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User ID Consultee representation SoR Section

6 City of London (CoL) agrees that Thames Water's service levels are adequate and should remain as they are. 2.1.2
6 Security of supply is of critical importance to the 9000 residents and over 340,000 workers in the City of London. In terms of 

water supply to the City of London’s own buildings, any loss of supply would have a rapid and critical effect on services from the
Citigen CHP plant to Corporation buildings. Any restriction of water usage in the Square Mile would have severe implications on
the productivity of businesses (and would especially effect air conditioning systems for power intensive IT hardware supporting 
trading floors,) and ultimately the UK economy as a whole. It is our understanding that there is a “priority” hierarchy in the event 
of a water shortage which is Industrial, Commercial Offices, Residential. Owing to the considerable contribution that the City 
makes to the UK economy, CoL would like to suggest that Thames Water and Defra should assess the viability of giving 
special consideration to the City, in terms of maintaining water supplies to businesses

2.1.2

23 West Oxfordshire District Council has concerns over certain of the forecasts and assumptions made ( as referred to elsewhere 
in this consultation response ) and the lack of a full and robust analysis of options other than the UTMRD for increasing supply. 
As a consequence it is considered that the forecast deficit in the supply demand balance is questionable and could well be 
significantly overstated.

2.3.1
2.7.2
2.8.1
2.6.2

APPENDIX 3 - SCHEDULE OF REPRESENTATIONS
The purpose of the schedule is to provide a complete listing of all the representations submitted to the public consultation via the online 
consultation website, feedback forms and by letter and to clearly signpost where these representations have been addressed in this 
Statement of Response. The schedule enables consultees, using their unique ID number, to locate their representation and to identify 
which section in the statement addresses their representation. 
The structure of the schedule is as follows:
User ID number – this is the unique ID number allocated to a consultee.
Consultee representation – representations which covered more than one technical point in a paragraph have been separated into 
individual technical points, this has been done to aid clarity. All offline representations ie those received via feedback forms or letter, 
have been transcribed and included in the schedule. 
Statement of Response (SoR) Section – the relevant section in the Statement of Response where the representation has been 
addressed is signposted. Representations which cover the same issue or technical point have been grouped together in the Statement 
of Response to help to avoid repetition and to produce a more readable and well structured document.
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42 Only a small part of Chiltern District Council receives its water supply from Thames Water. The Council are members of Actvar -

Association of Thames Valley Authorities - and we would support their response to this consultation
Refer to User Id 10 

119 The consultation makes very little reference to drainage issues. A word search of ‘drainage’ of the full report 223 page report 
makes just one reference to land drainage related to design for a new reservoir. A word search for ‘sewer’ does not appear at 
all with just six references to ‘sewerage’ with no indication whatsoever for future plans. The Plan talks a lot about Integrated 
Demand Management measures to help balance supply & demand for water, although this seems to mainly relate to increasing 
the use of water meters and fixing leaks to water mains. For a company which is responsible for water supply & sewerage it is 
odd that there is so little reference to drainage exceedance and need to replace aging sewerage infrastructure?  

Please refer to our 
Draft Business Plan in 
particular section B5.

121 Does the expected frequency of Level 1and Level 2 restrictions suggest that these may be required to occasionally suppress 
severe demand peaks in hot but non drought summer. Are customers aware that restrictions may also be required occasionally 
in a non drought year to avoid further investment in infrastructure that would rarely be used.

2.1.2

121 The above section indicates that the estimated level of demand savings that can be achieved by imposing demand restrictions 
are now around 30% those previously assumed. This highlights the potential risks around the current assumptions on leakage, 
metering and water efficiency predictions. If the current estimates are subsequently found to be subject to the same level of 
error this would have a dramatic impact on the future supply security

2.5.1

223 None N/A
223 Thames Water (TW) has overstated demand and understated supply, whilst ruling out or ignoring valid supply options in order 

to arrive at the solution most favourable to its shareholders. It should also be noted that the presentation in the dWRMP leads 
to the conclusion by TW that implementation of their preferred schemes must start now; this is not the case, at least a further 5 
years are available to ensure that the right decisions are taken 

2.7.2
2.7.3

1335 I would query a number of assumptions on domestic demand 1) Garden Watering: The majority of new-build properties are 
flats and most new houses, particularly on brown field sites, have very small gardens. Other water companies that have a 
higher proportion of houses with gardens than TW have lower estimates for water used in gardens. Refurbishment of existing 
properties and replacement of domestic appliances, plus the increase in the price of water in an environment of increasing 
utility bills will lead to a change in consumer attitudes and I see no reason why TW estimates of average domestic use should 
exceed the 130 litres per person set down by the government. These judgements on reduction of water use driven by price 
applies even more in the industrial sector. There is no discussion on to what extent untreated groundwater could be used in 
industrial operations

2.3.1
2.3.4
2.3.5
2.3.8
2.3.11

242 I think that Thames Water should look at other sources of water apart from the Thames. With the huge density of population in 
the area and the government taking no steps to curb growth, let alone reduce population, there is clearly a need to find other 
resources. Some of our less populated areas also have much more rainfall and that is likely to continue. Thames Water should 
be reaching agreements for supplementary supply, at least in times of local drought, and building the necessary pipelines now.

2.18.2
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242 It is very desirable that we should never have severe bans. With climate change, it is likely that drought conditions in the 

Thames Water area are likely to be much more frequent and national and international food security is already perilous. Thus 
during drought is not a time to be stopping people watering food crops, whether they are home gardeners or commercial 
farmers.

2.5.11 
2.1.2

288 Appraising current options for water supply as well as future options. By doing this the company can confirm whether it is using 
the optimum solutions.

2.7.1

288 explicitly build-in the water efficiency targets detailed in Ofwat's current consultation. These reductions should be included 
within forecast per capita consumption values and the impact of base level water efficiency activity should be quantified within 
the plan.

2.12.4

288 For its final plan we expect the company to �� assess the concept of water neutrality within the final water resource 
management plan. This assessment needs to draw upon the Thames Gateway Water Neutrality work and assess the 
transferability of the concept to areas subject to growth over the planning period.

2.12.5

288 Include a comprehensive explanation of components of uncertainty at resource zone level and include some discussion of 
supply side uncertainty. The plan refers to "model documentation" that is not provided.

2.5.2

288 Include how it will assess and monitor the impacts of climate change while keeping its models up to date. 2.5.7
288 Remove the allowance for time limited licences in headroom. We clearly state in our water resources planning guidelines that 

water companies should not make an allowance.
2.4.1
2.5.12

288 Thames Water has a long history of excessive leakage in London but has worked hard to meet its leakage targets over the last 
two years. As a result it is worrying that Thames Water is planning for increases (although small) in other zones during the 
planning period. Thames Water should conform to Government policy and not plan to allow leakage to rise at any time during 
its planning period. 

2.10.1
2.10.2

288 Thames Water has conformed to nearly all the Defra Directions. Our analysis shows that the company should undertake 
further work to ensure full compliance with the following Directions: �� Evidence to show the required information on planned 
Level of Service (LoS) and information on actual LoS.

2.19.9

288 Thames Water has included the sustainability reductions we provided in its draft plan in order to reverse unacceptable impacts 
on the environment. However the draft plan does not clearly outline how it has calculated the reduction in deployable output 
from the figures we have provided. Without this we cannot ascertain if the company has planned for the correct reductions and 
this may lead to not providing the necessary environmental protection we outlined.

2.4.6

288 Thames Water has shown PCC rising to 300 litres per person per day during critical periods in some resource zones. This is 
double the England and Wales average of 150 litres per person per day in a normal year and we expect the company to 
demonstrate how it will reduce this figure. We expect Thames Water to provide evidence outlining how it has derived such a 
high outside water use for London, considering the large number of flats it states elsewhere in the plan.

2.3.4
2.3.5
2.3.11
2.3.1
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288 Thames Water is in an area of serious water stress, we expect the company to justify why it cannot achieve 90 per cent meter 

penetration by 2015 or by 2020 at the latest. The draft plan shows meter penetration of 80 percent by 2020 and the company 
states that the high proportion of flats in London is a barrier to higher levels of penetration. Our own research states meter 
penetration in urban areas can achieve just under 90 percent and at an overall company level can achieve 90 percent. A 
number of similar water companies have demonstrated that this is achievable by 2015. We believe metering is the fairest way 
to pay for water, provides a mechanism for reducing PCC, and with lower demand will help reduce future greenhouse gas 
emissions by both company and the consumer. (4.2.4)

2.11.2

288 Thames Water should also provide an explanation for the changes in the forecast deployable output for its desalination plant 
and some of its groundwater sources and include supporting material to justify the change in deployable output at Farmoor as 
a result of the change to the demand savings.

2.1.11

288 Thames Water’s SEA preferred programme is not the same as the programme selected in its draft plan for either the London 
or SWOX resource zones. From our analysis it appears that risk and carbon elements of the SEA methodology have been 
given a greater ‘weight’ than the environmental and social impacts. The company should justify why it has applied these 
different weights and why it is has not selected the SEA preferred programme.

2.17.1
2.17.3

288 the company has not looked at strategies to reduce this. We would expect a full list of options to address this. 2.3.4
288 The company has proposed a new reservoir to deliver water for London and Swindon and West Oxfordshire (SWOX) zones 

from 2020 as part of a its preferred supply demand programme. The company has not selected a true least cost programme, 
but has selected what it believes is the best balance of cost, environment, sustainability and carbon impacts. We support this 
approach. 

2.14.3

288 The company should also provide clear cost information relating to their metering strategy, including cost of baseline metering 
as well as proposals under the final planning scenario. This should then be compared to the cost of compulsory metering.

2.11.3

288 The company should use sensitivity testing to explore any differences between the forecast it uses and the regional spatial 
strategy. This is important as the company states its plan is most sensitive to population growth. This should clearly show what 
future developments may be required relative to alternative growth assumptions.

2.3.2
2.5.4

288 The draft plan is also not aligned with some important elements of Government and Environment Agency policies and 
objectives surrounding metering, leakage and consumption of water.

2.19.9

288 The water company, as a competent authority, will have to ensure that its plan meets the requirements of the Habitats 
Regulations (Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994) before implementation. The assessment of the plan must 
include a statement on the likely significant effects of the plan on relevant European sites. If the plan is thought likely to be 
significant, an appropriate assessment will need to be undertaken.

2.4.8

288 To assess the risk to the plan, we recommend Thames Water undertakes sensitivity analysis for all zones including those in 
surplus. While the company has included sensitivity analysis on individual components, we would like to see these combined.

2.15.1
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288 Together with Essex and Suffolk Water, the company should ensure there are no inconsistencies with bulk transfers between 

companies. In the draft plan of Essex and Suffolk Water, it plans for a raw water transfer of 20 Ml/d from the company’s 
London zone from 2026/27, via Upper Thames Major Resource Development. This is not in Thames Water’s draft plan. We 
expect Thames Water to address this and confirm a consistent value for bulk transfers with Essex and Suffolk Water which 
should then be presented in both companies’ plans.

2.4.4

288 We also expect Thames Water to investigate how climate change could impact its preferred options and outline those that are 
most resilient and adaptable to climate change.

2.5.8

288 We also recommend that the company should consider making the distinction between public hosepipe bans and non-essential 
use bans more explicit, and consider different levels of service for each, more in line with neighbouring companies. The 
company should state whether a lower level of service for hosepipe bans resulted in more deployable output (DO) once new 
resources such as its desalination plant are available, and explore the consequences of such a change for subsequent 
resource development needs.

2.1.3
2.1.10

288 We are also encouraged that Thames Water is continuing with its metering and tariff trials to help develop its future metering 
policies and practices. The company also includes a trial of smart meters in its draft plan as one of its preferred options. We 
expect the company to consider all options for the use of variable tariffs and to use increased metering to reduce customer 
supply pipe losses.

2.11.6

288 We are pleased the company is planning on going beyond the economic level of leakage in its London zone, planning on a 
“sustainable level of leakage”. We recommend that the company defines this and explains how it has been calculated. The 
company should explain why this approach is not applied to all zones and we would expect clear justification of leakage levels 
backed up by up to date information.

2.10.2
2.10.3

288 We believe the company needs to do further work on its options appraisal to satisfy us that it has selected the optimum 
solution. We expect the company to provide evidence to justify its options selection programme. For example, the company 
hasn’t fully justified how it has carried forward generic demand management options such as retrofit through its unconstrained 
list. We recommend that the company needs to clearly explain its options selection process, including any manual intervention 
processes, as it is not clear how it has done this. 

2.7.1

288 We believe the company should set out a strategy to show how it will reduce per capita consumption (PCC) towards the 
Government aim of 130 litres per person per day by 2030. This is important as the company is in an area of serious water 
stress. This should be included when the company revises its options. (4.2.1)

2.3.5

288 We expect Thames Water to include all current and planned water efficiency regulations in its final plan to help facilitate a 
reduction in PCC. We expect Thames Water to revise its consumption figures to include these. The current draft plan shows: 
only a modified inclusion of new mandatory building regulations for water efficiency, due in 2009 and no consideration of the 
current GLA standard of 105 l/h/d due in 2009; �� no consideration of new publicly funded homes achieving level 3/4 (105 
l/h/d) of the Code for Sustainable Homes.

2.3.3
2.3.5
2.3.11
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288 We expect Thames Water to outline how it will assess and monitor the impacts of climate change on all sources while keeping 

its models up to date
2.5.7

288 We expect the company to keep its population forecasts up to date and review them regularly through the annual review 
process. It is also important that the forecasts used for water resources and wastewater planning are consistent.

2.3.2

288 We recommend Thames Water provides full details on its programme of water efficiency with non-household users. This 
should be explained in the plan and shown in the data within the tables. The current plan outlines a rise in demand but the data 
shows a decrease, presumably due to water efficiency measures.

2.12.3

288 We recommend Thames Water revises its options. In its draft plan, Thames Water has not justified the need for a new 
reservoir, especially when there are other options that need further analysis including: • Improved water efficiency and a 
strategy to show how it will reduce per capita consumption towards the Government aim of 130 litres per person per day; • 
Working with us to address the uncertainties around its current deployable output calculation for London and revision of the 
Lower Thames Operating Agreement; • Reviewing and providing more detail on its options appraisal and preferred solution, 
such as taking into account the work of the WRSE group; • Demonstrating the merits of further indirect effluent reuse; • 
Working with us on environmental impacts to ensure a balance is achieved between the needs of people and the environment 
as required to meet Good Ecological Status (or Potential) under the Water Framework Directive.

2.4.9
2.1.8
2.3.5
2.8.3

288 We recommend Thames Water revises substantial parts of its draft water resources management plan. The draft plan put 
forward by Thames Water identifies the need for a reservoir as a new resource to the south of Abingdon in 2021. We believe 
the company needs to do further work on parts of its plan, particularly on its options appraisal to satisfy us that this proposed 
reservoir is the best solution for its customers, the environment and the wider south east. 

2.7.1

288 We recommend Thames Water takes into account the latest housing figures in the East of England, London and the South 
East regional spatial strategies in its final plan. (4.2.3)

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3

288 We recommend that all new properties, including flats have individual meters and Thames Water should ensure developers 
understand this requirement before new properties are built.

2.11.5

288 We recommend that Thames Water provides details on how it will set up a monitoring programme to identify any unforeseen 
significant environmental effects in order that appropriate remedial action can be taken. Chapter 10 of the SEA Environmental 
Report states that only the significant impacts of the WRMP will be monitored. However, the SEA Directive requires monitoring 
to be carried out to ensure that ‘unforeseen adverse effects’ are identified ‘at an early stage’.

2.17.6

288 We recommend that Thames Water revises parts of its Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) surrounding mitigation of 
all cumulative impacts. Although Thames Water clearly outlines the effect of numerous schemes on the environment in its 
SEA, conclusions and mitigation of cumulative impacts do not seem to match.

2.17.5
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288 We recommend that Thames Water should continue to work with us and revise the Lower Thames Operating Agreement 

(LTOA) and Lower Thames Control Diagram (LTCD). The company has calculated that the deployable output of London has 
been reduced with the inclusion of the new demand savings, but has not reviewed the LTCD. However, although the company 
has included the new demand savings, we do not know whether these are applicable to the LTCD. We believe that revising the 
LTCD may increase deployable output and this could mean other options the company has put forward may need to be re-
appraised. (Please see section 4.3 for further option recommendations). We recommend the company should test changes to 
the LTCD in association with us as soon as possible. (4.1.1)

2.1.4

288 We recommend that Thames Water should explore effluent reuse as an option more thoroughly. We are disappointed that the 
company continues to discount effluent reuse options and believe there may be opportunities for using effluent reuse to 
contribute a significant amount of water.

2.8.3

288 We recommend that Thames Water should investigate what further reductions to leakage could be made during the 2020s and 
include it in future options. From its draft plan, overall leakage remains effectively constant from the 2020s which we find 
surprising, especially as Thames Water will have developed such expertise in this field earlier in its plan.

2.10.1
2.14.1
2.2.2
2.3.11

288 We recommend that Thames Water should review its options and work together with neighbouring companies to develop a 
shared water resources strategy for the south east. The company has planned some surpluses that could be used to supply 
other companies. Shared resources will mean benefits to customers, the environment and improved resilience.

2.4.9

288 We recommend that Thames Water takes account of the revised sustainability reduction figures that we will provide in August 
2008.

2.4.5

288 We recommend that the company explains the discrepancy between outdoor use in its tables and in the main text of its report 
within its micro-components. Thames Water has shown in its tables that outdoor use in measured properties will increase to 
account for nearly a third of all water use by 2035.

2.3.4

288 We recommend that the company includes a full breakdown of costs for each option as required within our water resources 
planning guideline. This should include a full explanation of environmental and social impacts. The draft plan does not fully 
consider this in its impacts option appraisal. We also recommend that Thames Water should include the costs of infrastructure 
improvements that are required to utilise any extra water from resource developments within the option appraisal. For example, 
it is not clear if the cost of infrastructure improvements relating to the proposed new reservoir have been included in the costs.

2.7.4
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288 We recommend that the company must show clearly in its final plan how the actual and planned levels of service to customers 

will vary over the planning period in the light of the existing deficit in London and SWOX resource zones. Thames Water should 
show how the changes in the actual levels of service will affect the frequency and extent of implementation of its drought 
management plan in these resource zones and its potential applications for drought orders and permits for additional 
abstraction. The company must finish its drought plan in order that it is consistent with its water resources management plan.

2.1.2

288 We recommend that the company provides a list of Directions and shows the evidence of compliance. 2.19.8
288 We recommend the company justifies the magnitude of impact of climate change on groundwater deployable output. The 

impact appears low when compared to the company’s previous plan and other water companies. (4.1.4)
2.5.5

288 We recommend the company makes sure that its London deployable output in its final WRMP is consistent with the 
sequencing and timing of restrictions in its final drought plan. The company needs to work with us improve our confidence in its 
current deployable output calculation for London.

2.1.9

288 We recommend the company should include sensitivity analysis on higher population growth rates in combination with higher 
PCC levels. The company has included these separately but the combined impact, in particular, on London, could be 
significant.

2.15.2

288 We recommend the company should work with neighbouring companies, particularly where aquifers supply more than one 
company, to undertake a joint regional analysis.

2.5.13

288 We welcome the improvements the company is making on removing infrastructure constraints we identified in previous plans. 
These constraints occur where water can’t be physically distributed through the system at higher volumes to meet demand. 
However, Thames Water has still identified some constraints relating to critical periods. We would expect the company to 
justify fully why these constraints have not been addressed. We would also expect the company to include network constraints 
within deployable output as outlined in our water resources planning guidelines. (4.1.2)

2.4.2

339 Thank you for sharing and for asking, and thank you for allowing employees to contribute. The detail presented in this whole 
document set is not the kind of data which is mainstream to my day-job at TWUL. I already work 45 -50 -hour weeks, and so I 
could only read the main report (and no Appendices or supporting items). That took 3 sessions over about 8 hours at home. 
So, I feel that I can only give general comments. It feels so professional and responsive to feedback from the earlier 
consultation stages. I am also proud to be part of a company which dared to work through this consultation medium. I am 
concerned, however, about how many people have really had the time and the knowledge to contribute meaningfully. I only 
hope that alll of the associated background work to explain this strategy face-to-face and to work with groups to cover specific 
elements in more depth has enabled many other knowledgeable people to understand and to contribute their expertise.

2.1.1

346 I agree that conforming to customer preferences in relation to levels of service is reasonable. 2.1.2
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346 I am uncertain what 1a and1b relate to? Does this include Lower Thames Operating Agreement (LTOA) etc up to section 1.6 in 

the main text? This is unclear but I'll submit anyway. If a major ecological study is proposed for AMP5 I propose you use 
recognised experts such as the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology who are independent as opposed to small consultancies. 
Level of service/security of supply for SWOX needn't/shouldn't necessarily be tackled by pumping treated water from the R 
Thames or Cleeve or Farmoor to Swindon. If TWU are prepared to export water to other companies like Southern Water and 
Three Counties Water from a proposed new reservoir then you should consider import of water for Swindon from elsewhere as 
an equally valid alternative. I have heard reference to Severn-Thames transfers (John C. Rodda * Centre for Ecology and 
Hydrology). A modest volume, not huge! Of course this weakens the 'local function' part of an argument for a proposed 
reservoir.

2.1.6
2.4.9
2.18.10
2.8.1

368 I support the overall approach, a combination of demand management and resource development. It is clear that the major 
Upper Thames Reservoir will have to go ahead sooner or later.

2.13.1
2.9.1
2.7.1
2.9.2

368 One option to consider for SWOX area and London area would be transfers from midlands via canal system. 2.18.2
433 I think the approach is correct, but worry that the possible frequency and severity of droughts in the future may have been 

underestimated
2.5.5
2.5.9

433 Predicted climate change scenarios indicate big variations in the availability of water at different seasons of the year - have the 
rules on levels of service taken this into account?

2.5.11

448 A concerted push on demand management across the region will reduce the water demand. Combine this with a greater 
sharing of resources across the region and we may see less need to develop costly resources in doing so avoiding huge capital
expenditure by the region’s water companies, as well as the implications of capital expenditure for resource use, including land. 
We strongly advise that water companies
be required to work together to minimise energy- and land-intensive investment.

2.4.9

448 Although the majority of water savings can be made from residential properties there still exists opportunity for greater savings 
from the commercial/industrial sector. While some water companies highlight measures taken with non household sector there 
needs to be a greater focus on a consistent approach to the delivery of advice. Through the business simplification programme 
Business Link provides a ‘one stop’ advice service. Water companies should take advantage of the BL offer to ensure they are 
reaching as many of their non household customers as possible.

2.12.3

448 So the question is what energy avoidance measures can water companies take or influence? Are there changes in regulation 
that may help companies avoid energy hungry solutions e.g. controls on phosphates in domestic laundry cleaning products. If 
so, these avenues need to be identified and working collectively use our regional voice to lobby Government to effect change.

2.13.4
2.17.3

448 Stabilising of leakage is not acceptable. A progressive leakage reduction programme should be in progress by each company. 2.10.1
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448 The RES target of reducing capita consumption to a level of135 litres/head/day by 2016 is a stretching target and will only be 

realised through a concerted effort by all parties and water companies have a major role to play in this area. Behaviour change 
is a key element in increasing water efficiency through raising awareness of consumption and metering. Water efficiency 
measures across the WRMPs tend to be rather ambiguous and must be made more explicit, to ensure effective action is taken 
by each company to reduce their customer demand.

2.12.4

448 The Water Framework Directive is a new piece of European legislation which promotes a new approach to water management 
through river basin planning. The Directive has a number of aims of which improving the ecological health of inland and costal 
waters is paramount. To effectively respond to the new legislation an inclusive approach to managing water is need. Water 
companies need to work more closely with land managers to address pollution, runoff, water storage etc all of which can 
contribute to reducing the need for energy intensive solutions.

2.4.5
2.4.9

448 We welcome the work of UKWIR on developing carbon calculation tools for the water industry.These will be especially useful to 
applying a price to carbon to assess and guide future investment decisions. However, we propose that carbon calculating by 
the sector is based upon the whole life cycle of the water system, i.e. emissions arising from both the water industry and the 
use of water by customers.The water sector needs to play its role in contributing to the national target for 15% of all energy to 
be derived from renewable sources by 2020. There is a real opportunity for water companies to innovate and show leadership 
on the journey to a low carbon economy. Company assets and processes can be harnessed to allow the generation of 
electricity these include the use of hydroelectric schemes at reservoirs, combined heat and power and methane from sewage 
sludge. We recommend all companies be encouraged and supported to set themselves ambitious targets for renewable 
energy generation and use.

2.13.4

513 I have studied Thames Water's 900 page document to the best of my abilities. It is extremely difficult to assimilate, using water 
industry shorthand throughout the text. It is certainly not "public" friendly.

2.1.1

513 It is difficult for me to understand Thames Water's choice for the siting of a 150 Mcu.m reservoir near Abingdon.  It would take 
two years to fill under favourable conditions.  With prospect of climate change, with the expectation of longer drier periods and 
shorter periods of torrential, tropical type, precipitation, there will be little prospect for the recharging of the aquifers that feed 
the Thames.  How then will the reservoir be maintained as a source of supply for London, and other downstream users?

2.18.2
2.18.11
2.18.13
2.18.14

513 Other schemes must be considered and evaluated. Their clear manipulation of demand requirements, and their distinction of 
the costings of the alternative schemes, is clear evidence of Thames Water's bias towards one solution.

2.7.1
2.3.1
2.7.3
2.18.10
2.8.1

513 Thames Water still have a long way to go in the control of leakage.  They only hope to reduce leakage to 590 Ml/day.  This is 
nearly two Abingdon reservoir outputs!  This can not be acceptable.

2.2.2
2.10.1
2.18.3
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513 Water transfer from the river Severn has always been considered, particularly pre- the privatisation of the water industry.  

Severn Trent have recently undertaken a full survey and costing, for the construction of a 125 Mcu.m reservoir at Longdon 
Marsh, in Gloucestershire.  I am given to understand that Severn Trent have concluded that it is not now required by them.  
The construction cost of this reservoir is less than half that for the Abingdon proposal, whilst the water source in the river 
Severn is greater, and more reliable, that the Thames.

2.8.1

607 Abstraction permissions operated by Thames Water have been the subject of detailed review by the Environment Agency in 
accordance Reg.50 of the above mentioned regulations (so called ‘Review of Consents’). Results of this review were not fully 
available in time for preparation of the draft Plan. Sustainability reductions are likely in the Kennet Valley water resource zone 
to safeguard the Kennet & Lambourn Floodplain SAC. The final Plan will need to be amended to incorporate the outcome of 
the Environment Agency review and deliver sustainability reductions necessary to meet Habitats Directive requirements.

2.4.5

607 Currently the Plan does not include a Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA). WRMPs are a strategic level plan which, whilst 
themselves are not subject to permission, are influential in the decision-making process. Consequently a high level Habitats 
Regulations Assessment (HRA) on effects on European sites should be completed and the WRMP should not be passing 
down plans or projects that might fail HRA at the next more detailed level (ie: the HRA decision should not be deferred to EA’s 
licence/consent changing stage or planning application stage). Therefore an HRA should accompany the WRMP, and the 
outcomes of these tests should clearly be used to inform the decisions made in the final WRMP.
The HRA will need to make a statement on any Likely Significant Effect on European sites, and, where there is a Likely 
Significant Effect an Appropriate Assessment needs to be carried out to inform final decisions in the WRMP.

2.4.8

607 Natural England welcomes the strong focus on demand management in the draft Plan, with significant yield delivered through 
leakage reduction and water efficiency. Consequently, despite significant growth pressures, demand in London does not rise 
significantly above current levels by the end of the Plan period. This is not true of other water resource zones (where there is 
less scope to reduce leakage), notably SWOX where demand does rise, though significantly below baseline projections due to 
water efficiency measures.

2.9.1
2.6.2

607 Overall whilst there is a strong demand management component to the plan which we welcome, we believe there is potential 
for Thames to go further. It is not clear that the Plan takes adequate account of the benefits of further demand management in: 
-reducing energy costs and carbon emissions
-reducing load to sewage works thus enabling lower treatment costs, reduced
load on the environment and headroom provision for accommodating growth.

2.17.4
2.13.4
Please refer to the 
Business Plan for 
sewage
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607 The carbon footprint of the Plan predicts a small net reduction over the Plan. This represents a significant saving compared 

with the baseline scenario and is achieved largely through demand management. As set out above, Natural England believes 
that there is further scope for reducing per capita consumption, which would also have the effect of further reducing carbon 
emissions.

2.17.4
2.13.4
2.3.11
2.12.1

607 The customer base of Thames Water has a per capita consumption on average 12 l/had/d higher than the national average. 
We believe this is
untenable in an area of high water stress.. Average PCC for London is 161 l/had/d measured (168.5 l/had/d unmeasured) dry 
year annual average).
The Plan forecast for average PCC is a rise of 0.6 l/had/d per annum over the Plan period. However due to the impact of water 
efficiency measures, the final planning demand assumes a welcome fall in PCC to 150 l/had/d by 2021. This final PCC remains 
high compared with the Defra ‘Future Water’ strategy target of 130 litres/person/day by 2030 (SEEDA target 135l/h/d). In an 
area of significant growth pressure where the environment is under stress from over abstraction we believe there is scope for 
Thames Water to improve further on the water efficiency savings element of the Plan.

2.3.5
2.3.11
2.12.1
2.12.4

607 The environmental impact of a number of Thames Water abstractions affecting non statutory watercourses are currently under 
investigation in AMP4. Results of these investigations were not available for preparation of the draft Plan. Further investigations 
are also proposed in AMP5 driven by Water Framework Directive requirements. In accordance with guidance, allowance has 
not been made in Plan for potential sustainability reductions associated with the outcome of these investigations. Natural 
England shares the Company’s concern that this is an important area of risk and uncertainty in the Plan.

2.4.7
2.4.5

607 The Plan identifies risk to ground water from ‘gradual deterioration’ to be small. Consequently there is little profile given in the 
plan to catchments
management and protection of raw water quality. Nevertheless it is known that Nitrate and Pesticide contamination are an 
issue for some of the
Company’s sources. We would urge the Company to examine this issue further in the final Plan. Natural England believes that 
there is a valuable role for Water Companies, working with partners, to help promote higher levels of environmental 
performance on farms and protect raw water quality.

2.5.12
2.19.6

607 We also welcome the proposal to introduce tariffs from 2015 to reduce demand further following proposed trials in AMP5 2.11.6

607 We strongly endorse proposals to reduce leakage to below Economic Levels (in line with customer priorities). We believe that 
ELL does not take adequate account of the wider sustainability benefits of reducing leakage in a highly water stressed area.

2.10.4
2.10.2
2.10.1

607 We strongly endorse the dovetailing of the metering programme with the proposed enhanced water efficiency strategy to 
support customers in
delivering savings and tackling customer pipe leakage.

2.9.1
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607 We support the metering strategy objective of 80% metered by 2020. This is

essential to underpin effective demand management in a region where the
environment is under stress from over abstraction.

2.11.1

607 We welcome inclusion of sustainability reductions at Axford in the final planning assumptions to address the problem of low 
flows affecting the River Kennet SSSI.

2.4.5

607 We welcome the PCC planning assumption used for new housing of 125 l/had/d. However, we would urge the Company to use 
tools such as tariffs and its enhanced water efficiency programme to head off the annual rise in PCC it forecasts for those 
properties.

2.3.3
2.3.5
2.3.11
2.12.1

607 We would question the reliability of the ‘What if’ projections (10.3) which probably represent an extreme scenario. Moreover, 
the apocalyptic conclusions of this analysis to not compare well with a two stage 20% reduction applied to the final planning 
assumptions in figures 52 & 53 which
would suggest a deficit at the back end of the Plan period which could arguably be met through further advances in demand 
management.

2.15.3

724 Appears acceptable. 2.1.2
724 Survey comments so far seem to reflect widely held views. Leaks and the slowness in dealing with them remain a concern. 

Suspicions exist about a conflict between service and investment and profit.
2.2.2
2.3.11
2.10.6
2.18.10

730 It appears to be a very responsible approach which should bring long term stability to the supply of water in our region 2.1.2
730 The above documents were not the easiest to read and fully understand. 2.1.1
730 This section is totally unacceptable. Only 2.67Mb of the 6.15 Mb PDF Vol 5 BPEP would download, and that which did was 

unsatisfactory as it gave no real indication of where the 'Abingdon' projects might actually be located.
2.1.1
2.18.11

736 m,, m,m , , ,m ,m ,m , , m, , ,m ,m, 2.1.1
744 This seems a reasonable approach given the present state of the climate. We seem right now to be in system whereby there is 

one might say an over-abundance of water. I think your priority is to take advantage of this excess so that future supplies are 
safeguarded and the need for water restriction measures is considerably reduced. This in no way indicates my support for 
additional very large projects. I simply say that an improvement in the management of periods of excess water is desirable.

2.1.2
2.1.10

750 I can't find anywhere in this section where you can justify building a reservoir. I am still not convinced that you have any 
understanding of what will happen to the water table in Steventon area.

2.18.5
2.18.1
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750 The levels of service we get from TW are a lot to be desired, when complaining over problems with your Gatox pipeline you 

company has failed completely. You have not respected our village at all and ridden rough shod over us. If this is what we can 
expect then "God help us".

N/A The levels of 
service refered to in 
the draft Water 
Resources 
Management Plan 
relate specifically to 
the the provision of 
water supply. They do 
not relate to wider 
customer service 
standards.

760 Global warming will have significant consequences for our resources of energy and water. Life depends on water. Some say 
that shortage of water could lead to war in some regions. England is not excused. Rain runs into streams and rivers and then 
away to the sea and is 'wasted'. It is sensible to build reservoirs to save water against periods of drought. The Thames water 
catchment area has a large population, and it would be wise to save its rainfall in a reservoir. A quick glance at a map shows 
that the Abingdon-Hanney area is the only practical site for a large reservoir. There is much local opposition to this reservoir 
here - it would be an intrusion, spoil the view, take up good agricultural land, add to flood risks, etc, etc. It's all 'nimbyism'! The 
wise virgins made sure there was oil in their lamps against the day when they would be needed. I'm not alone in thinking we 
should be thankful that Thames Water is big enough that it can afford to build this valuable resource.

2.18.1

761 It seems overly complicated by the arbitrary zone designation and the equally illogical and un-necessary division into various 
separately controlled 'businesses'.

N/A

761 The use of separate PDFs for the charts makes reading un-necessarily cumbersome. Why not use embedded thumb-nails with 
full image on clicking? Also why do you only promote Adobe's bloated PDF reader - there are many others.

2.1.1

769 Thames Water should prioritise reduction in leaks and water loss rather than pressing forward to blot the mid Oxfordshire 
landscape with a socking great reservoir. That will substantially cover the Thames Water predicted water shortfall

2.7.2

788 In the area of demand management, it is noted that Thames Water is currently putting in good effort to address leakage, but 
more work is however required in getting more consumer on water meters. 

2.11.2
2.10.1

788 Note from the presented levels of service that as the severity of a drought increases, actions taken have an increased impact 
on both the amount of water available to customers and that taken from the environment. In the most serious situations, this 
can include restricting customers’ water use. Therefore one wonders if a strong case can be made for wastewater recycle and 
reuse under such circumstances, particularly during a Level 4 situation.

2.8.3
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794 Are the LOS sustainable in the longer-term given the expected impacts and pressures on water resources from climate 

change?
2.19.8

794 It is reasonable. 2.1.2
806 In the summary overview, page 29, there is concern over the deficit, and agree the need for the preferred programme to 

eliminate deficits by 2014/15.
2.6.2

827 I'll be honest and say that I'm not entirely sure I follow what's detailed in this section. For my part I would welcome more 
hosepipe bans whilst leaks were fixed rather than increasing the storage capacity of water by building super reservoirs on 
countryside.

2.13.1
2.3.11
2.18.3

833 Too confusing, too much jargon. 2.1.1
834 Banning use of hosepipes does not necessarily reduce the use of water. For gardeners it makes the use of water more difficult 

but it is unlikely that they will no longer water their gardens, particularly their increasingly valuable vegetable crops.
2.1.3

834 The explanation levels of service seems acceptable. Most households would be able to cope with a hosepipe ban risk of 1:20 
years.

2.1.2

836 As we had a hosepipe ban two years ago, presumably we won't be having another until 2026? 2.1.3
836 Your statutory duty is to provide a secure supply of safe and clean water for your customers and to plan for the next 30 years. I 

believe you to be overestimating demand and underestimating supply. If you used the government's figure of 130 units per day 
there would be no need to open more reservoirs. The impact of metering and reduced leakage has been underestimated by 
you and you have not given enough consideration to other water supply options. e.g. Scotland and Wales have a surplus of 
water so build a pipeline and transport water through a pipeline grid. How do you think the Middle East & Mediterranean 
countries cope? Would also like to see you researching aquifer storage & waste water recovery schemes.

2.3
2.18.2
2.8
2.5.8

840 Generally just about satisfactory, although time taken to repair notified leaks is appalling (more than 10 days in a recent case I 
reported). There is a lot of scaremongering in the reporting to the press and not always accurate replies to complaints. Some 
complaints are not resolved sensibly for months. The charges are therefore high for the levels of service provided and escalate 
annually with little improvement to the service provided.

2.10.5

849 I do fully support the idea of metering rather than a flat rate charge. This is the best way to improve water efficiency on the 
customers side. However I really do fail to notice much effort undertaken by Thames Water with regards to improvements to 
their efficiency. It is all very nice to say so in flashy leaflets and mission statements, but not much is seen on the ground. I 
imagine that the only way to get Thames Water to do that is by force of Ofwat as any such action is likely to eat into Thames 
Water profits. Even then Thames Water will try to pass any cost on to the customer. The only way to avoid that is to promote 
competition between water suppliers. Drought situations will require measurements such as restrictions on the consumer side, 
but far more can be done on the Thames Water side. So in summary, I support what you say you want to do, but apart from the 
metering I fail to see any of that in reality.

2.2.2
2.19.2
2.1.3
2.1.2
2.11.1
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853 Thames Water MUST fix leaks before they try charging customers extra Anyone with a Swimming Pool MUST be on a meter 

......this is not the current situation Water Butts should be supplied FOC not the inflated cost Thames is currently charging All 
new houses should be required to have an underground tank filled with water from roof etc that is used solely for gardens /car 
washing etc 

2.12.6
2.12.1
2.10.1

853 The entire Government attitude to flooding the South with houses when there's no hope of enough water supplies is total 
lunacy The water restrictions in 2005/2006 wrecked many peoples lovingly tended gardens ........water butts are inadequate in 
gardens where the soil is inherently dry no matter how much compost is added water meters for everyone will simply increase 
the price of water for all low users 

2.12.6
2.11.4
2.1.3
2.1.10

855 It would have been much better if you had defined which elements of service you wanted comments on at this stage. For 
Instance I don't think water meters are a good idea and note in your document that you say it is not cost effective then later say 
you plan to do it. This is very confusing

2.11.2

855 The paragraph on levels of service appears to seek reponses related to hose pipe bans and the frequency of droughts. I 
believe that service should include leakage, drainage and sewers and education. Leakage - If you have data on leaks, these 
should be freely available and improvements seen year on year related to fixes or replacements Drainage & Sewers - Data 
should be held and shared related to the direct responsibilities and contracts with other companies showing call outs, issues, 
whether it was fixed, if not - why not, the length of time and plan if not fixed Education - This is a tough one, but could be a 
good environmental aspect to your work. If you were to market rainwater reuse items and other savings mechanisms and 
share info on the growing interest and sales of these it would help to encourage many who do not think about water usage.

2.10
2.12.6

856 ........................It is therefore particularly important to establish whether the three current consultations in this region - on draft 
business plans, water resource management plans and river basin district measures add up to a coherent whole that can be 
implemented at the same time as a fundamental change in the way the majority of households pay for water.   

2.19.1

856 ......while the plan to maintain the current level of leak repair and mains replacement has widespread support we would want to 
be assured that the economic case for doing so has been adequately made. The projected cost of this element of the 
company’s plan far exceeds anything else by at least a factor of 4. The law of diminishing returns would suggest that there will 
a point where the costs of this enhanced level of activity far outweigh the value of the water saved. The regulators must ensure 
that the company is not simply pursuing this course to satisfy public perceptions but it is supported by a strong business case. 
We appreciate that the company is trying to meet its customers’ expectations in this area but we believe that the company’s 
leakage target should be set according to sound economic principles and take into account the particular factors affecting the 
water supply networks in London, we therefore look to Ofwat’s review of leakage targets to bring this about.

2.10.3
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856 Due to the timing of it’s publication the company’s draft plan does not fully develop the opportunities that we believe exist for a 

more joined up approach to water resource development and optimisation and we therefore hope that once the Agency’s 
proposals are published, the company’s plan will be revised in order to fully exploit these opportunities which we believe will be 
in the best interests of the customers of Thames Water and the wider South East of England. 

2.4.9

856 Thames Water should be commended for the efforts they have gone to too consult on their draft water resources management 
plan. The company has used extensive customer research, a variety of customer forums and methods of stakeholder 
engagement, in order to ascertain consumer and stakeholder priorities. In our view this confirms the importance the company 
has placed on incorporating these views in their proposed strategy. The company also decided to put their entire draft plan out 
for consultation, all six volumes, which has allowed a level of transparency and scrutiny that is unprecedented. In addition, the 
company produced more customer friendly summary versions of their plan which helped raise awareness of the key issues and 
company proposals.

2.1.1

856 The company has done a lot to promote water efficiency in all sectors in recent years with a wide range of publications, 
initiatives and partnerships throughout its operating area. With plans to embark on extensive metering and leakage 
programmes the company intends to use these as opportunities to promote water efficiency as there will be advantages in 
terms of optimising customer contact and in reducing operational costs. This integrated approach seems very sensible. We 
fully support the proposal to offer enhanced water efficiency advice and support where selective metering is taking place, 
particularly for vulnerable customers where a plumber assisted audit could be particularly helpful.

2.12.1

856 The company has not included the potential reductions to their abstraction licences as a result of the Habitats Directive or other 
environmental Directives. These may have a significant impact on the company’s plans and will need to be included later.

2.4.5

856 The company has submitted proposals for various tariff trials in AMP5 initially in their SWOX area with a view to rolling these 
out in AMP6. The tariffs will be designed to reduce per capita consumption by an additional 5% beyond that assumed to result 
from the installation of a meter (5% for meter optants; 10% for those installed as part of the selective programme). This seems 
to be a reasonable approach for the trials and will give time to fully assess the outputs of the trials.

2.11.6
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856 The company has undertaken some analysis of its customer base and the impact that metering will have on customers’ bills. It 

has also undertaken some research with the Environment Agency and GLA the results of which are awaited. Early indications 
are that the there will be a significant proportion of Thames Water customers with bills >10% of household income and an even 
bigger proportion paying >3% of household income after housing costs, which in the London and South East of England will 
remain disproportionately high. We therefore support the company’s decision to adopt this more cautious approach to 
managing their metering programme. 
However, we do have concerns that this strategy might lead to significant tariff rebalancing if some of the previously high rv 
customers pay much less as a result of going onto a meter because they have comparatively low household consumption or 
choose to become more water efficient. The rebalancing of tariffs to recover lost revenue would again impact on lower income 
customers.

2.11.4
2.11.7

856 The draft plan appears to take into account all relevant factors/challenges in relation to water resource planning but in its final 
form will need to take into account the more recently published figures for projected housing growth in the South East as well 
as the conclusions from the Environment Agency’s regional water resources modelling exercise. 

2.3.3
2.4.9

856 The draft plan states that the UTMRD is intended to provide resilience against future uncertainties and provides for a possible 
strategic resource for the South East. While we await the outcome of the EA’s regional modelling, it is our view that any major 
resource development should only be considered on the basis that it will provide a key component to a regional water 
resources strategy. The case for UTMRD made by the company is persuasive, but would be more so if the potential benefits of 
joint development and funding were explored and the additional security of supplies was to benefit customers throughout the 
region. .......We do however believe that there is no doubt that resource development is necessary in order to maintain security 
of supplies in a region with so many pressures on its existing water resources. 

2.4.9

856 The extent of any hidden cross subsidy from higher rv households: in practical terms this might be expressed as the difference 
between the higher contribution these households now make to revenues, and the contribution they may make in future which 
will be related to changes in their per capita consumption once metered.  The closer the overall shift in per capita consumption 
to aspirations of an average 125-135 litres per person per day, the larger in effect will be the fall in revenue contribution from 
higher rv households;  there is a risk that the already regressive relationship between water charges and income will become 
more regressive 

2.11.6
2.11.4

856 The extent of any transfer of overall burden from smaller to larger households as a result of more extensive volumetric 
charging; we are particularly concerned at the possibility that households with children, who in parts of the region live on very 
tight household budgets, will face steep increases in water and sewerage bills and increased water poverty

2.11.6
2.11.7
2.12.2

856 The extent of the eventual costs of the Water Framework Directive and other Directives requiring environmental mitigation 
investment, and the share of burden falling on the water industry; raising money to support such investment in the public good 
of a cleaner water environment resembles a tax rather than an ordinary utility cost – e.g. raising the proportion of storm 
overflows taken to treatment has little to do with the level of household consumption.  

2.19.5
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856 We would like to see the distributional impacts of transferring customers to a meter properly modelled along with projections of 

the consequential impacts on revenue in order to allow us to fully understand the implications this will have for customers.
2.11.3
2.11.4
2.11.6
2.11.7

858 Mitigation of residual effects currently focuses on transport impacts. EH would advise that the historic environment should be a 
key consideration within this as congestion, noise, vibration and dust due to vehicle movement can directly impact on the 
historic environment.

2.17.5
2.7.4

864 Appears adequate 2.1.2
868 I recall here the sentence in the intro: "There was also a general acceptance of the need for new resources if all existing 

options have been fully utilised." The "if" is so important. No where above does Thames Water suggest that it will pursue the 
above measures to avoid building the reservoir at Abingdon. they are simply determined to do it.

2.7.2
2.18.2
2.18.10

868 In its DWRMP Thames Water has furnished a daunting mass of pdf documentation; the acronyms and opaque technical jargon 
throughout discourages the participation of lay-persons, or put otherwise, anyone who isn’t a civil engineer or a statistician. 
However, it will be over 100,000 non-experts who will find themselves living under the shadow of the mud-banks of the planned 
Abingdon Reservoir. I am convinced that due to the density of the documentation, Thames Water will have discouraged many 
locals from participating in this consultative phase. Thames Water will have successfully manipulated the consultative stage to 
give the impression that few people in the Vale of White Horse are bothered about the threatened arrival of this reservoir. 
Despite my passionate interest in this terrible proposed future for our locality.

2.1.1

868 The term "stakeholder" was used (second para first line) whereas "shareholder" is surely more pertinent. "Stakeholder" gives 
the impression that the people who live near the proposed reservoir have some real, active say in the matter.

2.18.10

883 A sensible approach to an ever increasing problem of supply and demand. The big unknown is the effect of climate change 
over the next 25 years. All of the other elements appear to have been considered to ensure maximum supply is made available 
from the available resources. The addition of UTMRD and the Beckton desal plant all prove that long term planning is essential 
if the security of supply is to be maintained. Reducing leaks via the VMR and DMR schemes will appease the sometimes 
hostile media and show TW in a responsible light.

2.5.4

907 With current and future climate change - the level of event based on 1 in x years must be a moveable feast - there is still a lack 
of clarity on how climate patterns are changing, therefore these levels may be wrong going forward The actions to be taken at 
each level - on the face of it appear simple - one assumes there is a degree of sophistication behind the headlines in terms of 
actual actions. Did we use the consultation period to do a mass brainstorm - i.e. asking Jo public on their ideas to reduce water 
use / demand

2.5.8

911 No Comment N/A
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913 How about an automatic escalation process that does not require the customer to complain about a job not done in response to 

a complaint
N/A The levels of 
service refered to in 
the draft Water 
Resources 
Management Plan 
relate specifically to 
the the provision of 
water supply. They do 
not relate to wider 
customer service 
standards.

913 How about getting it right today 2.1.3
917 Better co-ordination with local authorities should be a priority to reduce leakage in social housing. At present there does not 

seem to be any clear policy and liaison is very hit and miss. A point of contact for each borough would be a good start. A clear 
policy on what works Thames will carry out on behalf of the local authority and costs involved. This would speed up leak repairs 
and contribute to overall water savings. A guarantee of minimum pressure should also be given to local authorities so that if 
pressure boosting sets are required the budgets can be planned for their 50% contribution. 

2.2.2
2.3.11
Network pressure is 
not covered in the draft 
Water Resources 
Management Plan, 
please refer to the 
draft Business Plan 
section B3.

967 Generally sound. However the staged prohibition of use of water in the event of restricted supply seems to unfairly penalise 
domestic users in favour of commercial enterprises - which often, I would venture, are using far greater volumes. I have in 
mind the constraints placed upon domestic users a couple of years ago to water fruit and vegetables (in which they have 
invested significant time money and time) while commercial enterprises such as golf courses remained able to use hoses and 
sprinklers apparently unrestricted.

2.1.2

984 My comment is on "Figure 8 Preferred programme – SWOX ADPW" in the Main Report Volume 2. The graph shows increasing 
demand between 2016 and 2035 and presumably beyond. This cannot be sustainable and predicts a dismal future. The 
proposed Abingdon reservoir is therefore clearly a temporary fix requiring more reservoirs later. Ever increasing demand is the 
problem not the shortage of supply. Demand must be restricted by compulsory metering installed urgently as a priority not 
piece meal. Consumers will only conserve water when there is a direct cost through metering.

2.11.2
2.11.7
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994 Ensure the flora and fauna are retained once the work is complete (should the reservoir go ahead). With the large rain fall in 

the last couple of years and flooding in the area are there contingencies in hand to ensure that local flooding will not be 
exacerbated by the reservoir and flooding will not encroach further into surrounding villages? You are currently laying a large 
pipe that goes across (or very close by) the proposed site for the reservoir for the transportation of water. A network (in 
conjunction with other water authorities) would allow water to be transported form a water rich area to a drought area. 

2.18.2
2.18.7
2.8.4

994 The money being put into building the reservoir could be better used. Currently over 700million litres are being lost daily 
through leakages. More resources (human and financial) could be put into this, thus cutting down on the length of time repairs 
takes or water mains replaced. You have highlighted that you are concentrating on London; there is very little mention of other 
parts of the Thames water region. More publicity on this might alleviate public perception that little is happening to stop leaks. 
Pay for the installation of water meters (where practical), publicise water saving devices / harvesting. Implement water 
harvesting, treating sewage for use in cisterns et cetera this would alleviate the perception that more and more water is 
needed. 

2.2.2
2.3.11
2.18.4
2.11.1
2.12.1
2.10.6

1005 Back up We soft launched Windesal on 7th April at the CEDA forum on water in Adelaide our global engineers/project 
managers http://www.arup.com/australasia/skill.cfm?pageid=6282 are indication potential market in Aust large numbers, 
Windesal® system 6m liters per day)-although it seems most want to buy our water/power under contract, we can do up to 
20m liters per day per system from sea/ground water to fresh. There has been much talk about climate change, but not much 
about where we will see its first impact. Flooding ,Drought, water is the vector of climate change, we already have seen in 
recent times in where there is intense competition for water, Windesal® can sustain many areas of these regions of 
UK/Worldwide that will be impacted by this issue, that may suffer physically or economically from this lack of fresh water 
shortage and could benefit from sustainable energy. Windesal® can deal efficiently in way to lead the greatest single issue of 
the 21st Century: Sustainability. Regards, Barrie Harrop. Executive Director. www.windesal.com m+61418818423.

Commercial 
proposition that 
Thames Water would 
consider outside the 
Consultation

1012 1. We support the idea of metering.  The logic is simple - users should pay for the amount of water they use. 2.11.1
1012 2. Not enough was said in the report about rainwater harvesting.  20% of water usage is in domestic toilets, so demand for 

treated water could be reduced by increased harvesting of rainwater for such use.  This should be mandatory in new houses.
2.3.11
2.3.6
2.12.6

1012 3. Continued attention to leakage control is essential.  Although economically it might be more cost effective to build new 
reservoirs than to renew all the leaking London pipework, morally it is wrong to destroy countryside instead of remedying the 
underlying problem of antiquated pipes.

2.18.3

1012 4. The question of water transfers from other parts of Britain must be given further attention.  Most rain falls in the north and 
west, most people live in the south east.  As a country we have plenty of water.  Water transfer is a logical solution.

2.8.1
2.8.4
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1012 5. Climate change - scientists disagree so much on this subject that projections can only be guesswork at this stage.  Thames 

Water would be unwise to place too much emphasis on a subject which has been riddled with misinformation.
2.5.9
2.5.7
2.5.4
2.5.5

1012 6. Consultation, see 1.3.5.  I have scoured my customer billing and found no evidence of the stated consultation.  Why not?  
Have you failed to consult properly?

2.1.1

1013 This is a general observation not specific to this section. It's time this country had a "National Grid" for water, similar to that for 
electricity & gas. Surpluses in one part of the county can then be shared with areas with a shortfall. If the government were to 
abandon it's stupid plans to move more people to the southeast. Then use the tax system to encourage business & Industry to 
move north - we may have enough resources in the Thames area to survive without shortages. I do not understand with 
modern communications why everyone has to live & work in the home counties. I for one intend to move out ASAP.

2.8.4
2.3.2

1013 This is a general observation not specific to this section. It's time this country had a "National Grid" for water, similar to that for 
electricity & gas. Surpluses in one part of the county can then be shared with areas with a shortfall. If the government were to 
abandon it's stupid plans to move more people to the southeast. Then use the tax system to encourage business & Industry to 
move north - we may have enough resources in the Thames area to survive without shortages. I do not understand with 
modern communications why everyone has to live & work in the home counties. I for one intend to move out ASAP.

2.8.4
2.3.2

1017 A sprinkler ban on average once in 5 years and a hosepipe ban once in 10 years would seem reasonable. Gardeners should 
normally make their own provision for water through rainwater collection and grey water re-use. This should be encouraged 
through expansion of your water butt schemes etc. as should be the planting of drought tolerant species. 

2.12.1

1021 We note from a recent Press article that Thames Water estimates that the water supply in our area (Banbury - South East) will 
run out in 6 years' time. However, you failed to mention any concerns regarding the water supply when consulted on planning 
applications for new housing estates in Bodicote/Banbury (e.g. 1000 houses on the Bodicote-Bankside site). Why is this?

2.19.3

1024 Build reservoirs! 2.18.1
1024 Complacent. We should not be victims of drought in this country. there is complacency about leaks, political unwillingness and 

refusal to build reservoirs. Instead an increasing population is sharing a dwindling resource at ever increasing cost to the user. 
Gardens are destroyed because of punitive hosepipe bans.

2.1.10
2.1.3
2.7.2
2.6.2

1032 I am generally happy with the approach TW has taken 2.1.2
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1036 Last year you hiked your charges by 10%-well above inflation. Instead of investing in your infrastructure and addressing serious

problems like the escape of sewage during heavy rainfall you diverted your financial efforts to the acquisition of other 
companies. I would prefer to see TW apply themselves to delivering water at a reasonable cost; attending to upgrading and 
modernising the supply and sewage systems rather than pursue acquisitions. OFWAT have been pretty lenient wrt leakage 
losses-TW should take heed of the warning and address the customers needs rather than the shareholders needs!

Please refer to the 
Business Plan

1036 Your policy seems to be predicated on what the customer will tolerate by way of hosepipe bans and the like. Surely it would be 
preferable to strive for higher standards and delaying the onset of bans in drought conditions by reducing the amount of 
leakage in your supply system?

2.2.2
2.1.3
2.3.11
2.10.6

1041 The assumptions here seem reasonable. A hosepipe ban would be acceptable more frequently if necessary, providing Thames 
Water have done everything to minimise leaks. Building a new reservoir to reduce the frequency of hosepipe bans is not 
acceptable.

2.2.2
2.3.11
2.1.3
2.7.2
2.10.6

1042 1. It is noted that the Environment Agency is yet to be consulted on the plan, and the parish would wish to see its response 
before the formal consultation period is ended. If this is not possible then the parish council would wish for a further period of 
consultation, as the long term issue of water resources is critical to the evaluation of Thames Water’s long-term proposals.

N/A

1064 I lived in Johannesburg for many years where we experienced frequent hosepipe bans which eventually proved to have been 
due to a water storage system very similar to what is now proposed for the Abingdon area. It was solved over a 10 year period 
from about 1987 and despite the population having doubled there have been no more severe water shortages. Instead of using 
the large storage reservoir (Vaal Dam) on a flat plain, they built a large dam in the mountains of Lesotho which is similar in 
landscape, distance and rainfall to parts of Wales. This deep dam, into which rivers which previously only fed the sea, are 
diverted, fills the Vaal Dam when required, keeping evaporation to the minimum. Gravity assists in getting the water to river 
beds. The scheme provided employment where badly needed, displaced few people and became a tourist attraction as well as 
an excellent source of water with minimal wastage. PLEASE THINK OF MOUNTAINOUS WALES RATHER THAN THE FLAT 
PLAINS OF OXFORDSHIRE!

2.8.1
2.13.2

1066 Given the uncertainties in 1.6 - target flows, savings achievable, and ecological impact - it seems to me that the proposals are 
based on very inadequate grounds.

2.1.4
2.1.6

1071 I am pleased to see your commitment to fixing the leaking pipes within your network, but more needs to be done in this area. I 
also agree that metering is the way forward, with those that use more water not being subsidised by the low users.

2.2.2
2.3.11
2.10.3
2.10.6
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1071 I do not agree that the case has been proved for a reservoir in the Abingdon area. We have enough problems with flooding in 

the area and we do not want it for a number of reasons (flooding risk, accessibility issues (both during construction and for the 
leisure facilities planned upon completion) and I object to the fact that the local peoples wishes (including local government) are 
not being listened to.

2.18.5
2.18.6
2.18.7

1076 THEY ARE VERY CLEAR AND EASY TO UNDERSTAND 2.1.2
1078 I want to comment on the proposed reservoir at East Hanney - this process is designed to make that virtually impossible by 

having masses of documents which hide facts and discourage consultation. Your plans for this reservoir desecrate good 
agricultural land and we all suspect the motivation is to sell the water elsewhere for the profit of the owners of Thames Water. 
What assurances do you make about selling the water to other water companies, and what the profit will be used for? This is 
destroying our environment for commercial profit. I strongly oppose the building of the reservoir.

2.1.1
2.18.10
2.18.11

1082 1.1 "Climate change, is likely lead to variations in patterns and frequencies of drought and to more extreme weather 
conditions".  The scheme has a reservoir fill time of 2 years with a 2 year time-to-empty period.  But climate change is likely to 
be characterised by greater extremes of high and low flows on the Thames.  Larger pumps therefore seem to be required for 
the Abingdon reservoir.

2.18.13
2.18.14
2.18.12

1082 1.2 If this is so, and if the Abingdon fill-time is typical of reservoirs elsewhere on the Thames, then an increase of pumping 
capacity for all Thames reservoirs would enable them top-up more frequently, whenever the river is in spate.  The existing 
reservoirs would then be able to take advantage of spate conditions in the river and thereby meet the projected target-demand 
for water in London.

2.18.12
2.18.13

1082 2.1 It may therefore be possible to halve the power required to fill the reservoir by 'streamlining' the water transfer arrangement 
from river to reservoir.

2.18.12

1082 2.2 Redesign should also allow an unimpeded return of water to river.  This would remove the need for an auxillary drawdown 
system.

2.18.12

1082 2.3 The use of jets driven from the river pumps to de-stratify the water seems inappropriate. 2.18.12
1082 2.4 There are too many unknowns to provide the reservoir with built-in effective means for controlling algal bloom. 2.18.12
1082 2.5 The proposed use of a siphon to empty the reservoir needs explanation. 2.18.12
1082 3.1 Quantitative statements are required for: estimated peak noise (decibels); dust nuisance (grammes per square metre) and 

vibration levels (?) that will be experienced at Steventon and Hanney.
2.18.6

1082 3.2 The trial excavation occurs after authorisation of the project.  It would be proper for this to be done before authorisation to 
enable 'lowest-nuisance' working methods to be approved beforehand.

2.18.6

1082 3.3 Risk of the reservoir being denied to the public as an amenity.  What is the estimate of years-per-decade that the amenities 
will be fully usable?  The estimate should cover the 80-year life of the reservoir.

2.18.12

1082 3.4 What plans exist for the reservoir at the end of the 80-year period? 2.18.12
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1082 3.5 Mention is made, in a supporting document, of a concern about the large expanse of water attracting biting, possibly 

disease-bearing insects such as mosquitoes.
2.18.12
2.18.8

1082 Finally, there has been no statement of cost.  If it can be shown that the required water supply for London can be provided from 
existing reservoirs with boosted abstraction pumps (at less cost?) then the Abingdon reservoir may not be needed at this time.

2.18.2
2.18.4

1087 Is the layout of the information here and the lack of specificity of the comments boxes deliberate? It might appear to some 
people that these two aspects have been made somewhat impenetrable to put people off commenting at all.

2.1.1

1087 Vehemently opposed to the proposed building of a resevoir in the Abingdon area, or anywhere else in the South East region. 
From your consultation some of the comments quoted cite the increasing population as the need for resevoirs, however the 
squandering of four square miles in what is already an over-populated area outweigh such arguments. Measures such as 
obligatory water metering, water efficiency and public awareness campaigning would be more effective in the short term and in 
the long term if people can learn to value their clean water as a valuable resource rather than something to be expected and 
routinely squandered. Even if the resevoir build were to go ahead, is it really sensible to continue with the general situation we 
have now - volume of leakage, household wasteful water usage, etc? The "sustainable " approach would be to fix these 
problems first, then look into further increased volume of supply.

2.18.1
2.18.3
2.2.2
2.3.11
2.10.6
2.7.2

1091 If you were to dredge 0.5 of a metre from the river Thames, from Lechlade to Abingdon what would be the increased amount of 
water stored?

Outside the scope of 
the draft Water 
Resources 
Management Plan 
options

1099 All Fire brigades will have reservations regarding the reduction of water pressure, as this also affects fire fighting. However, we 
have always found Thames Water to be very helpful where we do need increased water pressure at big incidents, and hope the
current measures will not change this.

2.1.3

1099 The word Sprinklers, which we take to mean garden sprinklers, may confuse some customers.We would prefer Thames Water 
to make it clear that this means garden equipment rather than the sprinkler systems we urge residents and commercial 
properties to install, to operate in case of fire. We have encountered resistance to the latter, as it is widely thought that, when 
triggered, they operate in all rooms rather than just the room containing the fire. Also they are now not at all ugly and intrusive, 
and have such enormous advantages in case of fire, that we have tried to
promote them for some years now. It is also in water companies' interests to promote them too as it could mean a lot less 
water being used in fire fighting, as well as using water wisely.

Outside the scope of 
the draft Water 
Resources 
Management Plan 

1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1115 No particular issues to raise. N/A
1115 No particular issues to raise. N/A
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1123 Rather than build an expensive new reservoir in South Oxfordshire which will destroy part of the countryside, I would 

encourage you to educate your customers to reduce wasting water and I would encourage Thames Water to reduce your water 
wastage from old/leaking pipes. If both these issues were pursued reasonably rigorously then there would be no need for a 
new reservoir. If you aim to supply more, then people will waste more. 

2.12.1
2.9.2
2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.3
2.18.7

1135 1. Introduction
1.2 Sustainable water supplies are critical to support the growth proposed in the South East Plan.
1.4 Cooperation between companies is very important, not only in provision of water but also adoption of common, and best 
practice with regard to Levels of Service for customers and the environment, water efficiency and demand management, 
leakage control, metering and response to climate change.
1.5 This is essential to ensure that a consistent approach is taken to managing a precious and finite resource, and to help 
deliver the objectives of the South East Plan and also DEFRA's Water Strategy 'Future Water' (February 2008):
· Reducing water use to 130 litres/head/day
· Water companies should consider the full range of options to share resources with other companies
· Near universal metering before 2030 in water stressed areas
· Low levels of leakage (and leakage not allowed to rise) with targets set and met at the optimum balance of economic, 
environmental and other costs by 2030
· Reduce water use to 125 litres/head/day in new homes from 2009 -By 2030 the water sector contributing to the protection and 

2.3.3
2.3.4
2.3.5 
2.4.5
2.4.9

1135 Consistency and Ambition
There is a need for more consistency and ambition by all companies, reflecting the good practice already exhibited by some, 
particularly more aggressive demand management including higher levels of meter penetration and leakage reduction.  

2.4.9
2.3.11
2.12.1
2.9.2

1135 Co-operation
There is a need for greater cooperation between companies.  This should reflect the modelling work of the Water Resources in 
the South East group (WRSE) identifying options for a more integrated approach to water resources management across all 
companies in the region.  OFWAT should ensure greater cooperation through making approval of funding for new schemes 
contingent on commitments by the companies to share resources where required.  Cooperation should also involve and 
demonstrate exchange of practice, including what measures have and have not been successful in achieving demand 
management.  

2.4.9

Page 26 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1135 Demand Management and Metering

3.10 The justification for such widely differing proposals is not clear, and we recommend that a more consistent and ambitious 
approach to implementing universal metering is taken across the region by all companies to more properly reflect the 
importance of using water resources wisely.
3.11 There is little indication that the water companies are aiming to reduce per capita consumption sufficiently to meet the 
aspiration of 130 litres/head per day set out in DEFRA's Future Water strategy.  In terms of promoting demand management, 
the water efficiency measures in all WRMPs are vague.  They should be more specific to demonstrate real commitment to the 
saving of water, such as targeting high consumption customers with specific awareness raising campaigns.
3.13 The water supply companies should ensure that the limited and finite water resources are used wisely and efficiently.  This
requires a coordinated approach in terms of:
· The joint prioritisation of cross-border supply schemes and bulk transfers between companies.
· The consistent application of assumptions, such as the frequency of droughts and hosepipe bans and other factors

2.3.1
2.3.5
2.12.1
2.4.9
2.11.2

1135 3.14 The Water Resources South East group modelling optimal solutions for future water supply across the whole region 
assumes greater sharing of water across water supply zones and company areas.  DEFRA and OFWAT should ensure that the 
new resources schemes emerging from the modelling are prioritised by the water companies in their final Water Resources 
Management Plans (WRMPs).  OFWAT, together with DEFRA and the Environment Agency, should also require better 
integration of supply between companies, potentially through making support of reservoirs and other resource schemes 
conditional upon commitments for greater sharing of resources between companies.
3.15 Co-operation could also be beneficial for the water companies in terms of their water efficiency initiatives such as 
economies of scale in joint campaigning or the development of customer guidance.

2.3.1
2.3.5
2.12.1
2.4.9
2.11.2

1135 Demand Management
Finally, the Assembly acknowledges that delivering the twin-track approach of new resources and demand management is a 
major challenge and will rely on action by a range of organisations other than the companies and the Environment Agency, for 
example the planning system requiring more water efficient buildings, and through targeted funding by the Regional Housing 
Board particularly where retrofitting of old inefficient stock can be achieved.

2.9.1
2.3.4
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1135 Planning for Growth

We recommend that each plan specifically refers to the levels of growth proposed in the South East Plan, plus contingencies 
for slight increases in the finally adopted Plan.  The number of new houses proposed in the draft South East Plan was 28,900 
per annum, but the Proposed Changes published by the government on 17 July 2008 increase this to 33,125 per annum, with 
some changes to spatial distribution, most notably through identification of a number of Strategic Development Areas (major 
development).  It is essential that the final WRMP reflect the scale and spatial distribution of planned growth in housing and 
consequent population and demand.

2.3.1
2.3.2

1136 London Fire Brigade support initiatives to maintain good water supplies for the capital, including those for operational fire 
fighting. However, we ask that Thames ensure that supplies are maintained in accordance with agreements at not less than 
2000 lpm at 1.7 bar for both existing and new supplies. In addition, we ask that obligations to maintain fire hydrants to agreed 
Memorandum of Understanding timeframes are adhered to. Performance in this area has been very poor for many years and 
the commitment given for compliance with agreements by 1/4/09 must be achieved and maintained if Thames Water is to 
provide water supplies in their area that help reduce or avoid loss of life and escalation of fire spread.

N/A Network pressure 
is not covered in the 
draft Water Resources 
Management Plan, 
please refer to the 
draft Business Plan 
section B3.

1144 while recognising the problems of supply we would be concerned at the effect of increased abstraction above Tedddington 
would have on river flows. At present levels at low stages of tide are often very low below Richmond Lock and, when we have 
suggested dredging we are told abstraction is the cause.

2.1.7

1163 We support the view that there should be no interruptions to service and resources need to be planned accordingly. 2.1.2
1164 Why should not Three Valleys Water make their own supply arrangements? This is one of several indications that the UTMRD 

is driven by the profit motive. Why should there be a loss of a Three Valleys reservoir? More explanation is required as to why 
this is necessary. Essex and Suffolk Watershould also make its own arrangements for supply. Development of bulk transfers to 
other water companies should not be a justification for UTMRD. This underlines the fact that the justification for the size of the 
reservoir is to make money from these transfers, NOT a need for water in the Thames Water region, and clearly illustrates that 
need is not the criterion. Thus the conclusion in the SEA that the UTMRD is the most economical option means that it is 
financially the most rewarding for Thames Water and its shareholders. The environment should not be destroyed for such 
ends. It also shows that the SEA is not about environmental considerations but supporting the profit motive.

2.18.10
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1168 The consumer is faced with a monopoly supplier owned by a foreign bank with little incentive to act in the customers best 

interest.
2.19.2

1168 Your plans to provide a service in the Abingdon area take no regard to protecting the environment, in fact the opposite. The 
environment in the villages around Abingdon will be permanently scarred by the impact of the proposed reservoir.

2.18.7

1170 My comments are directed at the proposed Abingdon resevoir: 1. This is a proposal which has been defined and decided by 
Thames water and the case then built and exagerated to justify it. A similar method was used for the Iraq war of 2003. Thames 
water naturally hope that the planning process can be overridden by a 'national requirement' though the only requirement is 
within the Thames water boundary by a monopoly supplier. 2. The reservoir proposal is a vast energy hungry scheme which will
destroy productive flood plane, wreck the lives of local residents for 6 years (more likely longer) and greatly increase the risk of 
flooding to Steventon andHanney. It will require 2.7 Mw, 24 hours a day 7 days a week to operate once constructed. 3. Thames 
water have a very poor record in delivering the neccessary reduction in leakage, particularly in London, which would render the 
reservoir unnecessary. It will be even more unnecessary if a melting Antarctica puts London 6 meters under water.

2.18.3
2.18.7
2.18.6
2.7.2

1171 Who are your competitors? 2.19.2
1172 The consumer is facing a monopoly supplier. Where is the commercial competition?. 2.19.2
1178 The consumer is facing a monopoly supplier. Where is the commercial competition? 2.19.2
1179 I feel that you have not paid sufficient attention to addressing the problems of leaks. When I have reported a leak nearby to our 

property it took several days for the problem to be fixed. As a company you may have inherited the problem but that does not 
absolve you from the responsibility of tackling this issue. Despite the fact of under investment over a number of years to 
replace old and leaky pipework, you have a moral obligation to satisfy existing customers and also pay heed to the 
environment.

2.2.2

1182 I don't think the reservoir should be erected until Thames Water improves it's record of leakage and of dilatory behaviour when 
its customers have any problems

2.18.3

1182 We don't want water up in the air, we want it to run naturally as it did in the past. If Thames Water made an effort to help its 
customers with flood problems, it might be more useful and more popular. There is an appearance that it is more interested in 
money than in helping its customers.

2.18.3
2.18.5
2.18.10

1183 1. Executive Summary
We urge the Secretary of State to hold a Public Enquiry or hearing to enable a full and proper assessment of the need for the 
proposed reservoir at Steventon.

2.18.1
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1183 2.1 We support the VWHDC's belief that there are significant areas where the robustness of the whole dWRMP is open to 

question.
· forecasts and assumptions,
· treatment of the current and ongoing research finds in areas which will influence the supply demand balance,
· lack of rigor in assessing some of the alternatives available for increasing supply, other than reservoir building.
2.2 We strongly believe that Thames Water has significantly overstated the supply demand balance and need to undertake a 
more robust analysis of alternative supply options, including wastewater reuse.
2.3 We are gravely concerned by the dramatic variations in Thames Water's forecasts of the supply demand deficit over the 
period.  They continue to claim that a reservoir of the same size, in the same location, as they originally proposed in 1990 is still
needed even though the forecast demand is now much lower. 2.4 We understand that if the proposed reservoir were to be built 
it would become part of Thames Water's Regulated Capital Value and so their customers would have to continue to pay for it 

2.3.1
2.7.1
2.6.2
2.18.11
2.18.10

1183 Major Concerns
3.1 There appear to be a number of particularly unreliable assumptions and extrapolations used to predict an increase in per 
capita consumption (PCC).  TW has not taken into account its own most recent (2007) evidence of reduced PCC and has 
continued to use data from 2003 which shows higher levels of use to support its assumption that PCC will increase year on 
year for the foreseeable future.
3.2 Thames Water's plan takes a very pessimistic view of size of achievable future leakage savings that make the probably 
costs/benefits of making them look unattractive.  It seems to be specifying non-challenging targets for leakage in new mains in 
order to cut costs.
3.3 Thames Water seems to be neglecting or minimizing this, even though the indications from the dWRMP are that it could 
make a huge difference.  The measures Thames Water proposes to improve water efficiency are vague and undemanding and 
there is a clear need to make these more robust, for example by specifically targeting high consumption customers with 
awareness raising campaigns and financial incentives.

2.3.1
2.10.1
2.14.2
2.12.4

1186 Thames Water needs significantly to improve its leakage rates. A 30% leakage rate is way too high. Please put more energy, 
technical resources and "management focus" on this issue. Devote some of the proposed capital expenditure from the 
suggested Abingdon reservoir on this area of your operations. You need more proactively to get households to adopt water 
meters.

2.10.1
2.18.3
2.11.2
2.2.2

1189 These are not properly reflecting changes in the country's economy i.e. decline in housing market and, impacts on local usage 
e.g. closure of Didcot A Power Station. As a result projected future forecasts of usage are greatly exaggerated. Why is it that 
Thames Water's usage forecast is considerably greater than other water companies?

2.3.3
2.8.8
2.3.1
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1191 In order to provide a reliable supply to your consumers it is essential that you waste as little as possible of this invaluable 

resource. This must be your prime task and only then should you consider providing additional storage. It is therefore essential 
that you report on how much water is currently being lost and publish a firm plan on the annual rate of reduction. You must 
make every effort to persuade your customers to conserve water supply and to reduce waste to a minimum. I have had a water 
meter in my house since I purchased it 16 years ago and water metering should be mandatory for all dwellings and businesses. 
Metering of all self-contained units within multiple occupancy dwellings is also essential. You should publish plans for achieving 
these objectives including targets.

2.18.3
2.7.2
2.11.2
2.2.2

1192 Not in consumer's interest that you are a monopoly supplier with no competition. 2.19.2
1192 O.K. N/A
1193 I think this site and the 'Consultation Document' has been deliberately designed to confuse people and make them just give up, 

so stifling objections to this absurd Abingdon Reservoir plan. How can I register my complete abhorrence not only at the idea 
but also at the arrogant manner in which it is being bulldozed through? Manage demand, manage the leaks, get real about 
Thames river supply. Is TW really concerned about villages like Marcham being completely washed away in the event of an 
'accident', i.e. breaching of the banks? I think TW might have got more support for a scheme where a hole was actually dug 
into the landscape instead of this 'KIDDIES PADDLING POOL' parked on top. It would be a monumental disaster waiting to 
happen, to say nothing of the huge environmental impact. Apart from scarring our locality it would be visible from the Malvern's 
if not farther. THINK AGAIN!!

2.1.1
2.18.1
2.18.3
2.3.11

1194 As a monopoly we have not choice, by 2030, there will have to be a Water Grid, only by moving water from the wet to dry 
areas, can the demand be met. Is this in the planning? Once there is a Grid there is no problem, as there are adequate 
supplies in the North. So why build a reservoir now? Is it to acquire a large area of land in this area, that will no longer be 
needed by 2030?

2.8.4
2.19.2

1194 Level of service needs to be judged with regard to the fines levied on Thames water for failing to meet the levels demanded by 
OFWAT. It makes the facts as given by Thames Water, as no more reliable than those provided to OFWAT.

N/A The levels of 
service refered to in 
the draft Water 
Resources 
Management Plan 
relate specifically to 
the the provision of 
water supply. They do 
not relate to wider 
customer service 
standards.

1195 a it is not a scientific fact of drought situation I believe the renewal and repair of old water mains would be more customer 
friendly

2.2.2
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1196 There should be no urgency to build any reservoir until such time that all other alternatives are considered. If a reservoir is to 

be Thrust upon the residents of Oxfordshire surrounding the site, a public enquiry should be held and all comments considered.
2.18.2

1196 Water leaks in London's mains should be repaired beyond economical leakage, before any proposal for reservoir development 
is considered. It should also be part of the companies policy to  carry out regular site audits on the contractors carrying out 
these repairs to ensure they were meeting fixed targets. Perhaps these repairs should be carried out 24/7 until the level of 
leakage has dropped to an acceptable level.

2.10.1
2.10.3
2.2.2

1199 Generally the detailed information is good, especially diagrams, but text is far too long winded. 2.1.1
1199 It would help consultation if a very brief overview of the issues and TW recommendations were given at the outset, perhaps 

with a tick-box voting dialogue referring to voluntary detailed comments in following sections. It is difficult to judge levels of 
service, when there is no comparison in a local monopoly situation and no industry yardstick. One factor is price. Even with a 
metered supply how does one compare? 

N/A The levels of 
service refered to in 
the draft Water 
Resources 
Management Plan 
relate specifically to 
the the provision of 
water supply. They do 
not relate to wider 
customer service 
standards.

1200 There are alternative sources of water available, including bulk transfer, SWA-SWOX transfer and wastewater reuse. These 
have all been extensively researched and evaluated. We do not need a reservoir.

2.18.2

1201 1. Too much time is needed to pursue each of the points you raise and I think your 'consultation` is far too technical and written 
in a deliberately opaque form for many people to wade through 2. You make much of the droughts of 2005 and 2006, which we 
all knew would not last, and gloss over the deluges of 2007 and the present wet summer. 3. I am totally against the 
construction of the huge reservoir, which I believe is quite unnecessary. The landscape of the Vale will be damaged for ever; 
the cost will be enormous for all of us. 4. The environmentally sound and sensible solution is to stop wasting the water you 
have, repair and prevent the appalling leakages. 5. I know that others have raised the same concerns and I have not met a 
single person who wants or is willing to pay for this 

2.1.1
2.1.2
2.2.2
2.3.11
2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.3
2.18.4
2.18.7

1202 No further comment. N/A
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1202 We note that the assumed reduction in demand during droughts in the Lower Thames Operating agreement has been reduced 

from about 28% to 10%, based on experience of the 2005/06 drought. Was the poor public response to drought measures in 
2006 because the drought measures (e.g. the hosepipe ban) were kept in place for many weeks after the drought appeared to 
have ended in late spring 2006, so the public could not see the need for constraint? We suggest this assumption should be 
sensitivity tested. 

2.1.4
2.1.10

1203 I think TW's levels of service are very good considering the challenges you face. 2.1.2
1212 The proposed levels of service seem reasonable. It is no bad thing to have media campaigns every few years in cases of 

extended dry weather to remind customers that water is a limited resource.
2.1.2

1214 My daughter lives in Rotherhide London and the pressure is so low the showers don't work! You even admit you have reduced 
mains pressure to reduce leaks!

N/A Network pressure 
is not covered in the 
draft Water Resources 
Management Plan, 
please refer to the 
draft Business Plan 
section B3.

1214 You appear to be looking to providing for future customers rather than improving conditions for existing ones 2.19.9
1216 As Thames Water customers we do not want to pay for the construction of a reservoir which is not needed and which will 

cause huge damage to the environment. We do not accept that spending over £1 billion of customers' money on a huge new 
reservoir is the only way of ensuring security of water supply. We do not believe that "all existing options have been fully 
utilised". 

2.18.2
2.18.3
2.18.7

1216 Because Thames Water has a monopoly we can not express our objections to the proposed reservoir or our dissatisfaction 
with levels of customer service by transferring to another water company.

2.19.2
2.18.10

1217 I am writing to you regarding the above plan as I am having great difficulty doing so using the Thames Water website. It 
appears deliberately difficult to use and there are hundreds of pages to read but limited space to make comments.

2.1.1

1217 I believe that their plan does not prove the need for a reservoir for the following reasons. 1. It appears that the estimates used 
for future water demand are outdated and far exceed current OFWAT forecasts. 2. The amount of 'headroom' is far higher than 
industry averages. 3. The way they have forecast future demand encourages TW to increase future leakage rates rather than 
reduce them. 4. Valid and well-costed alternatives have not been properly acknowledged in their research.

2.3.1
2.3.9
2.5.1
2.18.3
2.18.2
2.8.1

1218 The approach is un-ambitious. It is steeped in the "business as usual" philosophy. Appeals for conservation and restrictions on 
use could be made more frequently. 

2.1.2
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1218 Why do the consumer and the environment have to suffer the privatised water industry's inability to treat water as a special 

substance rather than just another commodity? Thames Water is too concerned with financial stocks (and shareholder rating) 
than with water stocks (and consumers ... those who turn taps on and off).

2.19.2
2.18.10

1219 It must be ensured that all possible measures are implemented to avoid loss of water through leakage and to limit any increase 
in demand for water through using new technologies and changing the way people use water.

2.3.11
2.12.1
2.7.2
2.9.2

1219 My following comments relate to the potential biodiversity impacts of water supply schemes proposed for the Berks, Bucks and 
Oxon area. I notice that in identifying key biodiversity issues for the Thames Valley WRZs (Table 3.2 of the SEA) the SEA gives 
consideration to internationally and nationally designated sites, but fails to consider impacts on Local Wildlife Sites (LWSs).  
Similarly, individual site assessments in the BPEP fail to consider LWSs.  As SSSIs are selected as a representative sample of 
the best habitats in the country, some areas of equal value are excluded from the designation.
We recommend that all areas likely to be affected by the proposed water supply schemes are subject to ecological assessment 
(initially an extended Phase 1 Habitat survey, followed by species and habitat assessments as necessary).  This is essential to 
ensure that negative impacts on priority habitats and protected and priority species are avoided.  In particular, we have 
concerns that proposed groundwater abstraction at Goring could negatively impact on terrestrial biodiversity as there are a 
number of SSSIs and LWSs in this area.

2.4.8
2.18.14

1226 More can be done quicker and more urgently to stop leaks and waste of water going out to sea...harness the water by recycling 
and pumping back up river. recycle London water instead of discharging out to sea, many other options are available like 
metering, making people aware of how much they waste, leaking taps etc.

2.7.2

1226 The water consumer is being asked to pay for an unrequired reservoir that will become just another asset to Thames Water 
and the Australian bank, removing valuable crop growing land and changing the environment in the local area, no thought given
to local flooding by moving the flood plains and its effect on another location.

2.18.5

1228 Agree with the information provided by GARD that predictions for water consumption are much higher hence their proposed 
new reservoir in Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the 
amount of water their new reservoir would yield. They should aim to reduce this leakage and consider implementing large scale 
water efficiency packages rather than the reservoir. More information should be made available on the Thames Water website 
on water efficiency measures such as grey water recycling etc. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large 
scale considering the challenges they face. The scale of the reservoir is of concern, with insufficient consideration of 
environmental impact, construction impact, flooding and impact on the microclimate.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.14.2
2.7.2
2.18.14
2.18.7
2.4.5 
2.5.10

1228 The reason for writing this letter and not giving feedback via the Thames Water website as they suggest, is that the amount 
and size of pdf files to wade through is overwhelming. They then allow you only 1000 characters to comment on it. Maybe they 
hope that by making it this difficult people won't bother to make their feelings known.

