding cess imports are low. Similarly there are periods of high volumes of cess 
imports and low copper concentrations in the final effluent. 
 

 
Figure 9: Lidsey WTW – Number of cess tankers against copper in the effluent 

 

60



 

Site process audit 
 
A full site audit was undertaken between September 2011 and March 2012. Each process stage was 
reviewed and for expected operation and efficiency. It was found that copper was precipitated out in 
the primary tanks and the tanks were desludged on a regular basis to prevent re-solubilisation of the 
copper.  
 
Copper concentrates in the return liquors, with levels reaching up to 5000 µg/l. For a trial period the 
liquors were tankered off-site for treatment at another works. During this period there was no impact 
on the trend in compliance with the copper limit, and whilst tankering from the site, a further breach 
occurred. 
 
The site audit confirmed the appropriate operation of the treatment works in line with best practice, 
and its operation was not contributing to elevated levels of copper in the effluent.     
 
Verification of sample and analysis process relating to copper   
 
A full investigation was undertaken on the sampling process and the subsequent analysis. The 
review included the possible contamination of the sampling cans. A laboratory audit eliminated this 
as a possible source of copper. 
 
The investigation process undertaken at the laboratory used for the copper analysis included a full 
validation of the analytical methods undertaken. It found no evidence to support poor practices or 
inaccurate analysis.  
 
Duplicate samples were taken and analysed at two different laboratories. The results were in close 
agreement, demonstrating that there are no issues with the analysis undertaken at the laboratory. 
 

 
Impact of ferric dosing at Lidsey 
 
To achieve phosphorous removal at Lidsey WTW, ferric dosing is undertaken. It is known that ferric 
salts contain a low concentration of copper. The level of dosing of the iron salts is at a relatively low 
rate such that the contribution of copper to the crude sewage is around 2 µg/l, which will have little 
impact on effluent quality. 
 
During previous dosing of ferric salts that contained higher concentrations of copper, the level of 
copper in the final effluent dropped, confirming that ferric dosing did not impact on compliance with 
the copper standard.   
 
All of the investigation work we have undertaken to identify the source of the copper has identified 
that the vast majority, 75%, is associated with discharges from domestic properties. This is shown in 
the pie chart below. 
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Figure 10: Lidsey WTW – Source of copper 

 
 
As the majority of the copper is from domestic sources, we have undertaken analysis of the copper 
concentrations in the potable water supply for the area. The area is supplied by Portsmouth Water. 
The mean copper concentration in the water for a six month period between September 2011 and 
March 2012 was 71 µg/l. There is evidence from Portsmouth Water’s own analysis of a four fold 
increase in copper in the water supply between 2010 and 2011. Portsmouth Water have indicated 
that this increase is as a result of an increase of copper in their groundwater sources. Discussions 
with Portsmouth Water, have confirmed that they are not able to supply the area from a different 
source that may have lower copper levels. 
 
 
Permit review- 2012 
 
In full recognition of the unrealistic copper consent limit in the Lidsey WTW permit, we submitted an 
application for a variation of this particular permit condition in 2012. This was refused by the 
Environment Agency.  
 
In recognition of the refusal of the application for variation, we have undertaken further significant 
investment at Lidsey WTW to attempt to reduce the level of copper in the effluent. The work and 
associated costs that we have undertaken are: 
 

 Installation of tertiary treatment sand filters (£6.4m) 
 Installation of reed bed treatment for final effluent (£1.2m) 

 
The investment we have made, whilst providing some improvement against the copper permit 
condition, is insufficient to remove compliance risk in the future. Indeed, we are unaware of any 
investment that would reliably achieve the 18 µg/l consent standard, as the vast majority of copper in 
the final effluent is soluble copper rather then particulate copper (i.e. it cannot be ‘settled’ out). 
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In light of the continued failure of the works against the copper limit, we have again approached the 
Environment Agency for a possible further review of the copper consent limit. Analysis of copper in 
the final effluent by the Environment Agency over a longer time period than the three years used to 
set the existing permit condition has shown a 25 µg/l LUT standard to be appropriate. We are 
therefore currently seeking this as the future copper limit for Lidsey. We expect to get confirmation of 
this consent change before the Final Determination. We therefore would request that Lidsey WTW is 
removed from the list of failing works for the population equivalent (sewage treatment) non-
compliance indicator for years when the works achieved this revised standard. This mirrors Ofwat’s 
treatment of revisions to the iron consents for several of the company’s WTWs. 
 
A review of historic performance against a 25 µg/l standard shows that the works would still have 
been assessed as failed in 2011, but it would have been compliant in the years since (see below). 
We are therefore NOT requesting Lidsey WTW to be removed from the 2011 serviceability 
assessment for this indicator. 
 
As an aside, this request to reassess failures at Lidsey WTW against this new 25 µg/l LUT standard 
is entirely consistent with our request to also revise the upper control limit for the population 
equivalent (sewage treatment) non-compliance indicator for AMP5. This is because Lidsey would 
have still failed the requested 25 µg/l LUT standard in 2003, the year used to set the AMP5 upper 
control limit. 
 

3.2.3. Coldwaltham 

Coldwaltham was reported as failed against the annual average phosphorous (P) permit condition for 
the calendar year 2011. 
 
The serviceably indicator for the population equivalent (sewage treatment) non-compliance indicator 
references P compliance in the following definition:  
 
Percentage of population equivalent served by sewage treatment works with Urban Waste Water 
Treatment Directive consents, which were sampled by the company in the calendar year, and found 
to be non-compliant with look-up table consents for biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), and/or limits 
for phosphorus and nitrogen measured as an annual average concentration. 
 
By definition, only those P failures that are associated with UWWTD permits should be recognised in 
the measure. 
 
The permit applied to Coldwaltham arose from the delivery of the National Environmental 
Programme (NEP) in AMP4 and was driven by the requirements of the Habitats Directive. 
  
It is therefore appropriate to exclude this site from the serviceability assessment for population 
equivalent (sewage treatment) non-compliance indicator, as it was previously included in this 
measure by error. 
 
Coldwaltham is one of 64 treatment works with permit conditions that require a reduction in P in the 
final effluent. We have employed iron dosing as the least whole life cost solution to reduce P in the 
effluent. Consequently we must also comply with permit conditions for iron. 
 
It is a significant challenge to achieve the required phosphorous reduction whilst keeping within tight 
iron permits in terms of balancing the dosing, equipment sensitivity and control. As a result of the 
combination of phosphorous and iron permits, we have seen an increasing number of sample and 
site failures of iron and phosphorous within AMP5.  
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The recent permit review for iron has seen a relaxation in the limit, such that achieving compliance 
against both phosphorous and iron is no longer such a challenge. 
 
Although it was recognised that we had onerous iron permit conditions, we managed all the 
associated sites with a view to trying to achieve compliance against the phosphorous and iron 
conditions. We did not operate a policy of achieving only the phosphorous permit condition, as we 
believed that this was against the spirit of these new permits.    
 
The performance of Coldwaltham against its phosphorous permit condition is shown in the plot 
below. 

 
Figure 11: Coldwaltham WTW – Phosphorous compliance 

 
It is clear that compliance has significantly improved since the relaxation of the iron permit condition 
in late 2013, with no further breaches against the phosphorous permit condition since that time.  
 
In conclusion, it is necessary for Coldwaltham WTW to be removed from the serviceability 
assessment for 2011 as it was erroneously included in the list of failed works in the first place. 

3.2.4. Change for the reporting year 2011/12 

The table below includes the individual treatment works that were classed as failed in 2011, with the 
population equivalent served. 
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Table 6: Changes to annual assessment in 2011 

Site PE Total PE Reported %age p.e Revised 

Battle 6104 

4,517,207 
 

0.14 0.14 
Pagham 8,182 0.18 0.18 
Faversham 33,964 0.75 0.0 
Petworth 2,503 0.06 0.06 
Lidsey 21,309 0.47 0.47 
Coldwaltham 827 0.02 0.0 
Performance 85,084  1.61 0.85 
 
 
We request that, for the reporting year 2011/12, Faversham WTW is excluded from the serviceability 
assessment as its failure is considered not to be reflective of underlying serviceability and was, 
instead, related to circumstances beyond management control. In addition, we request that 
Coldwaltham WTW is excluded from the assessment as it was incorrectly classified as failed against 
this serviceability indicator. 
 
This revised serviceability assessment for 2011/12 is shown in the graph below (note: the graph 
represents only those adjustments for 2011/12).  
 
 

 
Figure 12: Percentage P.E. non-compliance – adjusted for 2011 only 
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3.3. 2012 Calendar year performance (reported in RC13)  

In 2012, five works failed WRA and UWWTD (LUT) consents. Of these, two failed due to issues 
beyond our control including illegal discharge to sewer (Hailsham North WTW) and high levels of 
copper in the catchment (Lidsey WTW). The issues surrounding each of these sites are detailed 
below. 
 
Table 7: Site issues in 2012 

Site PE Failure Serviceability Related? 

Coldwaltham 809 WRA- LUT  SS Yes 
Cherry Gardens 254 WRA- LUT   

BOD 
Yes 

Hailsham North 13,883 WRA- LUT   SS Beyond company control due to illegal 
discharge to sewer 

Lidsey 23,943 WRA- LUT  Cu  Unrealistic consent value for Cu 
Pembury 5,409 WRA- LUT   SS Yes 

3.3.1. Hailsham North  

Details of the Hailsham North WTW failure are not included in this representation as its exclusion 
from the serviceability assessment has previously been accepted by Ofwat in its Draft Determination. 

3.3.2. Lidsey WTW   

Lidsey WTW again failed its LUT copper permit condition in 2012, which was as a result of the same 
issues described above for 2011 (see section 3.2.2). However, the degree of failure was not as 
severe in 2012 and, according to our request to assess Lidsey against a revised LUT standard of 25 
µg/l, we request that the works be removed from the serviceability assessment for 2012 as it would 
not have failed against this revised standard had it been in place. 

3.3.3. Change for the reporting year 2012/13 

The table and graph below shows the changes to the annual assessment as a result of the exclusion 
of the requested works.   
 
Table 8: Changes to annual assessment in 2012 

Site PE Total PE Reported %age p.e Revised 

Coldwaltham 809 

4,515,163 

0.02 0.02 
Cherry Gardens 254 0.001 0.001 
Hailsham North 13,883  0.31 0.00 
Lidsey 23,943 0.53 0.00 
Pembury 5,409 0.12 0.12 
Performance   0.98 0.14 
 
We request that, for the reporting year 2012/13, in addition to the existing exclusion for Hailsham 
North WTW, Lidsey WTW is also excluded from the serviceability assessment for the reasons stated 
above.    
 
This revised serviceability assessment for 2012/13 (including the previous year’s adjustments) is 
shown in the graph below.  
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Figure 13: Percentage P.E. non-compliance – adjusted for 2012 and previous years 

3.4. 2013 Calendar year performance (reported in RC14)  

In 2013, four works failed WRA and UWWTD (LUT) consents. Two of these works, Cuckfield and 
Westfield were incorrectly classified as failed against this serviceability indicator. The detail 
surrounding these two sites is described below. 
 
Table 9: Site issues in 2013 

Site PE Failure Serviceability Related? 

Cuckfield 3,256 Annual Ave P Incorrectly reported against this indicator 
Tunbridge Wells 
North 

27,813 WRA- LUT   
BOD 

Yes 

Fittleworth 720 WRA- LUT   
BOD 

Yes 

Westfield 2,167 Annual Ave P Incorrectly reported against this indicator 
 

3.4.1. Cuckfield and Westfield 

The serviceably indicator for population equivalent (sewage treatment) non-compliance indicator 
references P compliance in the following definition: 
 
Percentage of population equivalent served by sewage treatment works with Urban Waste Water 
Treatment Directive consents, which were sampled by the company in the calendar year, and found 
to be non-compliant with look-up table consents for biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), and/or limits 
for phosphorus and nitrogen measured as an annual average concentration. 
 
By definition, only those phosphorous failures that are associated with UWWTD permits should be 
recognised in the serviceability indicator. 
 
The permits applied to both Cuckfield and Westfield arose from the delivery of the National 
Environmental Programme (NEP) in AMP5 and were driven by the requirements of the Water 
Framework  Directive. 
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It is therefore appropriate to exclude these sites from the serviceability assessment for population 
equivalent (sewage treatment) non-compliance indicator, as they were included in this measure by 
error. 
 
The implication of the combination of phosphorous and iron permits and the subsequent EA review of 
permits is described in section 3.2.3. 
 
The performance of Cuckfield against the P permit condition is shown in the plot below. 
 

 
Figure 14: Newbury Lane, Cuckfield WTW – Phosphorous compliance 

 
It is clear that compliance has significantly improved since the relaxation of the iron permit condition 
in late 2013, with only a single breach against the phosphorous permit condition in 2014. 
 
Similarly the performance of Westfield  against the phosphorous permit condition is shown in the plot 
below.  
 
Our performance against the P.E. indicator is still marginal, but this is the only indicator out of the 
three indicators for the wastewater non-infrastructure sub-service where Southern Water had 
marginal performance.  As such, when assessed in the round, against the basket of three indicators 
for this sub-service, we believe our performance is correctly assessed as stable and should not be 
subject to a shortfall penalty.  Even if Ofwat’s revised Draft Determination methodology set out in 
Technical Appendix A3, is mechanistically applied, the level of financial penalty would reduce from 
£137.7m to £21.4m. 
 
For the reasons given in the Executive Summary on Serviceability, Southern Water would contend 
that this scale of penalty should then be at least halved on the grounds of proportionality.  Therefore, 
even on Ofwat’s new methodology the maximium penalty would be £10.7m. 
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However, in the context of the serviceability methodology published alongside FD09, we believe that, 
on any reasonable assessment of Southern Water’s serviceability, the Final Determination should not 
include a penalty. 
 
 

 
Figure 15: Westfield WTW – Phosphorous compliance 

 
Again it is clear that compliance has significantly improved since the relaxation of the iron permit 
condition in late 2013, with only a single breach against the phosphorous permit condition in 2014. 
 
In sum, it is necessary for Cuckfiled WTW and Westfield WTW to be removed from the serviceability 
assessment for 2012 as they were erroneously included in the list of failed works in the first place. 
 
 

3.4.2. Change for the reporting year 2013/14 

 
Table 10: Changes to annual assessment in 2013 

Site PE Total PE Reported %age p.e Revised 

Cuckfield 3,256 

4,414,964 

0.07 0.0 
Tunbridge Wells 
North 

27,813 0.63 0.63 

Fittleworth 720  0.02 0.02 
Westfield 2,167 0.05 0.0 
Performance   0.77 0.65 
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We request that for the reporting year 2013/14 Cuckfield and Westfield are excluded from the 
assessment as they were incorrectly classified as failed against this serviceability indicator. 
 
The revised serviceability assessment for 2013/14 (including the previous years’ adjustments) is 
shown in the graph below.  
 
 

 
Figure 16: Percentage P.E. non-compliance – adjusted for 2013 and previous years 

 

3.5. Performance in calendar year 2014 and year end forecast 

Our performance on wastewater treatment works compliance has improved in the recent past as a 
result of targeted action in risk management and performance management. 
 
In 2014 to date (30 September), we have had no population equivalent look up table failures at 
wastewater treatment works (WTW). This very good performance is a result of the successful 
application of the various improvement initiatives.   
 
Our year end forecast is for 0.1% of wastewater treatment works p.e. failing discharge consent limits 
for WRA and UWWTD (LUT). We are very confident of achieving this target and delivering a Stable 
serviceability assessment for 2014 (reported in 2015). 
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4. Combining the requested adjustments 

 
Applying the revised upper control limit of 0.54, against the revised serviceability assessmnt,, 
(following exclusion of the requested works) results in the trend shown in the graph below.   
 

  

 

Figure 17: Percentage non-compliance P.E. in AMP5 
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Part A - % of sewage treatment works discharges failing numeric 
consents 
 

1. Introduction 

1.1 AMP5 serviceability targets 

The AMP5 serviceability targets were set based upon the PR09 methodology using historical 
performance. The reference level for this metric was based upon our performance at 2007 where we 
experienced four works failures, against a total of 294 numerically consented works, leading to 1.4% 
non-compliance. The control limits were based on the percentage associated with +/- 3 works. 
It is important to note that in 2007 we had far fewer wastewater treatment works with both 
phosphorous and iron permits, with only 22 works by the end of 2006, compared to 64 to date in 
2014. From September 2014 a further 13 will have iron and phosphorous permits.  
 

1.2 Iron and phosphorous permitting 

As a consequence of the National Environment Programme (NEP) for AMP5, we have seen a 
significant increase in the number of wastewater treatment works requiring phosphorous reduction 
under the Water Framework Directive (WFD) driver. As it is less costly to meet these requirements 
via chemical dosing using iron salts is the solution we have employed, consequently we must also 
comply with permit conditions for iron. The number of works affected by the combination of iron and 
phosphorous permit conditions increased from 22 in 2006 to 64 to date in 2014. 
 
It is a significant challenge to achieve the required phosphorous reduction whilst keeping within tight 
iron permits in terms of balancing the dosing, equipment sensitivity and control. With a significant 
increase in the number of treatment works permitted for both phosphorus reduction and iron dosing, 
this was the root cause of an increasing number of sample and site failures (of iron and 
phosphorous) within AMP5 for those sites with the combination of phosphorous permits and iron 
permits.  
 
This issue was recognised as an industry rather than a Company specific issue by the Environment 
Agency (EA), and on 15th April 2013 the EA issued a consultation document in the form of a 
proposed revised Policy for the setting of iron limits within Permits at WTWs where iron is dosed to 
reduce phosphate in the treated effluent (Appendix A). This was accompanied by a revised draft 
Appendix H of the Environment Agency PR14 Operating Instruction (see Appendix B).  The Agency’s 
driver for this Policy change was to enhance the ability for companies to reduce phosphate in the 
environment.  Phosphate was and remains one of the primary causes of failure against the 
requirements of the Water Framework Directive. The new policy therefore not only reduced risk of 
failure against iron permits, but also improved environmental performance when compared to the 
previous policy. 
 
The EA Policy consultation stated:- 
 
‘We want to make tackling phosphorus a priority.  
 
Although work is underway to implement new technologies for P removal that do not rely solely on 
iron dosing, dosing will continue to play a large part in helping us achieve WFD objectives.   
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We want to adopt flexible permitting approaches that achieve the required water quality objectives 
but do not significantly increase the regulatory risk for companies. For this reason, we are planning to 
adopt an emission standard for iron where it is dosed for P removal.  
 
The benefits of the proposed approach include: 
 

- the 95 percentile is calculated to meet EQS [Environmental Quality Standard], with LUT [Look 
up table] compliance applied; 

- the 8mg/l absolute is a readily achievable standard, but protects against extreme failures;   
- it offers greater flexibility for water companies to meet increasingly stringent phosphorus 

limits; 
- it may reduce the need for expensive (in monetary terms and carbon terms), tertiary 

treatment, in order to meet more stringent iron limits; 
- a more consistent approach across water companies permits.’ 

 
Crucially, the proposal was that the revised Policy would apply from PR14 (AMP6) onwards.  
Following industry responses to the consultation an industry /EA meeting was held on 12th June 
2013 to facilitate the EA finalising their revised policy. At this meeting Southern Water lobbied for the 
introduction of the Policy and that it should apply immediately to all existing sites i.e. not merely for 
PR14 (AMP6) schemes onwards. Our position was that if the revised Policy was appropriate for 
AMP6 it should also be appropriate with immediate effect to derive the above benefits earlier. 
 
The EA issued the final version of their PR14 Operating Instruction Appendix H on 26th June 2014 
which confirmed the revised policy as applied to PR14 (AMP6) schemes (Appendix C). 
 
We continued to lobby for the immediate introduction of the revised Policy and exchanged emails 
with the EA (Appendix D).  The company also raised the issue at a meeting with the EA South East 
Regional Director on 4th July 2013. 
 
At the our annual Water Company Environmental Performance Review of 26th July 2013 the EA  
confirmed acceptance that the revised policy could be applied to existing sites from September 2013 
(Appendix E).  The Action Notes of the meeting captured:- 
 

‘Iron dosing permit changes – confirm variations can be applied for from September 2013 and inform 
all companies of timescales and process for this. SWS to apply for variations as required’ 
 
This was followed by confirmation from the EA to all companies via email on 30th July 2013 
confirming that the revised Policy would be applied to existing sites and inviting companies to submit 
Applications to vary Permits in line with the revised Policy from September 2013 (Appendix F).  The 
email stated:- 
 
‘Following my e-mail of the 26th June I can confirm that our revised approach for the calculation of 
iron limits for chemical dosing for Phosphorus (P) will be applied to existing permits for sites in 
England. We do not plan to carry out a wholesale review of all existing permits that contain an iron 
limit for P removal, but from September water companies, wanting the 2-tier limits (95%ile and UT) 
for existing P removal sites will be able to apply for variations in line with standard procedures.’ 
 
We were the first company to embrace this policy identifying 76 Iron permits that could be varied, 
including existing permits and a number of 2014/15 AMP5 iron permits that were due to come into 
force in September 2014.  
 
 
Due to the large number of permits required, we agreed a prioritized programme of applications with 
the EA: 
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 “Priority 1” sites were those sites at immediate risk of compliance failure.  These 34 sites 
were our highest priority, and our target was to ensure the permit variations were in place by 
the end of 2013, in time for start of the 2014 calendar year. All “Priority 1” applications were 
submitted to the EA on 1st September 2013, which was the earliest date that the EA would 
receive applications. A full list of the 63 ‘High priority 1 and 2’ sites is shown in Appendix G. 

 
 “Priority 2” sites were sites with effective iron permits but were not at immediate risk of 

compliance failure. These 29 “Priority 2” applications were submitted to the EA by 1st October 
2013. A full list of the 63 ‘High priority 1 and 2’ sites is shown in Appendix G. 

 
 “Priority 3” sites were those with Iron permits that do not become effective until the last year 

of AMP5 i.e. September 2014. Applications for these remaining 13 “Priority 3” sites were 
submitted to the EA in January 2014. 

 
The revised EA policy introduces a new universal Upper Tier total iron standard of 8mg/l and a new 
look-up-table standard designed to ensure compliance with the dissolved iron EQS in the receiving 
water body.  
 
The minimum look-up-table standard that will be set under the new policy is 1mg/l total iron and the 
maximum look-up-table standard is 4mg/l total iron. The EA used predictive water quality models to 
calculate the look-up table standards for all 76 permits, rather than simply transposing the existing 
upper tiers into new look-up table standards. 
 
For the 63 high priority sites, the Agency issued all of the revised formal consolidated environmental 
permits in a phased manner by the end of December 2013. The new iron limits were updated during 
the compliance year for calendar year 2013, and in advance of the 2014.  
 
For all sites the revised Upper Tier limit at 8 mg/l is more relaxed than the previous Upper Tier (UT) 
limits, and with the exception of six sites, the Look-Up-Table (LUT) limits are equal to or more 
relaxed than the previous Upper Tier limits.  
 
For the six sites where the LUT was calculated to be tighter than the existing Upper Tier limit, we 
assessed the risks of accepting the new LUT limits vs. retaining the existing Upper Tier limits.  For all 
six sites (Appledore, Biddenden, Horsham, Cuckfield Newbury Lane, Grayswood & Warnham 
WTWs), the conclusion was that there was a lower probability of non-compliance with the revised 
limits compared with the existing UT limits and therefore we accepted the revised iron limits.  
 
A comparison of the previous and revised iron permit limits is set out in Appendix G.  
 
The permit variations for the 63 ‘High Priority’ sites include those nine sites that failed the previously 
tighter Total Iron limits, and/or Total Phosphorus limits during the period 2010-2013. The nine sites 
are highlighted in red in Appendix G and set out in Table 1 below. Details of the WTW Operator Self-
Monitoring (OSM) sample failures are summarised in Appendix H. 
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WTW Previous  

iron limit  
(UT) mg/l 

 

New varied  
iron limit 
(UT) mg/l 

New varied  
iron limit 

(LUT) mg/l 

Years with 
sites failed 

Staplefield 4.0 8.0 4.0 2013 
Westfield 2.0 8.0 2.5 2013  
Stockbridge  4.0 8.0 4.0 2013 
Hailsham North 1.5 8.0 3.5 2012, 2013 
Paddock Wood 2.9 8.0 4.0 2013 
Coldwaltham 3.7 8.0 4.0 2010,2011, 

2012, 2013 
Cuckfield Newbury Ln 4.0 8.0 2.5 2013 
Horsham 4.0 8.0 3.0 2012 
Grayswood 4.0 8.0 3.0 2012 

 
 
Table 1 WTW with phosphorous and iron related failures 
 
Copies of the new Environmental Permits and Environment Agency Permit Covering Letters are 
shown in Appendices I-Q as follows: 

 Coldwaltham WTW (Appendix I) 
 Hailsham North WTW (Appendix J) 
 Horsham WTW (Appendix K) 
 Grayswood WTW (Appendix L) 
 Cuckfield WTW (Appendix M) 
 Stockbridge WTW (Appendix N) 
 Staplefield WTW (Appendix O) 
 Paddock Wood WTW (Appendix P) 
 Westfield WTW (Appendix Q) 

 
The formal permits for the 13 lower priority sites were issued in April 2014. The revised iron limits 
come into force on the NEP regulatory date of 30th September 2014, as the iron permit was not 
required until this date. 
 
All 76 permits have now been varied in line with the new Policy i.e. all our sites are now permitted in 
line with the revised Policy. 
 
This significantly reduces the previously inappropriate compliance risk to the business whilst 
continuing to protect the environment in line with the EA’s revised Policy.  In fact the environment is 
benefitted by the likely further removal of phosphate. Since accepting these limits, we have had no 
iron failures during 2014. 
 
It is important to not the new EA policy, allowing for more relaxed iron permits enhances the 
environment. It also inherently accepts that iron permits of the new policy are not detrimental to the 
environment. 

1.3 Failures outside of the control of SW 

There remains potential for failures which are not fully in our control such as illegal discharges or 
extreme weather. Whilst we consider these appropriate to remain as a record of non-compliance we 
do not consider them reflective of serviceability i.e. the health of the asset to provide service now or 
in the future. These include: 
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 illegal 3rd party connection such as significant volume of saline flow at spring high tide  
 illegal 3rd party discharge to sewer such as discharge of construction dewatering activity 
 significant breach of trade effluent agreements 
 extreme weather events which are beyond the design of the asset base for example site 

inundation due to flooding 
 

One such failure occurred at Woolston WTW in 2013, where a third-party illegal connection to the 
site inlet sewer was inundated by seawater during high tides and storms which subsequently caused 
saline intrusion to the works and caused the only failure of discharge for this site. 
 
Whilst not all of these events may have occurred in to date in AMP5, we would continue to take 
account of these exceptional impacts in any assessment of serviceability or asset health in our 
analysis.  
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2. Annual performance 2010-2013 

2.1 2010 calendar year performance (reported in JR11) 

The performance of four failed works in 2010 was at the target reference level of 1.4% for AMP5. In 
2010, there were no WTW failures that were associated with the iron permits for phosphorous dosing 
which were subsequently relaxed. Two failures are associated with asset failures. One failure 
(Swalecliffe) was associated with surface water flooding following heavy rain, but as this was not 
identified as extreme weather we have retained the failure in our performance analysis. One failure 
was associated with atypically high levels of silver at Forest Row. We do not consider this to be 
serviceability related, as the most likely cause/s is a one off hobbyist discharge in the catchment or 
laboratory reliability. 
 
Table 2 below explains the cause of each failure and where failures were outside our control or 
where they were they associated with asset failure and or deterioration or operational error. 
 
With three failed sites for serviceability related performance and one with a one off discharge of silver 
we reported stable performance for 2010. 
 
Appendix R contains the failed works for 2010-2014 in excel format. 
Appendix S contains the MD109 report for 2010. 
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WTW failed Population 
Equivalent Type of failure

Std failed (permit 
level) & date of when 

this permit was 
implemented

Results of 
sample/s that 
were above 
permit level

Date of sample 
failures Reason for failure Serviceability 

Applicable
Revision to  
permit (Y/N)

Revised 
std Date of revision

Would site have failed  had 
revised std been in place? 

(Y/N)

Other improvement initiatives 
relevant

Eastbourne 114,638

Iron (UT)
BOD (UT UWWTR)
COD (UT UWWTR)

SS (UT)
COD (LUT UWWTR)

7mg/L (18/06/08)
50mg/L (22/04/03)
250mg/L (22/04/03)
150mg/L (18/06/08)
125mg/l (22/04/03)

7.06mg/L
96.7mg/L
292mg/L
200mg/L
200mg/l

20/02/10
20/02/10
15/05/10
02/12/10
15/07/10

Asset Related
Eastbourne is a fully underground works close to a 

residential area. High hydrogen sulphide 
concentrations inside the works, compounded by 

high salinity of crude sewage, caused asset 
reliability issues with the lamella, BAFF processes 

and sludge dewatering centrifuges. Screens, 
blowers, aeration air grid, ferric dosing system and 
centrifuges have been refurbished. Refurbishment 

is on-going for the lamellas. 

Y

N
N
N
N

- - -

Underground seafront 
treatment works  identified as 
high risk through sulphide and 

asset deterioration. 
Iinvestment planned into 

AMP5 including 
refurbisjhment of lamella 

separation

Ford 130,937 COD (UT UWWTR) 250mg/L (01/01/01) 267mg/L 13/08/10

1 off event due to a combination of unusual 
weather event and mechanical failure. No further 

failure occurred.

Y N - - - Programme of rising main 
flushing introduced to reduce 

septicity risk leading to 
improved process stability. 

Sulphide deterioration of inlet 
identified as requirement to be 

adressed in AMP6
Swalecliffe 35,991 UV 04/12/10 The site was flooded by surface water after 

sustained heavy rain which affected the UV 
system. The breakdown was restored quickly. An 
interim anti-flood wall was constructed to protect 

the system. Following more recent flooding events, 
work has been completed to raise the level of the 
UV system to increase resilience against future 

flooding

Y N - - - Modifications to UV system to 
raise above flood risk in 

advance of interventions to 
reduce flood risk and manage 

flows AMP5/6

Forest Row 4,322 Ag (UT) 1.5ug/L (13/02/04) 12ug/L 28/10/10 Illegal discharge not conclusively identified or 
analysis error.

An atypical high silver result out of context based 
on last 3 years of sample data. Lab result queried 
but unsuccessfully. Level of silver could be from 
domestic hobbyist throwing away a small volume 

of chemical. Most recent WRA lab results 25/01/11 
and 16/02/11 are greater than the upper tier level 
but have been contested as repeat test show low 

levels. Results of a lab audits show that the 
analyses methods do not reliably produce results 
at the low levels of detection needed. The EA have 

been informed and a better lab analysis is being 
developed.

N Y 4.2ug/L 31/08/11 Y Improvements to laboratory 
analysis for more reliable and 

robust sample analysis.

 
 
Table 2 - 2010 WTW failures 
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2.2 2011 calendar year performance (reported in RC12) 

In 2011, there was a total of 11 failed works, of which eight were applicable to serviceability. 
One WTW failure (Coldwaltham) was associated with balancing the onerous iron permits for 
phosphorous removal which were subsequently relaxed. A further three WTW failed due to issue 
beyond our full control such as naturally high levels of copper, breach of a trade discharge. Whilst 
these are reflective of non-compliance, they are not reflective of serviceability as they are associated 
with issue other than the ability of the asset to provide service now and in the future. Adjusting the 
2011 performance for the revised permit conditions and the failures not within our control would have 
resulted in eight WTW failures which is slightly above the upper reference level. This was the first 
year at this level of performance, including one site fail which was not asset deterioration related at 
Saddlers Close and we therefore consider that the performance was stable for this year.  
 
Table 3 below explains the cause of each failure and whether they are considered as serviceability 
failures. 
 
In summary: 
 

 Eight sites are considered as serviceability failures 
 Three sites are considered are not considered as serviceability failures 

o Coldwaltham WTW – failed on iron and phosphate and iron permit subsequently 
relaxed. This site would not have failed if the revised permits were in place at the time. 

o Faversham WTW – failed on BOD. Site overwhelmed by excessive trade effluent 
outside of agree limits.  

o Lidsey WTW – failed on copper due to uncharacteristically high levels of copper in the 
catchment. 
 

 
Appendix R contains the failed works for 2010-2014 in excel format. 
Appendix T contains the MD109 report for 2011. 
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WTW failed Population 
Equivalent

Type of failure

Std failed (permit 
level) & date of when 

this permit was 
implemented

Results of 
sample/s that 
were above 
permit level

Date of sample 
failures

Reason for failure Serviceability 
Applicable

Revision to  
permit (Y/N)

Revised 
std

Date of revision
Would site have failed  had 
revised std been in place? 

(Y/N)

Other improvement initiatives 
relevant

Saddlers Close 119 SS (UT) 30mg/L (29/03/07) 28/03/11 This is a one off event possibly due to 
unrepresentative sample as a result of high 

intermittent discharge from a very small works. 
Post failure investigation identify the sample has a 

BOD of 3.2 and TSS of 35.6 which is 
uncharacteristic of the normal samples collected 
from this site. No further failure occurred and not 

associated with asset deterioration.

Y N - - -

Eastbourne 115,596 Iron (UT)
SS (UT)

COD (UT & LUT 
UWWTR)

BOD (UT UWWTR)

7mg/L (18/06/08)
150mg/L (18/06/08)
125mg/L (22/04/03)
50mg/L (22/04/03)

9.3mg/L
560mg/L
311mg/L
72mg/L

02/12/11 
19/05/11
18/02/11
18/02/11

Asset Related
Eastbourne is a fully underground works close to a 

residential area. High hydrogen sulphide 
concentrations inside the works, compounded by 

high salinity of crude sewage, caused asset 
reliability issues with the lamella, BAFF processes 

and sludge dewatering centrifuges. Screens, 
blowers, aeration air grid, ferric dosing system and 
centrifuges have been refurbished. Refurbishment 

is on-going for the lamellas. 

Y N - - -
Underground seafront 

treatment works  identified as 
high risk through sulphide and 

asset deterioration. 
Iinvestment planned into 

AMP5 including 
refurbisjhment of lamella 

separation

Shoreham 53,425 COD (UT & LUT 
UWWTR)

250mg/L (01/01/01) 274mg/L 30/01/11 Asset Failure
Insufficient aeration of the activated sludge plant 
resulted in poor COD treatment. Fractured air 

distribution pipe work in the ASP resulted in poor 
oxygen transfer due to the loss of fine bubbles. 

Representativeness of final sample now in doubt 
as on-line turbidity trend did not confirm the 

turbidity of the 20/02/11 sample.

Y N - - - Replacement of diffusers 
carried out 2011/12

Hailsham North 14,793 Ammonia (UT) 8mg/L as N 
(31/03/08)

11mg/L as N 10/05/11 Asset Failure
A combination of a number of factors led to the 
upper tier ammonia breach. Loss of nitrification 
occurred due to a reduction in pH and loss of 
alkalinity in the oxidation ditch. Acidification 

occurred due to increased ferric dosing combined 
with increased sludge return liquors as well as 

increased cess returns.

Y N - - - Introduction of operating plans 
and Site Process Activities 

manual
Reprofile of aeration control 

system

Battle 6,043 BOD (LUT)
Ammonia (UT)

15mg/L (Winter) 
10mg/L (Summer)

6mg/L asN 
(09/11/12)

15.2mg/L, 
18.5mg/L, 
10.2mg/L
3.38mg/L

08/03/11, 23/04/11 & 
23/05/11
07/07/11

Asset related. The filters were being refurbished as 
a part of planned asset maintenance at the time 

when the failures took place. 