2.1.1
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1234 The report is superficial with unsupported statements and opinions. It is designed to support the Abingdon reservoir. Real 

corporate management would have rejected it. Monopolies with a cost plus income are different. DEFRA must adopt a critical 
role and protect the customer and environment. A few specifics. Survey..it is obvious that people away from Abingdon area 
would support the reservoir based on what TW told them. Water saving in 2007..how convenient that it was less than 
previously forecast. A proper board would tell management to meet the original objective but here that would also defeat the 
company long term income plans. Economic leak reduction..what is meant? Berlin has 5% leaks. Environmental Report 
designed to support the preferred solution. Graphs inconsistent. Reservoir has many significant adverse effects including 
flooding in area where already a problem. No case for reservoir. Severn/Thames needs better study. Plan in 1975 before 
privatisation/localisation.

2.18.10
2.18.1
2.10.3
2.3.1
2.8.1
2.7.1
2.18.5
2.18.2

1235 Hosepipe bans seem to be more frequent than one in ten years. Hosepipes are a labour saving device as well as a means to 
carry water so they should not be considered in the same light as sprinklers

2.1.3

1239 The approach of reducing leakage rates, together with metering and water efficiency programmes seems the most appropriate 2.4.1

1242 It is a document that will appeal to the scientifically literate. Unfortunately, the main opposition to the implementation of the 
scheme are not in this category and may choose to ignore the evidence presented here.

2.1.1

1242 It would appear to be a thorough and well researched programme. Many years of study and research have gone into what 
would appear to be a responsible approach to present and future needs, both locally and nationally. The principal feature of 
water supply is not price, ecology or leakage, but security of supply.

2.4.1

1243 We are facing a monopoly supplier within the Thames Water region. Where is the commercial competition? It is not possible 
for a Thames Water customer to show his distaste of the companies awful track record of managing leakage and other issues 
by changing to another supplier. They have us 'over a barrel'.

2.19.2

1243 With all the recent severe flooding issues across the country not least in the very area of the proposed reservoir. I cannot 
believe that a water company could even consider building this huge raised lake on a flood plain. As a resident of Steventon we 
suffer from rising ground water and high water table levels. In fact after a moderate heavy rainfall the ground water is visible 
underneath our floorboards inside our house! I have grave concerns about further impact on ground water levels becoming 
higher, causing frequent flooding to many parts of the village and surrounding area. We have no assurancies whatsoever from 
Thames Water that the water table level will be unaffected. In fact I have a signed letter from Thames Water's Mr Richard 
Aylard stating that effects on water table levels will be 'minimal'. Therefore as I already get ground water under my floorboards 
my house would be flooded along with many others if levels rise ONLY 6 INCHES.

2.18.5

1244 Bullying springs to mind. As a consumer I do not have an option to choose another water supplier. Where is the competition 
when Thames water has a monopoly. For my electric, gas and phone I am able to choose the supplier that offers me 
competitive prices and customer service that I consider acceptable.

2.19.2
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1244 Thames water proposal to build a reservoir on a flood plain beggars belief. What affect will the run off water from the reservoir 

banks have on the local area. Where will all this water go? Also I would be more than interested to know what affect the 
reservoir will have on our water table?

2.18.5

1246 In London, Thames Water are re-using almost no water, with their waste water going into the Thames Estuary. This is 
inexcusably wasteful and unsustainable. Water re-use is a guaranteed supply source and need only be called on when there is 
not enough flow in the Thames Re-used water is at least as pure as normal river water and this needs sensible PR to convince 
the public. Much more could be done to educate the public on water efficiency by advice, audits and publicity.

2.8.3

1246 The consumer is facing a monopoly supplier. Where is the commercial competition? 2.19.2
1247 The consumer is facing a monopoly supplier. Where is the commercial competition? 2.19.2
1249 The space available prevents detailed comment. Since 2006, I have attended several exhibitions and participated in a 

consultation workshop. On every occasion I was told that the need for a reservoir was to be taken as established for the 
purpose of the consultation. However, at no point has any clear data been presented demonstrating the absolute need for a 
reservoir. Other possibilities were not presented.

2.8.1
2.18.2
2.18.3

1252 Tariffs should be constructed so that necessary water use (linked to community tax band & occupancy) is affordable and 
excessive use is heavily charged (with such charges being reinvested in the network without a % going to shareholders). 
Metering is necessary for managing demand. Smart meters seem likely to be more prone to problems. It's incredible that there 
still aren't meter readers employed to do gas, electric and water. 

2.11.6
2.11.1

1252 TW's approach as set out in s1.5 appears to be concerned solely with reactive actions during periods of drought rather than 
with the proactive and strategic management of water supply. Problems are likely to be less frequent if water is better 
managed. That needs to include engineering of demand, longer term education, metering for all and pricing systems which 
encourage greater water conservation, grey water re-use and reduced use of water from the tap. Water conservation by 
consumers is only likely to be increased if Thames Water wastes less. S1.5 notes that per capita water availability is much less 
in the South-East than in Mediterranean countries where rainfall is less. However, population is set to rise dramatically in 
Greater London and the South-East (and decline in the North) at the same time as droughts will be increasingly frequent and 
more severe and winter flooding increases. TW needs to show it has planned for this and influence other organisations 
accordingly.

2.7.2

1258 4.4 In the interests of good practice and transparency, the final WRMPs should make clear how their assessments of future 
development have been arrived at and the sources they have used (with the sources clearly and fully referenced with 
weblinks).

2.3.1

1262 Climate Change
Thames Water therefore estimate that the impact of climate change on supply is less than 1% of available supply.  This is less 
than Anglian Water (2%) but it is acknowledged that the uncertainty over climate change impacts is included within the 
calculations of headroom.

2.5.14
2.5.10
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1262 Leakage

The County Council acknowledges that leakage will never be eliminated but considers that a better balance needs to be struck 
between the company's economic driver, environmental impacts and the need to ensure leakage is at a level which is 
acceptable to the public.

2.10.3

1262 On the consultation process itself, officers have observed that whilst the documents themselves contain the right information 
Thames Water's presentation in separate on line documents makes them difficult for the consultee to use and assimilate.
Demographics and Future use
The County Council considers that Thames Water have attempted to build in increasing population into estimates of future use. 
However the County Council is not convinced that WRMP documents show that such a leap in the levels of housing growth can 
be accommodated, as the adequacy of current water supply is based upon as yet unproven reductions in demand for both new 
and existing households.

2.1.1
2.3.1
2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.4
2.3.5

1262 Option Assessment
The County Council acknowledges that Thames Water need to plan for the forecast deficits in London and SWOX during the 
WRMP period.  Based upon the assessment of the options presented it would appear that Abingdon does provide the best 
balance of costs and environmental considerations.
Given the identified phenomenon of increasing water use as household affluence rises, the planned increase in population and 
the potential further increases from future uplifts in housing allocations in the SWA WRZ the County Council is concerned that 
demand will not fall.  As a consequence additional resources such as Abingdon may need to be brought on stream before 
2020.
The County Council welcomes the effective discounting of the Marsh Gibbon option on cost and capacity grounds.
Overall the County Council considers that Thames Water's stance that the Government target to reduce demand in existing 
homes is not achievable in current climate is regrettable but probably a realistic view.  The County Council presses the Minister 

2.6.2
2.3.11
2.14.2
2.7.1

1262 Options
The County Council in principle supports the twin track approach of managing demand and making better use of existing 
resources through planning for and providing new reservoir capacity.

2.9.1

1262 Options
The Marsh Gibbon option has caused considerable local concern in Buckinghamshire and County Council officers have not 
been consulted about its location and impacts.  The County Archaeologist has advised that the possible location in the parish of
Ludgershall around the River Ray valley has one of the highest concentrations of ridge and furrow in the country.  As such their 
historic and natural environment value is of national importance.  The County Council notes that the costs per Ml for Marsh 
Gibbon are more than double the cost of the Abingdon reservoir.

2.8.5
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1262 Population and Household numbers

The increases in population and household numbers resulting from the Government's proposed housing figures for Aylesbury 
Vale and Wycombe - together with those in Slough - need to be considered by Thames Water in reviewing the adequacy of 
existing supply.
The Office for National Statistics (ONS) has recently published new population forecasts which show that increasing fertility, 
higher in migration and longer life expectancy will result in higher than previously forecast increases in population in 
Buckinghamshire.  These will need to be considered by Thames Water in assessing not just population increases but 
increased demand per household.

2.3.1
2.3.2

1277 Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any catchment management 
schemes.

2.19.6

1277 Thames Water should be congratulated for an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1277 Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water their new reservoir 
would yield.

2.10.1
2.18.3

1277 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire.  

2.3.4
2.18.3

1277 Their schemes to resolve customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the challenges they face 2.3.11
1279 I think that Thames Water should be congratulated for an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with 

pipe replacements to tackle leakage.
2.9.1

1279 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Their schemes to resolve customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4
2.19.6

1280 They are predicting high water consumption targets, leading to their prediction that they need a large new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. We know that consumption can and must be reduced. Their plans must go further in reducing demand. This 
should include campaigns to ensure households have access to showers instead of or as well as baths (for example through 
the Governments Decent Homes programme), tough standards on domestic appliances, and promotion of rainwater capture, 
grey water recycling etc. They are still predicting an unacceptable rate of leakage in 2035 losing every day double the volume 
of water that the new reservoir would provide. The priority must be to reduce demand and leakage before building new facilities 
which will drown much needed farmland and wildlife habitat. More catchment management schemes are needed to reduce 
rising levels of nitrate in sources of water.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.14.2
2.7.2
2.18.14
2.18.7
2.19.6
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1281 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 

Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Their schemes to resolve customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes. The needs of the water environment and the rich natural life it supports must be allowed to 
play a more prominent part in this consultation.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.14.2
2.7.2
2.18.14
2.18.7
2.19.6

1282 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield.As such, their measures to reduce customer demand and leakages are clearly quite inadequate 
when viewed against this level of water loss. They need to be more thoroughly addressed. If they are, it may well result in them 
needing a much smaller and less damaging reservoir or perhaps not needing one at all. In addition, reduced water abstraction 
would help to prevent our chalk streams on the Chilterns to prematurely disappearing in drier summers, due to the current high 
withdrawal levels. Despite problems wirh rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any catchment 
management schemes. Thames Water should therefore press for better land management to combat pollutants at source.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.14.2
2.7.2
2.18.14
2.18.7
2.19.6

1283 I think that Thames Water should be congratulated for an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with 
pipe replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1283 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Their schemes to resolve customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems wirh rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes. Currently up to 10% of the national water supply is threatened by contamination with 
pesticides, nitrates and dissolved organic carbon- the consequences of inappropriate land management. Tackling these risks 
to the safety and security of our drinking water costs hundreds of millions of pounds a year and uses a lot of energy. Coping 
with these problems at source would safeguard our water supplies while providing potentially huge benefits to our environment.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.14.2
2.7.2
2.18.14
2.18.7
2.19.6

1284 I am very concerned about the effect on the environment of over extraction from ground water or river supplies and extraction 
should not be at the expense of wild life or habitats. It is also important that the water companies and other land users are 
protecting the water supplies from pollution.

2.5.11
2.4.5

Page 39 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1284 It would appear that there is not enough being done to safeguard existing supplies and manage demand prior to building new 

sources of supply. It is also a concern that water companies are over-estimating the requirement for water rather than targeting 
a reduction in demand. Instead of building reservoirs such as the large scale one proposed for near Abingdon we should be 
reducing leakage and encouraging grey water and rain water recycling. There is no reason that all new build should not include 
soakaways which would further alleviate any flooding problems, they could all be provided with rain water tanks or water butts 
and the water companies themselves should reduce standing charges but at the same time increase the price per cubic metre 
of water used which will further encourage people to save water and use it wisely. Furthermore, with rising temperatures and 
the vast expanse of the water surface on the reservoir the loss in evaporation will be greatly increased. 

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.14.2
2.7.2
2.18.14
2.18.7
2.4.5 
2.5.11

1285 I think that Thames Water should be congratulated for an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with 
pipe replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1285 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water their 
new reservoir would yield. Their schemes to resolve customer demand are not sufficiently far reaching.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4

1286 I think that Thames Water should be congratulated for an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with 
pipe replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1286 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Their schemes to resolve customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4
2.19.6

1287 There does not appear to be an overall policy in an area were there are water shortages. They need to ensure that water is not 
wasted and there is enough for all including wildlife. It would be better for all if the water companies were to get together and 
work as one to deliver a sustainable management programme to conserve our precious supplies and share what there is so 
that we all have enough, humans and wildlife together. 

2.4.9
2.4.5
2.4.7

1288 It is essential that supply and wastage should be adequately controlled by all water companies before consideration is given to 
new reservoirs and the suchlike. Surely new plans should take into account the Code for Sustainable Homes, new building 
regulations and improving the water efficiency of existing housing, all to help reduce wastage of water? If this is carried out 
efficiently there will be no need for new damaging developments of sources. Another important issue is protection from 
contamination by pesticides and the like, which can be carried out by good land management to safeguard upland farmland 
biodiversity, thereby lowering the cost of tackling these risks. A sustainable catchment management programme being used by 
United Utilities which protects the water supply and provides multiple benefits to the environment could be the answer.

2.7.2
2.3.4
2.4.5
2.5.11
2.19.6
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1289 I think that Thames Water should be congratulated for an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with 

pipe replacements to tackle leakage.
2.9.1

1289 They are predicting high water consumption targets, leading to their prediction that they need a large new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. We know that consumption can and must be reduced. Their plans must go further in reducing demand. This 
should include iniatives such as the Code for Sustainable Homes programme to improve water efficiency in homes. Schemes 
to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the challenges they face.They are still predicting an 
unacceptable rate of leakage in 2035 losing every day double the volume of water that the new reservoir would provide. The 
national water supply is threatened by contamination with pesticides, nitrates and dissolved organic carbon- the consequences 
of inappropriate land management. The plan does not include any catchment management schemes. Coping with these 
problems at source would safeguard our water supplies while providing potentially huge benefits to our environment. Tackling 
this problems at source is the most sustainable way forward safeguarding water supplies while providing huge benefits to the 
environment.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.12.1
2.14.2
2.7.2
2.18.14
2.18.7
2.19.6

1291 I have followed the discussion on the proposed project with great interest as it would have a serious impact on the area where I 
have lived most of my life and impact on the quality of life. It would be visually disruptive with its 80 foot high embankment, 
however this is disguised, in a predominately flat area. Construction, which would occur over a period of years, would cause 
extreme disruption and congestion in an already crowded area. Traffic, resulting from the proposed pleasure use of the facility, 
would add to the already appalling congestion, noise and disturbance in the area. In addition: The project would use valuable 
farm land- in a country that already is unable to feed itself. I feel that the effects on the lives and livelihood of the people who 
would be displaced by the development, is regarded as unimportant. Thames Water should concentrate first on reducing 
leakage, installing water meters so that all users know the cost of the water that they use and encouraging water usage 
economy. Over a lifetime I have seen many grandiose projects, whose outcome is often very different from that optimistically 

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.7.2
2.18.6
2.18.12

1292 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Surely, instead of destroying a vast area of our limited countryside with its flora and fauna 
heritage, already extremely threatened, with a large new reservoir it would be more sensible and more profitable to efficiently 
tackle the water leakage problem.

2.18.7
2.18.3
2.10.1
2.7.2
2.18.7

1293 Thames Water have made great efforts with an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1293 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4
2.19.6
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1294 I think that Thames Water should be commended for an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with 

pipe replacements to tackle leakage.
2.9.1

1294 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4
2.19.6

1295 - Although TW are aiming to reduce leakage in London, more could be done to reduce it elsewhere. (The water main between 
Benson & Ewelme has burst 4 times in the last 10 years and still they won’t replace it!) I would advocate a nationwide 
campaign on water somewhat akin to that used for refuse, i.e. we should REDUCE RE-USE RE-CYCLE

2.10.2

1295 I would endorse the comments sent in by local councils in this area, ie Oxfordshire County Council, South Oxfordshire District 
Council anf The Vale of White Horse District Council. - Although I’m not in a position to query the forecasts for water usage, it 
is fairly obvious that at all stages TW have taken the highest demand scenario. It would be more realistic if at all stages they 
included confidence intervals (at a suitable % ) on their figures. - I also believe that the requirements per household should be 
given in the form D = H + n x P where the Demand D is given in terms of an amount H per household plus an amount P for the 
number n of people living in the household. This would give a better approximation as although the number of households is 
increasing, the total population is not increasing that much but the average household size is decreasing. This area in particular 
has a lot of small households. 

2.3.1
2.3.2

1298 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4
2.19.6

1299 Thames Water have made great efforts with an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1299 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. I think they should be urged to think again and concentrate on reducing leakage far more. 
Schemes to reduce customer demand and use water efficiently are not sufficiently large scale considering the challenges they 
face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any catchment 
management schemes.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4
2.19.6

1302 Thames Water have made great efforts with an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1
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1303 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 

Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. The development of new reservoirs and other expensive new sources of water should only be 
implemented when all other efforts to reduce waste and customer demand have been taken. 

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4

1304 Thames Water have made great efforts with an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1306 It is very important that included in these plans should be conservation of water and protection of the environment e.g. following 
the Code for Sustainable Homes for new homes, encouraging savings in existing housing. Also protecting water sources from 
pollution, 10% of our current supply is contaminated by pesticides etc, and there is over abstraction from streams.

2.4.5
2.3.6
2.14.2
2.4.7

1306 Metering for instance should concentrate the mind in addressing conservation, this in turn will persuade householders to 
consider short flush toilets, taking showers rather than baths and preserving rainwater for garden watering etc. It would put 
more pressure on companies to cure leakage. Thames is notorious for this problem and repairs should be speeded up. I 
believe these leakage losses are double the yield from a proposed new reservoir. Only as a last resort should reservoirs which 
take up valuable land, and desalination plants be considered.

2.11.1
2.12.1
2.12.3
2.10.1
2.8.2
2.18.1
2.18.4
2.18.7

1307 Thames Water have made great efforts with an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1307 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4
2.19.6

1308 Thames Water have made great efforts with an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1308 Thames Water should consider more stringent protection of existing water sources form pollution 2.4.5
2.4.7
2.19.6

1308 Thames Waters dWRMP should take into account forthcoming changes in policy and legislation such as the New Code for 
Sustainable Homes.

2.3.4
2.19

Page 43 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1308 Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water their new 

reservoir would yield. They should aim to reduce this leakage  and consider implementing large scale water efficiency 
packages rather than the reservoir. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4
2.19.6

1308 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. If they included as well as metering, tariff schemes to reduce peak demands and waste and large scale water 
efficiency packages for industry and private homes they might be able to avoid building the planned reservoir. 

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.11.6

1309 Supports comments made by the RSPB. Refer to User ID1425
1310 The proposed new reservoir in Oxfordshire should not be built until leakage is addressed. Their predicted rate of leakage in 

2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water their new reservoir would yield. They should ban 
planning permission for residential swimming pools, encouraging full loads for washing machines etc. If Thames have got the 
money available to build new reservoirs then perhaps it would be better if they spent some of that money on improving water 
quality, reducing the levels of nitrate in their sources of water for example.

2.7.2
2.10.1
2.3.4
2.19.6
2.18.10

1311 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. They should aim to reduce this leakage and consider implementing large scale water efficiency 
packages rather than the reservoir. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. I believe that Thames Water proposals fail to support and maintain biodiversity and fragile ecosystems. 
Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any catchment management 
schemes.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.14.2
2.7.2
2.18.14
2.18.7
2.19.6

1312 To consider the building of large reservoirs must surely be the last resort. By tackling the leakage problem in a more robust 
fashion, reducing usage and protection of existing water sources should come first. Will this large proposed house building 
programme be really necessary, considering the current economic downturn and the likelihood of many recent immigrants 
leaving as our economy slows down. We hear government talk about our carbon footprint, without the effect this extensive 
building project will make to our environment, wildlife habitats being damaged, large areas for countryside being concreted 
over, not being used for food production.

2.18.3
2.7.2
2.3.3
2.18.7

1313 Thames Water have made great efforts with an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1
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1313 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 

Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4
2.19.6

1314 Thames Water have made great efforts with an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1314 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4
2.19.6

1315 Thames Water should be commended for their integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1315 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4
2.19.6

1317 Members also note that the online consultation process, requiring registration on a website which is not easy to navigate, will 
deter a number of potential respondents. When eventually found, the documents are lengthy, very technical and packed with 
detail, which make it difficult to gain a clear overview of Thames Water's proposals.

2.1.1

1317 We are not convinced Thames Water has adequately made provision for future expected drought years in London. 2.1.10
1317 We are yet to be convinced that Thames Water is doing enough to encourage metering in London, though we do appreciate 

that the nature of London's population and housing units makes it difficult to achieve levels of penetration found elsewhere. We 
urge Thames Water to press ahead with the programme of meter installation, but want assurances that Thames Water will not 
neglect its corporate and social responsibilities and will make every effort to ensure that low-income, larger families in 
particular, are not disadvantaged by the metering programme.

2.11.2
2.11.7
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1317 We have long been disappointed with Thames Water's seeming complacence with the rate of leakage from London's pipes, 

and their sometimes unsatisfactory methods of addressing the amount of wastage for example by reducing water pressure, 
which reduces wastage, but also causes problems for people who live in blocks of flats, as many Londoners do, in some cases 
rendering constituents' combi-boilers useless, or causing customers the additional expense of buying their own pump to obtain 
water to their home. We appreciate Thames Water is now taking strides at replacing pipes in order to reduce leaks, but again 
are disappointed that Thames Water merely aspires to meet industry average levels of leakage by 2020. We require better 
than average for London. We expect Thames Water to make every effort to reduce water leaks to a minimum by making 
proper permanent repairs rather that relying on temporary, make-shift repairs and expect any necessary road works should be 
done following a plan that has been worked out jointly with other utilities so as to minimise disruption to London's roads and 
footpaths. We are disappointed in Thames Water's record on the matter of co-operation and on minimising disruption to date. 

2.10.1
Network pressure is 
not covered in the draft 
Water Resources 
Management Plan, 
please refer to the 
draft Business Plan 
section B3.

1317 Finally, the Committee welcomes Thames Water’s use of an environmental assessment process in developing and evaluating 
options for water management. This process appears to have lead to significant improvements to the Plan.

2.17.1

1317 However, since our report the Mayor has published his own Water Strategy that posited a potentially more ambitious target 
than the one proposed by the Assembly. The London Assembly would welcome further action by Thames Water, working with 
local authorities and the Mayor, to align the Plan with Mayoral targets and deliver even greater use of water meters.  

2.11.2

1317 In the absence of measures from central government, the Committee supports the use of social tariffs to take into account the 
social impact of metering.  The Assembly have previously expressed concern that meter tariffs need to be set in a way that 
protects low-income families who might need extra water. Concerns that water metering could have a disproportionate impact 
on people who are on low incomes and who have certain medical conditions, or large households, and therefore need extra 
water should be central when structuring these tariffs. However, it must also be ensured that the environmental benefits of 
creating an incentive for lower water use are not dissipated.

2.11.4
2.11.7

1317 The Committee agrees that greater use of water meters in London is desirable and a vital part of managing demand. We are 
therefore encouraged to note that the plans for 51 per cent metering coverage by 2015 replicate the London Assembly’s review 
of water usage and supply in its report, Down the Drain. The report recommended that ‘the Mayor should work with the water 
companies, the industry regulator and local authorities to secure a target of 50% of London homes fitted with a water meter by 
2015.’

2.11.1

1317 The Committee also calls on Thames Water to investigate further whether improved water savings may be achieved during a 
drought. While this is likely to be a long-term measure, it may be one route to reducing the need for new water supplies in the 
future.

2.1.10

1317 The Committee calls on Thames Water to only operate the desalination plant when absolutely necessary to provide security of 
water supplies.  Thames Water should also ensure that any biofuels used to power the plant meet strict sustainability 
standards, to minimise carbon emissions and avoid the potential social impacts of diverting food crops to fuel.

2.8.2
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1317 The Committee is concerned at your evaluation that the Thames Water catchment area, including London, has a supply – 

demand deficit that could affect levels of service, including the ability to avoid water use restrictions in dry years, and supports 
this being addressed

2.1.2

1317 The Committee is heartened by Thames Water’s support for grey water reuse and rainwater harvesting – through various 
research projects and the development of best practice guidance. We anticipate the findings from these projects being made 
public. The Committee would encourage Thames Water to quickly take up the lessons from these projects and work to make 
grey water reuse and rainwater harvesting widespread in London.

2.12.6

1317 the Committee only supports the development of new water supply after all practicable measures to reduce demand and 
leakage have been utilised.  Resources should be focussed on tackling leaks, rather than in producing expensive and energy-
intensive water supplies through, for example, desalination.  It is noted that the planned desalination plant will add significantly 
less to water supplies than successfully tackling leakage in London.  

2.7.2

1317 The Committee supports the proposed further increase in leakage reduction in London. The Committee is encouraged that 
Thames Water has taken on board public opinion and previous London Assembly recommendations and has plans to take 
leakage below economic level and to eventually reach the industry best practice standard.

2.10.1

1317 The Committee welcomes demand reduction being prioritised among new measures to correct the supply-demand deficit. 
However, the Committee is concerned that Thames Water does not have confidence in being able to achieve the 
Government’s domestic consumption target of 130 litres per head per day by 2030. Thames Water is strongly urged to take 
further action toward meeting this Government target.  

2.3.5

1317 The London Assembly is pleased to note the greater commitment placed on educating customers on water efficiency. In 
particular, the Committee supports focusing of part of the education program on low-income households to help them to cope 
with the impacts of metering and Thames Water taking a proactive stance in promoting water efficiency to businesses.

2.12.1

1317 Water companies should invest in rainwater collection schemes on new developments, in the public realm, and should support 
their customers to install systems in their homes and businesses, in order to reduce the need for piped water and reduce 
surface water flooding. 

2.12.6

1319 More effort must be made to deal with the unacceptable level of leaks - The response time to find and deal with a leak near us 
last year was months. Water must be piped in from other areas of the country as in a drought year the rainfall in the Thames 
Water catchment area obviously does not supply the demand; water in the Severn Valley runs to waste. If we have several 
drought years running, no amount of local reservoirs will solve the problem.

2.8.4
2.1.9
2.1.2
2.18.2

1324 Detailed and thorough 2.1.1
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1329 RWE Npower plc ("RWE npower") is currently a significant customer of Thames Water through the use of mains water at 

Didcot A & B power stations. The mains supply is the water used in the power generation steam cycle at both stations: this is 
vital to the electricity production process which cannot operate without it. RWE npower therefore considers it essential that 
existing levels of security of supply are, as a minimum, maintained in the future.

2.8.8
2.1.2

1335 What are AMP5 and AMP6. I cannot find a definition. Otherwise this section just states the obvious Appendix 2
1337 I think Thames Water using the so called requirement for a reservoir as a subtext to build valuable assets for TW whilst 

neglecting their real responsibilities for conserving water that they already have. TW is a monopoly leaving the consumer no 
choice yet they fail to listen to what everyone is telling them. Not one organisation has actually agreed with TW that the 
reservoir is needed. TW use is considerable ability and power to run road shows - cleverly manipulating data and facts to their 
own ends ignoring all the other experts that have to fund their time either personally or from public donations made by the very 
people for whom this reservoir will have a massive negative impact. TW say metering of flats is not possible - yes it is possible -
stop making excuses for poor performance.

2.7.2

1341 The Consumer Council for Water’s report (see http://www.ccwater.org.uk/server.php?show=ConWebDoc.1170) of “Consumers 
continue to use water wisely as lessons are learned from restrictions”). Based on this recent experience, it is reasonable to 
build in a big willingness of customers to change water consumption behaviour in quite short timescales. This does require a 
communications approach that is more customer focused, such as that done by the Consumer Council for Water. 

2.12.1
2.13.2

1343 Thames Water clearly has no interest in the needs and wishes of consumers, only in maximising assets and profits. 2.18.10
1346 Thames Water is a monopoly supplier, the consumer has no choice but to accept whatever level of service TW provide 2.19.2
1349 I don't think you are doing enough a) to stop wastage through leaks and b) ensuring people and industry don't use more water 

than they need even when there is not a 'drought'.
2.2.2
2.3.11
2.10.6

1350 I find unconvincing your argument that there is an ongoing supply-demand deficit in London and SWOX WRZs. Perhaps if you 
were in competition with other companies, rather than being a monopoly, you would take a harder look at the necessity of 
imposing additional expense on your customers to fund the investments you propose.

2.3.1
2.4.1
2.19.2

1352 Proposed Reservoir between Steventon and East Hanney: I have lived in the area for over 50 years, I have visited the 
proposed site for the reservoir, visited the displays put out for the public, read the comments of GARD and the CPRE, and wish 
to record that enough criticism has been made of the project that I believe it to be essential that there is a public enquiry, so 
that these criticisms can be properly examined. My own opinion is that the reservoir is not the best way to meet the water 
needs of the population served by Thames Water, and that more should be done for conservation of water by recycling, 
metering, and replacement of outworn water and sewage infrastructure. The criticisms made of the reservoir scheme seem to 
me just. 

2.18.2
2.7.2
2.8.3
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1353 The whole approach seems to be based on an (ill-defined or even completely undefined) 'willingness to pay' index. There is 

almost a complete lack of objective justification for the frequency of occurrence of Level 1-4 scenarios. There is no attempt to 
show the consequences for water supply planning of slightly changed frequency of invocation of the more restricted scenarios --
eg. if (as it says, without any justification in quantitative terms, except references to a confidential report) that a Level 3 
restriction is 'acceptable' to customers 1 in 15 - 1 in 20 years, what would be the consequence of adopting 1 in 17 years as a 
target instead of 1 in 20? Also for the severest Level 4, what would the consequence be of adopting 1 in 100 years instead of 
'never'? Why should you adopt 'never' as a target? (It's an impossible target in any case, so there must be an undeclared target 
value - why not admit it?) . The consumer faces a monopoly supplier - thus 'willingness to pay' is useless.

2.1.3
2.19.2

1354 The 8-10 year construction period would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption, especially to the area 
adjoining the A34 (already Britain’s busiest trunk road) around Steventon/Drayton. Wildlife and ecology will suffer untold 
consequences. The local impact of the planned reservoir will be unimaginable. Built on a floodplain, covering 3,500 acres of 
productive farmland (able to provide enough bread for Abingdon each year!) there is no guarantee it will not cause increased 
flooding ,for example, from run- off from its slopes (25m high) – without cost compensation from Thames Water or the 
Government. The River Ock cannot take more flow without the risk of further major flooding in Abingdon.

2.18.1
2.18.5
2.18.6
2.18.7

1354 The consumer is facing a monopoly supplier. Where is the commercial competition?. 2.19.2
1358 Thames Water has a monopoly which it exploits. 2.19.2
1368 First you fix your leaks; then (and only then) we can talk about your grandiose, destructive reservoir 2.7.2
1370 …The Mayor is concerned about the baseline leakage forecast shows a lower rate of leakage reduction from 2009/10 to 

2014/15 and then a steady increase thereafter both within London and within the whole company service area.
2.10.1
2.10.2

1370 Calculation (using Vol 4 London Table WRP9) indicates that the overall rate of leakage will be reduced from 30.3% in 2007/8 to 
21.5% in 2020/21 and then only by 2% over the next 15 years to 19.5% in 2034/35. The Mayor does not regard this as a 
satisfactory objective after some 30 years of VMR, ALC and CSPL reduction. This is far worse than the leakage levels already 
being achieved by the other three water companies servicing London . Londoners could reasonably expect that once current 
street works are completed, London will have a water supply system that meets the very best international standards. They 
should not still be faced with "the highest rate of burst mains in England and Wales" and "old cast iron mains that will still be in 
situ".

2.10.1

1370 Following the dry summers of 2005 and 2006. TW has requested a review of the LTOA. ….The dWRMP notes that this review 
will require consultation with both OFWAT and CCWater. The Mayor asks that he is also consulted.

2.1.4

1370 Outdoor water use  varies between London and the rest of TW service area…..it is surprising that the increase in water use is 
greatest in London area, as London already has the largest number of flats and much of the new house building will be in the 
form of flats...... the dWRMP does not explain the specific underlying assumptions and it is therefore difficult to understand why 
TW should forecast an increase.

2.3.4
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1370 The improbable assumption of a 57% increase in outdoor water use in London has a significant negative effect on the baseline 

supply demand balance in London. The leakage forecast…also has a negative effect on the balance.
2.3.4

1370 The Mayor is still concerned that new residential buildings are still being constructed without dwellings being individually 
metered. A number of residents have written to complain about this situation. TW should ensure all new dwellings are 
individually metered, seeking amendments to regulations if necessary.

2.11.5

1370 The Mayor supports the Government's target of reducing water use in existing households to 130l/h/d by 2030. However this 
will not be achieved without significant changes in people's everyday water use….these lie beyond the control of the individual 
water companies. The Mayor therefore accepts that TW needs to use its own forecast of water use in existing households for 
the purposes of this dWRMP. However the dWRMP needs to make clear that TW will endeavour to achieve the Government's 
targets when and where it can.

2.3.5

1370 The Mayor welcomes the adoption of IDM…….it is clear that the greatest benefits are achieved when all the old iron mains 
within an area are replaced…..

2.9.1

1370 The Mayor welcomes the significant reduction in leakage achieved and planned from 862 Ml/d …….The Mayor also welcomes 
the enhanced meter programme… however the Mayor is concerned that the baseline leakage forecast shows a lower rate of 
leakage reduction form 2009/10 to 2014/15 and then a steady increase thereafter both within London and the company service 
area.

2.10.1

1370 The preferred SD programme shows a significant reduction in leakage in London compared to the baseline programme but the 
dWRMP makes it clear that this is critically dependent on adequate funding through the 2009 Price review. Even so, the Mayor 
is concerned by the statement that "Beyond 2021 there is no supply demand driver for further mains replacement…" when read 
with the later statement that ".. at 2021, we will still expect to have the highest rate of burst mains in England and Wales due to 
the number of old cast iron mains that will still be in situ in London..." The proposed construction of the UTMRD should not be 
used as a reason for accepting excessive leakage and a continuing legacy of Victorian cast iron mains.

2.10.1

1370 TW expects to achieve an 82% penetration of water metering of domestic properties by the end of the plan period by 2034/35. 
Whilst it is accepted that many existing domestic buildings are difficult to meter because they have been sub divided into flats 
or because of the way that they were originally plumbed, many of these buildings will be altered, refurbished and replumbed. 
TW should be seeking higher meter penetration rates through this process and be aiming for 90% by the end of the plan 
period.

2.11.2

1374 There is no commercial competition. Thames Water has a monopoly 2.19.2
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1375 WWF-UK has concerns over whether a target of introductions of restrictions on customer water use only once in 20 years is 

appropriate. We wonder whether this is an appropriate approach to water resources in the context of the increasing tightening 
of the supply-demand balance set out by Thames. We do acknowledge that the introduction of metering may act as a partial 
check. We do not believe that it is acceptable that damage should be done to social and environmental sites of great national 
importance in particular so that major outdoor water use can continue, in particular where this may lead to the violation of 
European Directives. We remain to be convinced (but would be happy to be so) that expensive investment in new resources is 
not being driven by the need to maintain supplies for extensive outdoor use.

2.1.2
2.1.3

1376 When you read the above the approach seems good. I am unsure that we receive the level of service you intend to supply. 2.1.3

1379 In essence the Council believes that the projections of demand and supply of water resources in the Thames Water area up to 
2036 have effectively produced a supply demand deficit.  The Council believes that many of the assumptions and arguments 
made in the Water Resources Management Plan are not robust enough and require much further work before such a reservoir 
should be constructed.

2.7.2
2.3.1
2.6.2

1379 It is understood that by 2020 water meter coverage in the Thames Valley area will be 89% but in London is only 78% due to the 
high number of flats.  The government have stated that seriously stressed water areas need universal metering by 2030 and 
the Council believes that the various methods by which flats can be metered needs to be explored more fully.

2.11.2

1379 The Council believes that the potential for water supplies has been under estimated.  The Council considers that the appraisal 
of the supply options has not been robust enough and in particular the environment agency has stated there has not been 
enough discussion between the water companies and the merits of various supply options.  Whilst the plan states that the 
proposed reservoir has a potential to provide bulk supply to neighbouring companies there is a statement in the plan that no 
opportunities were forthcoming to introduce supplies into the Thames Water area.  Why is this so?  Whilst the plan does take 
account of the possibility of waste water re-use in London (at Deephams, which could yield up to 100 Ml/day in this case, it is 
not shown as an option in the Swindon and Oxfordshire area.  The Council believes that this technology will have the potential 
to make a significant contribution on the supply side.  The final area of concern relates to innovative and continuing research.  
The Council believes that waste water research, the possibility of a transfer between the Slough / Wickham / Aylesbury water 

2.7.2
2.4.9
2.8.12
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1380 Leakage

We note that there will be no further investment in leakage reduction in any of the other, smaller resource zones.
The County Council recommends that Thames Water should continue to work to reduce leakage across the whole region.  
Even when the target leakage rates are met, 520Ml/day of water will continue to be lost through leakage.  The proposed daily 
yield of the reservoir is 307Ml/day.
The County Council requests that TW revise its target headroom figures to align them with the lower headroom percentages 
used by other companies such as Southern Water.  Use of a lower percentage target headroom would more accurately reflect 
the ability of TW to reduce its risk by drawing on a number of different water resources across a wide spatial area.

2.10.2
2.5.1
2.5.2

1380 Metering
The Environment Agency has encouraged water companies to introduce compulsory metering into 80% of properties by 2015.  
TW has only committed to meeting this target by 2020, partly due to the 'prohibitive expense' of metering flats in London, 
although no reference is made to the use of alternative technologies such as internal water meters.  Of all the water companies 
in water stressed areas, TW aims to attain the lowest percentage of metered properties during the dWRMP period.
The County Council strongly suggests that TW reviews its metering policy and that it increases its investment in metering 
households over the plan period, being mindful of affordability for the poorest households, to attain at least 80% metering by 
2015 in line with Environment Agency guidance.

2.11.2
2.11.3
2.11.7

1380 Per Capita Consumption (PCC)
The County Council strongly recommends that TW should adopt the DEFRA PCC target and work towards achieving this target 
during the dWRMP plan period.  The difference between TW's PCC and that recommended by DEFRA equates to an 
increased demand of 340Ml/day across the TW region which is more than the proposed daily yield of the reservoir of 
307Ml/day.

2.3.5
2.18.3

1380 Preferred Programme Appraisal
Oxfordshire County Council suggests that the consideration and assessment of supply options is explained more fully, in plain 
English, to facilitate public understanding of their pros and cons.

2.1.1
2.7.1

1381 p.102. Add to the list of uncertainties:
· change in demand due to climate variability within the period of the Plan
· change in demand due to increases in the price of energy

2.3.3
2.5.11
2.15.3

Page 52 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1381 p.113 Table 43 gives details of the Severn Thames transfer based on enlargement of Craig Goch Reservoir, abstraction from 

the Severn downstream of Tewksbury into a small reservoir and a pipeline to a point on the Thames downstream of Abingdon.  
The scheme would give the same releases as the Abingdon Reservoir (up to 300Mld for London and 55Mld for SWOX).  This 
is only one of several possible schemes for regulating the Severn flows.  Use of Vyrnwy, for example, is not mentioned nor 
Clyweddog.  One gets the impression that a transfer from the Severn and its variants have not been investigated as fully as the 
UTMRD.  They should be.

2.8.1

1381 p.173 Summary para 3 advances some arguments in favour of the UTMRD but they are not set against the arguments in 
favour of various alternatives.  These are only addressed later in the volume on environmental assessment.  If there is a 
European designated site in danger if the Severn/Thames transfer were to be put forward, the draft should say which site, why 
it has been designated and how it can be avoided.  How is the conclusion reached about the lack of water in the Wye and 
Severn?  Where is the supporting hydrological data?  Where are the cost figures?  How much flow is required in the Thames at 
Culham to support the UTMRD?

2.8.1
2.18.2
2.18.13

1381 p.18. Why is the climate change uncertainty only given as about 1%?  A brief explanation is needed here. 2.5.5
1381 p.19. The success of many of the initiatives to improve water efficiency rely on an informed and committed public.  To achieve 

this, a strong public awareness and education campaign is needed, which is concerted by government but mounted by the 
water industry.  This continuing campaign forms the third lane of the three lane approach, the other lanes being occupied by 
resource augmentation and demand management.

2.3.11
2.12.1

1381 p.21. Why should Thames Water be satisfied with a leakage performance the same as the rest of the industry?  It should be 
lower than the industry average.

2.10.2

1381 p.217 Glossary: this should contact a list of the acronyms and their explanation.  CC Water is omitted from those bodies listed. 2.1.1

1381 p.22. Under Metering, it does not say that the aim is to reduce use of water nor how much savings can be expected. 2.11
1381 p.39. What is the surface water/ground water balance for supply for each zone? Section 1.4, Volume 2 

of draft Water 
Resources 
Management Plan

1381 p.43. Why has a research project into the ecological impact of abstractions in the Lower Thames on the Thames Tideway not 
been undertaken?  This is a serious omission.

2.4.8

1381 p.47. Aim for a higher target related to the stress level. 2.10.2
1381 p.54. There should be a Para 2.4.3 surveying the other alternatives to the UTMRD, such as the Severn/Thames transfer, which 

is discussed later in the draft.
2.8.1
2.18.2

1381 p.69. A population growth rate of 53,000 per year for the Thames Water area is quoted here, but not the uncertainty 
surrounding it.

2.5.1
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1381 p.79. The Council agrees with the draft that it is unlikely that a reduction of demand to 130 litres per hear per day will take place 

by 2030.  All the pressures are for an increase in per capita consumption even with technological improvements, increased 
public awareness and like measures.  In addition there will be the extra demand due to the population increase.

2.3.5

1381 pp.114 to 116 The Stage 1 reservoir of 75cuMm is said to be able to support releases of 300Mld, so why is a 150cuMm 
reservoir needed?  There is no flood risk assessment for the communities surrounding the reservoir.

2.18.5
2.18.11

1381 pp.25 to 36 These pages contain the details of the proposed 150cuMm Abingdon reservoir.  It would take 9 years to build and 
cover 1600 hectares.  To fill it, water would be abstracted from the Thames at Culham at a maximum rate of 1000Ml/d (11.57 
cumecs).  Some 18 adverse impacts are listed for the construction phase of the reservoir and only one beneficial impact.  This 
is given as stimulation of the local economy.  However, this can be discounted because it will be swamped by the economic 
boost given by the planned growth of Didcot and Grove over the next ten years.  When the reservoir is in operation the adverse 
number is reduced to 10 and the beneficial raised to 5.  Some of the latter are open to question, the influx of tourists for 
example and the use of the reservoir for recreation.  Both will cause more people to be crammed into an already crowded area 
where there will be scant improvements to the local infrastructure to support this influx.  The argument for the Abindon 
reservoir is not supported by hydrological data to show that the flow at Culham will be sufficient to permit extraction. Possible 

2.17.1
2.18.1
2.18.13
2.18.16
2.18.7

1381 pp.75 to 88 These pages describe the Severn/Thames transfer.  It is obvious that this particular scheme has not been studied 
in the depth that the Abingdon reservoir has.  Neither are there discussions of any of the variants of the scheme put forward in 
the Plan, nor how they might be phased.  For example, schemes which make use of Clyweddog and Vyrnwy to regulate the 
Severn are not discussed.

2.8.1

1381 The Council's Conclusions
1) The forecast deficit in water resources for the London and SWOX Zones must be met by either the Abingdon Reservoir or a 
Severn/Thames transfer.
2) The timing of the construction and operation of the transfer (reservoir) can be delayed, depending on the success of 
compulsory metering, the awareness campaign and water efficiency measures.

2.14.1
2.7.2

1381 Volume 5 BPEP Assessment of alternative schemes Part A
An attempt is made to assign a monetary value to the assessed impact.  Equal weight seems to have been given to each of the 
21 activities when it should not be.  How can the impact on cultural heritage, for example, be equated to that on transport?  
Why is there nothing on the cash value of the lost agricultural production?  The impact on landscape and visual amenity of the 
proposed reservoir is very difficult to assess and a monetary value for this impact must be open to serious doubt.  The choice 
of the 21 areas of impact, the nature of each impact and how the rating was arrived at must be better explained for tables of 
this type to be convincing.

2.7.5
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1381 Volume 5 BPEP Assessment of alternative schemes Part B

The impact of digging up roads on traffic flows in Central London seems to be excluded.  As this can be very significant, it must 
be considered.  Is this the place in the draft where the OFWAT recommended measure of leakage (litres per kilometre of 
mains) should be used rather than the usual percentage figure?  Universal metering (Activity 70) which is discussed in the 
above terms, contains assumptions which are not well founded about reductions in water use brought about by metering.  It 
also advocates metering at the property boundary as opposed to internal metering.  This should be altered in favour of internal 
meters which can be read remotely.  Activity 77 Save a flush does not recognise that with low volume flushes, frequently two 
flushes are needed rather than one to dispose of the waste.

2.7.4
2.11.1
2.12.7

1381 Volume 6 SEA Environmental Report
p.vi Table 1 excludes the Severn Thames transfer for supposedly higher costs and environmental impacts.  Estimates of costs 
published in the New Civil Engineer are lower for the transfer.  How the detrimental environmental effects can be avoided are 
not mentioned.  They should be.  It is important that the transfer is considered alongside the Abingdon reservoir.
p.12 Table 2.1 Under strategic supply measures the entry "Company mergers to secure new sources" is not relevant in south 
east England as none of the companies has access to large new unused sources.  Should the entry be "Re-establish the Water 
Resources Board"?  In addition "Encourage water company mergers to increase efficiency in south east England" should be 
added.
p.25 Table 11 should include the Met Office as the data source.

2.17.3
2.4.4
2.4.9

1381 Volumes 3 and 4 Appendices and Tables p.105. The unconstrained options list of possible schemes for augmentation of water 
resources is given in Table 36, some 145 in total.  The list is divided between those feasible, those worth further study and 
those rejected, 73 being accepted.  The former WRB Lambourne Scheme is not mentioned.  It should be.

2.8.6

1383 The consumer is facing a monopoly supplier. It would help consultation if a very brief overview of the issues and TW 
recommendations were given at the outset, perhaps with a tick-box voting dialogue referring to voluntary detailed comments in 
following sections. It is difficult to judge levels of service, when there is no comparison in a local monopoly situation and no 
industry yardstick. One factor is price. Even with a metered supply how does one compare? 

2.19.2

1384 Thames Water have made reasonable efforts with an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1384 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. They should aim to reduce this leakage and consider implementing large scale water efficiency 
packages rather than the reservoir. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes.

2.18.3
2.3.11
2.7.2
2.19.6
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1385 Education on the use of water and efficiency measures should be promoted more widely and should be paramount to the plan. 

The proposed reservoir will be detrimental to wildlife and the environment. 
2.12.1
2.18.7

1385 Would it not be feasible to reduce water wastage by putting in more water meters and also mending leaks more promptly. 2.3.11

1386 We do not want to see new reservoirs and pumping houses springing up all over the place when the water already available to 
us is being wasted or polluted. Laws need to come into force to stop contamination from pesticides and nitrates and any other 
contaminants that industry and agriculture feel they can just allow to flow into our water system. All new housing must be water 
efficient including the use of rain barrels and water diverter kits as standard. Their predictions for water consumption are much 
higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is 
still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce 
customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the challenges they face. Another useful suggestion is stop 
everyone moving to the South East of England which would make life alot easier for the water companies.

2.19.5
2.3.1
2.10.1
2.3.11
2.19.6

1387 Thames Water should be congratulated for their integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1387 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any 
catchment management schemes.

2.18.3
2.3.11
2.7.2
2.19.6

1388 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. Please reconsider speeding up pipe replacement to tackle leakage. Despite problems with rising levels of 
nitrate in their sources of water, they have not included any catchment management schemes.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4
2.19.6

1390 As a consumer of water I have no opportunity to go elsewhere for my supply - this is a monopoly situation inappropriate to the 
private sector. Where is the commercial competition?

2.19.2

1391 No comment N/A
1391 TBTA support the building of the Abingdon Reservoir as soon as possible and wish to see the drought flows at Teddington 

maintained in a way that allows Lock operation.
2.18.9

1392 Thames Water has no commercial competitor so the consumer has to foot the bill whatever decision is made. 2.19.2
1394 The site selected for the reservoir is vastly inappropriate and would be an appalling visual intrusion on this beautiful unspoilt 

landscape.
2.18.11
2.18.7
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1401 4.1 The Company's hydrological assessment of the Abingdon proposal would make interesting reading in light of their 

expectation of "significant" climate - change impact during the later years of the plan period.
2.18.16

1401 4.2 From the Kent viewpoint, a major reservoir in the Thames Valley offers a unique opportunity for a strategic raw-water 
transfer into the Medway supply area, and the initial unfavourable assessment by TWU should perhaps be revisited.  Our 
support should, in any event, be conditional on a firm commitment by TW to a transfer into the Southern Water network serving 
the Medway supply area.

2.4.9

1401 4.3 The proposed Thames - E. Surrey transfer is also to be welcomed as a possible future enhancement of the supply potential 
within the Upper Medway catchment; and it would effectively become part of the county's resource balance.

2.8.1

1401 4.4 The storage option may have been assessed more favourably than some equally practicable alternatives such as inter-
basin transfers or indirect wastewater re-use.  We would suggest therefore that the case for Abingdon be assessed by an 
independent audit addressing, inter-alia, the following key criteria:
· Unit capital and operating costs
· Average incremental social cost
· Environmental impact
· Land-take and landscape impact
· Security
· Drought resilience
· Energy use
· Carbon emission
The audit should also establish whether or not the Company's strategy, with Abingdon as its major component, meets the SEA 
objectives. 

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.18.7
2.17.1
2.17.2

1401 4.5 Taken overall, the Thames Plan, with its reliance on the successful outcome of an ambitious demand management 
programme and the construction of a controversial pumped storage reservoir, looks increasingly risky for a future bringing 
climatic extremes and environmental commitments yet to be defined.  Given those uncertainties the strategy would look more 
robust with the incorporation of a mid-plan option of indirect wastewater re-use, which TW have already assessed; twin-tracked 
with the water efficiency phase.

2.18.14
2.8.3

1402 7.1.2.2 Strategic Environmental Assessment
With regard to bulk transfers, it is interesting to note the comment that they have high social and
environmental impacts, particularly during construction.

2.17.1
2.17.3
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1439 Alternative less environmentally damaging options should be fully explored and all of the assumptions made, rigorously tested 

before any decision is taken.The Council considers that a number of the Plan's assumptions/projections are highly 
questionable and constitute an inadequate basis upon which to justify a project on this scale with its associated adverse 
environmental impacts.- Thames Water's projected Per Capita Consumption figures are 2030 are some 27% in excess of the 
Government's target.This is indicative of a lack of ambition in terms of managing water demand and there should be much 
greater emphasis on measures aimed at meeting the Government's target which of itself would effectively mean that the 
reservoir would not be required.- The lack of ambition in water demand management is also reflected in the relatively modest 
anticipated level of meter installations in flats, particularly in inner London.- Assumptions made about the extent of leakage 
savings also appear modest, bearing in mind the significant proposed programme of water mains replacement in London which 

2.7.2
2.18.3
2.3.1
2.11.2
2.10.1
2.7.2

1446 Effluent re-use
Whilst we accept that effluent re-use is not a viable option for the SWOX area, we feel Thames Water should increase 
investment in this solution to maximise yields in the London area.

2.8.3

1446 Forecasting demand
We are concerned that some of the figures used in their consultation document lack clarity as some are calculated according to 
per capita consumption whilst others use household consumption figures.  The figures used could make a significant difference 
to forecasts, particularly in areas where are high number of single occupancy households.
We note that planning assumptions Thames Water has made are high compared to government targets, but accept the 
reasons they state for this, based on current higher usage than other water company areas.

2.3.1
2.3.5

1446 Greater collaboration on supply
We would expect to see a much greater level of collaboration between water companies to alleviate problems of supply.  We 
are not convinced of Thames Water's arguments on the challenges of transferring water between resource zones or water 
company areas, and believe that these can be overcome with appropriate investment in infrastructure.

2.4.9
2.18.10

1446 Leakage
They should seek to do more on leakage, particularly in the SWOX area where they say they are already down to the industry 
standard.  We believe that they should seek to achieve levels of leakage below the industry standard.

2.10.2

1446 Metering and tariffs
We accept that metering of some properties in London is more challenging than in other water resource zones.  However, we 
believe that metering is a vital part of reducing water use, even if this is more expensive in some areas.  We believe that 
Thames Water should increase its investment in compulsory metering and should seek to achieve 80% coverage of meters in 
the SWOX WRZ by 2015 in line with Environment Agency guidance, with a further target of coverage of 80% across the whole 
Thames Water area by 2020.

2.11.2
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1446 The proposed reservoir

Until all of the alternatives, including that of greater collaboration between water authorities have been exhausted, we are not 
convinced of the need for a reservoir of the size proposed, which we feel is unacceptable.
We remain concerned about the impacts that the proposed reservoir will have on our district, in terms of biodiversity, loss of 
grade three agricultural land (and the impact of food production in the area) and the increased transport infrastructure and 
traffic movements.  We are also concerned about the potential flood risk to local residents.

2.18.3
2.7.2
2.18.7
2.18.6
2.18.5
2.8.1
2.8.4

1446 Water education
We welcome Thames Water's plans to increase their education programme aimed at achieving reductions in water use.  We 
believe they should give more weight to this as a partial solution, and should do more to encourage, in particular, water re-use.  
They should also target a high number of water audits than currently proposed.

2.3.11
2.6.2
2.12.4

1446 Water supply
We believe that Thames Water have not fully investigated all other options in relation to supply.

2.8.1-2.8.9

1458  In conclusion, there are a number of aspects of the review of the LTOA that will not be resolved until early in AMP5. One 
element of this review – regarding the impact of revised demand savings – has already reached a conclusion, and generates a 
significant decrease in deployable output. This is a major driver of investment in the London and Swindon & Oxford water 
resource zones in the company's DWRMP. But it would be premature to commit to this investment when other elements of the 
review are likely to generate at least some offsetting increase in deployable output, deferring the need for at least some of the 
investment. We expect the company to resolve these issues with the Environment Agency as soon as possible. (Point 1.1.4)

2.1.8

1458  Include uncertainty around the proposed new reservoir scheme in headroom. If the company finds that uncertainty is higher 
than it considered to be realistic, it should reconsider its assumptions. The company should explain its approach to dealing with 
the uncertainty of this scheme. �� 

2.5.12

1458 4.2 Climate change represents a significant element of target headroom, for example forming more than 50% of the allowance 
in the London water resource zone in 2020-21. In addition, the company's reporter states that: 

'There is a significant increase in the contribution of climate change uncertainty to the magnitude of the dWRMP08 target 
headroom allowance, when compared with the climate change uncertainty contribution to the WRP06 target headroom 
allowance.'

We expect the company to carry out further studies into the impact of climate change in order to resolve, as far as possible, the 
uncertainties captured within its target headroom allowance that drive investment throughout the planning period in the London 
water resource zone.
(4.2)

2.5.4
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1458 5.2.1 In its final plan, we expect the company to adopt the most cost beneficial set of interventions.  If it does not, the company 

should set out clearly the basis on which it believes that an alternative less cost beneficial plan is justified.(5.2.1)
2.13.5

1458 A review of the demand savings assumed in the Lower Thames Operating Agreement (LTOA) has resulted in a reduction to 
deployable output of 117 Ml/d in the Thames water resource zone, and 28 Ml/d in the Swindon and Oxford water resource zone 
under dry year conditions, and a reduction of 10.5 Ml/d in the Swindon and Oxford water resource zone under critical period 
conditions. While the Environment Agency has validated these impacts, it believes that a review of the related Lower Thames 
Control Diagram might result in an increase in deployable output. (Point 1.1)

2.1.4

1458 As a result of aligning the DWRMP with its strategic direction statement, the company has included programmes of metering 
and water efficiency in water resource zones that have no baseline supply demand deficit. While it is for the company to 
determine its overall strategic direction, it must be able to demonstrate that it has adopted the most economic solution to 
balancing supply and demand. If the company wishes to justify these enhanced metering and water efficiency programmes for 
reasons other than for balancing supply and demand, then it must provide compelling evidence that the benefits outweigh the 
costs, and that there is broad customer willingness to pay for them. If it cannot provide this evidence, then it should withdraw 
these programmes from its plan. (5.1.1)

2.13.3

1458 Assessing the ecological impacts of abstractions, linked to the Teddington target flows, will take time. We note that the 
company’s position is that the question of target flows over Teddington Weir needs to be agreed as part of the LTOA re-
negotiation. To this end, it commissioned W S Atkins to carry out a scoping study for investigations into the ecological impacts 
of the Lower Thames abstractions. We support Thames Water's plan to conduct these investigations, which the company 
expects to conclude after Ofwat's 2009 review of price limits. (point 1.1.3)

2.1.6

1458 Climate change is a significant driver of investment throughout the planning period in the London Water resource zone. It 
reduces deployable output at a rate of 5 Ml/d per annum from 2007-08 onwards and represents more than 50% of target 
headroom by 2021. (3.1.1)

2.5.14
2.5.5

1458 For its final plan, Thames Water should take account of the latest housing forecasts contained in the South East, London and 
East of England regional spatial strategies. As far as possible, we also expect all companies to take into account the likely 
effect of the credit crunch on housing development in the short to medium term. (2.1)

2.3.3
2.3.3
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1458 Halcrow Management Sciences Limited supports our conclusion. Its report states that: the relationship between climate change 

and its actual impact on deployable output cannot be determined with a very high degree of certainty using existing methods 
and related regulatory Guidance. This is because existing methods and Guidance documents lack methods of evaluation of 
climate change impact assessments at a source or water resource zone scale that can be used to evaluate current estimates 
of climate change impacts on deployable output and water demand for water resource planning purposes. Given that the EA 
Guidelines are only appropriate for strategic-level assessments of the potential implications of climate change and that the EA 
had identified through its Guidance documents that detailed  assessments are necessary to support specific and significant 
investment decisions, we consider that full resolution of the company’s questions on the treatment of the impact of climate 
change cannot be achieved until further work is carried out to evaluate its current approach. We suggest that the Company 

2.5.4

1458 In the London water resource zone, Thames Water has fixed its Victorian mains replacement programme in order to reduce 
leakage beyond its assessment of the economic level to what it calls the sustainable level of leakage, which takes account of 
customers' willingness to pay for lower levels of leakage. As we explained in Setting price limits for 2010-15: Framework and 
approach, the economic level of leakage should itself take account of customers' willingness to pay. But companies need to be 
able to provide robust evidence to support their assessment of customers' willingness to pay, and there is insufficient detail on 
this in Thames Water's DWRMP to support its proposed level of leakage. The company should provide evidence that its 
customers are willing to pay to reduce leakage even when leakage reduction is more expensive than other measures to 
balance supply and demand.  The company must make sure that its customers understand that this will make their bills 
permanently higher than they need to be. If the company cannot provide this evidence, it should revise its leakage targets 

2.10.3

1458 In the two water resource zones with supply demand deficits, London and Swindon & Oxford, the company has also fixed its 
metering and water efficiency programmes. The company should fully articulate why it considers its investment plan to be the 
optimum planning solution within the final WRMP and should include detail of how willingness to pay analysis has informed this 
decision. If the company considers that there is customer support for metering and water efficiency, it should provide robust 
willingness to pay survey evidence to support this, and incorporate it into its economic analysis to determine the appropriate 
level of activity. The company should also ensure that its customers understand the permanent effect that investment in such 
measures will have on their bills.((5.1.2)

2.13.2

1458 PCC's reported in table WRP6 for meter optants and new properties are significantly greater than those reported in the 
company's 2006 water resource management plan update. The company should explain this in its final plan, and consider 
ways of mitigating the increase, for example by using innovative tariffs..(2.4)

2.3.1 
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1458 Thames Water has chosen a target headroom allowance that equates to an estimated 5% chance that the target headroom will 

prove to be too low. We think that the company should consider assuming the target headroom associated with greater levels 
of risk, say 10%, which would be in line with the rest of the industry. This would reduce the supply demand imbalance, and 
potentially defer some of the investment required during the AMP5 period, while exposing Thames Water's customers to levels 
of risk relating to target headroom that are more typical in the industry. Again, if Thames Water is to maintain its apparently risk 
averse approach, then it must demonstrate that its customers are willing to pay for such high levels of certainty. (4.1)

2.5.14

1458 Thames Water has chosen an outage allowance that equates to a 5% chance that the outage assumed is too low. We believe 
that Thames Water should consider assuming the outage associated with greater levels of risk, say 10%, in line with the rest of 
the industry. This would reduce the supply demand imbalance, and potentially defer some of the investment required during the 
AMP5 period, while exposing Thames Water's customers to levels of risk that are more typical of the industry. If Thames Water 
is to maintain its apparently risk averse approach, then it must demonstrate that its customers are willing to pay for such high 
levels of certainty. (1.2)

2.5.14

1458 Thames Water has included an allowance for the uncertainty of two time-limited licences in London (Bexley and Deptford) in its 
target headroom calculation. This is contrary to guidance and the company should remove them from its final plan (4.4)

2.4.1
2.5.11

1458 Thames Water's bulk export assumptions in the DWRMP are inconsistent with Essex and Suffolk Water's bulk import 
assumptions. In its DWRMP, Essex and Suffolk Water plans for a raw water transfer of 20 Ml/d from Thames Water's London 
water resource zone from 2026/27, but this is not reflected in Thames Water’s plan. The company should ensure consistency 
in its bulk transfer assumptions in its final plan (1.3)

2.4.4

1458 The company has not included an allowance for the uncertainty of the output of the Abingdon reservoir within its target 
headroom calculation. The company should include all appropriate uncertainties in the target headroom allowance in its final 
plan. (4.3)

2.5.12

1458 The company's reporter has also noted that the Abingdon reservoir option has not taken account of any potential changes to 
the LTOA. Thames Water had assumed that this will not have a large impact on the deployable output for the scheme. While 
any changes are unlikely to affect the abstractions from the river it is likely that the probable changes to the minimum flows 
required at Teddington through the ongoing LTOA review will affect the releases that the company needs to make to meet 
demands in the London water resource zone. Thames Water should consider the impact of these changes on the development 
of this scheme (5.6)

2.1.5

1458 The company's reporter has noted that there is a variance in the accuracy of some schemes' operating and capital costs of +/- 
50 to 100%, whilst for others the variance is -10 to +30%. We expect the company to reduce the excessive cost variance of 
some schemes for its final plan. (5.3)

2.7.3
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1458 The company's reporter notes that Thames Water has updated its model for the rate of increase of per capita consumption 

(PCC), but that the company had chosen not to include all information from its customer survey in its PCC updates. We 
support the reporter's recommendation that the company uses the latest data available, with the exception of outdoor use, in 
the final plan. (2.3)

2.3.1

1458 The DWRMP includes the Abingdon Reservoir scheme from 2020. However, the company has not provided sufficient detail on 
the costs of other schemes, such as the Severn Thames transfer scheme, to enable direct comparison. The DWRMP shows 
that the Severn Thames transfer scheme is less cost effective than the Abingdon Reservoir scheme. But the company's 
reporter notes that the company's knowledge of the Severn Thames transfer scheme is far less than that of the reservoir 
scheme. We accept that Thames Water will have a fuller understanding of the costs of the Abingdon Reservoir scheme, and 
we are not proposing significant expenditure on investigative work into other options. But we are not persuaded that the 
company has reviewed other options as fully as it could have done. (5.4)

2.8.1

1458 The Thames Tideway Tunnel will improve the quality of water below Teddington Weir. This should increase the scope for the 
Environment Agency to reduce target flows over Teddington Weir because pollutant concentration at reduced flows will be 
lower and less harmful than previously assumed.(Point 1.1.2)

2.1.7

1458 There is an unexplained trend discrepancy in the household garden water use stated in the company's WRP7 tables. In the 
tables, Thames Water shows that there is a very big increase in garden use by metered customers between 2006-07 and 2034-
35. This is in stark contrast to the modest increases in garden use by unmetered customers. For example, in the Swindon & 
Oxford water resource zone, unmetered garden use rises by 8% between 2006-07 and 2034-35, while metered garden use 
rises by 208%. The company has not explained this increase or considered ways to stop it, given that it is a driver of 
investment.  We expect the company to address this in its final plan. (2.2)

2.3.4

1458 Universal compulsory metering is a key component of the company’s strategy with a programme designed to meter 80% of 
household properties by 2020. This will be achieved through a combination of selective metering, optional metering, and the 
metering of new and converted properties. The company has proposed to start their selective metering programme in areas 
with high discretionary use, where water supplies are stretched; in doing so it will leave the areas where there is a 
comparatively high density of occupation, most likely in flats, with low rateable values (rv) until later in the programme. These 
households are the most likely to see their bills increase as a result of going onto a meter and are least likely to be able to 
offset these increases by reducing their use of water without compromising health or hygiene. It is hoped that by the time the 
company reaches these areas there will have been developments in tariffs and/or government policy that will help to minimise 
the financial impact on these households.

2.11.2
2.11.7
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1458 We asked the company's reporter, Halcrow Management Sciences Limited, to carry out an independent review of the DWRMP. 

It noted that any review of the LTOA should also consider the ecological impact of abstractions from the Lower Thames. 
Thames Water states that there is no obvious evidence of detrimental impacts from these water abstractions downstream in 
the upper reaches of the Thames tideway, and that this may indicate that the Environment Agency could reduce target flows 
over Teddington Weir. This could mitigate the deployable output loss associated with the change in demand saving 
assumptions. (point 1.1.1)

2.1.6

1458 We expect Thames Water to take account of the Water Resources in the South East Group's work to determine an optimal 
regional solution. We recognise that this work was not sufficiently developed in time to be included in the DWRMP, but we 
expect the company to take account of it in its final plan. (5.7)

2.4.9

1458 We expect the company to demonstrate in its final plan what account it has taken of the effects of rising prices on demand.  
Whilst traditionally demand for water has been unresponsive to price changes, the rising price of water and increased 
awareness of its scarcity could challenge this assumption. (2.5)

2.3.11
2.5.3
2.5.2
2.3.3

1458 We note that the company has rejected a number of programmes of investment based on their carbon costs relative to the 
carbon costs of other programmes, even though the total cost (including capital, operating, environmental, social and carbon 
costs) of the rejected programme was lower than the preferred programmes. This leads to an inefficient solution. The company 
has not justified why it has given greater weight to carbon costs than to other costs, although it has stated that 'the final 
planning solution is a balance between cost and impact'. (5.2)

2.13.4

1458 We recommend Thames Water revises its method for option appraisal and presents all the information to support its decisions. 
In the draft plan we have found that Thames Water has not provided evidence to support how it has fully appraised all of the 
available options. The company has relied on an “optimiser” model that has confined parameters to select options without 
evidence of manual intervention. We do not believe this is the most appropriate way of choosing its options.

2.7.1
2.13.1

1458 We therefore expect that the company should carry out further work into the impact of climate change to support the 
preliminary conclusions set out in its DWRMP and to justify its proposed investments throughout the planning period and 
especially investment in the medium term, which includes development of a reservoir in the upper Thames.(3.1.3)

2.5.4

1458 We think that Thames Water has generally followed the guidance on assessing the impact of climate change and has set out 
its findings in a transparent way.(3.1)

2.5.4

1458 We would also like to know why metered properties are forecast to use more water outside than unmeasured and why the 
company has forecast hosepipe use that is between four and six times more than adjacent companies.

2.3.4

1458 When revising its option appraisal we recommend Thames Water provides full details about the economics and costs 
associated with its preferred metering strategy. These are not present in its draft plan. This includes submitting a final planning 
table WRP 6 as outlined in our water resources planning guideline.

2.11.3
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1458 Where companies' investment plans are driven by factors that are subject to a high degree of uncertainty – including the effects 

of climate change and future trends in PCC – it is prudent to consider options that offer a more flexible response to changes in 
the supply/demand balance. Committing to large scale schemes with sunk costs might result in significant over-capacity, at 
customers' expense. Thames Water should take into account the value of flexibility when comparing options to balance supply 
and demand. It is not clear whether the company has done this in its draft plan. (5.5)

2.5.3
2.5.14
2.13.6

10 ACTVaR has considered the detailed analysis by Vale of White Horse District Council and Oxfordshire County Council (these 
responses are detailed under the relevant authorities) and supports the view that the case for a reservoir of this scale may not 
yet have been proven in the draft Water Resources Management Plan. Until there is an independent assessment of Thames 
Water’s forecast of per capita consumption which is well above the Government’s target, then ACTVaR is unable to support the 
proposed development at the current time. ACTVaR supports the case for a public enquiry into this proposed development to 
consider all relevant issues.

2.3.1
2.18.1
2.18.2

10 ACTVaR supports the ongoing investment in the Victorian Mains Replacement Programme in London and leakage reduction in 
the Thames Valley resource zone beyond the economic level to reduce leakage to between 15% and 20% of distribution input. 
We urge Thames Water to continue to work to reduce leakage across the whole region.

2.2.2
2.10.2

10 ACTVaR supports the principle of charging customers via a metered tariff as the fairest way of paying for water. We are aware 
of the current Review of Household Charging and Metering for Water and Sewerage Services which will be making 
recommendations to ensure England and Wales has a sustainable and fair system of charging in place. In advance of this 
report it is difficult to judge whether Thames Water’s approach is sufficiently ambitious in its targets for London where a meter 
penetration of only 50% for flats in inner London is assumed. We would welcome an
independent assessment of the realistic level of feasible metering in London as this low assumed rate of meter penetration by 
Thames Water will have a significant impact on water resource requirements across the whole river basin.

2.11.4
2.11.7
2.11.2
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10 We have a significant concern that there is a major disconnect between the per capita consumption (PCC) targets adopted by 

government and its agencies and the PCC rate assumed by Thames Water in the draft Management Plan. The Government’s 
Water Strategy for England “Future Water” published in February 2008 expresses confidence in achieving average household 
PCC of 130 litres per person per day by 2030. The Regional Economic Strategy (SEEDA) has set a target of 135 l/p/d by 2016. 
However Thames Water states that achieving 130 l/p/d in existing properties is unlikely and the draft Management Plan 
assumes increasing demand for water including population growth and forecasts a PCC of 150 litres/p/d by 2021. The 
difference between Thames Water’s PCC and that recommended by DEFRA equates to an increased demand of 340 
megalitres per day. It is inconceivable to have such a major disparity between a government target and the company’s plans. 
Either the national target is unrealistic for London and the South East (and therefore needs to be re-assessed) or the company 
has significantly overestimated the level of future demand and the Management Plan has to be revised downwards to reflect a lo

2.3.5

1005 the climate now is becoming the norm-so www.windesal.com is an answer to future sustainable fresh water. Commercial 
proposition that 
Thames Water would 
consider outside the 
Consultation

1005 We soft launched Windesal on 7th April at the CEDA forum on water in Adelaide our global engineers/project managers 
http://www.arup.com/australasia/skill.cfm?pageid=6282 are indication potential market in Aust large numbers, Windesal® 
system 6m liters per day)-although it seems most want to buy our water/power under contract, we can do up to 20m liters per 
day per system from sea/ground water to fresh. There has been much talk about climate change, but not much about where 
we will see its first impact. Flooding ,Drought, water is the vector of climate change, we already have seen in recent times in 
where there is intense competition for water, Windesal® can sustain many areas of these regions of UK/Worldwide that will be 
impacted by this issue, that may suffer physically or economically from this lack of fresh water shortage and could benefit from 
sustainable energy. Windesal® can deal efficiently in way to lead the greatest single issue of the 21st Century: Sustainability. 
Regards, Barrie Harrop. Executive Director. www.windesal.com m+61418818423. 

Commercial 
proposition that 
Thames Water would 
consider outside the 
Consultation

1005 www.windesal.com can provide sustainable back up water supplies Commercial 
proposition that 
Thames Water would 
consider outside the 
Consultation
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1007 Thames water's projections for climate change are LINEAR, when they should be EXPONENTIAL. Every single report from the 

IPCC has stated that climate change is happening faster than previously thought, indicating its exponential nature. 50% 0f the 
enhanced greenhouse effect is now from methane. Much of this methane coming from melting permafrost, a positive feedback 
loop. This and other positive feedback loops make global warming exponential. To base any calculations on it being linear is 
absolutely misleading and just serves to play down the issue and how it will effect water resources.

2.5.4

1013 This is a general observation not specific to this section. It's time this country had a "National Grid" for water, similar to that for 
electricity & gas. Surpluses in one part of the county can then be shared with areas with a shortfall. If the government were to 
abandon it's stupid plans to move more people to the southeast. Then use the tax system to encourage business & Industry to 
move north - we may have enough resources in the Thames area to survive without shortages. I do not understand with 
modern communications why everyone has to live & work in the home counties. I for one intend to move out ASAP.

2.8.4
2.3.4

1014 Demographics- Ensure that data on future planned growth and household development is collected in partnerhip and 
agreement with the Council. Household Consumption - Support measures to improve water efficiency (Refer to comments 
Section2) and locally have a policy requiring new developments, including redevelopment / refurbishment, to reduce mains 
water use and incorporation of water conservation measures to ensure that predicted per capita consumption levels do not 
exceed those in the Code for Sustainable Homes or BREAAM standards. However, there is a need to ensure that predicted 
consumption levels are realistic based on sound analysis in order to support the levels of planned growth. Although there is 
acceptance that behaviour may change as a result of climate change, which may increase water demand there does need to 
be the ongoing promotion of water efficiency measures such as grey water use / rainwater harvesting for example.

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.4
2.3.6
2.3.9
2.3.11
2.12.1
2.12.6

1014 Leakage - Support reduction programme and suggest automatic meter sytems and leak alarms as priority for all the non-
domestic sector. 10-20% can be saved through prompt detection and repair. Expect the Management Plan to prioritise 
reducing demand and leakage before new sources of water are considered. Metering - Compulsory metering needs to consider 
measures to protect vulnerable households Water Efficiency - Thames Water to encourage high water effiiciency standards 
through - Partnership work to ensure that the highest standards incorporated in different sectors; Encouraing innovation in 
water use in new build; Detailed plan of promotion in existing households through technologies/good practice. Water 
Resources Development - Ensure that future water usage requirements are realistic and will appropriately reflect and keep 
pace with planned growth and household development based on uptodate information. Such data to be determined in 
partnership with the Council.

2.2.2
2.7.2
2.9.2
2.12.1
2.3.2
2.11.7
2.3.6
2.3.4

1014 The Council suggest the need for further analysis of the regional/sub-regional impact of any proposed reservoir within the 
Swindon and Oxfordshire Resource Zone.

2.4.9

1017 Again TW are being over cautious by not using figures at least closer to the EA target figures. 2.3.5

Page 67 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1017 I am informed that the Beckton desalination plant will supply 140 Ml/d and the closure of Didcot A Power Station will free up 

some 40 Ml/d. These should be included in your supply estimates.
2.8.2
2.8.8

1017 IDM seems a good approach but more resources should be put into this. Universal metering of properties, a tariff system which 
charges more for higher per capita consumption, more emphasis on reducing leakage, and a comprehensive education 
programme should all be implemented.

2.9.1
2.11.1
2.14.2
2.11.6

1017 Increase demand management and leakage reduction. Re-cycle treated waste water. Reservoir not justified. 2.18.3
2.18.2

1017 It is clear from the Visual Evaluation Matrices that a large Abingdon reservoir would have serious detrimental environmental 
effects. It is not clear that the CO2 and methane released during and after construction have been taken into account. Would 
aquatic and terrestrial biodiversity be improved in a meaningful way or would it involve the introduction of species which are not 
native to this area? The local economy is thriving and while a small additional boost would be fine, the effect of a large change 
during the construction period is likely to lead to infrastructure and social problems.

2.17.3
2.18.7

1017 It is not clear, given the potential effects and uncertainties of climate change, that the proposed reservoir could abstract 
sufficient water from the Thames to provide the level of supply predicted by TW.

2.18.13
2.18.14

1017 It may well be that from a purely business point of view a reservoir seems like good investment but there are less capital 
intensive options which could provide more environmentally friendly and sustainable solutions. I have the impression that, 
having decided that a new reservoir was the best option, TW have then sought to justify this decision rather than starting with 
an open mind.

2.17.1
2.18.10
2.18.2

1017 Metering of all properties including flats should be completed by 2020. Tariffs should be higher for higher than normal per 
capita water consumption.

2.11.6
2.11.2

1017 Reductions in water usage are of prime importance. Measures to reduce leakage should continue at the present level or 
greater. Compulsory water metering of all properties should be introduced within 5 years. Using water wisely is a message that 
will only get through to many consumers if they have to pay directly for their water usage. The development of different water 
resources is commendable and the reuse of treated effluent water (with appropriate safeguards) is to be encouraged. However 
a large new reservoir will not be required if measures to reduce water usage combined with moderate increases in supply are 
introduced. The use of grey water (for toilets etc.) should be more actively encouraged.

2.10.1
2.9.2
2.11.1
2.8.3
2.12.6
2.7.2

1017 Starting with over cautious figures for supply and demand, TW have added an excessive safety margin. 2.5.14
1017 The approach is reasonable but the work needs to be speeded up. Replacement of mains should reduce the number of new 

leaks requiring emergency repairs.
2.7.2
2.2.2
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1017 The emphasis is on water related aspects of any development and does not sufficiently take into account the environmental 

and social impacts of changes in land use, local infrastructure, and transport issues, not only during any construction but also 
as they effect the environment and the local community in the long term.

2.17.3
2.7.3

1017 Treated waste water should be re-cycled(with appropriate safeguards). This could give a flexible source of supply in drought 
situations without incurring the massive capital costs of a large reservoir.

2.8.3
2.18.2

1017 TW is taking a very cautious approach at each stage in the process leading to an over estimate of the predicted future 
consumption. While recognising that TW is only one player in changing the culture of water use, more could be done to 
encourage a reduction in per capita water consumption.

2.3.1

1024 Hidebound by inertia. It assumes that all will continue as before regarding political and financial input, yet the climate will 
change. Population will increase too. Unless there is a firm intention to build reservoirs - and there will not be while present 
controls and collusion continue - the amount of water available to us will never be enough in drought conditions. 

2.18.17
2.18.10

1024 It is designed to argue for general water meter installation. It is disingenuous. We have enough water in this country. Go and 
get it, instead of handwringing about fine calculations.

2.5.1

1024 My earlier comments inform. N/A
1024 Political, and profit driven. 2.18.10
1024 Profit driven under cover of conserving meagre resources. 2.18.10
1024 The twin track approach is double talk. There is no building of reservoirs. Another decade will pass and still no reservoir will be 

built. Meters are not simply about water conservation but revenue for the company. Investment is a pipe dream.
2.18.17
2.9.2
2.11.1
2.18.10

1024 You should repair all leaks, replace all defective mains before even considering meters. Similarly you should build more 
reservoirs to ensure sufficient storage in times of drought before ever considering meters. When you have made such repairs, 
and built such reservoirs, review the situation.

2.7.2
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1027 WIDER VIEW NEEDED If the proposed reservoir could FORM ONE PART OF A BIGGER PLAN, then I would have no 

objection. By ‘bigger plan’ I suggest an overall project that addresses many local proposals that all seem to be coming at once. 
I can think of: - the proposed reservoir - the long-overdue Marcham bypass - the possible reopening of Grove railway station - 
traffic problems between Rowstock and Challow on the A417 - rush-hour traffic problems in villages such as E & W Hanney, 
Charney Bassett, Denchworth, Steventon and others - the possible reopening of the disused canal between Abingdon and 
Challow - the likelihood of 2,500 new houses being built at Grove - stopping the flooding of E & W Hanney when Childrey and 
Letcombe Brooks overflow their banks. None of the above projects on their own could justify building the new roads, for 
example, or other major changes that could alleviate the problems. A bigger plan that encompasses all of the above might do 
so. 

2.18.11
2.18.6
2.18.12
Specific topics 
mentioned refer to 
local planning issues 
which are not covered 
by the duties of 
Thames Water and 
cannot be included 
within this Plan.

1039 A reservoir which has high operating costs because it is reliant on pumping the water in and pumping the water out is likely to 
be more environmentally damaging than the use of Craig Goch as proposed by the Water Resources Board in the 1960s. 
There is already a vast area of wetland habitats in the area with all the disused gravel working. Loss of insect life, wood and 
farmland birds and animals is far more damaging than any gains from more waterfowl and introduced fish.

2.18.2
2.18.7
2.17.2

1039 Climate change is extremely difficult to forecast in the short-term. Many hydrological variables such as floods in the Thames 
area do not show statistically significant trends yet. Thames Water should support research on this topic by independent 
researchers in universities and Research Council institutions to ensure that the best advice possible is available. Debate should
be encouraged rather than conformity to predictions made too early in the discussion on too few lines of evidence.

2.5.4

1039 i am not convinced that sufficient geological studies have been carried out , including use of the latest techniques of clay 
mineralogy. Slippage in clays nearly caused a disaster at Carsington and the proposed clay embankments of the Abingdon 
reservoir will have slopes far in excess of the natural angle of rest. Engineered slopes in the area have caused trouble with 
slippage: the slopes of the Farmoor reseroir have needed remedial action and the road embankments at Pear Tree also 
suffered severe slippage. Some of the clays contain fossil carbonaceous depostis which will further weaken structures. More 
research is needed. I should also lke an estimate of the amount of additonal carbon likely to be released during cionstruction, 
thus contributing to climate change. Consideration of archaeological and historical artifacts has not been given sufficient 
attention. Loss of amenity of freedom to roam, views over the Vale and appreciation of wild life has been discounted.

2.18.7
2.17.3
2.18.8
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1039 I oppose the construction of the Upper Thames (Abingdon) reservoir on the grounds of its enormity. I am convinced by the 

arguments of the previous Thames Water planners set out in : Sinnott, C.S and Davis, M.H 1981 The search for reservoir sites 
in an urban environment Journal of Hydrology 51 pp231-243. These planners found that smaller reservoirs could be just as 
economic as a very large one. Smaller reservoirs could be sensitively placed where the services they provide such as water 
parks, sporting facilities and fishing would provide the most benefit. Smaller reservoirs would be less risky, could be introduced 
more steadily as demand becomes proven and would be far more environmentally friendly. The current plans are likely to be a 
flood hazard, create a liquid desert, have unstable clay embankments, very high operating costs and cause ecological damage 
to the Thames downstream. The benefits of the resrvoir are likely to be experienced in distant London whilst the Oxfordshire 
people experience all the disbenefits, which may include sharing the costs.

2.18.1
2.18.11
2.18.5
2.18.7
2.18.9

1039 Outage estimations based on projections from the past are likely to be erroneous if the supply becomes dependent on the very 
large reservoir planned in the Upper Thames region. Dam failure, pollution by cyanobacteria, cryptosporidium, terrorist activity 
or accidental spillages, pump breakdowns are more risky when facilities are concentrated.

2.4.3

1039 The figures for domestic consumption increase are likely to be an overestimate especially if fuel prices increase and the 
economy falters. Gardening habits may change, domestic appliances become more efficient and local grey water schemes 
introduced. Previous estimations such as for the Kielder reservoir proved greatly over what was experienced and all 
assumptions need to be exposed to academic criticism and alternatives discussed. Where are the figures for non-domestic 
consumption? The closing down of breweries in the area has already reduced demand significantly, leading to danger from 
rising water tables in the London area. Other breweries and bottling plants may close or be encouraged to move away. Major 
savings could be made in the efficiency of cooling water in power stations and in encouraging reuse within many industrial 
processes. Fear of annoying major customers or increasing possibility of their purchasing water from another company should 
not lead to penalties for the domestic customers.

2.3.1
2.3.2
2.3.8
2.3.11

1039 There are many environmental topics which have not been given full consideration in the plans to develop the Upper Thames 
reservoir . These include the effect of changing the regime of the Thames downstream both during the filling period and later. 
Reduction of flood flows will affect the channel form, the movement of sediment and the clearance of debris. The relationship 
with water movements in the flood plain alluvium is not well researched nor the effect on the floodplain ecology. Enhanced 
flows in the summer months may reduce eutrophication and be aesthetically more pleasing than the current situation but the 
chemistry of the incoming waters from the reservoir may be damaging. More study is needed on the likely effects during flood 
periods when the presence of the resrvoir is likely to create a barrier to flood waters. Should the dam fail before emrgency 
drawdown has been effected great damage would be caused.