Y N - - - First site to have 5 year trend 
clearly identified deterioration 
in performance and helped 

shape investment 
Lidsey 23,898 Copper (LUT) 18ug/L (16/11/10) 27ug/L 22/02/2011 (9 

Overall)
The failures at Lidsey are a result of a breach of 

copper levels. The permitted copper concentration 
for Lidsey WTW is considered to be unrealistic 

given the effects of the background levels of 
copper in the catchment, which has been 

confirmed by sampling at other WTW which lie in 
the area served by Portsmouth Water. An 

application was made for a variation to the permit 
but this was refused. To mitigate Copper 

concentration a pair of former lagoons have been 
converted to reed beds and were commissioned in 
2013. This should ensure the copper permit is now 

met. Investigations into the source of the copper 
has not identified the source. Investigations has 
included extensive sampling of the catchment. 
This is not considered to be an asset related 

issue.

N N - - - Provision of reed bed for 
copper removal

 
 
 
Table 3 2011 WTW failures part 1 of 2 
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WTW failed Population 
Equivalent Type of failure

Std failed (permit 
level) & date of when 

this permit was 
implemented

Results of 
sample/s that 
were above 
permit level

Date of sample 
failures Reason for failure Serviceability 

Applicable
Revision to  
permit (Y/N)

Revised 
std Date of revision

Would site have failed  had 
revised std been in place? 

(Y/N)

Other improvement initiatives 
relevant

Coldwaltham 816 Iron (UT)
Phosphorus (Annual Av)

3.7mg/L (31/03/10)
1mg/L (31/03/10)

4.4mg/L
1.43mg/L 

(Annual Av)

26/11/11
-

In order to meet the phosphorus consent at ferric 
dosing sites, an extremely fine balance had to be 
struck on ferric dosing rate. This has led to upper 
tier iron failures at a number of ferric dosing sites. 

As part of the company wide response to the 
upper tier iron risks, ferric dosing rate was 
adjusted to more closely match the annual 

average target in order to prevent further upper tier 
iron failures. This led to the annual average 

phosphorus failure which is not related to asset 
issues.

N Y UT 8mg/L
-

29/11/13
-

N
-

Installation of additional 
Humus tank and 

improvements to biological 
filter.

East Worthing 133,729 BOD (UT UWWTR)
SS (UT)

50mg/L (01/01/01)
150mg/L (21/12/05)

58.9mg/L
256mg/L

15/12/11
03/11/11

East Worthing was affected by exceptional rag 
loads from the network which hit the site after 
heavy rainfall following dry spells. The rag load 

overwhelmed the screens and caused repeated 
breakdowns of primary tanks which have bespoke 
submerged scrapers. Reduced primary treatment 

and septic sewage affected the settleability of 
activated sludge causing high turbidity in the 

effluent. A major scheme has been carried out 
which removed 3000 tonnes of rag in the sewer 

system and refurbished the inlet screens. This has 
improved the site performance.

Y N - - - Capital investment on inlet 
works, primary and 

secondary treatment 

Pagham 9,336 SS (LUT) 25mg/L (01/04/04) 32mg/L 22/01/2011 TSS breach 22/01/11 caused by drying out of large 
plastic media percolating filter during a period of no 

flow. Since then all filters have been shedding 
significantly and final effluent TSS has suffered.

Y N - - - Introduction of operating plans 
and Site Process Activities 

manual

Faversham 42,513 BOD (LUT) 40mg/L (01/01/90) 45.4mg/L, 
74mg/L, 
152mg/L, 
54.8mg/L

12/01/11, 14/07/11, 
11/08/11 & 11/10/11

The works was overloaded due to excessive trade 
effluent load received from

resulting in high BOD in the final effluent. SW has 
since engaged with the customer to resolve the 

issue. 

N N - - - Trade effluent enfiorcement 
action

Petworth 2,478 SS (LUT) 40mg/L (17/10/06) 43mg/L 06/04/2011 The works accidentally received a quantity of 
polymer into the primary tanks as a result of a 

water leak in the decommissioned sludge press 
house. At the same time excessive biogrowth 
shedding from the filters accumulated in the 

humus tanks due to failure of one humus tank 
desludge valve.

Y N - - - Introduction of operating plans 
and Site Process Activities 

manual
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2.3 2012 calendar year performance (reported in RC13) 

In 2012, there were nine failed works. Of these two WTW failures with were associated with 
balancing the onerous iron permits for phosphorous removal which were subsequently relaxed. A 
further two WTW failed due to issues beyond our full control such as illegal discharge of construction 
silt to sewer in Hailsham which was the cause of sand filter blockage and the high background levels 
of copper at Lidsey. Whilst these are reflective of non-compliance, they are not reflective of 
serviceability as they are associated with issues other than the ability of the asset to provide service 
now and in the future.  
 
Adjusting the 2012 performance for the revised permit conditions and the failures not within our 
control, would have resulted in five WTW failures which is well within the upper reference level. We 
self-reported the performance originally as marginal for the unadjusted % non-compliance. However, 
with the resolution of the permitting policy change by the EA now resolved, we consider that the 
performance was stable for this year. 
 
Table 4 below explains the cause of each failure and whether they are considered as serviceability 
failures. 
 
In summary: 
 

 Five sites are considered as serviceability failures 
 Four sites are not considered as serviceability failures 

o Hailsham North WTW – failed iron and suspended solids. This was due to illegal third 
party discharge. 

o Horsham WTW – failed on iron permit which was subsequently revised 
o Lidsey WTW – failed on copper due to uncharacteristically high levels of copper in the 

catchment.  
o Grayswood WTW – failed on iron permit which was subsequently revised. 

 
Appendix R contains the failed works for 2010-2014 in excel format. 
Appendix U contains the MD109 report for 2012. 
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WTW failed Population 
Equivalent

Type of failure

Std failed (permit 
level) & date of when 

this permit was 
implemented

Results of 
sample/s that 
were above 
permit level

Date of sample 
failures

Reason for failure
Serviceability 
Applicable

Revision to  
permit (Y/N)

Revised 
std

Date of revision
Would site have failed  had 
revised std been in place? 

(Y/N)

Other improvement initiatives 
relevant

Coldwaltham 827 SS (LUT)
Iron (UT)

30mg/L (31/03/10)
3.7mg/L (31/03/10)

32mg/L
4mg/L

06/01/12, 26/01/12, 
18/07/12 & 20/12/12

06/01/12

Asset related for the suspended solids 
performance, associated with the humus tanks Y N

Y
 -

UT 8mg/L
 -

29/11/13
 -
N

Installation of additional 
Humus tank and 

improvements to biological 
filter.

Cherry Gardens 258 BOD (LUT) 60mg/L (19/07/05)  125mg/L  09/07/12

This was a one off event due to weather related 
high flow over-whelming the siphon of a very small 
filter works during weekend. This resulted in erratic 
filter arm rotation over the weekend which cause 

effluent quality deterioration. Operator attended site 
on 8:00 am in Monday morning and quickly 

restored normal filter operation. Effluent quality 
improved quickly. No further failure occurred.

Y N - - -

Eastbourne 117,043
SS (UT)
Iron (UT)

COD (LUT UWWTR)

150mg/L (18/06/08)
7mg/L (18/06/08)

125mg/L (22/04/03)

308mg/L
11mg/L
226mg/L

08/07/12
08/07/12
08/07/12

Asset Related
Eastbourne is a fully underground works close to a 

residential area. High hydrogen sulphide 
concentrations inside the works, compounded by 

high salinity of crude sewage, caused asset 
reliability issues with the lamella, BAFF processes 

and sludge dewatering centrifuges. Screens, 
blowers, aeration air grid, ferric dosing system and 
centrifuges have been refurbished. Refurbishment 

is on-going for the lamellas. 

Y
N
N
N

- - -

Underground seafront 
treatment works  identified as 
high risk through sulphide and 

asset deterioration. 
Iinvestment planned into 

AMP5 including 
refurbisjhment of lamella 

separation

Hailsham North 14,172 SS (LUT)
Iron (UT)

10mg/L (31/03/08)
1.5mg/L (31/03/08)

 39mg/L
1.9mg/L

24/10/12 

Illegal third party discharge
A sample collected on 24th October failed the iron 
Upper Tier permit due to clay contamination from a 

building site. In response, catchment inspectors 
and trade effluent surveyed the area for building 
activities and highlighted issue to constructors. 

The Sand filter media has now been replaced and 
performance has improved. This breach is 

believed to be a One Off failure caused by a third 
party discharge. There has not been any further 

breaches since the refurbishment scheme.

N N
Y

 -
UT 8mg/L

 -
29/11/13

 -
N

Catchment inspector action

Horsham 77,994 Iron (UT) 4mg/L (23/03/10) 5mg/L 24/06/12

The failure is against the previous upper tier iron 
consent. In order to meet the phosphorus consent 
at ferric dosing sites an extremely fine balance had 

to be struck on ferric dosing rate. This led to the 
upper tier iron breach which was not related to 

asset issues. Immediate actions were taken to limit 
further upper tier iron breaches.

N Y UT 8mg/L 05/12/13 N Permit change

Lidsey 24,835 Copper (LUT) 18ug/L (16/11/10)

22ug/L, 26ug/L, 
23.5ug/L, 

20ug/L, 19ug/L, 
20ug/L

21/01/12, 06/02/12, 
21/02/12, 07/03/12, 
22/03/12, 14/09/12

The failures at Lidsey are a result of a breach of 
copper levels. The permitted copper concentration 

for Lidsey WTW is considered to be unrealistic 
given the effects of the background levels of 
copper in the catchment, which has been 

confirmed by sampling at other WTW which lie in 
the area served by Portsmouth Water. An 

application was made for a variation to the permit 
but this was refused. To mitigate Copper 

concentration a pair of former lagoons have been 
converted to reed beds and were commissioned in 
2013. This should ensure the copper permit is now 

met. Investigations into the source of the copper 
has not identified the source. Investigations has 
included extensive sampling of the catchment. 
This is not considered to be an asset related 

issue.

N N - - -

Provision of reed bed for 
copper removal
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WTW failed Population 
Equivalent Type of failure

Std failed (permit 
level) & date of when 

this permit was 
implemented

Results of 
sample/s that 
were above 
permit level

Date of sample 
failures Reason for failure Serviceability 

Applicable

Revision to  
permit (Y/N)

Revised 
std Date of revision

Would site have failed  had 
revised std been in place? 

(Y/N)

Other improvement initiatives 
relevant

Pembury 5,530 SS (LUT) 15mg/L (01/01/08) 17mg/L  25/07/12

Asset Related
Two sample failures in quick succession moved 
this site to critical status. A failure on 12th March 
was caused by by-passing of the sand filters, due 

to a compressor fault. The failure on 14th April was 
caused by poor performance of the sand filters, 

and a high proportion of fine colloidal solids being 
present, due to Spring Sloughing, or generally poor 

filter condition. Detailed training on the care of 
sand filters has been completed for operators and 

process scientists. We are in the process of 
purchasing and hiring SAFs to augment the 

treatment at Pembury, to avoid deterioration while 
we wait for filter refurbishment which is in next 

year's capital programme. A sample collected on 
25th July failed the solids and BOD standards, 
moving Pembury to failed status for Suspended 
solids. The breach was caused by intermittent 

failure of the dosing syphons causing filter 
stoppage over night. SAFs are due to be installed 
by end September. The filter siphons have been 
overhauled and temporary recirculation applied. 
Daily site visits are being conducted to maintain 

process units.

Y N - - -

Introduction of operating plans 
and Site Process Activities 

manual

Redgate Mill Crowborough 21,114 Ammonia (UT) 6mg/L as N (01/01/92) 7.54mg/L as N 12/04/12

This was a one off event due to mechanical failure 
of a carriage wheel on one of the rectangular filter 
distribution arms caused a proportion of the flow 
bypassing the filters during a period in the Bank 

Holiday weekend. Flow to the filter was isolated by 
the operator attending site and the carriage wheel 

was repaired. No further failure occurred.

Y N - - -

Introduction of operating plans 
and Site Process Activities 

manual

Grayswood 432 Iron (UT) 4mg/L (31/03/12) 4.1mg/L 07/12/12

The failure is against the previous upper tier iron 
consent. In order to meet the phosphorus consent 
at ferric dosing sites an extremely fine balance had 

to be struck on ferric dosing rate. This led to the 
upper tier iron breach which was not related to 
asset issues. Immediate actions were taken to 

limit further upper tier iron breaches.

N Y UT 8mg/L 05/12/13 N Permit change
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2.4 2013 calendar year performance (reported in RC14) 

In 2013, there were 12 failed works. Of these six WTW failures were associated with balancing the 
onerous iron permits for phosphorous removal which were subsequently relaxed. In addition, 
Woolston WTW failed due to an issue beyond our full control. At Woolston, there was an illegal 
connection which allowed intrusion of saline water which subsequently caused inhibition of the 
biological treatment process. The root cause of the failure was therefore illegal third party connection 
and not the ability of our assets to provide service levels. 
   
Adjusting the 2013 performance for the revised permit conditions and the failure caused by illegal 
activity would have resulted in five WTW failures which are well within the upper reference level. With 
the resolution of the permitting policy change by the EA now resolved, we consider that the 
performance was stable for this year. 
 
The table below explains the cause of each failure and whether they are considered as serviceability 
failures. 
 
In summary: 
 

 Five sites are considered as serviceability failures 
 Seven sites are not considered as serviceability failures 

o Paddock Wood WTW – failed on iron permit which was subsequently revised. 
o Hailsham North WTW – failed on iron permit which was subsequently revised.  
o Cuckfield WTW – failed on iron permit which was subsequently revised, and on 

phosphorous which would not have caused a failure if the revised relaxed iron permits 
were in place at the time. 

o Coldwaltham WTW – failed on iron permit which was subsequently revised. 
o Stocksbridge WTW – failed on iron permit which was subsequently revised.  
o Westfield WTW – failed on phosphorous which would not have caused a failure if the 

revised relaxed iron permits were in place at the time.  
o Woolston WTW – failed on BOD and COD due to 3rd party illegal connection. 

 
 
Appendix R contains the failed works for 2010-2014 in excel format. 
Appendix V contains the MD109 report for 2013. 
 

 
 

86



 
Southern Water Services Limited   

Wholesale Wastewater service – Legacy - Wastewater treatment works serviceability 
16 

 

WTW failed Population 
Equivalent

Type of failure

Std failed (permit 
level) & date of when 

this permit was 
implemented

Results of 
sample/s that 
were above 
permit level

Date of sample 
failures

Reason for failure Serviceability 
Applicable

Revision to  
permit (Y/N)

Revised 
std

Date of revision
Would site have failed  had 
revised std been in place? 

(Y/N)

Other improvement initiatives 
relevant

Hailsham North 14,172 Iron (UT) 1.5mg/L (31/03/08) 3mg/L 02/02/13

The failure is against the previous upper tier iron 
consent. In order to meet the phosphorus consent 
at ferric dosing sites an extremely fine balance had 

to be struck on ferric dosing rate. This led to the 
upper tier iron breach which was not related to 

asset issues. Immediate actions were taken to limit 
further upper tier iron breaches.

N Y UT 8mg/L 29/11/13 N Permit change

Cuckfield 3,284 Iron (UT)
Phosphorus (Annual Av)

4mg/L (22/12/12)
1mg/L (Annual Av)

4.6mg/L
1.51mg/L 

(Annual Av)

04/03/13 
-

The failure is against the previous upper tier iron 
consent. In order to meet the phosphorus consent 
at ferric dosing sites an extremely fine balance had 

to be struck on ferric dosing rate. This led to the 
upper tier iron breach which was not related to 
asset issues. Immediate actions were taken to 

limit further upper tier iron breaches. As part of the 
company wide response to the upper tier iron 
risks, ferric dosing rate was adjusted to more 

closely match the annual average target in order to 
limit further upper tier iron failures. This led to the 
annual average phosphorus failure which is not 

related to asset issues.

N Y
N

UT 8mg/L
-

29/11/13
-

N
-

Permit change

Coldwaltham 827 Iron (UT) 3.7m/L (31/03/10) 3.9mg/L 04/02/13

The failure is against the previous upper tier iron 
consent. In order to meet the phosphorus consent 
at ferric dosing sites an extremely fine balance had 

to be struck on ferric dosing rate. This led to the 
upper tier iron breach which was not related to 

asset issues. Immediate actions were taken to limit 
further upper tier iron breaches.

N Y UT 8mg/L 29/11/13 N Permit change

Stockbridge 910 Iron (UT) 4mg/L (03/06/05) 4.1mg/L 06/03/2013

The failure is against the previous upper tier iron 
consent. In order to meet the phosphorus consent 
at ferric dosing sites an extremely fine balance had 

to be struck on ferric dosing rate. This led to the 
upper tier iron breach which was not related to 
asset issues. Immediate actions were taken to 

limit further upper tier iron breaches.

N Y UT 8mg/L 27/11/13 N Permit change

Staplefield 196 Iron (UT) 4mg/L (22/12/12) 11mg/L 25/02/2013

The failure is against the previous upper tier iron 
consent. In order to meet the phosphorus consent 
at ferric dosing sites an extremely fine balance had 

to be struck on ferric dosing rate. This led to the 
upper tier iron breach which was not related to 
asset issues. Immediate actions were taken to 

limit further upper tier iron breaches.

Y Y UT 8mg/L 21/11/13 Y - 25/02/13 sample

Introduction of operating plans 
and Site Process Activities 

manual

 
 
 
 

 
Table 5 2013 WTW failures part 1 of 3 
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WTW failed Population 
Equivalent

Type of failure

Std failed (permit 
level) & date of when 

this permit was 
implemented

Results of 
sample/s that 
were above 
permit level

Date of sample 
failures

Reason for failure Serviceability 
Applicable

Revision to  
permit (Y/N)

Revised 
std

Date of revision
Would site have failed  had 
revised std been in place? 

(Y/N)

Other improvement initiatives 
relevant

Paddock Wood 9,879 Iron (UT) 2.9mg/L (18/09/12) 4.4mg/L 20/04/13

The failure is against the previous upper tier iron 
consent. In order to meet the phosphorus consent 
at ferric dosing sites an extremely fine balance had 

to be struck on ferric dosing rate. This led to the 
upper tier iron breach which was not related to 
asset issues. Immediate actions were taken to 

limit further upper tier iron breaches.

N Y UT 8mg/L 27/11/13 N Permit change

Tunbridge Wells North 27,585 BOD (LUT) 8mg/L (23/04/13)  8.96mg/L 15/09/2013

Asset Related
Samples collected on 16, 29 August and 15 

September 2013 failed the sites BOD permit. Our 
investigations have concluded that the cause of all 
of these failures was a lack of tertiary treatment. 
One of the sand filters was offline for repairs as it 
had been losing a large amount of sand and was 

no longer effective. Repairs to two sand filters 
have now been completed and both are back in 

service. There is no evidence of loss of sand from 
the other two sand filters. We will be continuing to 
monitor these closely so that preventive action can 
be taken if any loss of sand occurs. Work has also 

begun on site to repair the steel glass coated 
sludge holding tank. Following a capital scheme, 

the site is now in takeover testing from the 
contractor.

Y N - - -

Introduction of operating plans 
and Site Process Activities 

manual

Fittleworth 727 BOD (LUT) 20mg/L (01/06/06)  58.9mg/L  16/10/13

Fittleworth breached its permit in June 2013 as the 
result of a dry weather flow pump at the terminal 

pumping station failing to run due to air locking and 
a faulty load monitor prevented the standby dry 

weather flow pump from running. Consequently a 
storm pump was called to run which caused the 

works to receive high flows and the treatment 
process was overloaded. Since the above 

breaches, the air lock has been cleared and the 
load monitor has been repaired at the pumping 

station. A capital scheme has also provided PST 
auto-desludge, humus tank flow split 

improvements and installation of storm return 
valve.

Y N - - -

Investment to address site 
issues

Woolston 64,908
BOD (UT UWWTR)
COD (UT UWWTR)

BOD (UT)

50mg/L (01/01/01)
250mg/L (01/01/01)
80mg/L (01/01/10)

132mg/L
358mg/L
94.6mg/L

27/05/13 
27/05/13
03/06/13

This failure was caused by a significant illegal input 
of saline water into the Low Level Inlet Pumping 

Station which caused almost total treatment 
inhibition within the Activated Sludge process. The 

saline water input was caused by a third party 
making a large scale illegal connection to the 

sewer network adjacent to the WTW.

N N - - -

Disconnection of illegal 
connection

 
 
Table 5 2013 WTW failures part 2 of 3 
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WTW failed Population 
Equivalent

Type of failure

Std failed (permit 
level) & date of when 

this permit was 
implemented

Results of 
sample/s that 
were above 
permit level

Date of sample 
failures

Reason for failure Serviceability 
Applicable

Revision to  
permit (Y/N)

Revised 
std

Date of revision
Would site have failed  had 
revised std been in place? 

(Y/N)

Other improvement initiatives 
relevant

Morestead 38,215 BOD (UT UWWTR) 50mg/L (21/12/13) 51.4mg/L 03/02/13

This was a one off event due to mechanical failure 
of a gearbox and shaft on the scraper bridge of 
one of the final settlement tanks on Friday 1st 
February. This affected MLSS in the activated 

sludge aeration lanes. The gearbox and shaft were 
replaced, the bridge was made fully operational 

and the site reseeded to allow treatment to 
recover. No further failure occurred.

Y N - - -

Introduction of operating plans 
and Site Process Activities 

manual

Swalecliffe 36,784 UV - - 06/06/13

The site was flooded by surface water after 
sustained heavy rain which affected the UV 

system. The breakdown was restored quickly. An 
interim anti-flood wall was constructed to protect 
the system. Work is on-going to raise the level of 

the UV system to increase protection against 
future flooding

Y N - - - Relocation of UV kiosk

Westfield 2,194 Phosphorus (Annual Av) 1mg/L (22/12/12) 2.02 (Annual Av) -

In order to meet the phosphorus consent at ferric 
dosing sites, an extremely fine balance had to be 
struck on ferric dosing rate. This has led to upper 
tier iron failures at a number of ferric dosing sites. 

As part of the company wide response to the 
upper tier iron risks, ferric dosing rate was 
adjusted to more closely match the annual 

average target in order to limit further upper tier 
iron failures. This led to the annual average 

phosphorus failure which is not related to asset 
issues.

N Y (iron)
(UT 

8mg/L) (27/11/2013) N
Phosphate failure due to 

tighter iron permit now relaxed

 
 
 
Table 5 2013 WTW failures part 3 of 3 
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3. Performance in calendar year 2014 

3.1 Performance to 30th June 2014 

 
Our performance on wastewater treatment works compliance has continued to improve as a result of 
targeted action. We are now recording the lowest number of WRA breaches since 2009. 
 
In 2014 to date (30th June), we have had only one wastewater treatment works (WTW) failure at 
Lidsey WTW for BOD and copper. This good regional performance is a result of the revised iron 
permits being in place by January 2014 which enables a more appropriate balance of operation to 
meet iron and phosphorous compliance, following the liaison with the Environment Agency as 
explained in Section 1. In addition, performance has also benefitted from the successful application 
of the various improvement initiatives which are explained in more detail in Section 4.1.  
 

 
Table 6 below explains the cause of the failure at Lidsey WTW.  
 
In addition to the BOD failure, there was a further failure for high levels of copper which is due to the 
flood damage from the extreme weather in the winter of 2013/14 damaging the reed beds. The winter 
weather was exceptional as they were the most severe in South East England on record. These reed 
beds were completely washed out by the flooding of the site during the storms. They have since had 
been replanted and are re-establishing well.  
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WTW failed Population 
Equivalent

Type of failure

Std failed (permit 
level) & date of when 

this permit was 
implemented

Results of 
sample/s that 
were above 
permit level

Date of sample 
failures

Reason for failure Serviceability 
Applicable

Revision to  
permit (Y/N)

Revised 
std

Date of revision
Would site have failed  had 
revised std been in place? 

(Y/N)

Other improvement initiatives 
relevant

Lidsey 25504 BOD UT
Copper UT

56mg/L (21/11/13)
44ug/L (21/11/13)

64.6mg/L
61ug/L

08/04/2014
08/04/2014

The sample coincided with a very short period of 
poor final effluent quality. Cleansing of previously 
flooded site pipework was being carried out using 

final effluent from Horsham WTW. When the 
effluent quality visibly deteriorated the cleansing 
operation was immediately halted and the final 

effluent was clear within the hour. The reed beds 
commissioned in 2013 which are designed to 

reduce the copper concentration lost a lot of reeds 
when flooded by river water in early 2014. New 

reeds have been planted and the reeds are 
growing well.

Y (BOD) N - - -
Restoration of reed beds for 
copper removal, following 

flood damage.

 
 
Table 6 2014 WTW failures 
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3.2 2014 Underlying performance and forecast serviceability for 2014 

 
In 2014 we have only had one wastewater treatment works (Lidsey WTW) failure year to date and 
are recording our best performance against a number of effluent compliance measures such as 
number of breaches against Water Resource Act (chart below), number of critical works and those at 
sub critical for a number of years. In understanding our action plan and reviewing the trend rates as 
shown in the chart below, our forecast is 1.4% of wastewater treatment works failing discharge 
consent limits, which is the equivalent of four failed works. Given only one works has failed in the first 
six months of 2014, this is a realistic forecast for the following six months as we start the winter 
period. 
 
Figure 1 below shows the number of Water Resource Act breaches or near miss breaches over the 
last five years. A near miss breach is anything at or above 80% of the look-up-table WRA permit 
standard. We use this as a lead indicator of good performance against all compliance standards 
whether look up table or upper tier standards. They are equally relevant to the population equivalent 
associated with look up table failures. 
 
During 2013 we saw a significant improvement - 25% reduction - on the previous year 2012. This 
improvement has continued into 2014 and we are recording half of the number of breaches for the 
same time in 2013.  
 

Cumulative WRA Breaches and Near Miss Breaches 2009-14
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Figure 1 WRA breaches and near miss breaches 
 
Figure 2 below (and Appendix W) provides the historical trend (from 2007 to current) of WTW 
performance, showing that the number of failed sites and critical sites (where critical is 1 failed 
sample before the site fails) have been reducing over time.  
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Figure 2 Number of works historically and forecast as failed or critical. 
 
The above figure shows that currently there are four sites that are critical under WRA Look Up Table, 
the lowest level of critical sites since 2007. It also shows that there are only three sites that are 
classed as failed under WRA Look Up Table or Upper Tier. Two sites will be removed from the failed 
lists during 2014 calendar year as they are all on a rolling 12-month measure. This also matches our 
best performance since 2009. 
 
We are therefore confident that the underlying performance improvements will deliver stable 
serviceability for 2014 calendar year (to be reported in RC15). 
 
Appendix R contains the failed works for 2010-2014 in excel format. 
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4. AMP5 performance initiatives 

We have undertaken significant improvements in risk management, through the introduction of Asset 
Risk Management, Asset Risk Control, 5 year on-line monitoring performance trends, and 
development of risk and performance assessment tools, such as concentric squares. We also have 
improved our modelling for capacity and capability assessments for treatment processes and incident 
reviews that have established root cause. 
 
Embedding risk management within Southern Water has been a significant contributor to managing 
compliance through extremes of rainfall during 2012 and 2013 which when failures associated with 
Upper Tier Iron are removed demonstrates effective works compliance with the benefits being even 
more evident in 2014 where we have seen the lowest number of failed works at the mid-point during 
the year and significant reduction in breaches and near miss breaches (between 80% of permit and 
permit value).  
 
Improvement initiatives have been put in place in line with the key drivers of 

1. Improvement in risk management 
2. effective use of data 
3. addressing ferric compliance issues  

 
These initiatives have generated improvements in understanding and identified gaps to be addressed 
by training and intervention and have helped manage compliance through extremes of rainfall during 
2012 and 2013. The cost of each initiative is included with a description of the process and benefits 
in the following paragraphs. 
 
In total we have spent over £32M specifically targeted at serviceability improvement initiatives in 
AMP5. 
 
 
Compliance Care Plan 
Inspection of 100 sites to determine asset condition and risk of compliance failure carry out 
improvements with emphasis on modifications to ferric dosing control, primary tanks, biological filters, 
and sand filters. Provide training in new ferric dosing control and sand filter maintenance and 
operation. Associated costs are £7,865k. 
 
Modification and replacement of final effluent sampling chambers  
A number of sites identified where congestion or poor design of final effluent sample chambers was 
preventing the taking of representative samples. Modifications to relocate on-line final effluent 
monitoring and ensure an easily accessible sampling point have been completed. Associated costs 
are £326k. 
 
Introduction of leading indicators: 
We now undertake much more detailed analysis and performance monitoring and which include five 
year trends of on-line performance for turbidity, ammonia, iron, phosphorous and flow to treatment. 
We have also developed an effective risk visualisation tool ‘concentric squares’ based on five year 
trends giving performance over previous three, six and 12 months based on trigger levels. These are 
reviewed weekly for performance and risk management.  
 
Asset Risk Management 
We have introduced an Asset Risk Management process to ensure operational risks are captured 
and scored to ensure health and safety and compliance risk are effectively addressed. Regular 
challenge meetings are carried out with operations to agree and prioritise risks using the leading 
indicator information. Associated costs are £2.777k. 
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Capacity and capability modelling 
Capacity and capability assessments for wastewater treatment works were developed as part of our 
PR14 process to consider the impact of growth and quality drivers and current and historic 
performance against design standards, recent enhancements and to understand performance 
capability of individual assets such humus tanks etc. We now use this as an additional risk 
assessment tool for performance at all sites. 
 
Wastewater Safety Plans – Asset Risk Control 
Introduction of Asset Risk Control (ARC) as the basis for Wastewater Safety plans (to align with 
Water safety plans) to align operationally determined process risk and risk derived from performance 
data, increasing engagement between operations and assets in managing risk. 
 
Additional activity associated with challenge of tight iron permits 
We put considerable time and resource into influencing the development of the EA policy in order 
that an appropriate balance was struck for protecting the environment at reasonable risk. This 
included studies, investigations, operational changes and interventions. Associated costs are 
c£400k. 
 
Additional Operational activity at Iron dosing sites 
Operational activity committed to phosphorous removal sites to balance annual average P and upper 
tier iron risk. This work to manage the issues with meeting unrealistic Iron consents were at the 
expense of normal levels of operational attendance and increased the risk of failure at non ferric 
dosing sites. Additional tinkering to reduce the risk from decanting surface water from sludge tanks 
was also undertaken. Associated costs are £150k. 
 
Additional Operational activity increased daily focus on compliance by control centre 
Operational teams have completed a Control Centre Compliance Project with intense daily 
evaluation of compliance risk from on-line data and operational activity.  
 
Review of performance at iron dosing sites 
We undertook a site specific review, supported by technical consultants Black and Veatch, of the 
performance of existing equipment and equipment under construction of ferric dosing for 
phosphorous removal. We have carried out intensive audits identifying requirements including 
contractor modifications, changes to operation, maintenance and control and adjustments to design 
standards to minimise risk. This was undertaken prior to successful changes to permits for these 
sites. Associated costs are circa £115k. 
 
Ferric dosing Industry review 
We took part in the industry review of ferric dosing identifying successful approaches and scale of 
challenge carried out by WS Atkins. Associated costs are £40k. 
 
Specialist investigation to determine best practice 
Following on from Atkins study a specialist investigation of the Southern Water Services approach to 
ferric dosing comparing with a previously challenged industry area was carried out by Mott McDonald 
identifying improvements in mixing and defining best practice. Associated costs are £50k 
 
Revision of permits 
Application to Environment Agency for revised ferric sites 76 sites submitted in 3 phases to ensure 
rapid adjustment of sites most at risk of iron or phosphorous failure. Associated costs are £70k. 
 
Investment at sites recorded as failed during AMP5 
 
The planning of quality and growth investment for the AMP5 period along with asset maintenance 
has had a strong focus on the sites that have been recorded as failed.  
 

95



 
Southern Water Services Limited   

Wholesale Wastewater service – Legacy - Wastewater treatment works serviceability 
25 

In addition to general capital maintenance expenditure for wastewater non infrastructure, we have 
spent £21million on those sites which have failed as part of the overall programme of asset 
maintenance including work identified through improvements in risk awareness and management. 
 
Investment for quality requirements and growth investment of £45,261k delivers improvements in line 
with the business plan, in some cases this will have been the provision of ferric dosing for 
Phosphorous removal.  The site by site break down is provided in Appendix X. 
 

5 AMP5 overall performance assessment 

Our performance in AMP5 has been significantly affected by the impact of balancing phosphorous 
removal within the onerous iron permits which were not in place in the years used for the creation of 
the AMP5 target. These iron permits have been subsequently relaxed by the EA, in recognition that a 
more appropriate balance of compliance for phosphorous and iron needing to be met to meet the 
needs of the environment, and indeed enhance the environment. The details of the impact in each 
year are explained in Section 3. 
 
We have also recognised that some failed works are associated with illegal activity which is outside 
our control and is not reflective of the asset health and capability of service now and in the future. A 
small number of these instances have been taken into account in our overall serviceability 
assessment, as described in section 3. 
 
Figure 3, below demonstrates the impact of adjusting the performance for the removal of those failed 
works, which we consider is appropriate as those failures were not associated with asset health, the 
ability to provide service now and in the future. Also, by virtue of the EA policy changing, it has been 
recognised that not only there was no detriment to the environmental but also an enhancement to the 
environment, as the permits have subsequently been relaxed. 
 
The performance in AMP5 has one year below the target reference level but above the lower 
reference level (lower control limit), a single year slightly above the upper reference level (upper 
control limit), two years between the target reference level and upper reference level (upper control 
limit) and the forecast for 2014 calendar year, is 1.4% and at the target level. (Appendix Y). 
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Figure 3 - % non-compliant WTW in AMP5 
 
Although in our annual report for calendar year, 2012 (RC13) we self-reported a ‘marginal’ 
serviceability assessment, this was prior to having concluded the discussions with the EA on the 
appropriateness of the permit conditions to balance phosphorus removal using iron dosing. 
 
With this issue resolved, we consider that the serviceability assessment for AMP5 is stable. 
 
As part of the PR14 assurance process, we have undertaken independent assurance with Mott 
McDonald and MWH consultants. 
 
Mott McDonald carried out an independent assessment of serviceability and confirmed our ‘stable’ 
assessment.  
 
MWH carried out an audit of the data used in the Mott McDonald report and our own serviceability 
assessment. They confirmed that the data used were robust. 
 
Their assessment supports our serviceability assessment of Stable for this serviceability indicator. 
 
These reports have been provided to Ofwat in Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 of Chapter 7- Legacy in 
our 27th June Business Plan update.  
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6. Appendices 

Additional appendices documents have been included. 
 
Appendix A EA Consultation on Proposed Revised Policy for Setting Iron Limits 
Appendix B Appendix to EA Consultation – Revised Draft for EA PR14 Operating Instruction 
Appendix C Final version of Replacement Text for EA PR14 Operating Instruction 
Appendix D Email Exchange with EA 
Appendix E Agenda for 2014 EPA Meeting Including Actions from 2013 
Appendix F Email of Confirmation from EA 
Appendix G Total Iron Permit Review 2013 - List of High Priority WTWs 
Appendix H P Removal WTWs – Total Fe and Total P Fails (2010-13) 
Appendix I (i) Coldwaltham WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – EA Cover Letter 
Appendix I (ii) Coldwaltham WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – Permit 
Appendix J (i) Hailsham North WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – EA Cover Letter 
Appendix J (ii) Hailsham North WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – Permit 
Appendix K (i) Horsham WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – EA Cover Letter 
Appendix K (ii) Horsham WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – Permit 
Appendix L (i) Grayswood WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – EA Cover Letter 
Appendix L (ii) Grayswood WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – Permit 
Appendix M (i) Cuckfield WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – EA Cover Letter 
Appendix M (ii) Cuckfield WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – Permit 
Appendix N (i) Stockbridge WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – EA Cover Letter 
Appendix N (ii) Stockbridge WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – Permit 
Appendix O (i) Staplefield WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – EA Cover Letter 
Appendix O (ii) Staplefield WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – Permit 
Appendix P (i) Paddock Wood WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – EA Cover Letter 
Appendix P (ii) Paddock Wood WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – Permit 
Appendix Q (i) Westfield WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – EA Cover Letter 
Appendix Q (ii) Westfield WTW – 2013 Permit Variation – Permit 
Appendix R Numeric works non-compliant spreadsheet 
Appendix S EA MD109 Table 1ab – SWS Wastewater 2010 
Appendix T EA MD109 Table 1ab – SWS Wastewater 2011 
Appendix U EA MD109 Table 1ab – SWS Wastewater 2012 
Appendix V EA MD109 Table 1ab – SWS Wastewater 2013 
Appendix W Failed and Critical works spreadsheet 
Appendix X Expenditure on compliance schemes and failed works spreadsheet 
Appendix Y Population equivalent non-compliant spreadsheet 
 
Table 7 – List of supporting appendices 
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Part B - % of total Population Equivalent (p.e.) served by sewage 
treatment works in breach of WRA or UWWTD consent (LUT) 
 

7. Introduction 

7.1 AMP5 serviceability targets 

 
The AMP5 serviceability targets were set based upon the PR09 methodology using historical 
performance. The reference level for this metric was based upon our performance at 2004 (JR05) 
where we experienced two failed works with a combined p.e. of 4,506 which was 0.1%. The upper 
reference level (upper control limit) was based upon the doubling the population equivalent failed in 
2004 to 0.2%. The lower reference level (lower control limit) was set as zero to be symmetrical. 
Therefore control limits are +/- 0.1%.  
 
This particular indicator is very sensitive to the population equivalent of the particular sites which 
failed when the targets were set and when any single site above 8,800 p.e. (0.2% of of current p.e.) 
would cause a failure against the upper control limit on its own. Of our total p.e. for numeric sites, 
90% of the population equivalent is on 65 works above 8,800 p.e, each of which could fail this 
measure with a single site failure. This demonstrates the sensitivity of this indicator to the size of the 
works with the failure. This measure is therefore less reflective of serviceability for wastewater 
treatment works service overall than the failed works indicator, which is the primary indicator. 
 
As already explained in Part A, at this time we had far fewer wastewater treatment works with both 
phosphorous and iron permits.  
 

7.2 Iron and phosphorous permitting 

We have explained in detail in Part A, the impact of the EA policy for iron permitting in conjunction 
with the need for phosphorous removal. This is also relevant to %age of PE served by treatment 
works in Look Up Table breach of WRA or UWWTD, although the impact of iron permitting is 
reduced. Those failures which are against the upper tier consent for example Iron upper tier levels, 
are not included within this measure. 
 
Please refer to Part A, Section 1 for further detail on iron and phosphorous permitting. 
 

7.3 Failures outside of the control of SW 

As already explained in Part A, there remains potential for failures which are not fully in our control 
such as illegal discharges or extreme weather. Whilst we consider these appropriate to remain as a 
record of non-compliance we do not consider them reflective of serviceability i.e. the health of the 
asset to provide service now or in the future. These are equally relevant for this serviceability 
indicator and include: 
 

 illegal 3rd party connection resulting in significant volume of saline flow at spring high tide  
 illegal 3rd party discharge to sewer such as discharge of construction dewatering activity 
 significant breach of trade effluent agreements 
 extreme weather events which are beyond the design of the asset base for example site 

inundation due to flooding 
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We would continue to take account of these exceptional impacts in any assessment of serviceability 
or asset health in our analysis.   
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8. Annual performance 2010-2013 

8.1 2010 calendar year performance (reported in JR11) 

In 2010, our performance against this indicator was affected due to the single large failure of 
Eastbourne WTW, with a p.e. of over 114,000. This was asset related and a significant investment 
programme has since been undertaken to mitigate further problems. There have been no further 
WRA/UWWTD LUT failures for this site. 
 
The population equivalent served by the works resulted in the performance to be well above the 
upper control limit in 2010 calendar year. Although this was a significant failure above the upper 
control limit, it was due to a single failure at a large works, following previous years of good 
performance. This measure was therefore considered stable for that year.  
 
The table below explains the cause of the failure at Eastbourne  
 
Appendix Y contains the site failures for population equivalent for 2010-2014 in excel format. 
Appendix S contains the MD109 report for 2010. 
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WTW failed 
Population 
Equivalent Type of failure

Std failed (permit level) & 
date of when this permit 

was implemented

Results of sample/s that 
were above permit level Date of sample failures Reason for failure

Serviceabilityy 
Applicable Revision to  permit (Y/N)

Revised 
std Date of revision

Would site have failed had 
revised std been in place? (Y/N)

Other improvement initiatives 
relevant

Eastbourne 114,638

COD (UT & LUT 
UWWTR)

BOD (UT & LUT 
UWWTR)

250mg/L (22/04/03) 200mg/L 15/05/2010 & 15/07/2010

Eastbourne was affected by the unique construction of fully 
underground work close to residential area. High hydrogen sulphide 

concentrations inside the works, compounded by high salinity of 
crude sewage, caused asset reliability issues with the lamella, 
BAFF processes and sludge dewatering centrifuges. Gigantic 

efforts were made under extreme conditions including working with 
full breathing apparatus. Screens, blowers, aeration air grid, ferric 

dosing system and centrifuges have been refurbished. 
Refurbishment is on-going for the lamellas. 

Y

N
N
N
N

- - -

Underground seafront 
treatment works  identified as 
high risk through sulphide and 

asset deterioration. 
Iinvestment planned into 

AMP5 including refurbishment 
of lamella separation  

 
 
 
Table 8 – WTW with WRA and UWWTD (LUT) failures in 2010 
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8.2 2011 calendar year performance (reported in RC12) 

In 2011, six works failed WRA and UWWTD (LUT) consents. Of these two failed due to issues 
beyond our full control including excessive trade effluent (Faversham WTW) and high natural levels 
of copper in the catchment (Lidsey WTW). Whilst these are reflective of non-compliance, they are not 
reflective of serviceability as they are associated with issues other than the ability of the asset to 
provide service now and in the future. 
 
Adjusting the 2011 performance for the failures not within our control would have resulted in in 
performance at slightly above the upper reference level. We consider that the performance was 
stable for this year.  
 
The table below explains the cause of each failure where failures were outside our control or where 
they were they associated with asset failure and / or deterioration or operational error. 
 
Appendix Y contains the site failures for population equivalent for 2010-2014 in excel format. 
Appendix T contains the MD109 report for 2011. 
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WTW failed Population 
Equivalent Type of failure

Std failed (permit level) & 
date of when this permit 

was implemented

Results of sample/s that 
were above permit level Date of sample failures Reason for failure Serviceability 

Applicable Revision to  permit (Y/N) Revised 
std Date of revision Would site have failed had 

revised std been in place? (Y/N)
Other improvement initiatives 

relevant

Battle 6,043 BOD (LUT)
15mg/L (Winter) 10mg/L 

(Summer)
15.2mg/L, 18.5mg/L, 

10.2mg/L
08/03/11, 23/04/11 & 

23/05/11
Asset related. The filters were being refurbished as a part of 

planned asset maintenance at the time when the failures took 
place. 

Y N - - - First site to have 5 year trend 
clearly identified deterioration 
in performance and helped 

shape investment 

Lidsey 23,898 Copper (LUT) 18ug/L (16/11/10) 27ug/L 22/02/2011 (9 Overall)

The failures at Lidsey are a result of a breach of copper levels. The 
permitted copper concentration for Lidsey WTW is considered to 
be unrealistic given the effects of the background levels of copper 
in the catchment, which has been confirmed by sampling at other 

WTW which lie in the area served by Portsmouth Water. An 
application was made for a variation to the permit but this was 

refused. To mitigate Copper concentration a pair of former lagoons 
have been converted to reed beds and were commissioned in 

2013. This should ensure the copper permit is now met. 
Investigations into the source of the copper has not identified the 

source. Investigations has included extensive sampling of the 
catchment. This is not considered to be an asset related issue.

N N - - - Provision of reed bed for 
copper removal

Coldwaltham 816 Phosphorus (Annual Av) 1mg/L (31/03/10) 1.43mg/L (Annual Av)
26/11/11

-

In order to meet the phosphorus consent at ferric dosing sites, an 
extremely fine balance had to be struck on ferric dosing rate. This 
has led to upper tier iron failures at a number of ferric dosing sites. 
As part of the company wide response to the upper tier iron risks, 
ferric dosing rate was adjusted to more closely match the annual 
average target in order to prevent further upper tier iron failures. 
This led to the annual average phosphorus failure which is not 

related to asset issues.

N Y
N

UT 8mg/L
-

29/11/13
-

N
-

Installation of additional 
Humus tank and 

improvements to biological 
filter.

Pagham 9,336 SS (LUT) 25mg/L (01/04/04) 32mg/L, 29mg/L, 26mg/L 22/01/11, 24/03/11 & 
23/04/11

TSS breach 22/01/11 caused by drying out of large plastic media 
percolating filter during a period of no flow. Filters subsequently 

shedded significantly and final effluent TSS suffered.

Y N - - - Introduction of operating plans 
and Site Process Activities 

manual

Faversham 42,513 BOD (LUT) 40mg/L (01/01/90) 45.4mg/L, 74mg/L, 152mg/L, 
54.8mg/L

12/01/11, 14/07/11, 
11/08/11 & 11/10/11

The works was overloaded due to excessive trade effluent load 
received from resulting in high BOD in the final 
effluent. SW has since engaged with the customer to resolve the 

issue. 

N N - - - Trade effluent enfiorcement 
action

Petworth 2,478 SS (LUT) 40mg/L (17/10/06) 43mg/L, 41mg/L 06/04/11 & 05/09/11

The works accidentally received a quantity of polymer into the 
primary tanks as a result of a water leak in the decommissioned 

sludge press house. At the same time excessive biogrowth 
shedding from the filters accumulated in the humus tanks due to 

failure of one humus tank desludge valve.

Y N - - - Introduction of operating plans 
and Site Process Activities 

manual

 
 
 
Table 9 – WTW with WRA and UWWTD (LUT) failures in 2011 
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8.3 2012 calendar year performance (reported in RC13) 

In 2012, five works failed under WRA or UWWTD LUT. Two WTW failed due to issues beyond our 
full control including illegal discharge to sewer (North Hailsham WTW) and high natural levels of 
copper in the catchment (Lidsey WTW). Whilst these are reflective of non-compliance, they are not 
reflective of serviceability as they are associated with issues other than the ability of the asset to 
provide service now and in the future.  
 
Adjusting the 2012 performance for the failures would have resulted in performance at the 
serviceability reference level. We therefore consider that the performance was stable for this year.  
 
The table below explains the cause of each failure. 
 
Appendix Y contains the site failures for population equivalent for 2010-2014 in excel format. 
Appendix U contains the MD109 report for 2012. 
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WTW failed 

Population 
Equivalent Type of failure

Std failed (permit level) & 
date of when this permit 

was implemented

Results of sample/s that 
were above permit level Date of sample failures Reason for failure

Serviceability 
Applicable Revision to  permit (Y/N)

Revised 
std Date of revision

Would site have failed had 
revised std been in place? (Y/N)

Other improvement initiatives 
relevant

Coldwaltham 827 SS (LUT) 30mg/L (31/03/10) 32mg/L
06/01/12, 26/01/12, 
18/07/12 & 20/12/12

Asset related for the suspended solids performance, associated 
with the humus tanks Y N

Y
 -

UT 8mg/L
 -

29/11/13
 -
N

Installation of additional 
Humus tank and 

improvements to biological 
filter.

Cherry Gardens 258 BOD (LUT) 60mg/L (19/07/05) 153mg/L, 125mg/L 01/04/12 & 09/07/12

This was a one off event due to weather related high flow over-
whelming the siphon of a very small filter works during weekend. 
This resulted in erratic filter arm rotation over the weekend which 
cause effluent quality deterioration. Operator attended site on 8:00 
am in Monday morning and quickly restored normal filter operation. 

Effluent quality improved quickly. No further failure occurred.

Y N - - -

Hailsham North 14,172 SS (LUT) 10mg/L (31/03/08)  39mg/L 24/10/12

Illegal third party discharge
A sample collected on 24th October failed the iron Upper Tier 

permit due to clay contamination from a building site. In response, 
catchment inspectors and trade effluent surveyed the area for 

building activities and highlighted issue to constructors. The Sand 
filter media has now been replaced and performance has 

improved. This breach is believed to be a One Off failure caused by 
a third party discharge. There has not been any further breaches 

since the refurbishment scheme.

N N
Y

 -
UT 8mg/L

 -
29/11/13

 -
N

Catchment inspector action

Lidsey 24,835 Copper (LUT) 18ug/L (16/11/10)
22ug/L, 26ug/L, 23.5ug/L, 
20ug/L, 19ug/L, 20ug/L

21/01/12, 06/02/12, 
21/02/12, 07/03/12, 
22/03/12, 14/09/12

The failures at Lidsey are a result of a breach of copper levels. The 
permitted copper concentration for Lidsey WTW is considered to 
be unrealistic given the effects of the background levels of copper 
in the catchment, which has been confirmed by sampling at other 

WTW which lie in the area served by Portsmouth Water. An 
application was made for a variation to the permit but this was 

refused. To mitigate Copper concentration a pair of former lagoons 
have been converted to reed beds commissioned in 2013. This 

should ensure the copper permit is now met. Investigations into the 
source of the copper has not identified the source. Investigations 

has included extensive sampling of the catchment. This is not 
considered to be an asset related issue.

N N - - -

Provision of reed bed for 
copper removal

Pembury 5,530 SS (LUT) 15mg/L (01/01/08) 16mg/L, 16mg/L, 17mg/L
12/03/12, 14/04/12 & 

25/07/12

Asset Related
Two sample failures in quick succession moved this site to critical 
status. A failure on 12th March was caused by by-passing of the 
sand filters, due to a compressor fault. The failure on 14th April was 
caused by poor performance of the sand filters, and a high 
proportion of fine colloidal solids being present, due to Spring 
Sloughing. Detailed training on the care of sand filters has been 
completed for operators and process scientists. A sample 
collected on 25th July failed the solids and BOD standards, moving 
Pembury to failed status for Suspended solids. The breach was 
caused by intermittent failure of the dosing syphons causing filter 
stoppage over night.  The filter siphons have been overhauled and 
temporary recirculation applied. Daily site visits were conducted to 
maintain process units.  SAFs were installed by end September 
2012 prior to filter completion. 

Y N - - -

Introduction of operating plans 
and Site Process Activities 
manual. SAF installation.

 
 
 
 
Table 10 – WTW with WRA and UWWTD (LUT) failures in 2012 
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8.4 2013 calendar year performance (reported in RC14) 

In 2013, four works failed WRA and UWWTD (LUT) consents. Of these two WTW failed due to 
issues associated with balancing the phosphorous removal and the associated onerous iron permits 
which were subsequently relaxed. This year was dominated by the failure of Tunbridge Wells which 
has a population equivalent of 26,120 and breaches the upper reference level alone. This is reflective 
of the indicator being particularly sensitive to work size. We therefore consider that the performance 
was stable for this year.  
 
 
The table below explains the cause of each failure where failures were due to balancing chemical 
dosing of iron for phosphorous removal, or where they were they associated with asset failure and or 
deterioration.  
 
Appendix Y contains the site failures for population equivalent for 2010-2014 in excel format. 
Appendix V contains the MD109 report for 2013. 
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WTW failed Population 

Equivalent Type of failure
Std failed (permit level) & 
date of when this permit 

was implemented

Results of sample/s that 
were above permit level Date of sample failures Reason for failure Serviceability 

Applicable Revision to  permit (Y/N) Revised 
std Date of revision Would site have failed had 

revised std been in place? (Y/N)
Other improvement initiatives 

relevant

Cuckfield 3,284
Phosphorus (Annual Av) 1mg/L (Annual Av) 1.51mg/L (Annual Av) -

The failure is against the previous upper tier iron consent. In order 
to meet the phosphorus consent at ferric dosing sites an extremely 
fine balance had to be struck on ferric dosing rate. This led to the 

upper tier iron breach which was not related to asset issues. 
Immediate actions were taken to limit further upper tier iron 

breaches. As part of the company wide response to the upper tier 
iron risks, ferric dosing rate was adjusted to more closely match 
the annual average target in order to limit further upper tier iron 

failures. This led to the annual average phosphorus failure which is 
not related to asset issues.

N Y
N

UT 8mg/L
-

29/11/13
-

N
-

Permit change

Tunbridge Wells North 27,585 BOD (LUT) 8mg/L (23/04/13) 10.7mg/L, 8.79mg/L, 
8.96mg/L

16/08/13, 29/08/13 & 
15/09/13

Asset Related
Samples collected on 16, 29 August and 15 September 2013 failed 
the sites BOD permit. Our investigations have concluded that the 

cause of all of these failures was a lack of tertiary treatment. One of 
the sand filters was offline for repairsas it had been losing a large 
amount of sand and was no longer effective. Repairs to two sand 

filters have now been completed and both are back in service. 
There is no evidence of loss of sand from the other two sand filters. 

We will be continuing to monitor these closely so that preventive 
action can be taken if any loss of sand occurs. Work has also 

begun on site to repair the steel glass coated sludge holding tank. 
Following a capital scheme, the site is now in takeover testing from 

the contractor.

Y N - - -

Introduction of operating plans 
and Site Process Activities 

manual

Fittleworth 727 BOD (LUT) 20mg/L (01/06/06)
30.1mg/L, 26.6mg/L, 

58.9mg/L
28/02/13, 25/06/13 & 

16/10/13

Fittleworth breached its permit in June 2013 as the result of a dry 
weather flow pump at the terminal pumping station failing to run due 

to air locking and a faulty load monitor prevented the standby dry 
weather flow pump from running. Consequently a storm pump was 
called to run which caused the works to receive high flows and the 
treatment process was overloaded. Since the above breaches, the 
air lock has been cleared and the load monitor has been repaired at 
the pumping station. A capital scheme has also provided PST auto-

desludge, humus tank flow split improvements and installation of 
storm return valve.

Y N - - -

Westfield 2,194 Phosphorus (Annual Av) 1mg/L (22/12/12) 2.02 (Annual Av) -

In order to meet the phosphorus consent at ferric dosing sites, an 
extremely fine balance had to be struck on ferric dosing rate. This 
has led to upper tier iron failures at a number of ferric dosing sites. 
As part of the company wide response to the upper tier iron risks, 
ferric dosing rate was adjusted to more closely match the annual 
average target in order to prevent further upper tier iron failures. 
This led to the annual average phosphorus failure which is not 

related to asset issues. 

N Y (iron) (UT 
8mg/L) (27/11/2013) - Phosphate failure due to 

tighter iron permit now relaxed

 
 
Table 11 – WTW with WRA and UWWTD (LUT) failures in 2013 
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9. Performance in calendar year 2014 

9.1 Performance to 30th June 2014 

Our performance on wastewater treatment works compliance has improved in the recent past as a 
result of targeted action in risk management and performance management. 
 
In 2014 to date (30th June), we have had no population equivalent look up table failures at 
wastewater treatment works (WTW). This very good performance is a result of the successful 
application of the various improvement initiatives which are explained in more detail in Section 5 of 
Part A.  

9.2 2014 Underlying performance and forecast serviceability for 2014 

In 2014 we have no failures to date and are recording our best performance against a number of 
effluent compliance measures such as number of breaches against Water Resource Act (chart 
below), number of critical works and those at sub critical for a number of years. In understanding our 
action plan and reviewing the trend rates as shown in the chart below, our forecast is 0.1% of 
wastewater treatment works p.e. failing discharge consent limits for WRA and UWWTD (LUT). This is 
in recognition that this measure can have one off failures. We have included a forecast of 0.1% for 
the full year. 
 
Figure 4 below shows the number of Water Resource Act breaches or near miss breaches over the 
last five years. A near miss breach is anything at or above 80% of the look-up-table WRA permit 
standard. We use this as a lead indicator as good performance against this trigger level is indicative 
of good performance against all compliance standards whether they look up table, or upper tier 
standards. They are equally relevant to the population equivalent associated with look up table 
failures. 
 
During 2013 we saw a significant improvement - 25% reduction - on the previous year 2012. This 
improvement has continued into 2014 and we are recording half of the number of breaches for the 
same time in 2013.  
 

Cumulative WRA Breaches and Near Miss Breaches 2009-14
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Figure 4 WRA breaches and near miss breaches 
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Figure 5 below (and Appendix W) provides the historical trend (from 2007 to current) of WTW 
performance, showing that the number of failed sites and critical sites (where critical is 1 failed 
sample before the site fails) have been reducing over time.  
 

 
 
Figure 5 Number of works historically and forecast as failed or critical. 
 
The above figure shows that currently there are four sites that are critical under WRA Look Up Table, 
the lowest level of critical sites since 2007. It also shows that there is only one site that is classed as 
failed under WRA or UWWTD Look Up Table. This site will be removed from the failed lists during 
2014 calendar year as it is on a rolling 12-month measure. This also matches our best performance 
since 2009. 
 
We are therefore confident that the underlying performance improvements will deliver stable 
serviceability for 2014 calendar year (to be reported in RC15). 
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10. AMP5 performance initiatives 

We have undertaken various initiatives within AMP5, associated with risk management and 
performance management. This has had significant success within AMP5 on overall performance as 
demonstrated by Figure 4 above. 
 
For full details, please see Section 4, in Part A above. 
 
 

11. AMP5 performance assessment 

This measure is strongly linked to % of sewage treatment works discharges failing numeric consent. 
In reviewing our historic performance a number of the incidents are consider not to be asset related, 
they have been caused by genuine one off event or a third party. Also previous performance has 
been impacted the failure of works serving a large population equivalent.  

Figure 5 - % non-compliant p.e. for WRA and UWWTD (LUT) in AMP5 
 
Figure 5 above shows that our performance had a major failure in 2010 due to a single large works at 
Eastbourne. There was a further peak in 2011 slightly above the upper reference in 2011 and a 
further peak in 2013. Given the nature of this indicator is that performance can be affected by 
periodic failures at particular sites, much larger than those used in the creation of the tramlines for 
the targets we consider that this indicator is stable for AMP5.  
 
Appendix Y contains the site failures for population equivalent for 2010-2014 in excel format. 
 
As part of the PR14 assurance process, we have undertaken independent assurance with Mott 
McDonald and MWH consultants. Mott McDonald independently reviewed our assessment of the 
serviceability and the process by which we reached our stable conclusions. They supported our 
assessment that this indicator and the Wastewater Non-Infrastructure sub-service is stable for AMP5. 
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MWH carried out an independent assurance of the data we have used in our assessment. 
 
 
These reports have been provided to Ofwat in Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 of Chapter 7- Legacy in 
our 27th June Business Plan update.  
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12. Appendices 

Additional appendices documents have been included. 
The full list of appendices is provided in Part A, section 5 to avoid repeating or duplication. 
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Unique ID Discharge Name / location Driver Statutory 
Deadline Date

Completion Date 
EA suggestion

Completion Date     
Southern Water 

Proposed

Agreed Comments

C:\Users\Chadwmi\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\J44U1DOQ\[NEP Profile Version3 01Oct04 (2).xls]Version 3 - Oct 2004Ver 3 Ver 3 Ver 3 Ver 3

CONTINUOUS

4SO400145 Alresford STW to Ground G1 2010(S) 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

Investigation undertaken in AMP3.
AMP4 proposal involves scheme implementation only.

4SO400671 Ashmansworth Barnes Close STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO400670 Ashmansworth Highfield STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO400139 Droxford STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2010 31-Mar-09 N

4SO400045 Dunbridge STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO400043 East Grimstead STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO400151 Highwood Lane (Groundwater) STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO400040 Ivy Down Lane STW East Oakley G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO400146 Ludgershall STW G1 2010(S) 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

Investigation undertaken in AMP3.
AMP4 proposal involves scheme implementation only.

4SO4000270 Morestead (New) STW G1 2010(S) 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y*

Investigation has been carried out but SWS have not yet got the 
report (or the solution to the problem). SWS agree on 
31/03/2008 completion date on the proviso that the solution is a 
continued discharge to ground with a 5mg/l ammonia standard.

4SO400082 North Waltham STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO400042 Oakley  Road Hannington STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO400041 Oakley Water Ridges STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO400148 Overton STW G1 2010(S) 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

Investigation undertaken in AMP3.
AMP4 proposal involves scheme implementation only.

4SO400147 Whitchurch STW G1 2010(S) 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

Investigation undertaken in AMP3.
AMP4 proposal involves scheme implementation only.

4SO201101 Luddesdown STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2008 31-Mar-09 N

4SO206701 Lydd STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2008 31-Mar-09 N

4SO004501 East Dean STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO001901 Liss Hill Brow STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO004701 Liss Knowles Meadow STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO003501 Offham STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO003301 Pyecombe East STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO003401 Pyecombe West STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2009 31-Mar-09 N

4SO005401 West Marden STW G1 2007(I) 2010(S)
I = 31-Mar-2007

S = 31-Mar-2010 31-Mar-09 N

4SO000401 Steyning STW U1 31-Dec-05 31-Dec-05 31-Dec-05 Y

4SO400375 Willow Wood STW U1a 31-Dec-05 31-Dec-05 31-Dec-05 Y

SWS believe this is a 'null' scheme, i.e. there's nothing to be 
done. It is not in SWS's business plan. It was put on AMP4 list 
by the Agency as there was a need for a formal agreement that 
UWWTD is being achieved. Agency to confirm the need for the 
scheme.

4SO400269 Eastleigh Chickenhall STW U3 31-Dec-08 31-Dec-06 31-Dec-08 N

Integrated AMP3/4 scheme. SWS consider 31/12/06 
completion date can't practically be achieved as it's a very big, 
complex scheme involving planning permission. Also has H1 & 
H5 drivers.

4SO4000271 Harestock STW U3 31-Dec-08 31-Dec-08 31-Dec-08 Y …but disagreement with HD driver

4SO005301 Horsham STW U3 31-Dec-08 31-Dec-08 31-Dec-08 Y

4SO005001 Lidsey STW U3 31-Dec-08 DELETE DELETE Y

Scheme deleted from AMP4 database. It already removes P 
under WRA consent. No need for scheme.

4SO003801 Sidlesham STW U5 31-Dec-08 31-Dec-08 31-Dec-08 Y …but disagreement with HD driver

4SO216001 Headcorn STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 No Date N

4SO216101 Staplehurst STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 No Date N

4SO200001 High Halden STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 No Date N

4SO200011 Cranbrook STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 No Date N

4SO200021 Biddenden STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 No Date N

4SO200031 Sissinghurst STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-06 No Date N

I5 driver deleted from AMP4 database. Comment in WQ 
tracking spreadsheet: 'As the AMP3 scheme (2mg/l P) has not 
been delivered the AMP4 standard (1 mg/l P) should be 
delivered instead.' SWS to be requested to reconsider scheme 
completion.

4SO400664 Barton Stacey STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

4SO400672 Chilbolton STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

4SO400673 Stockbridge STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

4SO4000271 Harestock STW H1 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-06 31-Dec-08 N

SWS strongly object, and consider it unreasonable, in having to 
submit exception reports when the Agency are finalising Stage 
4 RoC reports 'right up to the wire' (i.e. March 2006).

4SO005601 Pagham STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-10 N SSSI scheme is implementation only (I5 driver deleted).
4SO005601 Pagham STW H4 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO000802 Coldwatham STW H3 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO000802 Coldwatham STW H5 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO007401 Pulborough STW H5 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO007401 Pulborough STW H3 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO008301 Lunsford Cross STW H3 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO008301 Lunsford Cross STW H5 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO007901 Hailsham North STW H2 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO007901 Hailsham North STW H1 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO007801 Hailsham South STW H1 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO007801 Hailsham South STW H2 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO007701 Windmill Hill STW H3 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO005501 Bosham STW H4 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-08 N

SWS consider it unreasonable, and strongly object in having to 
submit exception reports when the Agency are finalising Stage 
4 RoC reports 'right up to the wire' (March 2006).

4SO008201 Hooe STW H3 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO008201 Hooe STW H5 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO201401 Appledore STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 Y

4SO206501 Eastry STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO206501 Eastry STW I2 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO206601 Icklesham STW I2 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO206601 Icklesham STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO203501 Playden & Iden STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y SWS agree to bring scheme forward.

4SO207001 Tenterden STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-08 N

SWS state there are complications with construction work for 
this scheme. There are particular difficulties caused by the 
lagoons. It remains a high priority for the EA.

4SO209101 Guestling STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO209101 Guestling STW I2 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO209301 Warehorne & Kenardington STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 Y

4SO210801 Fairlight STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO210801 Fairlight STW I2 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO212101 West Hoathly STW I2 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO212101 West Hoathly STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-08 No Date N

4SO400269 Eastleigh Chickenhall STW H1 31-Mar-06 31-Dec-06 31-Dec-08 N

4SO400269 Eastleigh Chickenhall STW H5 31-Mar-06 31-Dec-06 31-Dec-08 N

4SO003801 Sidlesham STW I2 31-Mar-09 31-Dec-08 31-Mar-10 N

4SO003801 Sidlesham STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Dec-08 31-Mar-10 N

4SO005301 Horsham STW I2 31-Mar-09 31-Dec-08 31-Dec-08 Y

4SO005301 Horsham STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Dec-08 31-Dec-08 Y

4SO400036 Romsey Greenhill STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO400038 Andover (Fullerton) STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 Y

4SO400071 Brockenhurst STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

4SO400071 Brockenhurst STW I2 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

4SO400092 Lyndhurst STW I2 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

4SO400106 Kings Somborne STW I1 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y SWS agree to bring scheme forward.
4SO216001 Headcorn STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO216101 Staplehurst STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO200001 High Halden STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO200011 Cranbrook STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO200021 Biddenden STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO000802 Coldwatham STW H8 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-08 N

4SO005601 Pagham STW I5 31-Mar-07 DELETE N/A N/A

4SO005601 Pagham STW H8 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-08 N

4SO009301 Rodmell STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO009201 Kingston STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO007401 Pulborough STW H8 31-Mar-06 DELETE N/A N/A

4SO005901 Thornham STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO008901 Wilmington STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO008301 Lunsford Cross STW H8 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-08 N

4SO007901 Hailsham North STW H8 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-08 N

4SO007801 Hailsham South STW H8 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-08 N

4SO007701 Windmill Hill STW H8 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-08 N

4SO008201 Hooe STW H8 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-08 N

4SO201901 Brookland STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO206601 Icklesham STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO212101 West Hoathly STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO003801 Sidlesham STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO400114 Chale STW I5 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-08 N

4SO206401 Dambridge STW BAP1 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-06 31-Mar-10 N

SWS state this is a sizeable and costly scheme and dependent 
on the results of the WR investigation. It remains a high priority 
for the Agency.

4SO205601 Lenham STW BAP1 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-06 N/A N/A

4SO205701 Sellindge STW BAP1 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-06 N/A N/A

4SO221901 Wye STW BAP1 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-07 N/A N/A

4SO221801 Chilham STW BAP1 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-10 N/A N/A

4SO215901 Chartham STW BAP1 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-07 N/A N/A

4so215301 Lingfield STW C1 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

4SO005301 Horsham STW C1 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

Intermittents

4SO400502
Heytesbury Road Newport WPS 
Emergency Overflow UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

4SO400298
Overton STW Storm Tank (AMP3 - 
below the line) G3 2007(I) 2010(S) 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO004101 Coopers Green WPS, Buxted UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO004001
Strawlands Sewage PS, Plumpton 
Green UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-10 Y

4SO000101
Malthouse Lane Sewage PS 
Sewerage System UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO001401 Rumbolds Lane PS, Haywards Heath UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 Y

4SO006501 Onslow Arms Sewage PS UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 Y

4SO008501 Horsebridge Sewage PS UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 Y

4SO008401 Paines Bridge CSO Horam UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO400115 Heytesbury Road Newport WPS/CEO UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO400395 Lymore CSO UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO400215 Mumby Rd WPS Emergency Overflow UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

4SO214901 Pier Road CSO, Gillingham UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-10 Y

4SO222301 Ocklye CSO, Crowborough UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

4SO222401 Hilden Park Sewage PS UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO222501
Coldharbour Lane Sewage Pumping 
Station UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y

Completion date swapped with Cannon Lane (Mill Pond) CSO 
subsequent to meeting

4SO213901 Cannon Lane (Mill Pond) CSO UID0 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

Completion date swapped with Coldharbour Lane Sewage PS 
subsequent to meeting

4SO400668 Morestead (New) STW (CSO) G3 2010(S) 31-Mar-08 31-Mar-08 Y*

Same issue as Morestead (New) G1 driver. Investigation has 
been carried out but SWS have not yet got the report (or the 
solution to the problem). SWS agree on 31/03/2008 completion 
date on the proviso that the solution remains a discharge to 
ground.

4SO400294 Oakley Water Ridges STW (AMP3) G3 2007(I) 2010(S) 31-Mar-09 31-Mar-09 N

4SO400669
Oakley Water Ridges STW 
(intermittent) G3 2007(I) 2010(S) 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-09 N

4SO200901
Ottinge Sewage PS Emergency 
Overflow G3 2007(I) 2010(S) 31-Mar-10 31-Mar-10 Y

4SO400666
Droxford STW (Intermittent 
discharges) G3 2007(I) 2010(S) 31-Mar-10 ? ? Not on the original spreadsheet

BATHING WATER INVESTIGATIONS

4SO400442 Park Road Ryde CSO B6 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO400618 Rosemary Lane Ryde CSO B6 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO400619 Nicholson Road, Ryde CSO SST B6 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO400620 Ashey Road Ryde B6 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO400621 Prince Consort Road Ryde New WPS B6 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO400624 Westwood Road Ryde CSO B6 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO400674 Southsea Bathing Water B6 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO014606 London Road Tank CSO, Bexhill B6 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO014607 Bexhill Down Tank CSO, Bexhill B6 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

4SO400623 Spencer Road Ryde CSO B6 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 31-Mar-07 Y

Notes.
(i) Completion date is date by which schemes are fully commissioned.
(ii) For the groundwater drivers G1 and G3, (I) means investigation and (S) means scheme

Implementation scheme not included in Ofwat's Draft 
Determination, therefore not included in SWS Business Plan. 
EA to check whether this is 1 or 2 schemes. Completion date 
for 4SO400669 was changed in AMP4 database on request of 
Agency HO.

Implementation scheme not included in Ofwat's Draft 
determination, therefore not included in SWS Business Plan. 
Agency position unchanged - scheme still required.

Implementation scheme not included in Ofwat's Draft 
Determination, therefore not included in SWS Business Plan. 
Agency position remains unchanged - scheme still required.

Investigation removed from early start programme. 
Implementation scheme not included in Ofwat's Draft 
Determination, therefore not included in SWS Business Plan. 
Agency position unchanged - scheme still required.

Accompanied by U5 & I5 drivers. U5 completion date is agreed 
(Dec 2005). Ofwat have included the SSSI investigation and 
implementation drivers in the Draft Determination. SWS 
consider the preceeding I5 investigation may prevent delivery of 
the scheme before March 2010.

SWS have pushed all I5 & H8 investigations back to March 
2008. They accept there will be a spread of completion dates 
but are unwilling to specify earlier dates until the scope of the 
schemes has been defined. After this, they will be able to bring 
some completion dates forward.

Schemes deleted following RIA due to low B:C ratio

All Regions/Water Co.s are working to the same timescale for 
endocrine disruptor schemes.

SWS followed Ofwat's Draft Determination and only included 
the investigation, not the implementation. SWS are concerned 
that 2 years is not long enough to carry out all G1 investigations 
so have put the completion dates to March 2009. However they 
would bring 'easy completions' forward once the scope of 
investigations has been defined. Agency position unchanged.

SWS followed Ofwat's Draft Determination and only included 
the investigation, not the implementation. SWS are concerned 
that 2 years is not long enough to carry out all G1 investigations 
so have put the completion dates to March 2009. However they 
would bring 'easy completions' forward once the scope of 
investigations has been defined. Agency position unchanged.

SWS followed Ofwat's Draft Determination and only included 
the investigation, not the implementation. SWS are concerned 
that 2 years is not long enough to carry out all G1 investigations 
so have put the completion dates to March 2009. However they 
would bring 'easy completions' forward once the scope of 
investigations has been defined. Agency position unchanged.