2.18.13
2.18.5
2.18.7

1039 Whilst climate change is a risk over the planning period, the predicted higher rainfall in the winter periods is likely to ensure 
good recharge of aquifers and filling of reservoirs. The demand for gardening and horticulture may increase but is controllable 
by rationing. The emphasis on climate change should not distract from modelling the effects of changing economic 
circumstances. The high dependency on fuel for pumping will be an important consideration as well as the effects of different 
economic scenarios on the non-domestic and domestic consumers.

2.5.9
2.5.11
2.5.4
2.15.3
2.15.3
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1041 Climate change is an unknown. You have chosen to accept models that indicate a greater need for storage to level out more 

extreme fluctuations in rainfall, perhaps triggered by an adversely dry period culminating in a hosepipe ban. We must learn to 
accept these things and be educated to manage our expectations of supply. Currently, groundwater and river supply must be 
extremely high, is that reflected in your model for climate change?

2.5.4
2.5.5

1041 Everything seems to be set for a doom scenario. What statistical probability is there for all these uncertainties culminating in 
the worse case scenario, i.e. maximum contraction of supply and maximum expansion of demand?

2.5.1

1041 It appears that the maximum growth in all areas has been assumed. Household growth in London is being fuelled by 
immigration. A change in the UK economy will slow this growth, and indeed may reverse it. More education on water usage, 
and acceptance that it is a valuable resource should be undertaken. This will reduce the projected consumption levels to ones 
sustainable by current supply channels without the need for a new reservoir.

2.3.1
2.3.3
2.3.3
2.3.4
2.3.2
2.9.2

1041 It really seems that you are throwing your hands in the air and billing all this too difficult! Are you just scene setting to justify a 
new reservoir? There is nothing in this section which projects any confidence that this is an area you are looking to actively 
manage. Whoever wrote the document should have be paid a fortune, it's marketing hogwash.

2.1.1
2.18.1
2.7.1

1041 It would be helpful if a more pro active response to leaks was seen, not just talked about. Failure to achieve the most basic of 
targets, when it is billed as being very important to the company, does not reflect good management or focus. Perhaps more 
funds directed to this area rather than planning for a reservoir of unproven need would be a better use of financial and 
manpower resource.

2.2.2
2.18.3

1041 The proposed construction of a new reservoir is outrageous. The preceding sections have shown that this route has not been 
justified. They could actively address leaks, and look to improve the flexibility of water supply across the country. This is of 
course assuming all the doomsday predictions are accurate. There are plenty more options available to the company other 
than destroying a large section of English countryside in the pursuit of their profit.

2.18.3
2.18.2
2.18.7
2.18.10

1041 Why are you waiting until you replace mains before you start installing meters and educating on water usage? 2.9.2
2.3.11

1041 You seem to make a very good case for repairing leaks, both commercial and environmental, why not taking an industry 
leading stance and invest more in this area rather than try to match your fellow operators?

2.10.2
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1042 2. The DWRMP does not appear to be based on an authoritative and independent long-term view of rainfall, in particular the 

effects of climate change. 3. The DWRMP seems to take a very conservative view of measures to reduce long-term water 
consumption; these are based largely on current technology and consumer attitudes. Much water is wasted in the home and 
garden, and one reason is its comparative cheapness. More realistic tariffs to encourage water efficiency and reduce waste 
should be considered. Both energy and power will be much more expensive from now on and this will change the economics of 
water supply and distribution. 5. There appears to be no sensitivity analysis concerning the long term rising costs of energy. 
The parish council believes that the balance of cost benefit for further reducing leakage beyond that proposed in the DWRMP 
could well change if realistic future oil prices, eg, $300 per barrel by 2015, are factored in.

2.5.4
2.3.11
2.3.1
2.12.1
2.15.3
2.5.8

1042 2. The DWRMP does not appear to be based on an authoritative and independent long-term view of rainfall, in particular the 
effects of climate change. 3. The DWRMP seems to take a very conservative view of measures to reduce long-term water 
consumption; these are based largely on current technology and consumer attitudes. Much water is wasted in the home and 
garden, and one reason is its comparative cheapness. More realistic tariffs to encourage water efficiency and reduce waste 
should be considered. Both energy and power will be much more expensive from now on and this will change the economics of 
water supply and distribution. 5. There appears to be no sensitivity analysis concerning the long term rising costs of energy. 
The parish council believes that the balance of cost benefit for further reducing leakage beyond that proposed in the DWRMP 
could well change if realistic future oil prices, eg, $300 per barrel by 2015, are factored in. 

2.3.5
2.9.2
2.15.3
2.5.9

1042 2. The DWRMP does not appear to be based on an authoritative and independent long-term view of rainfall, in particular the 
effects of climate change. 8. There appears to be little reference to the impact of the rising water table in London and the vast 
quantity of water that could be utilised.

2.5.4
2.5.5
2.8.11

1042 3. The DWRMP seems to take a very conservative view of measures to reduce long-term water consumption; these are based 
largely on current technology and consumer attitudes. Much water is wasted in the home and garden, and one reason is its 
comparative cheapness. More realistic tariffs to encourage water efficiency and reduce waste should be considered. Both 
energy and power will be much more expensive from now on and this will change the economics of water supply and 
distribution.

2.3.5
2.3.8
2.3.9
2.3.11
2.11.6
2.3.1

1042 4. The leakage reduction targets appear to be too modest, and the assertion that further leakage reduction would be 
uneconomic is seriously flawed. It does not appear to take account of the likely future economic cost of water, and fails to 
recognise the economic benefit to the consumer of water. 5. There appears to be no sensitivity analysis concerning the long 
term rising costs of energy. The parish council believes that the balance of cost benefit for further reducing leakage beyond that 
proposed in the DWRMP could well change if realistic future oil prices, e.g., $300 per barrel by 2015, are factored in.

2.2.2
2.10.3
2.15.3
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1042 6. The parish council suspects that Thames Water is approaching the whole question of economics from the shareholders 

point of view. It understands that investment in replacing existing water distribution mains does not substantially increase the 
regulatory asset base upon which prices are ultimately determined. Therefore there is little financial return for additional 
investment of this type. 7. However the cost of a new reservoir will increase the regulatory asset base, and automatically lead 
to OFWAT allowing a higher return and therefore higher prices for consumers. The parish council believes that the cost benefit 
ratio should more fully reflect the interests of consumers and the environment. 

2.18.10

1042 9. The parish council is concerned at the environmental impact of the proposed new reservoir, and particularly that no full 
assessment seems to have been made. Locally a reservoir of the size and in the location proposed, would be visually intrusive. 
There may be significant adverse changes to the micro climate, and the ecology balance, which appear not to have been 
professionally assessed. 10. Finally, in the event that the new reservoir should be approved the disruption caused by 
construction traffic in the area would be intolerable. The main access route would seem to be the A34 which is already 
overused with almost daily jams, and will get much worse if the proposed new housing south of Oxford goes ahead. 

2.18.7
2.18.14
2.18.6

1042 Sunningwell Parish Council does not believe that the WRMP adequately demonstrates the need for the proposed new reservoir 
in South West Oxfordshire (SWOX). The reasons for this conclusion are set out in the relevant sections of this submission.

2.18.1

1047 I would like to support the preferred option of the UTMRD of a reservoir at Abingdon. I think it is necessary and think that it is 
as good a location as any considering that it appears to minimise the loss of existing settlements.

2.18.1

1051 I am strongly opposed to the development of the proposed reservoir near Abingdon. I believe that the money should instead be 
spent on fixing the leaks, compulsory installation of water meters in all properties, use of grey water, and recycling of water.

2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.3

1051 I am strongly opposed to the development of the proposed reservoir near Abingdon. I believe that the money should instead be 
spent on fixing the leaks, compulsory installation of water meters in all properties, use of grey water, and recycling of water.

2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.3

1051 I am strongly opposed to the development of the proposed reservoir near Abingdon. I believe that the money should instead be 
spent on fixing the leaks, compulsory installation of water meters in all properties, use of grey water, and recycling of water.

2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.3

1051 I believe that this website and this consultation process have been made far too complex for most people to be able to take a 
proper part in it. I have no doubt this is deliberate. Thames Water does not want to hear people's opinions, and it is going to be 
mainly companies that take the time and trouble to provide a comprehensive response. Many of these companies will have 
financial interests in the over-engineered approach of Thames Water.

2.1.1
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1051 I believe that this website and this consultation process have been made far too complex for most people to be able to take a 

proper part in it. I have no doubt this is deliberate. Thames Water does not want to hear people's opinions, and it is going to be 
mainly companies that take the time and trouble to provide a comprehensive response. Many of these companies will have 
financial interests in the over-engineered approach of Thames Water.

2.1.1

1066 Higher emphasis on water conservation needed - acceptance of the inability to influence water use by consumers seems weak 2.3.8
2.3.5
2.3.11
2.12.1

1066 More emphasis needs to be given to leakage and metering in managing usage 2.7.2
1066 More metering and automatic reading must be better in the long run 2.11.2
1066 The level of consumption savings seem very low - is this the best we can do!! 2.3.11

2.12.1
1066 This needs the highest priority and more resources 2.7.1
1066 This requires greater emphasis 2.7.2
1076 EXPLAINED WELL 2.15.3
1076 I WOULD LIKE TO SEE THE SCHEMATIC PROPOSAL DRAWINGS FOR THE SCHEME 2.18.8
1076 VERY CLEAR 2.13.1
1076 VERY CLEAR 2.14.3
1076 VERY CLEAR 2.3.1
1076 VERY CLEAR 2.4.1
1076 VERY CLEAR 2.5.1
1076 VERY CLEAR 2.5.4
1076 VERY CLEAR 2.7.1
1076 VERY CLEAR 2.7.1
1076 VERY CLEAR 2.7.1
1076 VERY CLEAR 2.7.1
1076 VERY CLEAR, MUST BE DONE 2.14.3
1076 VERY DETAILED AND VALUABLE 2.17.1
1076 VERY GOOD REPORT AND MUST GO AHEAD FOR NOW AND FUTURE WATER USE 2.17.1
1076 VERY WELL 2.17.1
1085 A sensible approach 2.5.1
1085 Did not read in detail. Looked to be well researched. 2.17.1
1085 Fair and reasonable. 2.14.3
1085 Fair enough 2.14.3
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1085 Fair enough 2.7.1
1085 Given to downturn in the house building sector, is the forecast for demand still valid. Population will increase, so more water will

be needed.
2.3.3

1085 I good idea 2.15.3
1085 Is leakage such a problem; water leaking from supply pipes is not "lost" but soaks back into aquifers where it can pumped out 

again. This will lead to higher costs, but not a shortage of water.
2.10.3

1085 Metering is a good idea, your policies are fine by me. A better scheme for properties that can't be metered needs considering. 2.11.1
2.11.2

1085 Realistic 2.7.1
1085 Reasonable - encouragement and education is the way forward 2.7.1
1085 Very through 2.7.1
1085 We also welcome the early use of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) to sift the range of infrastructure, recharge and 

transfer options. In particular we welcome, for example, the exclusion of a Severn/Thames transfer on the grounds of, inter 
alia, impacts on nationally and internationally designated sites.

2.17.1

1085 Well argued 2.14.3
1085 Well researched - seems about right to me 2.1.1
1085 Well researched, conclusions seem realistic. 2.6.1
1085 Your methods appear sound 2.4.1
1085 Your methods appear sound 2.5.1
1087 Household metering should be obligatory. Compared to other European countries, e.g. Germany, the UK is way behind in this 

area
2.11.1
2.11.2

1095 YOU STILL WANT BUILD A RESERVOIR AT STEVENTON, I THINK YOU CAN FIND CHEAPER WAY WITHOUT THIS 
WHITE ELEPHANT WHICH IS NOT GOING TO BE USED WHEN NEEDED YOU CAN LOOK INTO OTHER WAYS THAT 
HAS BEEN POINTED BY GARD, THIS SAVE YOU MONEY ON YOU AND ALL WATER BOARD CUSTOMERS WHO HAVE 
TO PAY FOR AFTER YOU HAVE BUILT IT. LISTEN TO PEOPLE BEFORE GO AHEAD THIS WHITE ELEPHANT, SORT 
OUT THE LEAKS FIRST WHICH YOU FIND WILL SAVE WATER IN THE LONG WON. 

2.18.1
2.18.2
2.7.2
2.13.5

1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
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1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1103 Test N/A
1115 Consideration should be given to any changes in abstraction licences in the future. Protecting the environment is extremely 

important particularly within delicate chalk stream rivers. The assessment of future water availability should take into account 
reductions in abstraction as identified in the Environment Agency's CAMS and also the potential variability of supply as a result 
of climate change, particularly in the summer.

2.4.5

1115 New resources need careful consideration and assessed on their individual merits. Increased efficiency through leakage 
reduction and reduced demand should be the priorities for future management.

2.7.2

1115 No particular issues to raise regarding water efficiency, metering and leakage control accept to say that these are supported 
and should be continually improved. The issue of additional water resources (namely) reservoirs is extremely complex and 
delicate. Appropriately located 'new resources' should only be considered once maximum gain has been achieved from the 
other methods outlined above. Even then, proposals would need to be assessed on their individual merits.

2.9.1
2.7.2

1115 No particular issues. N/A
1115 No particular issues. N/A
1115 No particular issues. N/A
1115 No particular issues. N/A
1115 No particular issues. N/A
1115 No specific comments. N/A
1115 No specific comments. N/A
1115 no specific comments. N/A
1115 No specific comments. N/A
1115 No specific comments. N/A
1115 No specific comments. N/A
1115 No specific comments. N/A
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1115 No specific comments. N/A
1115 No specific comments. N/A
1115 No specific comments. N/A
1115 Some consideration has been given to the importance of the Chilterns AONB and its Chalk Streams in the Assessment, which 

is welcomed. It is important to recognise the delicate nature of the landscape and the ecological processes that exist within it. 
Water abstraction has a significant impact on the Chiltern environment.

2.17.1

1120 In assessing options the first consideration listed is 'is the option within water company control?'. Options involving imports, in 
particular from the Severn, are discussed in the narrow context of how they might be applied to meet the needs of Thames 
Water only. These reveal the fundamental problem, the absence of any effective national strategy, which the EA is seemingly 
unable to provide. It is not true that a Severn connection would be valueless without new storage support. It could in the first 
instance enhance the value of existing Thames storage by increasing opportunities for refill. Craig Goch is not the only option 
(although the most economic) to support the Severn and is probably now unattainable. Longdon Marsh jn Gloucestershire is 
the next best and offers cheaper construction than Abingdon, as well as the refill resources of the Severn.

2.8.1
2.6.4
2.8.9

1129 Thames Water is a private monopoly and this consultation's sole aim is to provide excuses to increase the charges for water. 
Currently I pay £377+ p.a. for tap water, which I wouldn't even drink. The notion of water metering is just another type of poll tax
and if it is introduced widely will cause riots on the streets. Why can't Thames just build a pipeline to connect to other water 
suppliers if the south is going to get hotter and drier in the future or what is so wrong with desalination plants? What are 
Thames doing to soften the water? I don't believe that this is a genuine consultation exercise - it's only window-dressing to 
increase charges and so profits for the shareholders of this exploitive monopoly.

2.18.10
2.19.2
2.1.1
2.8.2
2.8.4

1129 This section is just complete gobbledegook. There is more than sufficient water available in Britain for London - if you can't 
build all the necessary reservoirs in sufficient time to meet demand, why don't you consider linking up with other water 
companies to form a national grid and move the water around the country accordingly. Water charges are just another way of 
screwing people. Water should be nationalised and supplied to people free of charge.

2.8.4
2.19.2

1129 Water metering is completely unacceptable and anyone I know who has introduced it has had to pay more. We are already 
paying far too much to pay a dividend to the shareholders of Thames Water and widespread meter introduction will lead to 
social unrest. Thames is an extremely inefficient company - there was a huge flood caused by a burst water main in my area 
and it caused untold damage, which, I suppose, as a bill payer, I will have to pay for in increased charges. There have also 
been not infrequent interruptions to supply and lowering of water pressure in the 15 odd years I've lived here in Golders Green. 
For Thames to talk about the economic rationale for fixing the last 20% of leaks exposes them for what they are - not a water 
supply company but a business looking to maximise profit. How can Thames argue for metering when they themselves let 
water leak so liberally?

2.11.3
2.10.1
2.18.10
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1129 Widespread introduction of water metering will not be accepted by most people, who already feel that they pay too much for 

water. This consultation is just a charade to push water metering on an unwilling public. The aim is profit not conservation. 
Thames is a monopoly supplier and is just trying to screw its customers for more money.

2.11.1
2.19.2

1135 In contrast, we are concerned at the apparent lack of similar considerations applying to the proposed Upper Thames Major 
Resource Development (UTMRD) near Abingdon. We are concerned that the increase in water levels in the catchment 
associated with this development could impact on the Cothill Fen Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), National Nature 
Reserve (NNR) and Special Area of Conservation (SAC). Part of this site is the National Trust’s Ruskin Reserve. Depending on 
the progress of this project we assume that any impacts on this site will be investigated within the context of the Habitats 
Regulations. We also note that if built, this facility could supply other water companies. In addition to raising issues under the 
EU Water Framework Directive regarding inter-basin transfers, our concern would be that this could reduce the level of 
ambition of other companies to drive down leakage and consumption targets in their areas. In line with our previous comments 
on this matter, we would much prefer to see a clear priority placed on demand management, leakage reduction and water 

2.4.8
2.18.10
2.4.5
2.9.2

1143 Thank you for consulting us. Planning Policy Officers of Guildford Borough Council are preparing the boroughs Local 
Development Framework which, like the WRMP, is informed by the South East Plan (SEP) regional spatial strategy. Last 
weeks SEP announcement - the Government's Proposed Alterations - confirms Guildford borough will be required to provide 
more homes in the future than it has been providing in recent years: 422 new dwellings per annum are required, compared to 
317 under the current Surrey Structure Plan. Reference is made to a potential development of a significant (2000 dwellings) 
greenfield site at north east Guildford. Could you please confirm that the most up to date SEP housing, and other types of 
development, growth will be reflected in the final WRMP. We would also like to discuss this and any local supply issues with 
you in the near future; perhaps you could advise of the best contact. Thank you, kind regards, Tracey Haskins, Planning Policy 
Manager 

2.3.3
2.3.2

1147 Insufficient space is given in the main report section 9 to all the supply side schemes detailed in volume 5 and summarised in 
Annex F of volume 3. Although a large part of the volume of the report is taken up with analysing these there is no attempt to 
compare one with another or present them side by side with an overall figure of merit - it thus remains unclear how the final 
choices and scheme priorities have been arrived at in volume 2. The diagrams in volume 5 are inadequate, maps indicating the 
precise geographic areas affected by any water catchments and/or processing works and pipeline runs are essential for an 
adequate appreciation of the alternatives considered - the fact that no maps are provided implies only lip service has been paid 
to any but the Thames Water's favourite schemes - this part of the report MUST be re-done.

2.7.1
2.7.3
2.7.4
2.14.4
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1147 The approach appears to draw heavily on 06/CL/04/8 which at a price of £200 is not accessible to the general public - a great 

pity considering the DWRMP acknowledges that this is "by far the biggest uncertainty factor is the impact of climate change". 
Some mention is made of the approach in the DWRMP Appendix E however considering the trend in the last 2 years of spring 
and summer floods and the disappearance of long hot dry periods how well do the guidelines of 06/CL/04/8 address this 
emerging feature of the weather in this area which may well signal a continuing climate change induced trend? Assuming as I 
suspect that these warm wet periods to not appear on the climate models (presumably) recommended by 06/CL/04/8 I suspect 
the effects of predominately warm wet summers is skewing the DWRMP headroom projections to an unrealistically dry future 
climate prediction.

2.5.4

1154 I think you need to do more and more quickly to reduce leakage and replace worn out pipes 2.10.1
2.2.2

1161 Our vision: If customers had a choice, they would choose Thames Water
I doubt anyone in Binbrook or Markby way plus those in Whitley who's homes flooded last year as a result of Thames Waters 
incompetence would choose Thames Water for anything!

N/A- please refer to 
Customer Services

1162 .....more community-based ways in which water usage can be rationalised without the need for
large centralised facilities. In Britain I think this would translate into providing all homes with 2 large water butts and designing
new buildings with rainwater used for washing, flushing toilets and garden / car wash use, whether stored in an underground 
tank or just water butts. This would also help reduce flooding by taking excess rainwater out of the aquifer in times of flood and 
slowly replenishing it by using it to water gardens, etc. in times of drought.

2.12.6
2.9.2

1162 I also do not see how a large reservoir can actually generate more water – a huge amount will evaporate from the surface, it 
will increase flood risk locally and it is anti-localisation, being meant to provide water for as far away as London. We need local 
solutions including within cities themselves.

2.18.14
2.18.5
2.18.9

1162 I note the County Council has serious reservations about the proposed reservoir on the basis that Thames Water’s predictions 
of individual water usage and population are too large – the planned housing expansion is now not certain and people are 
reducing their consumption and using the
above listed options where possible. However, it is difficult for many people acting individually and we need to subsidise the 
cost and build accordingly. 

2.3.3
2.3.3
2.3.5

1163 It is important to plan for the changing demographics and to support the development of new homes identified in the South 
East Plan, and the Oxford Local Plan. We believe that the company could do more to invest in new and existing homes to 
reduce water demand for example through grey water schemes

2.3.11
2.3.2
2.3.8
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1163 Pleased to see that leakage control remains a high priority. We support metering in principal to reduce demand and thereby on 

the environment and climate change. However, we are concerned that adequate mechanism are in place to support those on 
low and fixed incomes.

2.2.2
2.11.1
2.11.7
2.11.3

1163 Whilst we support the need for sufficient water to be available to support the maintenance of supplies and growth we are not 
convinced that the case has been proven for the need for the UTMRD or that this is the best solution.

2.18.3

1164 "customers support this strategy and are willing to pay for this level of activity.” (Page 180). Who were these customers “willing 
to pay”? Were they only from the London area? Why only customers? Why no charge to shareholders (i.e a reduction in 
shareholder’s profits)? "could also be used to meet the supply requirements of other water companies within the South East.” 
(Page 182). This reveals what it is all about. Making company profits not water necessity. Clearly the statement implies that a 
reservoir of the capacity proposed is not necessary but money could be made from it. “The preferred programme .. delivers the 
maximum benefit at the minimum cost.” That is, for shareholders and the company. Again Thames Water reveals that the 
underlying motive is profit. 

2.18.10

1164 An artificial reservoir of the type proposed cannot meet either of the requirements, ‘good ecological status’ or ‘good ecological 
potential’. Turning the heart of theVale into a sort of second-rate Barry Island is to totally destroy the area’s culture. People who 
choose to live in quiet villages do not wish to have their lives and surroundings blighted by transformation into a holiday resort. 
There are ample water related recreational and leisure opportunities around the coasts of Britain, they do not have to be 
constructed inland. Most of the visitors to the reservoir would be from outside of the area, e.g. Birmingham. The construction of 
the reservoir is de facto contrary to the spirit and purport of the Wildlife and Countryside Act. "Enhancing the value and natural 
beauty of the countryside for real communities and for the benefit of society in general.” Rural Strategy, Defra. 2004. The 
construction of the reservoir is directly contrary to this commitment. 

2.18.1
2.18.7

1164 Forecast deficit in the supply-demand balance is overstated and insufficient consideration given to alternative options. Without 
taking into account decommissioning of DidcotA power station in 2015 forecast demand is already much lower than TW's 1990 
figures and yet the UTMRD planned then remains unchanged. The PCC is overestimated and population forecasts are on the 
worst possible scenario, whereas predicted economic downturn could mean a decline in economic migrants, a trend already 
beginning.

2.8.8
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1164 Future demand is partly based upon the false assumption that the tendency for adult men and women to live apart means a 

doubling of demand, but singly living men are more likely to use a laundry than do their own washing or do it when it has 
accumulated rather than a weekly wash. They are more likely to eat out than at home and use a dishwasher. Not everyone with 
a washing machine has a dishwasher. A reversion of the trend in men and women living apart is likely, offspring of single 
parents are likely to wish to give their children a stable family relationship. Parents tend to want to give their children better than 
that they themselves experienced. It is also stated Conservative Party policy to reverse the trend. Living apart is a reflection of 
economic conditions. Predicted longterm economic decline will mean it is cheaper for couples to live together and share costs. 
Drinking water, cleaning teeth,bathing, showering are all individual activities which will not be doubled. 

2.3.1

1164 Headroom is spuriously high, far greater than other water companies, especially for 2020 and beyond. 2.5.14
2.5.1

1164 High consumption users should be targeted. Contingency options need developing before the UTMRD is considered because 
of the massive environmental, cultural and social damage which it would cause.

2.11.4
2.18.2
2.18.7

1164 How can a reservoir (the UTMRD) be robust to climate change? It requires an adequate water supply. A disingenuous 
statement. The Consultants cannot state what technologies will be developed by the 2020s. Biofuels, for example, are now out. 
A report of this nature should contain factual details not suppositions of the Consultants. 

2.18.14

1164 Information is misused, e.g. "the scale of the scheme means that it would be unlikely to be built entirely on brownfield land or a 
previously developed site thus this cannot be mitigated directly. Compensation or enhancement measures may be appropriate 
so that other brownfield areas within the scheme’s vicinity could be remediated.” This is nonsense. There are no brownfield 
sites in the area of the UTMRD other than the small gardens of the dozen or so cottages. 

2.17.1
2.17.5

1164 It should go much further. Why should the customer pay for water which is wasted? Considerable energy has been spent in 
purifying it.

2.7.2

1164 London's wastewater should be recycled, not discharged into the sea. An increased tariff for high consumers should be 
imposed, at least during the summer.

2.8.3

1164 Not at all for the UTMRD. The SEA conclusion is based upon an entirely false premise, that the only environmental and cultural 
factors which need to be taken into consideration are those which have statutory protection. The conclusion UTMRD is best 
option is completely contrary to the stated object of a SEA. How can complete destruction of 10km2 of countryside be “a high 
level of protection”, or represent the “integration of evironmental considerations”? There is no description of the flora and fauna 
which will be destroyed or have its habitat removed by the UTMRD. Reasonable alternatives are not given. Alternatives are 
given which are discounted. It only relates to aquatic, not terrestrial habitats, and thus presents a biased approach. It is the 
terrestrial habitat which is being destroyed under the preferred option. It totally ignores English Heritage guidelines and does 
not provide environmental characteristics of the area likely to be significantly affected.

2.17.3
2.17.2
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1164 One could not have a greater impact on landscape character than the total destruction of 10km2 of tranquil countryside. The 

area selected is not in or near an existing service centre.There is no description of the destruction of the area and its rare or 
protected species or how 10km2 of historic tranquil countryside would be transformed into a massive obtrusive recreational 
centre drawing in thousands of outsiders completely transforming surrounding village life.There is no information on "likely 
significant effects on the environment" whatsoever. No lists of species to be destroyed or habitats removed. "significant 
recreational, conservation and amenity benefits” significant for whom or for what? The benefits certainly do not outweigh the 
environmental and social costs. Consultant's view is that totally altering the landscape and visual amenity of the historic Vale of 
White Horse is of no importance. Vol5p21 is gobbledygook. Corridors from whence to where? Authors just making it up. 

2.18.7
2.18.11
2.17.3
2.17.1
2.17.2
2.17.6

1164 SWOX (Page 176) How can the environmental and social costs decline? The terrestrial environment and the historical and 
cultural landscape are irretrievably destroyed forever with the UTMRD. A reservoir at Abingdon is NOT the cheapest way to 
meet future demands. The estimated cost of construction is probably now at least £4bn, the figure of £1bn is years out of date. 
“There was widespread approval of the proposed Abingdon reservoir” (Page 229). “There was continued support for the 
proposed Abingdon reservoir” (Page 230). An Oxford Times poll showed that of the respondents 75% were against the 
reservoir. Of course people outside of the area would be in favour. The statements are fatuous and deliberately misleading. Not 
enough attention is paid to alternatives to the UTMRD. 

2.13.4
2.18.4
2.18.1
2.18.2

1164 The adverse environmental effects of the UTMRD are not considered under the spurious assumption that only statutorily 
protected areas need be so. The social issues are ignored. Development of wastewater reuse should be second to leakage 
control. The argument that some consumers are "squeamish" about recycled water is unacceptable. Water is not pure to start 
with.

2.7.1
2.8.3
2.18.7
2.17.2

1164 The inclusion of the UTMRD will provide resilience against future uncertainties, including climate change... Nothing could be 
more illogical than this statement. A reservoir cannot provide the best security of supply in the face of climate change: -climate 
change may mean insufficient winter flow in drought periods to recharge the reservoir with the large amount of water required. -
A reservoir has a limited life (in this case 100 years) due to silting-up, a process accentuated by more violent flash flooding 
under climate change. -The only secure option against climate change is desalination. Greater capacity should be constructed 
for London. Climate change is predicted to melt polar ice caps reducing the salinity of the oceans which may mean less effort 
to reduce the salt content and the salt could be discharged elsewhere in coastal bays to maintain marine fisheries.

2.18.14
2.8.2

1164 The long-term domestic usage forecasts are grossly exaggerated. 2.3.1
1164 The results simply depend upon what information you put in in the first place. Otherwise known as "lying with statistics". 2.15.3
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1164 Under the ‘What if’ analysis (para 10.3) it is stated that the effects if there is no Abingdon Reservoir and no Severn Transfer 

would be “a higher cost and higher carbon solution focused on desalination, effluent re-use, smaller regional transfers and local 
Aquifer Storage and Recovery is observed.” (Page 212). These are all better options than the environmental destruction which 
the UTMRD envisages. It is better to develop more effective desalination and effluent re-use techniques than to irretrievably 
destroy the environment. Thames Water claimed in 1990 that desalination was not feasible, yet now includes one scheme in 
the dWRMP.

2.7.2
2.18.2
2.8.3
2.8.2

1164 Whereas metering may be the fairest and inevitable system in that customers pay for what they use, if customers reduce their 
consumption to a level which means Thames Water’s total income falls below that presently received, the cost will be 
increased so that in the end the customer will not benefit from prudent use. Thames Water’s approach is deceiving the public 
into thinking they will pay less through metering.

2.11.4
2.11.7

1168 Climate change has been with us since time immemorial the impact of human activity is unproven and totally over hyped. 2.5.4
2.5.9

1168 Demand is no doubt based on government housing targets which the present slump in building will seriously reduce over the 
next decade or more. Demand can be met by alternative sources and waste reduction.

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3

1168 Didcot A Power Station closure will release some 40 Ml/d from 2015 and the Beckton desalination plant should now be 
included in the resources.

2.18.2
2.8.8
2.8.2

1168 Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment and permanent damage to a rural 
environment is not needed and amounts to corporate vandalism. There are plenty of alternatives which are readily available 
and must be adopted.

2.18.1
2.18.7
2.18.2

1168 The proposed Abingdon reservoir's capital cost is more than five times higher than viable water re-use schemes. Such re-use 
projects would give at least the same output and provide far more flexibility to meet actual demand variations. Thames Water's 
overall planned costs are based on their reservoir being in full operation from its construction completion. In practice it is highly 
probable it will not be utilised in full for many years - if ever. There is a serious risk that it will become a white elephant and a 
permanent unwarranted blot on a beautiful landscape.

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.18.17
2.13.6
2.8.3

1168 TW have no care for the local environment and must not be allowed to proceed with this damaging monstrosity 2.18.7
2.18.1

1168 TWs draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective analysis of 
the merits of all the viable options.

2.7.3
2.14.4
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1168 TWs draft plan fails to justify the need for this monstrous reservoir which they plan to build in an area of outstanding natural 

beauty where its impact will permanently scar surrounding villages and towns. The owners of Thames Water want this reservoir 
for their own financial and commercial interests and their plans are therefore biased towards achieving this objective at the 
expense of customers who will have to pay for the structure both financially and in terms of permanent damage to their 
environment.

2.18.10
2.18.7
2.18.1

1168 TW's leakage reduction proposals show what can be done after too many years of neglect. They must prove that they can 
match their aspirations before even beginning to consider such a damaging scheme as the proposed reservoir in a flood plain 
and an area of natural beauty.

2.2.2
2.18.3
2.18.7

1168 TW's long term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated and forecast non domestic demand is too high. 2.3.1
1168 TW's safety margins are unjustifiably high and far beyond most other UK water companies safety margins. 2.5.14 

2.5.1
1168 TWs water leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is totally inadequate and should be the focus of the major 

investment. The further introduction of metering should also take a higher priority.
2.10.1
2.11.2

1168 Water re-use needs to be improved dramatically. 2.8.3
1169 It will take a courageous Minister to agree to the UTMRD reservoir: it is not fit for purpose. As a professional climatologist and 

Fellow, Royal Meteorological Society, I believe the surface area to volume ratio is so high that evaporative loss will be 
substantial, particularly in hot sunny and warm windy weather when water demand is at its highest. Ideally a reservoir should be
deep and of limited surface area. In atmospheric terms, the proposed UTMRD reservoir will create a giant puddle requiring 
abstraction rates to be increased significantly just to feed evaporation. This is not a responsible use of a limited natural 
resource. Much better to store water by recharging the chalk aquifer which lies just 7 km to the south. Construction of the 
reservoir will require an obscenely large amount of energy and hence CO2 emissions. Aquifer recharge is essentially 
environmentally benign. The reservoir will also profoundly modify lcoal climate because of its thermal inertia and high 
evaporation rates.

2.18.1
2.18.14
2.18.15
2.8.13
2.18.6
2.18.2

1170 My comments are directed at the proposed Abingdon resevoir: 1. This is a proposal which has been defined and decided by 
Thames water and the case then built and exagerated to justify it. A similar method was used for the Iraq war of 2003. Thames 
water naturally hope that the planning process can be overridden by a 'national requirement' though the only requirement is 
within the Thames water boundary by a monopoly supplier. 2. The reservoir proposal is a vast energy hungry scheme which will
destroy productive flood plane, wreck the lives of local residents for 6 years (more likely longer) and greatly increase the risk of 
flooding to Steventon and Hanney. It will require 2.7 Mw, 24 hours a day 7 days a week to operate once constructed. 3. 
Thames water have a very poor record in delivering the neccessary reduction in leakage, particularly in London, which would 
render the reservoir unnecessary. It will be even more unnecessary if a melting Antarctica puts London 6 meters under water. 

2.18.3
2.18.7
2.18.6
2.7.2

1171 Make use of other rivers as well as the Thames. 2.4.1
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1171 Piping water from Scotland ,Wales and Lake District more economical. 2.8.1

2.8.4
1171 Thames Water and the Environmental Agency are not in agreement on water usage. 2.3.5
1171 Thames Water cannot justify asking consumers to pay for this, when a smaller reservoir nearer London would be a better 

prospect.
2.18.1
2.18.11
2.18.4

1171 Thames Water in present form has no experience of this sizeable facility. 2.18.1
2.18.11

1171 This would cause a major environmental explosion on my doorstep and thousands of others, where the so-called demand is 
not for this area.

2.18.7
2.18.9

1171 You are still neglecting leaks. 2.10.1
2.2.2

1172 Although demand is based on government targets for housing, the present slump in building is likely to cause a very significant 
reduction in Thames Water’s forecast demand over the next decade.

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3

1172 Didcot A Power Station closure releases some 40 Ml/d (million litres per day) from 2015 The Beckton desalination plant should 
now be included in the resources.(up to 140Ml/d.)

2.8.8

1172 Even if they meet their short term targets Thames Water’s leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is 
inadequate. 520 Ml/d will still be leaking away by 2020. The mains replacement programme must continue at the current rate. 
Thames Water’s planned introduction of metering is too slow (80% by 2020). It should also include metering for flats 
(technically quite easy). 

2.10.1
2.11.1
2.11.2

1172 In London, Thames Water are re-using less than 1% of London’s waste water and sewage which, after primary treatment, 
flows to waste into the Thames Estuary. This is wasteful and unsustainable. Water re-use is a guaranteed supply source and 
need only be called on when there is not enough flow in the Thames. Treated waste water is at least as pure as normal river 
water and this fact needs sensible PR to convince the public. Much more could be done too to educate the public on water 
efficiency by advice, audits and publicity.

2.8.3

1172 Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment is not needed. Much more economic, 
sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternative options can be built in far shorter time than a reservoir and be 
operated only when needed. Water re-use is dismissed as needing more research but the technology is already proven. Water 
transfer from the Severn is not a new concept. All schemes pre-privatisation envisaged such a transfer, which is more flexible 
and economic than the Abingdon reservoir plan. Thames Water cannot even ensure filling their proposed reservoir in a dry 
winter. 

2.18.11
2.18.2
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.13
2.7.1
2.7.3
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1172 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 

analysis of the merits of ALL the viable alternatives.
2.7.3

1172 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives – quicker to 
implement, more efficient and more sustainable. Thames Water’s plan fails to give proper objective consideration to all the 
viable alternatives including re-use of effluent and water transfer. The Severn has 5 times the flow of the Thames and 3 times 
the water catchment area. Transfer would involve a smaller reservoir at Longdon Marsh (Glos) and this must be properly 
assessed and fairly costed. The owners of Thames Water ,Macquarie Bank in Australia, want this reservoir for their own 
financial and commercial interests. Thames Water’s plan is therefore biased .towards achieving this objective at the expense of 
customers who will have to pay for this structure. 

2.8.1
2.18.10

1172 Thames Water’s leakage reduction proposals show what can be done after many years of neglect. They must prove they can 
match their aspirations.

2.10.1
2.2.2

1172 Thames Water’s long-term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated. They are .based on 165 l/h/d (litres per head per 
day), whereas EA targets are 130 l/h/d by 2020. Thames Water’s demand forecast covering garden watering for London 
customers (many of whom live in flats or have tiny gardens) is 4 times higher than for most other UK water companies. This 
alone represents almost half the proposed reservoir’s output. Thames Water’s forecast non-domestic demand is too high. 
Trends show a far greater reduction.

2.3.1
2.3.3
2.3.4
2.3.5
2.3.11

1172 Thames Water’s safety margins (target headroom) are unjustifiably high. They are far above most other UK water companies’ 
safety margins, particularly for 2020 and beyond.

2.5.14

1172 The 8-10 year construction period would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption, especially to the area 
adjoining the A34 (already Britain’s busiest trunk road) around Steventon/Drayton. Wildlife and ecology will suffer untold 
consequences. The local impact of the planned reservoir will be unimaginable. Built on a floodplain, covering 3,500 acres of 
productive farmland (able to provide enough bread for Abingdon each year!) there is no guarantee it will not cause increased 
flooding ,for example, from run- off from its slopes (25m high) – without cost compensation from Thames Water or the 
Government. The River Ock cannot take more flow without the risk of further major flooding in Abingdon.

2.18.6
2.18.7
2.18.5

1172 The proposed Abingdon reservoir’s capital cost is more than FIVE times higher than viable water re-use schemes, Such re-use 
projects would give at least the same output and provide far more flexibility in meeting actual demand variations. Thames 
Water’s overall planned costs are based on their reservoir being in full operation from its construction completion. In practice, it 
is highly probable it will not be utilised in full for many years – if ever. There is a serious risk it will become a ‘white elephant’. It 
would still incur interest costs of £40m a year paid for (of course) by Thames Water’s customers.

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.13.6

1178 Although demand is based on government targets for housing, the present slump in building is likely to cause a very significant 
reduction in Thames Water’s forecast demand over the next decade.

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3
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1178 Didcot A Power Station closure releases some 40 Ml/d (million litres per day) from 2015 The Beckton desalination plant should 

now be included in the resources.(up to 140 Ml/d.)
2.8.8

1178 Even if they meet their short term targets Thames Water’s leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is 
inadequate. 520 Ml/d will still be leaking away by 2020. The mains replacement programme must continue at the current rate.

2.10.1

1178 In London, Thames Water are re-using less than 1% of London’s waste water and sewage which, after primary treatment, 
flows to waste into the Thames Estuary. This is wasteful and unsustainable. Water re-use is a guaranteed supply source and 
need only be called on when there is not enough flow in the Thames. Treated waste water is at least as pure as normal river 
water and this fact needs sensible PR to convince the public. Much more could be done too to educate the public on water 
efficiency by advice, audits and publicity.

2.8.1

1178 Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment is not needed. Much more economic, 
sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternative options can be built in far shorter time than a reservoir and be 
operated only when needed. Water re-use is dismissed as needing more research but the technology is already proven. Water 
transfer from the Severn is not a new concept. All schemes pre-privatisation envisaged such a transfer, which is more flexible 
and economic than the Abingdon reservoir plan. Thames Water cannot even ensure filling their proposed reservoir in a dry 
winter. 

2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.4
2.18.13
2.18.10

1178 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 
analysis of the merits of ALL the viable alternatives.

2.7.3

1178 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives – quicker to 
implement, more efficient and more sustainable. Thames Water’s plan fails to give proper objective consideration to all the 
viable alternatives including re-use of effluent and water transfer. The Severn has 5 times the flow of the Thames and 3 times 
the water catchment area. Transfer would involve a smaller reservoir at Longdon Marsh (Glos) and this must be properly 
assessed and fairly coasted. The owners of Thames Water, Macquarie Bank in Australia, want this reservoir for their own 
financial and commercial interests. Thames Water’s plan is therefore biased towards achieving this objective at the expense of 
customers who will have to pay for this structure. 

2.8.1

1178 Thames Water’s leakage reduction proposals show what can be done after many years of neglect. They must prove they can 
match their aspirations.

2.10.1
2.2.2

1178 Thames Water’s long-term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated. They are based on 165 l/h/d (litres per head per 
day), whereas EA targets are 130 l/h/d by 2020. Thames Water’s demand forecast covering garden watering for London 
customers (many of whom live in flats or have tiny gardens) is 4 times higher than for most other UK water companies. This 
alone represents almost half the proposed reservoir’s output. Thames Water’s forecast non-domestic demand is too high. 
Trends show a far greater reduction.

2.3.1
2.3.4

1178 Thames Water’s planned introduction of metering is too slow (80% by 2020). It should also include metering for flats 
(technically quite easy).

2.11.2
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1178 Thames Water’s safety margins (target headroom) are unjustifiably high. They are far above most other UK water companies’ 

safety margins, particularly for 2020 and beyond.
2.5.14

1178 The 8-10 year construction period would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption, especially to the area 
adjoining the A34 (already Britain’s busiest trunk road) around Steventon/Drayton. Wildlife and ecology will suffer untold 
consequences. The local impact of the planned reservoir will be unimaginable. Built on a floodplain, covering 3,500 acres of 
productive farmland (able to provide enough bread for Abingdon each year!) there is no guarantee it will not cause increased 
flooding ,for example, from run- off from its slopes (25m high) – without cost compensation from Thames Water or the 
Government. The River Ock cannot take more flow without the risk of further major flooding in Abingdon.

2.18.7
2.18.6
2.18.5

1178 The proposed Abingdon reservoir’s capital cost is more than FIVE times higher than viable water re-use schemes, Such re-use 
projects would give at least the same output and provide far more flexibility in meeting actual demand variations. Thames 
Water’s overall planned costs are based on their reservoir being in full operation from its construction completion. In practice, it 
is highly probable it will not be utilised in full for many years – if ever. There is a serious risk it will become a ‘white elephant’. It 
would still incur interest costs of £40m a year paid for (of course) by Thames Water’s customers. 

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.13.6

1180 In so far as the PC has been able to make sense of the TWUL proposals and supporting information, the analysis and 
assertions in respect of demand for its water stand out as being open to challenge. Apart from some allowance for the 
unknown impacts associated with climate change, the case for new water resources is based entirely on new housing supply in 
its region. It seems reasonable to assert that ‘headroom’ associated with climate change should be of an order amply covered 
by the progress being made through the reduction in leakage.

2.7.2
2.5.14
2.5.3
2.18.3

1180 It is fully understood that TWUL are uncertain about what technologies are and could be made available to make the use of 
water in the occupation and use of individual dwellings or groups of dwellings more efficient. This is largely attributable to its 
role as a supplier of fresh water and the disposal of foul. TWUL are equally and understandably uncertain about how it could 
reasonably influence demand for supply and disposal. These are questions that will have to be addressed and answered in the 
case of energy and, if anything, water would appear to represent fewer problems.
Unless TWUL can show that it has fully investigated the issues relating to reduced demand for fresh water by household (and 
industry) it cannot claim to have made the case out for increasing the supply by building new reservoirs. Neither is Defra in a 
position to sanction a very substantial increase in water resources contrary to the Government agenda for the more efficient 
use of natural resources.

2.7.2
2.9.2
2.3.11
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1180 It is Government policy that all new housing will be ‘zero carbon’ by 2016. This is directly comparable with demand for and 

consumption of water, being a combination of conservation measures, appropriate technologies and behavioural change. In 
fact there is no reason to believe that it will prove to be any easier to make households ‘zero carbon’ than ‘zero water’. Were 
that to be achieved there would be no need for any new water resources. It is also a fact that very substantial carbon reductions
will also be required from most if not all of the existing housing stock. It is likely that this will be achieved through the use of 
some of the technologies being utilised in the ‘zero carbon’ new-builds and in the actual use of older stock. Exactly the same 
principles should reasonably be applied in the case of water supply. Not only should new stock approach zero net use of water 
but, were the appropriate technologies and incentives applied to the occupation of existing houses, water demand could be 
reduced very substantially from current levels. It seems to be obvious that through a combination of leakage reduction, new 

2.3.6
2.3.11

1180 Members of the PC have found it extremely difficult to make sufficient sense of the voluminous material provided by TWUL as 
the basis of the consultation in order to provide many useful comments in direct response. In fact the PC believes that 
consultation in this form, even including public exhibitions, is not adequate and might have already excluded a significant 
number of interested parties from participating in the process of examining the case for the reservoir. A very strong impression 
was given that in every case where there was uncertainty about the possible need or demand for water.

2.1.1
2.18.3
2.3.1

1180 The PC would favour the use of some form of mediation that is being advocated in the case of complex planning cases 
(notably by FTB the Chambers of TWUL Counsel). Mediation could be designed to save both time and money and enable 
there to be proper examination of complex issues to the satisfaction of all parties. The deliberate avoidance of this process, 
without adequate reasons, suggests that TWUL are seeking to prevent both their analysis and proposals from being subjected 
to this type of close scrutiny. The PC are concerned that by conflating the UTR and the WRMP TWUL have prejudiced the 
proper examination of the UTR in whatever consenting process is subsequently used. S.37A of the
WIA does refer to measures intended to meet demand but does not appear to require the specifics of the UTR that are being 
included by TWUL. The PC would expect to see the legal authority being relied on by TWUL for its approach that includes 
specific details about the scale and location of a proposed new water resource in advance of the Environmental Impact 
Assessment, which will be a legal requirement were any proposal to build the UTR to be made.

2.18.1

1183 STEVENTON PARISH COUNCIL's full submission has been posted to Defra. This is an extract We are in broad agreement 
with the conclusions of the submissions made by the VWHDC and OCC that Thames Water’s case, as currently presented, is 
not proven and that there are considerable flaws in their assumptions, conclusions and justifications which need to be 
addressed if their proposals for a new reservoir in this area which need to be addressed if their proposals for a new reservoir in 
this area are to be resubmitted.We are confident that most people living in our parish share the following major concerns: •The 
lack of compelling evidence for the need for this enormous project •The lack of rigor in Thames Water’s assessment of viable 
alternatives •The scale and duration of the proposed works. •The increased potential for both low level and catastrophic 
flooding in the village. We urge the Secretary of State to hold a Public Inquiry or hearing to enable a full and proper assessment
of the need for the proposed reservoir at Steventon. 

2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.5
2.18.6
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1186 A large part of your planning is based around an increase in population in the Thames Valley area of well over 1 million people. 

Current levels of population growth in the UK as a whole and in south east England in particular are not sustainable long term. 
On figures from the Office of National Statistics, 70% of projected population growth will come from immigration. In the EU, the 
UK's current population density is already only exceeded by the Netherlands and Malta. I understand this level of immigration is 
a political decision but hopefully with a change of government in at most 2 years time, sense will prevail and the UK will scale 
back levels of immigration so that some of the housing targets being set by the current Labour Government will never 
materialise. Do we really think 80 million people in the UK within the next 30 to 40 years is sensible for anyone, let alone our 
natural resource planning ?

2.3.2
2.3.1

1186 Again too conservative. 2.5.14
1186 Aim to have the best leakage record in the whole industry. If the US could put a man on the moon in the 1960s, Thames Water 

can be best in class on leakage in 2008, even with London to manage. Be really ambitious !
2.10.1
2.10.2

1186 As stated above, a key criterion of Thames "service levels" is leakage reduction. You can do still better. You have your own 
targets in this area but you need to have the highest ambitions for actually achieving these targets and exceeding them. Key 
management within Thames Water need to understand that they must meet and exceed these targets. "Delivery" is everything 
in this area. In a crowded island like the UK, and particularly in south east England, we do not have the luxury of countries like 
the US or France where space can usually easily be found for extra developments and infrastructure requirements. The 
Abingdon reservoir would be a major taker of precious green space in South Oxfordshire, particularly when combined with the 
expansion of Didcot and Grove very close by. 

2.2.2
2.7.2
2.18.2

1186 Be more ambitious on reusing London's water and educate people that treated waste water is as pure as normal river water. 2.12.1
2.8.3

1186 Didcot A power station closes in 2015 and this releases 40 million litres per day of demand. Also, the Beckton desalination 
plant needs to be included in the resources.

2.8.8

1186 I do not believe Thames Water has demonstrated a clear case for the building of the Abingdon reservoir. There are quicker, 
cheaper and more sustainable options, in particular reuse of effluent and water transfer from the Severn. As stated above, 
please be more ambitious on leakage reduction and water metering targets and make sure you achieve these really ambitious 
targets. Please do not impose this vast building project and associated loss of valuable green space and disruption to wildlife 
without first looking at these alternatives in much more detail and preserving the water currently in the distribution system more 
effectively. 

2.18.3
2.18.2
2.8.1
2.8.3
2.7.2
2.18.7

1186 I suggest that rather than placing "all eggs in one basket", lesser capital sums than demanded by the Abingdon reservoir could 
be better used in such areas as water reuse and water transfer from the Severn.

2.18.2

1186 It does not appear that Thames Water has included a fair and balanced comparison of capital and operating costs to enable a 
sensible and rationale analysis of the merits of the various alternative options.

2.7.3

1186 None. N/A
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1186 Nothing will take away from the level of disruption and environmental damage which will be done to the area surrounding the 

reservoir site. The A34 is already one of the UK's busiest trunk roads. No amount of mitigation measures will diminish the 8 to 
10 years of construction misery followed by a permanent degradation to the quality of the natural landscape in this part of South
Oxfordshire. Please do not impose this on the current generation and future generations who will live in this area, when 
sensible alternatives are available.

2.18.6
2.18.2
2.18.7

1186 Please make sure you meter flats and you can get to higher than 80% meter coverage by quicker than 2020 . Be really 
ambitious ! Please put as much energy and consultants' time into this effort as you have into the Abingdon reservoir proposals.

2.11.2
2.18.3

1186 Thames Water needs to be more ambitious than accepting a water leakage rate of 520 million litres per day by 2020. Reduce 
this significantly and this will give a lot of help to managing demand. Thames Water also needs to be metering flats.

2.10.1
2.11.2

1186 Thames Water safety margins are too high. The Environment Agency will able to confirm they are much higher than most other 
UK water companies, especially for 2020 and beyond.

2.5.14

1186 Thames Water's domestic water usage forecasts are too high. They are based on 165 litres per head per day whereas 
Environment Agency forecasts are 130 litres per head per day by 2020. Also Thames Water's demand forecasts for garden 
watering for London users (where many have small gardens) is 4 times higher than for most other UK water companies. This 
makes no sense and represents a good proportion of the Abingdon reservoir's storage. Thames Water's forecasts do not 
sufficiently address the way users will change their water usage per head as metering becomes more common and water 
saving technology develops.

2.3.1
2.3.4

1186 The reservoir's capital costs are 5 times higher than water reuse schemes. The costs are based on full usage but from Thames 
Water's own commentary, this seems highly unlikely. Any unrecovered costs as a result of this underusage of the reservoir 
would fall back onto Thames Water's customers.

2.18.3
2.18.4

1186 You have identified the issues but please see below. N/A
1189 Again, have already expressed concern over this in previous section Thames Water's safety margins are way too prudent and 

not in line with other competitors. This again, encourages large schemes to be justified.
2.5.14

1189 Again, there is too much exaggeration with baseline supply/demand balance. They are not consistent with EA targets, other 
water companies and recent trends. An independent body using more objective, impartial data needs to set the appropriate 
guidance to influence forecasts.

2.6.1

1189 Aspirations on leakage are not good enough - too slow and not enough! 2.10.1
2.10.2

1189 Has there really been any? This does not strike me as being high on Thames Water's agenda? 2.15.3
1189 Have already expressed doubt over this in previous sections. Any data/information can be used to justify the preferred end 

result.
2.4.1
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1189 It has not been fair and balanced in its assessment of capital and operating costs which consequently discriminate against 

alternative options.
2.7.3

1189 Like with any major proposal/project do it for the right reasons and do not let the end justify the means. 2.17.2
1189 Metering should be brought in as compulsory by Thames Water over a shorter amount of time than current plans. There should 

be know exceptions to encourage universal responsibility by suppliers and users.
2.11.1
2.11.2

1189 Much of the environmental and social impact has been down played. There is not enough confidence to state that such impacts 
will be acceptable and minimal. As for flooding, the last 2 years should be enough to pull the plug on the scheme. 

2.17.3
2.19.6

1189 Thames Water must put their money where their mouth is and seriously address the leakage issue. Correct the main problem 
at source rather than come up with costly, reactive measures that are justified on very questionable information. More 
sustainable, economic and efficient options are available to lessen the impact of one enormous scheme.

2.7.2
2.18.3
2.18.2

1189 Thames Water's preferred option of Abingdon reservoir is astronomically high compared with other viable reuse schemes. 
Customers are at the forced mercy of being charged for this and the scheme's regular annual cost. There is no confidence that 
it will be fully operational, even though costs are based on this. Other schemes would be as effective and be far more flexible in 
meeting demand fluctuations.

2.18.4

1189 The need for another reservoir can not be justified. Alternatives have not been fairly considered, yet they offer more viable 
solutions, let alone less impact on the environment. There is an obvious commercial ulterior motive for promoting such a 
scheme by Thames Waters owners. A sense of ownership, responsibility and empathy does not exist.

2.18.2
2.18.3
2.18.10
2.18.7

1189 There is still an element of uncertainty with climate change, but recent years have indicated that the UK is becoming wetter. 
However, this should not be an excuse to use more water. Thames Water's goal should be to conserve water itself i.e. fix the 
leaks and, insist that its customers do the same. Of course, being a PLC this is a conflict of interest. Either an 
environmental/ethic policy is for real or just a fabrication to win public support?

2.5.4

1189 This needs to be more realistic and current, not based on previous assumptions/aspirations i.e. government housing targets. 
Otherwise, there will be distortion and a future mismatch of supply versus demand. By deliberately pitching high enables overly 
ambitious schemes to be justified.

2.3.1
2.3.2
2.3.3

1189 Too much bias towards influencing a very reactive large scheme. 2.18.10
1189 Too subjective and biased towards supporting the end requirement. 2.17.1
1189 With education, environmental conscience and technology demand should be less. It is more a case of how it is delivered as 

opposed to how much?
2.7.1
2.9.2

1192 Doesn't seem to be fair comparison of alternative programmes. 2.13.1
1192 Every user should be metered. 2.11.1
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1192 Leakage reduction is impressive and more should be done in this area 2.10.1

2.2.2
1192 Limited extent 2.17.1
1192 Make metering compulsory and include flats. 2.11.2
1192 Not in a position to comment. N/A
1192 Not scientific enough 2.5.1
1192 Proper consideration to alternative programmes have been summarily dismissed in favour of TW's preferred plan to be paid for 

by its customers rather than TW's shareholders.
2.18.2
2.18.10

1192 Selectively used the evidence that favours TW's preferences. 2.17.2
1192 Shouldn't the Beckton desalination plant be taken into account? 2.8.2
1192 Surely this is a guesstimate with little scientific basis in fact. 2.3.1

2.3.2
1192 The case for TW's preferred plan has not been made. 2.17.2
1192 UTMRD will not come into use until it is full. It seems unlikely the Thames will provide sufficient water to fill it for many years - if 

ever.
2.18.13

1192 Water re-use need to be encouraged and publicised. 2.8.3
1192 Why ignore water re-use and diverting Severn water? 2.8.3

2.8.1
1192 Your figures for both domestic and industrial use are far too high 2.3.1
1192 Your preferred approach would seem to mean there would still be some 20% leakage in 2020. 2.10.1
1192 Your target seems way above most other UK water companies 2.5.14
1194 A water grid would provide choice and efficiency. 2.8.4
1194 At least we have a choice at present. 2.7.1
1194 Capital and operating costs and balanced comparisons are clear/ 2.7.3
1194 Greater heat should lead to greater evaporation, and precipitation. 2.5.4
1194 Has desalination at Didcot been taken into account? 2.8.8
1194 Leakage is the answer to this problem in the short term, but Thames water has not met the obligations laid down. 2.10.1

2.2.2
1194 Major local disruption in an area suffering from poor communications with the A34. Built in a farming area, when food prices 

are rocketing World Wide. This reservoir built on a flood plain, may cause further flooding in an area badly hit last year. The 
carbon foot print of the whole project is far too high.

2.18.5
2.18.7
2.18.6

1194 OFWAT was not impressed 2.7.1
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1194 One reservoir is not the most cost effective way. Re-use and linking to water 'rich' areas would be a better long term solution. 2.8.1

2.8.4
2.8.3
2.18.11

1194 Re-use must be better than plundering resources. 2.8.3
1194 Stopping leakage must be the priority, your consumers should be mobilised to help you get pressure on the authorities to 

achieve this aim. I have the impression it is a task, that is hidden, not a success story to be, broadcast.
2.10.1
2.3.11

1194 Thames Water has allowed excessive margins. Perhaps this enthusiasm could be turned to repairing the leaks. 2.5.14
1194 Thames water's figures see London Gardener's using 4 times as much water as the rest of the UK. London is pumping water 

out daily to stop flooding could this not be used for garden purposes?
2.3.1
2.12.6
2.19.6

1194 The Abingdon Reservoir is far too costly, especially in the present credit crunch, when cheaper viable alternatives are available. 2.8.4
2.18.2

1194 There are better, cheaper, long term, alternatives, in the long run this is not an answer. Transferring water from North to South, 
which would give a grid, gives customers CHOICE, and provides water for the future. It will come, then how many of your 
customers will wish to continue with Thames water, after you present policies? 

2.19.2
2.8.4

1194 'What if', is not a policy I was brought up on. If, 'ifs and ands were pots and pans, there would be no work for Tinkers' 2.15.3
1195 assessment on climate change. as the climate is changing constantly it seams to me that every one is jumping on the 

bandwagon of scare mongering to make more money for doing nothing
2.5.4

1195 fair comment on assessing 2.5.1
1195 N/A N/A
1195 N/A N/A
1195 no comment N/A
1195 still needs more repairs 2.7.2
1195 very agreeable section 2.7.1
1196 The company should not be wasting its energy and resources on the UTMRD program and concentrate on all the other 

alternatives it has at this present time.
2.7.2

1196 The figure of 30% leakage is absolutely unacceptable in any society. The pressure is always on the consumer to conserve 
water, it's about time the water company takes responsibility to conserve water itself by replacing the ancient leaking water 
mains altogether, instead of trying to add to their private assets at the expense of the consumer. The forecast figure of 28000 
new households per year in London also seems a bit excessive.

2.10.1
2.10.6
2.3.2
2.3.1

1196 Water efficient devices should be more robustly promoted by water supply companies. Perhaps the mains pressures should be 
reduced during very dry periods. Transfer of water from the Severn to the Thames would surly be an obvious cheaper option, 
which would not impact on such a large community as the proposed reservoir. 

2.9.2
2.1.3.
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1199 Except perhaps for the Swindon area, where growth is exceptional, I believe your forecasts for domestic and industrial demand 

are far too high and seem to be way above the national average. It is possible TW should consider a strategic review with 
Government with view to sharing the Swindon area demand with Severn.

2.3.1

1199 I agree one needs to be very careful in using ONS demographic data based on 2001 census. It would be more realistic to use 
Local Authority data. However, Local Authority forecasts used for Planning purposes must be reviewed in light of the recent 
economic downturn and the energy crisis. It is likely the Government's directives on large scale housing schemes in the SE 
Region will have to be severely curtailed. Therefore forecasts of housing growth need to be reduced. I cannot agree that the 
sudden in-rush of immigrants (legal or otherwise) since 2001 is a reason for increasing population growth forecasts in the 
longer term. Since the recent economic downturn the figures are decreasing rapidly and we may be facing migration to other 
parts of Europe on an increasing scale.

2.3.1
2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3

1199 I am involved in climate change issues with particular regard to energy. My background includes meteorology and thermo-
dynamics. I cannot agree we are likely to end up with a drier climate in SE England - more likely the reverse (except perhaps in 
Kent). There will be higher temperatures, but the UK climate will become more sub-tropical with increasing frequency of heavy 
storms leading to flooding. This not only presents problems for flood plains and river management, but also questions the 
wisdom of building large open reservoirs in such situations as proposed for Steventon.

2.5.5

1199 I do not think PCC and CCR take into account sufficiently what if assumptions based on metering increase and variable tariffs. 
I do not see removing the Severn-Thames transfer to be a realistic option.

2.3.11
2.15.2
2.8.1

1199 I do not understand the financial justification for the capital spend on the proposed reservoir compared with other measures 
which could reduce demand for new sources. If I was still a shareholder in TW I would feel very uneasy about the risks of such 
a proposal. Even if built on time to budget there is no guarantee the filling of the reservoir will be sufficient or on time. It is much 
too risky and may be a diversion of management attention from more easily achievable lower cost targets to meet demand.

2.18.4
2.18.12

1199 I feel TW is being over cautious and the headroom seems far too high, especially on doubtful long term forecasts 2.5.14
1199 I really do not think a sufficiently robust case has been made for the proposed reservoir. The other measures, especially if 

accelerated will bring more realistic benefits to TW and the people it serves.
2.18.10
2.18.9
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1199 I support the adoption of Gatehampton and the reduction in the number of smaller abstraction sources, where local 

environmental damage was being caused. I am not convinced the adoption of the proposed reservoir at Steventon is practical. 
There is no logic in basing justification on a possible future need to share this with other utilities (e.g. Southern). The flood plain 
environmental impact could never be justified by the over-stated TW needs. I missed reference to Didcot power station. This is 
a major user of River Thames water for cooling. Didcot 'A' has to cease operating in 2015 as it cannot meet new EU 
environmental conditions. There is considerable doubt that the existing cooling towers will be serviceable for Didcot 'B' after this
date and may have to be pulled down to meet the original Planning conditions. It is likely air cooling and CHP will be used for 'B'
and a possible 'C'. Hence all the water reserved for Didcot power station could be available for other use.

2.8.8
2.4.5
2.18.10

1199 It would appear the SEA does not cost the environmental impact of change to the local environment and disturbance in and 
around the proposed Steventon reservoir site. If it did I do not believe it would be the least cost option. Actions that might be 
taken to recover such costs, where measurable are likely to turn this proposal into the most costly option.

2.17.3

1199 Limited leakage control so far has shown what can be done, but this needs much greater priority. In the SWOX area I cannot 
understand why consideration has not been given to pumping from the adjoining companies (e.g. Severn) in periods of drought 
to maintain the utility supply and River Thames flow even in this fairly short timescale.

2.2.2
2.8.1
2.18.2

1199 Metering needs to be adopted as the compulsory standard for water supply. Introduction should be accelerated. it may be 
feasible to consider the introduction of Smart Meters to manage variable tariffs in drought situations (development work on Gas 
Smart Meters may be relevant).

2.11.1
2.11.2
2.11.6

1199 More attention should be paid to recycling waste water, especially in London. 2.8.3
1199 Needs accelerating. Greater emphasis on mains replacement needed -there may be justification in getting a strategic grant 

from the Government. It seems we do well at water sports, but I do not think we want a leaky London in 2012!
2.7.2

1199 Policy is too weak: 1. Make compulsory metering mandatory in the shorter term - by 2015 at the latest. Possibly include Smart 
Meters for flats and high rise buildings. 2. Spend more on the London leakage problem in the short term by getting a loan (or 
debenture) to use a number of extra staff who would otherwise be unemployed. 3. If savings by leakage control, acceleration of 
compulsory metering, and other already agreed measures cannot meet demand then sharing of the River Severn as a 
resource could be undertaken at considerably less cost and disruption than building a reservoir.

2.11.1
2.11.2
2.8.1
2.18.2
2.18.3
2.10.1

1199 see 12a. above N/A
1199 The building of a large surface area reservoir in the Thames Valley flood plain is not justified on grounds of cost, disruption and 

environmental impact.
2.18.4
2.18.5
2.18.6
2.18.7
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1199 Too much emphasis has been placed on the Abingdon (Steventon) reservoir in the longer term. Long term demand forecasts 

seem abnormally high given the extensive deployment of meters and likely fall off in population growth in the London area.
2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.8

1199 Whilst I applaud the way TW has sought comments, it appears that insufficient attention has been paid to earlier consultation 
phases which indicated a reasoned practical case had not been made for the proposed Steventon reservoir. The environmental 
impact of the proposed reservoir has not been expressed in realistic terms. I am sure the EA would agree that the closure of 
Didcot power station's cooling towers, an accelerated metering programme, more effective recycling of waste water, 
accelerated replacement of leaking main pipes and use of the Severn when necessary will more than make up for any 
reservoir. Frankly TW has not justified its need or cost.

2.8.8
2.7.2
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.4

1200 Could do better. TW leakage repair programme over the next 10 years from 2010 is inadequate. 520 Ml/d will still be leaking in 
2020. This is far too much.

2.10.1

1200 EA targets for 2020 are 130 1/h/day. Long-term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated - based on 165 1/h/day. 
There was lower demand savings than expected during the last hose-pipe ban. What was the actual saving in Ml/day during 
this ban? PCC - there seem to be a number of unreliable assumptions and extrapolations to predict PCC increase in 
consumption. Why use data from 2003 instead of the new (reduced!) data from 2007?

2.3.5
2.3.1
2.1.10

1200 Educate the public! TW is reusing less than 1% of London's waste water and sewage. Treated waste water is at least as pure 
as normal river water. TW should use good PR to convince the public.

2.12.1
2.8.3

1200 Garden watering estimate very high. TW supplies a large number of flats in London, who will not have gardens. People these 
days do not worry about watering lawns which always recover. New homes - slump in building industry - reduces demand.

2.3.1
2.3.3

1200 It's tempting to think that TW's plan is biased towards the commercial and financial interests of Macquarie Bank in Australia or 
at the expense of us - the customers - who will have to foot the bill.

2.18.10

1200 Neither TW or anybody else can do this accurately. Abstraction to fill the proposed reservoir is likely to be vulnerable to climate 
change and the quality of the water in it could be badly affected by climate change also.

2.5.1
2.18.13
2.18.14

1200 One cannot make an objective analysis of the merits of viable alternatives without a fair and balanced comparison of capital 
and operating costs. TW does not give these in the draft plan.

2.7.3
2.7.4
2.14.4

1200 People are more careful with things that cost more - viz. present fuel prices. Why not charge large users a proper price for what 
they use? Some people still think water should be "free". If everyone was metered there would be a surprising reduction in the 
use of water!

2.11.1

1200 The 10 year programme of construction would cause unimaginable dust, noise, disruption to the village, traffic. Extra traffic on 
the already overloaded (and often at a standstill A34). 3,500 acres of good farmland under water.

2.18.6
2.18.7
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1200 The capital cost of the proposed Abingdon Reservoir is 5 times higher than viable re-use of water schemes. This is neither 

efficient or sensible. Who will pay? Of course - the customer.
2.18.4
2.8.3

1200 The draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives - quicker to implement, more 
efficient and more sustainable. If the proposed reservoir were to cause a major flood - this village would be submerged - 
without cost compensation from or the Government.

2.18.2
2.18.5

1200 The Ea water resources planning guidelines state "we will not expect water companies to include allowances in future 
headroom to cope with uncertainties that either be reduced or dealt with as time progresses". TW expect customers to cover 
70% of the risk in 25 years time. On what basis?

2.5.14

1200 The largest reduction in demand could be achieved by TW tackling leakage. TW have stated that they aim to be industry 
average by 2020. By their present record this seems unlikely!

2.10.1
2.3.11

1200 TW's draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable objective analysis of the 
merits of all the viable alternatives.

2.7.3
2.7.4
2.14.4

1200 We need commercial competition. When a supplier has a monopoly it is in too strong a position in every aspect. 2.19.2
1202 ARK considers that the sensitivity tests should include a detailed assessment of each component of the provisional 

sustainability programme under discussion with EA, as referred to on page 95. This should include potential future changes to 
the Teddington weir prescribed flow which could have a major impact on deployable output. We feel that the blanket sensitivity 
test of assuming an overall reduction of 10% in deployable out put from all sources is too crude and lacking in transparency.

2.17.5
2.15.3

1202 ARK supports compulsory metering. ARK is pleased that substantial resource developments are proposed, which could allow 
future reductions in the upper Kennet valley. We note that the Upper Thames Reservoir (UTR) is the preferred major scheme. 
However, we are aware that the NRA's 1994 strategy for England and Wales concluded that a pipeline from the Severn, 
without a new reservoir to enhance Severn flows, should be the first step in major resource development, ahead of the UTR. 
TW's WRMP has investigated the Severn transfer, with a supporting reservoir at Craig Goch, but rejected it because of the 
unacceptable impact of the reservoir. However, the WRMP has not looked at the Severn transfer without Craig Goch which 
NRA concluded could provide a deployable output of 150 Ml/d at lower cost than UTR. It could also be faster to implement and 
reduce the risk of over-dependence on the Thames. ARK propose that the Severn tranfer without Craig Goch should be further 
investigated. 

2.11.1
2.4.5
2.4.7
2.8.1

1202 No comment N/A
1202 No Comment N/A
1202 No Comment N/A
1202 No comment N/A
1202 No comment N/A
1202 No comment N/A
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1202 No comment N/A
1202 No comment N/A
1202 No comment N/A
1202 No comment N/A
1202 No comment N/A
1202 No comment N/A
1202 On page 101, the risk of losing ground water sources through gradual pollution is said to be very small. This is not consistent 

with the situation at the Ogbourne borehole, where nitrates are already a problem and believed to be getting worse? ARK 
considers that the prospect of worsening nitrate pollution should be a justification for continued reduction in abstraction from all 
the boreholes in the Upper Kennet Valley. This should be taken into account in resource assessment, rather than headroom.

2.5.12
2.19.6

1202 On page 94, he Environment Agency is said to have confirmed that the Axford abstraction must be reduced to 6 Ml/d average 
and peak. The current licence (following the early 2008 licence revision) is 11.1 Ml/d average and 13.1 Ml/d peak. Reaching the 
EA’s target of 6 Ml/d implies a reduction of 5.1 Ml/d on average and 7.1 Ml/d for the peak. This is not consistent with the 3.6 
Ml/d reduction at Axford stated on page 29. The reduction to 6 Ml/d is said to be dependant on an unspecified 100 Ml/d trigger. 
Please clarify. ARK would like the Axford abstraction to be reduced to 6 Ml/d average and peak, as soon as the Goring gap 
boreholes are available for meeting SWOX demands. On Page 94, there is reference to a provisional sustainability list being 
provided by the Environment Agency, but no details are given. ARK propose full details of the provisional list should be 
provided in the WRMP, including likely Og outcomes, alongside possible options for their delivery. 

2.4.5
2.4.10

1202 Please see comments under 7a on the Severn transfer, without Craig Goch. 2.8.1
1202 Replacement of Victorian mains (VMR) are proposed as a prime means of closing the supply demand balance. This is 

supported by the strategic environmental appraisal and by customer opinion. However, the report contains little detail of the 
costs of mains replacement to achieve the anticipated leakage savings. Nor does there appear to be any appraisal of the 
environmental impacts, costs and benefits. ARK propose that the VMR programme be treated the same as any supply side 
option and presented with full benefit cost assessment. TW customers may intuitively believe that leakage reduction is a good 
thing, but do they appreciate how costly it might be in comparison with other options or the impact it will have on their bills? TW 
should be more transparent on this issue.

2.10.3

1202 We note that supplies to the SWOX zone are to increase by 21.8 Ml/d on completion of the GATOX pipeline by July 2008. We 
propose that abstractions from upper Kennet valley boreholes should now be reduced whenever possible, with supplies taken 
from the Goring Gap boreholes instead. This would reduce impacts on the upper Kennet. Table 9 refers to Og sustainability 
investigations in AMP4 but there are no details given of the likely outcome. We think the WRMP should make provision for the 
Og findings be taken forward in AMP5 (2010 to 2014), without a five year delay until AMP6 (2015 to 2019). 

2.4.5
2.4.7
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1203 Again, surely this is covered under section 2. 2.10.1

2.2.2
1203 Having been personally involved with some of these changes, I think they're just what we need. 2.7.1
1203 I agree with the plan's recommendations. 2.14.3
1203 I don't think it's TW's business to offer a social tariff - in fact it's very generous of us even to consider it. Europeans already face 

compulsory metering without a social tariff and I can't believe that the British poor are somehow worse off than them. Social 
benefits are for government to offer...

2.11.1
2.11.7
2.11.3
2.11.4

1203 I think our bills will be incredibly cheap considering what we intend to do! 2.14.3
1203 I think Thames Water has reflected on all the factors very carefully. 2.1.1
1203 I think that the desalination plant and the upper Thames reservoir are absolutely vital. 2.7.1
1203 I think TW has done sterling work on leakage. Am continually bemused by repeated and unfounded rumours of hosepipe bans. 

In the West we take a steady, reliable supply of drinking water for granted, as though it's nothing less than we deserve. In doing 
so, we forget the amount of work required to keep it flowing.

2.10.1
2.1.3
2.2.2

1203 I think TW has put together a solid plan for the next five years and I hope TW will be fully funded to deliver it. Supportive comment
1203 I think TW is absolutely right to embark on a metering drive, which is long overdue. Your water efficiency scheme is more than 

generous: I don't see energy companies giving their customers free double-glazing! I think TW has got the better of leakage in 
London, but another 5-10 years are necessary to really break its back.

2.2.2
2.12.1
2.11.1
2.2.1

1203 I think we all take drinking water quality for granted but, by historical standards, it is a luxury well worth paying for! 2.2.1
1203 I would like the river Thames to be sewage-free and so wholeheartedly support the Tideway Tunnel proposal. N/A to draft Water 

Resources 
Management Plan

1203 It is spot-on - as my own research in this area suggests. 2.4.1
1203 No comment N/A
1203 Not sure how this section differs from the previous two. N/A
1203 People who move next door to a sewage treatment works should know what they're getting into before they move! N/A to draft Water 

Resources 
Management Plan

1203 The media seem to have switched from attacking TW over leakage to attacking TW over VMR-related disruption... Surely this 
shows we're winning on leakage!

2.10.1
2.2.2

1203 We need a reservoir - NIMBYites notwithstanding. 2.18
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1208 Darent – further resource development have been progressed to 2007 to deliver the required reduction of 27ml/d with 16 ml/d 

having been delivered to date. Abstractions from Darent Valley 2 and Darent Valley 3 have been reduced with the full 27Ml/d 
reductions being used during the important low flow periods. Progress continues with the construction of a new water treatment 
works (WTW) in the Darent Valley. This scheme is related to the Swanscombe South new resource scheme and will support 
growth in the Thames Gateway. The EA advised water companies not to include sustainability reductions within their forecasts, 
but TW have included current investigations, and have also assumed reductions of 20% as a result of the Water Framework 
Directive, consistent with the assumption used by the Water Resources for the South East Group. This is phased in through a 
10% reduction by 2019/20 with a further 10% reduction by 2024/251. However it is not clear why TW have taken this approach. 
Until the sustainability reductions are defined, Thames should not include these in its supply demand balance as customers 

2.4.5
2.4.7

1208 Demographics – Page 75 makes reference to the South East Plan and states that the Final Plan will be published by February 
2008. This timetable has slipped with the Government’s Proposed Changes only published for consultation in July 2008. The 
Proposed Changes are material in the case of Dartford as annual average housing delivery targets for Dartford have increased 
from 785pa to 867pa with the total for 2006- 2026 increasing to 17340 homes.

2.3.3
2.3.4

1208 For existing properties TW have stated that the Government’s aim of meeting a target of 130l/h/d as set out in the recently 
published ‘Future Water’ is unlikely to be met in the Thames area. TW has reported PCC on average 12l/h/d higher than the 
national average. Their view is that planning to a level of 130l/h/d is a high riskstrategy which could jeopardise future security of 
supplies to their customers. Instead they have used their own detailed water use predictions. However this does not appear to 
take adequate account of future water appliance efficiency and has a
garden watering component out of line with other companies. The result is a substantial rise in pcc to 183 l/h/d in 2034/5. The 
County Council suggest that the water use forecasts are re-examined. A target of 142 l/h/d (i.e. reflecting the national aims but 
accepting and maintaining the local differential currently observed) could be pursued as an alternative.

2.3.1
2.3.4
2.3.5

121 Only DYAA outage levels have been covered in Table 21. Were the same outage levels used for peak week? One would 
expect potential outage levels for peaks to be different based on the potential to lose an output or part of an output over a much 
shorter timescale of a week

2.4.3

121 Section 3 page 8 in the summary states "A peak week forecast is not produced for London as the large surface water storage 
capacity ensures that the peak demand can be met". That assumes that the WTW and network capacity are sufficient. In the 
Thames Valley WTW and network plans are integrated automatically by the need for the source outputs to meet peak 
demands. It would reassuring to see important peak events in London such as the Olympics for 2012 covered by an extension 
of the WRP and also to ensure integrated future planning for London.

2.3.2
2.3.10

121 SWOX and London are the areas of potential deficit. Other areas such as SWA and Kennet are initially in surplus. I didn't see 
any reference on the possibility of transferring water from Kennet and SWA to SWOX as part of the long plan term plan. I 
guess this is too expensive. However, there would be benefits in terms of resilience and use of resources if the these areas 
were linked and integrated over the 25 planning horizon.

2.8.10
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121 The potential gaps of supply to baseline demand for London (approx 300 Ml/d) and SWOX peak (50 Ml/d) by 2021 are massive 

(14% and 15%), indicating the scale of the leakage, metering and water efficiency programmes required. Section 3 Page 72 
indicates that households will increase by 28% by 2021 in SWOX and 13% in London. SWOX appears to be very challenging 
as leakage levels are already low and therefore much relies on metering and water efficiency savings

2.6.2
2.13.2
2.13.3

121 This is a bold and challenging programme. A comprehensive analysis has been undertaken. The risks around the demand 
management solutions are highlighted on page 194. The tariff policy introduced with the meters may be crucial to achieving 
peak demand savings. Although introducing meters will probably produce annual savings the confidence around peak savings 
could be less. Experience from the USA suggests that affluent users on a meter may be less tolerant to hosepipe bans and 
calls for restraint in hot summers when they consider using water for a short period on the garden compared to the investment 
on their plants, based on they're paying for what they take.

2.9.1
2.14.3
2.1.10
2.11.6

1211 "The council supports Thames waters proposals to continue to drive down water leakage with an active mains replacement 
programme. However there are sound reasons for targeting a reduction below the economic rate of leakage: It appears that 
customers are expected to deliver about 50% of the overall consumption savings and continued or even increasing customer 
awareness of the leakage issue, whether to the industry average or not will make the task of convincing customers to reduce 
their own consumption more difficult

2.10.3
2.10.5
2.10.6

1211 .An integrated approach to demand management is supported but see comments on individual points below. . 2.7.1
1211 It is noted that compulsory water metering is proposed and that this (together with tariffs) is expected to deliver about 40% of 

the usage saving. Whilst the council recognises that metering is an effective way of reducing demand it considers that a 
compulsory approach is not sufficiently targeted and could result in the deprived sections of our community being 
disproportionally affected. We urge Thames Water to be more socially proactive in its approach and not rely on a compulsory 
scheme

2.11.1
2.11.7
2.11.6

1211 The Council feels that Thames could do more to encourage a reduction of water usage especially bearing in mind our 
opposition to compulsory water metering. a more integrated approach including The possibility of building on the proposals for 
household kits and including sliding tariff scales and family incentives such as 100% discounts (rather than the 20% proposed) 
on use reduction measures should be considered." 

2.3.11
2.11.1
2.12.1
2.11.6

1212 As I mentioned before, I am not sure why the figures between this and the previous consultation have changed so much with 
regard to SWOX's deficit status.

2.6.2

1212 Given the fact that the report finds the Abingdon reservoir proposal to have so many negative aspects, with the only major 
positives being the highly debatable 'economic benefit to the region' (despite strong opposition from the local population) I am 
surprised it seems to be so favoured.

2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.3
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1212 Here I have discovered the figures and explanation of the bulk water transfers I was looking for earlier in the proposal. I was 

surprised reading this section at the difference between this and the previous consultation documentation I received about the 
proposed new Upper Thames reservoir. In that documentation, Thames Water gave the impression that London was the most 
water impoverished area of the country and that Thames Water required a new reservoir to protect the water supply for London 
(and in fact in that documentation the SWOX area was shown to be self-sufficient for water both at present and int he future 
whilst now it seems the projection has changed). This section of figures implies that the new reservoir is in fact going to allow 
Thames Water to make even more bulk transfers of water to other water companies around the country. I am concerned that 
this is a profit-making move dressed up to look like prudent resourcing.

2.19.4
2.8.10
2.18.10

1212 I am not convinced of the need/demand for automatic meter readings, and the proposed more complex tariffs are more likely to 
be confusing to the customer and require much more complex billing arrangements for little benefit.

2.11.3
2.11.4
2.11.6

1212 I could see no reference to important species such as water voles, effects on historic monuments such as Steventon's 
Causeway, or the increased risk of accidents, raised water table or flooding to local properties (many of which, including the 
National Trust's Priory in Steventon) are historic, listed buildings.

2.17.1
2.18.7

1212 I don't feel that the need for a large reservoir at Abingdon has been made strongly enough to overcome the serious detriment 
that this would have to the environment and local community, and cost to all Thames Water customers (who would have to pay 
for it). If it is to provide excess water to be sold to neighbouring companies this benefit is not for the customers who paid for it, 
but for shareholders.

2.18.3
2.18.7
2.18.6
2.18.10

1212 I remember when previously taking part in the consultation regarding the proposed new reservoir near Abingdon that a large 
amount of water (almost equal to that to be supplied by the proposed reservoir) was transferred by Thames Water to different 
water companies each year. I can't see this mentioned in the current figures. I was told that this was a long standing transfer 
agreement which Thames Water could not renegotiate. The current juncture seems an ideal time to undertake, or for the 
government to undertake, such a renegotiation.

2.18.10

1212 I'm surprised at the higher PCC figures in London compared with the rest of the Thames Valley and with national averages 
(particularly given the surely reduced amount of garden water usage in London). Is this due to higher leakage rates in London, 
or has this been taken account of in these figures? If not then Thames Water's admirable leakage reduction programme should 
help reduce this PCC figure which does seem very high. Forecasting the future, particularly in the current variable climate, is an 
extremely imprecise art. For instance, the recent collapse of the housing market is certain to reduce the likely growth in 
households in these areas - I note in the appendix B that Thames Water is wisely awaiting new figures from the S E Plan, and 
perhaps this whole consultation process should really have awaited these figures. The significant difference between metered 
and unmetered households in their water usage looks to me to be valuable ammunition to move to compulsory water metering. 
Although expensive in the short term, the long term benefits must be overwhelming

2.3.1
2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.11
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1212 It seems counter-intuitive that a company selling water would like its customers to buy less of its product. If Thames Water is 

really short of its product (i.e. water) then reducing demand might help reduce the need for expensive capital projects to 
increase supply, but I can't see shareholders being happy with a company that cannot increase its profits - which is partly why I 
can't understand the privatisation of the water companies!!