Implementation scheme not included in Ofwat's Draft 
Determination, therefore implementation not included in SWS 
Business Plan. Agency position remains unchanged - scheme 
still required.

Implementation scheme not included in Ofwat's Draft 
Determination, therefore not included in SWS Business Plan. 
Agency position unchanged - scheme still required.

Same comment as U3 driver above: Integrated AMP3/4 
scheme. SWS consider 31/12/06 completion date can't 
practically be achieved as it's a very big, complex scheme 
involving planning permission. Also, SWS strongly object, and 
consider it unreasonable, in having to submit exception reports 
when the Agency are finalising Stage 4 RoC reports 'right up to 
the wire' (i.e. March 2006).
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Region Water Company Unique ID
Scheme Name/ Name of 

Discharge/Investigation

Objective 

Failed/ 

PR09 

Driver

Name of 

Bathing Water 

(if applicable)

Name of 

Shellfish 

Water (if 

applicable)

Consent 

Number

Current 

Consent 

BOD

Current 

Consent 

NH3

Current 

Consent 

SS

Current 

Consent 

P

Current 

Consent 

DWF

Current 

Consent 

FFT

Current Consent 

Others

Proposed 

Consent 

BOD

Proposed 

Consent 

NH3

Proposed 

Consent 

SS

Proposed 

Consent P

Proposed 

Consent 

DWF

Proposed 

Consent 

FFT

Proposed Consent 

Others
Investigation Type (if required)

Environmental 

Outcome - Quantitative

Completion 

Date

Statutory 

Deadline 

Date

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100001 Ashford STW F1a N/A N/A A.805/K/98 S 10/21
W20/56

S 3/6
W 7/27

S 20
W 30

24000
(Max 46397) 537

Silver 0.1 ug/l (under 
appeal)

Iron 4 mg/l
no change 2/12 15 29000 N/A STW to estuary  28.24km 31-Mar-14 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100188 Ashington WWTW, London Road WFD2 N/A N/A A.1183/S/02 12/50 10/20 20 825 24 1 825 Iron 3 mg/l N/A STW to estuary  6km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100002 Ashlett Creek STW S2 N/A

Approaches to 
Southampton 

Water

Southampton 
Water

A.797/H/97 80 60 3024
(Max 7344) 85 Copper 160 ug/l n/a Bacteria modelling of Southampton Water STWs

Combined area of 
Southampton Water and 

approaches to 
Southampton Water 

shellfish waters  32.04 
km2

31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100186 Balcombe WTW, London Road, 
Balcombe WFD2 N/A N/A A.1510/S/07 S8

W10
S3
W5

S15
W25 614 13.2 High Level Storm 

overflow = 30.5 l/s 1 no change Iron 2 mg/l N/A

STW to confluence with 
River Uck.  Uckfield STW 
takes remainder of River 
Ouse to estuary as is a 

larger STW and closer to 
base of Ouse.  23.5km

22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100004 Bank WWTW I2 N/A N/A 61/3 30 60 38 Treat all 20 10 30 38 N/A Length of River to end of 
SSI  5.3 km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100098 Battle WWTW, Marley Lane, Battle WFD2 N/A N/A RP.14/64 S10/40
W15/50

S3/6
W6/23

S20
W30 1493 1 1493 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Length of River  16.7 km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100100 Billingshurst WWTW C1a, C1c N/A N/A A.578/S/90 20/56 S5/20
W10/37 30/60 1445 53 n/a

C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, 
Emerging chemicals.
Also C1c Investigation into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).
25 spot samples of effluent at random times for both types of 
investigation.

STW to confluence with 
River Arun  1.37km July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100005 Bishops Waltham WWTW U2 N/A N/A COPA/10818 S 15
W 20

S 5
W 10

S 15
W 30 3100 107 3100 Nitrogen 15 mg/l N/A Areas of Estuary or 

Marine Water  2.23 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100005 Bishops Waltham WWTW U2 N/A N/A COPA/10818 S 15
W 20

S 5
W 10

S 15
W 30 3100 107 2 3100 Iron 2.5 mg/l N/A Length of River  4.8 km 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100006 Bosham STW H2 N/A N/A COPA/5664 50/100 45 1221 42 Nitrogen Mean 15 mg/l
UV Disinfection 1221 Nitrogen 10 mg/l

(Annual Average) N/A
Area of Chichester 

Harbour SSSI  37.32 
km2

31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100102 Brading STW FLOW1 N/A N/A 134 30 40 350 11 27 16 no change 390 12.7 Required Storm Tank 111 
m3 N/A STW to sea. Stretch not 

deteriorating  3.51km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100007 Brook Sewage Disposal Works FLOW1 N/A N/A RP26/67 20 40 64 Treat all 15 6 23 81 n/a n/a N/A
STW to main River 
Stour, stretch not 

deteriorating  1.83km
31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100008 Budds Farm WWTW H2 N/A N/A A.751/H/97 40/80 60 108853

Mercury 0.3
Chloroform 1.8

Trichloroethylene 0.8
Cyanide 6.0
Silver 5.0
Copper 50

(all under appeal)
Iron 3 mg/l

Nitrogen Mean 10 mg/l

108853

Total nitrogen shall not 
exceed 9.7 mg/l (annual 

average) or Average load 
of Total N of 1322 kg/d

N/A
Area of Langstone 

Harbour SSSI  20.85 
km2

31-Mar-12 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100008 Budds Farm WWTW S1 N/A

Portsmouth

Ryde

Spithead and 
Stokes Bay

A.751/H/97 40/80 60 108853

Mercury 0.3
Chloroform 1.8

Trichloroethylene 0.8
Cyanide 6.0
Silver 5.0
Copper 50

(all under appeal)
Iron 3 mg/l

Nitrogen Mean 10 mg/l

n/a UV-disinfection N/A

Combined area of 
Portsmouth, Ryde, and 
Spithead & Stokes Bay 
shellfish waters  80.86 

km2

31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100118 Burgess Hill (Goddards Green) STW FLOW1 N/A N/A A.576/S/90 S15/50
W20/56 

S3/12
W37

S25
W30 8356 305.5 5/20 2/8 8/20 9917 n/a n/a N/A STW to tidal limit, stretch 

not deteriorating  9.33km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100009 Bursledon STW H2 N/A N/A PP/38/5 30/65 30 1550 41.5 1720

Nitrogen 9.0 mg/l
(Annual Average) (10 mg/l 
for existing permit flows) or 

to Peel Common
Formula A 138

N/A
Area of Lincegrove and 
Hackett's Marshes SSSI  

.37 km2
31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100010 Canterbury U2 N/A N/A RP.11/67 15 5 20 18000 434 20 2 20176 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Length of River  15.0 km 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100011 Charing STW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP41/62 S10/20
W15/30

S3/6
W5/10

S15/38
W25/63 605 23 6/25 3/5 9 671 26 Required Storm Tank 168 

m3 N/A STW to confluence with 
Great Stour  2.4 km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100011 Charing STW WFD2 N/A N/A RP.41/62 S10/20
W15/30

S3/6
W5/10

S15/38
W25/63 605 23 1 671 Iron 1 mg/l N/A STW to confluence with 

Great Stour  2.4 km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100012 Chichester STW H2 N/A N/A COPA/5847 35/70 45 13524 300
Nitrogen Mean 13.8 

mg/l 
UV Disinfection

13524

Total nitrogen shall not 
exceed 9.0 mg/l (annual 

average) or Average load 
of Total N of 122 kg/d

N/A
Area of Chichester 

Harbour SSSI  37.32 
km2

31-Mar-12 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100013 Chickenhall Eastleigh WWTW C1a, C1c N/A N/A COPA/5571 12/46 3/14 20/50 Mean 1 32000 788
Silver 5 ug/l

Sulphate 220 mg/l
Iron 4 mg/l 

n/a

C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, 
Emerging chemicals.
Also C1c Investigation into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).
25 spot samples of effluent at random times

Length of River  5.4 km July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100013 Chickenhall Eastleigh WWTW H5 N/A N/A COPA/5571 12/46 3/14 20/50 Mean 1 32000 788
Silver 5 ug/l

Sulphate 220 mg/l
Iron 4 mg/l 

12/46 2.8/11 20 1 yrly mean 32000 Iron 4 mg/l N/A Length of River  5.4 km 31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100014 Chiddingfold STW F1a N/A N/A A01131 20/56 10/20 30 639 no change 8/20 no change no change N/A STW to confluence with 
River Arun  19.07km 31-Mar-14 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100014 Chiddingfold STW WFD2 N/A N/A A01131 20/56 10/20 30 639 1 no change Iron 4 mg/l N/A
STW to confluence with 

Loxwood Stream  
2.37km

22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100015 Chillerton WWTW BAP1 N/A N/A A.1452/IOW/06 20/56 10/37 30 74 8 5 12 187 N/A Length of River  6 km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100016 Coldwaltham STW I5 N/A N/A 62/1/75 15 30
Mean 1 

(wef 
31/3/2010)

245 9 Iron 3.7 mg/l n/a

P stripping to 1 is going in as an AMP4 scheme by March 09. Our PR09 
investigation is to check the effects of this scheme, both in the P 
outcome and the impacts of residual Iron. It is suspected that P will 
remain a problem and Iron possibly become one as the dilution is low. 
The investigation will check the impacts and if a reed bed will solve these 
residual concerns. Delaying the AMP4 scheme will not help as we need 
the new levels of treatment being delivered to assess the impact on the 
SSSI feature Brooks

N/a - Investigation  31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100107 Cranbrook WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP.7/70 S 10/40
W 15/50

S3/6
W4/10

S20
W30

Mean 2 
Max 5 1041 Iron 3 mg/l 8/30 S3/6

W3/10 12 1337 no change no change N/A
STW to Sissinghurst 

STW tributary, stretch not 
deteriorating  6.1km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100131 Cuckfield STW WFD2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/470/S18
6 20/56 40 1115 1 1115 Iron 4 mg/l N/A

STW to confluence of 
Copyhold Stream and 
River Adur  4.64km

22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100017 Dambridge U2 N/A N/A RP.19/70 15/50 30 3510 103 2 3510 Iron 2 mg/l N/A Length of River  6.5 km 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100197 Dial Post STW FLOW1 N/A N/A COPA/5755 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 40 20 60 40 N/A
STW to next 

confluence.stretch not 
deteriorating  0.2km

31-Mar-15 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100018 Droxford STW G1 N/A N/A UV-63/2138 20 30 no limit no change 5 no change 34 #REF! N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100019 Dunbridge STW G1 N/A N/A 63/982 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 7.5 40 5 60 19

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100020 East Dean STW G1 N/A N/A 62/3/24 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 340 11.8 40 5 60 340

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100021 East Grimstead WWTW G1 N/A N/A 51/268 15 30 690 23 15/50 5 no change 690

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100022 Eastchurch STW S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East
RP.2/72 40/80 60 4500 219 n/a Bacteria modelling of Swale STWs

Combined area of Swale 
Central and Swale East 
shellfish waters  36.43 

km2

31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100023 Eden Vale STW C1a, C1c N/A N/A RP.14/70 10/40 S3/5
W3/10 15 2014

(Max 7258) 84 Copper 100 ug/l
Zinc 135 ug/l n/a

C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, 
Emerging chemicals.
Also C1c Investigation into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).
25 spot samples of effluent at random times for both types of 
investigation.

STW to confluence with 
Eden Brook  6.54km July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100023 Eden Vale STW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP14/70 10/40 S3/5
W3/10 15 2014

(Max 7258) 84 Copper 100 ug/l
Zinc 135 ug/l 5/20 S3/5

W3/10 8 2524 n/a n/a N/A STW to confluence with 
Eden Brook  6.54km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100023 Eden Vale STW U2 N/A N/A RP.14/70 10/40 S3/5
W3/10 15 2014

(Max 7258) 84 Copper 100 ug/l
Zinc 135 ug/l 8 2 2524 Iron 1.5 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100023 Eden Vale STW U2 N/A N/A RP.14/70 10/40 S3/5
W3/10 15 2014

(Max 7258) 84 Copper 100 ug/l
Zinc 135 ug/l 8 2 2524 Iron 1.5 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100200 Evans Close Over Wallop WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A 51/146 20 30 75 no change 3 no change 86 n/a N/A
STW to confluence, 

stretch not deteriorating  
11.17km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100199 Fairlee Landfill H7 Landfill License 
SOU044

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent no WQ consent

Modification of waste 
management licence to add 
surface water management 

condition;

Condition to require 
submission of an 

appropriate scheme;

Scheme to be implemented 
on agreement.

N/A Length of Medina 
Estuary7.29 km 31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100027 Faversham Abbey Field STW S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East
RP.11/72 40 60 7000 181 n/a Bacteria modelling of Swale STWs

Combined area of Swale 
Central and Swale East 
shellfish waters  36.43 

km2

31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100113 Felbridge STW FLOW1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/479/K10
8

S10/50
W15/50 S5/20 S15

W30
1312

(Max 6048) 70

Copper 11.6ug/L
Nickel 194ug/L
Iron 92.32ug/L
Silver 0.19ug/L
Tin 92.5 ug/L

5/20 2/12 7 1779 no change n/a N/A
STW to next 

confluence.stretch not 
deteriorating  6.56km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100115 Fittleworth STW FLOW1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/58/S16 20 20 45 186 no change no change 30 278 no change no change N/A STW to estuary  3.42km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100116 Fletching STW FLOW1 N/A N/A COPA/5756 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Treat all 40 n/a 60 55 n/a n/a N/A
STW to main d/s 

confluence,stretch not 
deteriorating   8.32km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100187 Foxhill STW WFD2 N/A N/A A.584/S/90 20 10 30 105 2 105 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to estuary  15.06km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100190 Grayswood STW WFD2 N/A N/A A.1480/S/06 20 10 30 101 7.9 2 101 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to confluence with 
River Arun  24.12km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100030 Hailsham North I5 N/A N/A A.1166/S/02 7/25 2/8 10 Mean 1 3162 80 Iron 1.5 mg/l n/a
Pevensey Levels Investigation into performance of AMP4 scheme and if 
any further treatment beyond BAT is needed to mitigate P impact on 
SSSI 

N/a - Investigation  31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100031 Hailsham South I5 N/A N/A A.1164/S/02 7/25 2/8 10 Mean 1 7120 220 Iron 1.5 mg/l n/a
Pevensey Levels Investigation into performance of AMP4 scheme and if 
any further treatment beyond BAT is needed to mitigate P impact on 
SSSI 

N/a - Investigation  31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100119 Halland STW FLOW1 N/A N/A A.567/S/90 S15
W20 S5 S20

W30 133 3.8 no change S5
W8 no change 183 no change no change N/A

STW to Cowdray GQA 
stretch, river stretch not 
deteriorating  18.02km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100032 Handcross STW C1a N/A N/A 62/1/50 60 60 186 Treat all n/a C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, 
Emerging chemicals - 25 spot samples of effluent at random times

STW to Staplefield STW  
3.53km July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100032 Handcross STW C2b N/A N/A 62/1/50 60 60 186 Treat all n/a

C2b Process Investigations for a targeted number of substances 
associated with localised issues (e.g.. diazinon and cypermethrin):-
27 spot or comp samples of influent.
27 spot or comp samples of post primary effluent.
54 spot and /or 24hr comp samples of post secondary effluent.
27 spot and /or 24hr comp samples of post tertiary effluent.
27 spot samples of sludge.

All for Specific substances + sanitaries

STW to Staplefield STW  
3.53km October 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100032 Handcross STW WFD2 N/A N/A 62/1/50 60 60 186 Treat all 2 194 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to Staplefield STW  
3.53km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100171 Harrietsham STW WFD2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/66/K.16 15 10 30 416 1 416 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to Leeds STW  
6.63km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100121 Hawkhurst North WWTW F1a N/A N/A A.1217/K/04 S20
W30

S5
W10

S30
W40 452 12.7 10 5 20 624 N/A STW to Sandhurst STW  

5.83km 31-Mar-14 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100121 Hawkhurst North WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A A.1217/K/04 S20
W30

S5
W10

S30
W40 452 12.7 16/51 4/11 24 624 no change no change N/A STW to Sandhurst STW  

5.83km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100033 Headcorn WWTW I1 N/A N/A RP.39/63 20/50 10/18 30 Mean 2 
Max 5 645 28 Iron 4 mg/l no change 1 1124 no change N/A Length of river to end of 

SSSI  6.7 km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100033 Headcorn WWTW WFD2 N/A N/A RP.39/63 20/50 10/18 30 Mean 2 
Max 5 645 28 Iron 4 mg/l 1 1124 no change N/A STW to Staplehurst STW  

3.61km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100034 Herne Bay - May Street WWTW 
(Great Stour) U2 N/A N/A A.643/K/92 20/40 S5/10

W10/20 30/75 5560 2 8770 Iron 4 mg/l N/A Length of River  15.0 km 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100035 High Halden WWTW I1 N/A N/A 26/60 S10
W15

S4/8
W7

S15
W20

Mean 2 
Max 5 226 6.3 Aluminium 1000

Iron 3 mg/l 13 1 236 Iron 2 mg/l N/A
STW to the confluence 
with the River Medway  

29.0 km
31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100045 Hillbrow Knowles Meadow WWTW G1 N/A N/A A.1155/S/99/01 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 8 40 5 60 11 N/A N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100038 Horsham STW F1a N/A N/A COPA/4682 15/50 6/23 25
Mean 
1(wef 

31/12/08)
16500 570 Iron 4 mg/l 5/14 2/12 10 16500 N/A

STW to confluence with 
River Kird.  Wisborough 

takes rest of reach to 
estuary.  23.47km

31-Mar-14 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100178 Horsmonden WWTW, Tonbridge, 
Kent WFD2 N/A N/A RP.21/71 30/64 S10/37 40 2170 1 2170 Iron 4 mg/l N/A

STW to confluence with 
Curtisden Green Stream  

0.77km
22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100195 Iden Green WWTW F1a N/A N/A RP.25/67 25 40 70 10 5 20 70 N/A STW to confluence with 
Hexden Channel  4.18km 31-Mar-14 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100039 Ivy Down Lane STW East Oakley G1 N/A N/A 63/496 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 720 40/80 5 60 722 Total Inorganic Nitrogen 35 
mg/l N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100170 Leeds STW WFD2 N/A N/A A.602/K/91 15/30 S3/6
W5/10 20 1020 1 1020 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Leeds to estuary  

11.64km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100041 Lenham STW WFD2 N/A N/A RP.14/71 15/50 30 1000 1 688 Iron 2 mg/l N/A
STW to Charing 

confluence with Great 
Stour  8.84 km

22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100042 Lidsey WWTW F1a N/A N/A A.1209/S/03 S15/50
W20/56 

S20
W30 Mean 2 5833 129 Iron 2.7 mg/l S 15/50

W 20/56 2/12 S 20
W 30 5833 N/A STW to coast  5.44km 31-Mar-14 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100043 Lingfield STW U2 N/A N/A A.194/K/89 S10/40
W15/50

S5/20
W15/50

S20
W30 2056 83 2 3656 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100043 Lingfield STW U2 N/A N/A A.194/K/89 S10/40
W15/50

S5/20
W15/50

S20
W30 2056 83 2 3656 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100044 Liss Hill Brow STW G1 N/A N/A WR191/325 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 11 40 5 60 11 N/A N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100126 Liss STW WFD2 N/A N/A 10/2/14 30/64 40 1222 1 1222 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to Rogate STW  
10.05km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100127 Lower Beeding STW FLOW1 N/A N/A COPA/5638 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Treat all 40 n/a 60 86 n/a n/a N/A

STW to first GQA 
monitoring point D/S, 

river stretch not 
deteriorating  7.21km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100046 Luddesdown STW G1 N/A N/A APP/SO/254K Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 40/80 5 60 50

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

 Integrity of mains sewer input to works needs to be investigated. N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100047 Ludgershall WWTW G1 N/A N/A 63/1359 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 1252 40/80 5 60 887

Total Inorganic Nitrogen 27 
mg/l

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100128 Lunsford Cross Sewage Works FLOW1 N/A N/A 62/1/63 25 40 46 20 12 30 59 n/a n/a N/A

STW to first GQA 
monitoring point D/S, 

river stretch not 
deteriorating  7.94km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100048 Luxford Ln-East Grinstead STW F1a N/A N/A WACT/266 10/50 5/20 20 3000 146 10/50 2/12 20 3000 N/A STW to estuary  59.59km 31-Mar-14 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100049 Lydd STW FLOW1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/447/K96 30/64 W10/37 40 455 16 10/40 3/12 15 611 n/a n/a N/A
STW to tidal limit, river 
stretch not deteriorating  

5.23km
31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100049 Lydd STW G1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/447/K96 30/64 W10/37 40 455 16 no change 5 no change 611

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100093 Lyndhurst STW H5 N/A N/A 51/202 10/30 2/6 20/55 1
Mean 1182 26.4 Iron 3 mg/l 5/20 1/5 no change 1182 N/A Length to end of SAC  2 

km 31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100093 Lyndhurst STW H6 N/A N/A 51/202 10/30 2/6 20/55 1
Mean 1182 26.4 Iron 3 mg/l 8/20 no change 1182 N/A Length to end of SAC  2 

km 31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100093 Lyndhurst STW I2 N/A N/A 51/202 10/30 2/6 20/55 1
Mean 1182 26.4 Iron 3 mg/l 5/20 1/5 8/20 1182 N/A Length to end of SSSI  2 

km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100051 Millbrook STW H2 N/A N/A COPA/5586 25 40 40000 850 40007 Nitrogen 10 mg/l
(Annual Average) N/A Area of Eling and Bury 

Marshes SSSI  1.12 km2 31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100051 Millbrook STW S2 N/A Southampton 
Water COPA/5586 25 40 40000 850 n/a Bacteria modelling of Southampton Water STWs

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100051 Millbrook STW U2 N/A N/A COPA/5586 25 40 40000 850 40007 Nitrogen 10 mg/l N/A Areas of Estuary or 
Marine Water  2.23 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100129 Monks Gate STW FLOW1 N/A N/A A.651/S/93 25 45 44 2 no change 20 40 64 no change no change N/A

STW to first GQA 
monitoring point D/S, 

river stretch not 
deteriorating  8.84km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100052 Morestead WWTW G1 N/A N/A A.712/H/96 40/80 60 Max  16675 193 no change 5 no change 1 calender 
year mean 9933 285

Total Inorganic Nitrogen 15 
mg/l

Install additional boreholes
Storm tank - 2147

Iron 8 mg/l

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

Recommend installation of 2 down gradient monitoring wells a minimun 
of 50 meters from the site boundary in order to obtain additional 
information on actual impact to groundwater.

N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100052 Morestead WWTW H1 N/A N/A A.712/H/96 40/80 60 Max  16675 193 no change no change 1 calender 
year mean 9933 285 Iron 8 mg/l

Storm tank - 2147 N/A N/A - Groundwater  31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100052 Morestead WWTW H5 N/A N/A A.712/H/96 40/80 60 Max  16675 193 no change 5 no change 9933 285 Storm tank - 2147 N/A N/A - Groundwater  31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100053 Motney Hill STW H6 N/A N/A A.720/K/97 40/80 60 44582
(Max 70243) 1580

Chromium 200 ug/l
Copper 230 ug/l
Nickel 230 ug/l

Chloroform 8.6 ug/l
Dieldrin 0.1 ug/l

Total HCHs 0.26 ug/l
Zinc 300 ug/l
Iron 830 ug/l

Cyanide 2.7 ug/l 
(under appeal)

60/120 47360 Copper 230ug/l (max) 
82.5 ug/l (Annual Average). N/A

Area of Medway Estuary 
& Marshes SSSI  47.49 

km2
31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100054 New Alresford STW G1 N/A N/A 63/150 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 773 40/80 5 60 1153

Total Inorganic Nitrogen 25 
mg/l

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100094 Newtown STW I2 N/A N/A COPA/2856 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 25 45 5 N/A Length of River to 
estaurine limit  0.7 km 31-Mar-15 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100055 North Waltham STW G1 N/A N/A 63/501 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 167 40 5 60 167

Toyal Inorganic Nitrogen 20 
mg/l

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200064 Norton CSO / Norton Headworks 
CEO S2 N/A Yarmouth A.846/IOW/98 Event Duration 

Telemetry Modelling Modelling is required to understand impact of frequent discharges on the 
quality of the shellfish water.

Area of Yarmouth 
shellfish water  8.93 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100056 Oakley Water Ridges STW G1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/373/H55 20 30 Max 91 no change 5 no change 89

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100134 Ockley West WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A 315/10/2/186B 60 90 53 Treat all 40 5 60 80 n/a n/a N/A

STW to first GQA 
monitoring point D/S, 

river stretch not 
deteriorating  12.27km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100057 Offham STW G1 N/A N/A PP(A)/38/195/S8
4 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 8 40 5 60 15

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200100 Ottinge Sewage PS Emergency 
Overflow G1 N/A N/A 0

Storm Tanks as per 
Agency policy (discharge to 

surface water)
N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100058 Overton STW G1 N/A N/A APP/SO/118HA Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 40/80 5 60 1 1160

Iron 8 mg/l

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100059 Oxted WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A WACT/260 S10/30
W15/40

S4/10
W8/30

S20/50
W30/60 3945 134 no change 2/12 S 20

W 30 4724 n/a n/a N/A STW to confluence with 
River Eden  8.53km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100059 Oxted WWTW U2 N/A N/A WACT/260 S10/30
W15/40

S4/10
W8/30

S20/50
W30/60 3945 134 no change no change 15 2 4724 Iron 2 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100059 Oxted WWTW U2 N/A N/A WACT/260 S10/30
W15/40

S4/10
W8/30

S20/50
W30/60 3945 134 no change no change 15 2 4724 Iron 2 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100059 Oxted WWTW WFD1 N/A N/A WACT/260 S10/30
W15/40

S4/10
W8/30

S20/50
W30/60 3945 134 no change 3 no change 4724 N/A STW to confluence with 

River Eden  8.53km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100059 Oxted WWTW WFD3 N/A N/A WACT/260 S10/30
W15/40

S4/10
W8/30

S20/50
W30/60 3945 134 10 no change 15 4724 N/A STW to confluence with 

River Eden  8.53km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100060 Paddock Wood STW U2 N/A N/A PC(A)42/K6/76 10/40 S3/12
W8/20 20 2219

(Max 9245) 107 2 2219
(Max 9245) Iron 2.9 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100060 Paddock Wood STW U2 N/A N/A PC(A)42/K6/76 10/40 S3/12
W8/20 20 2219

(Max 9245) 107 2 2219
(Max 9245) Iron 2.9 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100061 Peel Common STW H2 N/A N/A A.569/H/90 40/80 60/120 59683 Nitrogen 10 mg/l mean

76512 with 
Woolston 
transfer . 

63355 
without 
transfer

Nitrogen 9.2 mg/l (annual 
average) until 30/9/14 then 
9.1 if Woolston transfers. 

8.67 mg/l without Woolston 
transfer

Formula A 4696

N/A

Combined area of Solent 
Maritime SAC and 

Portsmouth SPA  124.93 
km2

31-Mar-12 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100061 Peel Common STW S1 N/A

Central Solent

Portsmouth

Ryde

Spithead and 
Stokes Bay

A.569/H/90 40/80 60/120 59683 Nitrogen 10 mg/l mean n/a UV-disinfection N/A

Combined area of 
Central Solent, 

Portsmouth, Ryde, and 
Spithead & Stokes Bay 
shellfish waters  99.18 

km2

31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100135 Pembury STW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP23/67 10/40 5/14 15 1320 84 8/30 3/12 12 1465 92

Required Storm Tank 482 
m3

Required high level inlet 
storm overflow 128 l/s

N/A
STW to Tudeley Brook 
confluence,river stretch 
not deteriorating  7.6km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100062 Pennington WWTW H2 N/A N/A A.665/H/94 31/65 49/125 16362
(Max 32380) 375

Chromium 20 ug/l 
Copper 25 ug/l 

Zinc 60 ug/l 
(all under appeal)

16362
(Max 32380)

Nitrogen 10 mg/l
(Annnual Average) N/A

Area of Hurst Castle and 
Lymington Estuary SSSI  

10.77 km2
31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100062 Pennington WWTW H6 N/A N/A A.665/H/94 31/65 49/125 16362
(Max 32380) 375

Chromium 20 ug/l
Copper 25 ug/l

Zinc 60 ug/l 
(all under appeal)

16362
(Max 32380) Copper 45 ug/l (95%ile) N/A

Area of Hurst Castle and 
Lymington Estuary SSSI  

10.77 km2
31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100062 Pennington WWTW S1 N/A
Lymington

Pennington
A.665/H/94 31/65 49/125 16362

(Max 32380) 375

Chromium 20 ug/l
Copper 25 ug/l

Zinc 60 ug/l 
(all under appeal)

n/a UV-disinfection N/A

Combined area of 
Lymington and 

Pennington shellfish 
waters  24.24 km2

31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100062 Pennington WWTW U2 N/A N/A A.665/H/94 31/65 49/125 16362
(Max 32380) 375

Chromium 20 ug/l
Copper 25 ug/l

Zinc 60 ug/l 
(all under appeal)

16362
(Max 32380) Nitrogen 15 mg/l N/A Areas of Estuary or 

Marine Water  2.1 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100063 Petersfield STW U2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/451/S17
8

S15/50
W20/56 S5/20 S20 W30 4980 132 2 4980 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Length of River  34.6 km 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100064 Portswood STW S2 N/A Southampton 
Water

PP(A)38/48/H12/
7 35 80 27700 1000 n/a Bacteria modelling of Southampton Water STWs

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100065 Pulborough STW WFD1 N/A N/A COPA/432 15/50 8/30 25 1935 59 Copper 140 ug/l 
(under appeal) 7 no change N/A STW to estuary  1.22km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100066 Pyecombe East STW G1 N/A N/A WR191/11 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 15 40 5 60 21

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100067 Pyecombe West STW G1 N/A N/A WR191/10 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 10 40 5 60 12

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100068 Queenborough STW S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East
A.697/K/96 40/80 60 10351

(Max 21807) 252

Chromium 176
Copper 92 ug/l

Nickel 127
Zinc 5878 ug/l
Iron 5521 ug/l

Flouride 3 mg/l 
(under appeal)

Tin 16 ug/l 
(under appeal)

n/a Bacteria modelling of Swale STWs

Combined area of Swale 
Central and Swale East 
shellfish waters  36.43 

km2

31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100069 Redgate Mill STW U2 N/A N/A RP.17/71 S10/20
W20/40

S3/6
W10/20

S20/50
W30/75 5802 186.62 2 5802 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100069 Redgate Mill STW U2 N/A N/A RP.17/71 S10/20
W20/40

S3/6
W10/20

S20/50
W30/75 5802 186.62 2 5802 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100070 Redlynch STW I2 N/A N/A 51/121 15 40 290 5 10 10 20 290 N/A Length of river to end of 
SSSI  1.3 km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100137 Ripe WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A A.1230/S/04 40 60 42 no change 16 no change 53 n/a n/a N/A

STW to first GQA 
monitoring point D/S, 

river stretch not 
deteriorating  8.44km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100140 Roud WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A 257 30 40 523 22/58 5/20 33 667 no change no change N/A

STW to first GQA 
monitoring point D/S, 

river stretch not 
deteriorating  5.41km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100142 Sandhurst Sewage Treatment works F1a N/A N/A A.610/K/91 20/40 S10/20 30/75 206 10 10 20 206 N/A STW to estuary  17.63km 31-Mar-14 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100180 Sedlescombe WFD2 N/A N/A 23/40 35 15 50 253 1 253 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to confluence with 
Brede Stream  5.15km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100071 Sellindge STW WFD2 N/A N/A WACT/268 S8 /20
W15/50

S3/8
W3/8

S20
W30 1594 45 1 1594 Iron 3 mg/l N/A STW to confluence with 

Great Stour  10.32km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100196 Shipton Bellinger STW G1 N/A N/A 040119 30 10 50 500 no change 5 no change 500

Nitrate levels in groundwater abstracted by Cholderton Water for potable 
supply is rising.  Levels are predicted to exceed DWI standard for nitrate 
by 2016 – 2018. This discharge is to ground within Source Protection 

Zone 1 for Cholderton Water’s boreholes.  A detailed Prior Investigation 

in order for an assessment to be made of the  impact of the discharge on 
groundwater.

N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100168 Sidlesham STW C1a N/A N/A P61/453/10/1/70 30/64 40 Mean 1 5800 Iron 3 mg/l n/a C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, 
Emerging chemicals - 25 spot samples of effluent at random times N/A - Investigation  July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100072 Sittingbourne STW S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East
RP.12/71 no limit 100 11800 263 n/a Bacteria modelling of Swale STWs

Combined area of Swale 
Central and Swale East 
shellfish waters  36.43 

km2

31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100073 Slowhill Copse STW H2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/326/H44
/ 30/60 60/150 14971 422 16317

Nitrogen 9.2
(Annual Average)
Formula A 1245

N/A Area of Eling and Bury 
Marshes SSSI  1.12 km2 31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100073 Slowhill Copse STW S2 N/A Southampton 
Water

PP(A)38/326/H44
/ 30/60 60/150 14971 422 n/a Bacteria modelling of Southampton Water STWs

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100073 Slowhill Copse STW U2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/326/H44
/ 30/60 60/150 14971 422 16317 Nitrogen 15 mg/l N/A Areas of Estuary or 

Marine Water  2.23 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100074 South Ambersham Sewage Works FLOW1 N/A N/A 62/1/171 30/64 45 2182 101 no change 20/48 no change 3194 n/a n/a N/A
STW to River Lod 

confluence, river stretch 
not deteriorating  3.29km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100074 South Ambersham Sewage Works U2 N/A N/A 62/1/171 64 45 2182 101 35 2 3194 Iron 4 mg/l N/A Length of River  34.6 km 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100191 South Harting STW WFD2 N/A N/A 361/10/2/91 10 5 25 638 11.5 1 638 Iron 3.5 mg/l N/A STW to River Rother  
4.97km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100185 Staplefield STW WFD2 N/A N/A 80/12 80 120 55 2 55 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to Balcombe STW  
3.97km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100075 Staplehurst WWTW I1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/539/K12
4/ 20/56 10/20 30 Mean 2 

Max 5 1368 109 Aluminium 1000
Iron 4 mg/l 1 1368 no change N/A STW to confluence with 

River Medway  15.24km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100075 Staplehurst WWTW WFD2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/539/K12
4/ 20/56 10/20 30 Mean 2 

Max 5 1368 109 Aluminium 1000
Iron 4 mg/l 1 1368 no change N/A STW to confluence with 

River Medway  15.24km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100198 Streat WWTW G1 N/A N/A not consented no consent no consent no consent no consent no consent 40 5 60 50

No discharge consent exists at present.  Consent conditions required 
relating to preventing direct discharge to groundwater under certain 
conditions.  Present investigation has not identified need for specific 
quality limits.

N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100181 Stubbs Lane Brede WWTW WFD2 N/A N/A A.591/K/91 S15/30
W20/40

S5/10
W10/20

S25/62
W30/75 339 1 339 Iron 3.5 mg/l N/A STW to conflence with 

River Brede  1.91km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100076 Swalecliffe WWTW S2 N/A
Swale East

Whitstable
A.1102/K/99 no limit 150 6912

(Max 17712) 205 UV Disinfection n/a Bacteria modelling of Swale STWs

Combined area of Swale 
East and Whitstable 

shellfish waters  147.28 
km2

31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100077 Tangmere WWTW C1a, C1c N/A N/A A.1125/S/01 S10/40
W20/56

S3/20
W5/20

S20
W30

1500
(Max 3629) 42 n/a

C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, 
Emerging chemicals.
Also C1c Investigation into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).
25 spot samples of effluent at random times for both types of 
investigation.

STW to estuary  8.47km July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100078 Teynham STW S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East

PP(A)38/455/K99
/

S10/30
W15/50

S5/10
W10/37

S20
W30 848 n/a Bacteria modelling of Swale STWs

Combined area of Swale 
Central and Swale East 
shellfish waters  36.43 

km2

31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100079 Thanet Groundwater Scheme G3 N/A N/A n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Impliment Phase 1 of 
sewer rehabilitation and 
storage replacement in 

SPZ1 for Thanet 
Groundwater Water 

Protection zone 
implimentation plan

N/A - Groundwater  31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100079 Thanet Groundwater Scheme G4 N/A N/A n/a n/a Investigate extent of further sewer replacement  for AMP6 and beyond  
to prevent the direct discharge of leaking sewers to groundwater N/A - Groundwater  31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100080 Thornham STW H2 N/A N/A 62/1/1062 30/64 60 6565 275 6565 Nitrogen 10 mg/l
(Annual Average) N/A

Area of Chichester 
Harbour SSSI  37.32 

km2
31-Mar-15 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100081 Tonbridge STW U2 N/A N/A COPA/5587 20 10 30 11800 410 Cadmium 10 ug/l 2 11800 Iron 4 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14
Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100081 Tonbridge STW U2 N/A N/A COPA/5587 20 10 30 11800 410 Cadmium 10 ug/l 2 11800 Iron 4 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100082 Tunbridge Wells North STW C1a, C1c N/A N/A A.814/K/98 10/40 S4/10
W8/15 20 8640

(Max 25920) 300 Copper 60 ug/l n/a

C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, 
Emerging chemicals.
Also C1c Investigation into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).
25 spot samples of effluent at random times for both types of 
investigation.

STW to estuary  32.54km July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100082 Tunbridge Wells North STW C2a N/A N/A A.814/K/98 10/40 S4/10
W8/15 20 8640

(Max 25920) 300 Copper 60 ug/l n/a

C2a Process Investigations to provide detailed process information for a 
range of commonly occurring substances:-
27 spot or comp samples of influent for PS, Sanitary, emerging + 3 GC-
MS identified samples.
27 spot or comp samples of post primary effluent for PS, Sanitary .
54 spot and /or 24hr comp samples of post secondary effluent for PS, 
PHS, Sanitary, emerging + 3 GC-MS identified samples.
27 spot and /or 24hr comp samples of post tertiary effluent  for PS, PHS, 
Sanitary, emerging + 3 GC-MS identified samples.
27 spot samples of sludge for PS, PHS, emerging + 3 GC-MS identified 
samples

STW to estuary  32.54km October 2011 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100082 Tunbridge Wells North STW C3a, C3c N/A N/A A.814/K/98 10/40 S4/10
W8/15 20 8640

(Max 25920) 300 Copper 60 ug/l n/a

C3a Investigation to assess catchment sources and advanced treatment 
options:-
1000 spot samples of wastewater for PS, PHS, Sanitary, 3 GC-MS 
identified samples, Emerging chemicals.
Further investigations (Catchment modelling+trader sampling)

Also C3c Further lab investigations into PS, PHS, Sanitary determinands, 
3 GC-MS identified samples, Emerging chemicals
55 spot samples on influent and effluent

STW to estuary  32.54km October 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100082 Tunbridge Wells North STW U2 N/A N/A A.814/K/98 10/40 S4/10
W8/15 20 8640

(Max 25920) 300 Copper 60 ug/l 2 8640
(Max 25920) Iron 2.9 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100082 Tunbridge Wells North STW U2 N/A N/A A.814/K/98 10/40 S4/10
W8/15 20 8640

(Max 25920) 300 Copper 60 ug/l 2 8640
(Max 25920) Iron 2.9 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100082 Tunbridge Wells North STW WFD3 N/A N/A A.814/K/98 10/40 S4/10
W8/15 20 8640

(Max 25920) 300 Copper 60 ug/l 8 8640
(Max 25920) N/A STW to estuary  32.54km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100083 Tunbridge Wells South STW U2 N/A N/A WACT/274 12/50 4/10 18 8850 270 no change 2 8850 Iron 2 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14
Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100083 Tunbridge Wells South STW U2 N/A N/A WACT/274 12/50 4/10 18 8850 270 no change 2 8850 Iron 2 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14
Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100084 Vines Cross STW U2 N/A N/A COPA/424 30/64 15/44 60 2986 104 2 2986 Iron 4 mg/l N/A Length of River  18.2 km 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100189 Warnham WWTW WFD2 N/A N/A A.1204/S/03 15 5 25 513 13 1 513 Iron 3.5 mg/l N/A STW to Horsham STW  
6.01km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100152 Washwell Lane Wadhurst WWTW C1a N/A N/A RP.17/60 15 30 136 n/a C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, 
Emerging chemicals - 25 spot samples of effluent at random times

STW to confluence with 
Newmill Channel.  
Tenterden to take 

reamining kms as further 
d/s.  32.25km

July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100152 Washwell Lane Wadhurst WWTW WFD1 N/A N/A RP.17/60 15 30 136 3 136 N/A

STW to confluence with 
Newmill Channel.  
Tenterden to take 

reamining kms as further 
d/s.  32.25km

22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100086 Weatherlees Hill STW S2 N/A Pegwell Bay A.623/K/91 25/50 S5/10
W10/20 35/87 Max 21435 n/a Bacteria modelling 

Area of Pegwell Bay 
shellfish water  11.11 

km2
31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100087 West Hoathly STW I1 N/A N/A COPA/2863 S15/30
W20/40 S5/10 S25/62 

W30/75 453 12.8 no change 1 453 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
Area of Weirwood 

Reservoir SSSI  1.51 
km2

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100088 West Marden STW G1 N/A N/A WR191/12 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 14 40 5 60 40

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100154 West Wellow WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A A.640/H/92 15/50 10/28 40 1427 29.5 15/50 10/28 23 1834 no change no change N/A
STW to Cadnam River 

Blandford,river stretch no 
deteriorating  4.01km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100156 Westfield STW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP25/68 S10/20
W15/30

S5/10
W10/20

S15/37
W25/62 308 7/20 3/10 10 362 n/a n/a N/A

STW to confluence with 
Pewis Petty Sewer  

9.92km
31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100156 Westfield STW WFD2 N/A N/A RP.25/68 S10/20
W15/30

S5/10
W10/20

S15/37
W25/62 308 35.5 1 362 Iron 2 mg/l N/A

STW to confluence with 
Pewis Petty Sewer  

9.92km
22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100089 Whitchurch STW G1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/288/H43
/79 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 1375 40/80 5 60 2336

Total Inorganic Nitrogen 
12.5 mg/l

Groudwater monitoring for 
Dangerous Substances 
required - details to be 

agreed

N/A N/A - Groundwater  22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100162 WIittersham STW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP7/68 15 30 145 no change 5 no change 175 11.1 Required Storm Tank 68 
m3 N/A

STW to River Rother 
confluence u/s 

Peasmarsh,river stretch 
no deteriorating  2.7km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100090 Wisborough Green WWTW F1a N/A N/A A.1206/S/03 15 10 25 324 15 3 25 324 N/A STW to estuary  7.85km 31-Mar-14 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100163 Wivelsfield STW FLOW1 N/A N/A 62/1/385B 40 60 318 24 30 7 45 405 35 n/a N/A STW to Foxhill STW  
2.35km 31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100163 Wivelsfield STW WFD2 N/A N/A 62/1/385B 40 60 318 24 45 1 405 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to Foxhill STW  
2.35km 22-Dec-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100091 Woolston WWTW H2 N/A N/A A.856/H/98 40/80 60 15000
(max 36893) 427 Copper 32 ug/l 

(under apppeal) n/a Nitrogen 10 mg/l
(Annual Average) N/A

Area of Lee -On-The-
Solent to Itchen Estuary 

SSSI  5.86 km2
30-Sep-14 31-Mar-15

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100091 Woolston WWTW S2 N/A Southampton 
Water A.856/H/98 40/80 60 15000

(max 36893) 427 Copper 32 ug/l 
(under apppeal) n/a Bacteria modelling of Southampton Water STWs

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100091 Woolston WWTW U2 N/A N/A A.856/H/98 40/80 60 15000
(max 36893) 427 Copper 32 ug/l 

(under apppeal)
15000

(max 36893) Nitrogen 15 mg/l N/A Areas of Estuary or 
Marine Water  2.23 km2 30-Sep-14 30-Sep-14

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100092 Wye STW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP.18/61 40/80 60 500 Treat all no change 20/48 no change 732 n/a n/a N/A
STW to River Stour at 

Thannington, river stretch 
not deteriorating  9.16km

31-Mar-15 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200104 Broadstairs Viking Bay Bathing 
water B1 Viking Bay, 

Broadstairs N/A N/A 3 spills per bathing season

Faecal contamination discharged close to designated bathing water via a 
surface water outfall. Extensive investigations with Southern Water and 
Thanet DC have shown this contamination to be the result of diffuse 
urban pollution rather than mis-connections. Relocate source of 
contamination from current short Southern Water outfall. New location to 
be based on modelling and engineering considerations.

Area of Broadstairs 
bathing water  0.095 km2 31-Mar-12 31-Mar-12

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200128 Southsea Bathing Water B1 Southsea N/A Multiple 3 spills per bathing season None - assets investigated and exfiltration database developed by Atkins 
to prioritise sewer repairs

Area of Southsea bathing 
water  0.54 km2 31-Mar-12 31-Mar-12
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200002 Alver Road Gosport CEO BAP2 N/A N/A A.340/H/89

Investigation to establish impact of intermittent storm water discharges 
on saline lagoon and determine if they are having an adverse affect on 
this Priority 1 BAP habitat and if so to suggest mitigating measures. The 
investigations should: 

1. Establish key characterising lagoonal species (as referred to on 
UKBAP website).
2. Identify current state of knowledge on their environmental 
requirements
3. Establish whether there is any existing ecological and physiochemical 
data for the sites (Contact Roger Bramber, there may be others?)
4. Agree sampling strategy to establish current status of key species and 
overall community composition and abundance within each water body.
5. Agree chemical sampling strategy to determine current water quality 
within water body both in the localised area of the discharge and the 
wider lagoon
6. Establish effluent quality (particularly nutrients, ammonia, BOD and 
salinity + any other key species critical determinands identified in 2) and 
volume discharged in an event
7. Establish frequency of events
8. Establish quality and frequency/volume of other inputs to the system 
(such as seawater and any in-flowing streams)
9. Undertake sampling of physicochemical and ecology of lagoon
10 Report status of key lagoonal species and overall community. Draw 
particular attention to any notable species.
11 Report physiochemical data and identify whether environmental 
requirements of key species are met.  Identify duration these conditions 
are/are not met.
12. Report impact and extent of any impact from the discharge on the 
lagoonal community and key species. Relate magnitude of impact to any 
other measured inputs (see 8) to the lagoon.

Salinity is the key water quality parameter in determing the conservation 
status of a coastal lagoon. Other issues of concern are nutrient 
enrichment, toxic contamination, turbididy and siltation. 

The monitoring should cover a reasonable length of time to pick up a 

Area of saline lagoon 
(Workhouse, Stoke, and 
Haslar lakes)  .36 km2

31-Mar-12 31-Mar-12

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200012 Burrfields Road Portsmouth CSO BAP2 N/A Langstone 
Harbour A.1386/H/05 Trigger flow 200

Clean up

Investigation to establish impact of intermittent storm water discharges 
on saline lagoon and determine if they are having an adverse affect on 
this Priority 1 BAP habitat and if so to suggest mitigating measures. The 
investigations should: 

1. Establish key characterising lagoonal species (as referred to on 
UKBAP website).
2. Identify current state of knowledge on their environmental 
requirements
3. Establish whether there is any existing ecological and physiochemical 
data for the sites (Contact Roger Bramber, there may be others?)
4. Agree sampling strategy to establish current status of key species and 
overall community composition and abundance within each water body.
5. Agree chemical sampling strategy to determine current water quality 
within water body both in the localised area of the discharge and the 
wider lagoon
6. Establish effluent quality (particularly nutrients, ammonia, BOD and 
salinity + any other key species critical determinands identified in 2) and 
volume discharged in an event
7. Establish frequency of events
8. Establish quality and frequency/volume of other inputs to the system 
(such as seawater and any in-flowing streams)
9. Undertake sampling of physicochemical and ecology of lagoon
10 Report status of key lagoonal species and overall community. Draw 
particular attention to any notable species.
11 Report physiochemical data and identify whether environmental 
requirements of key species are met.  Identify duration these conditions 
are/are not met.
12. Report impact and extent of any impact from the discharge on the 
lagoonal community and key species. Relate magnitude of impact to any 
other measured inputs (see 8) to the lagoon.

Salinity is the key water quality parameter in determing the conservation 
status of a coastal lagoon. Other issues of concern are nutrient 
enrichment, toxic contamination, turbididy and siltation. 

Area of Great Salterns 
Lake (saline lagoon)  .01 

km2
31-Mar-12 31-Mar-12

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100083 Tunbridge Wells South STW BAP2 N/A N/A WACT/274 12/50 4/10 18 8850 270 n/a

The investigation should assess the cause of the impact on the brown 
trout as the relevant BAP species.  It should include an assessment of 
the impact of the treated effluent discharge from Tunbridge Wells South 
sewage works and all intermittent discharges within the River Grom 
catchment. The investigation will include both chemical and biological 
monitoring.  It should pay particular attention to the Storm water 
discharges from the STW and ensure that representative samples are 
taken during overflow/storm events. This should include the provision of 
new sampling points if necessary.  The investigation should also take 
account of the impacts of diffuse pollution as well as other CSOs within 
the catchment.

When assessing the impact of the intermittent discharges on the river 
catchment the procedures laid down in the Urban Pollution Management 
Manual 2nd Edition should be used.  This should involve the use of a 
sewer model and a river impact model.  

The continuous discharge should be assessed for compliance with the 
relevant WFD standards and the intermittent discharges against the RE 
99-percentile standards and the Fundamental Intermittent Standards 
(FIS).

The investigation should be over a long enough time to catch any 
seasonal events and run for 12 months minimum.    It should include the 

Length of river to 
estaurine limit  43.7 km 31-Mar-12 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200089 Village Road Alverstoke WPS BAP2 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.1373/H/05

Investigation to establish impact of intermittent storm water discharges 
on saline lagoon and determine if they are having an adverse affect on 
this Priority 1 BAP habitat and if so to suggest mitigating measures. The 
investigations should: 

1. Establish key characterising lagoonal species (as referred to on 
UKBAP website).
2. Identify current state of knowledge on their environmental 
requirements
3. Establish whether there is any existing ecological and physiochemical 
data for the sites (Contact Roger Bramber, there may be others?)
4. Agree sampling strategy to establish current status of key species and 
overall community composition and abundance within each water body.
5. Agree chemical sampling strategy to determine current water quality 
within water body both in the localised area of the discharge and the 
wider lagoon
6. Establish effluent quality (particularly nutrients, ammonia, BOD and 
salinity + any other key species critical determinands identified in 2) and 
volume discharged in an event
7. Establish frequency of events
8. Establish quality and frequency/volume of other inputs to the system 
(such as seawater and any in-flowing streams)
9. Undertake sampling of physicochemical and ecology of lagoon
10 Report status of key lagoonal species and overall community. Draw 
particular attention to any notable species.
11 Report physiochemical data and identify whether environmental 
requirements of key species are met.  Identify duration these conditions 
are/are not met.
12. Report impact and extent of any impact from the discharge on the 
lagoonal community and key species. Relate magnitude of impact to any 
other measured inputs (see 8) to the lagoon.

Salinity is the key water quality parameter in determing the conservation 
status of a coastal lagoon. Other issues of concern are nutrient 
enrichment, toxic contamination, turbididy and siltation. 

The monitoring should cover a reasonable length of time to pick up a 

Area of saline lagoon 
(Workhouse, Stoke, and 
Haslar lakes)  .36 km2

31-Mar-12 31-Mar-12

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200103 Bognor Regis Bathing Water rB3 Bognor Regis N/A Multiple

1. Identify which Southern Water assets discharge to outfalls close to 
bathing water. 
2. Fit event duration recorders to the assets (see list below). 
3. Investigation into spill frequency of foul sewage discharges in the 
catchment to these outfalls to identify if discharge > 3 times/season (all 
assets in agglomeration). 
4. Identify which surface water sewers have the capacity to impact on the 
bathing water from a catchment total of 121km. Investigation and 
remediation of surface water sewerage system to rectify mis-connections 
that discharge to the bathing water.

Area of Bognor bathing 
water  1.5 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200102 Hastings Bathing Water rB3 Hastings N/A Multiple

1. Identify which Southern Water assets discharge to outfalls close to 
bathing water. 
2. Fit event duration recorders to the assets (see list below). 
3. Investigation into spill frequency of foul sewage discharges in the 
catchment to these outfalls to identify if discharge > 3 times/season (all 
assets in agglomeration). 
4. Identify which surface water sewers have the capacity to impact on the 
bathing water from a catchment total of 144km. Investigation and 
remediation of surface water sewerage system to rectify illegal 
connections that discharge to the bathing water.

Area of Hastings bathing 
water  1.25 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200101 Worthing Bathing Water rB3 Worthing N/A Multiple

1. Identify which Southern Water assets discharge to outfalls close to 
bathing water. 
2. Fit event duration recorders to the assets (see list below). 
3. Investigation into spill frequency of foul sewage discharges in the 
catchment to these outfalls to identify if discharge > 3 times/season (all 
assets in agglomeration). 
4. Identify which surface water sewers have the capacity to impact on the 
bathing water from a catchment total of 249km. Investigation and 
remediation of surface water sewerage system to rectify illegal 
connections that discharge to the bathing water.

Area of Worthing bathing 
water  2.35 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200109 Carnegie Road Worthing CSO rB5 Worthing N/A A958/S/99 Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Worthing bathing 
water  2.35 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200110 Cortis Avenue Worthing CSO rB5 Worthing N/A A959/S/99 Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Worthing bathing 
water  2.35 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200112 Marine Crescent Worthing CEO rB5 Worthing N/A
UNCONSENTED 

- Worthing 
Sheme

Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Worthing bathing 
water  2.35 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200113 Marine Drive West Bognor CSO rB5 Bognor Regis N/A A1402/S/05 Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Bognor bathing 
water  1.5 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200114 Martletts Way Worthing CSO rB5 Worthing N/A
UNCONSENTED 

- Worthing 
Sheme

Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Worthing bathing 
water  2.35 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200116 Pilot Field Hastings CSO rB5 Hastings N/A Not Available Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Hastings bathing 
water  1.25 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200117 Radcliffe Close Hastings SWP rB5 Hastings N/A Not Available Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Hastings bathing 
water  1.25 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200118 Rock A Nore Hastings CEO rB5 Hastings N/A A693/S/96 Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Hastings bathing 
water  1.25 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200119 Sea Lane Goring CSO rB5 Worthing N/A A1478/S/06 Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Worthing bathing 
water  2.35 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200120 Sea Lane Worthing CSO rB5 Worthing N/A A961/S/99 Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Worthing bathing 
water  2.35 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200121 Seaside Road Hastings No 2 CSO rB5 Hastings N/A A1224/S/04 Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Hastings bathing 
water  1.25 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200122 Silverstine Avenue Aldwick CEO rB5 Bognor Regis N/A A1405/S/05 Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Bognor bathing 
water  1.5 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200123 Sompting Road Penfold Road 
Worthing C rB5 Worthing N/A A963/S/99 Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Worthing bathing 

water  2.35 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200124 Sompting Road Worthing outside 22 
CSO rB5 Worthing N/A A962/S/99 Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Worthing bathing 

water  2.35 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200125 Wallace Avenue Worthing CSO rB5 Worthing N/A
UNCONSENTED 

- Worthing 
Sheme

Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Worthing bathing 
water  2.35 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200126 Warrior Square Hastings CSO rB5 Hastings N/A Not Available Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Hastings bathing 
water  1.25 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200127 Wigmore Road Worthing outside 16 
CSO rB5 Worthing N/A A964/S/99 Event-Duration Telemetry N/A Area of Worthing bathing 

water  2.35 km2 31-Mar-12 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200107 Abbeyfields CSO, Faversham S8 N/A Swale East A.920/K/99 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Swale East 
shellfish water  31.66 

km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200005 Ashlett Creek WTW storm overflow S8 N/A
Approaches to 
Southampton 

Water
A.797/H/97 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Approaches to 
Southampton Water 
shellfish water  14.92 

km2

31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200008 Bow Bridge Freshwater CSO S8 N/A Yarmouth 270 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Yarmouth 
shellfish water  8.93 km2 31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200009 Browndown  WPS S8 N/A Spithead and 
Stokes Bay

PP(A)38/440/H96
/ Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Spithead and 
Stokes Bay shellfish 

water  30.53 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200012 Burrfields Road Portsmouth CSO S8 N/A Langstone 
Harbour A.1386/H/05 Trigger flow 200

Clean up Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Langstone 
Harbour shellfish water  

19.05 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200013 Bursledon Bridge STW storm 
overflow S8 N/A

Approaches to 
Southampton 

Water
PP38/5 01 & 03 Trigger flow 41.5 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Approaches to 
Southampton Water 
shellfish water  14.92 

km2

31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200014 Bury Road Gosport CEO S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.1382/H/05

Event-Duration 
Telemetry,

Trigger flow 62,
Clean up

Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200015 Cams Hill, Fareham S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.332/H/89 Screening Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200016 Cawte Road / Park Road S8 N/A Southampton 
Water A.374/H/89 Trigger flow 51.6

Screening Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200017 Clayhall Rd/Dolphin Way WPS S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.345/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200021 Commercial Rd / Rudmore Rd CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.971/H/97 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200024 Crofton Lane Hill Head CSO S8 N/A Central Solent A.1445/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Central Solent 
shellfish water  18.32 

km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200106 Cyprus Road/Whitstable Road CSO, 
Faversham, Kent S8 N/A Swale East

A.403/K/89 & 
Application 

A.1338/K/005
Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Swale East 
shellfish water  31.66 

km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200025 Dibles Road Warsash PS S8 N/A
Approaches to 
Southampton 

Water
A.381/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Approaches to 
Southampton Water 
shellfish water  14.92 

km2

31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200027 Elmhurst Road Fareham CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.333/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200030 Fairlee Road outside 62 CSO S8 N/A Medina NPSWQD00378
5 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Medina shellfish 
water  .67 km2 31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200031 Fareham Road Gosport outside 359 
CSO aka Wych Lane/Fareham Road S8 N/A Portsmouth 

Harbour UV-61/237 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200032 Fareham Road Gosport outside 68 
CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth 

Harbour A.1361/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200034 Fire Station Lane CEO (aka Beaulieu 
Village CEO?) S8 N/A Beaulieu River PP(A)38/535/H12

6/84 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Beaulieu River 
shellfish water  2.01 km2 31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200028 Frater Lane P.S. S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour PP(A)38/408/H74 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200019 Freshwater Bay PS No. 18 S8 N/A Yarmouth A.224/IOW/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Yarmouth 
shellfish water  8.93 km2 31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200036 Gorrell WPS, Westgate Terrace, 
Gorrell, Whitstable, Kent S8 N/A Swale East

A773/K/97 Outfall 
1

A112/K/87 Outfall 
2

Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Swale East 
shellfish water  31.66 

km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200037 Grove Rd PS S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour

PP(A)38/411/H75
/ Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200038 Gruneison Road Storm P.S. S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour

PP(A)38/360/H46
/79 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200041 Harbour Road, Gosport CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.1365/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200042 Hardway CEO, Priory Road, Gosport S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.1366/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200043 Henry Street WPS S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour

PP(A)38/417/H81
/79B Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200044 High Street / Briton Street CSO S8 N/A Southampton 
Water A.371/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200045 High Street Fareham CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.1050/H/99 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200047 Holbrook Road / Pyning Street S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour WACT/250 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO400042 Kings Road Emsworth CSO S8 N/A

Langstone 
Harbour 

Chichester_Har
bour_(Emswort

h_Channel)

95A Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Langstone 
Harbour shellfish water  

19.05 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200048 Kirtley Close Drayton CSO S8 N/A Langstone 
Harbour A.1387/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Langstone 
Harbour shellfish water  

19.05 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200052 Linstone Drive Norton CSO S8 N/A Yarmouth A.722/IOW/602 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Yarmouth 
shellfish water  8.93 km2 31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200054 M.H.F. 31 Alexandra Road CSO S8 N/A Southampton 
Water 51/160 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200055 Maybey Close S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour

PP(A)38/425/H89
/79 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200056 Middlecroft Lane Gosport CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.1447/H/06 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200057 Mile End Road Portsmouth No. 1 
CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth 

Harbour A.973/H/99 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200058 Mill Road / Tennyson Road car park S8 N/A Yarmouth PP(A)38/313/IO
W49/79 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Yarmouth 
shellfish water  8.93 km2 31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200059 Millbrook STW storm overflow / 
CEO S8 N/A Southampton 

Water COPA/5586 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200060 Monks Lane, Linstone Chine Storm 
Tank S8 N/A Yarmouth A.721/IOW/97 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Yarmouth 
shellfish water  8.93 km2 31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200061 Mumby Road Gosport WPS/CEO S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.350/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200062 New Road Wootton CEO S8 N/A Cowes A.1286/IOW/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Cowes shellfish 
water  37.37 km2 31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200063 North End Avenue Portsmouth CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.1275/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200105 North Lane CSO, Faversham S8 N/A Swale East Application 
A.1339/K/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Swale East 
shellfish water  31.66 

km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200065 Norton Green CSO S8 N/A Newtown Bank
 

PP(A)38/505/IO
W

Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Newtown Bank 
shellfish water  15.15 

km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200066 Pier Road CSO S8 N/A Spithead and 
Stokes Bay

PP(A)38/361/H47
/79 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Spithead and 
Stokes Bay shellfish 

water  30.53 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200067 Portswood STW storm overflow / 
CEO S8 N/A Southampton 

Water
PP(A)38/48/H12/

76 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200068 Priorsdean Crescent  CSO S8 N/A Langstone 
Harbour A.1016/H/99 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Langstone 
Harbour shellfish water  

19.05 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200069 Quay Street Fareham CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.334/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200073 Salterns Road, Stubbington CSO S8 N/A Central Solent A.1379/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Central Solent 
shellfish water  18.32 

km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200074 School Green Road, CSO S8 N/A Yarmouth A.1302/IOW/05 Trigger flow 113.9 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Yarmouth 
shellfish water  8.93 km2 31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200075 School Green CSO, Freshwater, 
IOW S8 N/A Yarmouth PP(A)38/311/IO

W47/79 Trigger flow 113.9 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Yarmouth 
shellfish water  8.93 km2 31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200076 Slowhill STW storm overflow S8 N/A Southampton 
Water

PP(A)38/326/H44
/79 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200077 St Andrews Road CSO S8 N/A Langstone 
Harbour A.1277/H/05 Trigger flow 41.5 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Langstone 
Harbour shellfish water  

19.05 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200078 St Matthews Square Gosport 
WPS/CEO S8 N/A Portsmouth 

Harbour A.1454/H/07 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200004 Storm Overflow at Arundel Drive S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour 51/220 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200080 Tates Copse CEO S8 N/A Southampton 
Water

PP(A)38/490/H10
4/82 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200081 Teynham STW Storm Tanks, Conyer 
Road, Teynham, Kent S8 N/A Swale Central PP(A)38/455/K99

/80 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Swale Central 
shellfish water  4.76 km2 31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200085 The Institute, Yarmouth WPS/CSO S8 N/A Yarmouth A.671/IOW/94 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Yarmouth 
shellfish water  8.93 km2 31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200086 Tichbourne Way Gosport WPS/CEO S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.213/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200093 Wicor Mill Lane Portchester 
WPS/CEO S8 N/A Portsmouth 

Harbour A.1374/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200094 Widley Road Portsmouth CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth 
Harbour A.1279/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this 
intermittent discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can 
then be used to assess whether this CSO (and others that already have 
Event and Duration equipment fitted) falls within a 10 spill per annum 
standard and whether there is a need for further improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31-Mar-13 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200104 Broadstairs Viking Bay Bathing water B1 Viking Bay, Broadstairs N/A N/A 3 spills per bathing season

Faecal contamination discharged close to designated bathing water via a surface 
water outfall. Extensive investigations with Southern Water and Thanet DC have 
shown this contamination to be the result of diffuse urban pollution rather than mis-
connections. Relocate source of contamination from current short Southern Water 
outfall. New location to be based on modelling and engineering considerations.

Area of Broadstairs bathing 
water  0.095 km2 31 March 2012 31 March 2012

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200128 Southsea Bathing Water B1 Southsea N/A Multiple 3 spills per bathing season None - assets investigated and exfiltration database developed by Atkins to prioritise 
sewer repairs

Area of Southsea bathing 
water  0.54 km2 31 March 2012 31 March 2012

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100015 Chillerton WWTW BAP1 N/A N/A A.1452/IOW/06 20/56 10/37 30 74 8 5 12 187 N/A Length of River  6 km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100065 Pulborough STW BAP1 N/A N/A COPA/432 15/50 8/30 25 1935 36 Copper 140 ug/l (under appeal) no change Reed Bed N/A Area of SSSI and SPA  .73 
km2 31 March 2015 n/a Removed due to lack of support for reed bed of this size

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200002 Alver Road Gosport CEO BAP2 N/A N/A A.340/H/89

Investigation to establish impact of intermittent storm water discharges on saline 
lagoon and determine if they are having an adverse affect on this Priority 1 BAP 
habitat and if so to suggest mitigating measures. The investigations should: 

1. Establish key characterising lagoonal species (as referred to on UKBAP website).
2. Identify current state of knowledge on their environmental requirements
3. Establish whether there is any existing ecological and physiochemical data for the 
sites (Contact Roger Bramber, there may be others?)
4. Agree sampling strategy to establish current status of key species and overall 
community composition and abundance within each water body.
5. Agree chemical sampling strategy to determine current water quality within water 
body both in the localised area of the discharge and the wider lagoon
6. Establish effluent quality (particularly nutrients, ammonia, BOD and salinity + any 
other key species critical determinands identified in 2) and volume discharged in an 
event
7. Establish frequency of events
8. Establish quality and frequency/volume of other inputs to the system (such as 
seawater and any in-flowing streams)
9. Undertake sampling of physicochemical and ecology of lagoon
10 Report status of key lagoonal species and overall community. Draw particular 
attention to any notable species.
11 Report physiochemical data and identify whether environmental requirements of 
key species are met.  Identify duration these conditions are/are not met.
12. Report impact and extent of any impact from the discharge on the lagoonal 
community and key species. Relate magnitude of impact to any other measured 
inputs (see 8) to the lagoon.

Salinity is the key water quality parameter in determing the conservation status of a 
coastal lagoon. Other issues of concern are nutrient enrichment, toxic contamination, 
turbididy and siltation. 

The monitoring should cover a reasonable length of time to pick up a range of 
discharge events and weather conditions.

Sampling to be carried out monthly for 12 months, at a fixed location, chosen to give 
the most representative sample possible given access constraints. Chemical samples 
should be analysed for the following: Nitrate-nitrogen, nitrite-nitrogen, ammoniacal 
nitrogen, orthophosphate. Surveys should include a spring and summer sample and 
comprise of benthic fauna, fauna associated with submerged plants, surveys of 
submerged plant types present and some limited analysis of water and sediment 
chemistry. This is in accordance with the guidelines set down by English Nature on 

Area of saline lagoon 
(Workhouse, Stoke, and 
Haslar lakes)  .36 km2

31 March 2012 31 March 2012

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200012 Burrfields Road Portsmouth CSO BAP2 N/A Langstone Harbour A.1386/H/05 Trigger flow 200
Clean up

Investigation to establish impact of intermittent storm water discharges on saline 
lagoon and determine if they are having an adverse affect on this Priority 1 BAP 

habitat and if so to suggest mitigating measures. The investigations should: 

1. Establish key characterising lagoonal species (as referred to on UKBAP website).
2. Identify current state of knowledge on their environmental requirements

3. Establish whether there is any existing ecological and physiochemical data for the 
sites (Contact Roger Bramber, there may be others?)

4. Agree sampling strategy to establish current status of key species and overall 
community composition and abundance within each water body.

5. Agree chemical sampling strategy to determine current water quality within water 
body both in the localised area of the discharge and the wider lagoon

6. Establish effluent quality (particularly nutrients, ammonia, BOD and salinity + any 
other key species critical determinands identified in 2) and volume discharged in an 

event
7. Establish frequency of events

8. Establish quality and frequency/volume of other inputs to the system (such as 
seawater and any in-flowing streams)

9. Undertake sampling of physicochemical and ecology of lagoon
10 Report status of key lagoonal species and overall community. Draw particular 

attention to any notable species.
11 Report physiochemical data and identify whether environmental requirements of 

key species are met.  Identify duration these conditions are/are not met.
12. Report impact and extent of any impact from the discharge on the lagoonal 

community and key species. Relate magnitude of impact to any other measured 
inputs (see 8) to the lagoon.

Salinity is the key water quality parameter in determing the conservation status of a 
coastal lagoon. Other issues of concern are nutrient enrichment, toxic contamination, 

turbididy and siltation. 

The monitoring should cover a reasonable length of time to pick up a range of 
discharge events and weather conditions.

Sampling to be carried out monthly for 12 months, at a fixed location, chosen to give 
the most representative sample possible given access constraints. Chemical samples 

should be analysed for the following: Nitrate-nitrogen, nitrite-nitrogen, ammoniacal 
nitrogen, orthophosphate. Surveys should include a spring and summer sample and 

comprise of benthic fauna, fauna associated with submerged plants, surveys of 
submerged plant types present and some limited analysis of water and sediment 

chemistry. This is in accordance with the guidelines set down by English Nature on 

Area of Great Salterns Lake 
(saline lagoon)  .01 km2 31 March 2012 31 March 2012

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100083 Tunbridge Wells South STW BAP2 N/A N/A WACT/274 12/50 4/10 18 8850 270 n/a

The investigation should assess the cause of the impact on the brown trout as the 
relevant BAP species.  It should include an assessment of the impact of the treated 
effluent discharge from Tunbridge Wells South sewage works and all intermittent 
discharges within the River Grom catchment. The investigation will include both 

chemical and biological monitoring.  It should pay particular attention to the Storm 
water discharges from the STW and ensure that representative samples are taken 
during overflow/storm events. This should include the provision of new sampling 
points if necessary.  The investigation should also take account of the impacts of 

diffuse pollution as well as other CSOs within the catchment.

When assessing the impact of the intermittent discharges on the river catchment the 
procedures laid down in the Urban Pollution Management Manual 2nd Edition should 

be used.  This should involve the use of a sewer model and a river impact model.  

The continuous discharge should be assessed for compliance with the relevant WFD 
standards and the intermittent discharges against the RE 99-percentile standards and 

the Fundamental Intermittent Standards (FIS).

The investigation should be over a long enough time to catch any seasonal events and 
run for 12 months minimum.    It should include the deployment of continuous 

chemical monitors for Dissolved Oxygen, pH and NH3  for a period long enough to 
characterise the impact of significant discharges on the receiving watercourses. 

Length of river to estaurine 
limit  43.7 km 31 March 2012 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200089 Village Road Alverstoke WPS BAP2 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.1373/H/05

Investigation to establish impact of intermittent storm water discharges on saline 
lagoon and determine if they are having an adverse affect on this Priority 1 BAP 

habitat and if so to suggest mitigating measures. The investigations should: 

1. Establish key characterising lagoonal species (as referred to on UKBAP website).
2. Identify current state of knowledge on their environmental requirements

3. Establish whether there is any existing ecological and physiochemical data for the 
sites (Contact Roger Bramber, there may be others?)

4. Agree sampling strategy to establish current status of key species and overall 
community composition and abundance within each water body.

5. Agree chemical sampling strategy to determine current water quality within water 
body both in the localised area of the discharge and the wider lagoon

6. Establish effluent quality (particularly nutrients, ammonia, BOD and salinity + any 
other key species critical determinands identified in 2) and volume discharged in an 

event
7. Establish frequency of events

8. Establish quality and frequency/volume of other inputs to the system (such as 
seawater and any in-flowing streams)

9. Undertake sampling of physicochemical and ecology of lagoon
10 Report status of key lagoonal species and overall community. Draw particular 

attention to any notable species.
11 Report physiochemical data and identify whether environmental requirements of 

key species are met.  Identify duration these conditions are/are not met.
12. Report impact and extent of any impact from the discharge on the lagoonal 

community and key species. Relate magnitude of impact to any other measured 
inputs (see 8) to the lagoon.