2.19.2
2.18.10

1212 Shorter term options should be given a higher priority, such as water re-use strategies. Thames Water also needs to be more 
vociferous with the government to affect things that it believes are 'out of the company's control' (such as renegotiation of bulk 
water transfers).

2.8.3
2.18.10

1212 Thames Water appears to have weighted the importance of the different factors for their own benefit. The report clearly shows 
vastly negative effects from the proposed Abingdon reservoir (yellow and red) and only a few positive (green) effects - and 
these are things which the local population would dispute or tend not regard as important enough to outweigh the negatives 
(e.g.. potential for improved sporting amenities) - and yet in Thames Water's view they do.

2.17.2

1212 Thames Water should note the public's wish for a greater reduction in leakage than 'is economic for the company'. Even in a 
monopoly situation as the current one is, public perception is an important thing - it feeds back to the government who do have 
the power to act over the company. If there is a genuine economic hardship to be borne then Thames Water should appeal to 
the government for help. If it is merely a dent in profits then this will soon become apparent to the public and the government 
and the consequences are less foreseeable. It may be better to bite the bullet and carry out the repairs in order to gain 
reputation and goodwill (as well as, of course, losing less of the resource the company sells!)

2.10.2
2.19.2

1212 There is no comment on the effect of the extremely prolonged construction process of the proposed reservoir on the local 
community and infrastructure.

2.17.3

1216 An integrated approach makes good sense in the areas where mains are being replaced. This should not replace but be 
additional to a much wider programme of promotion and incentives that should be implemented across the whole company 
area. Current efforts are very poor as any customer will testify. Improved efficiency is the most cost effective and, according to 
the Cascade study, the most environmentally beneficial alternative and should receive substantially more investment. If 
Thames Water wish to see how it should be done they should refer to the Australian Programme. There is a parallel in the 
energy industry, albeit a modest one, where suppliers need to demonstrate downstream savings.

2.9.1
2.12.1
2.12.3

1216 At a time when great strides are being made in water saving technology and the government has indicated targets of 130 litres 
per person per day, it is unacceptable that Thames Water should ignore them and make their own plan on the basis of 165 
litres a day. The plan should reflect Defra's targets and channel whatever resources are necessary into demand management 
to deliver them. This is the sustainable way forward and the least cost option for the consumer. Regulated monopolies should 
act in the public interest and deliver UK government policy. 

2.3.5
2.3.4
2.18.10
2.12.4
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1216 At a time when great strides are being made in water saving technology and the government has indicated targets of 130 litres 

per person per day, it is unacceptable that Thames Water should ignore them and make their plan on the basis of 165 litres a 
day. The plan should reflect Defra's targets and channel whatever resources are necessary into demand management to 
deliver them. This is the sustainable way forward. There are many easy wins in demand management; Aerated showers save 
up to 75%; Rainwater harvesting reduces commercial water usage by up to 80%; Toilets that save 50%. This is proven 
technology, simple to apply, widely used in Germany and elsewhere, and supported by Defra's ECA scheme. The strategy 
massively underestimates the potential. A number of estimates have been inflated; the summer garden watering demand 
estimate is 4 times the average assessed by other water companies; commercial demand is high compared to trends. 

2.3.4
2.3.5
2.3.11
2.3.1
2.3.8

1216 Broad issues have been covered but the analysis does not adequately cover local environmental issues. These are particularly 
severe around the proposed Abingdon reservoir. They include the risk of flash flooding from the embankments, destruction of 
unique habitats (water voles thrive there), and the socially detrimental aspects of a 10 year construction period on a site which 
will be of the same size as the channel tunnel terminal. The water table around Steventon and other villages is very high and 
the impact of the reservoir on it is unknown. The mediaeval system of ditches and weirs could easily be overwhelmed. The 
impact of a huge area of cold water on the micro-climate of the area around the reservoir is completely neglected. These local 
impacts are important, thousands live in this area, and it is not acceptable to push through the case for such a major 
infrastructure project with such potentially devastating effects on such a superficial survey. 

2.17.3
2.18.5
2.18.7
2.18.6
2.18.14
2.18.1

1216 It is generally agreed that climate change will lead to more extreme weather events. We experienced flash flooding in Hanney 
and Steventon in July 2007. Thames Water should be taking into account the increased risk of flooding which climate change 
is likely to cause. If summers become hotter and drier, then large amounts of water from a shallow, open reservoir would be 
lost through evaporation. The likely effects of climate change provide powerful reasons for not building a reservoir of this type 
and in this particular situation. Of all the options the proposed reservoir will cause the greatest increase in greenhouse gas 
emissions.

2.5.5
2.13.14 

1216 Metering is the fairest way of paying for water and inevitably reduces demand. There is also a multiplier effect on efficiency 
measures as consumers are able to measure performance by the size of their bills. 80% by 2020 is better than promised 
previously, but it could be done more quickly. We do not believe that some properties are technically too difficult. Electricity and 
gas are all metered; why not water? Thames Water's attitude is very negative in this respect, smart metering and telemetry are 
commonplace. The cost of developing solutions would be trivial compared to the £billion capital projects proposed. We are in 
favour of tariffs if they penalise excessive or unnecessary usage, although we appreciate that the social consequences may not 
be acceptable. There is a case for pilot studies to explore the alternatives for this. 

2.11.1
2.11.2
2.11.6

Page 106 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1216 Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment is not needed. Much more economic, 

sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternative options can be built in far shorter time than a reservoir and be 
operated only when needed. Water re-use is dismissed as needing more research but the technology is already proven. Water 
transfer from the Severn is not a new concept. All schemes pre-privatisation envisaged such a transfer, which is more flexible 
and economic than the Abingdon reservoir plan. Thames Water cannot even ensure filling their proposed reservoir in a dry 
winter.

2.18.11
2.18.2
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.13
2.7.1
2.7.3

1216 Thames Water appear to have ignored the findings of the report and have selected those options that have the greatest 
environmental disbenefit. Increased efficiency, leakage reduction and water reuse are by far the best available environmental 
options and they should be used to the maximum extent possible. All investment should be diverted to these options. 

2.17.3
2.9.2

1216 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 
analysis of the merits of the viable alternatives. We find it hard to believe that the Abingdon Reservoir has been selected as the 
best option despite it being the most expensive, carbon intensive option with the greatest impact on the local environment 
(Cascade) during both construction and operation. It is of course the best option financially for Macquarie as it increases the 
asset valuation of the company entirely at the consumers' expense and defers the operational expense of fixing leakage. 

2.7.3
2.18.7
2.18.10

1216 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to justify the need for the Abingdon reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives – quicker 
to implement, more efficient and more sustainable. The construction of such a reservoir would cause major, local 
environmental damage. Thames Water’s plan fails to give proper objective consideration to all the viable alternatives including 
re-use of effluent and water transfer. The Severn has 5 times the flow of the Thames and 3 times the water catchment area. 
Transfer would involve a smaller reservoir at Longdon Marsh (Glos) and this must be properly assessed and fairly costed. The 
owners of Thames Water, Macquarie Bank, Australia, want this reservoir for their own financial and commercial interests. 
Thames Water’s plan is therefore biased towards achieving this objective entirely at the expense of their customers and the 
environment.

2.18.3
2.18.2
2.18.7
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.8.9
2.18.10
2.13.5
2.7.3
2.7.4

1216 Thames Water’s leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is inadequate. 520 Ml/d will still be leaking away by 
2020. The mains replacement programme must continue at the current rate until the system meets best European practice. It 
is not sustainable to waste scarce energy to pump scarce water through leaks into the ground. The plan seems to assume that 
if a reservoir is allowed then they can ease off the repairs again. 

2.10.1
2.18.3

1216 Thames Water’s safety margins (target headroom) are unjustifiably high. They are far above most other UK water companies’ 
safety margins, particularly for 2020 and beyond.

2.5.14
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1216 The 8-10 year construction period would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption. Wildlife and ecology 

would suffer untold consequences. A valuable habitat for the endangered water vole would be lost. Built on a flood plain, it is 
highly likely that the completed reservoir would cause increased flooding, not least from run-off from its slopes which would be 
25m high and drain into the surrounding villages. Furthermore the River Ock cannot take more flow without the risk of further 
major flooding in Abingdon. The proposed reservoir would cover 3,500 acres of productive farmland. The surrounding 
countryside would be spoiled for ever by the oppressive presence of this enormous structure, and the rural character of the 
surrounding villages would be destroyed. To create so much damage when there are better alternatives would be 
unacceptable.

2.18.6
2.18.7
2.18.5
2.18.8
2.17.2
2.18.2
2.18.1
2.17.1
2.17.3

1216 The proposed Abingdon reservoir is an unsustainable solution. Its cost is five times higher than solutions using water reuse. Of 
all the options it has the highest carbon footprint and will burden future generations with the energy and environmental costs of 
continually pumping and aerating the contents to prevent algae growth, oxygen depletion and thermal pollution of the Thames. 
Building a massive reservoir that has a huge carbon footprint during construction and can only be kept in operation by the 
continual expenditure of energy is not a sustainable way forward. Reduce demand through efficiency improvements, reduce 
leakage to meet best European practice, implement water reuse schemes as in the rest of Europe, and build transfer schemes 
that operate only when needed. 

2.18.3
2.18.2
2.18.4
2.18.7
2.10.1
2.8.1
2.13.4

1216 The tone of this plan is that Thames Water have decided which alternative suits their business best and have constructed a 
case to support it. It is very reminiscent of the last time we saw these proposals in 1991. It was rejected and Thames Water 
were told to repair their pipes before any reservoir would be considered. Ref below. They still haven't fixed enough leaks and 
we suggest that the Secretary of State should give them the same answer again. 
http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg13718651.600-water-companies-leaky-argument-for-reservoirs-.html Thames Water 
appear to have underestimated the supply and overestimated the demand.

2.18.10
2.9.2
2.18.3
2.7.1

1216 These have serious underestimates. The closure or replacement of the inefficient cooling towers at Didcot A power station 
(40Ml/day) and the Becton desalination plant (140 Ml/day) are not included. This is more than half the 309 million litres daily 
which the proposed reservoir would supply. 

2.8.2
2.8.8

1216 We currently use 115 litres per head per day and there are more water saving devices we could install. We are keen gardeners 
but never use a hosepipe or tap water to water our garden. Thames Water's long-term domestic water usage forecasts are 
exaggerated. They are not allowing for people using less water because of metering and their concerns about climate change. 
More companies are using rainwater harvesting and this trend should continue. Thames Water's forecast non-domestic 
demand is too high. As water bills increase companies will find ways of reducing water consumption. They are also coming 
under pressure from public opinion to be more environmentally friendly.

2.3.5
2.3.1
2.12.6
2.3.8
2.3.11
2.5.3

1216 We welcome the leakage reduction proposals. It is disappointing that the situation has been allowed to deteriorate to the 
current state and that no substantive improvements were made over the past eighteen years. 

2.2.2
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1217 Forecast population growth will be lower than expected during current economic conditions. PCC forecasts seem higher than 

industry and OFWAT expectations. Metering - see earlier comments.
2.3.3
2.3.1

1217 Government assistance on the extension of water metering should be sought. A permanent hosepipe ban, with exceptions 
subject to licensing, would have a great effect in making people realise that water is a finite resource.

2.11.2
2.1.3

1217 I accept that the proposed site is not of great scientific value but no account seems to be being taken regarding the planning 
blight for people living in the area with this uncertainty having hung over them for nearly 20 years.

2.17.3

1217 I didn't know you had a approach to it. 2.7.1
1217 In summary I would say that this is a very user unfriendly site and it seems very sad that Thames Water are not interested in 

hearing comments from the majority of people who may not have access to the internet or the computer skills and patience 
needed to persevere this far

2.1.1

1217 It appears that further investment in water re-use and desalination would be more cost effective that a large reservoir. 2.8.3
2.8.2

1217 It has been very hard to get reliable independent information regarding many of the points in your programme - how can this be 
fair or democratic

2.1.1

1217 It seems odd that your preferred option to deal with a forecast shortage in London is to build a reservoir 60 miles away from the 
problem. Also recent experience of TW major programmes make it seem unlikely that the resource would be completed and 
usable to address shorter term supply problems

2.18.9
2.6.2

1217 It seems that an increase in rainfall is just as likely as a fall - does this not make the need for a reservoir just as unlikely as 
likely?

2.18.13
2.18.14

1217 Little use seems to have been made regarding this as the appearance is that the preferred option was decided many years 
ago.

2.17.1
2.18.10

1217 See 7b N/A
1217 The impression is given that this management plan was produced to prove the need for a reservoir rather than to see if the 

reservoir was actually needed.
2.18.10
2.7.2

1217 The water demand and usage figures in the management plan rely on your having the worst leakage rates in the industry. Your 
forecast 'headroom' needs are also greater than National average. Water metering for larger users could have a large effect on 
demand.

2.5.1
2.11.4
2.10.1
2.2.2

1217 There is still considerable scope to reduce current water usage/demand by reducing leakage. 2.3.11
1217 You state that climate change makes abstraction from rivers unreliable but this project is entirely dependant on abstraction 

from the Thames !
2.18.14
2.4.5
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1217 Your forecasts are based on figures higher than usual for the industry. If all new housing is supplied via meter the demand can 

be reduced. Also a large proportion of your customers live in flats and modern houses with small or no garden. Nearly all of the 
projected population growth will also be in this category. Surely this will also reduce the average water use per capita.

2.3.5
2.11.5
2.3.1
2.3.3

1217 Your level of service is very poor - Leakage problems have not been fully addressed and installation of new pipes in this area 
has been appalling. In Steventon access for the GATOX programme was planned to last 8 weeks and is now expected to take 
18 months - this does not inspire confidence in your planning abilities.

2.2.2
2.10.1
The levels of service 
refered to in the draft 
Water Resources 
Management Plan 
relate specifically to 
the the provision of 
water supply. They do 
not relate to wider 
customer service 
standards.

1218 Climate change is important. But leakage reduction & a move towards universal metering are more important. Some research 
on sensitivities under different scenarios of climate change is relevant. However, it is wrong to assume that all change will 
affect the balance between resource & demand adversely. It is necessary (and will become more so) for people, businesses & 
supply systems to adapt to climate change. It is mistaken if assessments assume that people & businesses will adapt to one 
consequence of climate change (e.g. higher temperatures) but not to another (e.g. more frequent drought). The scenario of 
water use rising through more frequent showering (in response to higher temperatures) is an example of one-sided thinking. 
One might with as much legitimacy assume that we adopt Mediterranean behaviours as a job lot! Nevertheless, the plan is 
correct to consider the impact of climate change.

2.5.7 

1218 I believe that the  SWOX deficit is an artifice. There is flexibility in how resources are allocated to meet demands. If there is 
insufficient operational flexibility in the Thames region, priority should be given to increasing this by cross-connections.

2.6.2
2.8.10

1218 It is devastating that the plan is so unambitious about metering. The idea of dynamic tariffs only makes sense if TW is more 
progressive about moving towards universal metering. Is the problem of metering in apartments and tower blocks really so 
insoluble?

2.11.2
2.11.3

1218 Some water-butt stands supplied by TW are under-engineered. It is good that they are made from recycled plastic. It is 
inexcusable that they are under-strength. A photo of a failed one provides an icon for the way in which private-sector values 
have not adapted to the particular product. Water is unique.

2.12.6
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1218 The appraisal is critically flawed because of the assumptions made. 2.7.1
1218 The approach to choosing the Abingdon Reservoir was premeditated. Had the effort given to designing & promoting this 

scheme been devoted instead to exploring more progressive forms of leakage reduction, demand management & public 
education about water conservation, something useful would have been achieved. It is a scandal that Ofwat has allowed TW & 
its consultants so much freedom to waste money. Plans for the scheme should be mothballed and attention turned urgently 
towards leakage reduction, demand management & public education about water conservation. If the plan is to be pursued 
further, dam-break flood analyses should be undertaken & published. The scenario on which the parameters of the breach 
formation are chosen should be at least as challenging as the effect of a large fully-laden civil aircraft crashing into the 
embankment at speed. All embankment sectors should be so tested, and flood-wave propagation times & heights to 
communities mapped.

2.18.1
2.18.8
2.7.2

1218 The approach to managing demand is wholly inadequate. 2.7.1
1218 The concept of headroom is valid & relevant. However, over-emphasis on uncertainty can detract from logical & "best" decision-

making. It gives scope for decisions to be swayed to meet political, shareholder or special interests. Cross-connections should 
be reinforced to allow the SWOX zone to be treated as any other. I believe that zones have been adjusted & rebranded in order 
to make the Abingdon Reservoir appear to be meeting local as well as London needs. The main response to risk & uncertainty 
should be to increase flexibility, not to provide headroom to headroom. If there is sufficient operational flexibility (e.g. increased 
ability to redistribute the demand zones met by particular resources), conservation appeals & water-use restrictions can more 
readily be introduced across the whole TW area. It is cynical & regressive for TW to defer more progressive action by 
proposing research on unmetered use. What have they been doing for 14 years? Research the EFFECT of metering, yes.

2.5.14
2.18.10
2.8.10
2.12.1
2.11.1
2.5.1

1218 The per capita targets chosen by TW are unambitious. The decisive factors are leakage reduction & metering. The idea of 
dynamic charging for water (e.g. tariff trials) is window-dressing if TW is anti-progressive on leakage reduction & metering. The 
chief problem is in London where leakage figures are a disgrace & should be much lower. The lengths of main needed to 
supply consumers in densely populated areas are much shorter. That London leakage admitted by TW is so high ... NB these 
are only estimates based on coarse inferences of "unaccounted for" water ... demonstrates that the forecast shortfall in water 
resources arises from the unwillingness of Londoners & London businesses to put their city in order. Mammon dictates that 
today's business is always more important than remedying defects?! It is shameful that TW has massaged supply zones to 
create a specific deficit in SWOX.

2.3.1
2.3.5
2.3.8
2.3.11
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1218 The targets on leakage reduction & metering are wholly inadequate. Much said is superficial repackaging: "integrated demand 

management" indeed. The greatest influence on demand is metering. TW's guiding principle should be the systematic & 
efficient progression towards universal metering. What is offered is pathetic. The plan appears to favour metering but then 
makes excuses excuses excuses. Yes, some leakage recurrence is driven by weather. Prolonged low temperatures lead to 
fractures. But TW has experienced very few such periods since privatisation. Recurrences also arise from short-term or 
botched repairs and from excessive loads (e.g. lorries riding on pavements). The disinterest in peak-week demand is 
surprising. Why were Meysey Hampton and neighbouring gwater sources mothballed rather than run when gwater levels are 
above average? The change has increased flood frequency to some properties. Check it out!

2.2.2
2.9.2
2.11.1
2.11.2
2.6.1
2.4.11

1218 TW's preferred approach to managing leakage is vague & ambiguous. It is wholly inadequate. Targets need to be ambitious & 
widespread, and should never amount to just keeping on top of leakage. Greater use should be made of new technology. Sites 
with recurrent leakage should be properly fixed. TW should be at least as interested in conservation as its customers are. The 
"new" idea of blitzing particular districts by laying new mains, introducing metering & encouraging water conservation is a 
distraction. If you join the three things together, you risk taking the foot off the gas on any one item. Join them together where it 
makes sense. But don't mistake dogma for action. The critical balance between resources & demands is at the regional (TW) 
scale. Projects focusing on a particular district make a nice showpiece: one that attracts public understanding as well as good 
PR. But the TW approach to managing leakage needs to be more cultured, general, widespread and progressive.

2.10.1
2.10.6

1220 A vast reservoir of this scale is not needed. As I see it the move is more to do with money than providing sensibly for the future. 
A huge enterprise like this would enlarge the capital base of TW's assets very greatly at the expense of customers. Of course 
TW never discharge its obligation to the UK government and plan for the future but the reservoir scheme is a 'last resort' plan 
that's very far from proven.

2.18.1
2.18.4
2.18.10

1220 As far as I can make out TW does not substantiate how it arrives at its figures. 2.5.2
1220 As I see it this leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is inadequate. This is where TW should be 

concentrating its time, not constructing vast inland lakes that may well be very little used. It could become a vast 'white 
elephant' with huge interest costs paid by Thames Water's customers.

2.10.1
2.18.3
2.18.10
2.13.5

1220 As I understand it Thames Water is finally really trying to get on top of this problem. However, this is after may years of 
inactivity (or at least minimal activity) and much lobbying. I have heard too many stories of very slow response by TW to large 
private waste leaks to have a great deal of faith in their commitment on this front. They really should have got on top of this one 
many years ago.

2.2.2

1220 I can only refer to domestic leaks. From my experiences in East Hanney I can only say that the TW response has been very 
slow from reports I have received.

2.10.1
2.2.2
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1220 I find Thames Waters mountain of paper confusing and excessive. There must be better ways of presenting their case than 

throwing huge quantities of material at us that we are left as individuals to analyse. A clear and concise interactive pack would 
be cheaper, clearer and easier to assimilate for the man in the street, who faces an uphill task in comprehending your 
literature.

2.1.1

1220 I find Thames Water's safety margins (target headroom) unjustifiably high. There are far above most other UK water 
companies' safety margins, particularly for 2020 and beyond.

2.5.1

1220 I see no reason why tariffs should be in areas beyond the rate of inflation. 2.11.6
1220 In London TW is re-using less than one percent of the capital's water and sewage. This is pathetic! Water re-use is a wonderful 

supply source. Treated waste water is at best as pure as normal river water. This should be explained to the public clearly and 
thoroughly.

2.8.3

1220 Personally we manage well on 130 litres per person per day - less in fact. We share baths and do not push the WC every time 
in all instances. I think TW could do a great deal on the PR/ propaganda from to explain to people how they can save their 
pockets by using less water in very simple ways.

2.3.5
2.3.11
2.12.1

1220 Thames Water's draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 
exercise to be carried out to evaluate the advantages and disadvantages of ALL possible alternatives.

2.7.3
2.7.4

1220 Thames Water's forecast for non-domestic demand is far too high. Trends show a far greater reduction. The 165 litre per head 
per day is also far too high - see my response to (3)

2.3.5
2.3.1

1220 The proposed Steventon/ Janney / Marcham reservoirs capital cost is more than FIVE times higher than viable water re-use 
schemes. Such re-use projects would be a flexible means of meeting actual demand variations.

2.18.4
2.8.3

1220 The reservoir scheme between E Hanney, Marcham and Steventon seems to me to be overkill in the extreme. I am against it. I 
doubt if the R Thames could perform in the way TW expect it to further much more economic, sustainable water-efficient 
options exist. Look at the face of Kielder. In this environmentally-conscious day we should look very carefully before embarking 
on such a huge construction project unless it is absolutely necessary. My view is that it is not. 

2.7.1
2.9.2
2.18.2
2.13.6

1220 The River Thames is over abstracted along its entire length. Therefore a new resource is needed. The cheapest option is to re-
use effluent. An alternative is to transfer water from the River Severn.

2.8.3
2.8.1
2.4.5
2.4.7

1220 This is hugely worrying in the light of recent sever flooding in the Hanneys (July 07 and June 07) then attracted national media 
attention I fear that the reservoir would exacerbate rather than control the flooding problem. I fear such an undertaking would 
also cause major disruption and environmental damage over the 8-10 year construction period and that this part of our Vale 
would be altered beyond recognition question for the worse and for every.

2.18.5
2.18.6
2.18.7

1220 TW is a monopoly supplier - where is the commercial competition? 2.19.2
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1223 Memorandum to Thames Water on Draft Water Resources Management Plan – Proposals for a Reservoir at Quainton, 

Buckinghamshire We have lived in Quainton for the past fifteen years and have written fully to Defra to express our concern 
about the above proposal contained in this Plan. Detailed text outlining opposition to reservoir at Quainton in EC-12

2.18.1
2.18.11

1225 If the sludge cake can be burned why not have all the sludge made into cake? This could be sold to any one who could benefit 
from this source. If it sold at cost plus a minimum profit it would be a sought after commodity which would benefit every one on 
the planet especially the environment. Any profit that was made could be put back into producing more places to manufacture 
the cake or on more maintenance wherever it was needed in the industry. I know this would make it a non profitable project but 
the advantages would outweigh that argument.

N/A

1225 The floods in June 2007, if the drains, water courses, underground streams, rivers and outlets had been maintained regularly 
over the years, it is my own belief that we would never have had the sewage flood. We have been living a life of hell for over a 
year and the end result is dearer insurances, less likely hood of a profitable house sale and we are still trying to put our lives 
back together again. I realise we had exceptional rainfall for several hours that fateful day but it wasn’t for weeks. I strongly feel 
that those affected by this should be given a year free of costs and/or compensation. Some people are not back in their homes 
yet, 15 months since it happened. The drains locally and the outlet at Rainsford farm have been cleaned and cleared of 
blockages. We haven’t had excess water in our garden since and that is a first in 24 years. My views on you maintaining your 
current service is that “I hope you do better and keep everything maintained on a regular basis" 

N/A The levels of 
service refered to in 
the draft Water 
Resources 
Management Plan 
relate specifically to 
the the provision of 
water supply. They do 
not relate to wider 
customer service 
standards.

1225 The reusing of bath water, washing machines and washing/kitchen water could be put through a filtering system and used for 
the garden and flushing the toilets in every house, flat etc not just new builds. If this could be put into place by the water board 
and funded by them the consumer would in the majority welcome the benefits. I know the money has to be found and it is the 
consumer that pays in the end but not many can afford to put this into place. A small charge for maintenance and usage up to 
50p a week would not be too bad for a family. The reduced amount of water used by the consumer would probably out weigh 
this and their bills would inevitably reduce.

2.12.6
2.12.1
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1225 When builders receive permission from the council to erect more housing, the council and the builder should have a 50-50 

responsibility to the new residences to make sure that they are constructed in such a manner as to avoid any flooding. Drains 
and sewers should be big and powerful enough to take the extra and where it is fed into older pipes etc where necessary they 
should be replaced. As for water that has to fight its way uphill to get into the system (as it was explained at one of the flood 
meetings) this is ludicrous and needs correcting now. Then if flooding was to occur it would be the council and the builder who 
should bear the cost. I think a vast improvement would be seen to happen. It isn’t right that the water companies are expected 
to adopt estates that clearly are not built with common sense. We have the brains in this country to do a first class job if 
corners are not cut to save money; this only makes a disaster waiting to happen.

2.3.2
2.19.3
Comments specific to 
Business Plan

1235 Also to be taken into account is the wet summers that we are now experiencing along with wet winters. The periods of time in 
the year when water can be seen laying on the land is increasing each year. Also the frequent flood conditions that are now 
occurring. The level of rainfall has got to have increased and the long dry summers virtually disappeared so better 
management of the water in existing systems should be the approach

2.5.4

1235 As before you need to spend more time and money on reducing leakage to improve your record in this area 2.10.1
2.10.2

1235 Every other options should be pursued before even considering building a reservoir 2.7.2
2.18.2

1235 The building such a huge reservoir on the proposed site will have profound effects on the area and the residents. The area 
already floods and to have a man made structure holding massive quantities of water just adds to the threats of flooding. Short 
term will be noise dirt and road congestion, long term threat of floods and unnatural landscape. The absolute last resort

2.18.5
2.18.7
2.18.6
2.18.12

1235 The reservoir plan should not be even considered until every other avenue has been followed and seen how the situation has 
been improved.

2.18.3
2.18.2

1235 There should be more application to sorting out leaks and less money allowed to go into profits.Getting Thames Water to 
accept there is a leak is a major operation as I have found to my cost. Building a reservoir should be the absolute last resort to 
solving water problems. More desalinisation plants should be built

2.7.2
2.8.2

1239 The Council supports the range of measures which Thames Water intend to use to manage water resources. The Council 
would also support an increased use of water metering in an effort to encourage water conservation within the region. The 
Council also welcomes the targeting of water metering to avoid impact on vulnerable customers particularly given the current 
rises in utility costs and their effect on households. These efforts should co - incide with the introduction of fair tariffs therefore, 
not volumetric tariffs.

2.2.2
2.2.1
2.11.7
2.11.6

1239 The Council would welcome an approach which minimized environmental impact. 2.18.7
1239 The extent to which they are being addressed is not necessarily as full as it could be in the case of leakage. 2.10.2
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1239 This Council would prefer to see an approach which reduces leakage in the Wycombe area, not least because it causes a poor 

customer perception. As water is such a precious natural resource it would seem sensible to reduce leakage in all areas.
2.10.2

1239 We think the most relevant impacts have been identified 2.17.1
1239 Whilst the changes to Building Regulations to require greater efficiency are mentioned, has the possibility of more stringent 

requirements for efficiency and new technology been considered?
2.3.4
2.3.6
2.3.11

1240 As a consultation document the dWRMP is not fit for purpose. It's length, complexity, language and style set up a formidable 
barrier preventing effective consultation. There is far too much jargon and use of initials. Paragraphs are not numbered, 
hindering references. Limiting the online consultation to no more than 1100 characters per section is a further obstacle to 
effective consultation. Several tables and figures are printed illegibly small or faint, e.g. figures 10-14, 59 and all the main tables
in Volume 4. Some crucial information has been omitted, e.g. present and future Per Capita Consumption for Thames Water 
as a whole and comparative leakage rates for other water companies.

2.1.1
2.3.1 
2.10.7

1240 No justification is given for the Risk Profile assumed (Table 24). Nor is the term explained. No sensitivity testing has been 
carried out on the assumed Risk Profile, despite the sensitivity of London solutions to demand side assumptions (Page 215). 
There appears to be a direct conflict between the approach adopted by Thames Water "in the long-term it would be prudent to 
reduce the risk" (Page 103) and the EA Guidelines "we would expect water companies to accept a higher level of risk in future 
years" (Appendix G, page 185)

2.5.14
2.5.1

1240 Population Forecasts The population to which Thames Water have applied PCC may have been overestimated, for two 
interlinked reasons. The PCC model is based on usage patterns within private households (baths, dishwashers etc.) It should 
therefore be applied only to the forecast private household population, not to the forecast total population. The difference is the 
institutional population, ie those in hotels, prisons, defence establishments etc. Their water use will be picked up by Thames 
Water's commercial forecasts. There is no evidence in the dWRMP that the institutional population has been deducted from 
the population forecasts to which the forecast PCC has been applied. The second factor is similar. Even within the private 
household population there will always be some persons absent at any one time. They might be on holiday abroad, on business
trips, in hospital etc. These absent persons will not be using water in private households. Yet absent persons are included 
within the population forecasts because these are made on a “usual residence” basis which notionally reassigns them to their 

2.3.1
2.3.2
2.3.8
2.5.3
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1240 Thames Water set out their intention to "bring leakage levels in line with industry average over the next 10 years"(Page 173). 

This does not appear to be achieved by the dWRMP. Even though the Plan significantly omits to state what these "industry 
average levels" are, data supplied by the EA shows that Thames Water's leakage per kilometre will remain more than double 
that for most other water companies in areas of serious water stress throughout the plan period. Furthermore no significant 
reduction in leakage levels is planned for by Thames Water post 2020. The reason for this appears to be that "beyond 2021 
there is no supply demand driver for further mains replacement"(Page 187). Is it a coincidence that this is the same year that 
Thames Water hope to see the Abingdon reservoir becoming available? In other words, if the Abingdon reservoir is 
allowed,Thames Water see no need to reduce leakage further! This attitude is completely unacceptable. It is difficult to take 
seriously the many conflicting statements about Victorian Mains Replacement produced by Thames Water. Since the 

2.10.1
2.18.3
2.18.2
2.18.10

1240 The Abingdon reservoir proposals include parking for well over 1000 cars and for coaches. Apart from the reservoir itself, 
possible ancillary uses include a visitor centre, conference facility, water sciencepark, heritage centre, school study centre for 2 
or more classes, water garden, district/county level water sports, county/sub-regional sailing, windsurfing and canoeing 
facilities, sports pitches, an events area for concerts or festivals, angling facilities, cycle hire, district level pony trekking, 
equestrian centre and a campsite. (Source UTMRD, Stage 2, Volume 1, Appendix E) The adjoining trunk road, the A 34, is 
already running above its design capacity. By 2021 this will have worsened. The recreational and other traffic attracted to the 
reservoir and its ancillary facilities will, of necessity, be diverted onto local roads and through nearby villages. There is only a 
single entry/exit point proposed for the entire reservoir complex. This lies within the parish of St Helen Without. Thames 
Water’s assessment of the nuisance caused by recreational visitors will be limited to 50 metres from the site perimeter (Vol 5, 

2.18.1
2.18.6
2.18.7
2.18.3

1242 A multiplicity of factors are examined 2.14.3
1242 A reasoned and rational evaluation of a wide range of material factors. Scientifically authoritative and almost without challenge, 

this programme selection procedure has been thorough and has not shirked the 'negatives' It finds it's way through a vast 
amount of data to conclude with a 'best-value' rating for the preferred programme. The approach taken has been impeccable. 

2.13.1

1242 Alarmist statements are made about by the media and by politicians of various persuasions. However, past records show that 
leakages, like the poor, " have always been with us." In spite of having the largest network of Victorian pipes, Thames Water 
has not always been the worst water authority. It is an industry norm and cannot be avoided - only minimised. A substantial 
mains replacement programme is under way and is on target. The programme cannot easily be speeded up without serious 
disruption to London's traffic. These facts, if publicised, would take some of the heat out of the 'leakage' debate. Several intake 
works on the Upper Thames have been closed in recent years (Culham, Buscote, Worsham ?) Have their abstraction licences 
been used elsewhere or has there been a net reduction in intake ? Will the intake in the future be no more than it has been in 
the past ? Reliance on metering may be a false hope. The cost and difficulty of installations may be prohibitive and not cost 
effective. This is not in the best interests of Thames Water's customers or shareholders

2.2.1
2.11.1
2.11.3
2.4.11
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1242 All water companies need to become 'water efficient.' It is no longer a Free Resource and profligacy in it's use needs to be 

restrained. For Thames Water this is particularly difficult, being an area of low rainfall. Much higher levels of efficiency are 
required to implement a new regime of resource management which will satisfy customers and without pricing the commodity 
beyond the reach of ordinary families. Many of the minor proposals described, whilst useful, are marginal with low levels of cost-
effectiveness. The Abingdon Reservoir is the single most effective means shown to date that will achieve maximum efficiency 
in the sourcing, storage, treatment and delivery of water to the south-east of England.

2.12.1
2.3.11
2.9.2

1242 As above N/A
1242 Extent of coverage of environmental issues ( actual and conjectural) is thorough and responsible. Given the nature of the water 

cycle (i.e.., re-generation of supply) it is somewhat pessimistic to assume a catastrophic shortage of basic supply; efficient 
management of the existing resources is more appropriate. This would include harvesting and storing the winter supply and 
utilising it in the summer period by means of reservoir storage. This programme would obviate the social impacts to a large 
extent. Environmental impacts are minimal after construction is completed and would not affect the volumes of water 
generated or stored.

2.19.7
2.17.1
2.6.1

1242 In this section, the prospects of water shortages in the south-east are starkly revealed However, this section seems to 'tick all 
the boxes' as far as a remedial strategy is concerned. It is exhaustive in its detailing of the various options and alternatives 
available and is not shy of describing the probable outcome of the lack of a strategy. I would like to see if there have been any 
benchmarking studies in other countries where there have been similar situations and what the solutions were, if any. I would 
also like to see some reference to research and development studies into various technical solutions to common water industry 
problems. ( eg., smart metering, pipe replacement techniques, new materials, leakage prevention in existing pipes, water re-
use, etc. Our area contains some of the finest research establishments in the world. I'm sure they would welcome the 
opportunity to be innovative in the water environment. 

2.13.2
2.8.3
2.10.5

1242 Interesting to see the nationwide scope of the sources of water. However, pumping water from the north and west of England 
must be seen as too costly and high risk. Much better to develop local sources that are at present under-utilised. This appears 
to be the best option of many examined. 

2.7.1
2.14.3

1242 It is worrying to read of "...escalating deficits are driven by the growth in demand and uncertainty allowances made...." It 
indicates uncertainty and risk. If the reservoir can address this possible risk to give a minimum degree of certainty, then the 
case is made.

2.6.2

1242 It would be extremely disappointing if the company bows to the 'alarmist' views of environmental pressure groups, green 
groups or NGOs. Their alternative proposals such as reliance on leakage reductions, do not withstand forensic examination. It 
is a matter of urgency that future water supplies are planned and investment in new infrastructure commenced, given the long 
build-times involved. This section and the report as a whole, is robust on the minimal impact on the environment that reservoir 
construction and subsequent operation will have. 

2.17.1
2.6.2
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1242 Metering appears to be the simplest and most obvious solution to water conservation. However, technical difficulties give the lie 

to this perception. More publicity is required to correct the impression that saving water by leakage control alone will obviate the
need for an Upper Thames reservoir. It cannot and will not. It is unlikely that metering will ever exceed 50% penetration, except 
at great cost and beyond the time period allowed for the reservoir construction. Savings will not be sufficient to justify the 
abandonment of the reservoir scheme.

2.11.1
2.18.3
2.10.3

1242 Proposals described will be popular with most sections of society but will act negatively on poorer families and those with 
several children. Perhaps a 'benefits' or 'compensation' scheme could be devised to alleviate hardships in these instances. The 
government 'Heating Allowance' scheme is an example. Installation difficulties will prevent universal installation of compulsory 
meters, except at great expense. Persuasion as a technique will probably gain popularity up to a point, but will be abused by 
many, i.e.. it may not be a cost-effective scheme in the long run.

2.7.1
2.11.7
2.11.1

1242 The difficulties of the London ' Victorian inheritance' are acknowledged but are not widely appreciated by the residents in the 
Oxfordshire hinterland. More publicity on the London street environment difficulties would be helpful in gaining a deeper 
understanding of the leakage scenario. A steady programme of repairs would appear to be the best option at present.

2.2.2
2.10.3

1242 The increase in water consumption is a 'given' based on the factors listed. No responsible utility can afford to gamble on 
anything other than a 'worst-case-scenario.' The South-East region is pressurised by it's success and is becoming one of the 
'power-houses' of the world in terms of science, technology, innovations, etc. It represents a major plank of the UK economy. 
Water demand is certain to increase in both sectors - domestic and business. The success of the South East region cannot be 
allowed to come under threat if water supplies became 'at risk.' Climate change and its consequences are still the subject of 
debate but not even a sceptic would want to take chances on being wrong. An 'insurance policy' of security of supply is the 
sensible approach to climate change.

2.3.1
2.5.14

1242 The information in this section is exhaustive, to the point of saturation. I cannot imagine even a minister reading it completely. 
Having said that, Thames Water cannot be accused of omitting any information or 'covering up' any issues. Once the logic of 
the available options is analysed and clarified, there is no doubt the company have selected the best option - one which will 
ensure security of supply. Figures 1.1 and 1.2 say it all. There will be a shortage of supply unless more water is generated and 
society also learns to use less. The analogy with a housekeeping budget is irresistible.

2.17.1
2.14.3
2.9.2
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1242 This section has shown that a thorough and professional evaluation of the options has been undertaken. It is difficult to argue 

with it's conclusions. Like all large developments in the UK, it has attracted waves of opposition from local residents (often 
described as Nimbys) and from environmental pressure groups who refuse to acknowledge the needs such developments. The 
new planning system should alleviate some of these difficulties Two personal comments : 1. Please obtain a book entitled 
'Slaying the Nimby Dragon' by Hubert Inhaber It describes proven techniques for overcoming local resistance to large 
developments Available on the Amazon website. 2. I am unhappy with the title of Abingdon Reservoir. How have you decided 
on this designation ? If on distance, Abngdon, Didcot or Wantage are almost identical If on population, Didcot has 9,000 
dwellings committeed by 2026 giving total future population of over 40,000 

2.7.1
2.14.3

1242 This section indicates that the company cannot be expected to supply water at maximum output at all times. Outages are a 
normal part of the supply industries and need to be allowed for. Stress of this kind would lead to more breakdowns and 
consequently, a reduced output in the long run in any case. Nothing is gained by eliminating reserve capacity. Theoretical 
capacity needs to be greater than actual capacity. 

2.4.3

1242 This section is too complex for the lay person. It has to be taken at face value. Question : can the findings be independently 
verified by a trustworthy source ? Can the general public be persuaded of the arguments presented ? A job still to be done ! 

2.5.4

1243 Even if they meet their short term targets Thames Water’s leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is 
inadequate. 520 Ml/d will still be leaking away by 2020. The mains replacement programme must continue at the current rate. 
Thames Water’s planned introduction of metering is too slow (80% by 2020). It should also include metering for flats 
(technically quite easy). 

2.10.1
2.11.2

1243 Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment is not needed. Much more economic, 
sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternative options can be built in far shorter time than a reservoir and be 
operated only when needed. Water re-use is dismissed as needing more research but the technology is already proven. Water 
transfer from the Severn is not a new concept. All schemes pre-privatisation envisaged such a transfer, which is more flexible 
and economic than the Abingdon reservoir plan. Thames Water cannot even ensure filling their proposed reservoir in a dry 
winter. 

2.18.11
2.18.2
2.8.1
2.8.3
2.18.13

1243 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 
analysis of the merits of ALL the viable alternatives. 

2.7.3

Page 120 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1243 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives – quicker to 

implement, more efficient and more sustainable. Thames Water’s plan fails to give proper objective consideration to all the 
viable alternatives including re-use of effluent and water transfer. The Severn has 5 times the flow of the Thames and 3 times 
the water catchment area. Transfer would involve a smaller reservoir at Longdon Marsh (Glos) and this must be properly 
assessed and fairly costed. The owners of Thames Water, Macquarie Bank in Australia, want this reservoir for their own 
financial and commercial interests. Thames Water’s plan is therefore biased towards achieving this objective at the expense of 
customers who will have to pay for this structure. 

2.8.1

1243 Thames Water’s leakage reduction proposals show what can be done after many years of neglect. They must prove they can 
match their aspirations. 

2.10.1
2.2.2

1243 Thames Water's domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated. They are higher than the EA's targets. Thames Water's 
forecast for non-domestic demand is also too high. Current trends show much greater reduction. 

2.3.1

1243 Thames Water's safety margins are forecast much higher than other UK water companies. This exaggerated target headroom 
helps their case for increased storage capacity. The estimates are based on current growth in the south east but as we now 
see with the 'credit crunch' additional housing growth can quickly cease which will reduce the water requirements. These 
reductions in growth should be considered when making predictions regarding future water usage.

2.5.1
2.5.14
2.3.3
2.3.9

1243 The 8-10 year construction period would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption, especially to the area 
adjoining the A34 (already Britain’s busiest trunk road) around Steventon/Drayton. Wildlife and ecology will suffer untold 
consequences. The local impact of the planned reservoir will be unimaginable. Built on a floodplain, covering 3,500 acres of 
productive farmland (able to provide enough bread for Abingdon each year!) there is no guarantee it will not cause increased 
flooding ,for example, from run- off from its slopes (25m high) – without cost compensation from Thames Water or the 
Government. The River Ock cannot take more flow without the risk of further major flooding in Abingdon.

2.18.6
2.18.5
2.18.7

1243 The predictions for future climate change can indicate prolonged periods of rain. Making for wetter winters and it seems at the 
moment, wetter summers. So I would suggest that this again makes good arguments for leaving existing flood plains as they 
are to do the job they were intended for i.e. preventing flooding of local villages etc.

2.5.5
2.13.5

1243 The proposed Abingdon reservoir’s capital cost is more than FIVE times higher than viable water re-use schemes, Such re-use 
projects would give at least the same output and provide far more flexibility in meeting actual demand variations. Thames 
Water’s overall planned costs are based on their reservoir being in full operation from its construction completion. In practice, it 
is highly probable it will not be utilised in full for many years – if ever. There is a serious risk it will become a ‘white elephant’. It 
would still incur interest costs of £40m a year paid for (of course) by Thames Water’s customers. 

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.13.6
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1244 The reservoir will be the largest single body of water in the country. This will obviously attract a wide variety of bird wild life. 

What contingency plans do Thames Water have on stopping migrating birds bringing in bird flu? What would the public relation 
be if they thought this reservoir became a breeding ground for bird flu?

2.17.1
2.18.12
2.18.8

1246 Although current demand is based on government targets for housing the present slump in building is likely to cause a very 
significant reduction in demand over the next decade

2.3.3
2.3.3

1246 Didcot A Power Station closure will release at least 40 Ml/d (million litres per day) in 2015. The Beckton desalination plant 
should now be included in the resources (up to 140 Ml/d). 

2.8.8

1246 Even if they meet their targets Thames Water's leakage repair programme over the next 10 years is inadequate. 520 ml/d will 
still be leaking away by 2020. The mains replacement programme must continue. Thames Water's planned introduction of 
metering is too slow (80% by 2020). It should also include metering for flats (technically quite easy)

2.10.1
2.11.2

1246 Safety margins (headroom) are unjustifiably high. They are far above most other UK water companies' safety margins, 
particularly for 2020 and beyond

2.5.14

1246 Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment is not needed. Far more economic, 
sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternative options can be built in far shorter time and operated only when 
needed. Water re-use is dismissed in the plan as needing more research. It is well proven. Water transfer from River Severn is 
not a new concept. All schemes pre-privatisation envisaged such a transfer which is more flexible and economic than the 
proposed Abingdon reservoir. Thames Water cannot ensure filling the new reservoir in dry winter.

2.18.11
2.8.3
2.18.2
2.8.1
2.18.13
2.7.1

1246 Thames Water's draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives - quicker to implement, 
more efficient and more sustainable. Thames Water's plan fails to give proper objective consideration to all the viable 
alternatives including reuse of effluent. Water transfer from River Severn (which has 5 times the flow of the River Thames and 
3 times the water catchment area) involving a Longdon Marsh reservoir needs to be properly re-assessed and costed fairly and 
independently.

2.8.9

1246 Thames Water's draft plan fails to make balanced comparisons of costs and capital to enable a clear and objective analysis of 
the merits of ALL the viable alternatives

2.7.3

1246 Thames Water's long-term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated. They are based on 165 l/h/d (litres per head per 
day) whereas EA targets are 130 ./h/d by 2020. Thames Water's demand forecast covering garden watering across London 
customers (many live in flats or have tiny gardens) is 4 times higher for other UK water companies. Thames Water's non-
domestic demand is too high. Trends show a far greater reduction.

2.3.1
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1246 The 8-10 year construction period would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption, especially to the area 

adjoining the A34 (already Britain's busiest trunk road) around Steventon/Drayton/Marcham. Wildlife and ecology will suffer 
untold consequences. The local impact of Thames Water's planned reservoir would be unimaginable. Built on a floodplain, 
covering 3500 acres of productive farmland (able to provide enough bread for Abingdon each year!) there is no guarantee it will 
not cause increased flooding, for example, from run-off from its slopes (25m high) - without cost compensation from Thames 
Water or the Government. The River Ock cannot take more water without the risk of further major flooding in Abingdon. The 
owners of Thames Water, Macquarie Bank in Australia want this reservoir for their own financial and commercial interests. 
Thames Water's plan is, therefore, biased.

2.18.6
2.18.7
2.18.5
2.18.8
2.18.10
2.18.1
2.17.1
2.17.3

1246 The leakage reduction proposals show what can be done after many years of neglect 2.10.1
2.2.2

1246 The proposed Abingdon reservoir's capital cost is more than FIVE times higher than viable water re-use schemes which give at 
last the same output and far more flexibility to meet actual demand variations. Thames Water's overall planned costs are 
based on their reservoir being in full operation from construction completion. In practice, it is highly probable it will not be 
utilised in full for many years - if ever. There is a serious risk it will become a 'white elephant'. It would still incur interest costs of 
£40m a year paid for (of course) by Thames Water's customers

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.13.6

1247 Although current demand is based on government targets for housing, the present slump in building is likely to cause a very 
significant reduction in demand over the next decade.

2.3.3 
2.3.3

1247 Didcot A Power Station closure will release at least 40 Ml/d (million litres per day) in 2015 The Beckton desalination plant 
should now be included in the resources (up to 140 ml/d)

2.8.8

1247 Even if they meet their short term targets Thames Water's leakage repiar programme over the next 10 years is inadequate. 
520 Ml/d will still be leaking away 2020. The mains replacement programme must continue. Thames Water's planned 
introduction of metering is too slow (80% by 2020). It should also include metering for flats (technically quite easy).

2.10.1
2.11.2

1247 In London, Thames Water are re-using almost no water, with their waste water going into the Thames Estuary. This is 
inexcusably wasteful and unsustainable. Water re-use is a guaranteed supply source and need only be called on when there is 
not enough flow in the Thames. Re-used water is at least as pure as normal river water and this needs sensible PR to convince 
the public. Much more could be done to educate the public on water efficiency by advice, audits and publicity.

2.8.3

1247 Safety margins (headroom) are unjustifiably high. They are far above most other UK water companies' safety margins, 
particularly for 2020 and beyond.

2.5.14
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1247 Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment is not needed. Far more economic, 

sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternative options can be built in far shorter time and operated only when 
needed. Water re-use is dismissed in the plan as needing more research. It is well proven. Water transfer from River Severn is 
not a new concept. All schemes pre-privatisation envisaged such a transfer, which is more flexible and economic than the 
proposed Abingdon reservoir. Thames Water cannot ensure filling he new reservoir in a dry winter.

2.18.11
2.18.2
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.13

1247 Thames Water's draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives - quicker to implement, 
more efficient and more sustainable. Thames Water's plan fails to give proper objective consideration to all the viable 
alternatives including reuse of effluent. Water transfer from River Severn (which has 5 times the flow of the River Thames and 
3 times the water catchment area) involving a Longdon Marsh reservoir needs to be properly re-assessed and coasted fairly 
and independently.

2.8.9

1247 Thames Water's draft plan fails to make balanced comparisons of costs and capital to enable a clear and objective analysis of 
the merits of ALL the viable alternatives.

2.7.3

1247 Thames Water's long-term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated. They are based on 165 l/h/d (litres per head per 
day) whereas EA targets are 130 l/h/d by 2020. Thames Water's demand forecast covering garden watering across London 
customers (many live in flats or have tiny gardens) is 4 times higher for other UK water companies. Thames Water's non-
domestic demand is too high. Trends show a far greater reduction.

2.3.1

1247 The 8-10 year construction period would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption, especially to the area 
adjoining the A34 (already Britain's busiest trunk road) around Steventon/Marcham/Drayton. Wildlife and ecology will suffer 
untold consequences. The local impact of Thames Water's planned reservoir will be unimaginable. Built on a floodplain 
covering 3500 acres of productive farmland (able to provide enough bread for Abingdon each year!) there is no guarantee it will 
not cause increased flooding, for example, from run-off from its slopes (25m high) - without cost compensation from Thames 
Water or the Government. The River Ock cannot take more water without the risk of further major flooding in Abingdon. The 
owners of Thames Water, Macquarie Bank in Australia want this reservoir for their own financial and commercial interests. 
Thames Water's plan is, therefore, biased.

2.18.6
2.18.7
2.18.5
2.18.8
2.18.10
2.18.1
2.17.1
2.17.3

1247 The leakage reduction proposals show what can be done after many years of neglect. 2.10.1
2.2.2

1247 The proposed Abingdon reservoir's capital cost is more than FIVE times higher than viable water re-use schemes, which give 
at least the same output and far more flexibility to meet actual demand variations. Thames Water's overall planned costs are 
based on their reservoir being in full operation from construction completion. In practice, it is highly probable it will not be 
utilised in full for many years - if ever. There is a serious risk it will become a white elephant. It would still incur interest costs of 
£40m a year paid for (of course) by Thames Water's customers.

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.8.3

1249 A 10 year interval for the compulsory installation of meters is a good way forward. 2.11.1
1249 As well as educating domestic and commercial users, some assistance could be offered to the construction and whiteware 

industries -e.g. dual flush cisterns, grey water usage, washing machine and dishwasher design.
2.12.1
2.12.3
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1249 Climate change is as yet an imprecise science and simplified best and worst case scenarios should be presented to the public 

with the resulting effects on the consumer as a conclusion to the reports as linked here.
2.5.4

1249 Increased metering has many advantages. It is fairer in that people pay for what they use; it is adjustable to take account of 
social issues; it enables monitoring of water use.

2.11.1

1249 It is incumbent on Thames Water to devise the technology necessary to achieve its aims. In considering the social impact, TW 
has to consider the population beyond 2030 and not just the car washers of the present.

2.15.2

1249 It would appear that insufficient attention has been paid to systems used in Europe, where water consumption, risk and 
uncertainty management have been metered & monitored for decades. The uncertainty associated with leakage control can 
only be addressed by the Company in the longer-term through further mains replacement associated with water infrastructure 
maintenance, for which they must therefore plan.

2.5.8
2.5.2

1249 Metering is an essential part of demand management. It enables the customer to control their water consumption and water 
leakage to be more easily monitored.

2.3.11
2.9.1
2.11.1

1249 None of the reports was written in a way that I could readily extract and verify the data necessary to use the WAFU My 
household of 4 adults, two of whom are semi-retired, uses an average of just over 80 litres (pcpd). A straw poll conducted 
amongst work colleagues and neighbours, covering regions of London and Oxfordshire, indicates that my family’s average 
water consumption is not wildly different from that for other areas of the metered population. The factor of 2 in the amount of 
water required per capita needs explaining. It suggests that demand management rather than unlimited water supply is a more 
appropriate way forward.

2.3.1

1249 Of the 6 main key elements quoted above, only the assumed necessity for the Upper Thames Major Resource Development ) 
in 2021/22 is unproven. A more realistic analysis of future need under demand management is required. 

2.9.2
2.18.2
2.18.3

1249 One is left to assume that what Thames Water does at present is the preferred approach to managing leakage. No alternatives 
are presented with the conclusion that any particular ones are preferred. Customer do indeed want TW to bring their 
performance in line with the rest of the industry using the quoted systems if they have been shown to work well.

2.10.2
2.10.1

1249 Six areas out of how many were selected? One can see these are appropriate, but has no measure of alternatives. 2.15.1
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1249 Thames Water has never presented the data clearly in the form of present and estimated future average daily consumption per 

person, present and estimated future population and so an estimate of the amount of extra water needed to satisfy future daily 
demand. The government estimate a daily per capita demand of 130 litres per day by 2030, which is a significant disagreement 
with Thames Water’s estimated 150 litres per capita per day by the same time. The proposed reservoir will be able to provide 
315 million litres per day, which for an estimated 2030 population of 9.7 million people equates to 32 litres per person per day. 
This figure is close enough to the difference between the government’s and Thames Water’s estimates of need to demand a 
reassessment of the need for a reservoir. A case has not been made for the construction of a reservoir

2.3.1
2.18.3
2.3.5

1249 The Draft Water Resources Management Plan makes a clear case for Demand Management although its presentation of 
information is not well laid out. Demand Management could cover all eventualities so far identified.

2.3.1

1249 The environmental and social impacts of the schemes and programmes have been identified broadly but not well assessed. 
The information has not been presented clearly for the non-technical consumer. It shows a bias towards clarifying pre-
established conclusions and is not a consultation as much as a justification of future plans.

2.17.1
2.18.10

1249 The IDM provides a route to sustainable water resources. The mains infrastructure, not all of it Victorian, needs replacing. A 
reservoir is irrelevant to this necessity.

2.9.1
2.7.2

1249 There is no way of verifying the data given in the linked documents nor is there a simple summary of each by way of conclusion 2.6.1

1251 THE RESIDENTS IN THATCHAM WHO WERE FLOODED HAVE HAD A BAD DEAL FROM THEMES WATER AS THEY DID 
NOT LOOK AFTER THE WATER SYSTEMS PROPERLY, THOSE OF US WHO HAVE BEEN PAYING OUR BILLS FOR 
YEARS AND DID NOT REALISE THAT THE STATE OF THE SYSTEMS WOULD RESULT IN CONTRIBUTING TO THE 
FLOODS IN JULY O8 IN THIS AREA. NOW YOU WANT TO PUT THE PRICES UP SO THAT YOU CAN DO REPAIRS. ITS A 
SHAM.

N/A

1252 Given the unpredictability of climate change it would be useful to know the extent of variation allowed for in WAFU elements. 
Again water demand, catchment, and SUDS management measures have an increasingly significant role to play. Earlier 
assumptions appear not to have given these adequate weight within predictions. Predictions should give reasonable security of 
supply without impacting adversely on the environment.

2.19.1
2.5.10

1252 Greater demand will mean greater loss through uncontrolled leakage (as a percentage of supply). Strategic replacement - and 
use of piping with an extended life in new development - including co-ordination with other utility supply line 
installation/replacement within London has to remain a priority. 

2.7.2
2.10.6
2.10.1
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1252 However water efficient new build housing may be, existing building stock offers the greatest potential for savings. TW and 

other supply companies need to be more proactive in encouraging adoption of metering, by social landlords and individuals but 
also in promoting compulsory metering to Government. More could be done between now and 2010 that would help TW to 
achieve its targets. The document fails to set out the cost and contribution of different proposals in relation to savings and 
demand. In many ways this limits the present consultation to a partial presentation of information and it is not possible e.g. to 
say whether there is justification for a new reservoir or not. For example, what will be its delivery capacity in relation to current 
leakage loss. Are there no proposals for reducing water contamination as a result of flooding during this period? 

2.11.1
2.11.3
2.3.11
2.18.3
Refer to Section 9 Vol 
2 of draft Water 
Resources 
Management Plan

1252 It is apparent that TW favours some new reservoir scheme. It is also apparent that none of the proposed schemes will make up 
for what is lost through leakage. At present we seem to have a list of possible projects (in alternative forms) without evaluation 
of these different schemes. 

2.18.3
2.7.1
2.7.4

1252 On forecasting, TW has made use of published 'official' projections in relation to numbers of consumer households. Although 
there is presently no compulsion to retrofit water meters, the decision not to include scenarios in which there was a requirement 
and encouragement to do so by a certain date (within different areas) after 2010 is a weakness. If metering would be of benefit 
in encouraging the wiser use of water resources then water companies should be working with other organisations to lobby 
Government to introduce legislation and incentives. Demand could also be reduced by better use of grey water and domestic 
rainwater harvesting for external use.

2.3.1
2.3.4
2.11.1
2.12.6
2.12.1

1252 Proposals for demand minimisation, leakage control following 2020 appear unambitious. 2.10.1
1252 Reasonable suite of measures. Grey water re-use, rainwater harvesting and soft capture of rainwater in the ground rather than 

being channelled straight into drains could be promoted more.
2.12.6

1252 Simplistic. The weight given (or that needs to be given) to each issue should be identified. 2.17.1
1252 The approach appears suited to its purpose. 2.5.1
1252 The approach is reasonable - but simply highlights the degree of uncertainty in the longer term. It would be reasonable to base 

decision making for the next 10 year period on these figures and reassess in a rolling fashion. It should be noted that proposals 
justified on the basis of climate change are supported only by uncertain predictions. The estimates of demand don't appear to 
take into account the wider metering that will be necessary to ensure more equitable water use or the effects of variable tariffs. 
We note that the figures presented reveal little about historic demand but show that it has recently fallen in London despite an 
increased population and a warming climate. Further substantiation of demand would be helpful. The importance of AMP5 
measures in curtailing demand - singly and in combination - should be fully explored and mechanisms for getting the best out 
of these and future AMP measures e.g promoting retention and increasing of soft surfaces.

2.5.4
2.5.7
2.5.3
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1252 The options set out appear to provide a balanced response to the need that has been identified. Uncertainty over the extent of 

demand in relation to climate change and the extent of efficiency savings necessitates re-assessment of the need for mid- to 
long-term proposals over the next 10 years. The consideration of possible options in a strategic manner is very welcome - not 
least because TWA is the steward of a significant resource and a large area of land with social, landscape and biodiversity 
value in London.

2.14.3

1252 The relevant headings have been identified. More important in terms of individual projects will be the individual items, sites and 
issues that fall under these categories.

2.17.2

1252 THE WRMP SEA is necessarily simplistic, but does not identify the weight given to different factors e.g. carbon cost re social or 
landscape impact. More importantly, it does not assess the duration/ scale, magnitude or interaction of different impacts, or 
resilience of the solutions particularly in the longer term. Further information about the likely impacts -particularly those that are 
unavoidable if the preferred programme is followed - would be welcome. The appendix summary of the final programme 
capacity in relation to need appears to be do away with the uncertainty surrounding climate change etc. 

2.17.1
2.17.3
2.17.4
2.17.5
2.17.6
2.18.7

1252 There is much to be done to reduce demand. 2.3.11
2.7.2

1252 WFD and Habitats Directive requirements necessarily provide important constraints to what water is available and what water 
should be available for Water company use, but other sites of landscape and wildlife value - with wetland sites already under 
pressure from climate change - also need to be protected. This should not be simply overlooked in the context of regional 
supply. Such considerations are likely to be of increasing importance with future consent reviews and TW should adopt a 
proactive stance. With bulk supplies to other areas, we would wish to ensure that the recipients are making every effort to 
manage their own resource wisely and reduce losses. It is suggested that the new reservoir will increase flow to the Thames 
making more water available for other WA's. We would consider that this would only be an option if the resource available to 
other WA's is insufficient. This has implications for sustainability in the TWA area - and for the real need for a reservoir. 

2.4.4
2.4.5
2.4.9

1252 Within the context of this consultation, it would have been useful to know of the existence of this section at an earlier stage. 2.1.1

1253 We do not consider that the reservoir as discussed in the UTMRD proposal is necessary or an appropriate use of the financial 
and management resources of Thames Water. Whilst we understand that these large projects guarantee exciting career 
opportunities for the management and staff of Thames Water, and increased profits for your suppliers and contractors, it is not 
an appropriate project for your customers and the residents of the Thames Valley. Yours faithfully David and Janet Rock.

2.18.10
2.18.1
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1257 We understand that boreholes, reservoirs, water treatment works and other infrastructure are dependant upon the location of 

water sources however when considering the options in the Water Resource Management Plans we believe more emphasis 
needs to be placed on protecting
habitats, particularly irreplaceable ones such as ancient woodland. This includes both direct loss from development and indirect 
impacts to the habitat through increasing pollution, changing water table or disturbance, for example.

2.17.1
2.17.3
2.4.8
2.19.6

1258 4.3 It is important that, in preparing their final WRMP's, the water companies take account of policy H1 in the published RSS 
(May 2008) rather than the draft Plan (2004); and that they should take account of the 'minimum still to build' targets for the 
period 2006/21 onwards rather than the 2001/21 targets (i.e. reflecting the completions 2001-06 which in many cases have 
been below target).  A number of water companies indicate that they will be preparing further forecasts to take account of the 
2006-based household projections published in June.  It is assumed that all will do this and take the opportunity to take account 
of the published Plan targets.

2.3.2
2.3.4
2.3.5

1258 4.5 The Assembly is concerned about predicted levels of per capita consumption (PCC), and it would be helpful if both 
measured and unmeasured PCC rates were more clearly identified.

2.3.1

1258 4.6 Each company sets out its programme on domestic metering, whether that be selective or compulsory.  Whilst the latter 
may prove to be a necessity in the long terms as a means of reducing water usage, companies will need to take into account 
the issue of water poverty which is a potential concern in this region.  Qualifying metered households should be offered support 
to help improve the water efficiency of their homes and pilot schemes (such as South West Water's 'Watercare' scheme) could 
be used to target vulnerable groups to enable metering to be a viable option for them.

2.11.7
2.11.1
2.12.2

1258 4.7 Opportunities also exist for more to be done to increase general awareness of the carbon costs associated with the 
provision of water.

2.13.4

1258 4.9 Whilst it is accepted that totally eliminating leakage may not be possible, it should be recognised that such losses will 
continue to raise two important issues:
· research has confirmed that the failure by companies to adequately control leakages is the main reason why consumers are 
unwilling to make water savings themselves  
· there is a physical and environmental cost in terms of the energy that has been used to treat and distribute this water in the 
first instance.
Water companies are aware of this and measures to tackle these problems and to continually reduce leakage levels over time 
would be supported.

2.10.6
2.10.3

1258 Appendix 5
In preparing the final WRMP, TW should take full account of policy H1 in the published RSS (May 2008), in particular the 
'minimum still to build' targets for the period 2006-21 onwards.

2.3.2
2.3.1
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1259 To be brief, I am concerned with the Quainton Reservoir plans under the following headings: 1.Environmental disturbance,and 

the loss of agricultural land. 2.Noise and pollution during the lengthy construction period (equal to the rest of my life!). 
3.Increased incidence of fog on the A41. 4.Potential for pollution of the supply either avian or subterranean from the Calvert tip. 
5.The existence, I believe, of gas pipelines and control depot under the proposed area. 6.The rural tranquillity will be lost if the 
reservoir is eventually used for anything other than a nature conservation area. I have in mind noisy water sports. If these 
comments can be described as 'objections', so be it.

2.18.2
2.18.3
2.18.7
2.18.6
2.18.1

1261 A 10-year progressive compulsory metering programme is planned commencing in 2010, which will provide “full coverage” by 
2020. This is to be welcomed as it will help to reduce demand, particularly if appropriate tariffs are also introduced. However, 
whilst “full coverage” in Thames Valley is assumed to be 89%, in London it is only 78% due to the high number of flats, and a 
meter penetration of only 50% for flats in inner London is assumed (Table 48 on page 184 and page 142). This low rate of 
meter penetration for flats suggests that insufficient consideration has been given to the options of internal meters/Automatic 
Meter Reading and assessed charges/bulk meter readings (pages 142 – 143 and 147 – 149). It also runs counter to the 
Government’s statement that in seriously water stressed areas “near universal metering” is needed by 2030. The EA says that 
TW needs to justify why it cannot achieve 90% meter penetration by 2020 at the latest. The assumption is made that meters 
under-register actual water used by 3.24% for domestic properties and 4.89% for non-domestic properties (Appendices page 

2.11.1
2.11.2
2.11.6
2.11.7

1261 A key component of the preferred supply demand programme in the dWRMP is a new 150,000 Ml fully bunded reservoir south 
of Abingdon, to serve both the London and Swindon and Oxfordshire (SWOX) Water Resource Zones from 2021. However, 
due to the massive scale of the proposed reservoir (the construction area is 16 sq km), the dramatic impact it would have on 
the surrounding landscape (the embankments would be up to 25 m high), the significant disturbance to the local population 
throughout its long construction period (9 years), its high cost (about £1 billion), and the long-term impact of any associated 
after uses (particularly relating to traffic on local roads), the case for the reservoir needs to be compelling and unequivocal 
before the irreversible decision to permit its development is made. There needs to be a more robust analysis of alternative 
supply options, including wastewater reuse and the development of a smaller reservoir on a number of possible sites.

2.18.6
2.18.7
2.18.12
2.18.8
2.18.4
2.18.2
2.18.11
2.8.3
2.13.6

1261 Bulk transfer -the options of bulk transfer of water into TW from other companies in the South-East or from the River Severn 
via a new reservoir in the Lower Severn Valley at Longdon marsh have not been fully appraised.

2.8.1
2.18.2
2.8.9

1261 Climate change projections - in 208 the Gov will be publishing a new set of climate change projections. This will enable up-to-
date assessments of operational risks form climate change, which is particularly significant as the highest component of Target 
Headroom by far is the uncertainty of the effects of climate change.

2.5.5
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1261 In 2008, the Government will be publishing a review to advise how metering and charging should progress beyond the 

commitments made by water companies in seriously water stressed areas (e.g. the South-East). This review should encourage 
TW to extend their meter penetration level for flats in inner London beyond 50% (page 142). In addition, TW is currently 
carrying out research into the most effective form of tariffs (e.g. rising block or seasonal tariffs), with a view to introducing 
appropriate tariffs (i.e. equitable and protecting vulnerable groups) from 2015/16 (pages 145 – 147). The EA questions why 
appropriate tariffs cannot be introduced earlier.

2.11.2
2.11.6
2.11.7
2.12.4

1261 In addition the option of direct wastewater reuse appears to be rejected as an option simply because it is considered "public ally
unacceptable on health concern grounds". The Ea is strongly encouraging water companies to consider wastewater reuse as 
part of their options for meeting future water demand.

2.8.3

1261 In adequacies of the supply demand options appraisal - the following supply options either individually or cumulatively have the 
potential to increase significantly the forecast supply demand deficit (and hence the need for the reservoir. However the 
Council considers that they have not been appraised robustly by TW. In addition the EA states that there is not enough 
discussion between the water companies on the merits of the various supply options....a robust appraisal of supply options is 
essential before any decision is made to include the reservoir in the dWRMP.

2.7.1
2.4.9
2.18.10
2.13.5
2.7.3
2.7.4
2.18.2

1261 Research is continuing into the feasibility and potential yield of innovative groundwater options such as Aquifer Storage and 
Recovery (ASR). There are currently no ASR schemes in use by TW, so their potential yield is uncertain (Appendices page 
103).There is a supply demand surplus in the Slough/Wycombe/Aylesbury (SWA) Water Resource Zone throughout the plan 
period (Table 38 on page 113). TW plans “to examine the potential development of a SWA – SWOX Transfer” (page 216) with 
a potential yield of 10 Ml/d has not been properly considered as an option, however, this is only included as a Contingency 
Option in the dWRMP. The dWRMP considers the existing and potential bulk transfer of water from TW to other water 
companies – i.e. Three Valleys Water, Essex and Suffolk Water, Southern Water, and Sutton and East Surrey Water (pages 
92 and 96). The proposed Reservoir is described as having the potential “to provide a bulk supply to a neighbouring company 
should their supply demand balance require it” (page 190). However, without explanation, TW says: “No opportunities were 
forthcoming to introduce supplies into TW” (Appendices page 204). The options of bulk transfer of water into TW from other wate

2.7.1
2.8.10
2.4.4
2.8.9
2.18.10
2.4.9
2.8.1
2.8.12

1261 SWA-SWOX transfer regarding inter tonal transfers within TW, a SWA to SWOX transfer with a potential yield of 10Ml/d has 
not been properly considered as an option. It is only included as a contingency option.

2.8.10
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1261 Target Headroom is an additional allowance made to account for the risk of not meeting demand due to specified future 

uncertainties. In 2030, Target Headroom accounts for 200 Ml/d, which is 7.67% of the total demand + headroom of 2606 Ml/d 
(Table 52 on page 188 and Tables WRP4-FP in Volume 4). This needs to be considered within the context of the yield of the 
proposed reservoir, which is 307 Ml/d.TW’s Target Headroom calculations include uncertainty allowances for:
• Variations in demographic projections (i.e. +/-14% in London and +/-16.8% in Thames Valley in 2035, Appendices page 177), 
even though the “most likely” scenario for population forecasts and the additions made for clandestine and short-term migrants 
mean that a large amount of uncertainty has already been removed from the calculations;
• Variations in PCC, even though TW’s forecast PCC for existing properties is already well above Government targets, TW’s 
own recent evidence shows lower levels of ownership and frequency of use of the indoor and outdoor components of PCC 
compared to 2003 (page 77), the EA says that TW’s forecasts for outdoor water use are high, and the outdoor components of P

2.5.14
2.3.1
2.5.3
2.3.5
2.5.4
2.5.11

1261 The Government’s Water Strategy for England, “Future Water,” was published in February 2008. It expresses confidence in 
achieving average household per capita consumption (PCC) of 130 l/p/d by 2030, and possibly even 120 l/p/d. In addition, the 
South East England Development Agency’s Regional Economic Strategy seeks to reduce PCC in the South-East, and has set 
a target of 135 l/p/d by 2016. However, TW says that achieving 130 l/p/d in existing properties is unlikely (page 79), and the 
dWRMP assumes “rapidly increasing demand” due to both increasing PCC and population growth (page 189). Information 
supplied by the Environment Agency shows that TW is one of only a few companies in the South-East which is forecasting a 
significant increase in PCC after 2020. This stance by TW is considered wholly unacceptable, particularly as all of TW’s area 
has been identified as “seriously water stressed” by the Government, and it is in such areas that all aspects of water demand 
management (e.g. metering and water efficiency measures) need to be particularly effective, with PCC reduced accordingly. 
The EA says it will be challenging all water companies which do not plan to meet the PCC targets expressed in Future Water.

2.3.5
2.3.2
2.3.4
2.3.11

1261 The imperfect understanding of the location and amount of leakage will improve significantly in the future as more customers 
are metered, and confidence in the robustness of leakage reduction targets in London will increase in the future through the 
implementation of the Victorian Mains
Replacement programme. However, TW’s assumptions on the extent of leakage savings are based on current data (page 
182), and no allowance is made for the expected reduction in the uncertainty of reducing leakage. Accordingly, taking into 
account 3,500 km of water mains is programmed to be replaced in London between 2010 and 2020 and recognising the 
diminishing rate of return as the areas of worst leakage will be replaced first, the forecast leakage saving of 165 Ml/d in 2020 
(Table 5 on page 28) is considered modest compared to the actual increase in
leakage saving of 49 Ml/d (to give a total saving of 72 Ml/d) achieved in the single year 2005/06 – 2006/07 (Table 31 on page 
121).

2.2.2
2.5.2
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1261 The LTOA is due to be reviewed by TW and the EA in 2010 – 2015. The review will assess the 2 principal issues of demand 

savings and target flows (“which require proper scientific investigation and study,” page 43), and will determine how much 
water can be abstracted from the Lower Thames above Teddington Weir. However, well before the review (which will 
encompass both principal issues), TW’s calculations include a significant reduction in supply due to reduced demand savings 
(i.e. the savings arising from the effectiveness of demand management measures) (page 45).

2.1.8
2.1.4

1261 TW has increased the official population figures by 392,000 to take into account clandestine (uncounted) and short-term 
migrant populations (page 68). This equates to a demand of about 51 Ml/d. In addition, TW use “most likely” population 
forecasts, combining official sources and an expert consultant’s view of the most likely scenarios for population growth (page 
68). This results in TW’s “most likely” population forecast being similar to the Office of National Statistics’ trend-based 
projections, but above the policy-based projections (i.e. combining planned house-building and a view on average household 
size) by about 3% by 2030 (i.e. 291,000, which equates to a demand of about 38 Ml/d). The EA has expressed reservations 
about TW’s method of population forecasting.TW’s demographic projections include a combination of higher “most likely” 
population figures and lower policy-based household figures, which results in higher average household occupancy rates than 
the trend-based projections (Appendices page 20). TW’s own survey carried out in 2007 confirms that actual occupancy rates 

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3

1261 TW has taken no account of its own recent evidence (2007) of reduced PCC resulting from the frequency of use of most indoor 
components (e.g. washing machines, baths/showers, toilet flushing) being lower and the ownership and frequency of use of 
outdoor components (e.g. garden watering) being “much lower” than previous surveys (page 77). Instead, TW has continued to 
use data from 2003, which shows higher levels of ownership and frequency of use, and has assumed PCC will increase year 
on year “primarily driven by ownership of power showers and outdoor water use” (page 78). The EA says that TW’s forecasts 
for outdoor water use are high.

2.3.1
2.3.5
2.3.6

1261 TW is carrying out a 5-year research and development study at Deephams sewage treatment works of various technologies 
relating to wastewater reuse (pages 57 – 60). A trial plant has been built at Deephams to investigate the possible use of “state-
of-the-art” technologies such as reverse osmosis membranes. However, as the study is incomplete TW has included a fully 
operational plant at Deephams only as a Contingency Option (page 216), and has rejected the option of providing wastewater 
reuse plants anywhere else in London or SWOX (Table 36 on Appendices pages 105 – 108).

2.8.3
2.7.1

1261 TW’s proposed measures for improved water efficiency would yield about 30 Ml/d (Table 19 on Appendices page 78). Whilst 
this saving is welcomed, the measures themselves are considered vague and unchallenging. There is a clear need to target 
high consumption customers with
awareness raising campaigns.

2.12.4
2.12.1
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1261 Wastewater reuse - Essex and Suffolk have oprerated a successful indirect wastewater reuse plant at Langford for 5 years….in 

adddition Southern Water is plannign a number of wastewater reuse schemes, which are consdiered as viable alternatives to a 
reservoir. TW is currently investigating state of the art reuse technologies suchas reverse osmosis membranes... however 
indirect reuse is only consdered at one site in london (deephams) and is not considered as an option in SWOX. A wastewater 
reuse plant at Deephams could yield up to 100ML/d and similar yields could be forthcoming at the other STWs around London 
(Mogden, Beckton, Crossness and Wondsor) with the potential for smaller yields at STWs in SWOX (banbury, Oxford, 
Swindon). It is clear why this option ahs not progressed in teh short term with lamellar separation technology, rather than jsut 
forming part of TWs contingency strategy whilst such state of the art and costly technologies as RO membranes ar 
einvestigated.

2.8.3
2.18.2
2.7.1
2.7.3
2.7.4

1263 This letter is largely about infrastructure of which Thames Water is an integral part.
As is well known, housing is expensive and particularly so in the South.This means that people who provide services ie 
firemen, nurses and many
others have difficulty finding accommodation. Currently, industry seems to be encouraged to set up factories and jobs in the 
South East whilst there is plenty of space [and water] on brown field sites in the Midlands and the North where there is plenty of 
room for the infrastructure to develop, if necessary. What is required is a good transport service north of the 'Watford Gap'. If 
industry leaders see that there is a good infrastructure and can get from the North to the Continent by a fast rail service the 
industry will develop, reducing further congestion in the South East. The Eurostar train now runs from St Pancras Station which 
faces the North and, I believe new fast train services are projected. It may be that the plan is to continue the Eurostar 
northwards but time passes and industry has to be encouraged. Any money would be better spent developing the Midlands and

2.3.2
2.3.4

1266 (I think this should be under (1). Level 1 (expected every five years) Action proposed should be continuous, not only during 
drought or water shortages. 

2.1.3

1266 I am a recorder of the rare Black Poplars for the west side of the area covered by the reservoir. But this is only a single 
problem, and nothing to the destruction of biodiversity in general which is hardly taken into account in your plans - (how can it 
be?!)

2.18.7
2.17.1
2.17.3

1266 I guess there is no way you can provide enough water for what people think they need and if there are droughts (and even if 
there are not) we will have to work out equitable ways of sharing it, and recycling and recycling it. so it would better to 
concentrate on reducing consumption and waste than spoiling a large area of countryside at great cost. We cannot predict the 
effects of climate change accurately.

2.5.2
2.3.11
2.12.1
2.5.4

1266 Metering as much as feasible a good idea; though expensive and complicated to run, it's more equitable. 2.11.1
1266 More recycling needed, it's much cheaper and less harmful to environment. 2.12.6
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1266 Please send me a form I can fill in about the Steventon-Hanney Reservoir proposal, with a map or maps on it, size and height 

of banks etc. I consider it rather devious and bad for your reputation, that I have found it so difficult to get one ( I used both 
telephone no.s given in Vale Views and only got this more general paper). I would also like to know, 1) about any alternatives 
there are and the likely cost in money, 2) to the environment each of them has been forecast for, 3) how you would avoid 
damaging supplies above the reservoir during the years it would be filling as well as/or reducing the flow downstream. 4) How 
you calculate 'demand', how you calculate 'need' which is not the same thing. (I realise you have summarised some of this in 
this paper and 'Water - planning for the future' which it came in but I need more detail).

2.18.12
2.18.8
2.7.3
2.7.4
2.18.13
2.18.16
2.5.2
2.5.3
Section 2.3
2.18.2

1266 Water-use habits have to change. I know this is not your business to encourage! but I think it is unrealistic to think we can go 
on as we are and that what we say we need could not be restricted. If we all resolved to reduce consumption by 1/5 (no one 
knows how much damage we do) the reservoir would not be necessary - at least such a big one.

2.12.1
2.9.2

1271 1) Congratulations on a very well produced draft Water Resources Management Plan. The need for more peak reserves is 
clearly made as is the case for investment and leakage control to meet future demand. I have highlighted in bold those items 
that require further investigation in the final
report and prior to any planning application.

2.1.1
2.2.2

1271 2) The recent change to the UK economic outlook will undoubtedly affect your assumptions for housing, population growth and 
industrial usage. This change will more than likely delay the need for more reserves and investment by between 2 to 5 years. 
Hopefully you will be able to
investigate these important trends in your final report

2.3.3
2.3.3
2.3.3
2.3.11

1271 3) The draft report is very much in favour of the Abingdon 150Mm3/A reservoir. The costing for this scheme is given as 
£276/ml. The only
competing scheme is the Severn-Thames pipeline which is costed at £382/ml. These costs are of a similar magnitude. More 
work should be done to demonstrate the range of these estimates depending on the range of technical, environmental and 
planning difficulties that could occur during
the course of these projects. It is possible that these could be represented as:
Scheme Low Estimate High estimate
Abingdon 150 £220/ml £350/ml
Severn-Thames £300/ml £450/ml
In certain circumstances the Severn ?Thames pipeline might be a better financial option.

2.8.1
2.18.2
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1271 4) Page 52 of Volume 6 of the SEA Report states "It was recommended that the Severn-Thames scheme be excluded from 

consideration as it directly affects a European designated site". The report gives no more information on this matter. It is very 
important that the Sea Report provides a definite conclusion on the viability of the only significant competing scheme.

2.17.2
2.8.1
2.17.1

1271 5) The carbon emissions during construction are estimated at:
Abingdon 150 202410 tonnes
Severn ?Thames 57992 tonnes
This represents a saving of a factor of 4 on the construction phase. I do not believe that the carbon emissions during the 
operation phase should be included in the analysis as the operational power for pumps etc could be derived from renewable or 
from nuclear generation. Carbon capture during construction must have a significant cost saving which should be represented 
in the capital cost analysis. This would significantly favour the pipeline option.

2.13.4

1271 6) The report does not consider the benefits to future flooding in the Severn River area of a pipeline transfer scheme nor does 
it provide any
information on groundwater levels in the River Ock and its tributaries from a new reservoir. Could this increase the recent 
flooding which occurred
this summer and last year?

2.17.3
2.18.5

1272 ............I am concerned  with the Abingdon Reservoir plan both as a resident of Steventon and as a member of several natural 
history
organisations. I am, therefore, mainly concerned with the effects on local wildlife and biodiversity and the mitigation proposals 
for the construction if it goes ahead...........

2.18.6
2.18.7

1274 All the viable alternatives should be considered. The draft plan does not include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and 
operating costs.

2.7.4

1274 Didcot Power Station closure in 2015 will release a huge quantity of water. 2.8.8
1274 I am a consumer - you are a monopoly and there is no competition - I am expected to pay the bill. 2.19.2
1274 Thames Water have under pressure reduced leakages. There is still a long way to go. Enough water should be conserved to 

cope with drought conditions and much more recycling.
2.2.2
2.10.1
2.1.10

1274 The long term domestic usage forecasts are hugely exaggerated. 2.3.1
1274 The methodology is flawed. The area is a flood plain. There would be no compensation for flood victims. The vision of a 

construction 25m high breaching its banks in flood conditions is appalling.
2.18.5
2.18.6

1274 The plan does not justify need for a reservoir - there are alternatives - water transfer - reuse. TW want the reservoir for their 
own reasons at the expense of us the consumers.

2.18.2
2.18.10

1274 There is a serious risk the reservoir would become a white elephant after completion with massive operational costs. 2.13.6
2.18.17

Page 136 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1274 TW's safety margins are unjustifiably high - they are way above other suppliers. 2.5.1
1274 Water is a national resource therefore consider taking water from the River Severn should be considered. Money should be 

spent on renewing all old pipes and curing all leaks rather than the huge cost of an unwanted reservoir.
2.8.1
2.18.3

1275 Nitrate levels are too high in sources of water, yet no catchment schemes are proposed. The rate of leakage is still too 
high,which if properly tackled, could mean a new reservoir in Oxfordshire was unnecessary. Reducing customer demand also 
needs further consideration.

2.19.6
2.18.3
2.3.11

1276 Thames Water are to be congratulated for an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1

1276 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water their 
new reservoir would yield. Their schemes to resolve customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face.

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4

1290 As active members, together with Thames Water, of the “Water Resources in the South East” technical group, coordinated by 
the Environment Agency, we believe that the UTMRD is an essential resource development not just for Thames Water, but for 
the South East as a whole. We therefore fully support its inclusion in Thames Water’s preferred strategy.