Salinity is the key water quality parameter in determing the conservation status of a 
coastal lagoon. Other issues of concern are nutrient enrichment, toxic contamination, 

turbididy and siltation. 

The monitoring should cover a reasonable length of time to pick up a range of 
discharge events and weather conditions.

Sampling to be carried out monthly for 12 months, at a fixed location, chosen to give 
the most representative sample possible given access constraints. Chemical samples 

should be analysed for the following: Nitrate-nitrogen, nitrite-nitrogen, ammoniacal 
nitrogen, orthophosphate. Surveys should include a spring and summer sample and 

comprise of benthic fauna, fauna associated with submerged plants, surveys of 
submerged plant types present and some limited analysis of water and sediment 

chemistry. This is in accordance with the guidelines set down by English Nature on 

Area of saline lagoon 
(Workhouse, Stoke, and 
Haslar lakes)  .36 km2

31 March 2012 31 March 2012

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100100 Billingshurst WWTW C1a, C1c N/A N/A A.578/S/90 20/56 S5/20
W10/37 30/60 1445 53 n/a

C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, Emerging 
chemicals.

Also C1c Investigation into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).
25 spot samples of effluent at random times for both types of investigation.

STW to confluence with 
River Arun  1.37km July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100013 Chickenhall Eastleigh WWTW C1a, C1c N/A N/A COPA/5571 12/46 3/14 20/50 Mean 1 32000 788
Silver 5 ug/l

Sulphate 220 mg/l
Iron 4 mg/l 

n/a

C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, Emerging 
chemicals.

Also C1c Investigation into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).
25 spot samples of effluent at random times

Length of River  5.4 km July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100023 Eden Vale STW C1a, C1c N/A N/A RP.14/70 10/40 S3/5
W3/10 15 2014

(Max 7258) 84 Copper 100 ug/l
Zinc 135 ug/l n/a

C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, Emerging 
chemicals.

Also C1c Investigation into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).
25 spot samples of effluent at random times for both types of investigation.

STW to confluence with 
Eden Brook  6.54km July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100032 Handcross STW C1a N/A N/A 62/1/50 60 60 186 Treat all n/a C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, Emerging 
chemicals - 25 spot samples of effluent at random times

STW to Staplefield STW  
3.53km July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100168 Sidlesham STW C1a N/A N/A P61/453/10/1/70 30/64 40 Mean 1 5800 Iron 3 mg/l n/a C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, Emerging 
chemicals - 25 spot samples of effluent at random times N/A - Investigation  July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100077 Tangmere WWTW C1a, C1c N/A N/A A.1125/S/01 S10/40
W20/56

S3/20
W5/20

S20
W30

1500
(Max 3629) 42 n/a

C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, Emerging 
chemicals.

Also C1c Investigation into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).
25 spot samples of effluent at random times for both types of investigation.

STW to estuary  8.47km July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100082 Tunbridge Wells North STW C1a, C1c N/A N/A A.814/K/98 10/40 S4/10
W8/15 20 8640

(Max 25920) 300 Copper 60 ug/l n/a

C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, Emerging 
chemicals.

Also C1c Investigation into EDCs (E1,E2,EE2).
25 spot samples of effluent at random times for both types of investigation.

STW to estuary  32.54km July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100152 Washwell Lane Wadhurst WWTW C1a N/A N/A RP.17/60 15 30 136 n/a C1a Investigation - Screening for PS, PHS, BLM, Sanitary, GC-MS scan, Emerging 
chemicals - 25 spot samples of effluent at random times

STW to confluence with 
Newmill Channel.  
Tenterden to take 

reamining kms as further 
d/s.  32.25km

July 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100032 Handcross STW C2b N/A N/A 62/1/50 60 60 186 Treat all n/a

C2b Process Investigations for a targeted number of substances associated with 
localised issues (e.g.. diazinon and cypermethrin):-

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

54 spot and /or 24hr comp samples of post secondary effluent.
27 spot and /or 24hr comp samples of post tertiary effluent.

27 spot samples of sludge.

All for Specific substances + sanitaries

STW to Staplefield STW  
3.53km October 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100082 Tunbridge Wells North STW C2a N/A N/A A.814/K/98 10/40 S4/10
W8/15 20 8640

(Max 25920) 300 Copper 60 ug/l n/a

C2a Process Investigations to provide detailed process information for a range of 
commonly occurring substances:-

27 spot or comp samples of influent for PS, Sanitary, emerging + 3 GC-MS identified 
samples.

27 spot or comp samples of post primary effluent for PS, Sanitary .
54 spot and /or 24hr comp samples of post secondary effluent for PS, PHS, Sanitary, 

emerging + 3 GC-MS identified samples.
27 spot and /or 24hr comp samples of post tertiary effluent  for PS, PHS, Sanitary, 

emerging + 3 GC-MS identified samples.
27 spot samples of sludge for PS, PHS, emerging + 3 GC-MS identified samples

STW to estuary  32.54km October 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100082 Tunbridge Wells North STW C3a, C3c N/A N/A A.814/K/98 10/40 S4/10
W8/15 20 8640

(Max 25920) 300 Copper 60 ug/l n/a

C3a Investigation to assess catchment sources and advanced treatment options:-
1000 spot samples of wastewater for PS, PHS, Sanitary, 3 GC-MS identified 

samples, Emerging chemicals.
Further investigations (Catchment modelling+trader sampling)

Also C3c Further lab investigations into PS, PHS, Sanitary determinands, 3 GC-MS 
identified samples, Emerging chemicals
55 spot samples on influent and effluent

STW to estuary  32.54km October 2011 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100001 Ashford STW F1a N/A N/A A.805/K/98 S 10/21
W20/56

S 3/6
W 7/27

S 20
W 30

24000
(Max 46397) 537 Silver 0.1 ug/l (under appeal)

Iron 4 mg/l no change S 2/12
W 2/12 15 29000 N/A STW to estuary  28.24km 31 March 2014 n/a Proposed SS limit added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100001 Ashford STW F1a N/A N/A A.805/K/98 S 10/21
W20/56

S 3/6
W 7/27

S 20
W 30

24000
(Max 46397) 537 Silver 0.1 ug/l (under appeal)

Iron 4 mg/l
10/20 2/12 20 29000 N/A STW to estuary  28.24km 31 March 2014 n/a Salmonid standards not achievable

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100014 Chiddingfold STW F1a N/A N/A COPA/178 20/56 10/20 30 639 no change 8/20 no change no change N/A STW to confluence with 
River Arun  19.07km 31 March 2014 n/a Consent replaced. Consent number updated

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100121 Hawkhurst North WWTW F1a N/A N/A A.1217/K/04 S20
W30

S5
W10

S30
W40 452 12.7 10 5 20 624 N/A STW to Sandhurst STW  

5.83km 31 March 2014 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100038 Horsham STW F1a N/A N/A COPA/4682 15/50 6/23 25
Mean 
1(wef 

31/12/08)
16500 570 Iron 4 mg/l 5/14 2/12 10 16500 N/A

STW to confluence with 
River Kird.  Wisborough 

takes rest of reach to 
estuary.  23.47km

31 March 2014 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100195 Iden Green WWTW F1a N/A N/A RP.25/67 25 40 70 10 5 20 70 N/A STW to confluence with 
Hexden Channel  4.18km 31 March 2014 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100042 Lidsey WWTW F1a N/A N/A A.1209/S/03 S15/50
W20/56 

S20
W30 Mean 2 5833 129 Iron 2.7 mg/l S 15/50

W 20/56
S 2/12
W 2/12

S 20
W 30 5833 N/A STW to coast  5.44km 31 March 2014 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100048 Luxford Ln-East Grinstead STW F1a N/A N/A WACT/266 10/50 5/20 20 3000 146 10/50 2/12 20 3000 N/A STW to estuary  59.59km 31 March 2014 n/a
Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100142 Sandhurst Sewage Treatment works F1a N/A N/A A.610/K/91 20/40 S10/20 30/75 206 10 10 20 206 N/A STW to estuary  17.63km 31 March 2014 n/a
Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100090 Wisborough Green WWTW F1a N/A N/A A.1206/S/03 15 10 25 324 15 3 25 324 N/A STW to estuary  7.85km 31 March 2014 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100102 Brading STW FLOW1 N/A N/A 134 30 40 350 11 27 16 no change 390 12.7 Required Storm Tank 111 
m3

STW to sea. Stretch not 
deteriorating  3.51km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100007 Brook Sewage Disposal Works FLOW1 N/A N/A RP26/67 20 40 64 Treat all 15 6 23 81 n/a n/a
STW to main River Stour, 
stretch not deteriorating  

1.83km
31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100118 Burgess Hill (Goddards Green) STW FLOW1 N/A N/A A.576/S/90 S15/30
W20/40

S3/6
W10

S25/62
W30/75 8356 305.5 5/20 2/8 8/20 9917 n/a n/a N/A STW to tidal limit, stretch 

not deteriorating  9.33km 31 March 2015 n/a Current BOD, NH3 upper tiers corrected and SS ones 
removed as per mod 26/6/06 missing from WIMS

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100011 Charing STW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP41/62 S10/20
W15/30

S3/6
W5/10

S15/38
W25/63 605 23 6/25 3/5 9 671 26 Required Storm Tank 168 

m3
STW to confluence with 

Great Stour  2.4 km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100107 Cranbrook WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP.7/70 S 10/40
W 15/50

S3/6
W4/10

S20
W30

Mean 2 
Max 5 1041 Iron 3 mg/l 8/30 S3/6

W3/10 12 1337 no change no change N/A
STW to Sissinghurst STW 

tributary, stretch not 
deteriorating  6.1km

31 March 2015 n/a Current SS upper tier removed as non existant

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100197 Dial Post STW FLOW1 N/A N/A COPA/5755 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 40 20 60 40 N/A
STW to next 

confluence.stretch not 
deteriorating  0.2km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100023 Eden Vale STW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP14/70 10/40 S3/5
W3/10 15 2014

(Max 7258) 84 Copper 100 ug/l
Zinc 135 ug/l 5/20 S3/5

W3/10 8 2524 n/a n/a N/A STW to confluence with 
Eden Brook  6.54km 31 March 2015 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100200 Evans Close Over Wallop WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A 51/146 20 30 75 no change 3 no change 86 n/a N/A STW to confluence, stretch 
not deteriorating  11.17km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100113 Felbridge STW FLOW1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/479/K108 S10/50
W15/50 S5/20 S15

W30
1312

(Max 6048) 70

Copper 11.6ug/L
Nickel 194ug/L
Iron 92.32ug/L
Silver 0.19ug/L
Tin 92.5 ug/L

5/20 2/12 7 1779 n/a n/a N/A
STW to next 

confluence.stretch not 
deteriorating  6.56km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100115 Fittleworth STW FLOW1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/58/S16 20 20 45 186 no change no change 30 278 no change no change N/A STW to estuary  3.42km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100116 Fletching STW FLOW1 N/A N/A COPA/5756 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Treat all 40 n/a 60 55 n/a n/a N/A
STW to main d/s 

confluence,stretch not 
deteriorating   8.32km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100119 Halland STW FLOW1 N/A N/A A.567/S/90 S15
W20 S5 S20

W30 133 3.8 no change S5
W8 no change 183 no change no change N/A

STW to Cowdray GQA 
stretch, river stretch not 
deteriorating  18.02km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100121 Hawkhurst North WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A A.1217/K/04 S20
W30

S5
W10

S30
W40 452 12.7 16/51 4/11 24 624 no change no change N/A STW to Sandhurst STW  

5.83km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100127 Lower Beeding STW FLOW1 N/A N/A COPA/5638 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Treat all 40 n/a 60 86 n/a n/a N/A

STW to first GQA 
monitoring point D/S, river 
stretch not deteriorating  

7.21km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100128 Lunsford Cross Sewage Works FLOW1 N/A N/A 62/1/63 25 40 46 20 12 30 59 n/a n/a N/A

STW to first GQA 
monitoring point D/S, river 
stretch not deteriorating  

7.94km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100049 Lydd STW FLOW1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/447/K96 30/64 W10/37 40 455 16 10/40 3/12 15 611 n/a n/a N/A
STW to tidal limit, river 
stretch not deteriorating  

5.23km
31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100129 Monks Gate STW FLOW1 N/A N/A A.651/S/93 25 45 44 2 no change 20 40 64 no change no change N/A

STW to first GQA 
monitoring point D/S, river 
stretch not deteriorating  

8.84km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100134 Ockley West WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A 315/10/2/186B 60 90 53 Treat all 40 5 60 80 n/a n/a N/A

STW to first GQA 
monitoring point D/S, river 
stretch not deteriorating  

12.27km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100059 Oxted WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A WACT/260 S10/30
W15/40

S4/10
W8/30

S20/50
W30/60 3945 134 no change 2/12 S 20

W 30 4724 n/a n/a N/A STW to confluence with 
River Eden  8.53km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100135 Pembury STW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP23/67 10/40 5/14 15 1320 84 8/30 3/12 12 1465 92

Required Storm Tank 482 
m3

Required high level inlet 
storm overflow 128 l/s

STW to Tudeley Brook 
confluence,river stretch not 

deteriorating  7.6km
31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100137 Ripe WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A A.1230/S/04 40 60 42 no change 16 no change 53 n/a n/a N/A

STW to first GQA 
monitoring point D/S, river 
stretch not deteriorating  

8.44km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100140 Roud WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A 257 30 40 523 22/58 5/20 33 667 no change no change N/A

STW to first GQA 
monitoring point D/S, river 
stretch not deteriorating  

5.41km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100074 South Ambersham Sewage Works FLOW1 N/A N/A 62/1/171 30/64 45 2182 101 no change 20/48 no change 3194 n/a n/a N/A
STW to River Lod 

confluence, river stretch not 
deteriorating  3.29km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100154 West Wellow WWTW FLOW1 N/A N/A A.640/H/92 15/50 10/28 40 1427 29.5 15/50 10/28 23 1834 no change no change N/A
STW to Cadnam River 

Blandford,river stretch no 
deteriorating  4.01km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100156 Westfield STW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP25/68 S10/20
W15/30

S5/10
W10/20

S15/37
W25/62 308 7/20 3/10 10 362 n/a n/a N/A STW to confluence with 

Pewis Petty Sewer  9.92km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100162 WIittersham STW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP7/68 15 30 145 no change 5 no change 175 11.1 Required Storm Tank 68 
m3

STW to River Rother 
confluence u/s 

Peasmarsh,river stretch no 
deteriorating  2.7km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100163 Wivelsfield STW FLOW1 N/A N/A 62/1/385B 40 60 318 24 30 7 45 405 35 n/a STW to Foxhill STW  
2.35km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100092 Wye STW FLOW1 N/A N/A RP.18/61 40/80 60 500 Treat all no change 20/48 no change 732 n/a n/a N/A
STW to River Stour at 

Thannington, river stretch 
not deteriorating  9.16km

31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100018 Droxford STW G1 N/A N/A UV-63/2138 20 30 no limit no change 5 mean no change 50 N/A N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a DWF reduced from 50 to 34, NH3 to look up from mean, 
GW DS monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100019 Dunbridge STW G1 N/A N/A 63/982 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 7.5 40 5 mean 60 19 N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a
DWF corrected to SWS 2020 forecast limit

NH3 to look up from mean, GS DS monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100020 East Dean STW G1 N/A N/A 62/3/24 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 340 11.8 40 5 mean 60 340 N/A Consent limit to be developed for Ammonium (transforms to Nitrates) after discussion 
with SWS. N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a NH3 to look up from mean, GW DS monitoring added, 

Investigation scope removed

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100021 East Grimstead WWTW G1 N/A N/A 51/268 15 30 690 23 15/50 5 mean no change 690 N/A N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a NH3 to look up from mean, GW DS monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100045 Hillbrow Knowles Meadow WWTW G1 N/A N/A A.1155/S/99/01 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 8 40/80 5 mean 60 11 N/A N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a
DWF corrected to SWS 2020 forecast limit

BOD UT removed, NH3 to look up from mean

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100039 Ivy Down Lane STW East Oakley G1 N/A N/A 63/496 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 720 40/80 5 mean 60 720 Nitrate 30 mg/l N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a DWF increased from 720, NH3 to look up from mean, 
Nitates 30 to TIN, Investigation marker removed

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100044 Liss Hill Brow STW G1 N/A N/A WR191/325 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 11 40 5 mean 60 11 N/A N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a NH3 to look up from mean

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100046 Luddesdown STW G1 N/A N/A APP/SO/254K Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 40 5 mean 60 50 N/A  Integrity of mains sewer input to works needs to be investigated. No additional 
consent issues to be addressed. N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a BOD UT added, NH3 to look up from mean, GW DS 

monitoring added, Investigation scope reworded

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100047 Ludgershall WWTW G1 N/A N/A 63/1359 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 1252 40/80 5 mean 60 1252 Nitrate 20 mg/l N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a DWF reduced from 1253, NH3 to lookup from Mean, 
Nitrate 20 to TIN 27, GW DS monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100049 Lydd STW G1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/447/K96 30/64 W10/37 40 455 16 no change 5 mean no change 611 N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a NH3 to look up from mean, GW DS monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100052 Morestead WWTW G1 N/A N/A A.712/H/96 40/80 60 Max  16675 103 no change 2.5 mean no change 1 calender 
year mean Max  16675 288

Nitrate 12.5 mg/l
Install additional boreholes

Storm tank - 2246
Iron 8 mg/l

Recommend installation of 2 down gradient monitoring wells a minimun of 50 meters 
from the site boundary in order to obtain additional information on actual impact to 

groundwater.
N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2013 n/a

Max flow 16675 replaxed with DWF 9933, NH3 to look up 
from mean, Nitrate 12.5 to TIN 15,GW DS monitoring 

added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100054 New Alresford STW G1 N/A N/A 63/150 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 773 40/80 5 mean 60 3.5 calender 
year mean 773 Nitrate 25 mg/l

Iron 8 mg/l N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a
DWF increased from 773 to 1153, NH3 to look up from 
mean, P 3.5 (and associated Fe 8) limit deleted, Nitrate 

changed to TIN, GW DS monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100055 North Waltham STW G1 N/A N/A 63/501 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 167 40 5 mean 60 167 Nitrate 16.7 mg/l N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a NH3 to look up from mean, Nitrate 16.7 to TIN 20, GW DS 
monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100056 Oakley Water Ridges STW G1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/373/H55 20 30 Max 91 no change 5 mean no change Max 91 N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a Max 91 to DWF 89, NH3 to look up from mean, GW DS 
monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100057 Offham STW G1 N/A N/A PP(A)/38/195/S84 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 8 40 5 mean 60 15 N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a
DWF corrected to SWS 2020 forecast limit

NH3 to look up from mean, GW DS monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200100 Ottinge Sewage PS Emergency 
Overflow G1 N/A N/A 0

Storm Tanks as per 
Agency policy (discharge to 

surface water)
N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100058 Overton STW G1 N/A N/A APP/SO/118HA Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 40/80 5 mean 60 1 977 Iron 8 mg/l N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a
DWF corrected to SWS 2020 forecast limit

NH3 to look up from mean, GW DS monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100066 Pyecombe East STW G1 N/A N/A WR191/11 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 15 40 5 mean 60 21 N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a
DWF corrected to SWS 2020 forecast limit

NH3 to look up from mean, GW DS monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100067 Pyecombe West STW G1 N/A N/A WR191/10 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 10 40 5 mean 60 12 Nitrate 20 mg/l N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a

DWF corrected to SWS 2020 forecast limit

NH3 to look up from mean, Nitrate 20 removed, GW DS 
monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100198 Streat WWTW G1 N/A N/A not consented no consent no consent no consent no consent no consent 40 5 mean 60 50
No discharge consent exists at present.  Consent conditions required relating to 
preventing direct discharge to groundwater under certain conditions.  Present 

investigation has not identified need for specific quality limits.
N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a NH3 to look up from mean

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100088 West Marden STW G1 N/A N/A WR191/12 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 14 40 5 mean 60 40 Nitrate 25 mg/l N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a

DWF corrected to SWS 2020 forecast limit

NH3 to look up from mean, Nitrate 25 mg/l not required, 
GW DS monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100089 Whitchurch STW G1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/288/H43/
79 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 1375 40/80 5 mean 60 1375 Nitrate 15 mg/l N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2012 n/a DWF increased to 2336 from 1375, NH3 to look up from 

mean, Nitrate 15 to TIN 12.5, GW DS monitoring added

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100196 Shipton Bellinger STW G1 N/A N/A 040119 30 10 50 500 no change 5 mean no change 500 N/A N/A - Groundwater  22 December 2013 n/a Investigation marker and scope added, NH3 to look up 
from mean

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100079 Thanet Groundwater Scheme G3 N/A N/A n/a n/a

Investigate the extent of sewer replacement required to prevent the direct discharge of 
leaking sewers into ground water and implement first phase. This will build on 

previous AMP4 study and proposes a sewer replacement programme to prevent 
discharges and pollution of groundwater from SWS assets

N/A - Groundwater  31 March 2015 n/a Investigation requirements removed - Added under G4 
driver. G3 relates to implimentation of first phase
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100079 Thanet Groundwater Scheme G4 N/A N/A n/a n/a

Investigate the extent of sewer replacement required to prevent the direct discharge of 
leaking sewers into ground water and implement first phase. This will build on 

previous AMP4 study and proposes a sewer replacement programme to prevent 
discharges and pollution of groundwater from SWS assets

N/A - Groundwater  31 March 2015 n/a New driver to separate investigation from implimentation 
phase of scheme

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100052 Morestead WWTW H1 N/A N/A A.712/H/96 40/80 60 Max  16675 193 no change no change 1 calender 
year mean 9933 285 Iron 8 mg/l

Storm tank - 2147 N/A N/A - Groundwater  31 March 2015 31 March 2015 New driver to separate P requirements from H5 driver 
requirements

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100006 Bosham STW H2 N/A N/A COPA/5664 50/100 45 1221 42 Nitrogen Mean 15 mg/l
UV Disinfection 1221 Nitrogen 10 mg/l

(Annual Average) N/A Area of Chichester Harbour 
SSSI  37.32 km2 31 March 2015 31 March 2015

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100008 Budds Farm WWTW H2 N/A N/A A.751/H/97 40/80 60 108853

Mercury 0.3
Chloroform 1.8

Trichloroethylene 0.8
Cyanide 6.0

Silver 5.0
Copper 50

(all under appeal)
Iron 3 mg/l

Nitrogen Mean 10 mg/l

108853

Total nitrogen shall not 
exceed 9.7 mg/l (annual 

average) or Average load of 
Total N of 1322 kg/d

N/A Area of Langstone Harbour 
SSSI  20.85 km2 31 March 2012 31 March 2015

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100009 Bursledon STW H2 N/A N/A PP/38/5 30/65 30 1550 41.5 1720

Nitrogen 9.0 mg/l
(Annual Average) (10 mg/l 
for existing permit flows) or 

to Peel Common
Formula A 138

N/A
Area of Lincegrove and 

Hackett's Marshes SSSI  
.37 km2

31 March 2015 31 March 2015

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100012 Chichester STW H2 N/A N/A COPA/5847 35/70 45 13524 300 Nitrogen Mean 13.8 mg/l 
UV Disinfection 13524

Total nitrogen shall not 
exceed 9.0 mg/l (annual 

average) or Average load of 
Total N of 122 kg/d

N/A Area of Chichester Harbour 
SSSI  37.32 km2 31 March 2012 31 March 2015 Current DWF updated to that on mod 17/7/08

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100051 Millbrook STW H2 N/A N/A COPA/5586 25 40 40000 850 40007 Nitrogen 10 mg/l
(Annual Average) N/A Area of Eling and Bury 

Marshes SSSI  1.12 km2 31 March 2015 31 March 2015

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100061 Peel Common STW H2 N/A N/A A.569/H/90 40/80 60/120 59683 Nitrogen 10 mg/l mean
76512 with 
Woolston 
transfer 

Nitrogen 9.2 mg/l (annual 
average) until 30/9/14 then 

9.1 when Woolston 
transfered.

Formula A 4696

N/A

Combined area of Solent 
Maritime SAC and 

Portsmouth SPA  124.93 
km2

31 March 2012 31 March 2015 Alternate DWF and Nitrogen conditions added to allow for 
Woolston transfer being rejected

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100062 Pennington WWTW H2 N/A N/A A.665/H/94 31/65 49/125 16362
(Max 32380) 375

Chromium 20 ug/l (under appeal)
Copper 25 ug/l (under appeal)

Zinc 60 ug/l (under appeal)

16362
(Max 32380)

Nitrogen 10 mg/l
(Annnual Average) N/A

Area of Hurst Castle and 
Lymington Estuary SSSI  

10.77 km2
31 March 2015 31 March 2015

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100073 Slowhill Copse STW H2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/326/H44/ 30/60 60/150 14971 422 16317
Nitrogen 9.2

(Annual Average)
Formula A 1245

N/A Area of Eling and Bury 
Marshes SSSI  1.12 km2 31 March 2015 31 March 2015

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100080 Thornham STW H2 N/A N/A 62/1/1062 64 60 6565 275 6565 Nitrogen 10 mg/l
(Annual Average) N/A Area of Chichester Harbour 

SSSI  37.32 km2 31 March 2015 31 March 2015 Current BOD corrected from just upper tier 

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100013 Chickenhall Eastleigh WWTW H5 N/A N/A COPA/5571 12/46 3/14 20/50 Mean 1 32000 788
Silver 5 ug/l

Sulphate 220 mg/l
Iron 4 mg/l 

12/46 2.8/11 20 1 yrly mean 32000 Iron 4 mg/l N/A Length of River  5.4 km 31 March 2015 31 March 2015

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100093 Lyndhurst STW H5 N/A N/A 51/202 10/30 2/6 20/55 1
Mean 1182 26.4 Iron 3 mg/l 5/20 1/5 no change 1182 N/A Length to end of SAC  2 

km 31 March 2015 31 March 2015

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100093 Lyndhurst STW H6 N/A N/A 51/202 10/30 2/6 20/55 1
Mean 1182 26.4 Iron 3 mg/l 8/20 no change 1182 N/A Length to end of SAC  2 

km 31 March 2015 31 March 2015

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100052 Morestead WWTW H5 N/A N/A A.712/H/96 40/80 60 Max  16675 103 no change 5 no change 1 calender 
year mean Max  16675 288 Iron 8 mg/l

Storm tank - 2246 N/A N/A - Groundwater  31 March 2015 31 March 2015
Current FFT corrected, Max flow changed to DWF as per 

Groundwater driver, Storm tank size reduced, P and 
associated Fe limits deleted (moved to H1 entry)

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100053 Motney Hill STW H6 N/A N/A A.720/K/97 40/80 60 44582
(Max 70243) 1580

Chromium 200 ug/l
Copper 230 ug/l
Nickel 230 ug/l

Chloroform 8.6 ug/l
Dieldrin 0.1 ug/l

Total HCHs 0.26 ug/l
Zinc 300 ug/l
Iron 830 ug/l

Cyanide 2.7 ug/l (under appeal)

60/120 47360 Copper 230ug/l (max) 
82.5 ug/l (Annual Average). N/A Area of Medway Estuary & 

Marshes SSSI  47.49 km2 31 March 2015 31 March 2015

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100054 New Alresford STW H6 N/A N/A 63/150 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 773 40 5 60 3.5 calender 
year mean 773 Iron 8 mg/l N/A N/A - Groundwater  31 March 2015 31 March 2015 Removed as HD driver no longer required after remodelling

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100062 Pennington WWTW H6 N/A N/A A.665/H/94 31/65 49/125 16362
(Max 32380) 375

Chromium 20 ug/l (under appeal)
Copper 25 ug/l (under appeal)

Zinc 60 ug/l (under appeal)

16362
(Max 32380) Copper 45 ug/l (95%ile) N/A

Area of Hurst Castle and 
Lymington Estuary SSSI  

10.77 km2
31 March 2015 31 March 2015

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100199 Fairlee Landfill H7 Landfill License 
SOU044

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent

no WQ 
consent no WQ consent

Modification of waste 
management licence to add 
surface water management 

condition;

Condition to require 
submission of an 

appropriate scheme;

Scheme to be implemented 
on agreement.

Length od Medina 
Estuary7.29 km 31 March 2015 31 March 2015

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100091 Woolston WWTW H7 N/A N/A A.856/H/98 40/80 60 15000
(max 36893) 427 Copper 32 ug/l (under apppeal) n/a

Transfer to Peel Common, 
9.1mg/l Total N for 

combined flows
N/A

Area of Lee -On-The-Solent 
to Itchen Estuary SSSI  

5.86 km2
30 September 2014 31 March 2015 H7 driver changed to H2 as transfer to Peel Common 

rejected. Nitrogen limit adjusted to 10 mg/l

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100033 Headcorn WWTW I1 N/A N/A RP.39/63 20/50 10/18 30 Mean 2 
Max 5 645 28 Iron 4 mg/l no change 1 1124 no change N/A Length of river to end of 

SSSI  6.7 km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100035 High Halden WWTW I1 N/A N/A 26/60 S10
W15

S4/8
W7

S15
W20

Mean 2 
Max 5 226 6.3 Aluminium 1000

Iron 3 mg/l 13 1 236 Iron 2 mg/l N/A STW to the confluence with 
the River Medway  29.0 km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100075 Staplehurst WWTW I1 N/A N/A PP(A)38/539/K124
/ 20/56 10/20 30 Mean 2 

Max 5 1368 109 Aluminium 1000
Iron 4 mg/l 1 1368 no change N/A STW to confluence with 

River Medway  15.24km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100087 West Hoathly STW I1 N/A N/A COPA/2863 S15/30
W20/40 S5/10 S25/62 

W30/75 453 12.8 no change 1 453 Iron 4 mg/l N/A Area of Weirwood 
Reservoir SSSI  1.51 km2 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100004 Bank WWTW I2 N/A N/A 61/3 30 60 38 Treat all 20 10 30 38 N/A Length of River to end of 
SSI  5.3 km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100093 Lyndhurst STW I2 N/A N/A 51/202 10/30 2/6 20/55 1
Mean 1182 26.4 Iron 3 mg/l 5/20 1/5 8/20 1182 N/A Length to end of SSSI  2 

km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100094 Newtown STW I2 N/A N/A COPA/2856 Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive Descriptive 25 45 5 N/A Length of River to estaurine 
limit  0.7 km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100070 Redlynch STW I2 N/A N/A 51/121 15 40 290 5 10 10 20 290 N/A Length of river to end of 
SSSI  1.3 km 31 March 2015 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100016 Coldwaltham STW I5 N/A N/A 62/1/75 15 30
Mean 1 

(wef 
31/3/2010)

245 9 Iron 3.7 mg/l n/a

P stripping to 1 is going in as an AMP4 scheme by March 09. Our PR09 investigation 
is to check the effects of this scheme, both in the P outcome and the impacts of 

residual Iron. It is suspected that P will remain a problem and Iron possibly become 
one as the dilution is low. The investigation will check the impacts and if a reed bed 
will solve these residual concerns. Delaying the AMP4 scheme will not help as we 
need the new levels of treatment being delivered to assess the impact on the SSSI 

feature Brooks

N/a - Investigation  31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100030 Hailsham North I5 N/A N/A A.1166/S/02 7/25 2/8 10 Mean 1 3162 80 Iron 1.5 mg/l n/a Pevensey Levels Investigation into performance of AMP4 scheme and if any further 
treatment beyond BAT is needed to mitigate P impact on SSSI N/a - Investigation  31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100031 Hailsham South I5 N/A N/A A.1164/S/02 7/25 2/8 10 Mean 1 7120 220 Iron 1.5 mg/l n/a Pevensey Levels Investigation into performance of AMP4 scheme and if any further 
treatment beyond BAT is needed to mitigate P impact on SSSI N/a - Investigation  31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200103 Bognor Regis Bathing Water rB3 Bognor Regis N/A Multiple

1. Identify which Southern Water assets discharge to outfalls close to bathing water. 
2. Fit event duration recorders to the assets (see list below). 

3. Investigation into spill frequency of foul sewage discharges in the catchment to 
these outfalls to identify if discharge > 3 times/season (all assets in agglomeration). 
4. Identify which surface water sewers have the capacity to impact on the bathing 

water from a catchment total of 121km. Investigation and remediation of surface water 
sewerage system to rectify mis-connections that discharge to the bathing water.

Area of Bognor bathing 
water  1.5 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200102 Hastings Bathing Water rB3 Hastings N/A Multiple

1. Identify which Southern Water assets discharge to outfalls close to bathing water. 
2. Fit event duration recorders to the assets (see list below). 

3. Investigation into spill frequency of foul sewage discharges in the catchment to 
these outfalls to identify if discharge > 3 times/season (all assets in agglomeration). 
4. Identify which surface water sewers have the capacity to impact on the bathing 

water from a catchment total of 144km. Investigation and remediation of surface water 
sewerage system to rectify illegal connections that discharge to the bathing water.

Area of Hastings bathing 
water  1.25 km2 31 March 2012 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200101 Worthing Bathing Water rB3 Worthing N/A Multiple

1. Identify which Southern Water assets discharge to outfalls close to bathing water. 
2. Fit event duration recorders to the assets (see list below). 

3. Investigation into spill frequency of foul sewage discharges in the catchment to 
these outfalls to identify if discharge > 3 times/season (all assets in agglomeration). 
4. Identify which surface water sewers have the capacity to impact on the bathing 

water from a catchment total of 249km. Investigation and remediation of surface water 
sewerage system to rectify illegal connections that discharge to the bathing water.

Area of Worthing bathing 
water  2.35 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200109 Carnegie Road Worthing CSO rB5 Worthing N/A A958/S/99 Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Worthing bathing 
water  2.35 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200110 Cortis Avenue Worthing CSO rB5 Worthing N/A A959/S/99 Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Worthing bathing 
water  2.35 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200112 Marine Crescent Worthing CEO rB5 Worthing N/A UNCONSENTED - 
Worthing Sheme Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Worthing bathing 

water  2.35 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200113 Marine Drive West Bognor CSO rB5 Bognor Regis N/A A1402/S/05 Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Bognor bathing 
water  1.5 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200114 Martletts Way Worthing CSO rB5 Worthing N/A UNCONSENTED - 
Worthing Sheme Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Worthing bathing 

water  2.35 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200116 Pilot Field Hastings CSO rB5 Hastings N/A Not Available Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Hastings bathing 
water  1.25 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200117 Radcliffe Close Hastings SWP rB5 Hastings N/A Not Available Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Hastings bathing 
water  1.25 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200118 Rock A Nore Hastings CEO rB5 Hastings N/A A693/S/96 Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Hastings bathing 
water  1.25 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200119 Sea Lane Goring CSO rB5 Worthing N/A A1478/S/06 Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Worthing bathing 
water  2.35 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200120 Sea Lane Worthing CSO rB5 Worthing N/A A961/S/99 Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Worthing bathing 
water  2.35 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200121 Seaside Road Hastings No 2 CSO rB5 Hastings N/A A1224/S/04 Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Hastings bathing 
water  1.25 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200122 Silverstine Avenue Aldwick CEO rB5 Bognor Regis N/A A1405/S/05 Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Bognor bathing 
water  1.5 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200123 Sompting Road Penfold Road Worthing 
C rB5 Worthing N/A A963/S/99 Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Worthing bathing 

water  2.35 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200124 Sompting Road Worthing outside 22 
CSO rB5 Worthing N/A A962/S/99 Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Worthing bathing 

water  2.35 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200125 Wallace Avenue Worthing CSO rB5 Worthing N/A UNCONSENTED - 
Worthing Sheme Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Worthing bathing 

water  2.35 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200126 Warrior Square Hastings CSO rB5 Hastings N/A Not Available Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Hastings bathing 
water  1.25 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200127 Wigmore Road Worthing outside 16 
CSO rB5 Worthing N/A A964/S/99 Event-Duration Telemetry Area of Worthing bathing 

water  2.35 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100008 Budds Farm WWTW S1 N/A

Portsmouth

Ryde

Spithead and Stokes 
Bay

A.751/H/97 40/80 60 108853

Mercury 0.3
Chloroform 1.8

Trichloroethylene 0.8
Cyanide 6.0

Silver 5.0
Copper 50

(all under appeal)
Iron 3 mg/l

Nitrogen Mean 10 mg/l

n/a UV-disinfection N/A

Combined area of 
Portsmouth, Ryde, and 
Spithead & Stokes Bay 

shellfish waters  80.86 km2

31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100061 Peel Common STW S1 N/A

Central Solent

Portsmouth

Ryde

Spithead and Stokes 
Bay

A.569/H/90 40/80 60/120 59683 Nitrogen 10 mg/l mean n/a UV-disinfection N/A

Combined area of Central 
Solent, Portsmouth, Ryde, 
and Spithead & Stokes Bay 
shellfish waters  99.18 km2

31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100062 Pennington WWTW S1 N/A
Lymington

Pennington
A.665/H/94 31/65 49/125 16362

(Max 32380) 375
Chromium 20 ug/l (under appeal)

Copper 25 ug/l (under appeal)
Zinc 60 ug/l (under appeal)

n/a UV-disinfection N/A
Combined area of 

Lymington and Pennington 
shellfish waters  24.24 km2

31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200129 Station Street Lymington No 2 CSO S1b N/A Lymington River A.1398/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Lymington River 
shellfish water  .43 km2 31 March 2013 n/a Removed as review of  the designation of shellfish waters 

has now been delayed to 2010

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200130 Railway Land Near Toll Bridge EO S1b N/A Lymington River UV-CR1208 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Lymington River 
shellfish water  .43 km2 31 March 2013 n/a Removed as review of  the designation of shellfish waters 

has now been delayed to 2010

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100002 Ashlett Creek STW S2 N/A

Approaches to 
Southampton Water

Southampton Water

A.797/H/97 80 60 3024
(Max 7344) 85 Copper 160 ug/l n/a Bacteria modelling of Southampton Water STWs

Combined area of 
Southampton Water and 

approaches to 
Southampton Water 

shellfish waters  32.04 km2

31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100022 Eastchurch STW S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East
RP.2/72 40/80 60 4500 219 n/a Bacteria modelling of Swale STWs

Combined area of Swale 
Central and Swale East 

shellfish waters  36.43 km2
31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100027 Faversham Abbey Field STW S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East
RP.11/72 40 60 7000 181 n/a Bacteria modelling of Swale STWs

Combined area of Swale 
Central and Swale East 

shellfish waters  36.43 km2
31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100051 Millbrook STW S2 N/A Southampton Water COPA/5586 25 40 40000 850 n/a Bacteria modelling of Southampton Water STWs
Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200064 Norton CSO / Norton Headworks CEO S2 N/A Yarmouth A.846/IOW/98 Event Duration Telemetry Modelling Modelling is required to understand impact of frequent discharges on the quality of the 
shellfish water.

Area of Yarmouth shellfish 
water  8.93 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100064 Portswood STW S2 N/A Southampton Water PP(A)38/48/H12/7 35 80 27700 1000 n/a Bacteria modelling of Southampton Water STWs
Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100068 Queenborough STW S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East
A.697/K/96 40/80 60 10351

(Max 21807) 252

Chromium 176
Copper 92 ug/l

Nickel 127
Zinc 5878 ug/l
Iron 5521 ug/l

Flouride 3 mg/l (under appeal)
Tin 16 ug/l (under appeal)

n/a Bacteria modelling of Swale STWs
Combined area of Swale 
Central and Swale East 

shellfish waters  36.43 km2
31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100072 Sittingbourne STW S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East
RP.12/71 no limit 100 11800 263 n/a Bacteria modelling of Swale STWs

Combined area of Swale 
Central and Swale East 

shellfish waters  36.43 km2
31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100073 Slowhill Copse STW S2 N/A Southampton Water PP(A)38/326/H44/ 30/60 60/150 14971 422 n/a Bacteria modelling of Southampton Water STWs
Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100076 Swalecliffe WWTW S2 N/A
Swale East

Whitstable
A.1102/K/99 no limit 150 6912

(Max 17712) 205 UV Disinfection n/a Bacteria modelling of Swale STWs

Combined area of Swale 
East and Whitstable 

shellfish waters  147.28 
km2

31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100078 Teynham STW S2 N/A
Swale Central

Swale East
PP(A)38/455/K99/ S10/30

W15/50
S5/10

W10/37
S20
W30 848 n/a Bacteria modelling of Swale STWs

Combined area of Swale 
Central and Swale East 

shellfish waters  36.43 km2
31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100086 Weatherlees Hill STW S2 N/A Pegwell Bay A.623/K/91 25/50 S5/10
W10/20 35/87 Max 21435 n/a Bacteria modelling Area of Pegwell Bay 

shellfish water  11.11 km2 31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100091 Woolston WWTW S2 N/A Southampton Water A.856/H/98 40/80 60 15000
(max 36893) 427 Copper 32 ug/l (under apppeal) n/a Bacteria modelling of Southampton Water STWs

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31 March 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200107 Abbeyfields CSO, Faversham S8 N/A Swale East A.920/K/99 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Swale East shellfish 
water  31.66 km2 31 March 2013 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200005 Ashlett Creek WTW storm overflow S8 N/A Approaches to 
Southampton Water A.797/H/97 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Approaches to 
Southampton Water 

shellfish water  14.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200008 Bow Bridge Freshwater CSO S8 N/A Yarmouth 270 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Yarmouth shellfish 
water  8.93 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200009 Browndown  WPS S8 N/A Spithead and Stokes 
Bay PP(A)38/440/H96/ Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Spithead and 
Stokes Bay shellfish water  

30.53 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200012 Burrfields Road Portsmouth CSO S8 N/A Langstone Harbour A.1386/H/05 Trigger flow 200
Clean up Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Langstone Harbour 
shellfish water  19.05 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200013 Bursledon Bridge STW storm overflow S8 N/A Approaches to 
Southampton Water PP38/5 01 & 03 Trigger flow 41.5 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Approaches to 
Southampton Water 

shellfish water  14.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200014 Bury Road Gosport CEO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.1382/H/05
Event-Duration Telemetry,

Trigger flow 62,
Clean up

Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200015 Cams Hill, Fareham S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.332/H/89 Screening Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200016 Cawte Road / Park Road S8 N/A Southampton Water A.374/H/89 Trigger flow 51.6
Screening Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200017 Clayhall Rd/Dolphin Way WPS S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.345/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200021 Commercial Rd / Rudmore Rd CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.971/H/97 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200024 Crofton Lane Hill Head CSO S8 N/A Central Solent A.1445/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Central Solent 
shellfish water  18.32 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200106 Cyprus Road/Whitstable Road CSO, 
Faversham, Kent S8 N/A Swale East

A.403/K/89 & 
Application 

A.1338/K/005
Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Swale East shellfish 
water  31.66 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200025 Dibles Road Warsash PS S8 N/A Approaches to 
Southampton Water A.381/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Approaches to 
Southampton Water 

shellfish water  14.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200027 Elmhurst Road Fareham CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.333/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200030 Fairlee Road outside 62 CSO S8 N/A Medina 0 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Medina shellfish 
water  .67 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200031 Fareham Road Gosport outside 359 
CSO aka Wych Lane/Fareham Road S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour UV-61/237 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200032 Fareham Road Gosport outside 68 CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.1361/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200034 Fire Station Lane CEO (aka Beaulieu 
Village CEO?) S8 N/A Beaulieu River PP(A)38/535/H126

/84 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Beaulieu River 
shellfish water  2.01 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200028 Frater Lane P.S. S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour PP(A)38/408/H74 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200019 Freshwater Bay PS No. 18 S8 N/A Yarmouth A.224/IOW/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Yarmouth shellfish 
water  8.93 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200036 Gorrell WPS, Westgate Terrace, 
Gorrell, Whitstable, Kent S8 N/A Swale East

A773/K/97 Outfall 
1

A112/K/87 Outfall 
2

Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Swale East shellfish 
water  31.66 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200037 Grove Rd PS S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour PP(A)38/411/H75/ Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200038 Gruneison Road Storm P.S. S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour PP(A)38/360/H46/
79 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200041 Harbour Road, Gosport CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.1365/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200042 Hardway CEO, Priory Road, Gosport S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.1366/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200043 Henry Street WPS S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour PP(A)38/417/H81/
79B Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200044 High Street / Briton Street CSO S8 N/A Southampton Water A.371/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200045 High Street Fareham CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.1050/H/99 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200047 Holbrook Road / Pyning Street S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour WACT/250 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO400042 Kings Road Emsworth CSO S8 N/A
Langstone Harbour 

Chichester_Harbour_
(Emsworth_Channel)

95A Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Langstone Harbour 
shellfish water  19.05 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200048 Kirtley Close Drayton CSO S8 N/A Langstone Harbour A.1387/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Langstone Harbour 
shellfish water  19.05 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200052 Linstone Drive Norton CSO S8 N/A Yarmouth A.722/IOW/602 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Yarmouth shellfish 
water  8.93 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200054 M.H.F. 31 Alexandra Road CSO S8 N/A Southampton Water 51/160 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200055 Maybey Close S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour PP(A)38/425/H89/
79 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200056 Middlecroft Lane Gosport CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.1447/H/06 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200057 Mile End Road Portsmouth No. 1 CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.973/H/99 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200058 Mill Road / Tennyson Road car park S8 N/A Yarmouth PP(A)38/313/IOW
49/79 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Yarmouth shellfish 
water  8.93 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200059 Millbrook STW storm overflow / CEO S8 N/A Southampton Water COPA/5586 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200060 Monks Lane, Linstone Chine Storm 
Tank S8 N/A Yarmouth A.721/IOW/97 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Yarmouth shellfish 
water  8.93 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200061 Mumby Road Gosport WPS/CEO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.350/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200062 New Road Wootton CEO S8 N/A Cowes A.1286/IOW/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Cowes shellfish 
water  37.37 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200063 North End Avenue Portsmouth CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.1275/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200105 North Lane CSO, Faversham S8 N/A Swale East Application 
A.1339/K/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Swale East shellfish 
water  31.66 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200065 Norton Green CSO S8 N/A Newtown Bank  PP(A)38/505/IOW Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Newtown Bank 
shellfish water  15.15 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200066 Pier Road CSO S8 N/A Spithead and Stokes 
Bay

PP(A)38/361/H47/
79 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Spithead and 
Stokes Bay shellfish water  

30.53 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200067 Portswood STW storm overflow / CEO S8 N/A Southampton Water PP(A)38/48/H12/7
6 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200068 Priorsdean Crescent  CSO S8 N/A Langstone Harbour A.1016/H/99 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Langstone Harbour 
shellfish water  19.05 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200069 Quay Street Fareham CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.334/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200073 Salterns Road, Stubbington CSO S8 N/A Central Solent A.1379/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Central Solent 
shellfish water  18.32 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200074 School Green Road, CSO S8 N/A Yarmouth A.1302/IOW/05 Trigger flow 113.9 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Yarmouth shellfish 
water  8.93 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200075 School Green CSO, Freshwater, IOW S8 N/A Yarmouth PP(A)38/311/IOW
47/79 Trigger flow 113.9 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Yarmouth shellfish 
water  8.93 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200076 Slowhill STW storm overflow S8 N/A Southampton Water PP(A)38/326/H44/
79 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31 March 2013 n/a
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Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200077 St Andrews Road CSO S8 N/A Langstone Harbour A.1277/H/05 Trigger flow 41.5 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Langstone Harbour 
shellfish water  19.05 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200078 St Matthews Square Gosport 
WPS/CEO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.1454/H/07 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200004 Storm Overflow at Arundel Drive S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour 51/220 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200080 Tates Copse CEO S8 N/A Southampton Water PP(A)38/490/H104
/82 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Southampton 
Water shellfish water  

17.11 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200081 Teynham STW Storm Tanks, Conyer 
Road, Teynham, Kent S8 N/A Swale Central PP(A)38/455/K99/

80 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Swale Central 
shellfish water  4.76 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200085 The Institute, Yarmouth WPS/CSO S8 N/A Yarmouth A.671/IOW/94 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Yarmouth shellfish 
water  8.93 km2 31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200086 Tichbourne Way Gosport WPS/CEO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.213/H/89 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200093 Wicor Mill Lane Portchester WPS/CEO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.1374/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO200094 Widley Road Portsmouth CSO S8 N/A Portsmouth Harbour A.1279/H/05 Event-Duration Telemetry

Event Duration monitoring is required to determine the impact of this intermittent 
discharge on shellfish water quality. The monitoring data can then be used to assess 
whether this CSO (and others that already have Event and Duration equipment fitted) 

falls within a 10 spill per annum standard and whether there is a need for further 
improvements.

Area of Portsmouth 
Harbour shellfish water  

12.92 km2
31 March 2013 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100005 Bishops Waltham WWTW U2 N/A N/A COPA/10818 S 15
W 20

S 5
W 10

S 15
W 30 3100 107 3100 Nitrogen 15 mg/l N/A Areas of Estuary or Marine 

Water  2.23 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100005 Bishops Waltham WWTW U2 N/A N/A COPA/10818 S 15
W 20

S 5
W 10

S 15
W 30 3100 107 2 3100 Iron 2.5 mg/l N/A Length of River  4.8 km 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100010 Canterbury U2 N/A N/A RP.11/67 15 5 20 18000 434 20 2 20176 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Length of River  15.0 km 30 September 2014 30 September 2014
Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100017 Dambridge U2 N/A N/A RP.19/70 15/50 30 3510 103 2 3510 Iron 2 mg/l N/A Length of River  6.5 km 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100023 Eden Vale STW U2 N/A N/A RP.14/70 10/40 S3/5
W3/10 15 2014

(Max 7258) 84 Copper 100 ug/l
Zinc 135 ug/l 8 2 2524 Iron 1.5 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100023 Eden Vale STW U2 N/A N/A RP.14/70 10/40 S3/5
W3/10 15 2014

(Max 7258) 84 Copper 100 ug/l
Zinc 135 ug/l 8 2 2524 Iron 1.5 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100034 Herne Bay - May Street WWTW(Great 
Stour) U2 N/A N/A A.643/K/92 20/40 S5/10

W10/20 30/75 5560 2 8770 Iron 4 mg/l N/A Length of River  15.0 km 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100043 Lingfield STW U2 N/A N/A A.194/K/89 S10/40
W15/50

S5/20
W15/50

S20
W30 2056 83 2 3656 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100043 Lingfield STW U2 N/A N/A A.194/K/89 S10/40
W15/50

S5/20
W15/50

S20
W30 2056 83 2 3656 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100051 Millbrook STW U2 N/A N/A COPA/5586 25 40 40000 850 40007 Nitrogen 10 mg/l N/A Areas of Estuary or Marine 
Water  2.23 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100059 Oxted WWTW U2 N/A N/A WACT/260 S10/30
W15/40

S4/10
W8/30

S20/50
W30/60 3945 134 no change no change 15 2 4724 Iron 2 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100059 Oxted WWTW U2 N/A N/A WACT/260 S10/30
W15/40

S4/10
W8/30

S20/50
W30/60 3945 134 no change no change 15 2 4724 Iron 2 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100060 Paddock Wood STW U2 N/A N/A PC(A)42/K6/76 10/40 S3/12
W8/20 20 2219

(Max 9245) 107 2 2219
(Max 9245) Iron 2.9 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100060 Paddock Wood STW U2 N/A N/A PC(A)42/K6/76 10/40 S3/12
W8/20 20 2219

(Max 9245) 107 2 2219
(Max 9245) Iron 2.9 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100062 Pennington WWTW U2 N/A N/A A.665/H/94 31/65 49/125 16362
(Max 32380) 375

Chromium 20 ug/l (under appeal)
Copper 25 ug/l (under appeal)

Zinc 60 ug/l (under appeal)

16362
(Max 32380) Nitrogen 15 mg/l N/A Areas of Estuary or Marine 

Water  2.1 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100063 Petersfield STW U2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/451/S178 50 20 S20 W30 4980 132 2 4980 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Length of River  34.6 km 30 September 2014 30 September 2014 Current BOD and NH3 limits corrected to reflect 
modification 26/6/06 missing from WIMS

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100069 Redgate Mill STW U2 N/A N/A RP.17/71 S10/20
W20/40

S3/6
W10/20

S20/50
W30/75 5802 186.62 2 5802 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100069 Redgate Mill STW U2 N/A N/A RP.17/71 S10/20
W20/40

S3/6
W10/20

S20/50
W30/75 5802 186.62 2 5802 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100073 Slowhill Copse STW U2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/326/H44/ 30/60 60/150 14971 422 16317 Nitrogen 15 mg/l N/A Areas of Estuary or Marine 
Water  2.23 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100074 South Ambersham Sewage Works U2 N/A N/A 62/1/171 64 45 2182 101 35 2 3194 Iron 4 mg/l N/A Length of River  34.6 km 30 September 2014 30 September 2014
Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100081 Tonbridge STW U2 N/A N/A COPA/5587 20 10 30 11800 410 Cadmium 10 ug/l 2 11800 Iron 4 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014
Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100081 Tonbridge STW U2 N/A N/A COPA/5587 20 10 30 11800 410 Cadmium 10 ug/l 2 11800 Iron 4 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100082 Tunbridge Wells North STW U2 N/A N/A A.814/K/98 10/40 S4/10
W8/15 20 8640

(Max 25920) 300 Copper 60 ug/l 2 8640
(Max 25920) Iron 2.9 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100082 Tunbridge Wells North STW U2 N/A N/A A.814/K/98 10/40 S4/10
W8/15 20 8640

(Max 25920) 300 Copper 60 ug/l 2 8640
(Max 25920) Iron 2.9 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100083 Tunbridge Wells South STW U2 N/A N/A WACT/274 12/50 4/10 18 8850 270 no change 2 8850 Iron 2 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  3.18 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014
Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100083 Tunbridge Wells South STW U2 N/A N/A WACT/274 12/50 4/10 18 8850 270 no change 2 8850 Iron 2 mg/l N/A Area of Lake  0.64 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014
Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100084 Vines Cross STW U2 N/A N/A COPA/424 64 44 60 2986 104 2 2986 Iron 4 mg/l N/A Length of River  18.2 km 30 September 2014 30 September 2014 Current BOD, NH3 limits corrected

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100091 Woolston WWTW U2 N/A N/A A.856/H/98 40/80 60 15000
(max 36893) 427 Copper 32 ug/l (under apppeal) 15000

(max 36893) Nitrogen 15 mg/l N/A Areas of Estuary or Marine 
Water  2.23 km2 30 September 2014 30 September 2014

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100059 Oxted WWTW WFD1 N/A N/A WACT/260 S10/30
W15/40

S4/10
W8/30

S20/50
W30/60 3945 134 no change 3 no change 4724 N/A STW to confluence with 

River Eden  8.53km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100065 Pulborough STW WFD1 N/A N/A COPA/432 15/50 8/30 25 1935 36 Copper 140 ug/l (under appeal) 7 no change N/A STW to estuary  1.22km 22 December 2012 n/a Current FFT corrected

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100168 Sidlesham STW WFD1 N/A N/A P61/453/10/1/70 30/64 40 Mean 1 5800 Iron 3 mg/l 3 5800 N/A STW to estuary  0.68km 22 December 2012 n/a Removed due to disproportionate cost assessment work / 
technical feasability considerations

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100077 Tangmere WWTW WFD1 N/A N/A A.1125/S/01 S10/40
W20/56

S3/20
W5/20

S20
W30

1500
(Max 3629) 42 3 1500

(Max 3629) N/A STW to estuary  8.47km 22 December 2012 n/a Removed due to disproportionate cost assessment work / 
technical feasability considerations

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100152 Washwell Lane Wadhurst WWTW WFD1 N/A N/A RP.17/60 15 30 136 3 136 N/A

STW to confluence with 
Newmill Channel.  
Tenterden to take 

reamining kms as further 
d/s.  32.25km

22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100188 Ashington WWTW, London Road WFD2 N/A N/A A.1183/S/02 12/50 10/20 20 825 24 1 825 Iron 3 mg/l N/A STW to estuary  6km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100186 Balcombe WTW, London Road, 
Balcombe WFD2 N/A N/A A.1510/S/07 S8

W10
S3
W5

S15
W25 614 13.2 High Level Storm overflow = 30.5 

l/s 1 no change Iron 2 mg/l N/A

STW to confluence with 
River Uck.  Uckfield STW 
takes remainder of River 
Ouse to estuary as is a 

larger STW and closer to 
base of Ouse.  23.5km

22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100098 Battle WWTW, Marley Lane, Battle WFD2 N/A N/A RP.14/64 S10/40
W15/50

S3/6
W6/23

S20
W30 1493 1 1493 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Length of River  16.7 km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100099 Bidborough Sewage Treatment Works WFD2 N/A N/A RP.9/66 10/28 3/7 15 2223 1 2223 Iron 2 mg/l N/A Length of River  41 km 22 December 2012 n/a Removed due to disproportionate cost assessment work / 
technical feasability considerations

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100011 Charing STW WFD2 N/A N/A RP.41/62 S10/20
W15/30

S3/6
W5/10

S15/38
W25/63 605 23 1 671 Iron 1 mg/l N/A STW to confluence with 

Great Stour  2.4 km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100014 Chiddingfold STW WFD2 N/A N/A COPA/178 20/56 10/20 30 639 1 no change Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to confluence with 
Loxwood Stream  2.37km 22 December 2012 n/a Consent replaced. Consent number updated

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100131 Cuckfield STW WFD2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/470/S186 20/56 40 1115 1 1115 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
STW to confluence of 

Copyhold Stream and River 
Adur  4.64km

22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100115 Fittleworth STW WFD2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/58/S16 20 20 45 186 2 278 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to estuary  3.42km 22 December 2012 n/a Removed due to disproportionate cost assessment work / 
technical feasability considerations

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100187 Foxhill STW WFD2 N/A N/A A.584/S/90 20 10 30 105 2 105 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to estuary  15.06km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100190 Grayswood STW WFD2 N/A N/A A.1480/S/06 20 10 30 101 7.9 2 101 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to confluence with 
River Arun  24.12km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100032 Handcross STW WFD2 N/A N/A 62/1/50 60 60 186 Treat all 2 194 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to Staplefield STW  
3.53km 22 December 2012 n/a
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Consent Number

Current 

Consent 

BOD

Current 

Consent 

NH3

Current 

Consent 

SS

Current 

Consent P

Current 

Consent 

DWF

Current 

Consent 

FFT

Current Consent Others

Proposed 

Consent 

BOD

Proposed 

Consent 

NH3

Proposed 

Consent 

SS

Proposed 

Consent P

Proposed 

Consent 

DWF

Proposed 

Consent 

FFT

Proposed Consent 

Others
Investigation Type (if required)

Environmental Outcome - 

Quantitative
Completion Date

Statutory Deadline 

Date
Changes since 28 November 2008 submission

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100171 Harrietsham STW WFD2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/66/K.16 15 10 30 416 1 416 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to Leeds STW  
6.63km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100033 Headcorn WWTW WFD2 N/A N/A RP.39/63 20/50 10/18 30 Mean 2 
Max 5 645 28 Iron 4 mg/l 1 1124 no change N/A STW to Staplehurst STW  

3.61km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100178 Horsmonden WWTW, Tonbridge, Kent WFD2 N/A N/A RP.21/71 30/64 S10/37 40 2170 1 2170 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
STW to confluence with 
Curtisden Green Stream  

0.77km
22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100174 Kilndown STW WFD2 N/A N/A COPA/416 30 40 70 2 70 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
STW to Smiths Lane STW 
tributary of the River Teise  

4.62km
22 December 2012 n/a Removed due to disproportionate cost assessment work / 

technical feasability considerations

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100175 Lamberhurst STW WFD2 N/A N/A A.603/K/91 40/80 60 370 2 370 Iron 4 mg/l N/A
STW to Kilndown STW 
tributary of River Teise  

3.11km
22 December 2012 n/a Removed due to disproportionate cost assessment work / 

technical feasability considerations

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100170 Leeds STW WFD2 N/A N/A A.602/K/91 15/30 S3/6
W5/10 20 1020 1 1020 Iron 3 mg/l N/A Leeds to estuary  11.64km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100041 Lenham STW WFD2 N/A N/A RP.14/71 15/50 30 1000 1 722 Iron 2 mg/l N/A STW to estuary  49.22km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100126 Liss STW WFD2 N/A N/A 10/2/14 30/64 40 1222 1 1222 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to Rogate STW  
10.05km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100194 Petworth South STW WFD2 N/A N/A PP38/35/S11 60 40 700 50 1 700 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to Fittleworth STW  
5.43km 22 December 2012 n/a Removed due to disproportionate cost assessment work / 

technical feasability considerations

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100192 Rogate STW WFD2 N/A N/A 41/10/2/62 30 70 288 1 288 Iron 4 mg/l N/A

STW to confluence with 
River Lod (small STW 

travelled a long way d/s)  
18.63km

22 December 2012 n/a Removed due to disproportionate cost assessment work / 
technical feasability considerations

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100180 Sedlescombe WFD2 N/A N/A 23/40 40 60 209 1 209 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to confluence with 
Brede Stream  5.15km 22 December 2012 n/a

Current BOD, NG3, SS, DWF and proposed DWF 
corrected to reflect part 2 of mod 19/7/05 missing from 

WIMS

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100071 Sellindge STW WFD2 N/A N/A WACT/268 S8 /20
W15/50

S3/8
W3/8

S20
W30 1594 45 1 1594 Iron 3 mg/l N/A STW to confluence with 

Great Stour  10.32km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100191 South Harting STW WFD2 N/A N/A 361/10/2/91 10 5 25 638 11.5 1 638 Iron 3.5 mg/l N/A STW to River Rother  
4.97km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100179 Speldhurst WFD2 N/A N/A RP.21/65 15/50 30 1280 1 1280 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to confluence with 
River Medway  2.74km 22 December 2012 n/a Removed due to disproportionate cost assessment work / 

technical feasability considerations

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100185 Staplefield STW WFD2 N/A N/A 80/12 80 120 55 2 55 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to Balcombe STW  
3.97km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100075 Staplehurst WWTW WFD2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/539/K124
/ 20/56 10/20 30 Mean 2 

Max 5 1368 109 Aluminium 1000
Iron 4 mg/l 1 1368 no change N/A STW to confluence with 

River Medway  15.24km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100181 Stubbs Lane Brede WWTW WFD2 N/A N/A A.591/K/91 S15/30
W20/40

S5/10
W10/20

S25/62
W30/75 339 1 339 Iron 3.5 mg/l N/A STW to conflence with 

River Brede  1.91km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100193 Tillington STW WFD2 N/A N/A PP(A)38/264/S15 20 40 83 2 83 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to confluence with 
River Rother  1.51km 22 December 2012 n/a Removed due to disproportionate cost assessment work / 

technical feasability considerations

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100189 Warnham WWTW WFD2 N/A N/A A.1204/S/03 15 5 25 513 13 1 513 Iron 3.5 mg/l N/A STW to Horsham STW  
6.01km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100156 Westfield STW WFD2 N/A N/A RP.25/68 S10/20
W15/30

S5/10
W10/20

S15/37
W25/62 308 35.5 1 362 Iron 2 mg/l N/A STW to confluence with 

Pewis Petty Sewer  9.92km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100169 Winchelsea Beach WFD2 N/A N/A RP.6/68 30/64 12/41 45 832 1 832 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to estuary  2.19km 22 December 2012 n/a Removed due to disproportionate cost assessment work / 
technical feasability considerations

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100183 Winchelsea STW WFD2 N/A N/A RP.(V)17/63/12/56 30 60 205 2 205 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to Winchelsea Beach 
STW  2.41km 22 December 2012 n/a Removed due to disproportionate cost assessment work / 

technical feasability considerations

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100163 Wivelsfield STW WFD2 N/A N/A 62/1/385B 40 60 318 24 45 1 405 Iron 4 mg/l N/A STW to Foxhill STW  
2.35km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100059 Oxted WWTW WFD3 N/A N/A WACT/260 S10/30
W15/40

S4/10
W8/30

S20/50
W30/60 3945 134 10 no change 15 4724 N/A STW to confluence with 

River Eden  8.53km 22 December 2012 n/a

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100168 Sidlesham STW WFD3 N/A N/A P61/453/10/1/70 30/64 40 Mean 1 5800 Iron 3 mg/l 9 5800 N/A STW to estuary  0.68km 22 December 2012 n/a Removed due to disproportionate cost assessment work / 
technical feasability considerations

Southern Southern Water Services Ltd 5SO100082 Tunbridge Wells North STW WFD3 N/A N/A A.814/K/98 10/40 S4/10
W8/15 20 8640

(Max 25920) 300 Copper 60 ug/l 8 8640
(Max 25920) N/A STW to estuary  32.54km 22 December 2012 n/a

Page 9 of 9
Steve Limbrey

5th October 2009

135



Annex 4: Serviceability Representation – Flooding Other Causes 

 
 
Contents 
1. Executive Summary .................................................................................................................... 2 
2. AMP5 Serviceability .................................................................................................................... 3 
3. Annual performance 2010-2014 .................................................................................................. 4 
3.1. 2012/13 (Reporting year 2013) ................................................................................................ 4 
3.2. 2013/14 (Reporting Year 2014) ............................................................................................... 9 
3.3. Impact of Exclusions from Serviceability Assessment ........................................................... 12 
4. AMP5 performance initiatives ................................................................................................... 13 
5. Forecast serviceability for 2014................................................................................................. 14 
6. Conclusion ................................................................................................................................ 14 
 
 
 

 

136



 

Annex: Serviceability Representation – Flooding Other Causes 
 

1. Executive Summary 

 
Wastewater Infrastructure is one of the four sub-services for the serviceability assessment, 
with ‘flooding – other causes’, being one of six indicators in the basket of measures for this 
sub-service. In our Business Plan submission in December 2013, and subsequently in our 
update to the Business Plan in June 2014, we assessed both our serviceability for the 
Wastewater Infrastructure sub-service and this indicator as ‘stable’.  
 
In its Draft Determination, Ofwat did not accept the case for stable serviceability against this 
indicator and assessed our performance as deteriorating.  As a consequence Ofwat applied 
a serviceability shortfall of £3.3m. Ofwat has based its assessment on three breaches of the 
upper control limit in 2010/11, 2012/13 and 2013/14.  
 
In our representation response we provided more information to Ofwat for the years 2012/13 
and 2013/14, which demonstrates that our performance was significantly impacted by 
exceptional rainfall. The Met Office has declared 2012 as the second wettest year on record 
(the wettest for England), and the winter of 2013/14 as the wettest on record. We have 
undertaken statistical analysis to demonstrate that the severity of the wet weather was the 
main factor impacting our level of performance against the ‘flooding – other causes’ 
indicator. As the exceptional wet weather conditions were beyond operational and 
management control, a number of properties that were internally flooded should be excluded 
from the serviceability assessment.   
 
The current year to date (to September 2014) performance against this indicator shows 138 
properties to be impacted by events, which would be recorded against the ‘flooding – other 
causes indicator’.  The causes being equipment failures, blockages or collapses. We predict 
a year-end outturn of 230, which whilst slightly above the reference level of 210 properties is 
significantly below the upper control limit of 290 properties.  
 
The following charts demonstrate the serviceability indicator position, before and after 
adjusting for the recognition of the exceptional wet weather in 2012/13 and 2013/14:  

 
Figure 1: Flooding other causes - before adjustment            Figure 2: Flooding other causes – after adjustment 

 
Once the consequences of the exceptional weather events are excluded, performance for 
AMP5 should be assessed as stable, with only a single year (2010/11) remaining above the 
upper control limit. We therefore conclude that no shortfall penalty should be applied. 
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2. AMP5 Serviceability 

AMP5 serviceability targets were set based upon the PR09 Ofwat methodology using 
historical performance as a baseline. The reference level for this indicator was set at 210 
properties, based on the average performance between 1999 and 2004. The control limits 
were based upon the application of the standard approach of applying two sigma to 50% of 
the difference between years 1993 and 1994. This produced a lower control limit of 130 
properties and an upper control limit of 290 properties.  
 
In the Review of Serviceability Indicators 2012, we requested that Ofwat review the 
reference level, based on our performance at JR02, which was the second best performance 
for 14 years. We also suggested tighter control limits based on 50% of the difference 
between the 2001/02 and 2002/03 performance and applying two sigma. The reference level 
proposed was 266 properties (current 210) with lower and upper control limits of 200 and 
332 properties respectively (current 130 and 290). The proposal was turned down, with 
Ofwat stating that ‘it does not fit well with the principles governing this review’.  
 
During AMP5, we have reported our performance on this indicator in line with the definition 
provided in PR09/38 Appendix 2.  
 
‘The number of properties in year affected by flooding incidents from equipment failures, 
blockages or collapses (collectively grouped as other causes) – at end of year. A property 
affected by more than one incident under this definition is reported as one property in this 
line’  
 
Whilst we consider it appropriate to record all properties impacted, we have followed the 
recognised practice and excluded those properties that have been impacted by exceptional 
events that are beyond our control.                                       
 
Examples of issues beyond our control are: 
 

 extreme weather events which are beyond the design of the asset base, causing 
asset failure 

 widespread power failures 
 internal flooding caused by third party activity 
 surface water or groundwater inundation of the sewerage system 
 

We would continue to take account of these exceptional impacts in any assessment of 
serviceability or asset health, in our analysis.   
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3. Annual performance 2010-2014 

3.1. 2012/13 (Reporting year 2013) 

Our performance in 2012/13 was impacted by the significant rainfall that occurred in discrete 
periods during the year. The table below shows the monthly rainfall for the reporting period 
2012/13 taken from Met Office data.  
 
Table 1: Rainfall 2012/13 

Month 14 Year Average 2012/13 Actual % of Average 

April 49 130 265 
May 57 42  
June 49 131 267 
July 58 102 176 
August 60 42  
September 48 54  
October 94 123 131 
November 93 90  
December 83 139 167 
January 78 64  
February 58 39  
March 46 69 150 
Total (mm) 772 1024  
 
For 6 of the 12 months during the year, the rainfall was above average, by over 250% on 
some occasions.  
 
Such was the overall rainfall that the 2012 calendar year was recorded as the second 
wettest year on record by the Met Office 
(http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/news/releases/archive/2013/2012-weather-statistics). In Figure 
3 below, the actual monthly rainfall is plotted against average rainfall (based on the last 14 
years, which is deemed to be representative of recent rainfall patterns) and the number of 
properties internally flooded. It  demonstrates the above average nature of the rainfall across 
the year, as well as the overall increase in the number of flooded properties.  
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Figure 3: Rainfall against properties flooded - 2012/13 
 
Inundation of the sewerage system is typically the main consequence of severe rainfall 
events. There are occasions when such weather leads to equipment failures, or elevates the 
number of blockages that become apparent, due to the excessive flows within the sewerage 
system.  
 
To determine a possible correlation between the number of properties flooded due to other 
causes, and the above average rainfall we have: 
 

 analysed the monthly rainfall levels for the past 14 years (deemed to be 
representative of current rainfall patterns), and established the lower quartile, second 
quartile, third quartile and upper quartile monthly rainfall levels; and 

 
 for each quartile rainfall, plotted rainfall against the number of properties flooded for 

each month, over the last 14 years. We have also shown the monthly equivalent of 
the reference level (green line) and upper control limit (red line).  

 
For all but the upper quartile, the majority of the months were below or around the reference 
level and the upper control limit. It is noticeable in the upper quartile plot, that the majority of 
months where high number of properties flooded, lie well above the upper control limit. This 
suggests that the cause of property flooding was more likely to be associated with rainfall 
events, rather than blockages, collapses or equipment failure.  
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Figure 4: Rainfall quartile plots 

 
To further verify the suitability of the normalisation approach, we have undertaken additional 
correlation analysis, to consider the relationship between rainfall (mm) and properties 
flooded. Using 14 years of data, produces the following correlation plot (Figure 5). 
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Figure 5: Rainfall correlation 

 
Based on this correlation, we have identified months where the rainfall is significantly above 
average. For those months, we have applied the number of properties that would be 
expected to flood, against the average rainfall for that month.    
 