2.4.9

1290 Our strong preference is for a part ownership of the UTMRD and an arrangement which would guarantee Sutton and East 
Surrey 30Ml/d in perpetuity.

2.4.9

1290 The proposed use of the UTMRD as a regulating reservoir for the Thames will presumably also give the opportunity for 
increased abstraction downstream by other companies. We believe this strengthens the case for the UTMRD.

2.4.9

1290 There are limited opportunities in our own area of supply and the UTMRD will give us the opportunity to import water form TW 
to meet the anticipated increase in demand. In addition it may also be possible for use to be part of a South East grid utilising 
the UTMRD to meet the wider resource needs of the SE of England

2.4.9

1290 We support the adoption of the twin track approach proposed by Thames Water;
• We confirm that Thames Water have discussed a range of water resource issues with us, including shared ownership of the 
UTMRD;
• We agree that leakage reduction should play an important part in their strategy;
• We agree that metering is the preferred method for charging for water and support Thames Water’s proposal to increase 
meter penetration to 80% by 2020.

2.9.1
2.11.1
2.4.9
2.2.2
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1295 - I am most unhappy at the shear size of the proposed reservoir and the “all the eggs in one basket” nature of the proposal. I 

feel that is fundamentally unwise as well as being very expensive in terms of capital cost. - More water storage capacity is 
obviously needed but it doesn’t have to be, nor should it be, all in one place. A more modest reservoir without the enormous 
protrusion above the surrounding land might well be acceptable in the proposed area. It could be connected to the Wilts and 
Berks Canal to convey its water to the Thames at Culham. Indeed it could be part of the restored Canal – this would really 
make a worthwhile contribution to the leisure and tourism potential of the area. - The South East Region is currently carrying 
out a consultation on minerals and waste. The land beside the Thames and its tributaries is likely to have to provide for much of 
the gravel needed. Because of their proximity to the rivers, the gravel pits will probably or certainly could fill with water after the 
gravel 

2.13.6
2.18.11
2.18.2

1295 - Swindon is higher than most of the Thames basin. It could just as reasonably be served in principle with water from the 
Severn basin. - The South East Region is currently carrying out a consultation on minerals and waste. The land beside the 
Thames and its tributaries is likely to have to provide for much of the gravel needed. Because of their proximity to the rivers, 
the gravel pits will probably or certainly could fill with water after the gravel has been extracted. These could be useful water 
storage facilities for TW. - The canal and river system is short of boat moorings. Rather than having great lengths of linear 
moorings, off channel marinas can cater for some of the need. The gravel pits after extraction would serve this purpose 
admirably. They should be connected to the canal and river system by canals with stop locks for water level and flood control. 

2.18.2
2.8.1

1295 - Swindon is higher than most of the Thames basin. It could just as reasonably be served in principle with water from the 
Severn basin. It does not make sense for Swindon to deprive the Thames catchment of water when the west of England has so 
much more available. 

2.8.1

1295 Clearly the TW view of the environmental and social impacts of proposed monster reservoir does not coincide with those of the 
locals!

2.17.1
2.18.1
2.17.3

1295 Consider different grades of water for different types of use in new development, probably on a small scale to start with. 2.3.11
2.12.6

1295 Could do more REDUCE REUSE RECYCLE 2.7.2
1295 Do more to reduce leakage 2.7.2
1295 Do you think different headroom figures should be used for London? Water supply is probably much more critical there than 

elsewhere.
2.5.1
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1295 Extremely weak. - I am most unhappy at the shear size of the proposed reservoir and the “all the eggs in one basket” nature of 

the proposal. I feel that is fundamentally unwise as well as being very expensive in terms of capital cost. - More water storage 
capacity is obviously needed but it doesn’t have to be, nor should it be, all in one place. A more modest reservoir without the 
enormous protrusion above the surrounding land might well be acceptable in the proposed area. It could be connected to the 
Wilts and Berks Canal to convey its water to the Thames at Culham. Indeed it could be part of the restored Canal – this would 
really make a worthwhile contribution to the leisure and tourism potential of the area. - Greater use could be made of the canal 
and river systems to move water around. Back pumping up flights of locks is a well established means of water level control, 
especially in dry areas. If you look at a map of the inland waterways system surrounding the TW area, the Thames and Severn 
and Wilts and Berks Canals could both be used to move water from west to

2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.11
2.18.12
2.8.4

1295 I want to know what happens to the surrounding area if a terrorist puts a bomb in the side of this monster reservoir. 2.4.3
1295 Rather selective. Too dismissive of alternatives 2.17.2
1295 REDUCE REUSE RECYCLE 2.7.2
1295 REDUCE REUSE RECYCLE 2.7.2
1295 Sounds OK so far. - If the requirements per household should be given in the form D = H + n x P where the Demand D is given 

in terms of an amount H per household plus an amount P for the number n of people living in the household. This would give a 
better approximation as although the number of households is increasing, the total population is not increasing that much but 
the average household size is decreasing. This area in particular has a lot of small households. A model of this sort will be 
needed for setting socially fair tariffs for water once a reasonable proportion of customers have meters so it might just as well 
be used for forecasting too. Each household could then be allowed an appropriate amount of water at a reasonable price 
comensurate with its household's size. (This could be a lowere rate for the less well off if that is thought appropriate.) Water 
use above that shoould be charged at a higher rate.

2.3.1
2.3.2

1295 The documentation switches from demand per person to demand per household and back several times. - I believe that the 
requirements per household should be given in the form D = H + n x P where the Demand D is given in terms of an amount H 
per household plus an amount P for the number n of people living in the household. This would give a better approximation as 
although the number of households is increasing, the total population is not increasing that much but the average household 
size is decreasing. This area in particular has a lot of small households. A model of this sort will be needed for setting socially 
fair tariffs for water once a reasonable proportion of customers have meters so it might just as well be used for forecasting too.

2.3.1
2.3.2

Page 139 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1295 The TW area boundaries appear to be pretty random. By removing Swindon from SWOX and caving up the rest of the non- 

London areas differently (with associated engineering works for distribution networks if necessary) the deficits outside London 
could probably be obliterated. - Greater use could be made of the canal and river systems to move water around. Back 
pumping up flights of locks is a well established means of water level control, especially in dry areas. If you look at a map of the 
inland waterways system surrounding the TW area, the Thames and Severn and Wilts and Berks Canals could both be used to 
move water from west to east. Neither are navigable in full now but both have well developed restoration plans and these not 
be fully completed for water, rather than boat, movement anyway.

2.6.2

1295 Why do you have a different view of climate change from others? I'm not sure of the rationale for the reduction in water 
availability to the extent allowed for climate change.

2.5.4

1300 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. I think they should be urged to think again and concentrate on reducing leakage far more. I 
appreciate that mending and replacing underground pipes in such built up areas as the south of England and Greater London 
is difficult and expensive, but as most of the failing pipes date back to Victorian times the sooner they are replaced the better. I 
submit that the funds required for a new reservoir should be redirected to replace these rusting, disintegrating underground 
pipes. Quite apart from the unacceptable wastage of water these old crumbling pipes could also increasingly prove to be a 
health hazard. 

2.3.5
2.10.1
2.10.2
2.9.2

1301 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. 

2.18.3
2.10.1
2.3.4

1302 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. May I urge you to insist that all water companies adhere to government targets and that they reduce 
water abstraction which can have a devasting effect on internationally important wildlife sights and that in particular the 
development of new reservoirs and other expensive new sources of water should only be implemented when all other efforts to 
reduce waste and customer demand have been taken. Despite problems with rising levels of nitrate in their sources of water, 
they have not included any catchment management schemes.

2.3.5
2.10.1
2.18.3
2.3.11
2.18.2
2.9.2
2.19.6

1303 Thames Water have made great efforts with an integrated campaign of water efficiency and metering in tandem with pipe 
replacements to tackle leakage.

2.9.1
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1304 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 

Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. The development of new reservoirs and other expensive new sources of water should only be 
implemented when all other efforts to reduce waste and customer demand have been taken. 

2.3.5
2.10.1
2.18.3
2.3.11
2.18.2
2.9.2

1305 Demand reduction is the first choice to save water. The combination of metering and pricing can be most effective. Pricing 
needs to be radically revised. A tariff that increases the price per cubic metre as you use more water can make a huge 
difference to consumption.Briefly: in the first price band, water would be supplied at a really low price per litre. That would 
benefit low users such as single person households, pensioners, etc. The second price band would be set higher but allowing 
many moderate users to get a lower bill than before. In the third price band would have a price per litre set high enough really 
to check extravagant use. Thus the low users are subsidised by the high users.

2.3.11
2.11.1
2.11.6
2.11.7
2.11.4

1305 They are trying but should do much, much more to reduce water leakage. Perhaps Government scientists could help with more 
research on engineering solutions for old pipes. The present and forecast leakage in London is excessive. They should have 
plans for their water catchments to tackle pollution at source. Less would be spent on purification. They plan a big reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. A grandiose scheme like that is not wise because it is inflexible, as well as expensive. Also it will take away 
agricultural land and could harm the environment. The demand for water is not easy to predict given uncertainties about 
climate change and other natural factors.

2.10.1
2.10.6
2.18.2
2.3.9
2.5.1
2.5.4
2.18.7
2.19.6

1319 In total, 73 water resource schemes (6 of which were multi-zone reservoir or transfer schemes) were identified in the feasible 
list of options and included a range of traditional schemes such as groundwater development through to innovative schemes 
such as Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR), desalination and effluent re-use, in London where treated effluent is discharged 
to the Tideway. large scale bulk water imports from other areas in the UK does not appear to be on your list. Why not?

2.8.4
2.8.1
2.18.10

1319 More emphasis must be placed on this. 2.7.2
1319 Should greater drought occur in future than in the present climate change assumptions the Thames water greatly populated 

area of the UK will need to import water in bulk from less populated areas with greater rainfall. High capacity pipes will be 
required. This uncertainty means that bulk imports increase in importance.

2.8.4
2.5.5
2.5.8

1319 Thames Water's long term domestic forecasts are exaggerated. 165 l/h/d is excessive when EA targets are 130 l/h/d. 2.3.1
1319 The uneven nature of the deficits point to the need to improve the water distribution network between regions within and 

outside the present Thames Water area.
2.6.2
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1319 You state: The Upper Thames Major Resource Development (UTMRD), described in the following tables as Reservoir – 

Abingdon 150 Mm3 is identified as the preferred option to maintain security of supply in both London and SWOX WRZs. The 
reasons Abingdon 150 Mm3 this and why it is preferable to bulk water import by pipeline has not been clearly stated. If the 
catchment area is in drought for several successive years, the Abingdon reservoir will never fill. Leakages into the water table 
from this reservoir have not been properly assessed and could invalidate its storage capacity.

2.18.13
2.18.8
2.19.4
2.18.9

1324 amazed that leakage accounts for 30% of demand 2.3.11
1324 None N/A
1324 None N/A
1324 None N/A
1324 None N/A
1324 None N/A
1324 None N/A
1324 None N/A
1324 None N/A
1324 None N/A
1324 None N/A
1324 Reassured to know  the Guildford area is in surplus 2.6.1
1324 Support 2.13.1
1324 Support 2.14.3
1324 Support 2.7.1
1324 Support 2.7.1
1324 Support 2.7.1
1324 Support 2.7.1
1324 To a sufficient extent 2.17.1
1326 Having taken considerable time to read the 900 pages of the Draft Water Resources Plan (dWRMP), I can only conclude that 

Thames Water have chosen to amplify, reduce or simply ignore technical and national government guidance as appropriate in 
order to reach the one outcome they seek, namely an additional large asset in order to ensure a significant financial return for 
their parent company, Macquarie Bank of Australia. 

2.1.1
2.18.10

1326 I therefore ask you to hold a PI concerning this matter so all aspects can be addressed with the transparency and balance that 
such a major development as this demands rather than making a decision on the current polarised position of an organisation 
that is understandably biased towards its own commercial interests.

2.18.1
2.18.10
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1326 It reminds me of the little boy putting his finger in the Dyke and assuming that this is all that is required to fix the leak. It's just 

simply not good enough to come up with the "Leakage figures are never going to be very good because of all the Victorian 
pipes in London" argument. But does that not also mean that there have been over a 100 years to do something about it!! In a 
sentence, it's lack of investment because pipes are not a valuable asset....now if only Thames Water were to get customers to 
pay for a valuable asset like a reservoir instead! 

2.10.1
2.18.10

1326 No alternatives to 1 large reservoir have been seriously considered in the dWRMP. For example, there was no detailed 
explanation behind why the Severn-Thames water transfer option was not viable, even though this was the leading choice for 
meeting future water demand into the Thames Water region right up until the time the water companies were privatised. 
Research Information recently obtained under the Freedom of Information Act confirms that there is no technical reason 
stopping this approach, as the chemical composition of water in the Severn and Thames are highly compatible. 

2.18.2
2.8.1

1326 Thames Water's plan fails to give proper objective consideration to all the viable alternatives including re-use of effluent and 
water transfer. The Severn has 5 times the flow of the Thames and 3 times the water catchment area. This transfer approach 
must therefore be properly assessed and fairly costed. The owners of Thames Water, Macquarie Bank in Australia, want this 
reservoir for their own financial and commercial interests. Thames Water's plan is therefore biased towards achieving this 
objective at the expense of customers who will have to pay for this structure. 

2.7.1
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.7.3
2.74
2.18.10

1326 The 8-10 year construction period would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption, especially to the area 
adjoining the A34 (already Britain's busiest trunk road) around Steventon and Drayton. Wildlife and ecology will suffer untold 
consequences. The local impact of the planned reservoir will be unimaginable. Built on a floodplain, covering 3,500 acres of 
productive farmland there is no guarantee it will not cause increased flooding for example, from run- off from its slopes (80ft 
high) - without cost compensation from Thames Water or the Government. The Letcombe Brook and River Ock cannot take 
more flow without further major flooding in Abingdon and the surrounding villages being the inevitable consequence.

2.18.6
2.18.7
2.18.5
2.18.8
2.18.1

1326 The chosen location will not resemble some scenic flooded valley, but rather a huge tank with banks rising 80ft in height and 
covering an area of 9 square miles in the heart of Oxfordshire’s flat Greenbelt countryside, an internationally recognised area of 
outstanding natural beauty. The Journal of Hydrology published the results of research by Thames Water in 1981 comparing 
the costs and benefits of building either one large, (at that time the site under consideration was Otmoor) or a number of 
smaller reservoirs. After deep technical analysis the paper concludes that there is far more benefit in building a series of 
smaller reservoirs than 1 large unit. Even if Thames Water persuade you that more water storage is required, what has 
changed so fundamentally that their choice of 1 large verses a number of smaller reservoirs has somehow been completely 
reversed? To my mind, the answer is simply down to shareholder pressure. Building 1 large reservoir will produce far quicker 
return on investment than constructing a series of reservoirs over a longer period.

2.18.5
2.18.11
2.18.10
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1326 The whole plan is nothing more than an elaborate ploy to discredit any other option, using widely inflated consumption figures 

when it suites, and not including any capital costs for any other option than the reservoir, making alternative option 
comparisons impossible. In contrast, the reservoir option has suddenly attracted a £276/Ml price-tag, even though £454/Ml was 
quoted less than 2 years ago by Thames Water in their Stage 1 Report. Bluntly this divergence in figures is just one example of 
how information is being manipulated by Thames Water to justify their investment goal of a valuable new asset being built at 
their customer’s expense.

2.18.4
2.18.18
2.18.10

1326 Why did Thames Water choose not to take the same action in 2006 as all the other affected water companies in the country at 
the time and formally introduce water restrictions, rather than their chosen route that was to apply for additional water 
abstraction from the EA? The answer is that they wanted to have customers use as much water as they wished and then hold 
the figures up as an example of why they need a vast reservoir to support the demand. But look at the situation in a much 
hotter summer, 1976, when water restrictions were imposed, customers responded and everyone lived! 

2.1.3
2.1.4
2.18.3
2.1.9
2.1.10

1326 Why does Thames Water expect customers to pay for construction to cover 70% of the risk in 25 years time based on 
estimates that have been proven historically to be wildly inaccurate in the past, especially given that Water Resource Plans are 
submitted every 5 years?

2.18.17
2.18.4
2.18.3
2.4.1

1328 The arguments over the need for a reservoir will run and run, however assuming that it will become a reality, I would like to 
make the following
points:
In terms of design, can we have something World Class, not just a bog-standard circle or oval but something free-form which is 
in harmony
with its surroundings and has artificial beaches, imaginative landscaping and planting and will provide a wide range of leisure 
activities including
Swimming, Sailing, Windsurfing, a Climbing Wall, Picnic Area and links to other local recreational sites like the Thames path, 
the Ridgeway and the hopefully restored Wilts and Berks Canal, the former route of which needs to be avoided by the 
reservoir.                                                   Can provision be made for the reservoir to be used as a supplementary source of 
water for the section of the Wilts and Berks Canal between Grove and its new junction with the Thames at Abingdon, as 
required. Can it be largely dug-in, so that any surrounding earthworks do not exceed 10 metres in height.

2.18.1, 
2.18.3, 
2.18.6

1329 No comment. N/A
1329 No comment. N/A
1329 No comment. N/A
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1329 RWE npower draws attention to the continuing requirement for cooling water for the Didcot power stations which in 2007 

involved a net abstraction from the Thames of approx. 12.5 million m3, of which approx. 7 milion were used by Didcot A. This 
makes RWE npower a major abstractor from surface waters in the middle Thames corridor. RWE npower envisages Didcot 
remaining a strategic site for electricity generation in national as well as Company terms, and would not wish the development 
of new capacity at Didcot to replace Didcot A to be precluded by water availability limitations. Use of water for cooling and 
steam cycle purposes would be an important factor in the chioce of technology for future plant at Didcot. This reinforces RWE 
npower's position that no derogation from its existing abstraction licence rights due to any changes made in the licensing or 
operation of Thames Water abstractions etc. arising from water resource management planning should be permitted.

2.18.2
2.8.8

1329 RWE npower is surprised that there appears to be no reference to the forecast water consumption of individual very large 
consumers such as the power stations at Didcot. The future of the Didcot power stations ought to be taken into account 
explcitly as they are very large consumers of mains water, quite apart from the impact on water resources of the consumptive 
use of river water for evaprative cooling in the cooling towers. In 2007 Didcot A power station used approx. 950,000 m3 of 
mains water, and Didcot B approx. 250,000 m3. Electricity generation at Didcot A could continue until 2015 while Didcot B 
would be expected to continue in operation throughout the Water Resource Management Plan period and possibly beyond. 
Didcot is a strategic site for electricity generation and there is a high probability of proposals for new generating capcity at 
Didcot to replace Didcot A, requiring mains water supply, being brought forward during the WRMP period.

2.8.8

1329 RWE npower recognises that strategic transfers, groundwater schemes, desalination plant and provision of new reservoir 
capacity, subject to appropriate permitting procedures, cost-benefit and efficiency tests, may all have a part to play in supply 
side measures. RWE npower notes that Thames water favours the development of a new large reservoir in the Abingdon area 
coming into use in 2021/2 to reinforce supplies to both London and the SWOX WRZ. RWE npower could not accept any 
derogation form its existing abstraction rights at Didcot resulting from this scheme. Moreover, because of the potential 
significant effects of the reservoir scheme on river flow and quality in the vicinity of Didcot, particularly in low flow periods, RWE 
npower is a major stakeholder in the proposed operation of the reservoir and its potential effects on, and in combination with, 
power generation at Didcot.

2.8.8
2.1.5

1329 RWE npower recognises the potential importance to all water users within Thames River Basin District of the review of the 
Lower Thames Operating Agreement and the consideration of the fresh water flow requirements of the upper Thames Estuary. 
RWE npower would encourage both Thames Water and the Environment Agency to make the plans for, scope and content of, 
and results from these reviews and studies publicly available at all stages of the review process.

2.1.8
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1329 RWE npower welcomes consideration of "need" and "efficiency" of water use elsewhere within the draft WRMP. The statutory 

position of Thames Water as a water undertaker should not, however, be permitted to allow it to abstract "unnecessarily" or 
"avoidably" so as to deny other users the ability to use appropriately that water which might otherwise be available. Whilst 
recognising the importance of "target headroom" in water undertaker panning for capacity, RWE npower is concerned that this 
headroom should not be delivered through provision of "reserve" abstraction licences that render water unavailable for use by 
others in circumstances when that headroom is not translated into actual demand.

2.5.3
2.5.11
2.5.12
2.5.14
2.4.5
2.4.7

1329 RWE npower would simply point out that decisions on future electricity generation projects at Didcot during the Plan period may
have a significant effect on the mains water supply/demand balance in the SWOX water resource zone and on the availability 
of water in the Thames downstream for abstraction for other purposes.

2.8.8

1330 The Swindon Eastern Development Area Group (SEDAG) considers that the per capita consumption adopted by Thames 
Water to inform the development of the water resource scheme for the Swindon and Oxfordshire (SWOX) Resource Zone is at 
odds with guidance on target consumption rates for new homes over the period of the WRMP. In particular, it can be 
anticipated that much of the new planned development within the SWOX Resource Zone over the plan period will need to 
achieve, as a minimum, Level 3 of the Code for Sustainable Homes, which stipulates a mandatory maximum per capita water 
consumption of 105 litres per head per day (l/hd/day), compared to the 125 l/hd/day adopted in the draft WRMP. SEDAG 
therefore considers that the forecast of demand over the plan period is too pessimistic and together with the implementation of 
other measures such as the impact of extended metering and the reduction of leakage, the need for the UTMRD may not arise 
in the foreseeable future or the forecast timing of its delivery could be significantly deferred.

2.3.11
2.3.1
2.3.6
2.9.2

1335 At the top level far more use should be made of re-used water. At a lower level far more effort must be put into promoting water 
efficiency. Look at energy efficiency. It is impossible to open a newspaper or magazine or listen to a home and personal 
orientated programme on the radio (though less on TV), without reading or hearing an editiorial or advertising item on energy. I 
am told so many times every week to insulate my loft, put a jacket on my water tank and fit low-energy bulbs that I am sorely 
tempted to rip them all out. Why cannot the water industry be equally active in pushing reducing water consumption. I have had 
to berate my own grown up children for running my washing machine, full load, in order to wash just one baby's dress and 
socks. Occasionally I see articles recommending only running dishwashers and washing machines when there is a full load but 
your promotion of water efficiency is pretty poor compared with that of energy companies

2.8.4
2.15.3
2.13.4

1335 I think all utilities should charge both domestic and commercial customers on the more use the more you pay basis. Industrial 
use is different as much consumption is process oriented. The energy utilities have managed to find ways of reaching and 
offering help to disadvantaged households and I see no reason to think that you cannot devise a strategy to have a 'large 
household/medical need' tariff. Meters should be compulsory

2.11.1
2.11.6
2.11.7
2.12.3
2.12.2
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1335 It is not a question of your approach to assessing climate change but the assumptions you make about its affect on demand. 

Based on demand figures given elsewhere in this report your assumptions on demand are too high.
2.5.4

1335 Many elements of the environmental impact are under estimated. The Ginge Brook floods in Steventon last year demonstrated 
clearly how important the part of the reservoir site adjacent to Steventon is to the village asa flod plain and for flood mitigation. 
Weeks after the floods cleared farm land along the Hanney Road and indeed the Green in Steventon was awash with water 
that could not drain because the water table was so high. Flood alleviation measures the otherside of the site beyond the 
Hanneys will not assist Steventon. A banked reservoir, whether or not it is landscaped in a large flat area will be visually 
intrusive. Placing such a large reservoir in a highly populated area like the Vale of White Horse will have deleterious effects on 
surrounding villages, overload still further the already overloaded A34 and be a major cause of traffic chaos in over a very large 
area of southern Oxfordshire. It will drive industry out of the area and negatively affect employment in the area 

2.17.1
2.17.3
2.18.5
2.18.7
2.18.6
2.18.3

1335 None N/A
1335 none N/A
1335 Thames Water's safety margins are far higher than those of other water companies. There is no justification for this. 2.5.14
1335 The approach to leakage reduction is too limited and the targets too high. TW should be aiming to get leakage down to that of 

other water companies covering large urban areas (Manchester conurbation, midland conurbation etc).
2.10.1
2.10.2

1335 The cost of the Abingdon reservoir is many times more than the cost of viable alternatives and it is sized to meet a demand that 
may not ever be reached.

2.18.4

1335 There has been no attempt to think outside the box and consider the doctrine of unintended consequences that will inevitably 
follow if you build a reservoir of this size in a highly populated area alongside an overloaded major road.

2.17.1
2.17.3
2.18.1
2.18.8
2.18.12

1335 These plans need to be scrutinised in public for the fairness and balance of the capital and operating costs 2.7.3
1335 This draft plan is slanted to justify the reservoir and its assessment of the alternatives is inadequate. Attitudes to leakage are 

inadequate. Money NOT spent on a reservoir could better be directed at reducing leakage. 
2.7.1
2.7.3
2.10.1
2.18.4

1335 This section has clearly gone between senior managers and the PR department many many times until it is totally meaningless 
and says nothing. I recognise this, I used to work within the PR department of a major utility. This type of meaningless gobbledy
gook is why I moved on. The specific plans you have for dealing with water demand i.e. a reservoir at Abingdon is the wrong 
solution in the wrong place. There are other more economic ways of meeting extra demand. The technology for all of them is 
current technology which you are already using. A very detailed and public examination of these alternatives is needed.

2.7.1
2.18.11
2.18.2
2.18.1
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1335 TW's estimates of baseline supply are far too high. For reasons already given I believe that estimates for domestic 

consumption, in the home and garden as well as estimates for industrial consumption are far too high.
2.3.1

1335 Use any approach you like just get leakage DOWN big-time 2.10.1
2.10.2

1335 You have made promises about leakage reduction in the past and failed to deliver. Why should we believe you this time. 
Leakage needs to be reduced to the level of other water companies (excluding TW) with enforced sanctions by Ofwat if you fail 
to meet them. It has been suggested by others within the water industry that the TW target should be at least half the amount 
given in this report

2.2.2
2.10.1

1336 Charge for service provided and provide it You need some competition 2.19.2
1336 Ha Ha You only respond to flooding when there has already been flooding N/A to the draft Water 

Resources 
Management Plan

1336 Much of this is already in place, you do not even seem to have adequate records so how do you know how much lead pipework
there is to ascertain price increases.

2.2.2

1336 The water industry has destroyed its training and development of people through its greed, there used to be a Water Training 
Organisation which no longer exists. You are not interested in your people, they are not engaged and are hanging on to get 
their pensions.

N/A to the draft Water 
Resources 
Management Plan

1336 There will be more customers in this category as greedy suppliers keep increasing charges. Water is a basic human right and 
should be fair price for everyone.

2.11.7

1336 This is a joke, you do not care about your customers, you lie to us, provide poor service and then expect us to pay more for it. 
You have no interest in your customers, you are monopoly so until that changes you will still have no interest

2.19.2
2.18.10

1336 This is OK in principle but can discriminate. I was in one of first pilot areas and know it cannot be fully implemented because of 
shared supplies, metering and water saving should be an incentive not increase prices.

2.11.1
2.11.4

1336 This is responsibility of each and every customer not you, we all know this stuff and already do it. 2.12.1
1336 We get less rainfall You have just written to me about a 1:366 year rain event. This is Britain, there is far more rain here than 

Spain (or did I imagine that wet summer and flooding)
2.5.8 

1336 we have record rainfalls if you cannot manage that already something is drastically wrong 2.7.1
1336 What does Environment Agency do then!!! You supply water and deal with sewerage and sewage You have always had 

responsibilities so what's new.
2.19.9

1336 Wow that would be shocking maintaining a service that breaches the water act, you fail to deliver already what we pay for 2.19.9
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1336 Yes heard it all before promises of what you will do, increase charges and then do not deliver. Stop hiding behind climate 

change to increase charges, 2007 saw larger than average rainfall and much of this is in aquifers (natural reservoirs) that's why 
our water is so chalky.

2.5.4

1336 Yes you do need better people and a bit of responsibility and honesty would be novel N/A
1336 Yes you should but if works was there before building then we have choice of not moving there N/A
1336 You claim to have no influence over planning so why should we pay more for no improvement or enhancement following 

growth. Growth of houses Leeds already to increased revenue for you so why increase prices so much as well.
2.3.4
Prices are covered in 
our Business Plan

1336 You do not provide a satisfactory service to customers, you fail to deliver on your promises and fail to meet your statutory 
responsibility. In short you already take money and fail to deliver. Your Mission Statement is a joke, we do not have choice and 
if we did many of us would not choose Thames. I violently object to these price increases and you are responsible for flooding 
my property, reducing its value and increasing my insurance payments. I do not mind paying for service I receive but as a 
monopoly you do not deliver basic service to standards I expect. 

2.19.9
2.19.2

1336 you have a responsibility to do this anyway and fail to do it, for years you have taken money under false pretences. No 
maintenance was carried out on our sewers and this contributed to flooding in 2007.

N/A-please refer to our 
Business Plan

1336 You have never tackled leakage and never will. We all know that more water is lost through leakage than consumption but 
despite reporting leaks you still do not respond. So why should we believe you now.

2.2.2

1336 You have no interest in customers only profits for shareholders and bonuses for your senior managers. 2.18.10
1336 You ignore Ofwat anyway so why should we believe this. 2.19.9
1337 Even this web site is difficult to use and obstructive. TW try to make every step of the way impossible for Joe Public to raise 

objections.
2.1.1

1337 Get your house in order on leakage and get more meters installed. 2.7.2
1337 Massively over cautious. 2.5.14
1337 Meters should be compulsory. 2.11.1
1337 Nothing of any relevance. The A34 is a nightmare daily - dangerous and busy. Dust, Noise. Loss of flood plain. What would TW 

do if more flooding is the result of this reservoir?
2.18.5
2.18.6

1337 Our summers are getting wetter and warmer - not dryer . Stop using one dry summer to justify the reservoir. 2.5.4
2.5.6

1337 Poor. More recycling of waste water is needed. 2.8.3
1337 The cost is disproportionate to the return on investment provided by other alternatives. All paid for of course by us. This 

reservoir will not be actually in full use for over 18 years from start of building and that assumes its completed on time.
2.18.3
2.18.4
2.18.17

1337 This plan does not cover all the alternatives in enough detail to make a decision on the merits off alternatives. 2.13.1
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1337 This whole consultation process is farce - this is possibly one of the worst web sites I have ever used - laborious and confusing -

possibly suiting TW not to get feedback? Even the registration process was confusing! Start taking real notice of people and 
stop playing lip service to us!

2.1.1

1337 TW fail to take into account any savings on water consumption made thru other means such as the closure of Didcot A power 
station and the Beckton desalination plant. We are being asked to fund not only the new sewage line around London but a 
massive reservoir for which we have no proven need destroying acres of valuable required flood plain with flawed data about 
alternative flood areas. There is not one body other than Thames Water who agree this reservoir is needed. This whole 
consultation is purely a sales plan to increase the value of TW assets at the cost (literally) of is customer base and at the cost 
of the residents of the Steventon area and of Farmers, Wildlife and environment. TW cannot keep projects ontime of within 
budget -the pipeline being placed thru Q gardens orchards has overrun by 100% in timescale. No one needs this or wants this.

2.13.2
2.13.5
2.8.2
2.8.8
2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.4
2.18.5
2.18.10

1337 Water transfer needs more investigation - could it be that TW is opposed to this because it does not give them an asset and 
involves paying another water company?

2.18.10

1337 What testing has been done - nothing. 2.15.1
1337 Why do you not include future events such as Didcot A closing and releasing more water into the Thames. 2.8.8
1337 Why does TW estimates for person consumption far exceed the rest of Europe's forecasts? Why do people in London use 

more water than anyone else in the UK? Londoners have flats or small gardens. Get the estimates right and perhaps the 
figures will start balancing!

2.3.1

1337 You have failed to justify the need for this reservoir. You do not give fair consideration of other alternatives including transfer. 2.18.2

1338 Leakage reduction targets are far too modest. Metering installation targets are also far to modest, and the estimates of the 
resulting demand reduction are unrealistic. This is a deliberate attempt to trivialise the benefits that such measures will bring, in 
order to exaggerate the need for a reservoir.

2.10.1
2.11.2
2.18.3

1338 TW's attitude to risk is inconsistent with all other UK water companies, and is used to further exaggerate the water supply 
situation to suggest an unreal crisis situation. 

2.5.14

1338 TW's figures for the future domestic demand are unnecessarily pessimistic, and would be drastically reduced if sensible 
metering and pricing policies were introduced. The figures used in the consultation documents is higher than the 150l/p/day 
quoted above. TW is being intentionally obtrusive in using different figures to suit its intentions and confuse the average reader.

2.3.1
2.3.4
2.3.5

1338 TW's ultra-cautious attitude to "headroom is significantly different to that employed by other UK water companies, whose 
performance in drought periods is no worse than TW's. It's supplies to other Macquarie-owned water companies are 
intentionally hidden and TW customers are paying to allow TW to profit from such water sales.

2.4.1
2.19.2
2.5.1
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1340 Thames Water's forecasts for future water uses are exaggerated, including for example its forecast for London garden 

watering, which is 4 times that of most other UK water companies. They also discount such factors as the closure of the Didcot 
A power station which will save large amounts of water, and the slump in house building which will inevitable lead to reductions 
in forecast water demands. Thames Water also seem to underrate the possibility of significant reductions in future water use, 
by, for example, increasing their programme of leak management, public information as to more economic use of water 
supplies. The proposed scheme, requiring enormous investment, is too large and wasteful of resources when so many other 
options are available, and seems only designed for commercial advantage. It is deplorable to loose productive farmland in a 
time of rapidly growing demand for food supplies. Environmental consequences will be vast, from construction, direct and 
indirect impact on wildlife and ecology and increased flooding risks.

2.3.1
2.8.8
2.3.3
2.12.1
2.9.2
2.13.5
2.18.7
2.18.5

1341 From an overall investment viewpoint, the Water Resource Management Plan does not appear robust. The various options 
itemised in section 7.2 and 7.3 do not appear to consider sufficiently the date from when an investment commences, the 
certainty of payback, as opposed to the just the date available (which appears to be the completion date). Measures such as 
leakage reduction, and consumption reduction have the advantage of the investment benefit in short timescales. Whereas 
schemes such as reservoirs have a much longer investment period, with a significant uncertainty of outcome.

2.7.1
2.7.4
2.18.17
2.7.2
2.3.11
2.12.1

1341 It is reasonable to assume that every metre of VMR, and every metre of other very old pipes will need to be replaced. Every 
year that an old pipe is not replaced, it gets older. The problem does not go away. The plan’s mindset needs to presume that 
every metre of very old pipe will need to be replaced. The converse side would be to plan for these very old pipes to still be in 
use in 2050, or 2100. This lacks a basic credibility. 

2.10.1
2.10.2

1341 Personal consumption is key to plan’s validity, yet it lacks • Transparency on PCC • Past /future trends • Any transparency/ 
reason of stated PCC as higher in South-East Using a pie chart is misleading; as implies percentages don’t change over time. 
Take dishwasher ownership - ONS figures of ownership growth from 22% (1998-9), to 38% in 2006 and 96% of households 
own a washing machine. People replace washing/ washing up machines at end of life. New machines are more water efficient. 
Waterwise figures show this improved efficiency. There is no explanation for big differences between household breakdown, 
Fig. 15 and Waterwise figures e.g. Personal washing/showers (30% vs 12%) The plan covers 2010 to 2035. Other parts of the 
plan consider changes in the period, but PCC is presumed to be static. Conservation reduction estimates don’t appear to even 
closely align with “Future Water”. Sec 3.2.2 dismisses any significant conservation reduction. This lacks basic credibility.

2.3.1
2.3.5

1341 Section 7.3 on Demand Management Options, while comprehensive on detail, is particularly disappointing, as there is no 
summary table, itemising of the measures, and no indication of date(s) the various measures would make their effect available.

2.7.1

1341 The approach to climate change lacks robustness. The levels of change being considered do not appear to be at all aligned 
with OFWAT’s paper “preparing for the future – Ofwat’s climate change policy statement”. This appears to be a serious 
deficiency in the plan. 

2.5.4
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1341 The approach to water efficiency is particularly disappointing. There is a low awareness in Britain of the need for water 

efficiency. As the recent report the Consumer Council for Water’s report (see 
http://www.ccwater.org.uk/server.php?show=ConWebDoc.1170) of “Consumers continue to use water wisely as lessons are 
learned from restrictions”), there is a willingness of consumers to change their behaviour, and consider water efficiency, 
provided the communication is customer, rather than supplier focused. 

2.12.1
2.1.10

1341 The draft plan refers to the use of Monte Carlo techniques for evaluation. Monte-Carlo techniques are often used where the 
cause and effect do not appear to directly correlate, rather than understand the dynamics involved. It is surprising that a 
Systems Dynamics modelling approach has not been performed. In an informal discussion I had with Dr. Juan M Huerta at the 
International Systems Dynamics Conference, held in Oxford in 2004, he emphasised that the actual behaviour of reservoirs in 
Natural Resource Planning is not as usually anticipated by engineers, due to the dynamics of the overall water basin’s system. 
Dr Huerta is a world expert in this matter, and has performed a number of reviews for State Water Commissions in Mexico, as 
well as in the United States. 

2.5.1

1341 The estimates of future water butt usage (e.g. section 2.2, page 46) lack basic credibility. Why should the figures plummet from 
the Actuals of 13,093 (2005/6) and 18,891(2006/7) to 3000 for the forecasts of 2007/08, 2008/09, and 2009/10. Such a 
difference between actuals and forecasts, lacks a basic credibility. The Consumer Council for Water’s report show rapid 
changes in consumer behaviour (http://www.ccwater.org.uk/server.php?show=ConWebDoc.1170 ) 

2.12.6
2.12.4

1341 The plan does not appear to acknowledge that every metre of very old pipes (VMR and any other very old pipes) that is not 
replaced in a year does not disappear. It is reasonable to assume that every metre of VMR, and every metre of other very old 
pipes will need to be replaced. Every year that an old pipe is not replaced, it gets older. The problem does not go away. The 
plan’s mindset needs to presume that every metre of very old pipe will need to be replaced. The converse side would be to plan
for these very old pipes to still be in use in 2050, or 2100. This lacks a basic credibility. 

2.2.2
2.10.1

1341 The plan does not appear to acknowledge that every metre of very old pipes (VMR and any other very old pipes) that is not 
replaced in a year does not disappear. It is reasonable to assume that every metre of VMR, and every metre of other very old 
pipes will need to be replaced. Every year that an old pipe is not replaced, it gets older. The problem does not go away. The 
plan’s mindset needs to presume that every metre of very old pipe will need to be replaced. The converse side would be to plan
for these very old pipes to still be in use in 2050, or 2100. This lacks a basic credibility. 

2.2.2
2.10.1

1341 The Sensitivity analyses are based upon the use of the Monte-Carlo technique for the scenarios; the technique appears 
inappropriate. Monte-Carlo techniques are often used where the cause and effect do not appear to directly correlate, rather 
than understand the dynamics involved. The draft water resources management plan highlights the Thames basin as an area 
of serious water stress. Yet the failure to perform a Systems Dynamics review of the Water Management appears to be a 
serious omission. I urge that such a review is performed, particularly given the intensity of use of water in the Thames river 
basin, the basin’s serious water stress, and the conflicting pressures of the various users and stakeholders. The London 
Business School’s Professor John Morecroft may be a useful initial contact for such a review. 

2.5.1
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1341 The significant mis-estimates of the flood peeks on the Thames in the July 2007 following the “monsoon” event indicates that a 

lack of appreciation of the effect of stores and flows in the full end-to-end system. This indicates a serious deficiency in not 
performing a Systems Dynamics review of the draft water resources management plan 

2.4.1

1341 To have not estimated, even in broad terms, the anticipated effect and date available of demand management measures is a 
serious deficiency in the plan, Options selection, including a portfolio of options has risk inherent in it. There are big advantages 
in a portfolio of measures, particularly a mix of measures, with some providing benefits quickly, and other measures should 
quick-win benefits be insufficient. This approach gives future flexibility, and achieves benefits sooner. It also gives opportunity 
to flex, should external factors (e.g. population movements rates, climate change) differ from those used at plan inception. This 
would give a more sensible position for such a changed situation, and reduce the risk of commitment to no longer relevant 
options. From an overall investment viewpoint, WRMP’s adopted approach is not robust. There is no indication of portfolios of 
high-level options measures (supply and demand). This appears to be a serious deficiency in the plan.

2.7.1
2.7.2
2.7.3
2.7.4
2.13.5
2.3.9
2.18.17

1341 When treasurer of West Hendred Village Hall during its re-build in 2002-2005, the use of rainwater harvesting for grey water 
use was appraised, and included in the new hall’s design. This potentially reduces the mains water usage by c 26,000 litres per 
year. This cost slightly less than initially anticipated, and is in use. I am very aware of the lack of readily available information on
appraising the use of rainwater for grey water uses. The Water Resources Management Plan does not appear to have 
sufficient emphasis on what can be done, particularly for public and commercial buildings to use grey water. This not only 
reduces the effects of any storm surge on the water waste system, but also reduces the demand on the water supply system. 
The Water Resources Management Plan’s approach does not appear aligned with the Government’s “Future Water” strategy. 
The lack of emphasis on Water efficiency in the Water Resources Management Plan is a serious deficiency. 

2.12.6
2.12.3

1343 I will not pay for Thames Water to install a meter: you want it, you pay for it. 2.11.1
1343 In London, Thames Water are re-using less than 1% of London’s waste water and sewage which, after primary treatment, 

flows to waste into the Thames Estuary. This is wasteful and unsustainable.
2.8.3

1343 Leakage reduction proposals remain inadequate, 2.2.2
2.10.1

1343 Over-estimated 2.3.1
1343 Poor. 2.4.1
1343 Safety margins are far too high. 2.5.14
1343 Sensitivity tests are unreliable 2.15.1
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1343 Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment is not needed. Much more economic, 

sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternative options can be built in far shorter time than a reservoir and be 
operated only when needed. Water re-use is dismissed as needing more research but the technology is already proven. Water 
transfer from the Severn is not a new concept. All schemes pre-privatisation envisaged such a transfer, which is more flexible 
and economic than the Abingdon reservoir plan. Thames Water cannot even ensure filling their proposed reservoir in a dry 
winter.

2.18.11
2.18.2
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.13
2.7.1
2.7.3

1343 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 
analysis of the merits of ALL the viable alternatives.

2.7.3

1343 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives – quicker to 
implement, more efficient and more sustainable. Thames Water’s plan fails to give proper objective consideration to all the 
viable alternatives including re-use of effluent and water transfer. The Severn has 5 times the flow of the Thames and 3 times 
the water catchment area. Transfer would involve a smaller reservoir at Longdon Marsh (Glos) and this must be properly 
assessed and fairly costed. The owners of Thames Water want this reservoir for their own financial and commercial interests. 
Thames Water’s plan is therefore biased .towards achieving this objective at the expense of customers who will have to pay for 
this structure.

2.8.9

1343 Thames Water’s leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is inadequate. 520 Ml/d will still be leaking away by 
2020. The mains replacement programme must continue at the current rate.

2.10.1

1343 Thames Water’s leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is inadequate. The mains replacement programme 
must continue at the current rate.

2.10.1

1343 The 8-10 year construction period would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption, especially to the area 
adjoining the A34 (already Britain’s busiest trunk road) around Steventon/Drayton. Wildlife and ecology will suffer untold 
consequences. The local impact of the planned reservoir will be unimaginable.

2.18.6
2.18.7
2.18.14

1343 The proposed Abingdon reservoir’s capital cost is more than FIVE times higher than viable water re-use schemes, Such re-use 
projects would give at least the same output and provide far more flexibility in meeting actual demand variations.

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.8.3

1343 You don't know what you are doing. 2.5.1
1343 You exaggerate domestic usage forecasts and non-domestic demand. Forecast London garden watering demand is incredibly 

exaggerated.
2.3.1
2.3.3
2.3.4
2.3.5
2.3.11

1343 You have ignored this information. 2.17.1
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1344 Flooding; The claim by TW that the amount of flood plain will be increased to 120% of the currentarea when so much of the 

real floodplain is taken up with 100ft high embankments and water is simply not credible. We have seen already how the 
experts working on drawing boards but not bothering to look at local conditions or listen to the locals have led to trouble.(3) I 
would like examples, if any of where this method has been successful. It also seems there is a clash between areas wanted by 
the EA for relief from flooding in the Ock area, and the ‘new’ floodplain wanted by TW. This question was also brusquely 
dismissed when brought up at the Panel meetings. Were TW to accept financial responsibility for any future flooding one might 
rely on their assurances a bit more; however they have made it abundantly clear that we are on our own in this matter. Having 
a flash flood from the natural hill to the south has caused a lot of misery in the village - I have yet to return to my home, flooded 
on July 20th 2007 - so the prospect of this being doubled with a similarsized but unnatural hill to the north, without the natural 

2.18.5
2.18.8
2.18.1
2.18.12

1344 Humidity This question much concerns the locals. Dr. David Cook said the increased amount of fog should not cause more 
than one extra car accident a year. Using the example of sea and land breezes, spring and autumnal sea mists, I asked Dr. 
David Cook about the times when there is a discrepancy between the water and land temperatures. He sombrely said he had 
never thought of it, which is pretty depressing. He has not kept his promise to contact me with the answers. As well as 
discourteous, showing how little TW is concerned about our welfare, I do find his reaction to be odd: I am relying largely on the 
physics learned 55 years ago at school but it has not crossed the mind of the experts. This is deeply worrying.

2.18.14
2.18.12

1344 I have attempted to use the TW website but find it very user unfriendly and could not find the form for my comments, A web 
designer friend, similarly frustrated, tells me she believes it is designed to put people off replying, so reducing the amount of 
comment, very probably adverse, with which TW has to contend. I am therefore using the old fashioned method of snail mail. I 
also suggest you extend the period of time to allow for those of us unable to reply in time because we had to hunt for usable 
addresses.

2.1.1

1344 Member of GARD: I am a member of GARD and have read its draft response to TW’s proposals.As there is no point in my 
attempting to summarise or re-iterate their points, please accept that I fully endorse them. I am in fact very impressed by the 
scope both in depth and breadth of the engineers’ comments.

2.18.1

1344 Member of TW Panel (1) I was invited to be a member of the TW Panel, probably because I am a former Chair to our Parish 
Council and currently the Secretary to Oxford Consumers’ Group. We have had the opportunity to ask questions directly of the 
senior members of TW and of the EA.
Unfortunately, unless we asked something very directly within their own narrow scope, the questions were brusquely 
dismissed. I would like the opportunity to ask them now, and hope that this time they will be answered sensibly. Evaporation: 
Dr. David Cook stated that evaporation from the reservoir will exactly equal the rainfall upon it. This is surprising, as in the 
South only around 60% of rainfall evaporates. I was unable to pursue this point as unfortunately this question had angered Dr. 
Cook.. [i] Would he please explain why evaporation is so much higher when rain falls on water? [ii] Please would he inform me 
how many litres are expected to be lost daily through evaporation at all temperatures and wind speeds? I am aware of formulae 
for this, which do not seem to have been used by TW in its calculations; indeed from Dr. Cook’s response it seems that TW app

2.18.14
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1344 Water Meters If TW is genuine in wishing to reduce demand, it would encourage us to put in water meters. Currently the wait is 

six months and one has to jump a number of hurdles. When after waiting some weeks to have attention paid to my request, I 
was informed it would take ‘longer than the expected three months’ for my request to be dealt with’. When I complained, I was 
simply sent another form to start at the beginning again. TW states firmly that it is impossible to meter flats individually. How 
come then that the 11-year old flat in Abingdon in which I have been living since the flooding has its own water meter?

2.11.1
2.11.2

1344 Water Re-use: The Beckton plant is a good sample where sludge will be burnt and used to produce electricity. Now there are 
more sophisticated and even trendier possibilities; bio-digesters are now in use, where huge glass cylinders are used to breed 
methane producing bacteria, and in this month in the New Scientist experiments were being made at producing a bio-fuel for 
tractors and cars. This should bring in huge profits. These should be considered by TW 

2.18.2

1344 Water Table This is extremely high in Steventon, and I was told years ago by an electrician working under the floors in the 
Stonebridge Road area, which was badly flooded last year, that he did not like to mention how close the water level was to the 
bottom of their floor joists. When the reservoir was first mooted, I asked Prof Edmund Penning- Roswell, the son of an old 
friend, whether the water table would be affected by such a weight of water on it, and he said this would of course be the case. 
However my concerns were dismissed when brought up at the Panel meetings.
I would now like to see TW’s calculations on this.

2.18.5
2.18.12

1346 As a voluntary metered customer I agree with metering and believe that a 5 year programme from 2009 would be better than a 
10 year programme from 2010. Tariffs could be on a sliding scale with the first (say) 90 litres per person day at a low rate to 
ensure continued health and sanitation and anything above 120 LPPD to be at a very high rate as a financial instrument to 
force change in water use habits, supported by advice and cost effective low demand products.

2.11.1
2.11.2
2.11.6
2.11.4

1346 Didcot A power station will release 40ml/d from 2015 and Becton desalination (up to 140ml/d) should be included. 2.18.2
2.8.8
2.8.2

1346 Even if they meet their short term targets Thames Water’s leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is 
inadequate. 520 Ml/d will still be leaking away by 2020. The mains replacement programme must continue at the current rate. 
Thames Water’s planned introduction of metering is too slow (80% by 2020). It should also include metering for flats 
(technically quite easy). 

2.10.1
2.11.2

1346 I disagree with your sensitivity assumptions to customer response to climate change and financial costs / incentives. 2.15.1
2.5.10
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1346 If TW were able to make as much money from mending leaks as building reservoirs, the level of 'acceptable leakage' would be 

much lower. If the UTMRD is now to allow water to be sold to other companies then it must be acceptable for TW to buy water 
from Severn catchment to supply Swindon etc. The proposed Abingdon reservoir’s capital cost is more than FIVE times higher 
than viable water re-use schemes, Such re-use projects would give at least the same output and provide far more flexibility in 
meeting actual demand variations. Thames Water’s overall planned costs are based on their reservoir being in full operation 
from its construction completion. In practice, it is highly probable it will not be utilised in full for many years – if ever. There is a 
serious risk it will become a ‘white elephant’. It would still incur interest costs of £40m a year paid for by Thames Water’s 
customers. Costs will increase dramatically with anticipated energy cost increases - THIS IS UNSUSTAINABLE 

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.18.10
2.13.5

1346 In London, Thames Water are re-using less than 1% of London’s waste water and sewage which, after primary treatment, 
flows to waste into the Thames Estuary. This is wasteful and unsustainable. Water re-use is a guaranteed supply source and 
need only be called on when there is not enough flow in the Thames. Treated waste water is at least as pure as normal river 
water and this fact needs sensible PR to convince the public. Much more could be done too to educate the public on water 
efficiency by advice, audits and publicity. 

2.8.3

1346 Progress on the leakage reduction proposals show that change can be made. However, the recent improvement of leakage 
rates is in part due to the Section 19 Ofwat fines forcing TW to spend more on leakage reduction and it is therefore shown that 
TW cannot voluntarily meet targets and need a more forceful level of control to meet more ambitious water reduction / leakage 
targets. Working to your rate of 300km in 2009/10, suggests that TW anticipate taking over 60 years to replace the London 
water mains. Given the importance of leakage reduction this rate has to be increased.

2.2.2
2.10.1

1346 Proposed Upper Thames reservoir constructon would cause massive local environmental impacts - airborne dust & noise 
impacts to Steventon / Drayton- monitoring and controlled is unnacceptable - if the reservoir scheme were approved under the 
proposed National Planning Commision, Clause 151 would prevent rights of complaint and consequently operators would be 
able to operate outside 'acceptable' standards, with minimal likelyhood of intervention or control. Flooding issues remain 
unacceptable for potential impacts to Steventon, loss of Ock floodplain etc. Loss of 3500 acres of productive agricultural land at 
a time of rising food prices is unacceptable. Rail or road links will cause traffic impacts. The 'landscape and visual assessment' 
does NOT reflect best practice. THE ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED RESERVOIR'S 
CAPITAL AND ONGOING PERPETUAL ENERGY DEMAND IS AN ENTIRELY UNNACEPTABLE APPROACH TO A LOW 
CARBON FUTURE this should be assessed more rigorously.

2.18.7
2.18.6
2.18.1
2.18.12
2.18.5
2.17.4
2.17.1
2.17.3
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1346 Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment is not needed. Much more economic, 

sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternative options can be built in far shorter time than a reservoir and be 
operated only when needed. Water re-use is dismissed as needing more research but the technology is already proven. Water 
transfer from the Severn is not a new concept. All schemes pre-privatisation envisaged such a transfer, which is more flexible 
and economic than the Abingdon reservoir plan. Thames Water cannot even ensure filling their proposed reservoir in a dry 
winter. 

2.18.11
2.18.2
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.13
2.7.1
2.7.3

1346 Support measures for demand management and suggest that these, and growing customer awareness will reduce demand 
over time, not lead to the increases suggested in section 6

2.12.1
2.9.2

1346 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 
analysis of the merits of ALL the viable alternatives. 

2.7.3

1346 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives – quicker to 
implement, more efficient and more sustainable. Thames Water’s plan fails to give proper objective consideration to all the 
viable alternatives including re-use of effluent and water transfer. The Severn has 5 times the flow of the Thames and 3 times 
the water catchment area. Transfer would involve a smaller reservoir at Longdon Marsh (Glos) and this must be properly 
assessed and fairly costed. The owners of Thames Water, Macquarie Bank in Australia, want this reservoir for their own 
financial and commercial interests. Thames Water’s plan is therefore biased .towards achieving this objective at the expense of 
customers who will have to pay for this structure. 

2.18.2
2.18.4
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.8.9
2.7.4
2.7.3
2.18.10
2.13.5

1346 Thames Water’s long-term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated. They are .based on 165 l/h/d (litres per head per 
day), whereas EA targets are 130 l/h/d by 2020. Thames Water’s demand forecast covering garden watering for London 
customers (many of whom live in flats or have tiny gardens) is 4 times higher than for most other UK water companies. This 
alone represents almost half the proposed reservoir’s output. As advised, gardening trends will adapt to climate change, not 
fight against it. Thames Water’s forecast non-domestic demand is too high. Trends show a far greater reduction.

2.3.1
2.3.3
2.3.4
2.3.11

1346 Thames Water’s safety margins (target headroom) are unjustifiably high. They are far above most other UK water companies’ 
safety margins, particularly for 2020 and beyond

2.5.14

1346 Thames Water's assumptions about individuals approach to climate change are unproven and unduly pessimistic. The 
response will undoubtedly be one of prompted adaptation. We will of necessity change the way we garden - this is already 
happening and people's bathing habits will undoubtedly shift towards low flow showers, rather than wallowing in tubs of 
expensive to buy (and more expensive to heat) bathwater.

2.5.9
2.5.10

1346 The whole TW approach appears biased towards achieving a reservoir AT ANY COST because its always the customer that 
will pay and TW / Macquarie who will make money.

2.18.10
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1346 You advise that TW you are ignoring government guidance on the basis that your customers will water their gardens more due 

to climate change. As one of your customers I am becoming increasingly aware of water resources and climate change and I 
have entirely stopped watering my garden with mains water. I have also opted to have a water main which disincentivises water
use. Garden use is a matter of education and customer awarenes. TW need to assume REDUCED water use for gardening - 
this is an area where customer demand is flexible and can easily be managed - as past hose-pipe bans have proven. As far as 
the new customers and development are concerned, we are just entering a housing slump and will be that much closer to 2016 
and 'Carbon Neutral' low resource use housing. Social housing providrs will continue to build and are the suppliers who are 
already obliged to provide low resource use housing (including water use). TW analysis suggests they don't want to achieve 
low demand.

2.3.1
2.3.4

1347 …The Council fully supports the VoWH DC in its view and assessment of the content of the plan. 2.18.1
1347 In regard to metering, it is assumed, for example, that only 50% of flats in London can have meters. No other consideration has 

been given to methods of monitporing and controlling water consumption in these types of accomodation.
2.11.2
2.12.1

1347 It is therefore the view of this Council that there are parts of the plan that require further investigation and detailed analysis 
undertaken before the case for the reservoir can be fully established.

2.7.1
2.18.2

1347 Other methods of reducing water use such as wastewater reuse, aquifer storage etc have not been fully taken into account. 
Other measures appear to be at an exploratory research stage.

2.8.3
2.8.12

1347 TW is saying that the size of the required reservoir is the same as in 1990 yet the figures and statistics provided now are 
different form those provided in 1990.

2.18.3
2.18.18
2.18.19

1348 . N/A
1348 On behalf of the residents of Quainton, the Village Society has concerns about many aspects of the proposal for a bunded 

reservoir and treatment plant adjacent to the village. Our concerns principally relate to environmental damage, loss of flood 
plain, loss of fertile farmland & hedgerows important to wildlife, visual intrusion, safety concerns and the pollution and hazards 
associated with thousands of local HGV movements over a period of six years all of which, in the terms used by the 
consultants acting for Thames Water, would amount to a significant and adverse community blight. 

2.18.12
2.18.7
2.18.8
2.18.6

1349 Even if you meet the short term targets your leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is inadequate. 520 Ml/d 
will still be leaking away by 2020. The mains replacement programme must continue at the current rate.

2.10.1

1349 I don't believe these analyses are adequate. 2.15.1
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1349 I don't believe you are taking the environmental and social impact sufficiently into account. The 8-10 year construction period 

would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption, especially to the area adjoining the A34 (already Britain’s 
busiest trunk road) around Steventon/Drayton. Built on a floodplain, covering 3,500 acres of productive farmland (at a time 
when such land is going to increasingly important to the nation) it is likely to cause increased flooding in villages and towns 
frequently cursed by it: the run- off from its slopes (25m high) alone will create problems – and there will be no compensation 
from Thames Water or the Government and more properties will be declared 'uninsurable'.

2.17.1
2.18.6
2.18.5
2.18.7
2.17.3

1349 I'm not convinced by the forecasts...individual & industrial use should become more efficient and reduced per 'head'; the 
economic downturn will reduce demand.

2.3.1
2.3.2
2.3.3

1349 In London, I am told you are re-using less than 1% of London’s waste water and sewage which, after primary treatment, flows 
to waste into the Thames Estuary. This is wasteful and unsustainable. Water re-use is a guaranteed supply source and need 
only be called on when there is not enough flow in the Thames. Treated waste water is at least as pure as normal river water 
and this fact needs sensible PR to convince the public. 

2.8.3

1349 More could be done with industry and private individuals. Speeding up the introduction of metering is important. 2.11.1
2.3.11

1349 Pleased to hear that (it seems 'at last') there is a commitment to reducing leaks and introducing metering but the targets should 
be higher and they need to met !

2.2.2

1349 The closure of Didcot A Power Station will reduce demand by some 40 Ml/d(million litres per day) from 2015 The Beckton 
desalination plant should now be included in the resources, up to 140Ml/d. 

2.18.2
2.8.8
2.8.2

1349 The draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives – quicker to implement, more 
efficient and more sustainable. The plan slyly fails to give proper objective consideration to all the viable alternatives including 
re-use of effluent and water transfer. The Severn has 5 times the flow of the Thames and 3 times the water catchment area. 
Transfer would involve a smaller reservoir at Longdon Marsh (Glos) and this must be properly assessed and fairly costed. The 
owners of Thames Water ,Macquarie Bank in Australia, want this reservoir for their own financial and commercial interests. 
The plan is therefore biased .towards achieving this objective at the expense of customers who will have to pay for this 
structure. 

2.8.9

1349 The draft plan seems to favour the reservoir option too quickly and fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and 
operating costs to enable an objective analysis of the merits of all the viable alternatives. 

2.7.3
2.14.4

1349 The planned introduction of metering is too slow (80% by 2020). 2.11.2
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1349 The proposed Abingdon reservoir’s cost is more than five times higher than viable water re-use schemes. Such re-use projects 

would give at least the same output and provide far more flexibility in meeting actual demand variations. Your overall planned 
costs are based on the reservoir being in full operation from its construction completion. In practice, it is highly probable it will 
not be utilised in full for many years – if ever. There is a serious risk it will become a ‘white elephant’. It would still incur interest 
costs of £40m a year paid for (of course) by Thames Water’s customers. 

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.13.6

1349 Water Resource options: Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment seems foolish 
when more economic, sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternative options can be built in far shorter time than a 
reservoir and be operated only when needed. Water re-use is dismissed as needing more research but the technology is 
already proven. Water transfer from the Severn is not a new concept. All schemes pre-privatisation envisaged such a transfer, 
which is more flexible and economic than the Abingdon reservoir plan. You cannot even ensure filling the proposed reservoir in 
a dry winter. 

2.18.11
2.18.2
2.18.4
2.8.2
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.13
2.7.3
2.7.1

1349 You are ignoring all the inconvenient facts that indicate building this reservoir is not the best solution. 2.17.2
2.13.5

1349 Your contingencies are too high. They are far above most other UK water companies’ safety margins, particularly for 2020 and 
beyond. 

2.5.14

1349 Your long-term domestic water usage forecasts are too high. They are .based on 165 l/h/d (litres per head per day), whereas 
EA targets are 130 l/h/d by 2020. Your demand forecast covering garden watering for London customers (many of whom live in 
flats or have tiny gardens) is 4 times higher than for most other UK water companies. This alone represents almost half the 
proposed reservoir’s output. Your forecast non-domestic demand is too high. Trends show a far greater reduction and the 
economic downturn will reduce demand. 

2.3.1
2.3.3
2.3.4
2.3.11

1350 A much more energetic approach could be taken here. Metering should be introduced universally (including in flats - as is the 
case for our European neighbours, and which is technically straightforward) much sooner than you propose. Much, much more 
could be done to educate the public about water re-use: for example, I have had to research ways of collecting rainwater and re
using grey water for garden watering: you should be promoting these technologies so that they are the rule rather than the 
exception. Other efficiency measures such as the use of grey water for toilet flushing should also be made accessible and 
should be publicised.

2.11.2
2.8.3
2.12.6
2.12.1
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1350 Feasible water re-use projects would cost five times less than the proposed reservoir. They would produce at least the same 

amount of water. They would not be subject to variables such as dry winters. They would be more flexible in meeting demand. 
If the proposed reservoir were built, the chances of its meeting the demand in the medium and long term would be small. It is a 
folly to undertake such a costly and intrusive project with so little guarantee that it will function at full capacity or meet the needs 
of water users; especially as TW customers would still have to cover the capital and operational costs of its construction.

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.8.3
2.18.13

1350 Given the current sever slump in building, and the solid forecasts that building will not recover from this slump for a 
considerable period of time, your forecasts of future demand for water are almost certainly exaggerated.

2.3.1
2.3.3
2.3.3

1350 I can only conclude that you are either too badly informed and too unskilled to undertake a proper analysis, or that you are 
dishonest in your exclusion of important variables from the analysis. I have no means of knowing which of these is the case.

2.17.1

1350 I remain completely unconvinced of the necessity of a reservoir. I remain completely convinced that the alternatives you have 
dismissed without serious consideration are much better suited to solving the problem of demand for water, both in the medium 
term and in the long term. The alternatives, some of which I have outlined in my earlier comments, are more sustainable, more 
efficient, less susceptible to risk because better distributed throughout the area, and in the end more efficient. If I submitted a 
paper to a journal in my own field that used the sorts of reasoning that you have used in this draft management plan, it would 
very rightly be rejected. As your customer, I reject your draft plan. Please re-draft it.

2.18.2
2.18.3
2.3.11
2.13.5
2.13.6

1350 I understand that Didcot A Power Station will be closed in 2015, and that this will release approximately 40 million litres per day 
of water from 2015. This does not appear to have been factored into your assessment; and nor does the some 100 million or 
more litres per day that will come onstream from the Beckton desalination plant. Including these two sources of additional water 
changes the calculations substantially.

2.18.2
2.8.8

1350 It is unconscionable that less than 1% of London's grey water and sewage is re-used. Water re-use is clearly a sustainable and 
dependable source. Treated waste water is at least as pure as normal river water. Again, our European neighbours are very 
aware of this. With your well-honed marketing resources, you can surely convince the public of this.

2.8.3
2.12.6

1350 Many of the assumptions made in your sensitivity testing seem unrealistic. This of course makes the results less than credible. 2.15.1

1350 Metering should be made universal much more quickly than you propose (including in flats - see my comment in 7b). 2.11.2
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1350 Patterns of rainfall over the past few years have been extremely erratic, and all long-range modelling supports the hypothesis 

that this pattern will continue. In other words, we will frequently have the dry winters that we have had in the past few years. 
This means that there will be winters when you cannot fill the proposed reservoir. Other options should be put in place before 
the huge step of building a reservoir, and other options exist which are water efficient, sustainable and less costly. For 
example, water re-use technology is already working and could be expanded. Further, water needs to be conceptualised not as 
a Thames Valley question, but as a national question. Transfer from the River Severn and from other national sources should 
be envisaged more seriously.

2.18.13
2.18.16
2.5.4
2.18.2
2.18.4
2.8.1
2.8.3

1350 The methodology of this SEA is seriously flawed in multiple ways, most notably: - The reservoir area is in a flood plain. The 
additional flood risks that a reservoir would cause along the Ock, in Abingdon and along the Thames have not been properly 
considered: we saw this winter what flooding in Oxfordshire can do. - The reservoir would cause considerable disruption to the 
economy and to the human and natural environment of the area, with a loss of 3,500 acres of farmland and eight to ten years 
of disruption during construction. A proper, full environmental impact assessment needs to be made, not one that only takes 
into account the factors favouring TW's thesis.

2.17.1
2.17.2
2.17.3
2.18.5
2.18.7
2.18.6

1350 These long-term domestic water usage forecasts are unrealistically high. Why are you basing your forecasts on 165 litres per 
head per day when the Environment Agency targets are 130 l/h/d by 2020? Why do you forecast garden watering for London 
customers as for elsewhere in the country, when most London residents live in flats or have very small gardens? Other UK 
water companies use a figure a quarter of the one you are using. This figure alone accounts for a very large unjustified usage 
forecast. Non-domestic usage forecasts are also too high, flying in the face of trends which show a substantially larger 
reduction in this usage.

2.3.1
2.3.4
2.3.5
2.3.11

1350 You have already shown that leakage can be reduced considerably. I remain convinced that there is more that can be done in 
terms of leakage reduction and water efficiency. It is noteworthy that the recent efforts to reduce leakage have taken place in 
the context of a long period of near-total neglect of this area of activity.

2.2.2
2.12.1

1350 You have not given fair and balanced comparisons of the capital and operating costs of all the feasible alternatives. How can 
the public analyse the alternatives if you are economical with the truth?

2.7.3
2.14.4

1350 You have not made a defensible case for the solution you propose. This is not an acceptably rigorous analysis. 2.17.1
1350 Your calculations seem unrealistically risk-averse. Your target headroom is well above that of most other UK water companies. 

One is hard put not to think that this is because of your monopolistic situation that means that whatever investment you decide 
upon will be covered by your customer base. I would urge you particularly to look again at your target headroom for 2020 
onwards.

2.5.14

1350 Your leakage repair programme is too slow. You should increase the rate of mains replacement, not slow it down. You should 
target a much lower leakage rate in the medium and long term.

2.2.2
2.10.1
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1351 Having failed to register our opposition to the reservoir proposals in the dWRMP online, we are instead submitting our views in 

writing. Thames Water forecast demand is likely to be higher than the amount actually used because of the present slump in 
building. A huge reservoir involving enormous investment is not the solution. There are more economic options which can be 
built in a far shorter time and operated only when needed. The technology for water reuse exists already. Schemes for water 
transfer from the River Severn were proposed pre-nationalisation and would be both more flexible and economic. Thames 
Water is not sure it could fill the proposed reservoir in a dry winter. Mains replacement, leakage repair programme and 
universal installation of water meters should take priority. The Macquarrie Bank, who owns Thames Water want the reservoir 
for their own financial and commercial interests.The SEA Environmental Impact- The 8-10 year construction period would 
cause unacceptable disruption, not only to individual householders, but also to the many businesses based in the area and 
dependent on the A34 trunk road for communications. The reservoir is planned to be built on a flood plain.

2.1.1
2.3.3
2.3.3
2.3.3
2.18.3
2.18.10
2.18.2
2.8.1
2.19.5
2.18.13
2.7.2
2.18.6
2.18.5

1353 1. A more reasonable PCC increase (more like aiming for the EA target) already puts paid to 1/2 the size of the Upper Thames 
Reservoir. Adoption of a more aggressive VMR (within TW's control) and a re-use plant could obviate the need for the reduced 
reservoir. These sensitivity analyses are very illuminating and more should be done. 2. There is no sensitivity analysis to an 
Active Leak Control Programme in SWOX - this in spite of the curves in Appendix C that show that, for the same cost per 
property as London zone, a reduction in leakage per property per day of 50 litres (out of 130 litres) could be achieved.

2.3.5
2.18.3
2.10.1
2.15.2

1353 1. There is little justification for Thames Water to end up with a PCC so far above the DEFRA target. The casual dismissal of 
the 130 l/h/d target from DEFRA should not actually be allowed. The time has come for a statutory obligation to achieve long 
distance targets within an area and a statutory obligation for the Water Company to plan for these targets (plus an agreed, 
reducing with time, headroom). The long-term increases in usage are exagerrated (see also section 6). 2. The leakage targets 
are not ambitious enough. Table 16 for example shows 169/l/prop/d for London in 2034/35, whereas, fig 8 in Appendix C 
shows that at no extra cost per property, the leak rate could be reduced to 150 l/prop/d assumed in 2016-7. Also there could be 
more ambitious targets for leaks reduction for all other areas if the cost per property were allowed to rise to London levels 
(~£30) eg. SWOX could go down from 130 l/prop/d to 80 l/prop/d (fig9,appC) - surely a cost-effective move cf a reservoir?

2.3.5
2.3.1 

Page 164 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1353 A comprehensive range of options, but several of the indicators have dubious evaluations attached which seem to bias the 

discussion in favour of the Abingdon reservoirs, eg. although modelling is 'still to be done'. water quality impact is seen as 
'Perceptible beneficial' - but Algal blooms have not been evaluated. On the other hand the Severn transfer scheme 
mysteriously damages water quality by 'mixing different water chemistry' - but this can be treated. The Climate change impact 
of the Abingdon reservoir is ~4x higher than the Severn transfer in construction and has 1.4x the transport burden (Climate 
Change indicator in operation is not so relevant as it depends on National Grid generation mix). The Abingdon reservoir has 
80x the Climate Change impact during construction of a Desalination plant, for ~ 6x the water supply. Groundwater schemes 
for SWOX (the cheapest 4) can supply over 20 Ml/d at a unit cost below that of the reservoir. Water re-use is not adequately 
considered.

2.8.4
2.8.1
2.8.3
2.18.2
2.18.14
2.13.5
2.13.6
2.13.4

1353 A very convenient methodology to appear to validate TW's own first choice (big Abingdon reservoir). 1. Schemes 4&8 have 
much lower impact outside of the Carbon emission, and that will be radically altered by more nuclear and/or wind power in the 
generation mix. 2. Schemes 4&8 have a much broader base of support for the demand, not depending on one large, risky, 
scheme of enormous impact and possible long-term delay. 3. Schemes 4&8 (and also Scheme 3 with the small reservoir) 
could easily be tweaked to remove undesirable elements (eg. Scottish bulk tanker transfer) by slightly more agressive leak 
policy. 4. Re-evaluation of TW's Leak Policy (Appendix C) has given a much lower cost per property for a particular leak rate, 
and it is very possible that further re-evaluations would re-order the cost rankings (after all there is little difference between 
some options). On the other hand, construction costs of large projects will only increase. 5. Severn transfer scheme cannot just 
be dismissed a priori for such an important comparison.

2.13.4
2.18.17
2.18.19
2.18.2
2.18.11
2.8.1
2.10.2

1353 As commented in other sections, the demand curve is based on an excessive assumed PCC (more than 25% above EA 
targets) and target headroom values which are much higher than other water companies (nowhere in this report do Thames 
Water provide comparison of these values with other Water Companies. Even so, it is striking that SWA, Kennet and Henley 
could transfer ~ 30 Ml/d to SWOX under these assumptions (which contain no grandiose schemes for these areas, and no new 
Active Leak Control strategy). This would remove the Upper Thames Reservoir as a need for SWOX (assuming another small 
scheme and some SWOX leakage reductions can be substituted). Guilford can also manage to transfer 10 Ml/d to London. 
None of these options are considered anywhere.

2.3.1
2.3.5
2.5.14
2.8.10

1353 Hopefully some of the evidence in this draft report is going to get better than this. The back-up for the approach to Level of 
Service (Appendix J) comes close to being the most unscientific, anecdote-ridden 'justification' I have personally seen. All that 
has happened is that a tiny number (about 450) respondees have been asked questions and we are not given the format of the 
questions, or any histogram of opinions, just a reference to reports for Thames Water. Are these reports in the public domain? 
If not, why not? Additionally, at no point in this introduction are we given any facts about what the historical droughts were like. 
In the table 6 we are given putative timelines for a couple of drought scenarios which tell us nothing. There should be some 
facts showing the worst drought in the last 80 -90 years and its effect on possible supply levels. Did this drought reach a 'Level 
4' situation? Would it if it occurred now in a background of increased use??

2.1.1
2.1.2
2.1.3
2.1.10
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1353 In spite of the document's size, Thames Water have not given proper consideration to alternatives such as re-use and 

desalination, preferring to dismiss these solely on the basis of lifetime carbon emissions ( the value for the lifetime emissions 
could in fact drop rapidly if non-fossil fuels were used in generation - highly probable over the 80 year timespan used). The 
lowest cost and the lowest impact overall plans (which do not contain an Upper Thames Reservoir) are also dismissed in this 
way. No account is taken of the fact that such sources can be intermittent. No account is taken of the large losses in 
evaporation from the UTR, and its vulnerability to Climate Change (in a way that even TW's document shows, is not shared by 
underground sources. An exagerrated view is taken of the main environmental impact of the Severn Thames transfer scheme 
by ignoring alternative viable header reservoirs to Craig Goch.

2.1.1
2.8.3
2.8.2
2.13.4
2.18.14
2.8.1
2.14.4
2.13.5
2.13.6

1353 No particular comment about this, but it is rather interesting that the majority of underground sources are unaffected by Climate 
Change (see Appendix E, fig 23) indicating that probably Groundwater abstraction should be a route on which Thames should 
concentrate in order to have more secure supplies (surface water sources e.g.. open reservoirs would not be similarly so 
unaffected).

2.5.6

1353 See comments under leakage control and metering. 2.10, 2.11
1353 Thames Water's planned introduction of metering is too slow (still only 80% by 2020). It does not pay sufficient attention to 

metering in flats, which is technically easy.
2.11.2

1353 The approach seems 'corralled' and not iterative. There seems to be no attempt to revise the road along which the 
methodology travels. eg - a 'basket' of smaller measures is not cumulatively assessed and then one replaced, and the basket 
re-evaluated. Only examples of where one component scheme replaces another are given. There seems to be no numerical 
assignment to order the options. If there is, then this should be displayed and not left (deliberately??) opaque. There seems to 
be no evaluation of variants of the big(>100Ml/d) schemes to find where they cross 'thresholds' at which the impacts jump (eg. 
a smaller UTR could be bunded by material taken from the site only - thus eliminating HGV movements - at what size of 
reservoir does this happen?). What about water treatment at an intermediate reservoir to remove the environmental impact of 
Severn water on the Thames?? What about a smaller size increase to the Welsh reservoirs, or increasing area at another, 
larger nearby reservoir?

2.17.1
2.17.5
2.17.2
2.18.11
2.8.1

1353 The approach to fixing leaks is not aggressive enough. Leak reduction at no extra cost per property is quite clearly laid out in 
Appendix C, yet these targets are still not met by 2020 (still 520 Ml/d leaking away). The full cost of a 100 Ml/d campaign to fix 
leaks is not evaluated directly in a table as with the supply options. One has to bring together data from many different locations
in order to achieve this. Many pejorative statements are put in about leak detection and fixing to be read in close proximity to a 
success story - thus more repairs were done than forecast in recent work, but 'London boroughs are pushing back'. A 
completely unnecessary amount of space is expended in pointing out how difficult it is to fix leaks in London, but the point 
which is missed is that UNLESS this is done, we will have to give up ever larger tranches of land to reservoir development.

2.10.1
2.18.3
2.7.2
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1353 The deficits for London are based on: - exaggerated long-term water usage well above the EA target (165 l/h/day compared to 

130 l/h/day)- Thames Water's demand forecast for garden watering for London is about 4 times higher than most other UK 
Water companies; - exaggerated (above current trends) non-domestic use prediction for London; - underplayed leakage fixing 
(no attempt to raise the cost per property of fixing leaks outside London to rise to the cost per property in London) --- no 
account of Leakage fixing under the new policy to be the same as the present rate --- that would not be a 'policy change' and 
this chapter is all about the need for policy change. 

2.3.5
2.3.1
2.3.4
2.3.11

1353 The whole SEA is invalidated by the dismissal of the Severn Transfer scheme for environmental impact at a particular 
reservoir, when there are studies of perfectly viable alternative, non -SPA sites.

2.17.2

1353 There are other possible locations for a header reservoir for the Severn Water transfer apart from Craig Goch. Severn Trent 
Water have considered these - why haven't Thames??

2.8.1
2.18.11

1353 There seems to be almost no consideration of flooding risk for the big Upper Thames Reservoir - the River Ock cannot take 
more flow without flooding risk in Abingdon. The disruption and nuisance in construction of the UTR (next to the busiest trunk 
road in the UK) will be immense. The loss of farmland does not seem to be taken into account adequately. The loss of ecology 
only seems to be important if a site has 'special' status - ecological impact is not just about 'special islands'. Visual impact 
(seen to be so important for a bigger reservoir in Wales) is hardly mentioned for the UTR.

2.17.1
2.17.3
2.18.5
2.18.6
2.18.7
2.18.13

1353 These target headroom figures are far above most UK Water companies. What is the justification? It seems perverse to 
exclude leakage control when the improvements available from leakage control (At least 100 Ml/day even on Thames' modest 
targets) are much larger than the uncertainties caused from Gradual Pollution and Supply Side figures. If the metering 
uncertainty (relating to a similarly pro-active demand management measure) can be included, why not leak-fixing?? Is the 
exclusion so that as many 'sound-bite' type graphs like fig 36 in Appendix G can be extracted showing need for a larger target 
headroom and taken out of context and when pasted into summary reports??

2.5.2
2.5.14

1353 This section seems biased in its tone. No possible import water schemes are mentioned, only possible export of water to other 
areas (hence increasing Thames' case for a big hike in storage). Only potential reductions in abstraction licences are 
mentioned. I cannot see where the reductions in demand (40 Ml/day when Didcot A is closed in 2015) or new desalination 
resources (Beckton at 148 Ml/day in 2010) are brought in. Since Didcot seems to be missing in section 3 (absent from 3.2.3.2 
fig 16 - commercial Thames Valley predictions), it seems that Thames are taking every opportunity in this report to hide away 
reductions in demand.

2.18.2

1354 Although demand is based on government targets for housing, the present slump in building is likely to cause a very significant 
reduction in Thames Water’s forecast demand over the next decade. 

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3

1354 Didcot A Power Station closure releases some 40 Ml/d(million litres per day) from 2015 The Beckton desalination plant should 
now be included in the resources.(up to 140Ml/d.) 

2.18.2
2.8.8
2.8.2
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1354 Even if they meet their short term targets Thames Water’s leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is 

inadequate. 520 Ml/d will still be leaking away by 2020. The mains replacement programme must continue at the current rate. 
Thames Water’s planned introduction of metering is too slow (80% by 2020). It should also include metering for flats 
(technically quite easy). 

2.2.2
2.10.1
2.11.2

1354 In London, Thames Water are re-using less than 1% of London’s waste water and sewage which, after primary treatment, 
flows to waste into the Thames Estuary. This is wasteful and unsustainable. Water re-use is a guaranteed supply source and 
need only be called on when there is not enough flow in the Thames. Treated waste water is at least as pure as normal river 
water and this fact needs sensible PR to convince the public. Much more could be done too to educate the public on water 
efficiency by advice, audits and publicity.

2.8.3

1354 Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment is not needed. Much more economic, 
sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternative options can be built in far shorter time than a reservoir and be 
operated only when needed. Water re-use is dismissed as needing more research but the technology is already proven. Water 
transfer from the Severn is not a new concept. All schemes pre-privatisation envisaged such a transfer, which is more flexible 
and economic than the Abingdon reservoir plan. Thames Water cannot even ensure filling their proposed reservoir in a dry 
winter. 

2.18.2
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.13

1354 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 
analysis of the merits of ALL the viable alternatives. 

2.7.3

1354 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives – quicker to 
implement, more efficient and more sustainable. Thames Water’s plan fails to give proper objective consideration to all the 
viable alternatives including re-use of effluent and water transfer. The Severn has 5 times the flow of the Thames and 3 times 
the water catchment area. Transfer would involve a smaller reservoir at Longdon Marsh (Glos) and this must be properly 
assessed and fairly costed. The owners of Thames Water ,Macquarie Bank in Australia, want this reservoir for their own 
financial and commercial interests. Thames Water’s plan is therefore biased .towards achieving this objective at the expense of 
customers who will have to pay for this structure. 

2.18.2
2.18.4
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.8.9
2.7.4
2.7.3
2.18.10
2.13.5

1354 Thames Water’s leakage reduction proposals show what can be done after many years of neglect. They must prove they can 
match their aspirations. 

2.2.2

1354 Thames Water’s long-term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated. They are .based on 165 l/h/d (litres per head per 
day), whereas EA targets are 130 l/h/d by 2020. Thames Water’s demand forecast covering garden watering for London 
customers (many of whom live in flats or have tiny gardens) is 4 times higher than for most other UK water companies. This 
alone represents almost half the proposed reservoir’s output. Thames Water’s forecast non-domestic demand is too high. 
Trends show a far greater reduction. 

2.3.1
2.3.4
2.3.5
2.3.11

Page 168 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1354 Thames Water’s safety margins (target headroom) are unjustifiably high. They are far above most other UK water companies’ 

safety margins, particularly for 2020 and beyond. 
2.5.14

1354 The proposed Abingdon reservoir’s capital cost is more than FIVE times higher than viable water re-use schemes, Such re-use 
projects would give at least the same output and provide far more flexibility in meeting actual demand variations. Thames 
Water’s overall planned costs are based on their reservoir being in full operation from its construction completion. In practice, it 
is highly probable it will not be utilised in full for many years – if ever. There is a serious risk it will become a ‘white elephant’. It 
would still incur interest costs of £40m a year paid for (of course) by Thames Water’s customers. 

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.13.6

1356 · Use of old data on per capita consumption with reference to both indoor components such as washing machines and outdoor 
components such as garden watering is not good practice. More recent TW data (2007 ) show reduced usage with consequent 
effects on forward estimates.

2.3.1

1356 East Hendred Parish Council strongly supports the comments in the Vale of White Horse District’s comments on the dWRMP, 
dated 18.8.08. We endorse the view that the case for the proposed new reservoir near Abingdon needs to be very well 
established, based on good data, before such a large development is approved, given the dramatic impact it will have both 
during the building phase and afterwards on the local communities, of which we are one. We consider the case made to date 
does not meet these requirements for several reasons. It would appear that the forecast deficit in the supply demand has been 
overstated and overstating the average household demand and population growth (based on other reliable data) and 
underestimating the planned savings by water metering and planned water efficiency measures. Overall our view is that a 
sufficient case for the new reservoir has not been made and a public enquiry should be held before any decision is made on 
the planned reservoir. 

2.18.1
2.3.1
2.7.2
2.9.1

1356 It is clear that the benefits of future wastewater re-use have not been fully taken into account, despite the EA’s strong 
encouragement to consider this option. The possibility of transferring water from other water companies into the TW region has 
not been fully explored, which could reduce the arguments for the new reservoir. 

2.8.3
2.8.1
2.7.1

1358 FLAWED METHODOLOGY WHICH IS BIASED AND CIRCUMSPECT. THERE WILL BE HUGE LOSS OF FARMLAND AND 
VISUALS LOOK DREADFUL. THE AREA IS A FLOOD PLAIN AND FLOOD RISKS HAVE CONVENIENTLY BEEN IGNORED. 
WHO WILL PAY COMPENSATION IF FLOODING OCCURS?

2.17.1
2.18.5
2.18.7

1358 GREATER WATER REUSE SHOULD BE CONSIDERED.THEY SHOULD FOCUS ON MORE WATER EFFICIENT 
OPERATIONS. TRANSFER OF WATER FROM THE RIVER SEVERN SHOULD BE CONSIDERED.

2.8.3
2.8.1

1358 HOPELESSLY INADEQUATE AND FRANKLY A NEW RESERVOIR IS AN 'EASY' OPTION WHEN SO MUCH MOIRE 
WATER COULD BE SAVED. OVER 20% OF WATER WILL STILL BE LEAKING BY 2020 AND THIS IS UNACCEPTABLE

2.18.3
2.10.1

1358 I AM IMPRESSED WITH THE EFFORTS IN REDUCING LEAKAGE WHICH SHOWS WHAT CAN BE DONE WHEN THEY 
ARE UNDER PRESSURE, POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC, TO DO SO. THERE IS MUCH MORE THAT CAN BE DONE

2.2.2

Page 169 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1358 I AM SCEPTICAL AS TO THESE FORECASTS. THEY ARE VERY STATIC AT A TIME WHEN BUILDING IS FALLING, 

IMMIGRATION DECLINING AND EMIGRATION RISING.
2.3.1

1358 I WOULD FAVOUR MORE AGGRESSIVE USE OF METERING AND GREATER PUBLIC AWARENESS ABOUT WATER 
EFFICIENCY.

2.11.2
2.12.1

1358 IT HAS BEEN USED PURELY TO JUSTIFY THIS SCHEME WHICH IN TURN IS FOR THE FINANCIAL BENEFIT ONLY OF 
TW

2.17.1
2.18.10

1358 SHOULD BE MUCH MORE AGGRESSIVE IN METERING AND MORE OPTIMAL USE OF TARIFFS COULD HEP REDUCE 
UNNECESSARY DEMAND.

2.11.2
2.11.1
2.11.6

1358 THE CASE IS NOT MADE 2.17.2
1358 THE CLOSURE OF DIDCOT POWER STATION IN 2015 WILL RELEASE HUGE AMOUNTS OF WATER. 2.18.2
1358 THE PLAN FAILS TO JUSTIFY THE NEED FOR A RESERVOIR.THERE ARE CLEARLY MORE CHEAPER OPTIONS 

AVAILABLE AND THE COMPANY SHOULD USE ITS CAPITAL AND ENERGY TO METER MORE AND ENCOURAGE 
REUSE AS WELL AS BEING MORE FOCUSSED ON WATER WASTAGE AND LEAKAGE. THE OWNERS WANT THIS 
RESERVOIR FOR THEIR COMMERCIAL INTERESTS AND THIS PLAN IS BIASED ACCORDINGLY

2.18.3
2.18.2
2.18.10

1358 THE PLAN IS SELECTIVE AND DOES NOT GIVE THE READER A FAIR COMPARISON OF THE OPERATING COSTS OF 
THE MERITS OF OTHER ALTERNATIVES.

2.7.3
2.14.4

1358 THIS IS DEEPLY DISINGENOUS AND SELF SERVING. THE HEADROOM TARGETS ARE MUCH HIGHER THAN OTHER 
WATER COMPANIES.

2.5.14

1358 THIS IS EXTREMELY CONTROVERSIAL. AS FAR AS I CAN SEE TW ASSUMES THE RESERVOIR WILL BE 
OPERATIONAL FROM DAY 1 WHICH IS MOST UNREALISTIC. IT IS VASTLY MORE EXPENSIVE ( BY FIVE TIMES) THAN 
VIABLE WATER REUSE SCHEMES. IT IS PAID FOR BY WATER USERS AND I CAN SEE IT BEING HIGHLY 
UNECONOMIC

2.18.4

1358 TW'S RECORD IS NOT GOOD. I BELIEVE IN LONDON ONLY 1% IS REUSED OF WASTE WATER AND SEWERAGE 
WITH THE OTHER 99% GOING INTO THE THAMES. UTTERLY WASTEFUL.

2.7.1
2.8.3

1358 WHY ARE THEY USING TARGETS THAT ARE MUCH HIGHER THAN THE ENVIRONMENT AGENGY'S? THE FIGURES 
FOR LONDON CUSTOMERS ARE DUBIOUS AT BEST.THE TRENDS FOR NON DOMESTIC DEMAND AGAIN SEEM 
SUSPICIOUSLY HIGH AND CONTRARY TO TRENDS.

2.3.5
2.3.1
2.3.11
2.3.8
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1360 In your report, your rightly highlight that Basingstoke is one of the key areas for population growth in the South-East due to the 

rapid number of houses being built. The existing sewage system is already creaking under the strain with many constituents 
suffering from sewage flooding. You say that "the solution in many cases is to increase the capacity of the local sewer 
network". However, you do not specify any improvements or expansions to the sewage system in Basingstoke. Rather, you 
mention that you "plan to improve water quality along 246 kilometres of rivers and protect 227 kilometres from deterioration". 
The only specific sites you mention are at River Lee and Beckton Sewage Treatment Works. This seems to prioritise 
Londoners above other customers who are served by Thames Water. You intend to increase water prices by 3% a year. My 
constituents deserve to know what, if any, benefits they will receive from the investment to improve the recycling of wastewater 
to the environment. This draft plan fails to mention anything that will directly benefit Basingstoke residents.

2.3.2
Sewage is covered in 
our Business Plan

1361 Domestic use forecast unrealistic Showers are now preferred to baths and less costly. Garden watering is far less in urban 
areas where large gardens are being sold for development and smaller ones paved for parking.

2.3.1
2.3.4

1361 If there is such a desperate need for this extra supply why are TW proposing to sell water to Southern Water? Metering will cut 
demand and other technology is already providing domestic washing machines, dishwashers and toilets which use less water. 
Present action on leakage is not acceptable and if water did not come free out of the sky, TW might take a less relaxed attitude 
to this precious resource.

2.11.1
2.3.1
2.7.1
2.7.2
2.10.1
2.10.2

1361 Overly cautious. Didcot A power station is due to close in 2015 - this will release 40Ml per day downstream of the proposed 
reservoir. A new desalination plant at Beckton needs to be factored in. 

2.18.2
2.8.8
2.8.2

1361 The proposed reservoir at Steventon is ill-conceived and untried in design - open to evaporation, water having to be pumped 
into an earth structure 25 metres above ground , its construction would destroy the natural flood plain and put inhabitants lives 
at risk in the Abingdon area and in Parishes surrounding the site such as Marcham, Drayton, East Hanney, Steventon and 
Milton . We have already been warned that no responsibility would be taken by TW should flooding occur . There are better 
alternatives and they do not appear to have been given full consideration by TW.

2.7.1
2.18.14
2.18.5
2.18.8

1361 TW forecasts on medium and long term demand are inflated. Recent large increases in domestic charges coupled with 
increased use of metering will show householders how much they will have to pay and give them a choice of reducing their 
intake. Urban gardens are increasingly paved for off-street parking. New properties have smaller or no gardens to be watered. 
Rain water butts can provide a free alternative to using tap water .

2.3.1
2.11.1
2.12.6
2.3.11

1361 VMR programme essential.Your leakage record is appalling and TW should be compelled now to speed up this work using 
some of its £1.49 billion revenue. TW's waste water management is equally appalling - 2,800ml of sewage is treated per day 
and ,after primary treatment, 99% of this (2772ml) is discharged into the Thames estuary.

2.10.1
2.8.3
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1361 Water is available in large quantities in the sewers of London. A constant supply comes in daily not requiring to be pumped 

long distances just properly processed for re-use. An expensive reservoir is unnecessary its costs can be put to better handling 
of resources.

2.8.3

1364 520 Ml/d will still be lost through leakage by 2020 according to current plans. Surely this is far too high. 2.10.1
1364 Any forecast will be an overestimate in view of the current slump in new house building and the forecasts are (relatively) higher 

than those made by other companies.
2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3

1364 Douglas Adams invented a computer program in one story which allowed the user to chose the outcome he wanted and the 
program would assemble all the arguments needed to try to make the chosen outcome come true. Are you sure you haven't 
got a beta version of this? The costs, both capital and operating, of various alternatives should be dealt with objectively.

2.7.3

1364 I really believe you started with the answer you wanted and worked backwards. 2.17.1
1364 Is the closure of Didcot A power station included? Also the Beckton desalination plant output seems to be ignored. Water reuse 

is spoken of as needing research but is used already. TW seems to treat sewage for 13.5m customers but supplies water to 
just 8m so this could be a bigger resource than might be expected pro rata.

2.18.2
2.8.8
2.8.2
2.8.3

1364 Metering will reduce demand but is being applied very slowly. 2.11.2
1364 Other alternatives seem to be not only cheaper but can be implemented more quickly. This would allow a development 

program to be modified in the light of future trends. The choice of a large reservoir seems to be in the financial interest of the 
owners of Thames Water rather than in the interests of the consumers or the environment. It would be wrong to eliminate water 
transfer on the basis of cross contamination of wildlife as the water can be delivered straight to a water treatment plant or 
plants not just dumped into the Thames untreated.

2.13.5
2.18.10
2.8.1
2.18.2

1364 Other estimates are that the cost of a reservoir are several times that of alternatives. Also is it reasonable to assume that the 
reservoir is in full operation as soon as completed - surely it could take years to fill.

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.18.12

1364 The effect of local flooding has been completely ignored both from rapid run off from the banks and the interruption of natural 
flow across an existing flood plain. The river Ock and Ginge Brook flooded seriously last year and both will provide an 
increased flood risk if the project goes ahead. We are told that neither Thames Water or the Government will take any 
responsibility for this.

2.18.5

1364 The margins seem to be above those used by other companies without any "special" justification. 2.5.14
1364 The TW estimates of water usage are about 25% higher than those suggested by the Environment Agency and I am told that 

estimates of garden watering in London are 4 times higher than assumed elsewhere in the country. Usage will also fall as 
metering is introduced. This looks suspiciously like special pleading to justify a reservoir and to try to knock out alternatives at 
source.

2.3.5
2.3.1
2.3.4
2.18.3
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1364 Water re-use is effectively ignored by calling for more research - why? Water transfer from other regions would be cheaper and 

more flexible - water could flow in both directions. The Severn is closest but other regions like the north east have water to 
spare from an existing reservoir and presumably would not be averse to extra income. Also the flow from the Thames even in 
dry conditions is lost as soon as it reaches the estuary and becomes saline. Why is it not possible to extract more water at this 
point?

2.8.3
2.8.1
2.7.3
2.7.1
2.18.10

1364 We only now seem to be getting any interest by TW in leak reduction but even so leakage rates are large compared with 
proposed storage.

2.2.2
2.18.3

1364 Why is water reuse not a significant part of the planning. It is only 1% in London and the rest is wasted even though it must 
undergo primary treatment. It could provide a guaranteed source of clean water when river flow is low.

2.8.3

1366 All sorts of factors affect people's attitudes to water use, of which cost would be one, but if you consider the huge change in 
public attitudes to waste recycling over the last ten or twenty years, it is not unreasonable to suggest that, once we are 
educated to see clean water as the precious resource that it is, our consumption will be much more controlled.

2.12.1

1366 At several points in the Cascade report it is pointed out that Thames Water's plans are not co-ordinated with those of 
neighbouring water authorities. This is a fundamental flaw.

2.4.9
2.17.1

1366 From the Cascade report it appears that no increased flood risk assessment has yet been carried out for the Abingdon 
reservoir. In view of the flood damage suffered in Steventon and Abingdon in July 2007 this is of major concern to anyone living 
in the area. The actual disruption caused over the several years' construction work of the reservoir is not really addressed, 
particularly in view of the amount of material that will need to be brought in to construct the banks, nor is the effect of a 
completed large-scale reservoir on the local environment,

2.18.5
2.18.7
2.17.3
2.17.1

1366 Is the Target Headroom really in line with other UK water companies'? 2.5.14
1366 The need for the UTMRD reservoir is not clear-cut, when alternatives have not been fully considered. It seems that from the 

supply point of view you are isolating the Thames area from other water areas (e.g. Severn) while actively suggesting using the 
UTMRD to provide surplus for other water areas. This underlines the conflict of interest between Thames Water and the UK as 
a whole.

2.18.2
2.8.1
2.18.10
2.4.9

1366 There are many factors which could reduce forecast demand, not least the wider use of metering. 2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.8

1366 There are surely more flexible, smaller-scale and 'greener' alternatives to the huge Abingdon reservoir now contemplated, and 
a broader overview of water supply and demand is needed.

2.7.1
2.18.2

1366 You are avowedly building a reservoir in order to have "surplus available in the medium and longer term for neighbouring water 
companies if required". Why is this necessary, or justifiable except in terms of profitability for your shareholders?

2.18.10
2.13.6
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1367 You will notice that there are increases in dwelling requirements for local authority areas falling within the Thames Water area. 

The Sustainability Appraisal for the Proposed Changes has highlighted concerns regarding water supply in the wider Swindon 
area (see pg 102 para 10.134-10.135). As the Regional Planning Body, we would like to ensure that these additional growth 
requirements are considered alongside your water resources plan, to provide integrated water service delivery.

2.3.2

1372 1. The leakage reduction programme is not sufficiently demanding. A more aggressive programme would reduce the need for 
additional water resources markedly. 2. Installation of meters and adoption of other water efficiency measures could be much 
faster, leading to faster reduction in demand and, once again, remove the need for much of the increase in water resources.

2.10.1
2.11.2
2.9.1
2.3.11

1372 Again, the approach is correct, but the proposed level of activity too low. 2.7.1
1372 Insufficient information is given to allow an independent assessment of which options are the best. The scenarios used appear 

to have been selected to support the preferred scenario, rather than the other way around.
2.13.1

1372 It appears that several items on the generic options list have been rejected almost on a whim. 2.7.1
2.7.4

1372 The effective freezing of water efficiency measures in 2009/10 increases the demand forecasts. Tougher requirements for 
water efficiency measures after 2009/10 would reduce overall water demand and hence the need for major water resource 
enhancements.

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.8

1372 The option of building a number of smaller reservoirs, rather than the one large one at Abingdon does not seem to have been 
considered seriously. Sinnott and Davies (1981), working for TW's predecessor organisation, showed that, even though this 
approach involved higher overall construction costs, the phasing of the work meant that, using a plausible discounted cash flow 
model, the true costs were very similar. Smaller reservoirs would be expected to have lower environmental impacts and would 
increase both operational and construction flexibility. Later stages of the scheme could be advanced or retarded according to 
changes in demand. A large reservoir, on the other hand, must be built in its entirety early in the programme, incurring all costs 
early on. Sinnot, C.C & Davies, M H 1981. Journal of Hydrology 51: 219-230.

2.18.11
2.18.3

1372 The strategy is probably correct, but the level of activity proposed is too low. It seems to be focussed almost entirely on 
London, which may be the biggest problem, but it is difficult to believe that other areas would not produce worthwhile savings.

2.7.1
2.10.2

1372 TW are adopting much higher headroom allowances than other water supply companies. These could and should be reduced. 2.5.14

1372 TW seem deliberately to be using high demand figures to justify the building of a major water storage reservoir. If allowed, this 
will reduce the pressure on TW to promote water efficiency measures.

2.3.1
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1373 Having taken considerable time to read the 900 pages of the Draft Water Resources Plan (dWRMP), I can only conclude that 

Thames Water have chosen to amplify, reduce or simply ignore technical and national government guidance as appropriate in 
order to reach the one outcome they seek, namely an additional large asset in order to ensure a significant financial return for 
their parent company, Macquarie Bank of Australia. 

2.1.1
2.19.4
2.18.10

1373 Many people are concerned about the huge size and in particular the size of the bunds which could reach up to 40 meters in 
height. A smaller reservoir would certainly be more acceptable and less damaging to the environment. I am concerned about 
the change in the micro-climate locally which could have an effect on the eco-system. More could be done to help conserve 
water, for example, more metering and more promotion of water saving devices, in particular new households should all be 
fitted with meters as a matter of course. In short, I do not feel that Thames Water have fully demonstrated the need for their 
Management Plan and I fully endorse the response which has been sent in on behalf of the Vale of White Horse District 
Council of which I am also a member. 

2.18.8
2.18.7
2.18.2
2.12.1
2.18.14
2.11.1
2.18.3

1374 Even if they meet their short term targets, Thames Water leakage repair programme over 10 years from 2010 is inadequate. . 2.10.1

1374 More could be done to educate public on water efficiency. 2.12.1
1374 More economic sustainable water efficient options exist. Supply through one enormous reservoir in the wrong place involving 

massive investment is not needed. Alternative options can be built in a far shorter time than a reservoir and be operated only 
when needed.

2.7.2
2.18.11
2.18.2

1374 Slump in building is likely to cause a significant reduction in Thames Water forecast demand over the next few years. Beckton 
desalination plant should be included in resources.

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3

1374 Target headroom is unjustifiably high. Far above most other  UK water companies safety margins. 2.5.14
1374 Thames Water have proceeded in an extremely arrogant way and have not in any way considered the views of residents, who 

ultimately will be paying for this construction
2.17.1
2.17.3

1374 Thames Water leakage repair programme is inadequate 2.2.2
1374 Thames Water must prove that they can meet their limits. This has only been an item in recent years. 2.2.2
1374 Thames Water must reconsider and take the view of the community at large. 2.17.3
1374 Thames Water planned introduction of metering is too slow. It should also include metering for flats. 2.11.2
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1374 The 8-10 year construction period will cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption, especially to the area 

adjoining the A34, Britain's busiest trunk road. The noise of construction will spoil the quality of life for residents in local villages 
for several years. The local structure will be destroyed. Wildlife and ecology will suffer untold consequences. The local impact 
of the reservoir will be unimaginable. It will create its own mini climate. there is no guarantee it will not cause increased 
flooding. There is no precedent for a structure of this nature, which will have run off from its slopes in an area which has 
already suffered severe flooding. Nuisance factor from insect infestation will be severe. Other areas where a reservoir has 
been constructed have suffered severe mosquito infestation.

2.18.6
2.17.3
2.17.1
2.17.3
2.17.6
2.18.7
2.18.5
2.18.8

1374 The Draft Plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective analysis of 
the merits of all the viable alternative.

2.7.3
2.14.4

1374 The plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. there are better, cheaper alternatives. It fails to give objective consideration to 
all viable alternatives including re-use of effluent and water transfer. This reservoir is being pushed for the financial and 
economic interests of the owners of Thames Water. This is being pushed at the expense of customers who will have to pay for 
the structure.

2.18.2
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.10
2.13.5

1374 The proposed reservoir's capital cost if more than five times higher than viable water re-use schemes. Such re-use projects 
would give at least the same output and provide far more flexibility in meeting actual demand variations.

2.18.3
2.18.4

1374 Usage forecasts are exaggerated. These include garden watering for London customers and is 4 times higher than most other 
UK water companies. This alone represents almost half the proposed reservoir output. The forecast for non domestic demand 
is too high. Trends show a greater reduction.

2.3.1
2.3.2
2.3.4
2.3.5

1375 The relevant generic environmental impacts have been successfully identified. However, we would like to see more detailed 
assessment by Thames of the impacts of different options on ecological conditions. IN particular, we would like to encourage 
Thames to move to the use of WFD Standards and Conditions as the baseline by which it monitors and assesses the 
sustainability of company activities.

2.17.1
2.17.3
2.17.6

1375 WWF-UK approves of Thames Water's increasing attempt to address its significant leakage problems, in particular the desire 
to move beyond the economic level of leakage. We agree that this is vital not only to reduce environmental damage and 
improve the security of public water supply, but in addition to provide a lead to customers to reduce individual waste of water.

2.2.2
2.10.2
2.10.3

1375 WWF-UK retains significant concerns over the development of a major new resource in the Thames area. We are not in 
principle opposed to the development of new resources, but believe that they should only be permitted where extensive 
demand management programmes have been undertaken. In the context of a major increase in supply within the basin, we 
would look to Thames to set out a vision for how this will permit significant reductions in identified over-abstraction within the 
basin.

2.18.3
2.18.15
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1375 WWF-UK strongly supports the move to compulsory metering, accompanied by the development of sustainability tariffs. WWF-

UK set out our preferred approach to metering and tariffs in our 2007 report, 'Waste Not Want Not: Water tariffs for 
sustainability.' The current approach to charging for water is becoming increasingly unfair. We recognise the need for metering 
to be accompanied by measures to protect vulnerable, low-income households, and strongly support the need for tariff options 
that protect these customers. We also strongly support the development of seasonal and increasing block tariffs targeted and 
the times and places when water resources are most scarce.

2.11.1
2.11.6

1375 WWF-UK welcomes Thames' commitment to increasing water efficiency. We regret Thames' view that it will not be possible to 
meet the national water demand target, but look forward to working with Thames to identify how blockages to meeting this 
target can be addressed. We strongly support the integrated demand management approach, believing that metering presents 
a unique opportunity to development demand management with social and environmental benefits.

2.12.1
2.12.4
2.9.1

1376 Again, sort out your leaks and maybe if we ever get a summer again, it won't matter so much! 2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.8

1376 It seems a very drastic and expensive exercise to build such a large reservoir when combining other factors (metering, leak 
control etc) would reduce the amount of wasted water. The reservoir will take many years to build so you will still need to do the 
other things in the meantime - get on with them and stop wasting everyone's' time and energy! and money!

2.18.3

1376 REDUCE to 685 million litres per DAY - are you kidding? What on earth have you been playing at??? I am amazed, I knew 
Thames Water was bad, but that is ridiculous. I suggest you sort your leaks out and then work out what the rest of us can do/ 
whether you need a reservoir in Oxon. I'm afraid me turning the tap off whilst brushing my teeth and washing veggies in a bowl 
looks a bit insignificant! I strongly believe that all households should have meters fitted by Thames Water (at no cost), people 
will then pay for what they use and use alone.

2.2.2
2.10.1
2.10.6
2.11.1
2.9.2

1378 The Borough is identified for significant levels of growth over the next 18 years and Cabinet resolved that Thames Water be 
advised that, given the scale of planned development in the Borough, it will be important that the company ensures the 
provision of secure clean water to serve the area and that the necessary infrastructure is planned and provided in a timely 
manner.

2.3.2

1378 We support the adoption of the twin track approach proposed by Thames Water;
• We confirm that Thames Water have discussed a range of water resource issues with us,including shared ownership of the 
UTMRD;
• We agree that leakage reduction should play an important part in their strategy;
• We agree that metering is the preferred method for charging for water and support Thames Water’s proposal to increase 
meter penetration to 80% by 2020.

2.9.1
2.11.1
2.4.9
2.2.2
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1382 I object to the above proposal. I believe that instead of building a new reservoir, Thames Water should redouble its efforts to 

reduce leakage and
improve water efficiency.

2.7.2
2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.3
2.12.1

1383 Demand management should be the cornerstone of Thames policy and this policy is too weak: 1. Make compulsory metering 
mandatory in the shorter term - by 2015 at the latest. Possibly include Smart Meters for flats and high rise buildings. 2. Spend 
more on the London leakage problem in the short term by getting a loan (or debenture) to use a number of extra staff who 
would otherwise be unemployed. 3. The mains replacement programme must continue at the current rate. 4. I would advise 
against water transfer schemes. These run into legislation problems (Water Framework Directive) and also there are significant 
environmental issues

2.11.1
2.10.1
2.4.4

1383 I have found this form very difficult to follow and urge a more user friendly version in future 2.1.1
1383 I strongly applaud the consderation of a wide range of options for alternative supply. Groundwater is a prefered option where 

available and especially to avoid losses by evapotranspiration. In this context "ASR" aquifer storage and recovery scores 
heavily. I believe more possibilities exist and should be explored especially where water is needed in the Chalk in London area. 
The building of a large surface area reservoir in the Thames Valley flood plain is not justified on grounds of cost, disruption and 
environmental impact. Thus, much more economic, sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternative options can be 
built in far shorter time than a reservoir and be operated only when needed. Waste water reuse is also needed. Only a small 
amount of high quality water is needed for porable resource - some consideration is needed of twin track approach to supply in 
needy areas such as London 

2.7.1
2.18.3
2.18.4
2.18.7
2.13.2
2.8

1383 Metering needs to be adopted as the compulsory standard for water supply. Introduction should be accelerated. It may be 
feasible to consider the introduction of Smart Meters to manage variable tariffs in drought situations (development work on Gas 
Smart Meters may be relevant).

2.11.1
2.11.2

1383 More attention should be paid to recycling waste water, especially in London In London, Thames Water are re-using less than 
1% of London’s waste water and sewage which, after primary treatment, flows to waste into the Thames Estuary where 
environmental flows are less critical (apart from dilution from Beckton). This is wasteful and unsustainable. Treated waste 
water is at least as pure as normal river water and this fact needs sensible PR to convince the public. Much more could be 
done too to educate the public on water efficiency by advice, audits and publicity.

2.8.3
2.12.1

1383 Much more consideration needed to be working with customers and local "stakeholders" and not just looking on this a profit 
making enterprise for its owners. Thames Water’s draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper 
alternatives – quicker to implement, more efficient and more sustainable. 

2.13.5
2.13.6
2.18.10
2.18.2
2.6.2

Page 178 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1383 Needs accelerating. Greater emphasis on mains replacement needed - there may be justification in getting a strategic grant 

from the Government. 
2.10.1

1383 Nil N/A
1383 Nil N/A
1383 No comment N/A
1383 None N/A
1383 Thames Water’s draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 

analysis of the merits of ALL the viable alternatives.
2.7.3

1383 Thames Water’s leakage reduction proposals show what can be done after many years of neglect. Leakage reduction and 
demand management must be given the highest priority

2.2.2

1383 Thames Water’s long-term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated. They are based on 165 l/h/d (litres per head per 
day), whereas EA targets are 130 l/h/d by 2020. Thames Water’s demand forecast covering garden watering for London 
customers (many of whom live in flats or have tiny gardens) is 4 times higher than for most other UK water companies. This 
alone represents almost half the proposed reservoir’s output. Thames Water’s forecast non-domestic demand is too high. 
Trends show a far greater reduction. The domestic water usages forecasts are distinctly higher than neighbouring N European 
countries present uses e.g. Germany and Denmark use around 130l/pp/day and Belgium 120. This shows what can be done 
with concerted management

2.3.1
2.3.2
2.3.4
2.3.5
2.3.11

1383 Thames Water’s safety margins are far above most other UK water companies’ safety margins, particularly for 2020 and 
beyond.

2.5.14

1383 The adoption of Gatehampton and the reduction in the number of smaller abstraction sources in the area is a welcome move; 
this has had the result of limiting local environmental and improving e environmental flows of spring fed down land streams for 
example. However it is noted that addition resources will be available with the closure of Didcot A Power Station releasing 
some 40 Ml/d(million litres per day) from 2015 In addition the successful Beckton desalination plant should now be included in 
the resources.(up to 140Ml/d.) I am not convinced the adoption of the proposed reservoir at Steventon is practical. Mentioned 
below

2.18.2
2.4.5
2.8.8

1383 The present slump in building is likely to cause a very significant reduction in Thames Water’s forecast demand over the next 
decade. The demand must be reviewed in light of the recent economic downturn and the energy crisis. It is likely the 
Government's directives on large scale housing schemes in the SE Region will have to be severely curtailed. Therefore 
forecasts of housing growth need to be reduced. The demand must then be managed in an improved way

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3
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1383 The proposed Abingdon reservoir’s capital cost is more than FIVE times higher than viable water re-use schemes, Such re-use 

projects would give at least the same output and provide far more flexibility in meeting actual demand variations. Thames 
Water’s overall planned costs are based on their reservoir being in full operation from its construction completion. In practice, it 
is highly probable it will not be utilised in full for many years – if ever. There is a serious risk it will become a ‘white elephant’. It 
would still incur interest costs of £40m a year paid for (of course) by Thames Water’s customers. With climate forecasts it is 
doubtful it would ever fill

2.18.4
2.18.12

1383 The use of larger sources will have less impact on the environment, where larger groundwater resources will offer a degree of 
buffering against predicted extremes of climate which have affected the smaller resources in the past 2 decades.

2.5.6

1390 A bank being concerned with commercial gain can only want to forward this proposal to achieve this end. No one can accept 
that it has a higher motive than this. Thus alternatives will be ignored though there will be ingenuity in this ignorance. Reuse of 
effluent, water transfer schemes, use of Severn water, with a reservoir in Gloucestershire, and a commitment to making the 
public aware of the value of water, should be examined with as much diligence as the proposed reservoir scheme has had.

2.8.1
2.18.10
2.8.3
2.12.1
2.18.2

1390 Are TW's target headroom/safety margins over the top? They are above the margins used by other water companies. 2.5.14
1390 Future demand forecasts are based on assumptions that can easily change e.g. housing demand targets and the increase in 

population in the SE.
2.3.2

1390 New pipes in London per household are shown to have a high leakage rate (cleverly disguised in our report in litre per hour!) 2.2.2

1390 This is an environmental disaster in the making. Fifteen years ago when this scheme was first mooted our environmental 
awareness was undeveloped. We now have experience of local flooding against a background of severe climate change and 
damage. The impact of this build has not be calculated and we are still to see an environmental impact assessment. therefore 
why should TW press ahead spending the water rate payers money in promoting a scheme that is unacceptable in the light of 
current environmental knowledge.

2.18.7
2.17.1
2.18.8
2.17.3
2.18.10
2.18.5

1390 TW draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable objective analysis of the 
merits of all the viable alternatives. 

2.7.3
2.14.4

1390 TW need to take account of major changes in water demand/supply that will effect demand figures e.g. Didcot Power Station 
closure, Beckton desalination plant on stream, water meterage, education of population on water conservation (e.g. the 
children of Barcelona are now experts on water conservation!)

2.18.2
2.8.8
2.8.2
2.7.2
2.3.11
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1390 TW preferred option seems to be in reality the only option. Other ways of saving water and reusing water do not get the serious 

attention they deserve no mater the protestations of TW to the contrary. The whole exercise seems to be a demonstration of 
blinkered single minded corporate intent.

2.18.3

1390 TW seem to have ignored sensible options suggested by opponents of this scheme. It does not seem sensible to have a huge 
mass of water in one place with all sorts of possible engineering and environmental problems unknown. A more viable and less 
expensive option is to disperse water collection regionally within the TW footprint. Water reuse seems undervalued in current 
TW thinking and should be vigorously pursued.

2.8.1
2.8.3
2.18.2
2.18.11

1390 TW's estimates of water usage suggest condoning water use in excess of what is necessary - again user education is all 
important.

2.3.1

1390 What is the point of housing more water in a reservoir to have it leak away en route through the pipes to customers. The 
infrastructure improvements must continue and at a far greater rate. This is where real investment should take place not in a 
reservoir of this size. Investment should be directed to metering.

2.11.1
2.7.2
2.18.3

1391 No comment. N/A
1391 No comment. N/A
1391 table to the Environment agency.TBTA support a managed plan to make the best use of water supplies in a form accept 2.7.1

1391 TBTA do not feel qualified to comment. N/A
1391 TBTA do not feel qualified to comment. N/A
1391 TBTA do not feel qualified to comment. N/A
1391 TBTA do not feel qualified to comment. N/A
1391 TBTA do not feel qualified to comment. N/A
1391 TBTA do not feel qualified to comment. N/A
1391 TBTA do not feel qualified to comment. N/A
1391 TBTA do not feel qualified to comment. N/A
1391 TBTA do not feel qualified to comment. N/A
1391 TBTA do not feel qualified to comment. N/A
1391 TBTA do not feel qualified to comment. N/A
1391 TBTA do not feel qualified to comment. N/A
1391 TBTA support joint water supply plan across the South east and the building of the Upper Thames Major Resources as soon 

as possible.
2.18.1

1391 TBTA support the Abingdon Reservoir to be built as soon as possible. 2.18.1
1391 TBTA would support the Thames Water view that the population growth in the are has been underestimated. 2.3.2
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1391 The Thames Boating Trades Association ( TBTA ) support the activities to reduce leakage and the de-salination plant for 

London. We would have concerns about major changes of amounts of abstraction above Teddington if that led to restrictions in 
Lock Operations during drought periods. TBTA support the creation of a new Reservoir near Abingdon as soon as possible.

2.7.1
2.2.2
2.1.5

1392 - N/A
1392 Biased to support options which are financially beneficial to Thames Water 2.18.10
1392 Demand is forecast to increase as more houses are built in the area. There is likely to be reduction in house building during the 

present slump, and consequent lessening of the forecast demand.
2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3

1392 Didcot A Power Station closes in 2015 releasing approx 40 million litres per day and isn't there a desalination plant coming into 
use. Surely this will mean more water being available for public use.

2.18.2
2.8.8
2.8.2

1392 Domestic water usage forecasts for the long term are exaggerated and significantly above those of the Environment Agency. 
They even cover garden watering for those London customers who live in flats.

2.3.1

1392 How long will it take to fill the reservoir if we have a succession of dry winters. Could it turn out to be a huge white elephant? 
Surely water reuse should be considered now that the technology is available.

2.18.13
2.8.3
2.13.5

1392 More metering needed 2.11.1
1392 More of the water used in London could be recycled 2.8.3
1392 Thames Water has not identified the environmental or social impacts of the scheme. The local area suffered considerably from 

flooding in July 2007 yet Thames Water is proposing to build the reservoir on a flood plain. The consequence of this is 
unknown and could be catastrophic. It is a low lying damp area. The effect on the microclimate of a large body of water is likely 
to be deleterious. The land in question is valuable farm land. In a world facing the increasing shortage of food is this 
acceptable? The construction of the reservoir is going to cause considerable disruption to travel in a region whose roads are 
already over congested, over a period of 8 to 10 years. This is an unacceptable social impact. Thames Water paints an over 
optimistic picture of the impact of the reservoir on those living in the area. It will be a blight on the landscape, not compensated 
for by the proposed sailing, wildlife interest and other tourist attractions.

2.17.3
2.18.5
2.18.14
2.18.7
2.18.6
2.18.1

1392 Thames Water's draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 
analysis of the merits of all the viable alternatives.

2.7.3

1392 The case for a reservoir has not been made. 2.18.1
1392 The draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir, ignoring cheaper alternatives which would be quicker to implement, be 

more efficient and less risky. The plan does not give due consideration to alternatives such as re-use of waste water.
2.18.4
2.8.3
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1392 The leakage repair programme is inadequate as over 20% will still be leaking away by 2020. This is not acceptable and mains 

replacement must continue at the present or greater rate.
2.10.1

1392 The reservoir's capital cost is considerably higher than viable water re-use schemes which would give the same output and 
possibly greater flexibility in meeting demand variations. Moreover, costs are based on full operation of the reservoir as soon as
it is completed. Is this reasonable when it is likely that the reservoir will take several years to fill - if it ever does? Who will be 
paying for the operating costs during this time?

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.18.12

1392 The safety margins are much above those which other UK water companies are proposing. Is this reasonable? 2.5.14
1392 There should be much greater efforts to educate the public in not wasting water and the installation of water meters should be 

speeded up. Some people in the third world are lucky to have 15 litres each per day. Why should Thames Water's customers 
be so profligate?

2.14.2
2.11.2

1392 We hope that Thames Water will continue its attempts to reduce leakage which, after much neglect, have recently been more 
successful

2.2.2

1393 Thames Water dWRMP which, as summarised in their press release dated 11th August, states that "a new reservoir is 
essential to help secure water supplies for the future", it is an assertion that is unproven in their plan and is in any event wrong. 
No reservoir is needed because there are better alternative water resources, confirmed by a highly respected, independent 
expert, which can be brought into operation incrementally at a much cheaper cost. Inexplicably Thames Water have either 
chosen not to assess these alternatives objectively in their dWRMP, or to ignore them (e.g. water transfer from the R.Severn). 
The demand forecast vary considerably, on top of which they have added safety margins which are far more cautious than 
other water companies. TW leakage rate after 2020 is wholly unacceptable and allow they argue the law of diminishing returns 
causes them to plan on the much reduced rate of leakage reduction from 2020, this is flawed response because the cost of 
continuing to repair leakages does not bear fairminded comparision to the enormous cost in money, environmental damage, 
disruption, flooding impact and impact on the water table and loss of farmland of a 
reservoir. There should be increased in effluent reuse rather than treated water being placed into the saline
Thames. The reservoir is wholly dependent on water flow in R.Thames but it is already
heavily abstracted.Water was envisaged to being transferred from the Severn to the Thames via a holding 
reservoir at Long Marsh in Gloucestershire.

2.18.2
2.18.4
2.8.1
2.7.3
2.7.1
2.7.4
2.5.1
2.5.3
2.10.1
2.10.3
2.18.5
2.18.7
2.18.6
2.8.3
2.18.13

1396 Actions planned to work with others to get nearer to the DEFRA aspirational target of 130l/p/d. The company’s assessment 
about reaching the target appears to be based on not very strong arguments about reduced household size and increased 
garden watering due to the impact of climate change. We recognise that water companies do not control all of the factors 
affecting water consumption. However, the planned fall in average household use of 12 l/h/d, to a level of 150 l/h/d by 2021, will 
still not compare with the best in Europe. We would like to see more proposals for Thames Water to work with others to reduce 
average per capita consumption.

2.3.5
2.3.1
2.12.1
2.3.11
2.3.2
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1396 We are encouraged by the amount of work that Thames Water has put into developing this plan. We have noted the increasing 

value that the company has put on public consultation recently. A significant amount of effort has gone into seeking the views 
of the public. We support the company’s integrated demand management strategy of mains replacement, increasing metering 
and water efficiency measures.

2.1.1
2.9.1

1396 We remain concerned about plans for a desalination plant at Beckton in the Thames estuary. The biofuels proposed to run this 
plant could have negative impacts in the river basins where they are grown.

2.8.2

1396 We welcome the company’s recognition that the environment needs its fair share of water. To address the environmental 
impacts of abstraction, we fully support the proposal for a major investigation into the flows and ecology of the Lower River 
Thames freshwater reaches and the Upper Thames estuary, as proposed for AMP5. The outputs from that study should be 
used to inform the review of the abstraction agreement, in readiness for the start of AMP6 planning in 2013/14. We also 
welcome the planned reduction in abstraction at the Axford groundwater source of 3.6 Ml/d for sustainability reasons.

2.1.6
2.4.5
2.4.6
2.4.7

1396 We would like to know more about plans for The Upper Thames Major Resource Development (UTMRD) or ‘Reservoir – 
Abingdon 150 Mm3’and how it could help to maintain environmental flows in the River Thames. We agree that this may be a 
sustainable long-term option to maintain security of supply in both London and South West Oxfordshire. But it should be linked 
to plans for more sustainable river basin management under the Water Framework Directive.

2.18.15
2.18.16

1396 We would like to see more in the final plan about the current research and development programme into effluent re-use, 
particularly in London where treated effluent is discharged to the tideway. Poor water quality in the Thames is still a factor in 
preventing migratory fish such as Salmon returning to breed. We would welcome some indication of how this plan will help 
contribute to better river basin management, in particular how it will link with the actions proposed in the draft Thames River 
Basin Plan under the Water Framework Directive.The plan would also benefit from some indication of how biodiversity and fish 
populations across the Thames basin will benefit from the actions proposed in the company’s preferred programme of 
investment. In particular, how will the plan help to deliver Thames Water’s own Biodiversity Action Plan?

2.8.3
2.19.6

1397 This is in reference to the proposed reservoir between Abingdon and East Hanney. I believe this proposal to be highly relevant 
and timely. Population and environmental factors that we are looking at for the coming generations point to the need for more 
water resources in the southeast. Some of these and other points that strike me are:
· Southeast population has grown substantially along with increased demands for housing, and projections support continued 
population growth. While sensitive, it is likely that people from the north and other economically challenged areas, including 
from other countries, will move
into the southeast. Thus accelerating the growth in demand for housing beyond that from the current population.· While new 
efforts will encourage use of less water in each home, there is no reason to believe that savings will be sufficient to support 
future housing growth with no increase in water resources.· Weather patterns are increasingly variable. While latest weather 
has been wet, we know from experience that weather can be dry and challenge existing water resources. The real prospect of 

2.18.1
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1398 I think the roles assigned to TW are contradictory, so that essentially a faulty business plan is in operation. TW (along with all 

the other water
companies) has the contra-dictory roles of (1) selling water, and (2) encouraging people not to use it (at least, if they think that 
there is
any risk of their supply of water failing). Because they could be fined if the water supply failed, but because they also want to 
make a profit
by selling water, their natural aim is for excessive supply capacity, which itself encourages excessive and luxurient usage, 
which itself
creates further demand for supply capacity. I think this bias towards attaining excessive supply capacity needs to be carefully 
guarded against in any proposals to increase storage. And I believe that the responsibility for encoraging economy in the use of 
water should be removed from TW (and all other water companies) and placed elsewhere, as with the Environmental Agency, 
for instance.

2.19.4
2.19.2
2.18.10

1399 The reservoir proposal is unacceptable for the following
reasons:
1. Future demand is overestimated both in quantity and time.
2.Alternative sources of supply are not adequately investigated.
3.The effects on possible future flooding are not investigated.

2.3.1
2.18.2
2.18.5

1400 I hope TW will not, at least at this stage, proceed with development of the Steventon reservoir. I remain unconvinced that the 
need for this solution is immediate. Alternatives should be further explored first; particularly through metering domestic 
recycling of water better saving of domestic water and its collection I feel that were the present proposals implemented, the 
impact upon this locality for the sake of London's needs would be disproportionate. Any is there a quid pro quo? The UTMRD 
plan stands on a long timescale - at least 10 years - and there is a strong but unquantifiable probability that during that time the 
chance of further inflationary variables will enter the scheme. Alternatives that sit on a shorter timescale should be tried first.

2.8.1
2.18.2
2.18.3
2.18.9

1402 1.6.4 Position taken in dWRMP. The plan appears to focus on the provision of resources to meet demand during a drought, 
rather than a dry year.

2.1.3

1402 2.2.3.2 Water Audits
We feel that the use of plumbers to carry out household surveys, assist with retrofit, and communicate the
water efficiency message is a good idea and could be adopted by other water companies. However, from
the information contained in the plan we are unsure as to whether it is actually a cost effective measure.

2.12.1
2.12.4

1402 2.2.3.5 School Audit Programme
To engage with future generations on the subject of water, whatever the format, is good. Hopefully the
school audit and retrofitting allows the educational message to be put across to students, rather than just
the school management/maintenance staff.

2.12.1
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1402 3.1.1 Peaking Factors

It is accepted that the methodology has changed since the previous plan, but I suspect that the public
would find table 11 difficult to comprehend; similarly Appendix B figure 6. For Portsmouth Water, our level
of service is currently 1 in 50 years for a hosepipe ban, the peaking factor is 1.38. Bearing in mind the
level of service at which the public really feels the effect of restrictions is when a hosepipe ban is put in
place, is it possible to determine a comparable figure for Thames Water for a 1 in 20 year hosepipe ban?

2.1.3

1402 3.1.2 Experian
We are pleased to see that Thames Water has used Experian to produce household and demographic
data and thus provide consistency of information across the water companies of the south east.

2.3.3
2.3.3

1402 3.2.2 Household Demand
Per capita consumption is discussed in some detail in section 3.2.2.1 but the figures for unmeasured and
measured do not appear. The reader has to refer to page 9 of the Summary Overview.
Figures 5 and 15 were informative, although the customer may be puzzled by the 11% wastage.
3.2.2.2 Forecasts
We note the comment that the change in per capita consumption is primarily due to power shower
ownership and outdoor use. We would concur to some extent with the view, although we have little
evidence to support the argument with regard to power showers. However, reduced household
occupancy as mentioned elsewhere pushes per capita consumption upwards.
We also agree with the view that achieving the Government aspirations of 130 l/h/d in existing homes is
unlikely, and that widespread changes to the underlying cultural attitudes to water use are required.

2.3.1
2.3.5
2.3.11

1402 3.2.2.3 Climate Change
We note that Thames Water appear to have difficulty in reconciling where and to what extent climate change will impact the 
supply demand balance. We agree that it is likely to increase the incidence of extreme events, and note that it is included in 
headroom as well as within the per capita consumption forecasts. The graph in section 5.3.1 highlights well the significance of 
climate change in the supply/demand equation.
Portsmouth Water, whilst agreeing that water companies need to take account of climate change in all aspects of the plan, 
found that the methodologies available for the Draft Water Resources Management Plan were not sufficiently robust. We feel 
that the Environment Agency needs to produce better methodologies and improved guidance to water companies for their final 
plans.

2.5.3
2.5.2
2.5.5
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1402 3.3.1 Leakage

The leakage figure of 15 l/prop/d is less than that allowed by Portsmouth Water, but a difficult figure to
derive with any accuracy. We are also interested that Thames Water suggests a 75% reduction in supply
pipe leakage can be accrued by the installation of metered supplies; presumably this is on the basis that
the leakage becomes measured and thus paid for by the customer. Portsmouth Water has a couple of
schemes in progress which it is hoped will, in due course, provide a better estimate of supply pipe
leakage.

Section 2.10

1402 3.3.2 Household Metering
Whilst not as rapid as some companies, the 10 year universal metering proposed by Thames Water we
feel is not necessarily in the best interest of customers, and is not supported in our customer research. A
programme spread over a longer period will have less impact on bills and will allow more time to develop
suitable tariffs.

2.11.1
2.11.6

1402 3.3.3 Water Efficiency
Portsmouth Water agrees that behaviour and education are two crucial areas for not only water efficiency
but future water resources. We are concerned that Ofwat's Water Efficiency Targets may have a negative
impact on education programmes which do not produce a measurable saving in water used.
The proposed household efficiency Water Audits appear to be a good idea, with the self audit pack for
majority, and plumber assisted audit for disadvantaged households. The self audit pack looks very
comprehensive and is something for Portsmouth Water to consider too.

2.12.1
2.12.4

1402 4.1.1 Deployable Output
It is not clear whether Thames Water’s assessment of drought deployable outputs of source yields is up to-
date, and whether or not this has been carried out as a 'back-casting' exercise although mention is
made of hydrometric records going back to the 1920s. With the availability of Environment Agency
Regional Groundwater Models, and the prospect of climate change, Portsmouth Water believes that
additional future 'forecasts' would be useful. These could reflect changes in rainfall and temperature, and
changes in land use that may impact on groundwater recharge and river flows.

2.1.9
2.5.6

1402 4.2 Sustainability Reductions
We agree with Thames Water’s policy on sustainability reductions, i.e.. that the company should not
proceed with implementation of a sustainability reduction programme if not convinced of the security of
public water supplies. Portsmouth Water’s view is that the implementation timetable for reductions has not
been clearly set out by the Environment Agency, and that the time-limiting of licences introduces a major
source of uncertainty into the Water Resources Management Plans. It is unclear whether Thames Water
has reflected this uncertainty in the 'headroom' calculations.

2.4.5
2.4.1
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1402 4.3 Water Resources in the South East

We are pleased to see that Thames Water are taking seriously their role within the WRSE group. We note
that bulk transfers to neighbouring water companies Three Valleys and Essex & Suffolk is accommodated
within their plan. However, presumably transfers highlighted by the WRSE modelling to Sutton & East
Surrey (and possibly others) are not included because such transfers are not least cost options for those
neighbouring companies.
Portsmouth Water acknowledges that in the ideal world, water companies of the south east group should
reach the best regional solution, although it needs to be a solution acceptable to customers and
regulators, and form part of the least cost solution for the individual company too.

2.4.9
2.4.4

1402 7 Appraisal of Supply/Demand Options
Unless I missed it, I found no table in which the supply and demand options were listed and compared
with AISCs and/or other factors. Such a table would be a useful aid to public comprehension of the plan.

2.7.1

1402 7.3.2.1 Leakage
We would concur that there comes a point when increased leakage detection and repair activity
generates little benefit in terms of leakage reduction. However, it is the plans that are then put in place
that are crucial. Whilst the proposed pressure management and mains replacement have a part to play,
we feel that it is the reduction in size of district meter areas that enables the smaller leaks to be identified
on meter outputs during night tests.

Section 2.10

1402 7.3.2.4 Mains Replacement
The Thames Water approach to replacing customers supply pipes where leakage is identified on the
customer side is commendable, but not something that Portsmouth Water currently carry out. We note
that in some areas the wholesale replacement of customer supply pipes has delivered significant leakage
benefit. We also note one of the conclusions of Thames Water’s 2006 Economic Level of Leakage Report to
Ofwat that ‘the new mains network shows almost no response to weather conditions’. This is not
something we have identified to date, but given the greater elasticity of new materials is a logical
outcome.

Section 2.10

1402 7.3.3 Metering
It is not obvious to the reader as to how much annual and peak demands can be reduced by the
introduction of metering, or is this covered elsewhere? Whilst Portsmouth Water accepts that metering will
provide a reduction in demand, we are sceptical as to how effective metering is in the long term (without
an accompanying change to tariffs).

2.11.1
This is covered in 
Section 9 Vol 2 of the 
draft Water Resources 
Management Plan
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1402 The dWRMP is a public consultation document. Despite being an employee of a fellow water company I found it a difficult read 

(which may have been easier if I had chosen to print out each of the 6 volumes). I suspect a member of the public would find it 
too daunting a task to read.

2.1.1

1402 Waste Water Recycling
It was unclear from the plan as to what extent effluent re-use schemes have been considered. Whilst at present direct re-use of 
waste water may be unacceptable to customers, it is a resource that the Environment Agency are very keen for the water 
companies to exploit.

2.8.3

1403 I write to voice my extreme unease over Thames Water's proposals to build a huge reservoir between Abingdon and 
Steventon, and to request that the government departments concerned examine very carefully Thames Water's arguments for 
imposing this enormous structure on the Oxfordshire countryside.There are of course technical issues which I cannot address 
here, but it does not seem clear that the proposed reservoir is a necessary solution to forecast water supply needs, when many 
other options, smaller-scale, more flexible and 'greener', exist. The environmental impact of the reservoir, both during its 
protracted construction and after its completion is of particular local concern, especially after the floods suffered in this area in 
July 2007 whose effects would only have been exacerbated had such a reservoir (virtually a new range of hills for water to run 
off) been in existence. There are also wider questions of how Thames Water's proposals are in harmony with a wider UK or 
European water strategy, and whether there is a conflict of interest between their customers (UK ratepayers, who will have to 

2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.6
2.18.7
2.18.5
2.18.10

1405 Our strong preference is for a part ownership of the UTMRD and an arrangement which would guarantee Sutton and East 
Surrey 30Ml/d in perpetuity.

2.4.9

1405 We note the proposed date for the UTMRD as being available from 2021/22. We also note the useful inclusion of Thames 
Water within the WRSE group of companies. We will continue to work with all the participants in this group in order to progress 
the development of water resources to ensure security of water supplies for the future in the South East .

2.4.9

1407 Increased abstraction from groundwater can have implications for the long-term preservation of wetland archaeological sites. 
These sites are preserved because they have been below the groundwater table since burial (wetland sites) can be damaged 
and destroyed if the water table is lowered and they are exposed to oxygen. They are significant because the range of 
materials that are preserved on them is usually much higher than on ‘dry’ sites. This is because organic remains do not decay 
(so rapidly) as aerobic bacterial action is retarded in the absence of oxygen. Currently, the impact of abstraction and over-
abstraction on historic environment features (from boreholes rather than surface water) cannot be regulated in the same way 
that it is for protected natural environment sites such as SSSIs. Designated historic environment sites might be included in a 
water features survey needed in advance of the test drilling for new a new borehole, but this is by no means standard practice. 
It also does not provide a mechanism for controlling existing abstraction. Recent research funded by English Heritage under 

2.4.5
2.4.8
2.1.6
2.5.13
2.5.6
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1407 The reservoir site selection process is summarised in Vol. 2, pages 54/55 including the long history behind TW’s preferred 

location to the south west of Abingdon.We highlighted the need for cultural heritage issues to be considered on a broad basis, 
rather than a reliance upon nationally important archaeology, to include listed buildings, historic landscapes, conservation areas
etc. Our response to the SEA scoping of the WRMP also highlighted the need for this broad approach, although the response 
was that much of the information would be too detailed. It is important to bear in mind that not all nationally important 
archaeological remains are scheduled and, for example, potential impacts upon designated conservation areas and their 
settings would be no more detailed than some of the other features considered.

2.17.3
2.17.1

1407 We note reference to engineering studies having been carried out (Vol. 2, page 56) particularly in relation to impacts of the 
UTMRD upon the floodplain and the need to safeguard against increased risks of flooding. Clearly, the most relevant and up to 
date information on the extent of floodplains should be used in assessing impacts of the scheme upon the built and historic 
environment. Vol. 2, para. 2.4.1.5 refers to the wide range of environmental studies required, not only of the reservoir site itself, 
but also in relation to pipelines and treatment works. We anticipate that sourcing materials for bunding, its transportation and 
construction could have impacts on cultural heritage assets and this needs further consideration.

2.18.12
2.18.5
2.18.8
2.17.3
2.17.1

1407 We note that the review of other plans and programmes identifies the need for development to be sensitive to the environment, 
cultural heritage and landscape, and that the SEA has taken this into account, with the caveat ‘where possible’. The ER should 
clearly identify where this has not been possible and what measures need to be taken to remedy this. Tables 3.12. and 3.13 in 
the ER refer to information from English Heritage’s ‘Heritage Counts’, with the statement that the WRMP should ensure water 
resource infrastructure types, designs and locations should minimise impacts on cultural heritage and archaeological 
resources. This has a different meaning to the statement associated with landscape and visual amenity where the implications 
of the WRMP are expressed in terms of having minimal impact. PPGs 15/16 in particular set out the
Government’s policies on the historic environment, while more recently, PPS1 ‘Delivering Sustainable Development’ states 
significant adverse impacts on the environment should be avoided and alternative options which might reduce or eliminate 
those impacts be pursued (para. 19). Cultural Heritage does not appear in Table 5.1 Formulation of SEA Criteria.

2.17.1
2.17.3

1408 It is disappointing that they discount the Government's aspirational target 130 l/p/d. We understand their reasoning behind this 
decision;however, whilst water companies do not control all the factors that influence PCC, we believe that they can have a 
significant influence. We would like to see TW lay out the actions required by other stakeholders to enable 130PCC.

2.3.5
2.12.1
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1408 It is encouraging that Thames plan to increase metering to 82% by 2035; this is a significant increase. While their proposal falls 

short of our Blueprint for Water target of full metering by 2015 in areas of water stress, we nevertheless believe that regulators 
and Government should be fully supportive of Thames' proposal (and of the funding required to achieve it), which has strong 
customer backing. We welcome Thames' work on meter reading technologies and their work on how to make meter reading 
clearer so that it provides better information. It is also encouraging that Thames have an integrated demand management 
strategy that includes metering, leakage and water efficiency. .

2.11.2
2.9.1
2.11.1

1408 It is unfortunate that the demand management measures have the same amount of uncertainty associated with them as with 
climate change affects; however, we hope that the certainty associated with water efficiency measures will increase as work 
continues on the Waterwise Evidence Base for Large Scale Water Efficiency, which is due in the autumn, and which we hope 
will positively influence TW's final plan

2.5.3
2.12.1
2.12.4

1408 Thames' plan is comprehensive and it is clear that a significant amount of time and effort has been given to trying to make the 
Plan accessible and easy to understand. We welcome Thames' commitment to public engagement, specifically their public 
forums. 

2.1.1

1408 The water efficiency proposals are wide ranging and innovative. We welcome their commitment to water efficiency; however, 
could go further by piggy backing their work onto the work of other organisations, such as housing associations, and by 
providing water efficiency retrofit as part of planned refurbishment works. 

2.12.1

1409 Blinkered 2.1..1
1409 Demand based on Govt targets Present and future situation will need less house building so forecast is too high 2.3.3

2.3.3
1409 Didcot B power Station closure is 2015 would reduce demand Desalination plant should be included. 2.8.2

2.8.8
1409 It would seem that the Abingdon reservoir capital cost is several times greater than alternatives - will probably cost far more 

than stated estimate. Other schemes are more feasible in meeting actual demands. Take TV reservoir scheme is over large 
and unlikely to be fully utilised resulting in becoming a 'White elephant' a burden to the economy and TW customers.

2.18.4
2.18.2
2.13.5

1409 Leakage control must be improved and sustained 2.10.1
2.2.2

1409 Monopoly supplier Need for commercial competition 2.19.2
1409 Need for greater use of London Waste water 2.8.3
1409 Need to include fair and detailed comparisons of both capital and operating costs with all viable alternatives. 2.7.3

2.7.4
2.14.4
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1409 One huge above-ground reservoir is not needed. Better more economic sustainable and water efficient options exist. I.e water 

transfer from Severn and water re-use
2.18.2
2.8.1
2.8.3
2.7.1

1409 See question 1 - blinkered 2.1.1

1409 Target headroom too high 2.5.1
1409 TW leakage repair programme inadequate. Figures show that 520 MI/D will still be leaking away by 2020 Mains replacement 

programme must continue at the current or improved rate 
2.10.1

1409 TW long term domestic water too high at 165 L/H/D EA target of 130 L/H/D more realistic 2.3.1
2.3.5

1409 TW plan does not show need for reservoir. Better sustainable and more economic alternatives available - Water transfer 
Severn river over time much greater. Reuse of waste water etc. All there and other viable must be fully assessed and costed.

2.8.1 - 2.8.10
2.18.2
2.8.11
2.7.3

1409 TW plan for metering is too slow - 80% by 2020 should include metering for flats 2.11.2
1409 Very poor - little consideration of local people. The long construction period would cause major environmental damage with 

horrendous traffic problems - contributing on into operational periods, the drought felt above ground would be XXX (Editors 
note: illegible) cause XXX (Editors note: illegible) flooding to the area without adequate cost compensation to affected areas. 
Other more economic sustainable water efficient options exist. Water transfer from Severn river and water reuse etc. I have 
particular concern at the certain flooding by surface water in this the XXX (Editors note: illegible) area as the reservoir would 
block the flow of groundwater from XXX (Editors note: illegible) to River Oak - XXX (Editors note: illegible) reservoir XXX 
(Editors note: illegible) - flooding area North of XXX (Editors note: illegible) Brook. 

2.18.6
2.18.7
2.8.1
2.18.5
2.18.1
2.17.1
2.17.3
2.17.2

1410 Although demand is based on government targets for housing, the present slump in building is likely to cause a very significant 
reduction in Thames Water's forecast demand over the next decade.

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3

1410 Didcot A Power Station closure releases some 40 Ml/d (million litres per day) from 2015. The Beckton desalination plant should 
now be included in the resources (up to 140 Ml/d).

2.8.8
2.8.2

1410 Even if they meet their short term targets Thames Water's leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is 
inadequate. 520 Ml/d will still be leaking away by 2020. The mains replacement programme must continue at the current rate. 
Thames Water's planned introduction of metering is too slow (80% by 2020). It should also include metering for flats 
(technically quite easy).

2.10.1
2.11.2
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1410 In London, Thames Water are re-using less than 1% of London's waste water and sewage which, after primary treatment, 

flows to waste into the Thames Estuary. This is wasteful and unsustainable. Water re-use is a guaranteed supply source and 
need only be called on when there is not enough flow in the Thames. Treated waste water is at least as pure as normal river 
water and this fact needs sensible PR to convince the public. Much more could be done too to educate the public on water 
efficiency by advice, audits and publicity.

2.8.3

1410 Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment is not needed. Much more economic, 
sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternative options can be built in far shorter time than a reservoir and be 
operated only when needed. Water re-use is dismissed as needing more research but the technology is already proven. Water 
transfer from the Severn is not a new concept. All schemes pre-privatisation envisaged such a transfer, which is more flexible 
and economic than the Abingdon reservoir plan. Thames cannot even ensure filling their proposed reservoir in a dry winter.

2.18.11
2.18.2
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.13
2.7.1
2.7.3

1410 Thames Water's draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 
analysis of the merits of ALL the viable alternatives.

2.7.4
2.7.3
2.14.4

1410 Thames Water's draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives - quicker to implement, 
more efficient and more sustainable. Thames Water's plan fails to give proper objective consideration to all the viable 
alternatives including re-use of effluent and water transfer. The Severn has 5 times the flow of the Thames and 3 times the 
water catchment area. Transfer would involve a smaller reservoir at Longdon Marsh (Glos) and this must be properly assessed 
and fairly costed. The owners of Thames Water, Macquarie Bank in Australia, want this reservoir for their own financial and 
commercial interests. Thames Water's plan is therefore biased towards achieving this objective at the expense of customers 
who will have to pay for this structure.

2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.4
2.13.5
2.8.1
2.8.3
2.18.10

1410 Thames Water's leakage reduction proposals show what can be done after many years of neglect. They must prove they can 
match their aspirations.

2.10.1
2.2.2

1410 Thames Water's long-term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated. They are based on 165l/h/d (litres per head per 
day), whereas EA targets are 130 l/h/d by 2020. Thames Water's demand forecast covering garden watering for London 
customers (many of whom live in flats or have tiny gardens) is 4 times higher than for most other UK water companies. This 
alone represents almost half the proposed reservoir's output. Thames Water's forecast non-domestic demand is too high. 
Trends show a far greater reduction.

2.3.5
2.3.1
2.18.3
2.3.8

1410 Thames Water's safety margins (target headroom) are unjustifiably high. They are far above most other UK water companies' 
safety margins, particularly for 2020 and beyond.

2.5.1
2.5.14
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1410 The 8-10 year construction period would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption, especially to the area 

adjoining the A34 (already Britain's busiest trunk road) around Steventon/Drayton. Wildlife and ecology will suffer untold 
consequences. The local impact of the planned reservoir will be unimaginable. Built on a floodplain, covering 3,500 acres of 
productive farmland (able to provide enough bread for Abingdon each year!) there is no guarantee that it will not cause 
increased flooding, for example, from run-off from its slopes (25m high) - without cost compensation from Thames Water or 
the Government. The River Ock cannot take more flow without the risk of further major flooding in Abingdon.

2.18.6
2.18.7
2.17.3
2.17.6
2.18.5
2.18.8
2.17.1

1410 The consumer is facing a monopoly supplier. Where is the commercial competition? 2.19.2
1410 The proposed Abingdon reservoir's capital cost is more than FIVE times higher than viable water re-use schemes, such re-use 

projects would give at least the same output and provide far more flexibility in meeting actual demand variations. Thames 
Water's overall planned costs are based on their reservoir being in full operation from it's construction completion. In practice, it 
is highly probable it will not be utilised in full for many years - if ever. there is a serious risk it will become a 'white elephant'. It 
would still incur interest costs of £40m a year paid for (of course) by Thames Water's customers.

2.18.4
2.8.3
2.7.3
2.18.17
2.13.6

1411 After 2015 when Didcot A Power Station will close this will release some 40 million litres per day. 2.8.8
1411 Carry on reducing leakage 2.10.1

2.2.2
1411 In all the literature you have sent me I can find no reference to the proposed reservoir between Steventon and East Hannay. I 

hope we can kill this unnecessary White Elephant. There are so many alternative ways of keeping us supplied with water.
2.18.2
2.1.1
2.18.1
2.13.5

1411 Leakage is a disgrace. The repair programme must be speeded up. 2.10.1
2.10.2

1411 Long-term water usage forecasts are exaggerated, they are based on 165 litres per head per day. Environment Agency targets 
are 130 litres by 2020. Those living in flats have no gardens to water.

2.3.5
2.3.1

1411 No commercial competition 2.19.2
1411 When houses have meters, the occupants are more careful, so metering should be speeded up. 2.11.1
1411 You have exaggerated the demand 2.3.1
1411 Your safety margins are too high. Far above other UK water companies 2.5.1
1412 Although demand is based on government targets for housing, the present slump in building is likely to cause a very significant 

reduction in Thames Waters' forecast demand over the next decade.
2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3

1412 Didcot A Power Station closure releases some 40 million litres per day from 2015. The Beckton desalination plant should now 
be included in the resources - up to 140 million litres per day.

2.8.8
2.8.2
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1412 Even if they meet their short term targets Thames Water's leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is 

inadequate. 520 Ml/d will still be leaking away by 2020. The mains replacement programme must continue at the current rate. 
Thames Water's planned introduction of metering is too slow (80% by 2020). It should also include metering for flats 
(technically quite easy).

2.10.1
2.11.2

1412 In London, Thames Water are re-using less than 1% of London's waste water and sewage which, after primary treatment, 
flows to waste into the Thames Estuary. This is wasteful and unsustainable. Water re-use is a guaranteed supply source and 
need only be called on when there is not enough flow in the Thames. Treated waste water is at least as pure as normal river 
water and this fact needs sensible PR to convince the public. Much more could be done too to educate the public on water 
efficiency by advice, audits and publicity.

2.8.3

1412 Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment is not needed. Much more economic, 
sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternative options can be built in far shorter time than a reservoir and be 
operated only when needed. Water re-use is dismissed as needing more research but the technology is already proven. Water 
transfer from the Severn is not a new concept. All schemes pre-privatisation envisaged such a transfer, which is more flexible 
and economic than Abingdon reservoir plan. Thames Water cannot even ensure filling their proposed reservoir in a dry winter.

2.18.11
2.18.2
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.13
2.7.1
2.7.3

1412 Thames Water leakage reduction proposals show what can be done after many years of neglect. They must prove they can 
match their aspiration.

2.10.1
2.2.2

1412 Thames Water's draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 
analysis of the merits of ALL the viable alternatives.

2.7.3

1412 Thames Water's draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives - quicker to implement, 
more efficient and more sustainable. Thames Water's plan fails to give proper objective consideration to all the viable 
alternatives including re-use of effluent and water transfer. The Severn has 5 times the flow of the Thames and 3 times the 
water catchment area. Transfer would involve a smaller reservoir at Longdon Marsh (Glos) and this must be properly assessed 
and fairly costed. The owners of Thames Water, Macquarie Bank in Australia, want this reservoir for their own financial and 
commercial interests. Thames Water's plan is therefore biased towards achieving this objective at the expense of customers 
who will have to pay for this structure.

2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.4
2.13.5
2.8.1
2.8.3
2.18.10

1412 Thames Water's long-term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated. They are based on 165 l/h/d (litres per hour per 
day), whereas EA targets are 130 l/h/d by 2020. Thames Water's demand forecast covering garden watering for London 
customers (many of whom live in flats or have tiny gardens) is 4 times higher than for most other UK water companies. This 
alone represents almost half the proposed reservoir's output. Thames Water's forecast non-domestic demand is too high. 
Trends show a far greater reduction.

2.3.5
2.3.1
2.18.3
2.3.8

1412 Thames Water's safety margins (target headroom) are unjustifiably high. They are far above most other UK water companies 
safety margins, particularly for 2020 and beyond.

2.5.1
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1412 The 8-10 year construction period would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption, especially to the area 

adjoining the A34 (already Britain's busiest trunk road) around Steventon/Drayton. Wildlife and ecology will suffer untold 
consequences. The local impact of the planned reservoir will be unimaginable. Built on a floodplain, covering 3,500 acres of 
productive farmland (able to provide enough bread for Abingdon each year!) there is no guarantee it will not cause increased 
flooding, for example, from run-off from its slopes (25m high) - without cost compensation from Thames Water or the 
Government. The River Ock cannot take more flow without the risk of further major flooding in Abingdon.

2.18.7
2.18.6
2.18.5
2.18.14

1412 The consumer is facing a monopoly supplier. Where is the commercial competition? 2.19.2
1412 The proposed Abingdon reservoir's capital cost is more than FIVE times higher than viable water re-use schemes, such re-use 

projects would give at least the same output and provide far more flexibility in meeting actual demand variations. Thames 
Water's overall planned costs are based on their reservoir being in full operation from its construction completion. In practice, it 
is highly probable it will not be utilised in full for many years - if ever. There is a serious risk it will become a 'white elephant'. It 
would still incur interest costs of £40m a year paid for (of course) by Thames Water's customers.

2.18.4
2.8.3
2.7.3
2.18.17
2.13.6

1413 An independent analysis of TW's case is vital to rule out any bias within the arguments being put forward by TW. 2.18.10
1413 An independent objective analysis of the merits of all viable alternatives should be carried out urgently. 2.13.5
1413 As a water consumer, I am involved with a monopoly supplier. Where there is no commercial competition, the consumer has to 

pay, however much is charged. 
2.19.2

1413 At last, Thames Water is making a successful effort to reduce leakage 2.10.1
2.2.2

1413 At the current rate of repairing leakage, TW will still be losing 20% of treated water in 2020. A greater effort is needed. 2.10.1
1413 Future demands for water are purely "guesstimates", arrived at from "guesstimates" of housing growth and government 

priorities.
2.3.1
2.3.2
2.3.4

1413 Metering must be rapidly universal, as it is in many other western-style countries 2.11.2
1413 Other options, such as water re-use, must be considered in preference to another mega-reservoir. 2.7.2

2.12.6
1413 Reliable water re-use schemes would be far less capital-demanding than the proposed reservoir. Even once built (and filled by 

when?), the running costs of its being used at only part efficiency would have to be met by water consumers.
2.8.3
2.18.13
2.18.12

1413 See "Managing demand" section above. N/A
1413 Thames Water's "target headroom" appears unjustifiably high, especially in comparison with those of other water companies 

for 2020 and beyond.
2.5.1
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1413 Thames Water's forecasts are based on 165 L/h/day/head for domestic water consumption. Why is this much higher than the 

Environment Agency's targets of only 130L/h/day?
2.3.5
2.3.1

1413 The closure of Didcot A Power Station in 2015 will reduce water demands significantly. A proposed desalination plant at 
Beckton should also be factored into any future water supply calculations.

2.8.8
2.8.2

1413 The devastation caused during July 2007 by flooding in the region of the proposed reservoir must be given the highest 
significance. The loss of 3500 acres of farmland would certainly exacerbate the short-term effects of rainfall such as we had in 
July 2007.

2.18.5
2.18.7

1413 TW should increase the amount of re-use of waste water. 2.8.3
1414 By comparison with other UK water companies, Thames Water's safety margins are unreasonably high, especially for 2020 

onwards.
2.5.1
2.5.14

1414 Choice donates the comparison of alternatives in a fair, rational and balanced manner. The draft plan does not include a 
reasonable or acceptable comparison of capital and operating costs to allow an objective analysis of the full range of 
alternatives.

2.7.4
2.13.5

1414 Demand should be managed by increasing the rate of metering at a faster rate than Thames Water's goal of 80% by 2020 and 
needs to include flats

2.11.2

1414 Forecast based on figures set during a period of economic growth - albeit the figures are Government targets. The forecast is 
likely to be over-optimistic following the current economic down-turn, leading to reduction in new housing.

2.3.3

1414 Only 1% of water in London is re-used and water re-use is a ready supply of water and can be available when supply is not 
available from the Thames. Good use of PR could educate the consumer on water re-use, and its comparable purity to river 
water.

2.8.3

1414 Putting 'all one's eggs in one basket' - i.e.. one huge reservoir is not sensible or necessary. Alternative options exist which are 
more economic and sustainable e.g. Severn river technology is currently available for water re-use.

2.8.3
2.18.2
2.7.2

1414 Thames Water is a monopoly supplier hence approach to levels of service does not need to take account of competition with 
the potential of customers moving to another supplier

2.19.2

1414 The draft plan does not prove the need for a reservoir - there are cheaper and better alternatives which are more efficient. The 
plan also fails to consider all the viable alternatives, in particular a smaller reservoir for transfer from the Severn, which needs 
to be fully explored and costed. It is thus difficult to conclude other than that Thames Water is biased to Abingdon reservoir for 
other reasons.

2.18.2
2.13.5
2.8.1
2.18.10
2.18.4

1414 The leakage repair programme is insufficient, as 530 million litres a day will still leak in 2020. 2.10.1
1414 The long-term domestic water demand is too high as they are based on 165 litres per head per day compared to 130 set by EA 

targets for 2020. Moreover the forecast for garden watering is as much as 4x higher than the average Water company forecast. 
Finally, the non-domestic demand forecast is too high relative to current trends for higher reduction.

2.3.1
2.3.5
2.3.8
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1414 The major impact of constructing such a massive reservoir is under-stated: the 8-10year period involved would produce huge 

local damage as well as causing untold negative consequences to wildlife and environment. The local impact is still unknown, 
and will remain so until it is too late - there is no guarantee there will not be increased flooding, being built on a floodplain.

2.18.7
2.18.6
2.18.5
2.17.3

1414 The proposal to reduce leakages is commendable as long as the aspirations are met in reality. 2.2.2
1414 The suggested reservoir in Abingdon costs more than 5 times the alternatives of water re-use schemes. The latter would 

provide the same output and be more flexible. The draft plan envisages costs based on a full reservoir following completion. 
This is unrealistic but operating costs from interest of £40 per annum would still need to be met by the consumers.

2.18.4
2.8.1

1414 The supply will be reduced by the future closure of Didcot A Power station: believe to be 40million litters a day from 2015. 
Available water needs to include Beckton desalination plant.

2.8.8
2.8.2

1415 - Supply through one large reservoir in the wrong place involving massive investment is not needed. More economic, 
sustainable, water efficient options exist. These alternatives can be built in far shorter time than a reservoir and can be 
operated only when needed. - Water re-use is dismissed as needing more research but the technology is already proven. - 
Water transfer from the Severn is not a new concept. All schemes before privatisation envisaged such a transfer, which is 
more flexible and economic than the Abingdon reservoir plan. Thames Water cannot even ensure filling their proposed 
reservoir in dry winters.

2.18.11
2.13.6
2.18.13
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.4

1415 - Thames Water's draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better and cheaper alternatives, quicker to 
implement, more efficient and sustainable. - Thames Water's plan fails to give proper objective consideration to all the viable 
alternatives including re-use of effluent and water transfer. The Severn has 5 times the flow of the Thames and 3x the water 
catchment area. Transfer would involve a smaller reservoir at Longdon Marsh (Glos) and this needs to be properly assessed 
and costed. - Macquarie Bank, Australia, the owners of Thames Water want this reservoir for their own financial and 
commercial interests. Thames Water's plan is biased to achieving this at the expense of the customers who will have to pay for 
it.

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.10

1415 - Thames Water's long term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated - they are based on 165 litres per head/day 
whereas EA targets are 130 litres per head/day by 2020. - Thames Water's demand forecast for London customers garden 
watering (many of whom either live in flats or have tiny gardens) is 4 times higher than for most other UK water companies. 
This alone represents almost HALF the proposed reservoir's output. - Thames Water's non domestic demand forecast is too 
high. Trends indicate a far greater reduction.

2.3.5
2.3.1
2.3.8

1415 Didcot A Power Station closure will release some 40 million litres/day from 2015. The Beckton desalination plant should be 
included in the resources (up to 140 million litres/day)

2.8.2
2.8.8
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1415 Even if Thames Water meet their short term targets, their leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is 

inadequate. By 2020, 520 million litres per day will still be leaking away. The mains replacement programme needs to continue 
at the current rate. Thames Water's planned introduction of metering is too slow (80% by 2020). It should include metering for 
flats (technically quite easy).

2.10.1
2.11.2

1415 In London Thames Water are re-using less than 1% of London's waste water and sewage which after primary treatment flows 
to waste into the Thames Estuary. This is wasteful and unsustainable. Water re-use is a guaranteed supply source and need 
only be called on when there is not enough flow in the Thames. Treated waste water is as pure as normal river water. More 
publicity, advice etc is needed to educate the public on water efficiency.

2.8.3

1415 Thames Water's draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 
analysis of the merits of all the viable alternatives.

2.7.3

1415 Thames Waters leakage reduction proposals show what can be done after many years of neglect. They must prove they can 
match their aspirations.

2.2.2

1415 Thames Water's safety margins (target headroom) are unjustifiably high - far above most other UK water companies safety 
margins, especially for 2020 onwards.

2.5.1
2.5.14

1415 The 8 - 10 year construction period would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption, especially to the area 
adjoining the A34 (Britain's busiest trunk road) around Steventon & Drayton. Wildlife and ecology will suffer untold 
consequences. The local impact of the planned reservoir will be unimaginable. Built on a floodplain covering 3,500 acres of 
productive farmland, there is no guarantee it will not cause increased flooding for example from the run off from its 25m high 
slopes - without cost compensation from Thames Water or the Government. The R. Ock cannot take more flow without the risk 
of further major flooding in Abingdon.

2.18.5
2.18.7
2.18.6

1415 The consumer is facing a monopoly supplier. What commercial competition is there? 2.19.2
1415 The demand is based on government targets for housing but the present building slump is likely to cause a significant reduction 

in Thames Water's forecast demand over the next decade.
2.3.3
2.3.3

1415 The proposed Abingdon reservoir capital cost is more than 5 times higher than viable water re-use schemes. These re-use 
projects would give at least the same output and provide much more flexibility in meeting actual demand variations. Thames 
Water's overall planned costs are based on this reservoir being in full operation from completion of construction. In practice it is 
highly probable it will not be a 'white elephant': it would still incur interest costs of £40m/year paid for by Thames Water's 
customers.

2.13.6
2.18.4
2.18.18
2.18.17

1416 Didcot Power Station after 2015 will require less water (30-40 million litres per day) and fewer houses may be built. 2.8.8
2.3.2

1416 Housing forecasts may be over estimated with fewer houses being built in the next decade than are now anticipated. 2.3.2
1416 Leakage of water has been for many years disregarded. Only recently have attempts been made to reduce leakage and these 

have been noticeably successful. More could be achieved so that less water than is now estimated may be needed in future.
2.2.2
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1416 Mains replacement should be speeded up - so many mains are leaking and the present rate of replacement is too slowly 

coping with leaks.
2.10.1

1416 More water could be re-used - the treatment of waste water is now so improved and the public could be shown this is so. 2.8.3

1416 Required domestic forecasts (165 litres per head per day forecasted is 20% above the Environment Agency forecast) are 
excessive. Especially if water rates continue to increase / economies will have to be made in domestic consumption. Better use 
of rainfall will be effective.

2.3.5
2.12.6

1416 Thames Water is a commercial supplier of water without any competition. Any capital expenditure will be recovered from its 
customers - who have no choice and have to accept its decisions.

2.19.2
2.18.10

1416 The draft plan does not show how capital expenditure on improvements will in every instance be justified to the extent it will 
reduce operating costs.

2.7.3
2.7.4

1416 The introduction of metering everywhere should be aimed at. 2.11.1
1416 The need for the reservoir has not been made. The alternatives have been not fully considered. 2.17.2
1416 The public could be made more aware of savings in consumption which could be made in the home. 2.14.2
1416 The reservoir area is a flood absorbing area (3,500 acres). If there are banks to it (over 20m high) in some places what will 

happen to the drainage of the surrounding countryside? The environmental impact has not been considered adequately - and 
socially it would be an upheaval with boating, marinas, water ski-ing and allied entertainments introducing buildings to service 
them and increased traffic on country roads.

2.17.3
2.18.5

1416 The reservoir is not needed in the consumers' interest. The alternatives have not been fully considered. 2.18.2
2.7.1

1416 The safety margins are too high. 2.5.1
1416 There will be difficulty in ensuring the vast reservoir is filled during dry seasons. The Evaporation over the such a wide area will 

be considerable. Has account been taken of this? The water supply available should be viewed nationally. Water could be 
obtained from the Severn as well.

2.18.13
2.18.14
2.8.1

1416 Water re-use and supply from the Severn would be better than building this vast reservoir which may never be filled. Its cost 
will be paid by water users and their views should be considered. This request for a response to the proposals is I suspect a 
formality to claim people have been asked for their views but little attention will be paid to them!

2.8.3
2.18.13
2.18.4
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1417 (Editors note: disclaimer signed to state that the user understands that the Summary Overview of the dWRMP does not contain 

all the information that is included in the full plan) (p4 of 26) I think it is virtually impossible for the educated lay person (like 
myself) to judge correctly as to whether your approach to levels of service is appropriate or inappropriate. AS London (and 
surrounding areas) receive very little rainfall (normally) and the population served is some 1315 million people, the scale of 
operations is completely mind boggling, yet feasible. I have namely (if even) seen (or heard) of people I know consciously trying
to network their water use. For example, I know hardly anyone with a garden. Yet amongst those who have one, I've never 
hears people having they will re--use their bath water. This is provided they can safely lift and carry small/large buckets of dirty 
water to their flowers and grass. Water vegetables with re-used (bath water etc) is unhygienic. People do not, on the whole 
water try (within reasonable limitations) to restrict their use of water

2.1.1
2.12.1
2.12.6

1417 Again, as someone with only a rudimentary knowledge and understanding of their issues involved, it is impossible for me to 
know if the formulae you use are appropriate or not. But, based on the fact that entry to (and success within, say an 
undergraduate programme) is based on an aptitude for physics, statistics, mathematics etc (which I do not have at all) then the 
end result is based on hugely variable values, e.g. rainfall (very little know) water 'reserved' for 'Londoners' usage and forecasts
of essential (drinking water etc - vegetable and fruit) and non-essential (flowers and grass) consumption for the next few 
decades.

2.4.1

1417 Again, it is impossible for me as an educated lay person to know if 'Thames Water' has used the information at its disposal to 
develop the 'preferred programmes' successfully or otherwise

2.17.1

1417 Although I am not from a proletarian background I live in a very dinky to low class area. If for example, some of my nearby 
neighbours have large numbers of children, then they should pay more for the amount of water they use. Until I move house 
and social class (long overdue) , then I will have a comparatively large bill (under £200) to pay annually. 'Non payers' get away 
with it!

2.11.3
2.11.4

1417 Although you have clearly defined the 'main components' of supply and demand (re: water), the sheer volume of water (clean) 
needed for an enormous city like London are 'gigantic'. It was good to see 'leakage control' mentioned within the text. Why is it 
taking so long (years and years) to achieve 'minimal leakage'? Active leakage recurrence? Should surely be minimised (i.e. ' a 
burst water main') because of plastic (and not copper? or lead?) pipework. I do not understand the phrase 'This is driven by 
weather in the short term'!? 'Thames Water' supplies its product in the weathers?!

2.6.2
2.10.1

1417 Based on recorded information gathered over many decades, 'Thames Water' can, presumably estimate ('guesstimate') how 
much more water, for example is used in hot summers compared to cold winters by domestic consumers. Lowering demand 
seems to be difficult until, say, a hosepipe BAN is well publicised and enforced across London? Prolonged dry spells seem to 
be beyond our control and yet few people seem to take active steps to consciously reduce their consumption to safe (but 
inconvenient and time consuming levels). Growth in demand appears to be unmatched by a growth in supply!?

2.1.10
2.1.11
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1417 By 'water resource option' I assume you mean balancing 'demand' and 'supply'. Presumably, with the track record and 

experience you have of supplying water to a gigantic city, namely London, you alone have the strategies in place to both predict
and anticipate periods of high, average and low demand and to have 'reserve supplies' ready for immediate on urgent use in 
times of high demand. As water provision is not just an environmental concern, enormous amount of capital investment did, 
does and will continue to occur in this field.

2.8.10
2.18.10
2.18.9

1417 Despite many years of 'Victorian Mains Replacement' (perhaps because London is so large), the process appears to be a very 
lengthy one. It is presumably very expensive, yet cost effective in the sense that less water is wasted daily than without the 
'VMR' process occurring. Again, 'Thames Water' has a monopoly on supplying water to commercial and residential customers, 
so no other organisation has any relevant experience of this enormous operation (so, far)!

2.19.2
2.10.2

1417 How did you test 'the robustness and resilience of the preferred programmes?!' Through sensitivity testing! The criteria seem 
realistic enough. Alongside 'Victorian Mains Replacement, savings assumptions and find and fix', it appears that wastage 
prevention can only ever be minimised, but not eliminated altogether in a gigantic city like London. When more and more 
properties are metered, it will be interesting to discover, who (if anyone) will be using less water because they are paying for it 
per litre etc. Formerly, factories existed in London, but these have largely gone. More service industries (and more office 
workers) mean more commercial premises (and domestic consumers). Presumably the per capita consumption can rise or fall 
significantly based on people's wastage of water, e.g. using fresh water for plants rather than cold washing up water.