On proving the correlation between high-levels of rainfall and the increased number of 
properties flooded due to other causes, we have undertaken a normalisation process.   We 
have normalised the number of properties flooded for those months experiencing above 
average rainfall, namely April to July 2012, December 2012 and January 2013.  We have 
done this by substituting the number of properties with an average of the number of 
properties flooded in preceeding years, in an equivalent month. For example, the number of 
properties flooded in July 2012 was substituted with the average number of properties 
flooded in each July for the period 2000 to 2011. This approach had the effect of replacing 
those months that were considered as outliers. The impact of applying the normalisation 
approach to those months of above average rainfall in 2012/13, is shown in the graph below.   
 

 
 

Figure 6: Normalisation of properties flooded for months with above average rainfall in 2012/13 

 
The impact of the normalisation process on the number of properties flooded each month 
and the annual total, is shown in Table 2 below, where numbers denoted in red, are 
normalised values. 
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Applying correlation model for  properties flooded in 2012/13, results in similar number  of 
properties flooded when the average performance method is used. The results are shown in 
Table 2 below.      
 
 
Table 2: Monthly Adjustments 2012/13  

Month 
2012/13 

Unadjusted 
Performance 

Adjusted based on average 
performance 

Adjusted based 
on rainfall 
correlation 

April 45 19 24 

May 37 28 24 

June 34 27 24 

July 38 25 24 

August 14 14 14 
September 40 40 26 

October 17 17 17 
November 20 20 20 
December 35 22 28 

January 36 29 28 

February 15 15 15 
March 23 23 23 
Total  354 279 267 

 
 
Although the modelling approach results in a lower number of properties flooded due to 
other causes, we are utilising the results associated with replacement of atypical months 
with average performance. The application of this revised performance data for 2012/13 is 
shown in the graph below (the graph represents only those adjustments for 2012/13).  
  
 

 
 
Figure 7: Flooding other causes - adjustment for 2012/13 

 
 
The analysis undertaken demonstrates a relationship between the exceptional rainfall and 
the number of properties flooded due to other causes. We have therefore adjusted the 
number of properties flooded in those months of above average rainfall, in recognition of 
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this. For 2012/13 the reported figure of 354 has been adjusted to 279 properties flooded due 
to other causes. 
  
Accordingly, we request that for the reporting year 2012/13 Ofwat accept the revised number 
of 279 properties flooded due to other causes, which is is a true reflection of our underlying 
performance for the 2012/13. 
 

3.2. 2013/14 (Reporting Year 2014) 

Our performance in 2013/14 was impacted by the significant rainfall over the autumn/winter 
period. Such was the magnitude of the rainfall that the Met Office declared the winter as the 
wettest on record. The table below shows the monthly rainfall for the reporting period 
2013/14.  
 
Table 3: Rainfall 2013/14 

Month 2013/14 14 Year Average 2013/14 Actual % of Average 
April 49 41  
May 57 53  
June 49 23  
July 58 32  
August 60 51  
September 48 56  
October 94 141 150 
November 93 72  
December 83 139 167 
January 78 182 233 
February 58 130 224 
March 46 38  
Total (mm) 772 957  
 
For several months of 2013 and 2014, the rainfall was above average, by over 200% on 
some occasions.    
 
The actual monthly rainfall in 2013/14 is plotted against the average rainfall for the last 14 
years and the number of impacted properties is shown in the graph below. The plot 
demonstrates the above average nature of the rainfall across the year and the relationship to 
the number of properties flooded due to other causes. 
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Figure 8: Rainfall against properties flooded - 2013/14 

 
As described in section 3.1 above, severe weather will have consequences that impact 
against the flooding other causes indicator. We have therefore undertaken the normalising 
process referred to above for 2012/13, to assess the impact of rainfall on the flooding other 
causes indicator for 2013/14. 
 
The extreme rainfall experienced in the autumn and winter of 2013, led to an all-time high of 
groundwater levels in some underlying chalk areas. The plot below shows the groundwater 
level at the Little Bucket monitoring point (south of Canterbury, Kent). The black plot is the 
groundwater level over the last 24 months, the red plot shows the previously highest record 
reached in 2000/01, as a result of the wettest year on record (Met Office data). 
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Figure 9: Groundwater levels in East Kent 

 
The high levels caused groundwater to innundate the sewerage system, leading to flooding 
and restricted toilet use by our customers. This innundation of the sewerage system, 
undoubtedly had an impact on the number of properties flooded.  
 

Properties 
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The impact of applying the normalisation approach to those months of above average rainfall 
in 2013/14 is shown in the graph below.   
  

                 
Figure 10: Normalisation of properties flooded for months with above average rainfall in 
2013/14 

 
The result of the normalisation process on the number of properties flooded each month and 
the annual total, as a result of blockages, sewer collapses or equipment failure, is shown in 
Table 4 below, where the numbers denoted in red are normalised values 
 
As for 2012/13 we have applied a rainfall correlation modelling approach, which produces a 
similar result to that associated with replacement of atypical months with average 
performance.   
 
Table 4: Monthly adjustments 2013/14 

Month 
2013/14 

Unadjusted 
Performance 

Adjusted based upon 
average performance 

Adjusted based on 
rainfall correlation 

April 27 27 27 
May 19 19 19 
June 15 15 15 
July 15 15 15 
August 18 18 18 
September 16 16 16 
October 37 22 30 

November 11 11 11 
December 69 22 28 

January 40 29 28 

February 30 29 24 

March 18 18 18 
Total 315 240 249 

 
 
Applying the revised performance data for 2012/13 is shown in the graph below (the graph 
represents only those adjustments for 2012/13 and 2013/14).  
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Figure 11: Flooding other causes - adjustment for 2013/14 
 
 
We request that for the reporting year 2013/14 Ofwat accept the revised number of 240 
properties flooded due to other causes as a true reflection of our underlying performance for 
that year. 

3.3. Impact of Exclusions from Serviceability Assessment 

Removing the exceptional incidents as set out in the table below, demonstrates an overall 
general improvement in performance and an assessment of stable serviceability for this 
indicator. 
 
Table 5: Flooding other causes – AMP5 Adjustments 

Reporting 
Year 

Unadjusted 
Performance 

Exceptional 
Incident/Weather 

impacted 
Adjusted 

2010/11 415 0 415 
2011/12 288 0 288 
2012/13 354 75 279 
2013/14 315 75 240 

 
 
 
The adjusted performance is compared against the unadjusted performance in the graph 
below. 
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Figure 12: Flooding other causes – adjusted and unadjusted for AMP5 

 

4. AMP5 performance initiatives 

Across the business we have undertaken improvements in risk management through the 
introduction of Asset Risk Management, where risks associated with our infrastructure, 
including the sewerage system, can be identified recorded and prioritised. In addition, we 
have undertaken activities that are aimed at improving the performance of the sewerage 
system. These activities are identified below.  
 
Sewer Jetting - We have a planned programme of sewer jetting which is targeted at sewers 
with a history of blockages. In particular, we target sewers where a blockage would have a 
high impact on our customers (internal flooding) or the environment (pollution 
 
CCTV – aids the understanding of the condition of our assets and resolution of problems by 
providing information on the condition of the sewers/rising mains and their operational 
performance. The information also helps to improve our deterioration modelling capability.  
 
FOG campaign – continued programme of education to prevent the discharge of oils and 
greases and wipes to sewers, preventing blockages and equipment failures.  
 
Pumping Station Total Care Plans – In 2013 we commenced a significant project to address 
the reliability issues associated with some of our wastewater pumping stations. A criticality 
analysis of our pumping stations using data such as reliability, reactive work order history, 
pollution history and proximity to watercourses has been undertaken to determine the priority 
of the programme.  identified approximately 1000 pumping stations which accounted for 
approximately 70% of the  
We have undertaken a defined set of proactive work at each of the highest 500 scoring sites. 
This consists of: this paragraph seems to have gone slightly wrong towards the end… 
 

 Stripping and inspecting every pump and valve - repairing/replacing where 
necessary     

 Full electrical inspection of panels/ MCC - repairing/replacing where necessary 
 Replace any consumables where necessary 

 
Wet Well Cleaning Programme - To reduce the risk of pump failure due or blockages, we 
carry out an annual inspection and cleaning of approximately 500 wet wells. The inspection 
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also reveals any maintenance required for the wet wells or the pumps. Wet wells are 
selected for cleaning and maintenance on a risk based assessment using the following 
criteria: 
 

 sites that have a recent history of failure causing pollution 
 sites that were not cleaned in the previous year 
 the potential impact of pumping station failure on bathing waters 
 terminal pumping stations are given a high priority to ensure continuous supply to 

wastewater treatment works 
 

5. Forecast serviceability for 2014 

Our performance for the year to date is shown in the table below. 
 
Table 6: Flooding other causes – Performance 2014/15 

 April May June July August Total 

Properties flooded due to other 
causes 15 58 14 34 17* 138* 

* provisional (subject to verification) 
 
In assessing our performance to date and the anticipated profile for the remainder of the 
year, we believe that we outturn at year-end with a predicted 230 properties flooded due to 
other causes, which, whilst above the reference level of 210 properties, is well below the 
upper control limit of 290 properties.  
 

6. Conclusion 

We have demonstrated our performance over AMP5 against the current reference level and 
control limits. We recognised that there was a need to restate the reference level and control 
limits in the Review of Serviceability Indicators 2012, however this proposal was turned 
down, with Ofwat stating that the proposal ‘does not fit well with the principles governing this 
review’.   
 
We have experienced two consecutive years of above average rainfall with the Met Office 
declaring 2012  as the second wettest year and the winter of 2013/14 as the wettest winter 
on record. We have demonstrated a link between above average monthly rainfall and an 
increase in properties flooded due to other causes. This demonstrates that the excessive 
rainfall has led to an elevated number of properties flooded, which would be recorded 
against the indicator ‘flooding – other causes’.  In line with recognised practice, we have 
adjusted the performance for each of these two years, to be reflective of the expected 
outturn, if we had not experienced such exceptional events.  
 
Our significant improvements in our asset management capability and specific targeted 
activities such as targed jetting and the introduction of Total Care Plans at our pumping 
stations is showing benefits. Our forecast year-end performance for this year will be the best 
performance achieved in the last 10 years.   
 
Our performance for AMP5, when recognising the adjusted performance data, shows 
serviceability to be stable, and as such no short falling penalty should apply.  
 
We therefore request the removal of the shortfall penalty of £3.3m in the Final 
Determination. 
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Annex 5: Serviceability Representation – Other Serviceability Indicators 
relating to:  

1. Flooding overloaded sewers excluding severe weather 

2. Pollution incidents (category 1, 2 and 3) 

3. Sewage treatment works numeric non-compliance 

 

Issue  

 
In the Draft Determination for Southern Water, Ofwat requested that we provide 
additional information to provide further confidence on the level of performance we 
will advise in the last year of AMP5, 2014/15, for three individual serviceability 
indicators: 
 

 Flooding overloaded sewers excluding severe weather 
 Pollution incidents (category 1, 2 and 3) 
 Sewage treatment works numeric non-compliance 
 

Ofwat has raised a concern that, as a result of their assessment of our performance 
in the first four years of AMP5 against these serviceability indicators, the predicted 
stable performance in Year 5 (2014/15) is over-ambitious. 
 
Ofwat has stated that if stable serviceability is not achieved in 2014/15, an additional 
shortfall penalty may be considered. 
 
In this report, we provide further evidence to substantiate a stable performance for 
the three serviceability indicators, including; 

 
 a review of performance in previous years 

 performance to-date in Year 5 (August 2014) 
 predicted 2014/15 year-end performance, using annual profiling for each 

indicator 
 demonstrated that current performance is sustainable, as a result of capability 

and operational improvements and targeted investment  
 
For the three serviceability indicators, year-end performance is predicted, as a 
minimum, to be below the upper control limit, therefore, for each of the three 
indications in question, serviceability is assessed as stable for 2014/15. 

Remedy 

 
Ofwat should recognise that the additional data and information set out in the 
following sections demonstrate stable performance for 2014/15, such that a shortfall 
penalty is not applicable for performance in 2014/15 for the three indicators.
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1. Flooding Overloaded Sewers Forecast serviceability for 2014/15 

1.1. AMP5 Serviceability Targets 

 
1.1.1. AMP5 Performance  
 
The AMP5 serviceability targets were set based on the PR09 methodology using 
historical performance. This resulted in a reference level of 25 properties and a lower 
control limit of three and an upper control limit of 47 properties.   
 
We have reported against the definition of the measure provided in PR09/38, 
Appendix 2 namely: 
 
Number of properties affected by internal flooding in year because of overloaded 
sewers, excluding severe weather – at end of year.  
 
Performance in AMP5 has, until 2013/14 (reporting year 2014), been fluctuating 
around the reference level and therefore considered stable, as shown in the graph 
below. 
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Figure 1: AMP5 performance - properties flooded (overloaded sewers) 

 
Performance in the years 2012/13 and 2013/14 were both impacted by extremes of 
rainfall, resulting in an elevated number of properties flooding due to overloaded 
sewers. It is noted that despite the impact of excessive rainfall in 2012/13 (2013 
reporting year) performance remained within the upper control limit. 
 
1.1.2.  2012/13 Performance (2013 Reporting Year) 
 
Performance in 2012/13 was impacted by the significant rainfall that occurred in 
discrete periods during the year, with the total rainfall making it the second wettest 
year on record (as reported by the Met Office1) .Table 1 below shows the monthly 
rainfall for the reporting period 2012/13.  

                                                
1 www.metoffice.gov.uk/news /releases/archive/2013/2012-weather-statistics 
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Table 1: Rainfall 2012/13 

Month  14 Year Average 2012/13 Actual % of Average 

Apr 49 130 265 
May 57 42  
Jun 49 131 267 
Jul 58 102 176 
Aug 60 42  
Sep 48 54  
Oct 94 123 131 
Nov 93 90  
Dec 83 139 167 
Jan 78 64  
Feb 58 39  
Mar 46 69 150 
Total (mm) 772 1024  
 
For six of the 12 months of the year, rainfall was significantly above average; and 
over 250% in two months.   
 
The actual monthly rainfall is plotted against average rainfall over the last 14 years 
below. The plot clearly demonstrates the above average rainfall across the year. 
 

 
Figure 2: Rainfall in 2012/13 

 
Although the indicator of flooding, overloaded sewers, excludes severe weather, the 
above-average monthly rainfall has not always been associated with intense rainfall 
events.  However, the prolonged nature of the rainfall, which manifestly constitutes 
severe weather, has led to flooding of properties that are not excluded under the 
normal severe weather exemption of a 1 in 20 return period storm event. This is the 
result of ground saturation, which prevents natural drainage, leading to greater run-
off into highway drains and the combined sewer network. 
 
The impact of the rainfall is demonstrated in the graph below, where peaks in 
monthly rainfall, coincide with a high number of properties flooded. 
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Figure 3: Rainfall against properties flooded (overloaded sewers) in 2012/13 

 
Despite the extreme rainfall experienced in 2012/13, the number of properties 
flooded remained below the upper control limit, and therefore performance for the 
year is assessed as Stable.  
 
1.1.3.  2013/14 Performance (Reporting Year 2014) 
 
Performance in 2013/14 was impacted by the significant rainfall over the 
autumn/winter period. Such was the magnitude of the rainfall that the Met Office 
declared the winter as the wettest on record. The table below shows the monthly 
rainfall for the reporting period 2013/14.  
 
Table 2: Rainfall 2013/14 

Month 2012/13 14 Year Ave 2013/14 Actual % of Average 

Apr 49 41  
May 57 53  
Jun 49 23  
Jul 58 32  
Aug 60 51  
Sep 48 56  
Oct 94 141 150 
Nov 93 72  
Dec 83 139 167 
Jan 78 182 233 
Feb 58 130 224 
Mar 46 38  
Total (mm) 772 957  
 
For several months of the year, the rainfall was significantly above average, by over 
200% on some occasions.   
 
The actual monthly rainfall is plotted against average monthly rainfall over the last 14 
years, below. The plot demonstrates the above average nature of the rainfall across 
the autumn and winter period. 
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Figure 4: Rainfall in 2013/14 

 
The graph below shows the number of properties flooded against the monthly rainfall. 
Two distinct months, August and December, are noticeable with a high number of 
properties flooded.  
 

 
Figure 5: Rainfall against properties flooded (overloaded sewers) in 2013/14 

 
The high numbers of properties flooded in August are associated with two severe 
storm events (below the 1 in 20 return period), one in the West Sussex coastal area, 
resulting in seven properties flooding and the other in the North Kent coastal area 
resulting in seven properties flooding. 
 
In December, over the Christmas period, we experienced several storm events 
across the South East that led to widespread flooding.  On 23 December 2013, 15 
properties were flooded, with a further nine properties flooded on 24 December 2013. 
The properties flooded were in the Horsham (Sussex), Ramsgate (Kent) and Ryde 
(Isle of Wight) areas. 
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In addition to the flooding events identified above, the extreme rainfall experienced in 
the autumn and winter of 2013, led to an all-time high of groundwater levels in the 
underlying chalk areas. The chart below shows the groundwater level at the Little 
Bucket monitoring point (south of Canterbury, Kent). The black plot is the 
groundwater level over the last 24 months.  The red plot shows the previous highest 
levels recorded in 2000/01, which were a result of the wettest year on record (Met 
Office reported data). 
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Figure 6: Groundwater levels in East Kent 

 
These high groundwater levels caused inundation of the sewerage system, leading to 
flooding, and restricted toilet use. The inundation of the sewerage system increased 
the number of properties flooded as a result of the overloaded sewers.    
 
Performance for 2013/14 (reporting year 2014) was, in particular, influenced by the 
wettest winter on record, which, had it not occurred, performance for the year would 
have been below the upper control limit.  
 
 
1.1.4. Performance 2014/15 (Year 5) 
 
Our performance for the year to date is shown in the table below.  
 
Table 3: Flooding (overloaded sewers) – Performance 2014/15 (to date) 

 April May June July August September 
Year 

to 
date 

Properties 
flooded due to 
overloaded 
sewers 

0 0 1 6 2 1 10 

 
The current total for the year (six months) is 10 properties flooded. Reviewing the 
performance against the monthly trend over the year, suggests that we outturn the 
year with 25 properties flooded due to overloaded sewers.  
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The resulting performance for the entire AMP5 period is shown in the graph below. 
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Figure 7: AMP5 Performance – properties flooded (overloaded sewers) 

 
Based on the current year position and predicted outturn at year end, performance 
against this measure is considered as Stable for the AMP5 period. On this basis, a 
shortfall adjustment is not appropriate for performance in 2014/15 against the 
flooding overloaded sewers indicator. 
 
During AMP5 we have undertaken significant investment in flood mitigation; we will 
have mitigated flooding risk at 500 properties. These installations have proved 
effective in preventing further internal flooding with only eight properties flooded since 
the installation of mitigation measures at the premises. 

2. Serviceability Representation – Pollution Incidents 

2.1. Forecast serviceability for 2014 

 
2.1.1. AMP5 Serviceability Targets 
 
The AMP5 serviceability targets were set based on the PR09 methodology using 
historical performance. This resulted in a reference level of 125 pollution incidents,a 
lower control limit of 90 and an upper control limit of 160. This indicator is measured 
on a calendar year basis. 
 
In the Ofwat Review of Serviceability Indicators, undertaken in 2012, we requested 
that the reference level and control limits for this indicator be adjusted on the basis of 
the increased level of self-reporting of pollution incidents. Acceptance of the 
adjustments would have resulted in a reference level of 148 incidents and lower and 
upper control limit of 128 and 168 respectively. This proposal was left in abeyance, 
with Ofwat proposing to review the issue at an industry level.  
 
We have reported against the definition of the measure as provided in PR09/38 
Appendix 2, namely: 
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The total number of category 1, 2 and 3 pollution incidents reported by the 
Environment Agency for controlled waters in the company’s licensed area. This is the 
total number of pollution incidents for foul sewers, combined sewer overflows and 
rising mains, relating to water and sewerage as set down in table 1(d) submitted by 
the Environment Agency region to Ofwat each year.  
 
2.1.2. AMP5 Performance 
 
Our performance in respect of pollution incidents has improved over the AMP5 
period, in particular, achieving significant improvements since 2012.  This is shown in 
the graph below. 

 

Figure 8: AMP5 performance – pollution incidents 

 
2.1.3. Performance - 2012 
 
As detailed above, our performance over the last few years has shown steady 
improvement. The graph below shows performance on a monthly basis for 2012, the 
trend line shows an improving position across the year.  
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Figure 9: Pollution incidents in 2012 

 
2.1.4.  Performance - 2013 
 
In 2013 we continued to show improvement in performance across the year, as the 
trend line shows. 
 

 
Figure 10: Pollution incidents in 2013 

 
 
2.1.5. AMP5 Initiatives 
 
We continue to focus our attention on preventing the occurrence of pollution 
incidents. To achieve this there are a number of initiatives that form the basis of our 
pollution reduction plan. The main elements of the plan are: 
 

 ‘Total Care Plans’ focused on wastewater pumping stations. In total over 
1000 out of 2375 pumping stations have been subject to Total Care Plans 
since 2011. This has been associated with an investment of £13m. 
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 Targeted sewer jetting, underpinned by improved analytical capability and 
‘big data’ principles. We undertake c.750 km of sewer jetting per annum at 
a cost of £2.3m p.a.  

 
We have set up a company-wide governance structure to effectively manage and 
improve performance against our pollution target. This structure brings together 
expertise from both our Asset Management and Operations teams.  
 
We have improved our understanding of which assets can have significant pollution 
impact due to their location. We have built up a detailed understanding of the 
proximity of our assets to: 

 Sensitive watercourses 
 Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) 
 Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) 
 Special Protection Areas (SPA) 
 Shellfish environments. 
 

We have used this data to focus investment through our pumping station Total Care 
Plans and through the identification of risks using our asset risk management (ARM) 
process.  
 
Total care plans 
 
A Total Care Plan (TCP) is a targeted, risk-based programme of asset maintenance 
and pro-active renewal, we are undertaking these at over 1000 of our wastewater 
pumping stations over a three-year period. To inform the development of these plans 
We have analysed data on the performance of our pumping stations to identify which 
pumping stations posed the highest risk.  
 
The attributes we studied included: 

 Pollution history 
 Proximity to sensitive environments 
 Customer contact data 
 Reactive call-outs and unplanned works. 

 
We have undertaken a defined set of proactive work at each of the sites. This 
consists of: 

 Stripping and inspecting every pump and valve - repairing/replacing 
where necessary 

 Full electrical inspection of panels/ MCC - repairing/replacing where 
necessary 

 Replacing any consumables where necessary 
 
We have already seen significant benefits as a result of this approach. The table 
below details the improvements that have been realised.  
 
Table 4: Improvements in pollution incidents due to our Total Care Plans 

Measure Benefit 

Pollution incidents/sites 97% of stations have not polluted since TCP visit 
Pollution incidents all PS’s 34% reduction (estimated for year-end) 
Failure alarm all PS’s 50% reduction 
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Targeted sewer jetting 
 
Our sewer jetting programme aims to address sections of our sewers which are 
susceptible to repeat blockages and siltation. We regularly review the effectiveness 
of our sewer jetting by analysing repeat blockages and sewer pollution incidents. 
Currently about 31 per cent of our pollution incidents are due to blockages in sewers.  
 
Our approach is underpinned by a culture change in our approach to managing 
information. This includes better tools and network monitoring and significantly 
strengthening our analytical in-house expertise. 
 
Our analysis of blockages in the sewerage system suggests that 75 per cent of them 
are caused by fat, oil and grease and increasingly, fabric wipes. With this in mind we 
undertake, where we can, customer awareness/education on the appropriate 
disposal routes for these items.  
 
Real Time Systems 
 
We have sewer level monitors at a number of locations on the sewerage system.  
These provide real time information that allows timely intervention to prevent pollution 
incidents or flooding. They also allow improved understanding and knowledge of the 
sewerage system. 
 
Improved operational response times 
 
We recognise that the speed and effectiveness of our response to a pollution incident 
can have a significant impact on its scale and effect. We are continually working to 
improve our response times to problems which can lead to pollutions and to pollution 
events which have already occurred. We are becoming more flexible in our 
operations, to allow us to react more quickly and address issues which are likely to 
lead to pollutions. We will continue to monitor our operational performance and drive 
improvement through opportunities identified in post-event analysis.  
 
Event and Duration Monitoring on Storm Overflows 
 
Many of our existing Combined Sewer Overflows (CSOs) have event and duration 
monitors installed to record spill frequency and duration. These installations give us a 
greater understanding of how our assets are performing and support targeted action 
to prevent pollution incidents associated with their operation.  
 
 
2.1.6. Performance 2014 (Year 5) 
 
Our performance for the year to date is shown in the table below.  
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Table 5: Pollution incidents – Performance in 2014 (to date) 

 Jan Feb March April May June July August 

Year 

to 

Date 

Pollution 
Incidents 

17 29 15 11 9 15 10 11 117* 

* Provisional data, as a number of challenges (19) remain outstanding with the Environment 
Agency  

The performance for this year is similar to that of the last two years, with the 
exception of a high number of incidents in February. During January and February 
we experienced exceptionally high groundwater levels at several locations across the 
region, which caused inundation of the sewerage system (see Section 1.1.3). To 
maintain sewer capacity and ensure continuity of service to our customers we over-
pumped the groundwater from the sewer into adjacent watercourses. These over-
pumps were at 12 locations and the Environment Agency classed the over-pump 
activities as pollution incidents. In addition, there were seven pollution incidents that 
occurred in these areas before we could install the over-pumping facilities This 
activity is unusual and was brought about by extreme weather events (the wettest 
winter on record). If these incidents are recognised as atypical, performance for the 
year shows a continuation of the improving position.  
 
We anticipate that the year-end position (2014) will be around 150 pollution incidents, 
this is based on; 

 Performance in the year to date, which is currently 117 incidents, 
 The number of challenges remaining with the EA, with an expected reduction 

of 30% i.e. six incidents  
 Performance in September, which is five incidents (still subject to verification) 
 The number of incidents in the last three months of the year is estimated to 

be 30,based on the average of the last two years performance for the same 
period (28 and 32 incidents) 

 
The following graph shows the improvement in performance that is being achieved 
as a result of the AMP5 initiatives. 
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Figure 11: Performance Improvement 

Our performance for AMP5, shown in Figure 12 below, is representative of stable 
serviceability for the period. 

 

Figure 12: AMP5 performance – pollution incidents 

 
Based on the current year position and predicted outturn at year end, our 
performance against this measure is considered as Stable for the AMP5 period. On 
this basis, a shortfall adjustment is not appropriate for performance in 2014/15, 
against the pollution incident indicator. 
 

3. Serviceability Representation – WTW Numeric non-compliance 

3.1. Forecast serviceability for 2014 

 
3.1.1. AMP5 Serviceability Targets 
 
The AMP5 serviceability targets were set based on the PR09 methodology using 
historical performance. This resulted in a reference level of 1.4%  non-compliant 
wastewater treatment works and a lower control limit of 0.5% and an upper control 
limit of 2.3%.   

162



 
We have reported against the definition of the measure as provided in PR09/38 
Appendix 2, namely: 
 
The percentage of sewage treatment works discharges with numerical discharge 
consents found to be non-compliant with sanitary or non-sanitary consent conditions 
in the calendar year. Include both those failing Water Resources Act 1991 (WRA91) 
consents and Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (UWWTD) self-monitored 
consents. (Reported through EA MD109 return to Ofwat but expected to be 
replicated in JR11 table B)  
 
The measure is based on the 12 month performance from January to December for 
each calendar year. 
 
3.1.2. AMP5 Performance  
 
Performance in AMP5 is shown in the graph below. 
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Figure 13: AMP5 performance – WTW numeric non-compliance 
 
Ofwat has recognised, based on additional information provided in the Ofwat Query 
SRN/LEG/006 that a number of failed works should be excluded from the 
serviceability assessment. This is because their failure was beyond management 
control and not associated with the operation and maintenance of the works.  
 
The impact of these excluded sites is shown below.   
 

163



0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

4.5

2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15

Regulatory Reporting Year

% non compliance Lower Upper Reference Level Exceptions removed

 
Figure 14: Adjusted performance 

 
 
From the graph, it is clear that performance has improved over the last three years, 
once the exclusions are taken into account. This has been achieved improvements to 
both the operation of our wastewater treatment works and our asset management 
capability. We have undertaken significant improvements in risk management, 
through the introduction of Asset Risk Management, Asset Risk Control, five year on-
line monitoring of performance trends, and development of risk and performance 
assessment tools, such as concentric squares. We have also improved our treatment 
process capacity modelling, which in conjunction with failure incident reviews, better 
identifies the root cause of compliance failure. 
 
Embedding effective risk management within Southern Water has been a significant 
contributor to managing compliance through the extremes of rainfall experienced 
during 2012 and 2013.  It has also brought about a significant reduction in breaches 
and near-miss breaches (between 80% of permit and permit value).  
 
Improvement initiatives have been put in place of the following key areas: 

1. Risk management 
2. Effective use of data 
3. Ferric compliance issues  

 
These initiatives have generated improvements in understanding and identified gaps 
to be addressed by training and intervention.  
 
In total we have spent over £32m specifically targeted at serviceability improvement 
initiatives in AMP5. 
 
Compliance care plan 
 
We have undertaken inspections of 100 sites, to determine asset condition and risk 
of compliance failure.  As a result we have made process improvements with a 
particular emphasis on modifications to ferric dosing control, primary tanks, biological 
filters, and sand filters. We have provided enhanced training in new ferric dosing 
control and sand filter maintenance and operation. 
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Modification and replacement of final effluent sampling chambers  
 
A number of sites have been identified where access, or poor design of final effluent 
sample chambers was preventing the taking of representative samples. Modifications 
to relocate on-line final effluent monitoring have been made to ensure an easily 
accessible sampling point. 
 
Introduction of leading indicators 
 
We now undertake much more detailed analysis and performance monitoring of 
works performance including analysis of five year trends of turbidity, ammonia, iron, 
phosphorous and flow to treatment. We have also developed an effective risk 
visualisation tool, ‘concentric squares’, based on data from on-line monitoring giving 
performance over the previous three, six and 12 months, based on pre-determined 
trigger levels. These are reviewed weekly for performance and risk management. 
Details of each of the risk-based processes are described below. 
 
The Asset Risk Control (ARC) process: 

 Takes an objective view of the data provided by our data and reporting tools  
 Takes a subjective view of risk on site, based on experience 
 Produces a balanced, holistic view of compliance risk for every site 
 Takes on-site cost of mitigation to help assess the need for action and 

expenditure 
 
The Process Asset Risk Control (PARC) process 

 Designed to be a subjective view of compliance risk at every WTW 
 Every process stage at every WTW is assessed 
 Risk assessed on likelihood of failure and consequence to compliance – both 

criteria are from fixed choices 
 Flow and determinand risk is assessed separately 
 Site risks are reviewed when changes occur on site or every three months 

 
The Data Asset Risk Control (DARC) process: 

 Takes output from eight company data sets on Asset/Operational 
performance 

 Data is normalised and weighted and then 
 Compared to agreed performance criteria and allocated a risk score 
 Each WTW is given five to 27 risk scores - depending on the amount of data 

available 
 Risk scores are averaged to give a normalised DARC score per site 
 Scores are used to look for systematic or site-specific risk 

 
Concentric squares 

The key to managing the compliance risk associated with 
wastewater treatment works is an understanding of the ”works” 
performance against its many permit conditions.   
 
To aid that process we have developed a concentric squares 
approach to reporting performance. An example of a concentric 
square for a typical treatment works is shown on the left. 
 

 

Turb Ammo

Phos Iron

FULLERTON WTW

Figure 15: Example 
of concentric 
square 
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The quadrants of the square from the outside inward represent performance over the 
last 12, 6, 3 and 1 month respectively. 
 
The colours are indicative of performance against particular permit conditions, from 
red, which signals poor performance, through to green representing good 
performance. The outlying colour indicates the overall status of the site.  
 
The use of the risk monitoring approach detailed above gives us a better 
understanding of the current and medium-term likely future performance of our 
wastewater treatment works. This in turn supports timely interventions such as 
changes to operational or maintenance practices or capital intervention. 
   
Asset Risk Management 
 
We have introduced an Asset Risk Management process to ensure operational risks 
are captured and scored to ensure health and safety and compliance risk are 
effectively addressed. Regular challenge meetings are carried out with operations 
staff to agree and prioritise risks using the leading indicator information. 
 
Capacity and capability modelling 
 
Capacity and capability assessments for wastewater treatment works were 
developed as part of our PR14 process.  Their purpose is to consider the impact of 
growth and quality drivers and current and historic performance against design 
standards and recent enhancements and to understand the performance capability of 
individual assets such humus tanks. We now use this as an additional risk 
assessment tool for performance at all sites and it is a key part of our forward 
planning for asset optimisation and growth driven investment. 
 
Additional operational activity increased daily focus on compliance by control 
centre 
 
Operational teams have completed a Control Centre Compliance Project with intense 
daily evaluation of compliance risk from on-line data and operational activity.  
 
Specialist investigation of ferric dosing investment and design standards 
 
We have undertaken a site specific review, supported by technical consultants Black 
and Veatch, of the performance of existing equipment, and equipment under 
construction for ferric dosing for phosphorous removal. We have carried out intensive 
audits identifying requirements including contractor modifications, changes to 
operation, maintenance and control and adjustments to design standards to minimise 
risk. This was undertaken prior to successful changes to permits for these sites. 
 
Specialist investigation to determine best practice 
 
Following on from the Black and Veatch study a specialist investigation of our 
approach to ferric dosing was carried out by Mott McDonald, identifying 
improvements in mixing and defining best practice. 
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Investment at sites recorded as failed during AMP5 
 
The planning of quality and growth investment for the AMP5 period has been strongly 
focused on the sites that have been recorded as failed.  
 
In addition to general capital maintenance expenditure for wastewater non 
infrastructure, we have invested £21million at those sites which have failed, as part of 
the overall programme of asset maintenance. This has included work identified 
through improvements in risk awareness and risk management. 
 
 
3.1.3. Underlying Performance  
 
The improvements described above are not only showing their worth in terms of 
reducing the number of failed works, but also their impact on leading indicators. For 
example, the number of breaches against the 80% value of the permit condition has 
improved year-on-year. The graph below, which combines individual breaches 
against permit values and 80% of permit values, shows that this year (2014), we are 
achieving our best performance for over five years. 
 

 
Figure 16: WRA breaches and near miss breaches 
   
 
On a similar basis, performance against upper tier failures, LUT failures and critical 
sites (where a further breach would make it a failed works), are all continuously 
improving on a rolling 12-month basis, as show in the graph below. Note that the 
slight up-turn in performance for Water Resources Act sites at critical status is 
temporary and will drop back down as a previous breach falls outside of the rolling 12 
months in October. 
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Figure 17: Number of works historically and forecast as failed or critical 
 
 
3.1.4. Performance 2014/15 (Year 5) 
 
Our performance for the year to date is shown in the table below. 
 
Table 6: WTW numeric non-compliance – Performance in 2014 (to date) 

 Jan Feb March April May June July Aug 

Failed 
wastewater 
treatment works  

0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

 
For the current year (eight months) we have one failed works, Lidsey WTW, which 
has breached its upper tier copper and biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) permit 
conditions. Forecasting year-end performance, suggests it would be appropriate, on 
a precautionary basis, to predict a year end position of 1.4% or less. 
 
The adjusted performance (with the Ofwat serviceability sites excluded) for the AMP5 
period is shown in the graph below. 
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Figure 18: AMP5 performance – WTW numeric non-compliance 

 
 
Based on current year position and predicted outturn at year end the performance 
against this measure is considered as Stable for the AMP5 period. On this basis, a 
shortfall adjustment is not appropriate for performance in 2014/15, against the WTW 
numeric non-compliance indicator. 
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