2.11.1
2.3.8
2.5.2
2.5.3
2.12.6
2.10.3

1417 I am in favour of metering (theoretically). If a person uses more or less electricity or gas (for example) than me, than (s)he pays 
more or less for these 'wired' or 'piped' services. This depends on their supplier. Likewise for their telephone. However, in 
houses in multiple occupation it would be (almost) impossible? to know who is using more or less than others. Water is still 
relatively cheap (compared to buying it in bottles) Customers not paying are not cut off - why not?

2.11.1
2.11.4
2.11.3

1417 I do not know whether the demand / prediction methodologies which 'Thames Water' users are appropriate / not. but I assume 
they are. Leakage (at 30%) is completely unacceptable, given the apparently huge resources already in situ concerning the 
Victorian mains replacement (VMR) and other 'leakage detection' equipment which exists. It was a surprise to read that 'a peak 
week forecast is not produced for London'. Does some of London's water come from flooded valleys and walls? (i.e.. hundreds 
of miles away?) A major city like London will always have a transient population (as well as a fixed / stable one). Again it is 
virtually impossible for the educated lay person to know if your estimated / researched will be accurate / inaccurate.

2.18.9
2.10.2
2.3.1
2.3.9

1417 If climate change adversely affects us (Thames Water consumers) by directly affecting the dryness of the climate then more 
and more people could re-use 'dinky' water in their garden, on their car etc. Obviously, only people with adequate bodily 
strength can carry (small?) buckets of water to their gardens and or cars). Serious gardeners e.g. in outlying areas of London 
(and the 'super rich' in London) with acres of gardens cannot depend solely on water butts, bath water etc. to irrigate their 
grass, flowers, vegetables, shrubs, trees etc.

2.5.2
2.5.3
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1417 Initially, this section covers the 'Price Review Process'. Yet, it is impossible for the educated lay person to know, for example 

how 'cheap' or how 'dear' 'Thames Water' bills are. This is because you have a monopoly on our supply. It was gratifying to see 
that leakage reduction is being tabled, but why it is taking so long? For decades I seem to recall hearing about 'Thames Water' 
reducing its wastage (through leakages etc) Yet, despite modern technology (in use now?) it never seems to be effectively 
tackled. I am in favour of metering, just like I have for electricity. (I have no gas) If a large number of people live in a shared 
property, then it is inevitable that they will use more water (and pay more for it!)

2.2.2
2.19.2
2.11.1

1417 Investment - preferred supply demand programme Given that London's population is said to increase over the coming 
decades, this presumably means even more water will be used by its newer residents. Increasing affluence and leisure 
activities could mean that more people use elaborate water based leisure facilities e.g. swimming (and washing afterwards) 
gardening and its associated water uses. So, once again unless demand and supply are more finely balanced, the minimum 
level of wastage will eventually come into effect (via the VMR schemes). By 2010-2020, apparently, (and it remains to be 
implemented) an 'economic' level of wastage will be occurring. This makes it (again) impossible for the educated lay person to 
know which method is good/better/ best for London's residents

2.13.2

1417 On the one hand London's enormous population probably demands / expects / anticipates a 24 hour water supply (unlike some 
countries where water supplies are switched off around midnight?). On the other hand, people do not generally try to use as 
little water as possible (without compromising on health and safety). Continuous message to use water sparingly do not seem 
to change peoples' behaviour. You alone have the expertise and experience of supplying piped water to London( and nearby 
areas)

2.12.1

1417 Once again it is, I think impossible for the educated lay person to know anything much about your approach to choosing the 
'preferred programme'. Surely a 'planning solution' cannot necessarily be identified?! This is because water does not naturally 
occur in London. Therefore, it has to be piped and / or pumped in from Wales / Birmingham etc. We the public cannot possibly 
know which solution is good / better/ best. All are about maintaining a supply at a reasonable pressure. The customer is 
unaware of problems incurred in the supply options. 

2.7.1

1417 Once again, 'Thames Water' has to: 1) reduce leakage (easier said than done) 2) increase metering (wherever and whenever 
possible) 3) continue with planned 'development' schemes and 4) prefix cost (as accurately as possible) how much water 
people will need to or have to use. Is effluent reuse a safe option (aquifer storage and recovery). Could it be targeted by 
criminals?

2.7.2
2.8.3
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1417 SEA - what is this - social and environmental impacts? Due to the full report continuing some 800 pages I signed the disclaimer 

form and received the 26 p instead! It was called 'Water - planning for the future', Volume 1 of 6. I also received 'Water 
planning for the future' 10p. Having studied both the 10p report 'Water planning for the future' and the 26 p report it is 
impossible for me to know if 'Thames Water' have identified the most relevant environmental and social impacts of the 
schemes and programmes. This is because I, as an educated lay person cannot possibly have anything other than a 
rudimentary knowledge of irrigation, plumbing, water collection and delivery unless I were to study these subjects specifically in 
the context of clean water delivery.

2.1.1

1417 The provision of water and removal of waste water in a gigantic city like London is a hugely specialised task. I assume that 
most people (based on my experience of life so far) including me know next to nothing about the subject. Reluctantly we as 
consumers need to leave it up to experts. All we can do is use water sparingly (without compromising on our health and safety).

2.13.5

1417 Unless a huge majority of people (if not... everyone) were to use water sparingly, then 'water' efficiency can never reach its 
optimum level. People residents in cities like London have only used standpipes and/or water from containers if and when a 
burst water main occurs nearby. They often use water freely rather than sparingly because they, (unlike Third World 
immigrants) have no experience of living (other than briefly?) in the Third World.

2.12.1
2.12.4

1418 A huge reservoir tank near Abingdon would be an enormous civil engineering project - and hugely expensive. It is not justified 
by the arguments given. [one suspects that once the land has been acquired, Thames Water will apply to use the surrounds for 
other purposes - commercial and housing - an eco town?]

2.18.4
2.18.10

1418 Again - based on 'guesses' re. population growth. Currently water is available (too much this summer!). Desalination, water 
transfer from other areas is cheaper than a huge reservoir tank which only stores water.

2.8.2
2.18.4
2.4.1

1418 Again estimates are difficult as they depend on the economy. Risks appear to have been too highly emphasised. 2.3.3
2.5.1

1418 'Climate change' (no longer 'Global Warming') is again very difficult to estimate. There will always be hot dry summers, along 
with cold wet summers. There has been a surfeit of water in the last 18 months.

2.5.8

1418 Cure leaks! now! 2.2.2
2.10.1

1418 Depends on estimates. 2.15.1
1418 Desalination and transfer from River Severn are more sensible and economic than a huge reservoir tank. I do not believe the 

reservoir will be effective - if built. Filling 150x10 to the power of 6 Cu m/day will be very difficult. A back of an envelope 
calculation shows this! If the Thames is 30m wide x 2m deep and flows at 2km/h total extraction would be 3x10 to the power of 
6 Cu m/day. It would take 50 days to fill the reservoir tank. I cannot see more than 5% being extracted - taking 1040 days or 
about 3 years. also poor flow or flood conditions would halve the intake or make it take 6 years + to fill!!

2.8.2
2.8.1
2.18.13
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1418 I feel this is basically done on commercial grounds with profit for the company and shareholders an overriding consideration. 2.18.10

1418 My main concern is the 6 years estimate above to fill the 'reservoir tank'. This does not allow for evaporation. Rainfall into the 
tank would not compensate for evaporation - as all free standing waterproof containers testify (they dry up).

2.18.13
2.18.14

1418 Not good enough! 2.7.1
1418 One suspects the proposed reservoir is a commercial profit-making scheme, justified by the 'Draft Plan' which contains many 

questionable conclusions.
2.18.10

1418 Thames Water have exaggerated domestic water forecast - per head and per garden. Water meters will reduce demand (or 
rather excess use) considerably.

2.3.1

1418 The immediate demand for water is met. Future demand estimates must be influenced by the current downturn in the 
economy. Predictions are always questionable. Population increase should be concentrated in current deprived areas of the UK
along with new industries, not in the South East.

2.3.3

1418 The leakage of water in Thames Waters pipes is outrageously high. It must be cut drastically before any new water source is 
considered.

2.7.2

1418 The proposed reservoir tank's need is not justified. All the arguments, and displays, are based on taking it as a done deal and 
then rationalising it. Profit is the main driving force for the company and its shareholders. It is the customers who would have to 
pay (an ever increasing estimated cost!)

2.18.10

1418 This is not the place for a 'reservoir tank'. 2.18.11
1418 This is one of the most serious concerns for all who live near the proposed site. 1) The area is good farmland (one farmer was 

offered £1m for his house and farm by Thames Water illustrating the overriding profit motive). The country needs all its land for 
food production. 2) Of major concern is the effect such a body of water would have on the water table - which is already high in 
the Vale Hanney area. We have experienced extensive recent flooding. A ful analysis of this question by an independent body 
must be undertaken before the reservoir tank is even considered as a practical project. 3) Thames Water in their plans do not 
even consider any steps to alleviate flooding - only dealing with water course changes - which could matters worse. 4) The 
enormous effect on the environment of the site of construction, noise, traffic, should be enough to prohibit the project. I was 
amused to see the landscaping of the new roads and banks. One can be sure that when the time comes to do this the 
proposals will not be funded!

2.18.10
2.18.5
2.18.6
2.18.7
2.18.1

1418 This questionnaire is loaded in favour of Thames Water's plans, comments are asked on your 'approach', not on the awful 
proposal of a huge 'reservoir tank' in the Vale of White Horse made by Thames Water.

2.18.10

1418 Water metering for all would seem to be the best and fairest option. Tariffs should be kept to a minimum, with users in mind.. 
Capital schemes will give profits to Thames Water and shareholders but will penalise customers.

2.11.1
2.11.3
2.11.4
2.18.10
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1418 Water meters are a sensible approach but more important is reduction of leakage - at 520Ml/day the reservoir is drained 

completely in 
2.7.2

1419 4.8% return is unwarranted, state ownership is preferable. And then we have to make democracy work!! 2.18.10
1419 A balanced increase may be necessary but charging per litre used would the fairest way. 2.11.4
1419 As already stated ALL water used should be metered, particularly the high income consumers.. Recycling, with safeguards, is 

also essential.
2.11.1
2.8.3

1419 Does 'adopt' mean take over and charge for by the state? It should.. 2.19.2
1419 Flood plain development should be outlawed and present Thames estuary development plans should be prohibited. Savings 

could be made on reducing the administrative costs electronic metering and billing including the headquarters and regional 
offices and their managers high salaries. 

2.3.4

1419 Installing water meters that electronically, via internet or wireless, should be the shorter term aim. Given the potential social 
chaos and possible bloody infighting that lack of water could cause, immediate legislation should be sought to allow metering to 
be comprehensively rolled out.

2.11.1

1419 It is not just the low income families whose water use needs to be metered. Those with water hungry appliances, e.g. 
dishwaters and with large gardens and pools,etc. should also be metered. It is not beyond present technical capabilities for all 
meters to be connected to the internet and automatically return readings. It could be argued that another, virtually, basic 
service is a comprehensive internet grid in parallel with the electricity, water, energy grid. Reducing waste might reduce the 
immediate need to create new reservoirs. Enforcing the London green belt and limiting development in the SE would also be 
sensible fixes to the water and other (social) problems in the area.

2.11.1
2.18.3

1419 Recycling and use of existing underground (more tamper proof) reservoirs should be prioritised over new, land consuming, 
surface reservoirs and making further demands on small river courses.

2.18.2
Section 2.8

1419 The existing water purity standards must be maintained. The sale of bottled water should be severely taxed and any income 
used to fund water supply by the state.

2.4.3

1419 The mains pipe replacement must be fully and more quickly rolled. Why were the mains allowed to become so leaky by the too 
well paid water board executives in the past? Perhaps they were to high to see the leaks from their planes and helicopters as 
they surveyed the water installations.

2.10.1
2.18.10

1419 The potential for social unrest if water supplies are inadequate must allow legislation to be quickly brought into force that 
facilitates state management of the water supplies and to prevent private profiteering.

2.1.2
2.1.3

1419 The river Lee is a stink at times. Every effort should be made to improve it quickly particularly because it greatly affects the 
East End - a traditionally unhealthy and poorer part of London (and the 2012 Olympics site). There are places where heavy 
rains cause sewage overflow into the river.

2.1.7

1419 This is site getting repetitive.. 2.1.1
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1419 Water is essential for civilised life. It is a basic necessity and, as with all basic necessities, the state, not private companies, 

should, I feel, take complete ownership and responsibility. Waging foreign wars is not a basic necessity, indeed it is an abuse 
of the Ministry of DEFENCE role. The funds being wasted on wholly inconclusive war would be better spent on improving home 
infrastructure and other basic necessities; housing, education, water/recycling waste water, etc.. People's water consumption 
should be monitored - as should leakages - and public shame should be visited on those who waste water and who make profit 
from supplying basic necessities.

2.19.2
2.9.2
2.3.11

1419 Water is incompressible. Monitoring what goes into pipes should equal consumption. Comprehensive water use metering, as 
stated above, is required - the funds for leakfrogs should be used for new, low maintenance, no manual reading, electronic 
meters

2.11.1
2.10.1

1422 As a consumer I know this project will add considerable cost to every bill I have to pay, and I object strongly to this. 2.18.4
1422 In the present economic uncertainties there is already a reduction in house building and demand for new houses will fall in the 

next decade so reducing the demand for water. TW forecast of demand is too high.
2.3.1
2.3.3
2.3.3

1422 Leakage repair programme for 10 years from 2010 is unsatisfactory. Mains replacement programme must continue at present 
rate.

2.10.1

1422 Much more needs to be done to educate the public of water efficiency and usage by advice, audits and publicity 2.12.1
1422 nil N/A
1422 One vast reservoir in wrong area involving massive investment is not needed. TW cannot ensure this reservoir will fill in a dry 

winter. Alternative options for sustainability, economy and efficiency exist and take less time to construct and to operate when 
needed. Water re-use has been dismissed for more research but technology exists. Water transfer from the R. Severn has 
been dismissed. Pre-privatisation such a scheme was envisaged and should now be in use.

2.18.1
2.18.11
2.18.13
2.18.2
2.8.1
2.18.17

1422 Some 40 million litre per day reduction in supply to Didcot A power station will be saved by 2015 on closure. The Beckton 
desalination plant should now be included in the resources (up to 140ml/d)

2.8.2
2.8.8

1422 The 8-10 year construction plan will cause major local damage to the environment through dust, disruption, noise and planting 
of a "construction workers town" next to the A34 and A415 to MArcham. The 3500 acres of productive farmland which is flood 
plain for R. Ock will be covered by the reservoir, with no guarantee that increased flooding will not be caused.

2.18.6
2.18.7
2.18.8
2.18.5

1422 The cost of proposed Abingdon reservoir is FIVE times that of viable water re-use schemes which would be more flexible in 
meeting variable demand for water. Water users will have to bear the cost of the estimated £50m per an to cover costs of 
interest and operation incurred. This is an unmitigated waste of funds.

2.18.4
2.8.3
2.13.2
2.13.6
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1422 The greater surface area of a body of open stored water in the landscape the greater the increase in evaporation, given that we 

are to expect a hotter summer climate
2.18.14
2.5.8

1422 The leakage repair programme over 10 years from 2010 is inadequate. 520 m/l/d will still be leaking away by 2020. Plans for 
metering at 80% by 2020 is far too slow. Flats should be metered - the technology already exists and can be adjusted.

2.10.1
2.11.2

1422 The methodology is flawed and risks to the area during and after construction not properly assessed, a full Environmental 
Impact Assessment has not yet been made. The case for the proposed reservoir has not been made.

2.17.3
2.17.1
2.17.2
2.18.6

1422 There continues to be far too much waste of water through leakage, not enough has been done over many years to reduce this 
problem. Only recently has some improvement been made.

2.2.2

1422 TW are re-using less than 1% of waste water and sewage the remaining 99% flows out into the Thames Estuary after primary 
treatment, a wasteful and unsustainable activity. Treated waste water is at least as pure as river water and sensible PR must 
be used to convince the public of safety and sense to use this supply.

2.8.3

1422 TW draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives. Re-use of effluent and water 
transfer have not been given proper consideration. The plan is local and ignores water as a natural resource. The owners of 
TW water want this reservoir for financial and commercial interests ignoring the concerns of customers who will pay the bills.

2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.2
2.18.10

1422 TW long term water usage forecasts are exaggerated based on 165 l/h/d against Environment Agency target of 130/l/h/d by 
2020. TW demand forecast for garden watering in London is exaggerated and does not justify the vast reservoir where half the 
stored content is used for such a purpose.

2.3.1
2.3.5
2.18.1

1422 TW's draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective analysis of 
the merits of ALL viable alternatives.

2.7.1
2.7.3
2.7.4
2.8

1422 TW's safety margins are unjustifiably high and well above other UK water company margins for 2020 and beyond. 2.5.1
1422 We learn in local newspaper 7.8.08 - the Environment Agency has no plan to build any flood defences for R. Ock area subject 

to 2007 flooding, some families are still not back in their homes. The R. Ock cannot take more flow without risk of further major 
flooding in Abingdon, the whole scheme is a disgraceful, money grabbing exercise.

2.18.5
2.18.10

1423 520 Ml/d by 2020 (p25) still seems a hell of a lot, see my views in Q2. 2.10.1
1423 Based on rather over pessimistic estimates of PCC at least in the domestic sector. On the supply side rain does fall on G 

London! Take the area of GL as 610 sq miles and assume 24" rainfall, that is 3.4 x 10 to the power of 10 cubic feet or 2.1 x 10 
to the power of 11 gallons or 9.45 x 10 to the power of 11 litres. Is any of this used and if so is there scope for increasing that 
figure? What about re-use?

2.3.1
2.3.5
2.8.3
2.19.7
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1423 Comprehensive but conclusions too predictable. NOTE: Answers based only on Vol 1 Summary Overview (the impression from 

the Marcham show was of great reluctance to provide paper copies).
2.18.10
2.7.1

1423 Difficult to decide for just the summary review but I get the feeling that you are looking at very large safety margins. 2.5.1
1423 Had the V1 Summary Report been 50-60 pages instead of a paltry 28 one could have made a much better job of this feedback 

form. 800 pages into 28 pages - ridiculous.
2.1.1
2.17.1

1423 I would need to see volume 2 in order to comment. All draft Water 
Resources 
Management Plan 
documentation is 
available on request

1423 Leakage reduction:- The main problem appears to be London, your target for reduction need to be looked at by comparison 
with other major cities round the world. How do we compare with W Europe, what about for instance N York leakage rate, 
Johan Australia? Without this information your figures are meaningless. Much more also needs to be done with metering.

2.11.2
2.10.7

1423 London gardeners are going to have to start gardening in a different way. There must be a lot of people in London without a 
garden - flat etc and most new housing will only have v small plots.

2.3.1

1423 More info in Vol 1 Summary Overview would have been helpful. 2.1.1
1423 Needs to be pushed on with to at least 15% less. Again as I ask in Q2 how do UK leakage rates compare internationally? 2.10.7

2.10.1
1423 No sign in Summary Overview of much interest in aquifer recharge schemes - is there any? So the Kennet, Slough, Wycombe 

etc WRZs will have no deficit over the planning period so nothing needs to be done re leaks etc (see p24)! How complacent 
can you get - this will just not do! No relative cost info in Vol 1chart.

2.10.2
2.8.13

1423 Not covered in summary report but I suspect not very well. The destruction of several square miles of Oxfordshire countryside 
will have a huge impact in the construction phase. If it goes ahead and becomes a magnet for tourists and 'leisure' God help us 
all who live here.

2.17.1
2.18.1
2.18.7

1423 Not covered in summary report. 2.1.1
1423 OK but real pressure needs to be put on Defra regarding all new building to store and use rainwater and reuse of grey water. 

Why are dual flush WCs not standard in new housing? Is there scale for a retro-fit programme in existing housing? Your PCC 
estimates are well above Environment Agency target - why?

2.3.4
2.12.6
2.12.4
2.3.5
2.3.6

1423 Probably reasonable but without access to the CC:DcW study who knows? 2.5.1
1423 See my answer to question 6. I also seem to remember several years ago talk of moving water from the River Severn to the 

Thames which would also help in winter with the regular flooding of the Severn.
2.8.1
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1423 Seems not unreasonable. 2.7.1
1423 Should be compulsory but with a range of tariffs to allow larger households on lower incomes an adequate volume of water. 2.11.1

2.11.7
1423 The SoSi score for Thames Water would have been helpful. LTOA - a few years ago there was concern over the rising water 

table in London due to the demise of manufacturing industry. Does London just waste it all?
2.1.12
Please refer to our 
Business Plan for 
Security of Supply 
index score

1423 Too little info in Vol 1 - Summary Overview. N/A
1423 Unable to comment. N/A
1425 Thames Water’s forecast for future demand incorporates a number of assumptions that need to be questioned. Defra’s water 

strategy (Future Water) has a target per capita consumption of 130 litres per person per day, and a number of policy changes 
have been initiated to help society reach this target – including the Code for Sustainable Homes and water efficiency targets 
within revised building regulations. In the light of these initiatives, it is disappointing that Thames Water have chosen a 
conservative prediction of per capita consumption as the basis for their demand forecasting – with an average per capita 
consumption of 152 litres per head per day by the end of the plan period.Forecasting such a high demand in the future clearly 
has implications for the projected supply-demand balance and the need to invest in new resources. If per capita consumption 
were managed to Defra target levels then some of the new resource development options may be unnecessary.

2.3.5
2.3.11
2.9.2

1425 Thames Water’s plan refers to the risk of existing supply outage and reductions in raw water quality from agricultural diffuse 
pollution - nitrates and pesticides. Given that these problems are likely to get worse as agreements on thousands of hectares of 
Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) come to an end and set-aside has been lost from up to 50% of the arable area, it would 
be prudent of Thames Water to consider options to reduce this risk. The RSPB would welcome and support Thames Water’s 
inclusion of catchment management schemes in the next iteration of this plan, where in partnership with agencies and NGOs 
they could tackle these problems at their source, in line with Defra’s water strategy.

2.4.3
2.19.6

1425 The introduction of metering offers a unique opportunity to pursue an integrated campaign of domestic water audits, supply 
pipe replacement and the fitting of water efficient kit. We applaud Thames Water’s proposal to adopt such an integrated 
campaign in part of its supply zone, and would encourage it to roll out this approach more widely. We support the relatively 
large-scale programme of water efficiency included in the Plan (it is better than most water companies are proposing in south-
east England), but are not yet convinced that this offers the true step-change in levels of activity that is necessary, given the 
context of climate change and Thames Water’s proposals for resource development.

2.9.1
2.12.1
2.9.2
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1425 The RSPB does not believe that Thames Water’s commitment to a level of service of a once in 20-year hosepipe ban is 

appropriate for an area with high environmental sensitivity and where climate change is predicted to affect water availability. 
Far from ensuring that impacts on the water environment are minimised, we believe that this unnecessary headroom allowance 
threatens the water environment with unnecessarily high levels of abstraction and resource development. Neighbouring water 
companies have settled for a one in 10-year frequency, and we would ask Thames Water to do likewise.

2.19.8
2.5.14
2.5.1

1425 We are disappointed that innovative and high yielding options to recycle wastewater streams have not been included in the final
list of schemes. We believe that these projects fully utilise water abstracted from rivers and aquifers, making them the most 
environmentally acceptable resource development options – particularly in the light of climate change predictions of lower 
yields from more conventional sources. The RSPB does not believe that Thames Water has justified the need for the 
development of a new reservoir at Abingdon given the inadequacies of this water resource management plan. We doubt 
whether a reservoir of this scale would continue to be necessary if predicted demand forecasts were in line with Defra targets, 
and if water efficiency efforts were stepped-up.

2.8.3
2.7.1
2.18.15
2.18.16
2.18.14
2.3.5
2.12.1
2.9.2

1425 We fully support Thames Water’s proposal to continue with a major mains replacement programme for London. In the light of 
environmental stress and climate change in the region, it is right that leakage is to be tackled beyond the existing Economic 
Level (ELL). We would also urge Thames to adopt this approach in their other supply zones; a leakage rate of 512 million litres 
per day (almost twice the output of the proposed new reservoir) in 2035 is not environmentally sustainable nor is it likely to be 
acceptable to politician or customers.

2.2.2
2.10.3
2.10.2

1425 We welcome the scheme to introduce universal compulsory metering, but achieving this by 2020 in London lacks the 
necessary urgency. We do believe that metering, particularly in areas of water stress and environmental sensitivity, is the most 
sustainable means of charging for water and can help to reduce per capita consumption. However, if compulsory metering is to 
be fair and effective then the introduction of metering must be accompanied by social and environmental tariffs that can protect 
vulnerable customers and deter waste. We therefore fully support Thames  Water’s plan to bring in tariff schemes from 2015.

2.11.1
2.11.2
2.12.2
2.11.7
2.11.3

1427 I am not satisfied that Thames Water has carried out obligations of the SEA directive with Due Diligence. The options other 
than the reservoir have not been developed or assessed with due care and attention. Keeping information back is a deception 
and undermines the objectives of the SEA directive to protect the public from major developments that can damage landscape 
and is a threat to communities. Concern over the scale of the reservoir, environmental damage, construction period, flooding, 
loss of agricultural land and issues effecting the level of the River Ock.

2.17.1
2.18.5
2.18.6
2.17.2
2.17.3
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1427 If the existing water resources were better managed and regulators more attentive to the water engineering aspects, then the 

water monopoly would not be making water more and more expensive to customers. Need more innovative supply options that 
are more sustainable, water efficient and economic options exist. Indirect water reuse is not a new concept and water transfer 
from the River Severn identified as the sustainable water resource for the south east England in the 1973 Water resource plan. 
TW leakage repair programme over the next 10 years is inadequate. Twice the anticipated yield from the proposed reservoir is 
lost on a daily basis.

2.19.2
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.10.1
2.18.3
2.18.2

1427 It fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective analysis of the merits of 
all the viable alternatives, keeping information back from TW customers who need to know all costs for fair and balanced 
scrutiny.

2.7.4

1427 No comments N/A
1427 Thames Water has consistently not forecasted future water demands correctly. The dWRMP is no exception, when most 

homes being built are small flats without gardens, the garden watering predictions are a serious error. Hose pipe use will be a 
lot lower as more public transport is used so less car washing. Whilst there is little evidence that power showers will increase 
because combi boilers have limited hotwater flows. These  predicted errors combined with oil price doubling and low economic 
growth will likely change the predictions as much as Kielder reservoir which is only 25% utilised. The 267 Ml/d predicted water 
demand for London might be halved. Whilst the LTOA is suggested to account for over 100Ml of the demand in the dWRMP 
and I feel it most certainly should be. I object to the EA and TW lack of innovation to expand existing resources.

2.3.1
2.3.3
2.18.17
2.1.8

1427 Thames Water has made some good progressin repairing and replacing water pipes infrastructure. The water from a proposed 
reservoir is likely to damage my property by flooding is needed only in London, where still twice the anticipated yield from this 
reservoir for London is being lost on the daily basis, 690 Ml/d lost and 300Ml/d yield from this proposal. There is over 2,000Ml/d 
of water as sewage effluent flowing out of Thames Water pipes into the sea every day and little if any is recovered for re-use. I 
object to this inefficient water management by a monopoly seeking to put water customers into debt for a reservoir payment to 
TW and Macquarie Bank. Only 15% of the water lost being recovered would equate for the yield of a reservoir costing £1 
billion. The dWRMp does not deal with this waste in an adequate manner as might be expected under the EU WFD. Adequate 
water resources appear to exist from water reuse feedback to the R. Thames above Farmoor reservoir and from water 
recovered within London combined with control of water lost from broken pipes.

2.2.2
2.18.5
2.18.9
2.18.3
2.8.3
2.18.2
2.18.10
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1427 Thames Water has misanalysed many aspects of supply demand balance. Failure to recognise the closure of Didcot A power 

station resulting in 40Ml/d more water left in the Thames. The supply demand balance can be achieved at much lower cost by 
expanding existing resources by water reuse. The graphical presentation does not convince me of there being any need for the 
reservoir when the gains in water leakage from 900 to 700Ml/d cannot be seen as water left in the London reservoirs in fact 
record of water stored in the various reservoirs as deployable output is not shown during dry periods. Without being critical of 
the headroom figure and accepting the virtual ceasing of water leakage recovery there is no reason why TW cannot do as other 
water companies and recover up to 8% of water lost to the sea each day. The water demand is based upon 160 to 165 Ml/d 
pp/d with the population expected to reduce this to about 130Ml/d/. Demand is not likely to rise as high as predicted, whilst 
contraction of industry is releasing water resources. Higher costs are resulting in cooling water being abstracted from 

Section 2.3
2.7.1
2.8.8
2.8.3
2.18.3
2.4.7

1427 The levels of service provided by Thames water have been very poor, I am still living in a caravan because my drains and 
sewers were blocked last year when there was severe storms. I have no confidence that Thames Water will ever adequately 
manage surface water within my community. The prospect of constructing a large embankment reservoir adjacent to my home 
will further exasperate a rising water table due to reservoir seepage, whilst embankment runoff will also increase flooding risks. 
The flooding risks have been hidden from politicians and others in Thames Water and are hidden in the dWRMP.

2.18.5
2.18.8

1427 The proposed reservoir's capital cost is FIVE times higher than viable water re-use schemes that would provide more flexibility 
in meeting demand variation and give at least the same output. Costs are based on the reservoir being in full operation from its 
construction to completion, will this 'white elephant' ever be fully utilised but customers still incur £40m costs a year.

2.18.4
2.8.3
2.18.17
2.13.6

1427 The SWOX area has no need for more reservoirs before 2030, even then a Halcrow report suggest 35Ml/d might be needed in 
the future if Swindon is developed and this can easily be provided from the 40Ml/d water effluent flow from Oxford's water 
treatment works at littlemore on Thames, whilst water transfer from the centre of Birmingham can be deployed quickly and this 
is half the anticipated demand, there is no future water demand within the SWOX area that can in anyway justify water 
customers needing to pay for a £1 billion reservoir. The future demand for any significant water resource for the South East 
and London can be met from water reuse in the short term this includes the 600Ml/d discharge from Crossness for the Thames 
Gateway development. The EA must provide public evidence using 'WARMS' Thames model of Mogden water recycling to 
improve.The LTOA this will improve the situation for the SSSI at Richmond now impacted by the discharge from Mogden water 
treatment plant, the dWRMP does not adequately address any of this. 

2.18.17
2.8.1
2.8.3
2.13.2
2.4.7
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1427 The uncertain risk called 'headroom' for most water companies is a lot lower then that used by TW. TW is being allowed to be 

risk adverse at the expense of water customers who are required to pay for mostly unused water resources. The headroom 
calculation includes a desalinisation plant which will provide 140Ml/d costing perhaps 70p per m3 and capital cost £200m. 
Water reuse can also make up headroom at a lower cost than a reservoir demand. Water reuse is climate change proof and 
ideal solution. If a reservoir were needed for dealing with climate change it would be better located in the lower Seven at 
Longdon Marsh and not in the head of the R. Thames where aquifers are being depleted which supply the river. I object to any 
notion that a reservoir would be protection from Climate Change. 

2.5.1
2.5.14
2.8.3
2.18.14
2.8.9
2.18.15

1428 Please do not let Thames Water build the reservoir it will have a devasting impact on the people that live there. Thames Water 
should fix leaks first and there are other options available

2.18.1
2.9.2
2.18.2

1429 Their predictions for water consumption are much higher than government targets hence their proposed new reservoir in 
Oxfordshire. Their predicted rate of leakage in 2035 is still unacceptably high, daily losing nearly double the amount of water 
their new reservoir would yield. Schemes to reduce customer demand are not sufficiently large scale considering the 
challenges they face. If better use was made of existing reservoirs and other resources then would have a safe and secure 
water supply. However, these would not be financially attractive option as building a major new resource which would provide 
profit for company shareholders. My objections to the reservoir are not just NIMBY response to the enormity of them and the 
impacts they would have on my day to day life for many years to come; but a genuine concern that TW have not properly or 
adequately explored all the other options available to secure a sustainable safe water supply for Oxfordshire, Swindon and 
London in the future. Major impact on birds and wildlife in the area. The flooding, damage to roads and general traffic 

2.3.5
2.10.1
2.18.3
2.3.11
2.18.2
2.9.2
2.18.7
2.18.10
2.18.5

1430 A newspaper report from 9th October 2000, reporting that TW had abandoned its plans for a new reservoir in this area. It is 
interesting to note that in 1999/2000 Ofwat reported that TW reported a total leakage rate of 662 Ml/d, since then it has been 
replacing water mains and that in 2006/7 Ofwat reported that TW had a total leakage rate of 790Ml/d, while this is an 
improvement on the performance of the previous 5 years it is still appalling and totally inappropriate for a water stressed region. 
It is a sobering fact to note that TW has a total leakage rate for its new mains systems of 3.75 l/prop/d (dWRMP page 61 Vol 
3Table 15c), which is equivalent to 90l/prop/d and higher than the leakage figures reported by Ofwat as the average for exisitng 
networks for Tendring, Southern, Sutton, Northumbrian South and Dee Valley water companies in it 2006/7 report. This 
performance is clearly not good enough and as a consequence there are those who would claim that TW is making a poor job 
of the mains replacements in order to justify its long standing desire for a reservoir or to make extra profits resulting from 

2.7.2
2.2.2
2.18.3
2.18.10

1430 In our view the dWRMP should show in a clear, unbiased and honest manner why TW has chosen certain options and rejected 
others. We do not feel that this report meets all of these requirements. In particular we feel that the use of truncated graphs is 
liable to mislead the untutored eye and a number of extrapolations have been made from a very small percentage of properties 
in order to predict future demand. These extrapolations do not seem to be sound as the predicted per capita demand produced 
by TW is considerably higher than the DEFRA expectations, the difference in fact works out at more than the hoped for output 
of the proposed reservoir.

2.18.18
2.13.5
2.18.3
2.3.1
2.3.5
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1430 PCC should decrease dramatically when metering is more widespread and the charges for water increase, there is a precedent 

for such a view as the consumption of motor fuel has allegedly dropped 30% in response to a 30% increase in fuel costs. TW 
appears to be predicting that the frequency of baths and showers will increase to 6.73-6.82 per person per week i.e. on 
average 97% of the population would bath or shower every day. We find this astonishing as the majority of people take holidays
and are not even at home for 97% of the time. This is yet more data that could benefit from checking.

2.3.1
2.11.1

1430 The 2006/7 Ofwat report shows TW as having PCC (excl leakage) of 156.8l/h/d unmetered and 142.7l/h/d metered. TW 
however plan for 150 l/h/d in 2021 with an increase to 165 l/h/d by 2034, the difference between this and DEFRA's 
expectation/aspiration of less than 130 l/h/d by 2034 amounts to more than  340 Ml/d for a total of 9.7 people i.e. more than the 
hoped for output of the proposed resevroir which is 315Ml/d. As a number of water companies already have reported metered 
PCC less than 130 l/h/d in the 2006/7 Ofwat report it is clear that the Defra expectations are realistic. We are very concerned 
about the way that TW appears to have obtained their estimate by the heroic extrapolations of data; in particular the huge 
increase in outdoor use seems particularly difficult to accept given the percentage of flats in London and the proposed 
construction of affordable homes. One of the TW extrapolations is from 3,000 metered customers to 740,000 metered; we do 
not understand why TW does not process the data from the water bills that it sends out in order to obtain more accurate data, 

2.3.5
2.18.3
2.3.1
2.3.6
2.11.3

1430 The costing of this proposal seems to be based on the assumption that the reservoir will deliver 315 Ml/d, however, if it is only 
needed once every decade, as previously indicated then it would become an expensive 'white elephant'. There is no possibility 
of phased construction and once built it would have to be paid for by TW's customers, yielding a fine profit to TW, even if it 
proved to be totally unnecessary. TW has also claimed a huge benefit if it were to be constructed, we dispute this as any 
transfer of visitors from an existing reservoir to this one would result in a loss to another area and the visitors to this area would 
increase, creating congestion, increasing pollution, CO2 emissions. The scale of the reservoir would require considerable effort 
to prevent eutrophication and the growth of toxin releasing algae, which was a problem in a nearby very small reservoir. 
Question whether the reservoir can actually be filled especially as difficult to predict the effect of climate change.

2.13.6
2.18.17
2.18.13
2.13.4
2.18.14
2.18.7

1430 We are not convinced that TW actually needs any major new supplies, unless climate change has a more sudden effect than 
expected. TW already have effluent re-use plant as Hoddesdon as an lternative to constructing reservoirs, therefore it is 
difficult for us to accept the dismissal of this technology in the plan. The planned treatment method for Deephams (dWRMP 
page 132 Vol 3 table 62) includes microfiltration,ultrafiltration and reverse osmosis. There is a risk of biofouling with these 
techniques and it would be very expensive compared to the standard biological process plus UV sterilisation used or planned 
by other water companies. There is no mention of specific contaminants in the effluent, but even if the water were to be 
contaminated, biological processes can remove most pollutants, particularly if novel systems such as reed bed or willow beds 
are used to finally polish the water. We can therefore find no justification in the dWRMP for such a 'belt and braces on a boiler 
suit' approach. Effluent re-use plants should be used as they would be weather independent and guarantee source of water in 

2.6.2
2.8.3
2.7.1
2.5.14
2.5.3
2.5.4
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1430 When discussing new properties TW says that it allows 46l/prop/day (dWRMP page 82 Vol 2) to account for leakage in both 

new distribution mains and supply pipes. Again this is clearly a non-challenging target, as TW predicts 34, 155 properties per 
year halving this target alone would save 20 Ml/d by 2034. The TW proposed leakage rate of 115 l/prop/d in 2034 (sWRMP 
page 187 Vol2) is worse than that of 14 out of 22 water companies reported in the 2006/7 Ofwat report, again this is clearly non-
challenging and totally inappropriate or a water stressed region. We view with alarm the statement that in 2021 TW still expects 
to have the highest burst rate of mains in England and Wales due to the number of old cast iron mains. We believe that it 
would be appropriate for TW to concentrate on replacing these maisn at a greater rate in order to make better use of the 
existing resources in preference to expensive exploration and exploitation of new resources, which may be subject to climate 
change effects.

2.10.3
2.10.5
2.7.2

1430 With regard to the "enhanced water efficiency programme Self audit packs" (dWRMP page 153 Vol 2 table 37) TW is 
expecting to issue 328,000 of these in AMP5 at a cost of £11.776M and save 8.42 Ml/d as a consequence. The capital cost of 
this measure is only £1.40M/Ml/d compared to the proposed reservoir which is likely to have a capital cost in the region of 
£3.15M/Ml/d plus ongoing environmental and social costs. We are therefore surprised that TW is not making these packs 
available to all its existing customers rather than a small percentage of them. TW reported lower demand savings than it 
expected (dWRMP page 43 Vol 2) during the last hosepipe ban. We are curious to know if this was due to either the absence 
of an essential use ban (which we think was in force in the 1976 drought) or if it was due to the wider knowledge of Thames 
Water's appalling leakage.

2.1.4
2.1.10
2.10.6
2.12.4
2.12.2

1431 As an engineer I was initially thrilled that a ground-breaking reservoir of such a novel and untried type and size might be built 
locally. I am all for the useful application of novel technologies and was interested to see it in action. However, having studied 
the details of the TW proposal for the building and running of a new reservoir I now am convinced that the case in favour has 
not been made. Some of the assumptions and figures upon which calculations have been based seem to have been chosen 
specifically to make the case for the reservoir irrespective of current validity. It has since been demonstrated that alternative 
programmes could be undertaken to provide a more efficient solution better equipped to respond to future needs. As a 
customer of Thames Water I also am concerned that a capital project designed to make a profit for their owning company is to 
be funded in the way it is.

2.18.12
2.18.2
2.18.3
2.18.10
2.13.6
2.18.4

1432 Like much of South Oxfordshire, we are situated in a natural floodplain, so the water table is normally only a few inches below 
the surface and any above average rainfall creates a flood hazard a reservoir would exacerbate this risk. It is demonstrably not 
true that the proposed reservoir is the only means of providing enough water in future. There are many viable 
alternatives:mending the leaks from the existing pipes; introducing compulsory water metering;re-using wastewater; transfer 
from the River Severn and desalination. Any one, or a combination of these methods could ensure that future water needs are 
met, and they would be cheaper, and far less environmentally destructive than introducing an above ground mass of water half 
the size of lake Windermere. Given these good alternatives it may seem suprising that Thames Water is pushing ahead with 
their proposals but given they are profit driven, monopoly supplier who can charge the costs of building to their customers and 
then accrue the asset to their balance sheet. Water needs should be managed for the common good by selecting the

2.18.5
2.18.3
2.18.2
2.8.1
2.8.3
2.8.2
2.18.7
2.19.2
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1433 It has become clear in recent months that food shortages are far more likely than water shortages over the coming years. 

Therefore, I believe DEFRA should devote its energies to ensuring as much land in the UK as possible is used for crop growing 
and not lost permanently to unnecessary projects such as this reservoir.

2.18.1
2.18.7

1434 About 110Ml/d of the water demand in the dWRMP relates to a need created by the EA to renegiotiate the Lower Thames 
Operating Agreement, this issue was not brought to the attention of Local Government, by the EA, large quantities of waste 
water is discharged into the sea from various STW's. The quantity of water involved is roughly the same as TW treats and 
supplies to customers. Why can't 8% (210Ml/d) of this climate change proof wastewater resource be used as other water 
companies intend in their area's dWRMP's? These discharges are not disclosed in the dWRMP and are potential water 
resources not considered or planned for in a meaningful way. The flooding impact on the reservoir does not appear in the plan, 
risk map has not been produced as per the Pitt review. I would have expected a full comparision between Longdon Marsh and 
Steventon sites. Several schemes as noted in the GARD submission on the dWRMP have not been developed. The EA 
registers concern about flooding nothing appears to have been done about this. Appleford Parish Council is a member of 
Didcot power station local Liaison, their comment on water demand reducing (Perhaps by 40Ml/d) is ignored in the supply dema

2.1.8
2.8.3
2.18.5
2.8.9
2.8.8

1434 Thames Water are now introducing late figures not contained in any documents, new statements are just as likely to be as 
economical with the truth, as those already found to be erroneous. The planning process is not being correctly observed no 
matter what new figures Thames Water invent. There is no urgency for a reservoir decision; correct procedures and scrutiny 
should first be assured, a reservoir is soon enough in the next 25 year plan. There is a lack of financial transparency in what is 
presented to the public and to the water regulators. TW are withholding information apparently contained in software making 
checking quoted figures impossible and similar position was found for CAPEX and OPEX figures where details of how figures 
were arrived at were not available. This is unsatisfactory scrutiny is not assured.

2.7.3
2.18.10
2.7.4
2.18.4
2.1.1
2.18.17

1434 The desalination plant has been given planning consent and is a subtraction from headroom not made clear in TW dWRMP, 
whilst little is made of a £2.5bn cost to the water customers. Desalination, Tideway Tunnel and Reservoir alone, costs about 
$4bn. (a lot more really). None of this is needed for anywhere except London, yet more than half of this cost will be put onto 
other water customers water bills. If the customers involved were linked to the cost, then there might be more pressure and 
focus put on to doing better in managing water resources in London. Roof water might then be harvested and surface water 
runoff not wasted. There would also be more interest in water reuse and pollution reduced and not going into drains. Polluters 
and water wasters should pay not all rural customers pay for this.

2.18.9
2.13.2
2.12.6
2.8.3
2.19.6
2.8.2
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1434 The plan appears to be at odds with the EU SEA Directive has alternatives do not appear to be fully assessed. It is important to 

consider sustainable arguments in both terms of climate change and the cost to water customers too. The captial cost penalty 
to water customers to construct a reservoir in Steventon field rather than at Longdon Marsh is almost a factor of 3 this is a high 
price for water customers to pay. The sustainability planning issue points the same way as well, there is 3 times more water 
flowing in the river Severn whilst the design of the reservoir in Steventon needs twice the capacity for the same yield. I have 
marked three dry year periods, of two year cycles, on the date axis, A,B and C this clearly shows the sustainability planning 
issue. I should be noted this occurs about twice per decade. A fair comparision is a reservoir half the capacity located on the 
lower Severn with at most water transfer for 6 months of the year. Thames Water has doubled this period to whole year 
transfer, an incorrect comparision to make. Any Abingdon reservoir would not operate in this way.This graphic shows how 

2.17.2
2.17.4
2.7.3
2.7.4
2.8.1
2.8.9

1434 Water customers have paid TW for what has taken place, Ofwat has granted revenue from customers to research and 
facilitate a process to acquire a reservoir. To ignore customers or cost correctly the alternatives, to focus on the corporate 
finance to the ultimate capital gain of a global capital financial investment in UK water. Investment in UK water is an assures no 
risk venture, water customers are made to pay for everything, even gross failure. Money can be made out of failure. It will not 
be TW who pays for a reservoir too big, in the wrong place and without enough water to fill it. 

2.18.2
2.18.10
2.18.13
2.18.11
2.18.1

1435 We welcome Thames Water attempts to reduce leakage, however, they do not go far enough. Leakage levels severely disrupt 
businesses and impact on local residents. They are predicting high water consumption targets, leading to their prediction that 
they need a large new reservoir in Oxfordshire. Their plans must go further in reducing demand. This should include 
campaigns to ensure households have access to showers instead of or as well as baths (for example through the 
Governments Decent Homes programme), tough standards on domestic appliances, and promotion of rainwater capture, grey 
water recycling etc.

2.2.2
2.10.1
2.18.3
2.7.2
2.12.6

1436 As a farmer I will loose half my land for the proposed reservoir development. The proposals appear to be at odds with the EU 
SEA directive as TW has not developed and assessed alternatives. Water reuse technologies, as an alternative for a climate 
change proof water resource has not been developed. The enlargement of Craig Goch reservoir or construction of a Longdon 
Marsh reservoir on the Lower Severn to transfer water have not been included in the dWRMP. There has to be an 
investigation. The proposed reservoir would have limited seasonal abstractions limits, at best about 6 months. If this was 
applied to water transfer from the river Severn, the transfer cost and CO2 would be half quoted in the dWRMP. The flooding 
risks requires a proper comparision between the sites. In accordance with the Pitt review flooding risks should be fully 
assessed. The SEA Directive states that all reasonalbe alternatives should eb developed and assessed. I object that the correc 
tprocedures have not been followed. The sites should be compared in terms of loss of agricultural land, climate change 

2.18.7
2.18.4
2.18.2
2.8.9
2.17.2
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1437 I am surprised that the government could be considering an engineering experiment such as the proposed reservoir in an area 

which suffered such extensive flooding. The built-up reservoir effectively removes most of the local flood plain and the artificial 
hills surrounding it would multiply the risk of run-off. I would welcome further input from government or water company aiming 
to increase sensible water use, e.g.. help with brown water systems, metering and recycling of water. In particular the waste of 
water through leakage upsets me. I know that the figures for this illustrate a non glamorous way forward for TW and the 
company may find this a dull way of increasing water productivity. The focus should be on long term water use and not profit.

2.18.5
2.8.3
2.12.6
2.12.1
2.18.10
2.10.2

1438 demand for the reservoir is based on government  targets for housing and the present slump in building is likely to cause a very 
significant reduction in TW's forecast demand

2.3.3
2.3.3
2.18.3

1438 Supply through one huge reservoir in the wrong pace involving massive investment is absolutely not needed. Much more 
economic, sustainable, water efficient options exist. These can be built in a far shorter time than a reservoir and be operated 
only when needed. The technology of water re-use has already been proven and it is wrong of TW to dismiss this as needing 
more research... water reuse is a guaranteed supply source.

2.18.11
2.18.2
2.8.3
2.7.1

1438 Thames Water is a monopoly supplier and I do not know of any commercial competition for this plan. Do other companies have 
an interest in this reservoir? At present TW leakage reduction proposals show what can be done after years of neglect. They 
must prove they can match their aspirations before the building of any reservoir. TW planned introduction of metering is too 
slow (80% by 2020). It should also include metering for flats (technically quite easy). The proposed Abingdon reservoir's capital 
cost is more than FIVE times higher than viable water re-use schemes, such re-use projects would give at least the same 
output and provide far more flexibility in meeting actual demand variations. Thames Water's overall planned costs are based 
on their reservoir being in full operation from it's construction completion. In practice, it is highly probable it will not be utilised in 
full for many years - if ever. There is a serious risk it will become a 'white elephant'. It would still incur interest costs of £40m a 
year paid for (of course) by Thames Water's customers. The plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and 

2.19.2
2.2.2
2.11.2
2.18.4
2.18.13
2.13.6
2.14.4

1438 Water transfer from the R Severn is not a new concept…all schemes before privatisation of water envisaged such a transfer. 2.8.1
2.7.1

1440 attempts to raise these points are often met with a " we know better than you attitude. 2.18.10
1440 For the reasons above we think it is essential that before any decision is made on the possible construction of a new reservoir 

a public enquiry is held at which TW can be questioned (and required to answer the above points).
2.18.1

1440 The TW pcc figures are always at the top end of any scale; certainly they far exceed the targets set by your department and 
their assumptions for use in gardens takes little account of the planning density in new developments.

2.3.1
2.3.5
2.3.4

1440 The village of East Hanney would be the most affected village were the TW plan to construct a new reservoir in south 
Oxfordshire to be given approval. For this reason our councillors have paid considerable attention to the plan put forward by 
TW and in doing so have detected two strands which seem to apply throughout:

2.18.1
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1440 there is almost total disregard of new methods of obtaining water (e.g. by using either pipelines or existing waterways/canals to 

move water from areas where there is surplus) or for increasing the reuse of water (e.g. a greater use of greywater in 
appropriate cases or the likely impact of the Beckton desalination plant)

2.8.1
2.8.10
2.8.3
2.12.6
2.8.2

1441 ….we believe that the SoS at DEFRA when considering all there responses to this consultation and TW's subsequent 
comments on the issues raised, will want to call for a Public Inquiry to further analyse and elaborate on points of contention so 
that a fully considered conclusion can be reached. Indeed we would urge that this Public Inquiry is called at the earliest 
opportunity in order to ensure the forthcoming national Water Strategy can be based on the soundest principles and facts.

2.18.1

1441 Abingdon reservoir - the operation of this facility would depend on abstraction form the Thames, whose catchment is already 
over stressed. We do not believe that TW has made a proper hydrological analysis, particularly taking into account the possible 
effects of climate change. Furthermore, the cost calculations in the dWRMp are subject to question. No economic cost has 
been placed on the loss of 3500 acres of farmland.

2.18.13
2.18.4
2.18.14
2.18.16

1441 Allowing for risk and uncertainty - TW is using a much more conservative risk factors than other water companies, whilst 
ignoring practical steps which could be used to mitigate risk (Binnie 11,13) We can see no justification for this approach, 
particularly when baseline demand is already overstated and supply is understated.

2.5.1
2.5.14
2.5.2

1441 Alternative proposal shave been put forward by GARD which are more economic, more sustainable and more viable. GARDs 
would prevent the disruption and devastation of a vast swathes  of Oxfordshire's traditional landscape including 3500 acres of 
valuable farmland. We can therefore agree with the aspiration to meet the growing water shortage in the South-East, but we 
have grave concerns about the reservoir proposal and its siting in terms of economic merit and overall environmental impact.

2.18.2 
2.18.7
2.18.11
2.13.5

1441 Appraisal of supply demand options-water resource options (Binnie 18-29) reviews the options considered in the dWRMP as 
well as schemes not included by TW. The principal ones are- waste water re-use - the arguments used by TW to reject re-use 
shcemes are not robust and rely upon criteria which need proper investigaton. The costs attributed to, for example, Deephams, 
are based on the introduction into the process of what appear to be unnecessary complexities. Re-use is a sustianable climate 
proof resource. TW should follow the lead taken by several other water companies in this area, notably Anglain Water. Binnie 
and GARD have developed 2 reuse schemes one for SWOX based on Sandford STW (output 40Ml/d) and the other for 
London based on Deephams, Mogden and Hogsmill A/B STWs (output toal 340Ml/d) it will be seen that these schemes alone 
give an output simialr to the reservoir at a much lower capital cost, and, like the reservoir they can be operated on demnad. We 
note the survey on recylcing and reuse by South East Water (dWRMP T1 page 12) which showed that only 4% of respondents 
were opposed.

2.8.3
2.18.2
2.13.5

1441 Baseline supply demand balance - the dWRMP is at variance with the EA, which in 2007, stated that there would be spare 
water resources in TWs supply area in 2020 and 2035.

2.8.10
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1441 Climate change and its effects are a risk, not a certainty. Allowance is made for the mid case effect in assessing DO, which we 

accept. What we find unacceptable is that an additional level of cover is a substantial - an increasing - component of Target 
Headroom

2.5.14
2.5.4

1441 CPRE has worked closely with GARD and has had full access to the review commissioned by GARD. In this response we have 
drawn heavily on the Binnie Review and have given paragraph references where appropriate. We would also recommend the 
report submitted to the VoWH DC on 13 August 2008 which is a document of public record. We are aware that all relevant 
parties will have had copies of the GARD response and the Binnie Review, we support their findings and have, accordingly, 
kept our response as concise as possible.

2.18.1

1441 CPRE South East has issued a comprehensive study of water supply in the South East. Inter Alia, it calls for the government to 
recognise the environemtnal limits on water supply and for the water industry to increase water efficiency, inlcuding reuse and 
recylcing of water. The report's main recommendations and conclusions are directly relevant to, and inform our response to this 
consultation. These inlcude; there is an increasingly strong case for a region wide, and indeed nationwide strategy 
transcending water company boundaries; there is disporportionate emphais on the creation of additional reservoir capacity 
which is unlikely to prove... hydriologically or environemtnally sustianble; adds weight to the case for urgent action on demand 
management; there should eb an urgent review of the decision by ofwat against setting water comapny leakage targets at 
levels more challenging than 25% of Water into Supply; we urge ...an early review of the potential of wastewater re-use

2.12.1
2.8.3
2.12.6
2.4.9
2.18.16
2.18.7
2.9.1
2.10.5

1441 Current and future demand - Binnie (4,5,8,9) makes an extensive analysis and it is clear that the dWRMP has consistently 
overstated demand and un underprovided on the means by which demand can be controlled. For example, there is an 
overstatement not only of the population and number of households but also, even more significantly, of household demand.

2.3.1
2.3.11
2.7.1

1441 Current and future supply (see Binnie 14,15,16,17) all the evidence leads to the conclusion that the dWRMP is understating 
DO. In particular we note that the mid case effect of climate change has been allowed for in calculating DO but has possibly 
been overstated by a factor of two.

2.5.10

1441 Desalination - The Beckton plant has been approved but its potential output equal to 45% of the Abingdon reservoir ahs not 
been included in the dWRMP. The plant will be expensive to operate but it is a significant back up facility which should be taken
into account in any assessment of overall resources

2.8.2
2.18.2

1441 Didcot A power station 2.8.8
1441 Education of consumers is vital both locally and nationally 2.12.1
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1441 flooding is already a major problem, both in the immediate area of the reservoir and at Abingdon. We not that the flood risk will 

be significant adverse during construction and the dWRMP accepts this without significant comment. In addition, the Flood 
plain map used by TW does not accord with those prepared by the EA in 2007 with the result that the flood risk in Steventon, 
EAs and West Hanney, Marcham and Abingdon is seriously understated both within construction and operation. the area close 
to and within the reservoir area provides a vital flood plain for water coming off the Ridgeway hills. TW give no effective 
analysis as to how this flood plain will be replaced and how the run-off from the reservoir banks will be channelled to safety. We 
foresee major problems for this area and particularly for Abingdon.

2.18.5

1441 In summary, our view of the dWRMP is that TW has overstated demand and understated supply, whilst ruling out or ignoring 
valid supply options in order to arrive at a solution most favourable to shareholders. It should also be noted that the 
presentation in the dWRMP leads to the conclusion by TW that the implementation of their preferred schemes must start now, 
this is not the case, at least a further 5 years are available to ensure that the right decisions are taken. The consumer ultimately 
pays all the costs of the WRMP, the consultation process, the inquiry, and plan implementation, whilst TW enjoys a risk free 
profit margin. This means that the higher the costs, the better for shareholders.

2.18.10
2.13.5
2.7.1
2.5.14

1441 In this context CPRE is especially concerned with any alternation to the fabric, characternad quality of the existing landscape, 
and with changes in the character and quality of avaialbe views for the people living in that landscape. Te proposed reservoir is 
located in a flat open landscape with the valley of the River Ock at the eastern end of the VoWH. To the south the land rises 
towards teh Ridgeway within the North Wessex Downs AONB, and to the North the the land rises to the North Vlae Corallion 
Ridget formerly designated as of hihg landsscape Vlaue. The whole landscape forms a single topographical unit forming "one 
spectacular whole". We strongly concur with the VoWHs policy that "development in lowland vale will not be permitted if it 
would ahve an adverse impact on the landscape, particualry on the long open views wihtin and across the area. Given the 
scale and nature of TWs proposed reservoir, there is little doubt that such an adverse outcome will occur to a dramatic degree.

2.18.7

1441 It is clear that the future baseline forecasts are considerably higher than the likely outcome before making allowances for 
Target Headroom. Ur estimate would be that the overstatement of demand is at least in order of the yield from the proposed 
Abingdon reservoir even without the 30 ML/d surplus arising from the replacement of Didcot A

2.5.14
2.8.8
2.5.10

1441 managing demand - TW's demand estimate of 165l/p/d by 2030 is materially higher than the governments target of 130 l/p/d 
and TW is one of the few companies forecasting significant growth in personal consumption. We have already mentioned the 
overstatement of garden watering in London and the dWRMP appears to ignore recent evidence form TW itself of a reduction 
in use of baths and showers, washing machines and other indoor equipment. there is no evidence in the plan to show how the 
demographic trends have been developed. Education of the consumer must be an important element of demand management. 
We see no reason why the government target of 130 l/p/d should not apply to TW, particularly when the target headroom 
includes a contingency for demand.

2.3.5
2.3.1
2.3.2
2.12.1
2.3.11
2.5.3
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1441 Managing leakage - as discussed above, compulsory metering will have a significant impact on leakage particularly if the 

metering target is increased to 90% in London by 2020, we estimate savings of 27Ml/d by 2020. We find TW's targets for 
leakage to be unsatisfactory, particularly after 2020. rates of loss in the TW area remain too high and there can be no purpose 
in eh expensive construction of a new source of supply only to waste the product through leakage. leakage needs to be 
significantly reduced with far tougher targets starting form 2010.

2.11.1
2.11.2
2.10.1
2.18.3
2.7.2

1441 Metering and tariffs - the dWRMP proposals do not meet the EA expectations and we suggest that the London metering target 
should be increased to 90% by 2020. We would encourage further early research and trails on tariffs and the introduction of 
smart meters.

2.11.2
2.11.1

1441 Non-household demand is forecast to remain stable whereas the evidence points to a gradual reduction. Didcot A power 
station is due to close in 2015 and even if replaced the new unit would use significantly less water (Binnie 18)

2.3.8
2.8.8

1441 nuisance cannot be rated as negligible in light of comments above. 2.17.3
1441 Oxford Canal transfer - this has been rejected on the grounds of OPEX which appears to have been overstated by a factor of 

10. We consider that this should be reanalysed and reconsidered.
2.8.1

1441 Preferred supply demand programme - we consider that the relevant targets are not sufficiently ambitious. In addition to the 
effect of an unambitious demand management and leakage targets, we find that the consistent overstatement of demand and 
understatements of supply, together with the omission of certain options and the rejection of other son spurious cost and 
environmental grounds, invalidates the method used to select the preferred supply schemes. Target headroom is over-
conservative, particularly in light of the figures used for the base levels of supply and demand. We therefore reject the 
preferred programme.

2.5.10
2.9.2
2.13.5
2.7.1
2.5.14
2.5.1
2.13.2

1441 programme appraisal - we do not object to the methodology of the programme appraisal, but rather to the way it has been used 
with inaccurate and unreliable data, and without including all viable supply options

2.13.5

1441 SEA - relevant environmental and social impacts - the requirements of the ER are set out in Article 5 of the SEA 
Directive…TW's report does not include the reasonable alternatives given above and particularly in respect of the proposed 
reservoir, there I no attempt to consider the flora and fauna which would be destroyed or displaced. the dWRMP only considers 
statutorily protected sites as relevant, which invalidates the overall process.

2.17.2
2.17.3
2.17.6

1441 Sensitivity testing - the whole process of sensitivity testing as applied to the dWRMP has been invalidated because, as 
discussed above,; future demand has been overestimated, in sufficient action is being taken to manage demand; insufficient 
action is being taken to reduce leakage; future supply has been underestimated; valid resource schemes have been omitted 
altogether; target headroom is high. We are in favour of the principle of seniti testing but it is not possible to reach any proper 
conclusion when the basic parameters are not correct. for example we note that there is high sensitivity to growth in either 
population or water use, whilst this points at obvious sets of data to test, these are two areas where the dWRMP already has 
figures which are too high.

2.3.1
2.5.10
2.9.2
2.5.14
2.3.9
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1441 Severn Tahmes Transfewr - water has to be ocnsidered as a national, not just a local or regional resource. The principle of 

tranbsfer form the Severn to the Thames is attractive because the Severn has a much greater catchment area, a much higher 
flow rate and the climate cycles are likely to be differnet, thus reducing risks for the Thames area. These schemes have been 
in teh public domain for several years. Columbus transfer, Craig Goch reservoir and Longdon marsh reservoir. The Columbus 
schemes is considered in teh dWRMP but Binnie (27) finds the adverse analyisis not to be robust, particularly in view of the 
beenefits to both zones. Craig Goch is rejected becuase the reservoir would be in a SSAC for birds of prey, which is accepted. 
What we find amazing is that TW has not even considered the Longdon marsh scheme, which has been a possibiltiy since 
before the Abingdon reervoir.Binnie (28) finds Longdon to ahve 60% of the capital and operaitng costs of the Abingdon reervoir 
and concludes that Abingdon cannot be considered except alongside Longdon. Whilst we do not consider that either scheem is 
necessary in the near future we agree with this conclusion.

2.8.1
2.8.9
2.7.3
2.7.1
2.7.4

1441 Summary of main elements of preferred programme - we find it odd that without exception, the dWRMP uses targets and 
figures which have an adverse effect on the baseline supply demand balance. This leads to an impression of panic….this is not 
correct, as Binnie and GARD have successfully demonstrated. Valid supply options have either been omitted or consideration 
at all, or rejected on incorrect or insufficient evidence. the dWRMP does not contain anything like enough back up data to 
validate TW's conclusions and they see unprepared to release further information. We find it difficult to see how any of the 
statutory bodies who are to review the dWRMP can come to any different conclusions.

2.7.1
2.6.2
2.19.9

1441 The assessment of the impacts once the reservoir is in operation is inadequate and misleading. Several items have been given 
unjustifiably  favourable assessment and an undue weighting in the conclusions; we would rate the effect on aquatic 
biodiversity as negligible not perceptible beneficial and any effect would be more than offset by our re-rating of terrestrial 
biodiversity to signifdicnat adverse not perceptible beneficial.

2.18.12
2.18.7
2.17.6

1441 The loss of the Steven ton to Hanney Road will tend to isolate the Hanneys and other villages in the west as well as leading to 
longer journeys and added congestion on alternative routes.

2.18.6
2.18.7

1441 The metering programme is supported by us but is not sufficiently ambitious it should extend to blocks of flats and a 090% 
coverage in London households by 2020 with the consequent further reductions in demand and leakage. In addition tariffs 
should be introduced between 2020 and 2030 as a cost-effective means of controlling demand.

2.11.2
2.11.6

1441 The proposed reservoir would take up 3,500 acres of farmland and wildlife habitat with dramatic environmental and social 
impacts, which have not been given significant weighting or prominence in the report. The correct approach would have been 
to have a full EIA of the site as part of the dWRMP and the consultation process.

2.18.7
2.17.3
2.17.1

1441 The transport effect is rated as negligible in operation. This will not be so if there is any recreational use which would attract 
extra traffic onto the already overloaded A34 and through the village of Steven ton.

2.18.6
2.7.4
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1441 Water efficiency - the dWRMP contains insufficient back up data to support the figures used. We would judge that TW has 

been undemanding in assessing the benefits of water efficiency. A great many lessons can be learned form countries faced 
with far more arid conditions than we currently experience here, and remarkable results can be achieved through creative 
public education and advertising campaigns.

2.12.1
2.12.4

1441 Water Resources Programme 2005 to 2010 - insufficient progress has been made on demand management and it is only 
recently that action on leakage has been relatively successful. Despite these shortcomings, current baseline supply demand 
balance could be said to be satisfactory taking into account the generous provision for headroom.

2.2.2
2.5.14

1441 We can fully support TWs plans to ensure that there will be sufficient water available to meet its customers needs over the next 
25 years but we do not believe the proposed reservoir near Abingdon is essential to meeting these needs. We are deeply 
critical of TWs rush to construct a reservoir of this scale before other options have been exhausted. We believe TW must 
deliver on better management of existing supplies before it pushes ahead with the giant engineering proposals which will have 
a dramatic impact on cherished landscapes. landscape and environmental considerations must take equal place with financial 
factors in any review of these proposals

2.18.2
2.9.2
2.18.7
2.18.4

1441 We have to query the claim that the terrestrial biodiversity of a reservoir be perceptible beneficial once in operation. 2.18.7
2.17.3
2.18.12

1441 We note the apparent overstatement of the figures for garden watering in London. In addition approximately 26% of all leakage 
occurs on customers premises and that metering rapidly reduces this problem to a manageable size (It would appear therefore 
that a useful reduction in leakage will be achieved by compulsory metering making the dWRMP leakage targets achievable 
without much real effort.

2.3.1
2.10.5

1442 We are fully aware and ackowledge the need to secure safe, clean water supplies for all the UK's residents into the 
foreseeable future; and TWs requirements to make plans to do this in our area. Having considered the evidence presented by 
TW in their dWRMP and elsewhere we are in broad agreement with the conclusions of the submissions made by the VoWH 
DC and Oxfordshire CC; that TW's case, as cutrrently presented is not proven and that there are flaws in their assumptions, 
conclusions and jsutifications which need to be addressed if their rpoposals for a new reservoir in this area are to eb 
resubmitted. We are not convinced that the beenfits TW promosie locally and nationally will in anyway counteract or outwiegh 
the detrmitental imapct of both the developemtn itself and/or the finshed reservoir woudl have on teh environment. tehc ase for 
such a huge development, anywhere, needs to eb clear before it is allowed to proceed. We do not believe that TW has met 
these criteria. We therefore urge the SoS to hold a PI or hearing to enable a full and proper assessment of th need for the 

2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.3
2.18.7

1443 b.using the large underground aquifers under the local hillsides…must surely be an option worth major investigation… 2.8.12
1443 c reusing existing TW more often and more adequately.. Alongside desalination for drought periods could solve much of the 

London area needs.
2.8.3
2.8.2

1443 d water metering especially with tiered charges 2.11.1
2.11.6

Page 225 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
1443 e more locally TW told use that Honda in Swindon and Didcot  A were the two largest water users in the SWOX area, but they 

seem to have made very little of the fact that Didcot As life will be terminated long before any reservoir is built…. No one would 
allow whatever replaces Didcot A to be such a water guzzler as 1960s and 1970s planning of Didcot A allowed.

2.8.8

1443 Economic benefits - we note that recently TW's application to Ofwat was amongst the highest increases asked for and we trust 
that Ofwat will look at that very critically……as for the reservoir itself, where we do not believe the need has been established 
adequately, we suspect that the real major beneficiaries are TW shareholders not TW users. And with a  monopoly utility, users 
have no choice.......small incremental water planning would be a more even balance. TW need to investigate other avenues of 
approach before any Abingdon reservoir is agreed.

2.18.10
2.19.2
2.18.2

1443 In particular there's a need to consider more carefully: a. transferring water form the Severn Trent region……this could involve 
direct pipe transfer, or a reservoir in the Worcestershire area…where we are advised the costs would be substantially less and 
where the disturbance to the neighbouring villages would be less.....

2.8.1

1443 We are grateful to TW for their wide ranging consultations over a considerable period of time and for their concern over the 
long term water needs of the TW area. They propose a large and very expensive reservoir solution, and once embarked upon, 
such as solution would have to be seen through to completion, or it would fail in its objective. For expenditure on that scale we 
believe their case must be overwhelming, with no cheaper and possibly better options available.

2.1.1
2.13.6
2.18.2
2.18.4

1443 We conclude that TW has not made out its case for the need for such a large and expensive reservoir as proposed, and that 
they should direct their energies and research into exploring cheaper and above all incremental options rather than vast long-
term expenditure all in one go. The smaller incremental activates options would be cheaper and might be better all round and 
include environmental gains.

2.18.2
2.18.4
2.7.1
2.7.3

1443 We do not believe TW have made their case, and that they have failed to consider adequately alternative options, smaller 
certainly but they could be implemented incrementally, adding water producing and saving options other than a reservoir one  
much smaller and cheaper scale, and with the considerable advantage that they can be added as needed, on after the other if 
necessary, without the enormous reservoir capital outlay all of which has to be committed initially. We fear that there has been 
a tendency for TW to dismiss other options rather too quickly and without adequate investigation and costing so that they can 
make a huge reservoir seem the only solution.

2.18.2
2.18.11
2.13.6

1444 Estimates of population increase are not necessarily accurate as recent data indicates many economic migrants are now 
returning to their home countries. We cannot rely solely on recent Government figures, and many population figures need 
closer scrutiny. The forthcoming 2011 census could be a starting point, but even that will have a high level of inaccuracy.

2.3.1
2.3.2
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1444 Finally I ask you to ensure that both the needs case for a reservoir near Abingdon and the possible construction of a reservoir 

near Abingdon are dealt with through the PI process. This will ensure that all parties have a real opportunity to state their case 
and have the full acts explored in detail.

2.18.6
2.18.1

1444 other supply options have not been properly analysed by TW or the EA. In particular an EA Paper form 2005 e3nttitled "DO we 
need bulk transfers of water from Wales?" was not well written and suggested exactly the opposite of what was conventional 
thinking......and supports bulk transfer of water form Longdon Marsh - this option should be given greater scrutiny as it can yield 
more supply to the upper Thames than a reservoir at Abingdon.

2.7.1
2.8.9

1444 The dWRMP does not make anything like sufficient use of the option of water re-use available to TW in London. TW have vast 
quantities of treated effluent adjacent to the R Thames in London that should be re-circulated and reused. The option is climate 
change proof and would be far more sustainable.........TW have chosen to ignore the proven technology available for effluent re-
use as demonstrated successfully by Anglain Water at Langford and instead continue to make negative reference to effluent 
reuse by quoting other more expensive technologies.

2.8.3
2.7.1

1444 TW assumptions in the dWRMP of the need for a reservoir are wildly inaccurate and do not take account of the full savings 
form effective leakage control. Estimates for future leakage cost benefit analysis are dubious and do not bear scrutiny. 
Headroom allowance on water supply are cumulative and therefore far too high to be reasonable. in other words TW are far too 
risk adverse, and it is the customer who will pay the price and not TW.

2.10.1
2.10.3
2.10.6
2.5.14
2.18.10

1444 TW should look to other water companies with fewer water resources at their disposal, and consider some of the options these 
other companies are using to meet supply with demand. TW are far too wasteful and are not open to innovation on anything 
like the scale they need to be to meet the future challenges of climate change and increased demands on water supply. In 
conclusion we certainly need a safe and secure water supply in the South-East, the dWRMP is not the best way to achieve this.

2.18.10
2.5.8
2.4.4
2.8.3

1444 TW's timescale for compulsory water metering are not nearly ambitious enough. By contrast the EA's targets for compulsory 
water metering are far more ambitious and have proven to reduce household water consumption by 10% per household. If 
water is a precious resource,  as the dWRMP states many times, then TW should take all measures to encourage households 
to be aware of their water use. Water metering is the only effective and fair way to achieve this. Water tariffs are easily built into 
metering and  billing and can be used to protect vulnerable groups in society, from high water bills. It is ridiculous to assume 
that households who pay a flat rate for water will be as conscientious of water use as households with a water meter. No other 
commodity is provided on a flat fee basis, water should not be the exception.

2.11.1
2.11.2
2.11.3
2.11.4
2.11.6

1445 As regards leakage control this Council believes that insufficient weight has been given to leakage control especially in London. 
It may therefore be argued that the reservoir is needed due to TW's own failure.

2.10.1
2.18.3
2.7.2
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1445 Enforced metering seems unreasonable given it cannot be used universally on, for example, shared accommodation. In effect 

it penalises residents in non-shared accommodation.
2.11.1

1445 The Council, therefore, fully endorses the EA's and VoWH DC's view that the case for the reservoir has not been made. 2.18.1
2.13.5

1445 This Parish council believes that the WRMP has not taken into account the feedback comments on the earlier consultation 
documents regarding the Upper Thames Resource Development. No real consideration either has been given to transferring 
supplies form the Severn catchment area.

2.8.1
2.18.1
2.18.2

1445 TW's timescale for compulsory water metering are not nearly ambitious enough. By contrast the EA's targets for compulsory 
water metering are far more ambitious and have proven to reduce household water consumption by 10% per household. If 
water is a precious resource,  as the dWRMP states many times, then TW should take all measures to encourage households 
to be aware of their water use. Water metering is the only effective and fair way to achieve this. Water tariffs are easily built into 
metering and  billing and can be used to protect vulnerable groups in society, from high water bills. It is ridiculous to assume 
that households who pay a flat rate for water will be as conscientious of water use as households with a water meter. No other 
commodity is provided on a flat fee basis, water should not be the exception.

2.11.1
2.11.2
2.11.3
2.11.4
2.11.6

1446 TW assumptions in the dWRMP of the need for a reservoir are wildly inaccurate and do not take account of the full savings 
form effective leakage control. Estimates for future leakage cost benefit analysis are dubious and do not bear scrutiny. 
Headroom allowance on water supply are cumulative and therefore far too high to be reasonable. in other words TW are far too 
risk adverse, and it is the customer who will pay the price and not TW.

2.10.1
2.10.3
2.10.6
2.5.14
2.18.10

1447 AISC Calculations- The whole range of Thames Water's AISC calculations give us cause for reservations.The information we 
requested from Thames Water has not been provided, nor has the Reporter's information requested through Ofwat under the 
Freedom of Information Act. This makes transparency impossible for the public. All we can deduce is that factors affecting 
output from a scheme have been applied inconsistently. (eg reduced output when water is not needed in the Thames.) This 
does not appear to have had an effect on the reservoir AISC, whereas at Hogsmill, where similar variable output circumstances 
apply, figures have been reduced from a deployable output of 15 M/ld to 3.7 M/ld. In the AISC calculations there are additional 
schemes, for some reason not costed by Thames Water, which undoubtedly merit consideration and costing for fair 
comparison. These would be more flexible and far better value in our view. We include details of these below. Why have they 
been left out of the comparison and costing process? 

2.18.19
2.18.4
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1447 Although WC's are mentioned why has TW not assumed that reduced flush systems of 4/2.6litre WC's will be common by 

2020? Similarly washing machines will be more economical in water use in the future. Why is there no reduction assumed in 
this component in the dWRP? Showering assumptions by TW appear to be out of line with other data available and higher than 
other water companies, can this be justified? TW use a figure of combined bathing and showering of 60-63 l/h/d without 
sufficient information given to support their assumptions. TW also assume a future rise of 15 l/h/d can evidence be provided to 
support these assumptions?  Can TW provide the basis for their other micro components and should include this data for 
completeness and make it available with justifications for scrutiny and comment before the final plan is produced.

2.3.1
2.12.7

1447 Analysed the changes in AISCs over the same period and noted that the capacity of the Hogsmill B scheme had been reduced 
to about one quarter of its potential in the calculations, likewise for the Oxford Canal Transfer scheme OPEX was about ten 
times larger than it should be, both errors making a reservoir appear more attractive! Will Thames Water examine and explain 
these anomalies?AISC on throughput. The WRPG states on page 11-10 "Companies that have based their AISC and AIC 
calculations on the capacity of their schemes will also need to consider the effect of schemes that produce a large volume of 
headroom immediately following implementation for example a large new reservoir may appear relatively cheap when its 
capacity costs are compared against other smaller options." Why has Thames Water not taken throughput into account in cost 
comparisons? 

2.18.19
2.7.4
2.7.3

1447 Climate change use is measured separately and so cannot account for the TW figures. A total reduction of about 130 Ml/d 
should be made to the dWRP figures for London and SWOX to correct a gross overestimate. The reduction of 130 Ml/d must 
be assumed.

2.5.5

1447 Desalination-It is noted that the TGWTP scheme cost was quoted in 2006 as about £200m for a yield of 140 Mild, ie about 
£1.4 M/ Mild. This is about half that of the Abingdon reservoir and would also allow phased development Desalination has the 
disadvantage of high energy use. However a plant of this type could be built relatively quickly if required for short term changes 
in the supply/demand balance. It would also be climate change proof, not being affected by reduced rainfall conditions. 
However, now that Thames have received planning permission for the Beckton desalination plant, the estuary south 
desalination scheme is quoted in dWRP08 Table WRP2 as 50 Mild for a cost of £140m, a ratio of about 2.8, double what it was 
for a similar scheme less than two years previously. The dramatic change in capital cost does not appear to be justified and is 
therefore not robust. Can Thames Water explain their figures, especially the doubling of costs.

2.8.2
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1447 Engineering Aspects -Whilst we have no detailed design, and would hope the proposals will not go that far, it is difficult to make 

useful comments, but our concerns centre around the following: The outcrop of greensand on the site would undoubtedly 
present an engineering challenge. It is clear that even a small rise in the local water table resulting from a massive head of 
water (25m) causing percolation through clay/gravellenses would be a serious threat to surrounding communities.Run-off is a 
greater threat with consequential flash flooding, whilst Thames Water state that they would accept no liability for any 
subsequent flooding. The proposed cut-off trenches directing surface water into the Ock will only serve to increase flood risks 
in Abingdon which are already severe. 

2.18.6
2.18.12
2.18.5

1447 Farmoor- It is not clear whether the Thames Water figures of 26.6 M/ld given for the reduction in deployable output is annual or 
critical peak. (See Binnie Report para 15.3.4) However bearing in mind the very different rural circumstances of SWOX, which 
would respond in larger quantity to a garden watering ban, a figure of 16 M/ld reduction is considered to be more appropriate. 

2.3.1
2.1.11

1447 If the governments ambitions are to be realised, major new housing plans should not add significantly to the overall demand for 
water. Why do they appear to do so to they extent incorporated in the dWRP?

2.3.2
2.3.6
2.3.5

1447 It is clear that there are significant spare resources for water companies to share. One assessment is that in 2025 about 60 
M/ld would be available from Three Valleys, but declining thereafter. From 2026 onwards Essex and Suffolk Water would 
require a small extra supply of around 20 M/ld by 2035. The conclusion is that there would be no need for the proposed 
reservoir (or its alternatives) to supply other companies until after 2030. Why does not Thames Water consider the inward 
transfer of water to meet its needs? The surplus until 2035 would postpone the need for other resources including their 
preferred option of a reservoir. Do Thames Water agree? 

2.18.10

1447 It is not water efficient to discharge about 2,000Ml/d of London's treated waste water into the Thames Estuary. Where is the 
increase in water reuse in Thames Water's dWRMP? TW should be adopting this most water efficient and climate change 
proof solution as soon as possible.

2.8.3

1447 London Artificial Recharge-The deployable output of this scheme was given as 27 M/ld in WRP 04 and the Stage 1 BPEP, 
but reduced to 19 Ml/d in the dWRP. Why has the deployable output for the London Artificial recharge been reduced from 27 to 
19 M/ld? Columbus Transfer We firmly believe the Columbus Transfer should be included, with costs fairly calculated, and 
Thames Water should do this. If not, why not? Severn-Thames Transfer -We agree that a Severn-Thames Transfer scheme 
based on Craig Goch would not be an attractive option on cost, together with the Special Environment Area limitations and 
planning time. We do however consider that a Severn-Thames transfer option involving the construction of a reservoir at 
Longdon Marsh must be considered to give any credibility to the dWRP. Why has a Longdon Marsh reservoir not even been 
mentioned in the dWRP analysis of sites? GARD considers that Thames Water should be instructed by the Environment 
Agency and Ofwat to analyse, research and cost this transfer scheme .fully so that it can be transparently and independently 
judged. Its exclusion makes a mockery of the whole dWRP.

2.8.7
2.8.1
2.8.9
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1447 London has many flats and small gardens, where they exist at all. The dWRP assumes a rise between plans prepared in 

2002/3 and 2006/7 from 10.34 l/h/d to 54.38 l/h/d in measured households and from 11.48 l/h/d to 36.46 l/h/d in unmeasured 
households. A figure of 7 l/h/d is appropriate can TW provide evidence to prove differently?

2.3.1

1447 London Resources Deployable Output- Mr Binnie has studied this aspect in some detail. (Refer to the Binnie Report section14).
He points out that there is evidence that the WARMS model for deployable output for the London resource zone is understated 
by 124M/ld. In response Thames Water indicated that 91 M/ld is exported to Essex and Suffolk, but in the WRP Thames Water 
fill in this figure as 0 for exports to Essex and Suffolk. Can Thames Water assist by clarifying these figures, particularly the 
understatement in deployable output which is significant? 

2.4.4

1447 LTOA- There is a major question over the LTOA which is being reviewed by the EA. This is a fundamental element of London 
water supply (114Ml/d) TW cannot know whether all, part or none of the supply will remain available. GARD has put forward a 
proposal which elminates the need for any reduction in the LTOA. This involves additional treatment of some of the output of 
Mogden STW, returning it upstream of Teddington Weir, thereby increasing flow, enabling the present level of abstraction to 
continue. TW should consider this proposal.

2.1.4
2.1.8

1447 Non-household use- The dWRP projection maintains London at around 520 Ml/d throughout the period, whereas all the 
evidence is that the figure will reduce significantly. Indications are that by 2020 it will have fallen by 50Ml/d and by 2025/6 by 
80Ml/d. How do TW explain their reasons for maintaining a constant higher figure? SWOX shows a fall of 10Ml/d over the 
period to 2030. This is the same size fall as took place last year alone. How do TW explain such a small future fall bearing in 
mind historic trends? 

2.3.8

1447 other supply options have not been properly analysed by TW or the EA. In particular an EA Paper form 2005 e3nttitled "DO we 
need bulk transfers of water from Wales?" was not well written and suggested exactly the opposite of what was conventional 
thinking......and supports bulk transfer of water form Longdon Marsh - this option should be given greater scrutiny as it can yield 
more supply to the upper Thames than a reservoir at Abingdon.

2.7.1
2.8.9

1447 Oxford STW re-use-It is surprising that an Oxford (Sandford SlW) reuse scheme is not considered in dWRP. Why not? This 
scheme should be investigated and costed. Hoddesdon Re-use Sewerage Scheme- This scheme provides 22 M/ld for a 
capital cost thought to be about £10m. This is a Thames Water scheme and is operating successfully. Why not more? 
Deephams Re-use Scheme this scheme has been considered by Thames Water but rejected for the present on grounds of 
the high cost of treatment, because they consider that reverse osmosis is likely to be required. Unless Thames Water 
demonstrate with evidence that the industrial pollution is such that such a plant supported by Coppermills WTW would not 
meet drinking water standards, then this scheme should be considered further.Hogsmill B-its yield is shown as 4.9 M/ld with a 
capital cost of £28M. However, as 20Ml/d of sewage effluent is available all the time then we believe the yield is 20 M/ld and in 
the stage 1 BPEP the cost is given as £20m. This alters the AISC considerably. Thames Water should give their reasons for 
their low figures and for discounting this small but significant and cost effective scheme. Hogsmill A-this scheme would yield 15

2.8.3
2.7.3
2.7.4
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1447 Per Capita Consumption- TW have used 165/p/d for London consumption ignoring the prediction that this figure should reduce 

substantially by 2030. The Code for Sustainable Development and the London Plan both cite 105 l/p/d (plus garden water say 
10 l/p/d) for new homes, which by 2030 will compromise 20% of the stock. Thus a figure of 155 l/p/d should be an absolute 
maximum. Can TW justify their assumptions on per capita consumption and say why new housing stock does not bring down 
the planned figure?

2.3.5
2.3.2
2.3.6

1447 Re-use of Treated Effluent- Over 2,000 M/ld (probably about 99%) of London's waste water is discharged in to the Thames 
Estuary after the necessary treatment to meet EU standards. This primary and secondary treatment is expensive in itself, and 
the waste water discharged is potentially a perpetual supply of water on the doorstep of those needing it.Why does Thames 
Water not use treated London effluent more? Langford Re-use Scheme- Why is Thames Water not utilising the Langford 
process? This is the best technology available. They know about it, as does the Environment Agency. It is proven and its 
advantages, including cost, are undeniable, but it is not mentioned in the Thames Water options considered. The reasons 
given to date are that it takes a long time to promote and construct (which compared to a reservoir is a somewhat weak 
reason) and that they are still analysing the sewage from Deephams (which they have had plenty of time to do). This in any 
case does not apply to Hogsmill or Mogden. Therefore the reasons given to date are not robust. 

2.8.3
2.7.1
2.18.17

1447 Target Headroom-TW have taken a risk averse view by comparison with other companies at PR04.The EA Water Resources 
Planning Guidelines state: "We will not expect water companies to include allowances in future headroom to cope with 
uncertainties that can either be reduced or dealt with as time progresses». WRPs are resubmitted every 5 years. There are a 
number of schemes, mainly re-use, which could be implemented in 5 years. Yet Thames Water accept only 30% of the risk in 
25 years time. Although Thames Water maintain that the level of risk is their decision, it is clear from the figures below that they 
do not compare favourably with other providers. 
Can Thames Water fully justify the risk figures in the dWRP? If not they should adopt figures more in line with the industry 
average ie 40Ml/d in AMP9. 

2.5.1
2.5.14
2.8.3

1447 Thames Water have issued four water resources planning documents including WRP04, then Stage 1 BPEP in September 
2006, WRP06 in December 2006, and then their dWRP08 in May 2008 (the last two only 18 months apart). The schemes are 
generally the same or very similar in all the WRPs. Since this is a total period of only four years and it has been a period of low 
inflation one could assume that the cost estimates would not vary significantly.With these variations it is difficult to consider the 
figures provided robust enough to support an investment of almost £1Bn. These surprising violent variations require an 
explanation if the latest figures are to be treated seriously. Will Thames Water please provide one? 

2.7.3

1447 Thames Water's proposed leakage in 2020 is 520Ml/d. Thereafter, the dWRP shows leakage as constant. However, Thames 
Water has made a commitment to reach the industry average, which will by then be significantly lower. The dWRP needs to be 
amended to include further leakage reduction post 2020.

2.10.1
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1447 The figures provided to show the effects of metering indicate that the leakage reduction they plan between 2010 and 2020 

could be largely achieved by the expected customer supply pipe repairs. Leaving only 55Ml/d reduction from other repairs and 
pipe replacement over a full 10 years, which is suprisingly low target. Beyond 2020 their plan is even less ambitious. 
Acknowledging the consumer pipe repairs, TW should explain their surprisingly small expected leakage reductions resulting 
from their own mains replacement, which they say will continue to take place between 2010 and 2020. Why are these so 
small? They will need to do more anyhow to reach industry average.

2.10.5

1447 The government issued in February 2008 'Future Water' which states " We are confident that with today's technology for 
metering, tariffs and water efficiency that per capita consumption can be reduced through cost effective measures to an 
average of 130 litres per person per day by 2030. With new technology and future innovation developments can help drive 
down consumption to an average of 120 l/h/d by 2030. How do TW reconcile these targets with their own figures? Especially as 
in the view of Water UK the target of 130 l/h/d is an expectation and not just a target.

2.3.5
2.3.4

1447 The net abstraction from Didcot A Power Station when working on full power is 63 Mild and normally 40 Mild.· Didcot A Power 
Station has opted out of the EU Large Construction Plant Directive and must close in December 2015, at which time its 
abstraction licence, after 5 years, will expire. Didcot 8 is gas fired. It needs less than 20 M/ld water about 40 M/ld extra water 
will be available in the River Thames by 2015. If the abstraction for Didcot A is not time limited, there is the opportunity for the 
Environment Agency to make use of the unused portion by re-allocating the licence to Farmoor or to increase the DO of the 
LondonWRZ. The Environment Agency should clarify the situation as requested by GARD. The WARMS model needs to be 
adjusted to take account of this bonus of at least 30 M/ld from 2016 onwards. Confirmation is needed of the extra deployable 
output which should be available. Without contrary evidence this adds 4OMl/d.to the deployable output.The text above and the 
questions posed indicate that unless Thames Water provides sound reasons to the contrary the supply/demand balance 

2.8.8
2.7.1
2.1.11

1447 The OPEX costs appear to have been calculated by Thames assuming that the schemes would operate at full throughput from 
commissioning. This is not what would happen so including the TW OPEX is not a fair analysis .dWRP scheme comparison. 
Thames Water have compared programmes of schemes.There is a difference of almost £500m in two years which 
mysteriously makes the Abingdon reservoir/Columbus combination costs against the Severn/Thames transfer plus desalination 
combination costs about equal! Would Thames Water please explain the £500m difference?

2.7.3
2.7.4

1447 The Oxford Canal Transfer- Would yield an average of 13 Mild to add to SWOX WRZ. The scheme has a lead planning time of 
less than 6 months so is achievable in about 1 or 2 years. It has a very low capital cost of £2.5M in the dWRP, could be 
implemented even within the period of a serious drought and could supply either SWOX and/or London WRZs. 

The operational costs are quoted in BPEP WRP6 as £4.83M/year, but comparative figures given for Severn Thames transfer 
appears to show that this is too high by a factor of 10! Added to this the scheme would only operate as needed, perhaps in 
modest quantity in summer and of course in periods of drought. Thames Water should check their figures and include the 
scheme fully and accurately in their costings tables and options. 

2.8.1
2.7.3
2.7.4
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1447 The procedure for individuals to provide a response to this consultation was marred by Thames Water dictating the format and 

not releasing their forms for general distribution to local people. Local people objected to the complex method of responding, 
resulting in telephone calls for advice from GARD. This was rightly criticised by Ofwat when reported. 

2.1.1

1447 The projection of leakage reduction to 690Ml/d in 2009/10 is welcomed and the reduction over the recent years is impressive. It 
shows what can be achieved after years of neglect.

2.2.2

1447 The six sensitivity elements listed in the dWRP are of small significance in view of the Target Headroom built-in safety factor. 
The graphs are alarmist. Housing data shows new builds are falling behind forecasts, immigration controls are improving and 
many East Europeans are returning home. Per capita and commercial consumption have already been heavily over estimated 
in the plan. The most significant "What if' is "What if the flow in the Thames drops?" In this case the Abingdon reservoir would 
become of little value whereas Severn Thames transfer would become imperative. 

2.15.3
2.3.3
2.3.1
2.18.13
2.8.1

1447 The water efficiency programme proposed in the dWRP seems meagre, particularly considering that TW is proposing to spend 
about £1bn on a new reservoir and that the dWRP statement supports demand management. The statement in the dWRP that 
" This gives us confidence that our projections, which reduce per capita consumption in the short-medium term are 
achieveable" hardly matches the figures provided in the tables for London and SWOX. How does TW explain the 
incompatibility of these figures with the water efficiency reductions in consumption which should be achieved?

2.12.1
2.18.3
2.9.2

1447 These are most easily reduced by reductions in demand. Information on the monetary cost of carbon by Halcrow 2007 states 
"the carbon costs associated with scheme construction varied from less than 0.02 per cent of the total capital expenditure for a 
pipeline transfer up to 1.2 per cent for a reservoir construction."  These costs are extra but small. " The inclusion of demand 
management schemes was shown to make carbon cost savings of between £0.3 and £0.8 million over the planning period. 
Total savings, due to the delayed implementation of alternative schemes results in between £1.7 and £8.0 million. Why has TW 
not included details of these very significant carbon cost benefits of postponment of a reservoir? 

2.13.4
2.17.4

1447 TW has only 22% penetration of metering with only 4 companies out of 23 with lower penetrations. The Mayor of London's 
Strategy in March 2007 proposed all houses to be metered within 10 years and all blocks of flats within 20 years. TW in their 
Strategic Direction Statement propose that 80% of houses will be metered by 2020 creating a 95Ml/d reduction in demand. In 
the dWRP they assume a welcome 10% demand reduction. However (see vol 3 pg 180) it appears that only 77% of customers 
will be metered. Furthermore, the dWRP calls into question the prospect of sustaining any savings on per capita consumption 
which is a serious concern. Can TW explain why it has doubts about sustaining the industry standard expectation of a 10% 
reduction in demand through metering? Metering is known to reduce peak demand. The modest expectations of metering 
penetration beyond 2020 are unambitious.

2.11.2
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1447 Upstream Resources - Kennet Valley-We believe that the dWRP should include about 15 Mild from the Kennet Valley, as 

regulated deployable output to the London WRZ. Can Thames Water explain why they have not included the Kennet Valley as 
additional Deployable output? 

2.4.6

1447 Water quality concerns could affect further abstractions in the future. With these uncertainties alone, the idea of a reservoir 
system sourced from the Thames alone seems unwise. The uncertainties result from the reservoir's vast size. There are no 
abstraction licence conditions included in the dWRP and there is no hydrological evidence that the river can provide sufficient 
water to fill the reservoir, especially under climate change conditions. Q) Can Thames Water state the abstraction licence 
conditions on which they are basing their assumptions to make the reservoir viable? Q)Can Thames Water provide good, 
independent hydrological evidence based on an independent survey that there is sufficient flow in the Thames to fill and service
the proposed reservoir? This should include climate change conditions throughout the life of the reservoir. Q) As there is every 
likelihood, based on previous comments in this response, that the reservoir would not be needed or used until 2027/8 at the 
very earliest (even without other facilities being brought in to boost supply) the longer term build up of use requires analysis by 

2.19.6
2.18.16
2.18.15
2.18.13
2.18.14
2.18.17
2.18.18
2.18.19

1447 We do not consider TW's case for a new reservoir adequately considers the drive for water neutrality. 2.12.5
2.18.3

1447 We note that Ofwat's 2008 Consultation Paper regarding companies with critical resource problems would indicate that, by 
proposing a reservoir, TW would be expected to first apply a seasonal tariff to reduce demand. By postponing the need for a 
reservoir through tariffs could save consumers up to £80m pa in interest payments (assuming an 8% interest on £1bn) which 
could otherwise be passed on by TW to customers. Can obtain demand reductions from tariffs and TW assumes a 5% 
reduction in the dWRP.

2.11.3
2.11.6

1447 With regard to the Water Resource Programme 2005-2010 we trust the aspirations for leakage control over the next two years 
will be exceeded and the pace continued thereafter.

2.2.2

1448 Estimates of population increase are not necessarily accurate as recent data indicates many economic migrants are now 
returning to their home countries. We cannot rely solely on recent Government figures, and many population figures need 
closer scrutiny. The forthcoming 2011 census could be a starting point, but even that will have a high level of inaccuracy.

2.3.1
2.3.2

1449 In London Thames Water are reusing less than 1% of the waste water and sewage. The rest after primary treatment flows into 
the Thames Estuary.

2.8.3

1449 Much more could be done to educate the public on water efficiency by advice and publicity. 2.12.1
1449 Thames Water dismisses water re-use, despite the fact that the technology is already in operation. Transfer from the River 

Severn should be given consideration, as at least one other option is available.
2.8.3
2.8.1

1449 Thames Water's recent success, shows what can be done after many years of neglect. 2.10.1
2.2.2

1449 Thames Water's safety margins are unjustifiably high, higher than most other UK water companies. 2.5.1
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1449 The closure of Didcot A power station will release some 40 million litres per day from 2015. 2.8.8
1449 The draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs of all viable alternatives. 2.7.3

2.14.4
1449 The draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives. The plan is local, and ignores the 

fact that water is a national resource. The owners of Thames Water want this reservoir for their own financial and commercial 
interests, at the expense of customers who will have to pay the bills.

2.18.2
2.18.10

1449 The forecast non-domestic demand is too high. Trends show a far greater reduction. The long-term domestic water usage 
forecasts are exaggerated.

2.3.8
2.3.1

1449 The mains replacement programme must continue at the current rate. 2.10.1
1449 The planned metering is too slow, and it should include the metering of flats. 2.11.2
1449 The present slump in house building, will cause a significant reduction in demand, in the next years. 2.3.3
1449 The proposed reservoir's capital cost is more than five times higher than viable water re-use schemes. In practice, it is highly 

probable it would not be utilised in full for many years - if ever. It may become a white elephant, and it would still incur interest 
and operational costs - paid for by water users.

2.18.3
2.18.4

1449 The reservoir area is a flood plain and the additional flood risks have not been properly assessed. There would be no 
compensation from Thames Water or the Government if floods do occur due to the run off from the slopes. The reservoir 
would release more methane from rotting vegetation in the water.

2.18.5
2.18.7

1449 There is no commercial competition and the consumer has to foot the bill. This is going to be a monopoly supplier. 2.19.2
1450 1 reservoir, wrongly placed and so costly is not sensible. Other options can be more economic, water efficient and sustainable 

and would be more quickly available. There is proven technology for water re-use which you dismiss. You suggest even filling 
up the reservoir in a dry winter is not necessarily possible.

2.18.2
2.18.13
2.18.11

1450 Current downturns in building in our region is likely to reduce housebuilding so there's likely to be less demand for water in next 
10 years than you forecast.

2.3.3

1450 I'm not impressed. 2.17.1
1450 More education is needed (evidence based) to establish water re-use as it's a guaranteed supply source which is sustainable. 2.8.3

2.12.6
1450 Not a lot. The construction period (8-10 years) would cause major environmental damage, noise, dust and disruption around 

my home. Wildlife will be badly effected as will the balance and ecology of the area. An already wet area and floodplain of 
3,500 acres it is likely that local flooding and damage is increased with potential run-off from the 25m high slopes. Local rivers 
e.g. Ock currently flood regularly - further problems would indicate disaster levels. Water tables would raise and micro-climates 
would be altered in an already wet area this will be unsustainable for me to cope with.

2.18.5
2.18.14
2.18.7
2.18.6

1450 Proposed reservoir cost is more than 5 times higher than water re-use schemes. Your planned costs are based on reservoir full 
operation on construction. In practice this unlikely for many years - or ever, so could become a very expensive useless 
embarrassment - paid for by us - the customers.

2.18.3
2.18.4
2.8.3
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1450 TW should look to other water companies with fewer water resources at their disposal, and consider some of the options these 

other companies are using to meet supply with demand. TW are far too wasteful and are not open to innovation on anything 
like the scale they need to be to meet the future challenges of climate change and increased demands on water supply. In 
conclusion we certainly need a safe and secure water supply in the South-East, the dWRMP is not the best way to achieve this.

2.4.9

1450 You fail to justify the need for a reservoir as their are better cheaper, quicker, more sustainable and efficient alternatives. you 
have not properly considered the alternatives (water re-use and transfer). The River Severn has 5 times the flow of the Thames 
and 3 times the water catchment area. Transfer from Langdon Marsh (Gloucester) needs to be assessed too. Thames Water 
owners want this reservoir for their own interests. This plan is seemingly created to force us customers to pay for the reservoir.

2.18.2
2.18.10
2.8.9

1450 You have exaggerated usage forecasts (and based them on 165 litres / head / day and EA targets are only 130 by 2020). Your 
demand forecast is flawed as you suggest almost half the proposed reservoir's output would be needed to water the gardens of 
London's customers (- 4 times higher than other UK companies. Non domestic forecasts are too high and don't fit with current 
trends.

2.3.1
2.3.5

1450 You need to include Beckton desalination plant in your resources. Didcot A closure releases 40 million litres / day from 2015. 2.8.2
2.8.8

1450 Your draft plan doesn't give fair comparison to enable people to objectively analyse every viable alternative. 2.7.1
1450 Your ideas for future leakage reduction are needing to be achieved. Past experience has shown you have not met targets on 

repeated basis.
2.10.1

1450 Your leakage programme from 2010 is inadequate. Leaks must be dealt with more quickly. your metering rates are too slow 
but must also include flats.

2.10.1
2.11.2

1450 Your safety margins are higher than other UK water companies. 2.5.1
1451 Better proposals than the proposed new reservoir would be: (a) water transport form the Severn (b) the construction of much 

smaller reservoirs downstream (c) re-use of waste water All of these are practical and would reduce the huge carbon footprint 
of labour and materials in construction and operation of the huge pumps required to fill the reservoir.

2.8.1
2.18.2
2.18.7
2.18.11
2.18.12

1451 Construction period would cause major local damage, especially to wildlife and ecology. Run-off from slopes likely to increase 
local flooding, which was severe in my village and neighbouring ones in 2007 and 2008.

2.18.6
2.18.5
2.18.7

1451 Even if they meet their short term targets Thames Water's leakage repair programme for 10 years from 2010 is inadequate as 
520m/l/d will still be leaking away by 2020.

2.10.1
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1451 Finally I ask you to ensure that both the needs case for a reservoir near Abingdon and the possible construction of a reservoir 

near Abingdon are dealt with through the PI process. This will ensure that all parties have a real opportunity to state their case 
and have the full acts explored in detail.

2.18.4
2.18.1

1451 I do not think the carbon footprint of the scheme has been fully assessed if at all. 2.17.4
1451 I have attended all public meetings arranged by Thames Water. I have not been satisfied with their response to questions as to 

how they will replace the flood plain taken away by the proposed reservoir.
2.18.5

1451 I think Thames Water have ignored local objections. 2.18.1

1451 In London less than 1% of waste water and sewage is re-used, 99% flows to waste in the Thames Estuary. This could safely be
treated and re-used.

2.8.3

1451 More should be done to educate the public on the safety of water re-use. 2.8.3
2.12.6

1451 Planned introduction of metering is too slow (80% by 2020). Flats should also be metered. I have seen no publication of tariffs 
or any attempts to persuade me to have my supply metered.

2.11.2
2.11.3
2.11.4

1451 Thames Water estimate future demand as 165 litres per head per day whereas the Environment Agency suggest 130 by 2020. 
Their forecast for London garden watering where most people live in flats or have very small gardens is 4 times higher than 
other water companies. This alone would account for half the reservoir's output. Trends in non-domestic demand show a 
greater reduction also.

2.3.5
2.3.1
2.18.3
2.3.8

1451 Thames Water states that leakage reduction remains their highest priority. I consider that their highest priority is to maximise 
returns to their shareholders who will benefit more from a capital resource than from repairing leakages. They have done little 
to persuade consumers to adopt metering and there is no suggestion that they will promote voluntary metering.

2.18.10
2.11.1

1451 Thames Water's safety margins are far above those of mot other water companies. It is obviously in their interest and that of 
their shareholders to present a worse case scenario.

2.5.14
2.5.1

1451 The beginning of climate change appears to indicate higher rainfall rather than lesser, and increased risk of flooding. 2.5.4
1451 The draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective analysis of all 

the viable alternatives.
2.7.3

1451 The plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. Cheaper and more environmentally friendly alternatives are available. 2.7.2
2.18.2

1451 The proposals do not appear to have taken account of the fact that Didcot A Power Station will save 40 million litres per day 
from 2015 and that the Beckton desalination plant will add up to 140 million litres per day.

2.8.8
2.8.2
2.18.2
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1451 The reservoir's capital cost is more than 5 times higher than viable water re-use schemes. 2.18.4

2.8.3
1451 The technology for water re-use is already proven. Water transfer from the Severn was envisaged in all pre-privatisation 

schemes and would be more flexible and economic than the proposed reservoir which could not even be filled in a dry winter. 
The 1908 summer would certainly not have required re-plenishment of the Thames from a reservoir.

2.8.1
2.8.3
2.18.13

1451 Their estimates are based on government targets for housing. These were prepared before the present credit squeeze and 
slump in building which is likely to cause a significant reduction in forecast water demand and make the case for this enormous 
reservoir unsustainable.

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.18.3

1452 The sheer scale of the reservoir is overwhelming and the look of the land will be changed forever as this is not an area of high 
banks and tall trees. If people have to move unwillingly to make way for the development then it is a morally wrong situation. 
There must be other ways of meeting London's and local water demand. Urgent attention to leaks and universal water metering 
are a couple of frequent suggestions not without merit in themselves. A chain of linked smaller reservoirs would surely be more 
in keeping with out times than a mega reservoir.

2.18.8
2.18.7
2.18.9
2.18.11
2.18.3
2.9.2

1453 Again metering supply is too slow. Much more information to the public re. water efficiency should reduce demand constantly. 2.11.2
2.14.2

1453 As above. N/A
1453 I feel there is an additional flood risk to Abingdon as the proposed area is a flood plain and I understand that there will be no 

compensation payable if floods do occur e.g.. to run-off from the slopes.
2.18.5

1453 I feel your long term water usage forecasts are too high. I was shocked to learn that your forecast covering garden watering for 
London customers is 4x higher than many other UK companies and that this alone represents almost half of the proposed 
reservoir's output. Gardens must change, use drought resistant plants if necessary!!

2.3.1
2.18.3

1453 I still feel there are better, cheaper alternatives to this mammoth reservoir as outlined previously. 2.18.2
2.17.2

1453 I understand that there will be 20% of water still leaking away by 2020. I appreciate that you have had an ongoing programme 
of pipe replacement - make haste!

2.10.1

1453 I understand that your draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an 
objective analysis of all the viable alternatives.

2.7.4

1453 If a reservoir should be constructed, the surrounding villages should be compensated for the immense disruption it will cause 
for many years. I am concerned about the noise from the pumping station close to Drayton and increased cloud and rainfall 
caused by this vast tract of water.

2.18.6
2.18.12

1453 Just carry on reducing leakage and encouraging less water waste generally. 2.2.2
1453 Please encourage further metering of water supplies everywhere. I feel that future demand could be much less than you state. 2.11.1

2.3.1
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1453 The Beckton desalination plant should now be included in the resources. 2.8.2
1453 The proposed reservoir's capital cost is more than 5 times higher than viable water re-use and the fact that water usage could 

be reduced in many different ways. It is possible that the reservoir could be seriously under used but would still require over 
£50m a year from customers.

2.18.4
2.8.3
2.13.6
2.18.17

1453 There is always suspicion when the supplier is in a monopoly position. The profit motive is always top of the agenda. 2.19.2
2.18.10

1453 Water reuse is a guaranteed supply source and treated waste water is at least as pure as normal river water. 2.8.3
1453 We could have much wetter summers providing over much water and which would make a difference to your estimates of 

water shortage.
2.5.4

1453 You should not dismiss water reuse. There are other measures available than this enormous reservoir. 2.8.3
2.18.2

1453 Your safety margins are much higher than those of most other UK water companies. 2.5.1
1454 Far more could be done to conserve water before considering the building of a reservoir - the use of water from the River 

Severn; education of the public in more efficient water usage; much more leakage management and metering; the re-use of 
waste water are all methods which are not being considered.

2.8.1
2.12.1
2.8.3
2.10.2
2.11.1
2.18.2
2.18.3

1454 In spite of years of complaints to Thames Water about the very serious amounts of leakage, they have been dilatory in 
responding to this problem and not nearly active enough in attending to it.

2.2.2

1454 Other re-use schemes would cost far less than the proposed reservoir which might not come into full operation on completion. 
Interest and operating costs would still have to be borne by water users. 

2.18.4
2.18.2
2.8.3
2.18.10

1454 The closure of Didcot Power Station in 2015 will release a considerable amount of water. 2.8.8
1454 The public are mostly unaware of the amount of money the construction of a reservoir would cost and also that consumers 

would be called upon to pay for this through their water charges. These facts need to be explained and publicised widely
2.13.2

1454 TW does not advance balanced comparisons of costs so that judgments about both sides of the argument can be made. 2.7.3
2.7.4
2.7.1
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1454 TW's draft plan fails to consider objectively the viable alternatives to a reservoir and does not refer adequately to the fact that 

costs would all have to be borne by water users. Any financial gains would go to the owners of Thames Water. 
2.18.10
2.18.2.
2.13.2

1454 TW's forecasts for all water usage are much too high and exceed those of most other water companies. 2.3.1
1454 TW's forecasts seem to high 2.4.1
1454 TW's safety margins are too high 2.5.1
1455 A lot more work needs to be done in reducing leakage and replacing pipes. 2.2.2
1455 Demand forecasts are based on Government targets for housing, the present recession is already causing an adverse effect 

on building.
2.3.3
2.3.3

1455 Draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an analysis of all the options. 2.7.4

1455 Lack of commercial competition means the householder has more costs. 2.19.2
1455 Methodology is flawed, and in the case of the reservoir, does not take into account the loss of 3,500 acres of farmland and the 

disruption to peoples lives in the 8-10 year Construction period. The area is a flood plain and the flood risks to the surrounding 
area and downstream have not been taken into account. Would there be compensation from TW if floods occur? More CO2 
would be released into atmosphere from loss of farmland.

2.17.1
2.17.3
2.18.7
2.17.4
2.18.5
2.18.6

1455 More education for public needed on water efficiency. 2.14.2
1455 Repair programme is not good enough. 2.7.2
1455 The closure of Didcot A Power Station in 2015 will release some 40Ml/d (million litres per day) from 2015. The Beckton 

desalination plant should now be included in the resources (up to 140 Ml/d)
2.8.2
2.8.8

1455 The draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir. There are better, cheaper alternatives - quicker to implement, more 
efficient, more sustainable and less risky. The plan is local and ignores the fact that water is a natural resource. It is based on 
commercial interests, biased against customers.

2.18.2
2.18.10
2.18.3
2.18.4
2.13.5

1455 The long-term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated. They are based on 165 l/h/d (litres per head per day) where 
as Environment Agency targets are 130 l/h/d by 2020. TW's demand forecast covering garden watering for London customers 
is 4 times higher than for most UK water companies. This alone represents almost half the proposed reservoir's output. The 
forecast non-domestic demand is too high. Trends show a far greater reduction.

2.3.1
2.3.5
2.3.8
2.18.3

1455 The programmes benefit TW and not the environment and the inhabitants of surrounding villages 2.18.10
2.18.7
2.17.2
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1455 The proposed reservoir capital cost is more than 5 times higher than viable water re-use schemes. 2.18.4

2.8.3
1455 The safety margins (('target headroom') are unjustifiably high. They are far above those of other UK Water companies, 

particularly for 2020 and beyond.
2.5.1

1455 TW - have not put forward a convincing case for a reservoir. It will cause more problems than it would solve. 2.18.1
1455 TW cannot even ensure filling the reservoir in a dry winter. Much more economic, sustainable, water efficient options exist. 

These tried and tested options could be built in a far shorter time than a reservoir and could be operated only when needed. 
TW dismisses water re-use, despite the fact that the technology is already in operation. Transfer from the River Severn should 
be given consideration.

2.13.6
2.18.13
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.18.4

1456 Demand would reduce if everyone had a meter! There is a slump in building resulting in a reduction for water. 2.11.1
2.3.3

1456 Even if Thames Water meet their short-term targets leakage repair programme over the 10 years from 2010 is inadequate. 520 
Ml/d will still be leaking away by 2020. the mains replacement must continue at the current rate.

2.10.1

1456 From 2015 when Didcot A Power Station closes it will release some 40 Ml/d (million litres per day). The Beckton desalination 
plant should now be included in the resources (up to 140 Ml/d).

2.8.2
2.8.8

1456 Has anyone thought  it could be a target for a terrorist attack! 2.4.3
1456 Much more could be done to educate the public on water efficiency by audits and publicity. 2.14.2
1456 Nil N/A
1456 No comment N/A
1456 No comment N/A
1456 Thames Water draft plan fails to include fair and balanced comparisons of capital and operating costs to enable an objective 

analysis of all the viable alternatives.
2.7.3

1456 Thames Water draft plan fails to justify the need for a reservoir! There are better, cheaper alternatives. Quicker to implement, 
more efficient and more sustainable.

2.18.2

1456 Thames Water long-term domestic water usage forecasts are exaggerated. Forecast for garden watering for London (many 
live in flats or have small gardens is 4 times higher than for most other UK water companies and represents almost half of the 
proposed reservoir's output.

2.3.1
2.18.3

1456 Thames Water must reduce leakage water. 2.2.2
1456 Thames Water safety margins (target headroom) are far above most other UK water companies safety margins!! 2.5.1
1456 The 8-10 years construction period would cause major local environmental damage, dust and disruption especially to the area 

adjoining the A34. The local impact of the planned reservoir would be unimaginable. Built on a floodplain, there is no guarantee 
it will not cause increased flooding, run-off from it's high slopes (25m high) - without cost compensation from Thames Water or 
the Government. The River Ock cannot take more flow.

2.18.6
2.18.5
2.18.7
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1456 The customer is facing a monopoly supplier. 2.19.2
1456 The owners of Thames Water, Macquarie Bank in Australia want this reservoir for their own financial interests. Who will pay for 

this structure? - The customer.
2.18.10

1456 The proposed reservoir capital cost is more than five times higher than viable water re-use schemes. There is a serious risk it 
will become a 'white elephant'. it would still incur interest costs of £40m a year paid for by Thames Water customers.

2.18.4
2.13.6
2.8.3
2.18.17

1456 There are alternative options which can be built in far shorter time than one huge reservoir in the wrong place. For example re-
use water reuse. Water from the Severn could be transferred. Thames Water cannot even ensure filling their proposed 
reservoir in a dry winter.

2.18.2
2.18.11
2.8.3
2.18.13

1456 There is no proof of climate change. 2.5.4
1456 Where is the commercial competition? 2.19.2
1457 Future per capita consumption (PCC) is assumed to be 165 l/p/d with demand management. From my water bills my PCC is a 

maximum of 140 l/p/d without demand management. The government's "Future Water" report expresses confidence in 
achieving a PCC of 130 l/p/d. I believe the TW assumption of 165 l/p/d PCC is overly conservative based on the evidence 
available.

2.3.5

1457 The approach being taken for waste water reuse seems over cautious with regard to the available worldwide experience in this 
area. For example, a reuse plant at Sulaibiya, Kuwait, was commissioned in 2005 and is producing 320 Ml/d, i.e.. over twice the
proposed reservoir output. The flexibility and lower capital cost must be preferable. If the energy used to construct the reservoir 
is taken into account reuse would possibly result in overall lower energy use.

2.8.3
2.13.5

223 All the evidence leads to the conclusion that the dWRMP is understating deployable output. The mid case effect of Climate 
Change has been allowed for in calculating output but has possibly been overstated by a factor of two. 

2.5.10

223 As discussed above, compulsory metering will have a significant impact on leakage, particularly if the metering target is 
increased to 90% in London by 2020. TW’s targets for leakage are unsatisfactory, particularly after 2020

2.11.1
2.10.1

223 Climate Change and its effects are a risk, not a certainty. Allowance is made for the mid case effect in assessing output, which 
is accepted. What is unacceptable is that an additional level of cover is a substantial – and increasing - component of Target 
Headroom (dWRMP, Vol 2, page 104, fig 22).

2.5.4
2.5.8

223 Insufficient progress has been made on demand management and it is only recently that action on leakage has been relatively 
successful. Despite these shortcomings, current baseline supply demand balance is satisfactory taking into account the 
generous provision for headroom.

2.5.14
2.9.1
2.2.2

223 None N/A
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223 Other effects of the reservoir which have been under-stated are:- • The Transport effect is rated as ‘negligible’ in operation. 

This will not be so if there is any recreational use, which would attract extra traffic onto the already over-loaded A34 and 
through the village of Steventon. • The loss of the Steventon to Hanney road will tend to isolate the Hanneys and other villages 
to the west, as well as leading to longer journeys and added congestion on the alternative routes. • Nuisance cannot be rated 
as ‘negligible’ in the light of the comments above. 

2.17.2
2.17.3
2.18.6
2.7.4

223 Thames Water is using much more conservative risk factors than other water companies, whilst ignoring practical steps which 
could be used to mitigate risk. There is no justification for this approach, particularly when baseline demand is already 
overstated and supply is understated.

2.5.14

223 The dWRMP contains insufficient back-up data to support the figures used. TW has been undemanding in assessing the 
benefits of water efficiency

2.7.1

223 The dWRMP has consistently overstated demand and under-provided on the means by which demand can be controlled. 26% 
of all leakage occurs on customer’s premises and metering will rapidly reduce this problem, making the dWRMP leakage 
targets achievable without much real effort. The metering programme is not sufficiently ambitious – it should extend to blocks 
of flats and a 90% coverage of London households by 2020. Tariffs should be introduced between 2020 and 2030 to help 
control demand. Non-household demand is forecast to remain stable, whereas the evidence points to a gradual reduction. 
Didcot A Power Station is due to close in 2015 and, even if replaced, the new unit would use significantly less water. Education 
of consumers is vital, both locally and nationally. The future baseline demand forecasts are considerably higher than the likely 
outcome, before making allowance for Target Headroom. The oversatement of demand is at least in the order of the yield from 
the proposed Abingdon reservoir, even without the 30ml/d surplus arising from the replacement of Didcot A. 

2.3.1
2.3.8
2.3.11
2.11.1
2.11.2
2.11.6
2.12.1
2.5.14
2.8.8

223 The dWRMP is at variance with the Environment Agency which, in 2007, stated that there would be spare water resources in 
Thames Water’s supply area in 2020 and 2035.

2.6.1

223 The dWRMP proposals do not meet the Environment Agency’s expectations and the London metering target should be 
increased to 90% by 2020. There should be further early research and trials on tariffs and the introduction of smart meters

2.11.2
2.11.1
2.11.6

223 The methodology of the programme appraisal is satisfactory, but not the way it has been used with inaccurate and unreliable 
data, and without including all viable supply options – see also 9 below.

2.13.1
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223 The programme assessment in the case of the reservoir is faulty and misleading in many respects. What is not considered is 

the added impact of the timescale of the programme which TW presume to be 10 years; 10 years of purgatory for local 
residents and mayhem on the A34. The assessment of the impacts once the reservoir is in operation is inadequate and 
misleading, in particular as to flooding which is already a major problem, both in the immediate area of the reservoir and at 
Abingdon. In addition, the Flood Plain map used by TW does not accord with those prepared by the Environment Agency in 
2007, with the result that the flood risk in Steventon, East and West Hanney, Marcham and Abingdon is seriously under-stated, 
both during construction and in operation. TW gives no effective analysis as to how this flood plain will be replaced and how the 
run-off from the reservoir banks will be channelled to safety.

2.18.7
2.18.6
2.18.12
2.18.5
2.18.8

223 The requirements of the Environmental Report are set out in Article 5 of the SEA Directive and include “….the likely significant 
effects on the environment of implementing the plan or programme, and reasonable alternatives…are identified, described and 
evaluated.” The report does not include the reasonable alternatives given in 7 above and, particularly in respect of the 
proposed reservoir, there is no attempt to consider the flora and fauna which would be destroyed or displaced. The dWRMP 
only considers statutorily protected sites as relevant, which invalidates the process. The proposed reservoir would take up 
3,500 acres of farmland and wild-life habitat with substantial environmental and social impacts which have not been given 
sufficient weighting or prominence in the report. The correct approach would have been to have an Environmental Impact 
Assessment of the site as part of the dWRMP and the consultation process. 

2.17.3
2.17.2
2.18.7
2.17.1
2.18.12

223 The requirements of the Environmental Report are set out in Article 5 of the SEA Directive and include “….the likely significant 
effects on the environment of implementing the plan or programme, and reasonable alternatives…are identified, described and 
evaluated.” The report does not include the reasonable alternatives given in 7 above and, particularly in respect of the 
proposed reservoir, there is no attempt to consider the flora and fauna which would be destroyed or displaced. The dWRMP 
only considers statutorily protected sites as relevant, which invalidates the process. The proposed reservoir would take up 
3,500 acres of farmland and wild-life habitat with substantial environmental and social impacts which have not been given 
sufficient weighting or prominence in the report. The correct approach would have been to have an Environmental Impact 
Assessment of the site as part of the dWRMP and the consultation process. 

2.17.3
2.17.2
2.18.7
2.17.1
2.18.12

223 The whole process of sensitivity testing as applied in the dWRMP has been invalidated because , as discussed above, • Future 
demand has been overestimated. • Insufficient action is being taken to manage demand. • Insufficient action is being taken to 
reduce leakage. • Future supply has been underestimated. • Valid resource schemes have been omitted altogether. • Target 
headroom is high. It is not possible to reach any proper conclusions using sensitivity testing when the basic parameters are not 
correct. For example, there is high sensitivity to growth in either population or water use; whilst this is stating the obvious in a 
scientific way, these are two areas where the dWRMP already has figures which are too high 

2.9.2
2.5.14
2.5.1
2.3.1
2.5.10
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223 TW’s demand estimate of 165 l/p/d by 2030 is materially higher than the government’s target of  130 l/p/d and TW is one of the 

few companies forecasting significant growth in personal consumption. The significant overstatement of garden watering in 
London has already been mentioned (3 above) and the dWMRP appears to ignore recent evidence from TW itself of a 
reduction in use from baths, showers, washing machines and other indoor equipment. There is no evidence in the plan to show 
how the demographic trends have been developed. Education of the consumer must be an important element of demand 
management. We see no reason why the government target of 130l/p/d in 2030 should not apply to TW, particularly when 
Target Headroom includes a contingency for demand.

2.3.1
2.3.5
2.3.11
2.3.2

223 Waste water reuse, Severn/Thames transfer (Longdon marsh and Columbus), Oxford Canal transfer, the closure of Didcot A 
and Desalination have been either rejected for spurious reasons or ignored. The Abingdon reservoir is not needed.

2.8.1
2.13.2
2.13.4
2.18.2
2.18.3

223 Whilst the relevant targets are not sufficiently ambitious, the demand management and leakage reduction aspects of the 
programme are moving in the right direction. However, in addition to the effect of unambitious demand management and 
leakage targets, the consistent overstatement of demand and understatement of supply, together with the omission of certain 
options and the rejection of others on spurious cost and environmental grounds, invalidates the method used to select the 
preferred supply schemes. Target Headroom is over-conservative, particularly in the light of the figures used for base levels of 
supply and demand. 

2.5.14
2.9.1
2.13.2
2.17.3
2.7.4

23 For the reasons set out in the previous sections West Oxfordshire District Council does not consider that an adequate case 
has been made for the UTMRD and that given its significant adverse environmental impact this project should not be 
progressed in the absence of a more exhaustive appraisal of both the basis of the forecasts used and the alternative options 
for improving supply.

2.18.1
2.18.2
2.18.7
2.18.3

23 Given the basis of the demographic projections and the relatively high PCC figure adopted for planning purposes the target 
headroom factored in to account for risk is too high.

2.5.14

23 Population forecasts for planning purposes should be policy based rather than trend based and the estimated occupancy rates 
used in determining unmeasured household consumption are higher than the evidence suggests creating uncertainties about 
the accuracy of these forecasts. As referred to elsewhere the PCC figures used for planning purposes should reflect 
Government targets as set out in the 'Water Strategy for England - ''Future Water'' which expresses confidence in reducing 
average household per capita consumption of 130 l / p / d by 2030 and possibly even 120 l / p / d. Thames Water should plan 
to meet these targets rather than to fail and create significant extra capacity based upon much higher consumption levels.

2.3.1
2.3.5
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23 Projected PCC figures at 2030 are some 27% in excess G1048of the government's target. This is indicative of a lack of 

ambition in terms of managing water demand and there should be much greatere emphasis on measures aimed at meeting the 
Government's target which of itself would effectively mean that the reservoir would not be required. The lack of ambition in 
water demand management is also refelected in the modest level of anticipated meter installations in flats particularly in inner 
London. Assumptions made about the extent of leakage savings do not appear to reflect the proposed major programme of 
water mains replacement in London which should significantly improve the prospects of reducing leakage between 2010 and 
2020. Alternaive options for reducing the projected deficit in water supply have not been fully evaluated eg wastewater re-use 
or the potential bulk transfer of water from other water company areas.

2.3.5
2.18.3
2.11.2
2.8.3
2.8.1
2.8.10
2.7.1
2.13.2

23 Scientific uncertainty over the impact of climate change is likely to reduce over time which is not adequately reflected in the 
target headroom calculations e.g. for London a very small decrease is shown for the period 2024 - 2034.

2.5.4
2.5.1

23 Various alternative water supply options have the potential to significantly reduce the forecast supply demand deficit. Some of 
these appear to have been dismissed without their comparative merits having been rigorously tested. For example no 
explanation is given to the statement made that ' no opportunities were forthcoming to introduce supplies into TW '. The 
potential for application of new technologies for wastewater reuse in terms of increasing capacity has also only been used to a 
very limited degree.

2.8.1 - 2.8.10
2.18.10
2.4.9

242 As we can not take risks with the water supply, Thames Water ought to throw a lot more uncertainty into the equation and allow 
for much lower rainfall in the future.

2.5.14

242 Education is the key. There is a strange attitude to water in Britain. It is not seen as something that is to be treasured and 
valued. People will willingly pay for all sorts of non-essentials, but they do not want to pay for water and this needs to change. 
They should be shown how lucky we are and what are the risks of not making the investment. Newspaper editors need to be 
got on board as whenever water prices rise it is seen as a complete negative. At the same time water companies need to be 
seen as efficient and on the customer's side.

2.12.1

242 Friends' experiences are that where Thames Water tried to introduce meters for properties with extensions, residents 
successfully got the programme abandoned. When a friend wanted a meter, Thames Water did not charge her for the 5 
months it failed to install one and then said that they could not do it. This suggests implementation will not be smooth and the 
procedures should be altered to change that. In a civilised society it is only right that people should not be short of water 
through either lack of supply or lack of means to pay for it. We would not want outbreaks of disease within families and 
communities because of the shortage of water. Increasing summer months tariffs per se seems unfair. Water supply is an 
annual resource and should be managed so that people can use a fair share when they want. Why is it acceptable to have lots 
of hot winter baths, but not to put a bit on vegetables in the summer? What about differentiating between ornamental gardens 
and food growing?

2.11.1
2.11.6

242 I would assume the worst case scenario and then at least double the adverse impact. 2.5.4
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242 It seems reasonable enough, but with government figures reported on the news yesterday of a rise of 1 million people in the 

country every 3 years and with think tanks suggesting that 3 million people move south, have you really allowed for enough 
population rise in your figures. It seems that these may be on the very low side of what will actually happen. Even if the current 
population just lives longer, while normal quantities of babies are born, the figures seem far too low.

2.3.2

242 Some consumers would also like clear and efficient advice on how to go further, such as linking shower water to water the 
garden safely and any measures that can be taken to render some wastewater safe for the garden.

2.12.6
2.12.1

242 The current system of patchwork metering is unfair and illogical. Everyone should be on a meter and to wait for someone to 
move home means that some homes will take decades to convert. Thus there should be programmes where whole areas are 
just targeted and converted, particularly where water use is currently higher than the average. Without the incentive of a meter 
we will continue to see the selfish and unthinking use of high volumes of water by some while other people pay for every litre or 
just use water carefully out of pubic spirit (something that seems an alien conception to most). Even at the height of the last 
drought, people were still taking daily full baths and one frequently sees great trails of water running down the street when a car
is being washed. To some extent cost efficiency is not the issue - it is forcing people to think about the water they use so that it 
is not wasted.

2.11.1
2.11.2
2.3.11

242 They are fine as far as they go, but they do not seem to go far enough or have enough responses to the situation. Where is the 
pipeline from wet parts of the country?

2.8.4
2.14.1

242 This is what worries me and precisely why Thames Water needs to start building pipelines now to bring in water from the rest 
of the country. It may be very expensive, but water is the number one necessity for life.

2.6.1

242 We need to explore all options, but avoid further environmental damage to stop us going into an ever increasing spiral of 
damage and measures to try to alleviate it. Desalination plants are very environmentally negative and add vastly to greenhouse 
emissions and should be ruled out, assuming there are less damaging options. Similarly rivers and other natural areas should 
be nurtured and cherished so that we don't ruin our world even more. We need to leave it in a better condition for our 
successors than we have at present.

2.7.1
2.8.2

242 Your initial figures showed that the difference in water consumption between households with and without meters was a little, 
but not a lot. There may be some savings in consumption with education, but it will not make all the necessary difference, 
particularly as the population rises dramatically. Continuing to research alternatives sounds like fiddling while Rome burns and 
significant action for increasing the supply needs to be started now. I would rather drink fresher, treated rainwater than re-used 
effluent.

2.11.1
2.12.1
2.14.1
2.8.3
2.6.2
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339 Every angle of"professional water management" seems essential to me. We can't be two-faced. We must ensure that we learn 

about, investigate and apply the best practises which we already know of and be a party to developing (with others) new good 
practises for the future. I do not believe that all of these best practises are the cheapest options short term - but they may well 
be cheaper and the only real option in the long term. How proud would we be to leave a legacy of an infrastructure which we 
did not invest in (in the way in which the Nationalised Industries did not invest)? Could you answer your children in 40 years' 
time and say "Sorry, you have no water unless you are wealthy, and we did you this dis-service because it was cheaper for us 
as your parents in 2010?"

2.7.1
2.7.2
2.14.3

339 If the options for import/export between Water companies are to be even seriously considered , then surely the cycle for 
planning and public consultation about the enormous potential disruption caused by the necessary building works ought to have
started already. Has It? 

2.8.1
2.4.9
2.4.4
2.18.10

339 Metering - I suspect there is no other sensible option. Education to help people respect water, without a price ticket on the 
actual commodity is probably not enough. "Purchasing water" ... just doesn't feel the same as "purchasing other items". 
Ensuring that "the poorest" are not deprived of water, because of inadequate money, will be critical. Changes to Governmental 
benefit policy will be a must.

2.11.1
2.11.7
2.11.4
2.12.1

339 UTMRD seems so critical, and has been "on the cards", thought about, planned for and generally "worked on" in detail both 
behind the scenes and in public for so long. I was really surprised that even at this stage other large-scale items (like water 
import/export) INSTEAD of UTMRD are on the list for consideration. Is the planning cycle for those so well-advanced that they 
COULD really take the place of UTMRD?

2.18.2
2.8.1

339 We have a long way to go to help people begin to respect the precious-ness of clean water. I am embarrassed to admit that I 
know two families with teenage children who EACH EXPECT to use a clean (newly washed) towel for each (often daily) 
sporting activity, as well as for their daily shower. How can we counter this type of attitude? Why do we accept as "the norm" 
that the washing of clothes requires use of water at the standard of drinking-water-quality? Imagine if we, AS A NORM, 
expected at least 3 qualities of water - 1 one each for drinking and food preparation, for household cleaning, and for gardening -
and that our supply for these was provided via our house-design. Don't we really need a "world-view" and a practical solution 
which is as drastic as this? 

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3
2.3.4
2.3.8

42 Whilst it is not clear from your consultation the much clearer consultation from Three Valleys Water makes it clear that the 
Environment Agency's guidance does not permit an allowance to be made for any reduction in the amount of water that water 
companies are permitted to withdraw from rivers and aquifers even though other planning documents such as the Secretary of 
States 'Future Water' suggests that such reductions can be expected over the period - this is of serious concern since it is likely 
that the pressure on water resources will be far greater than that for which you are allowed to plan for. this makes a nonsense 
of water resource planning and very strong representations should be made for the guidance to be reviewed to allow you to 
plan for reductions in your extraction licences in the final version of your plan

2.4.1
2.4.5
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42 Whilst it is not clear from your consultation the much clearer consultation from Three Valleys Water makes it clear that the 

Environment Agency's guidance does not permit an allowance to be made for any reduction in the amount of water that water 
companies are permitted to withdraw from rivers and aquifers even though other planning documents such as the Secretary of 
States 'Future Water' suggests that such reductions can be expected over the period - this is of serious concern since it is likely 
that the pressure on water resources will be far greater than that for which you are allowed to plan for. this makes a nonsense 
of water resource planning and very strong representations should be made for the guidance to be reviewed to allow you to 
plan for reductions in your extraction licences in the final version of your plan

2.4.1
2.4.5

42 Whilst it is not clear from your consultation the much clearer consultation from Three Valleys Water makes it clear that the 
Environment Agency's guidance does not permit an allowance to be made for any reduction in the amount of water that water 
companies are permitted to withdraw from rivers and aquifers even though other planning documents such as the Secretary of 
States 'Future Water' suggests that such reductions can be expected over the period - this is of serious concern since it is likely 
that the pressure on water resources will be far greater than that for which you are allowed to plan for. this makes a nonsense 
of water resource planning and very strong representations should be made for the guidance to be reviewed to allow you to 
plan for reductions in your extraction licences in the final version of your plan

2.4.1
2.4.5

42 You do not seem to have allowed for general comments. This is a complex consultation made all the more difficult to respond 
to by the on-line proforma which whilst no doubt making it very easy for Thames Water placing most of the work on the 
consultee - is an approach will discourage most people from bothering to comment - it is not user friendly and could be said to 
be designed with the aim of discouraging people from commenting. Only a very small part of Chiltern District Council is 
supplied with water by Thames Water and therefore our interest in the plan is limited. It is interesting to compare your approach 
to consultation with that of three Valleys which has been infinitely superior. They have made a real effort both to communicate 
their plan and to seek comments back.

2.1.1

433 All properties should be metered, but this need not exclude social assistance in the form of 'banded' metering tariffs 2.11.1
2.11.6
2.11.7

433 I agree with it. 2.13.1
433 I agree with your approach 2.7.1
433 I am impressed by the thoroughness of your assessment. 2.7.1
433 I think that the proposed Upper Thames Reservoir is the key to the future of water supply in the Thames Valley. If it is not built, 

future generations would, in my view, be faced with a parched situation during dry summers. Water supplies might have to be 
severely restricted during dry periods and there would be other undesirable consequences, ranging from power cuts due to non-
availability of cooling water for the electricity generators, to devastating effects on fish and wildlife along the river itself if 
sections of the Thames dry up.

2.18.1
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433 I would support the earlier introduction of compulsory metering, though I suppose this might be rather expensive for you to do 

due to the cost of the meters
2.11.1

433 In a future of wet winters and dry summers, the critical factor will be the availability of water in the dry summer months. All life in
the Thames valley depends on this - it is not just a matter of possible inconvenience to consumers who may be faced with 
hosepipe bans and the like. During a really bad drought, the river Thames itself could dry up if not assisted by flows from the 
projected reservoir.

2.1.3
2.1.5

433 It cannot be a bad thing to plan for spare capacity in the system. There does not seem to be enough of this at present. 2.5.14
433 It seems to me obvious that all premises should be metered. But with what type of meter? I have lived in metered premises for 

some years, but the meter is in a hole in the ground and is normally only seen by the person who comes to read it. For 
metering to be effective in making consumers more aware of how much water they are using, the meter should have some sort 
of dial or indicator in an easily visible place inside the metered premises.

2.11.1

433 The calculations seem to assume a more or less constant level of supply and demand over the year, but surely seasonal 
variations are very important and should be included in this calculation? A seemingly satisfactory supply/demand balance over 
the year as a whole may mask severe imbalances during some seasons.

2.4.1

433 This is the factor which worries me the most. If, as seems likely, our climate can change to be more like that of a sunny country 
like Spain, then the future arrangements for water supply need to be re-thought, and I cannot envisage a secure supply of 
water during dry periods without the proposed upper Thames reservoir.

2.5.4

433 Your population estimates should include current plans for new industrial and commercial developments in Oxfordshire, 
especially around Harwell, for some 5,000 new jobs, plus associated plans for 11,500 new houses in the area (the Quadrant 
project). These developments may not be viable unless there are additional resources, including necessary water supplies.

2.3.2

433 Your thinking seems to be on the right lines 2.7.1
448 Given the DEFRA Water Strategy target and the South East’s more stretching target we strongly advocate a more consistent 

and ambitious approach to metering households across the South East. In particular, we would like to see all companies’ 
targets for near-universal metering brought back to 2016 at the latest.Greater emphasis and wider use of sophisticated tariffs 
(including rising block tariffs) should be employed in order to further reduce demand and manage affordability issues.

2.11.1
2.11.2
2.11.6
2.12.2
2.11.7

6 CoL accept Thames Water’s work to date on encouraging more efficient use of water and would be happy to work with 
Thames Water to assist in promoting their free water efficiency audits for businesses to City occupiers.

2.12.1
2.12.3

6 CoL accept that there is no quick solution to improving London's supply demand balance and that this is a long term strategy, 
which can only be achieved by continuous investment in the supply network by Thames Water.

2.14.3
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6 CoL accepts the legacy problems associated with Thames Water’s supply network and fully supports both their demand 

management programmes and water resources schemes. This area poses the largest threat to the security of supply to 
business productivity in the City of London, (and to a large part of the UK economy) and requires continuous resource 
allocation in the future. 

2.7.1

6 Col believe this approach to be acceptable 2.17.1
6 CoL believes Thames Water's overall approach to be acceptable however more could be done to promote use of non potable 

water systems and rainwater water recycling as part of the approach to managing demand
2.7.1
2.8.3
2.12.6

6 CoL believes that Thames Water have identified the major issues facing them and supports the need for greater water 
resources

2.17.1

6 CoL continues to support and work alongside Thames Water in the undertaking of the Victorian Mains Replacement 
programme and Active Leakage Control (including water pressure reduction). Our Highways Division has commented that 
Thames Water has worked hard to improve on initial problems with the VMR programme in the City and have improved at 
fixing problems and co-ordinating works. This improvement in standards has led to Thames Water and their contractor Clancy 
Docwra now being in the running for Considerate Contractor Gold Award.

2.2.2
2.2.1

6 CoL find the preferred programme to be satisfactory. 2.13.1
6 CoL fully support the concept of inter-connectivity between water company supply areas which would allow further resilience in 

the supply network in the event of large outage or a prolonged dry period. CoL believe this would be essential to maintain 
supplies to businesses in the City.

2.8.10

6 CoL is concerned by the significant deficits in supply demand balance in the London area, however recognise and support 
Thames Waters’ efforts to restore supply demand balance through their investment in leakage reduction, water efficiency and 
metering programmes. Our Community & Children’s Services Department has commented that only one survey for water 
pressure reduction to take place has taken place throughout the City’s housing estates, which took place at the Avondale 
Estate. The rest of CoL’s housing estates are still to be surveyed. 

2.6.2
2.9.1
2.12.1

6 CoL supports the need for more meters to be installed and would be happy to work with Thames Water to address challenges 
with installing meters in multi-occupied buildings. A full assessment of metering was recently undertaken at the Barbican Estate 
but it was not practically feasible and economically viable to installed individual meters in each flat. CoL will continue to support 
and encourage use of meters in of our housing stock. All corporation offices and commercial buildings are metered and some 
of our buildings are on Large User’s tariff.

2.11.1
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6 Leakage, metering and water efficiency are mentioned further in this document under section 7 – Demand Management.Water 

resources development – CoL fully support new water resource schemes which will supply the Square Mile and open spaces 
owned by the CoL in other parts of Thames Water’s coverage area. The Beckton desalination plant in particular, will ensure a 
further level of security of supply in the event of a water shortage. CoL continues to fully support Thames Water in their efforts 
to build a new reservoir near Abingdon in Oxfordshire, which we understand would supply the Square Mile. CoL would be 
happy to lend our support to this project if further stakeholder involvement is needed. CoL would also be happy to lend support 
to the future development of a ring main system which has mentioned to CoL staff in the past. 

2.7.1

6 No further comments N/A
6 No further comments N/A
6 Thames Water’s approach to assessing the amount of water available to use now and in the future is acceptable. 2.4.1
6 Thames Water's approach is acceptable 2.5.1
6 Thames Water's approach is acceptable 2.5.1
6 The London Plan predicts that there will be substantial increases in the number of City workers from over 340,000 in 2006 to 

424,000 by 2026. It is important that this level of increase is factored into the commercial demand forecasts. It is hoped that 
with the introduction of EPC’s and new BREEAM regulations that water will be used in a more responsible manner within 
commercial office buildings. Thames Water’s approach to forecasting future demand for water is acceptable. 

2.3.2

6 Water quality and leakage reduction should be addressed and work in this area should be intensified. 2.10.1
2.7.2

624 as the previous sections this is so technical and unfathomable that it calls the whole process in question. I am a graduate 
mechanical engineer with an IQ, I am told, in the top 2% of the population but I am completely unable to provide any comment 
on your information. I am wondering if any comment is of any interest to Thames water as it seems this "consultation" may be 
nothing more than a compulsory "box ticking" exercise to satisfy government(?) political necessities.

2.1.1

624 climate change is obviously a "very convenient untruth" to misquote Al Gore. There is no value in so called assessment 
because there is no experience on which to base one. just say what best suits your case.

2.5.4
2.5.5

624 I must be missing something but does the proposed reservoir work(?) as follows? take water from river; store it in huge lake 
from which lots will evaporate/leak away; put water back in river to reconvert it to non potable river water; let it run through 100 
miles of filthy river (from which it came); extract it at some downstream point, having lost lots due to evaporation/leakage etc; 
process water for use and store in some other, but much smaller lake, thus losing some more. No that can't be right....can it?

2.18.1
2.18.14
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624 my previous comment is reiterated. I want to be convinced that this is a genuine attempt to find out what ordinary people feel 

about the justification that Thames water has for their planned project but the more time I spend trying to penetrate this 
technobabble the more I am convinced otherwise. How is anyone supposed to find the time even to read it much less have the 
jargon to make any sense of it?

2.1.1

724 A combined supply and demand approach is obviously sensible but as lay person I do wonder whether all the analysis is over-
complicated.

2.1.1
2.7.1

724 Educational programmes should be continued to reduce water wastage and the general approach seems appropriate. 
However, water metering remains controversial. More work could be done to assess the benefits and indicate whether 
metering is the most effective method of reducing consumption. I am not satisfied that leakage should be maintained at 
2009/10 levels and consider that further reductions should be sought.

2.11.1
2.11.4
2.10.1
2.12.1
2.6.2

724 Excellent approach but 2009/10 levels should not be the benchmark. Further reductions should be pursued. 2.7.2
724 I am not convinced by any of the general claims about climate change. I therefore consider that there should be assessment of 

impact based on natural factors only and excluding questionable man-made impact.
2.5.4
2.5.9

724 I have major reservations about compulsory metering unless benefits to consumers can be proven. Stable households are an 
easy target for raising money and I am extremely suspicious about 'sophisticated tariffs' which are merely aimed at charging 
consumers more.

2.11.1
2.11.4
2.11.6
2.11.7

724 In principle I endorse the IDM approach proposed. 2.9.1
724 More education is to be welcomed and careful use of audits would be desirable but the potential for 'big brother' intrusions must 

be prevented. They must certainly not be used as a device to force metering.
2.12.1
2.11.1

724 No additional comments. N/A
724 No comment. N/A
724 No comment. N/A
724 No comment. N/A
724 No comment. N/A
724 No comments further to my concerns about immigration and unproven climate change assumptions. 2.3.3

2.5.4
724 No further comments. N/A
724 On the demand side, has sufficient account been taken of the impact of immigration? All Government figures have severely 

under estimated the number of people in the London area and it is apparent that no accurate figures exist. The target 
headroom should allow for a worst case scenario.

2.3.3
2.5.14

724 See my previous comments concerning compulsory metering. N/A
724 Seems sensible. 2.4.1
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724 Would appear to be realistic and based on practical assumptions. I think a forecast of a reduction to 150 l/hd/d is prudent. 2.3.1

729 The reservoir between Steventon and Hanney will create significant adverse effects, including visual impact, disruption during 
construction and loss of the connecting road. The island villages regularly suffer local flooding problems - including road 
closures and risks to livestock. Last year, properties were flooded - including ours. Others will decide whether the need for the 
reservoir has been justified. But if built, any problems it directly causes must be mitigated. The added traffic pressure on 
Marcham requires that the reservoir budget includes some provision for road improvement. The reservoir has the potential to 
improve local flooding problems and, if taken, should be weighed as a benefit and supported. The EA appears to control 
flooding in the Ock by allowing water to back up - no doubt to protect Abingdon, but increasing risk in the Island Villages. A way 
must be found to divert this flood water to the resrvoir and relieve this pressure. This opportunity must be siezed and built into 
the project now. If it is, we support the Plan; if not, we object for reasons above.

2.18.5
2.18.6

730 1. You should avoid using language such as Optant which is not in everyday use. 2 CDDs do not work if you have elderly 
people in the house who's faeces are so light that they are difficult to wash away. 3. I am personally against metering as a 
matter of principle, I am aware of some elderly people that agreed to go onto metering and since doing so believe that no 
bathing or flushing the loo is their only way of saving money.

2.11.1
2.1.1

730 Again and again you return to the issue of metering, please see my previous comments on this issue. Would have thought that 
many people would have given up by now!

2.1.1

730 Difficult for you as I am aware of the diversity of opinions on the subject 2.5.4
730 Don't understand how you can call this your approach to choosing a preferred programme, its a load of figures which can be 

interpreted in different ways.
2.13.1

730 Having now been through very part of this lengthy consultation document I am still none the wiser as to which of the 3 
Abingdon options you have talked about in this entire set of documents, very disappointing

2.1.1
2.17.2

730 I only wish this summary had been available at the beginning, it would have saved me several hours of reading when this 
summary supplies me with most of the information I require

2.1.1

730 It appears that reasonable assumptions have been made 2.5.1
730 No comments N/A
730 No comments N/A
730 Please refer to my previous comments on metering N/A
730 Please see previous comments in relation to metering I find the figures on Unmeasured Sprinkler use difficult to understand as 

I was informed by TW that as I was unmetered I could not use a sprinkler?
N/A

730 See 7a above N/A
730 This section appears to repeat the same information several times 2.1.1
730 Unable to comment as only 228.81kb of 5.37MB Vol 6 would download 2.1.1
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737 Can Wales - or any other neighbours - store and export more water? If so, how? How much scope is there for these as 

sources of bulk supply, in relation to anticipated demand? There needs to be a clear published assessment of all the possible 
ways of increasing bulk supply from neighbouring authorities. 

2.4.4
2.4.9
2.18.10
2.8.10

737 I am very disappointed not to see any references to the need to develop relations with other water suppliers. All suppliers would
benefit greatly from an increase in the sharing of knowledge, skills and experience. More importantly, you have omitted any 
reference to the sharing of resources with others suppliers. Investment in the transfer of water from Wales and the North-west 
needs urgently to be undertaken. 

2.4.9
2.8.4

737 I would be pleased to hear of any attempts by Thames Water to facilitate the creation of a national water grid. Even though it 
seems currently beyond your remit, if it leads to you accessing water imports at a worthwhile cost, perhaps it would then be in 
your remit. In a similar vein, you might also be able to justify encouraging your neighbouring water undertakers to increase their 
supply. 

2.8.4
2.18.10
2.4.9

744 A voluntary scheme of installing meters is the preferred option. If enough people were made aware of the savings to be had by 
meter installation there would be a much increased demand. You caught a cold some time ago by making a unilateral demand 
that all properties be metered. Do not make the same mistake again.

2.11.1

744 As is normal in these matters you can justify anything given the information. 2.17.1
744 I agree that leakage reduction remains your highest priority. This is obviously something which effects everybody. However 

given the present state of the system particularly in London where it is frankly past it's sell-by date and the difficulty of 
managing repairs in the metropolis it is not easy to see how you will reduce your overall leakage to any great extent without 
massive investment. I also agree that water meters are an added value in reducing water consumption. There should be a 
sustained public information campaign to promote this.

2.2.2
2.11.1
2.12.4

744 I applaud the sentiments, but is the programme ambitious enough. 2.7.1
744 I disagree with you conclusions regarding the UTMRD. A better approach to minimisation of leakage would offer better results. 

If this were to be off set against the horrendous cost of the UTMRD what results would you then get.
2.18.3

744 I do not know if you have investigated the water consumption in countries which have a warmer climate than ours such as 
those bordering the northern Mediterranean. It might be instructive in the prediction of the increase of water usage given the 
predicted climate change effect on the area covered by Thames Water. Other than that I have no comment to make except to 
say that obviously leakage plays a somewhat major part in your consumption figures and if that could be reduced by 10% then 
it would go some way to obviate the water problem. 

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.11
2.5.8

744 It is very obvious to me that the preferred option i.e. the UTMR will be almost exclusively to the benefit of London where you 
major predicted deficit is. The large facility proposed for the Abingdon area has its drawbacks as well as in my view not justified 
by you arguments. The vast surface area will lead to major evaporation especially in the predicted climate change. As well as a 
loss of water this will, I believe lead to an altered climate in that area. As I commented in a previous section you appear to be 
putting all your eggs in one basket.

2.18.9
2.18.14
2.18.11
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744 London is obviously the major source of leaks with its antiquated system. Has enough investigation been done of pipe 

replacement strategies and new and novel methods.
2.10.1
2.10.6

744 No comment N/A
744 No comment. N/A
744 No comments. N/A
744 Please see my comments re climate change in the previous section. My other comment would be regarding the vast spread of 

prediction as to future climates. An average based prediction would probably be the best bet, but who is to say. A scenario 
where the gulf stream ceases to impact our shores would have a devastating effect on the network, but that is as yet a 
theoretical possibility.

2.5.4

744 The need for flexibility in the supply of water now and in the future is paramount. 2.4.1
744 These seems a reasonable set of suppositions. 2.5.1
744 This does not seem to me to be a very balanced approach, with Abingdon being top of the list with all its options. You seem to 

be putting all your eggs in one basket. There must be other options which are more cost efficient.
2.18.2
2.8.1
2.13.2

744 This seems to me a reasonable approach. 2.7.1
744 Your figures seem a touch pessimistic. An increase in consumer awareness of deficits in the water supply might off set your 

figures and the leakage figures continue to rise which is a sobering fact. Surely increased investment would mitigate this.
2.6.1
2.10.1

750 Why is your PCC higher than the government figures and higher than any of the other water companies? 2.3.1
2.3.5

750 You have made this whole document so difficult to interpret that I would be surprised that anyone can understand it, and that 
what you want.

2.1.1

753 I am strongly opposed to the creation of a resevoir, especially one of such gigantic proportion in the proposed location. I know 
we all need a sustainable supply of clean water but there must be other ways of achieveing that on this tiny, rain soaked if 
admittedly over populated island. I have no doubt that the area earmarked for a resevoir was chosen because of its apparent 
featurlessness. I sa y "apparent" because anyone who knows the area will know that it is "criss-crossed" with public footpaths 
and bridleways and is home to an abundance of flora and fauna including Foxes, Badgers, Deer and magnificant ancient Oak 
trees. Can we really afford to lose this wonderful wide open space when targets for fixing leaks are consistently being missed? I
think it would be an utter tragedy if we did and Thames Water, although well intentioned, will not have done right by the people 
of South Oxfordshire or the country. 

2.18.1
2.18.7
2.18.11

760 Re Fig 8 - What Factor(s) led to the sharp reduction in Baseline WAFU and the Final Planning Demand + TR after 2014/15? 
Could identification of these factors encourage similar reductions in later periods?

2.9.3
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760 The effects of global warming on water supply and usage are recognisably 'lumpy' and unpredictable. It seems to me that your 

proposals to manage these risks concentrate on past dry years (such as 1975 and 1976, or 2005 and 2006) and do not take 
adequate account of possibly more severe future dry years. You should also do more to explain that a wet winter does not 
adequately solve the crisis of a dry summer. A more 'popular' presentation is needed. Your highly technical report does not 
convince some people that an Upper Thames Reservoir really is needed, that there is no other realistic choice of site, and that 
construction should start in the next few years if shortages are not to emerge within their lifetimes!

2.3.1

761 Whilst the slight reduction in leakage is to be applauded, even 685 Ml/day (i.e. 685,000 tonnes - enough to flood a 4000m2 
football pitch 170m deep EVERY DAY) is still grossly excessive and MUST be the absolute top priority target. The other 
schemes seem irrelevant in comparison. Until the leakage issues are resolved there should be no further contemplation of new 
reservoirs, at Steventon (Abingdon) or anywhere else. And no, I don't live close to the proposed site and would not be 
significantly affected by the work.

2.7.2

767 More effort should be given to upgrading pipework and reducing leakage. 2.2.2
767 The need for the reservoir near Abingdon still has not been proven and local concerns have been disregarded. The installation 

of the new pipeline round the village of Steventon, where agreements with the Parish Council were subsequently ignored 
together with damage to the banks of the Ginge leading to local flooding, were indicative of a tendency to renege on verbal 
agreements, the lack of commitment to enter into written agreements so as to deny said agreements and a lack of care when 
conducting engineering projects lead to concerns regarding the building of a large reservoir and its impact on local environs 
during and after construction.

2.18.3
2.18.6

769 See first comment N/A
769 See previous comment N/A
769 See previous comment N/A
769 See previous comments N/A
769 See previous comments N/A
769 See previous comments N/A
769 There is no water shortage in 2008 2.5.9
769 This should be given more priority 2.7.1
769 This should be mandatory for old and new houses and businesses 2.3.6
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774 While I may or may not be anti or pro, is not really relevant.

The point I would like to raise in connection with this vast project /exercise, is from an environmental point of view.
It would stand to reason in this day and age that all forms of regenerating power would be utilized to its utmost from this project 
in its natural state, water flow etc and heat exchange reflection etc. I would also like to think that the Berks and Wilts canal 
would be resurrected and used for pleasure and commercially.
I realize the answers to the above may be found in your submissions, which to the ordinary layman is far to big to comprehend 
all at once, especially in the time scale that is stipulated.

2.1.1
2.18.12
2.18.7

788 key environmental and social issues were well covered. 2.17.1
788 Studies to investigate effluent re-use are a welcomed development. 2.8.3
789 There are acute concerns among local residents (many of whom were flooded in July 2007) about the increased risk of 

flooding arising from the construction of UTWR. It is absurd that a review of this topic should not form part of the dWRMP; TW 
is simply deferring consultation on the issue to a later date. Concerns relate to leakage through the base of the reservoir, 
impact of the reservoir on the water table, loss of flood plain and handling of surface water run-off following heavy rain. Many of 
the buildings in the area are of medieval construction and significant historical importance. There are also significant 
unaddressed concerns about the availability of compensation in the event of damage arising from flooding, or from planning 
blight, owing to the thin equity capitalisation and significant debt burden of TW under its present ownership structure. These 
concerns were expressed during the Stage 1 consultation phase but are not addressed in the Plan, or recorded in Appendix I3.

2.18.5
2.18.7

791 All water companies should contribute towards the construction of a national water grid whereby water can be piped from areas 
where there is an abundant surplus of supply to those areas that are experiencing a shortage

2.8.4

791 I am totally opposed to the supply of water being an object of profit and linked to a share-holder owned company. If any political 
party proposed taking water companies back into public ownership as non-profit making concerns then I would support it. I am 
therefore against compulsory water metering.

2.19.4
2.18.10
2.11.1
2.19.2

794 - N/A
794 - N/A
794 - N/A
794 Biosolids are much more sustainable than manmade fertilizers and their use should be promoted by TW, Politicians and 

Government. Pressure should be put on supermarkets who suggest that it is a bad idea to review their position particularly from 
a sustainability and carbon perspective.

N/A please refer to the 
Business Plan

794 Clear message of intention and delivery but does not ignore affordability 2.11.4
794 Clearly explains that TW has to undertake the work and has been working with regulators to develop the plan. It also identifies 

that other groups who products cause TW problems have a role to play in delivering solutions.
2.14.3
2.4.9
2.12.1

Page 259 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
794 Compared to the price increases imposed by energy and gas companies the increase proposed is very modest and is 

delivering added value to customers
N/A

794 Compelling argument that demand management and new resource development are not either/or options but must be explores 
in tandem

2.7.2

794 Does the WRMP consider the impact of enforced migration of people from former British colonies who are forces to leave their 
current homes and move to Britain but the SE in particular?

2.3.2

794 Evidence of innovation building on the success of VMR so far 2.2.2
794 Excellent 2.11.7
794 Good 2.14.3
794 Good to see TW putting its bill increases in the context of other pressures on customers. Compared to the price increases 

imposed by energy and gas companies the increase proposed is very modest and is delivering added value to customers
N/A please refer to our 
Business Plan

794 How does the plan deal with the rapidly increasing rate of infill development which does not require consultation with TW? 2.3.3
2.3.3
2.3.3
2.3.4

794 I support your approach to leakage, water resource development, water efficiency and metering. 2.2.2
794 In terms of asset resilience has TW taken the potential impact on LOS of flood and other climate change related events? 2.19.8

794 It deals with the twin track approach in an appropriate way 2.9.1
794 It has. 2.17.1
794 It is essential that any solution delivers the benefit as quickly as possible but it must [as far as is practicable] guarantee to 

output.
2.9.2

794 It is essential that any solution delivers the benefit as quickly as possible but it must [as far as is practicable] guarantee to 
output.

2.9.2

794 Obviously when meter penetration increases and tariffs elect cost better it will be easier to monitor benefits. How robust is the 
current approach?

2.11.1
2.7.1
2.11.3

794 Reasonable. 2.17.1
794 Support 2.17.1
794 Support 2.7.1
794 Support the long-term UTMRD solution both as a supply, climate change and environmental response. 2.14.3
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794 The approach taken with respect to climate change is reasonable and follows guidance developed by the WI and EA to 

overcome the unavailability of the new UKCIP08 scenarios. How does TW intend to eventually take the new scenarios into 
account?

2.5.5
2.5.8

794 The document talks about looking after customers who genuinely can pay their water bill but what is TW planning to do in the 
plan period to recover unpaid monies which other customers are subsidising?

N/A Please refer to our 
Business Plan

794 The information was broken down into understandable and complimentary pieces 2.1.1
794 The list appears comprehensive. 2.7.1
794 The plan appears to be seeking a balance between some odour rather than a strong odour N/A please refer to the 

Business Plan
794 The VMR process is beginning to deliver and should be continued. It is also an adaptation response to the impacts of climate 

change
2.2.2
2.10.3

794 This is something TW must get right N/A
794 This is very important and is made more so by the expected impacts of climate change 2.5.5
794 Very comprehensive 2.14.3
794 Very informative and clearly presented 2.1.1
794 Very pleased to see flood resilience included as a core item N/A
794 Very pleased to see this being taken seriously as it a very unpleasant thing to happen to a customer N/A please refer to the 

Business Plan
794 Very thorough 2.17.1
794 What is TW doing t reduce the carbon and GHG impact of its supply chain? 2.13.4
794 What sensitivity analysis has been undertaken for climate change impacts. How will the new UKCIP scenarios be taken into 

account?
2.5.10
2.5.7

794 Whilst the Tideway Project is a big expense it not an optional element of the plant and is required for the UK to meet its 
obligations. Why is the Government not funding this centrally?

N/A please refer to the 
Business Plan

794 Will TW be funded to adopt and maintain the sewers discussed? N/A please refer to the 
Business Plan

798 ….unlike the problems  with the privatised electricity companies Thames Water are required to take account of growth, and this 
Plan is based on levels of growth in the South East Plan. 

2.3.2

798 One key project in TWs programme is the construction of a new reservoir near Abingdon…….this is not a consultation about 
the Abingdon reservoir proposals and certainly not about the alternatives that were considered and rejected as the Abingdon 
scheme evolved. However TW are required to set out in the Plan their future investment proposals and so they have to refer to 
the Abingdon scheme and the processes they have gone through to reach the conclusions that this is their preferred approach.

2.13.5
2.18.2
2.7.1
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798 The on-line consultation questions are more generalised and high level and do not seek views on particular development 

proposals which will have to go through the planning process. It must be stressed that we have never received a planning 
application or any detailed scheme for comment relating to the alternative sites that TW looked at but discounted in favour of 
the Abingdon proposals.

2.1.1
2.18.1

798 The Plan places emphasis on investment to reduce leakage and also managing demand through the installation of water 
meters and other water efficiency measures. However it recognises that this will not, in itself be sufficient to bring future supply 
and demand into balance and so there is a need for some additional resources in the future.

2.9.1
2.7.1

798 TW divide their area up into a number of "resource zones". The southern part of Aylesbury lies within SWA Resource zone and 
the northern part of Aylesbury vale is within the Anglian area and not covered by this Plan. No water deficit is forecast for this 
zone and so there is no major investment planned.

2.8.10

806 Accept and support the need for the reservoir. 2.18.1
806 Support the accelerated leakage programme. 2.2.2
806 Support the need for accelerated metering and tariff testing, but concern over the possible effect on low-income households 

and potentially vulnerable customers such as the elderly, disabled and those with differing social needs.
2.11.1
2.11.7

806 The adjusted figure on accelerated growth at Didcot is welcomed. 2.3.3
808 In contrast, we are concerned at the apparent lack of similar considerations applying to the proposed Upper Thames Major 

Resource Development (UTMRD) near Abingdon. We are concerned that the increase in water levels in the catchment 
associated with this development could impact on the Cothill Fen Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), National Nature 
Reserve (NNR) and Special Area of Conservation (SAC). Part of this site is the National Trust’s Ruskin Reserve. Depending on 
the progress of this project we assume that any impacts on this site will be investigated within the context of the Habitats 
Regulations. We also note that if built, this facility could supply other water companies. In addition to raising issues under the 
EU Water Framework Directive regarding inter-basin transfers, our concern would be that this could reduce the level of 
ambition of other companies to drive down leakage and consumption targets in their areas. In line with our previous comments 
on this matter, we would much prefer to see a clear priority placed on demand management, leakage reduction and water 

2.18.2
2.18.7
2.4.8
2.19.5
2.9.2

808 The National Trust would support higher targets for meter installation to allow consumers to become aware of and make 
changes to their household water use. Recent research from the Environment Agency shows that full household water 
metering could deliver a significant reduction in carbon emissions (up to 40% of the Carbon Reduction Commitment target), 
and reduce customers’ water and energy bills by between “£40 and £160 a year1.

2.11.1
2.11.2

808 We also welcome the early use of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) to sift the range of infrastructure, recharge and 
transfer options. In particular we welcome, for example, the exclusion of a Severn/Thames transfer on the grounds of, inter 
alia, impacts on nationally and internationally designated sites.

2.17.1
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808 We welcome Thames Water’s programme of integrated management, comprising leakage reduction, targeted metering and 

seeking to influence consumer behaviour. The National Trust is keen to work with water companies on a range of practical and 
communications measures to help increase water efficiency and raise awareness amongst consumers as exemplified by our 
ongoing work with Thames Water. We are concerned however, at the high target for per capita consumption (PCC) of 152 
litres/head/day (l/h/d) by 2021. This is significantly in excess of the target of the target promoted in DEFRA’s Future Water 
strategy which proposes reducing consumption to 130l/h/d, or possibly 120 l/h/d depending on available technology by 2030. 
Furthermore increasingly stringent codes for new homes will drive this figure to 125 l/h/d from 2009.

2.9.1
2.12.1
2.3.5

808 We welcome the catchment-level approach taken to water resource provision, in particular the focus on improving water quality 
and quantity, the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the promotion of sustainable energy use, and the sensitive treatment 
of landscape, natural and cultural heritage. 

2.14.3

814 It makes it hard to promote water efficiency to the public, to commercial enterprises and industry and through school education 
programmes when wastage through leakage is so high. Perhaps even more new ways of dealing with leakage reduction need 
to be developed particularly for the more difficult rural areas such as SWOX.

2.12.1
2.10.6

814 OK - but concerned that the deficit in the SWOX WRZ is expected to take so long to close. 2.14.1
814 Pleased to see that metering and demand management will be prioritised in the SWOX WRZ. Would like to see evidence of 

more water efficiency education very soon.
2.12.1
2.13.2
2.3.11

814 The Parish Council (PC) sees water efficiency and education as very important and would encourage Thames Water further in 
this. The PC finds it hard to accept the high leakage rates as being the true Economic Level of Leakage. It makes it hard to 
promote water efficiency to the public, to commercial enterprises and industry and through school education programmes when 
wastage through leakage is so high. Perhaps even more new ways of dealing with leakage reduction need to be developed.

2.12.1
2.10.3
2.10.6

815 It is impossible to assess the net impact of the the proposed Abingdon reservoir on the birds and other wildlife in Oxfordshire 
without details of its design and operation. We do not object to the reservoir provided: Flows in the Thames are not jeopardised 
during periods of drought; Water released into the Thames is of appropriate chemical and biological quality and temperature to 
safeguard wildlife downstream; The reservoir itself and surrounding land are designed and managed to maximise their benefit 
to wildlife. It is possible that the loss of thousands of acres of countryside could be more than offset, in wildlife terms, by an 
imaginative and ambitious design with wildlife as a high priority. Indeed, the reservoir has the potential to become one of 
Oxfordshire's premier wildlife sites. Oxford Ornithological Society would be pleased to work with Thames Water to help ensure 
that the enormous potential for wildlife conservation of this site can be realised.

2.18.1
2.18.7
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815 We note that in the Strategic Environmental Assessment, the large Abingdon Reservoir, when in operation, is predicted to have 

a beneficial impact on aquatic and terrestrial biodiversity. It seem to us that this will depend on details of the design and 
operation of the reservoir. We hope that sufficient resources will be made available to ensure that the potential biodiversity 
benefits of the reservoir are achieved in practice. We hope that Thames Water will make full use of local knowledge and 
expertise to ensure that the best possible range of measures to achieve biodiversity benefits are put in place.

2.17.3
2.18.7
2.18.12

827 Can't the surplus in the Slough/Wycombe/Aylesbury,Kennet Valley Guildford and Henley WRZs be utilised for the deficit in the 
other regions?Is there a similar imbalance nationally? If so is it not possible for water companies to work together to address 
this imbalance or we'll surely end up with larger reservoirs in differernt zones under different water companies all effectively 
draining the same resource? Shouldn't the aim be to supply the nation as a whole? I don't know if its the answer but it would 
seem to me that if we had one water company most,if not all, of these problems would be non existent. A water company now 
seems a license to print money based on theories of shortages and can seemingly be so poorly managed that it can allow a 
vast amount of its 'product' to leak out of its system while it plans to demolish homes and flood vast areas of agricultural land 
(which will be the next problem no doubt - not enough land for food) so it can create super reservoirs to meet the shortfall. Is 
this really justifiable on an Island that has more than enough water to go round?

2.8.10

827 Climate change appears to be bringing more rain NOT less. Using it as a factor to spend millions of pounds on building 
reservoirs is not valid in my opinion. Fix the leaks first.

2.5.4
2.18.14
2.5.1

827 I think this needs government backing and support from the community in a considered joint effort to reduce water 
consumption to a 'need' basis rather than its there so we'll use whatever we want. If metering is part of the answer then it 
should be compulsory but water companies can not apply business greed to this process and must show a keen endeavour to 
keep costs down and improve their ability to fix leaks promptly.

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3
2.3.4
2.3.8

827 Why upgrade water treatment works to enable more water to be treated and then pumped out of leaking pipework? Surely it 
would be far better to invest this money in fixing the leaks. Wouldn't fixing the leaks negate the need to upgrade the 
waterworks?

2.7.2
2.2.2

833 A significant impact would be had by replacing mains and fixing leaks in the existing network. The volumes lost currently are 
horrific.

2.10.1
2.3.11

833 Leakage reduction should be put as top priority! 2.2.2
834 Aquifer storage and recovery might be a better solution long term for the SWOX deficit and would seem to be less costly 

environmentally than construction of a reservoir.
2.8.12

Page 264 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
834 Assessing the consequences of climate change is fraught with difficulties. Most predictions seem to include increased 

uncertainty about weather patterns. However, the impact on agriculture should not be under-estimated, as seen by the large 
scale irrigation currently carried out in countries in continental Europe. The need to grow more of our own food may have a 
major impact on our attitudes to the reasonable use of a limited resource.

2.5.5

834 Managing demand through education will have limited impact although encouraging projects and awareness in schools is likely 
to be effective. Metering is increasingly seen as inevitable but careful consideration of tariffs is an essential component to 
ensure that reasonable demand is always affordable. Water butts are a cheap means of conserving water but your calculations 
should recognise that they are not refilled during prolonged dry spells, when gardens need watering. Low flush toilets (and save
a-flush bags) are only effective if they do not result in people needing to flush more often. Do you know the % toilets already 
fitted with such devices? 

2.12.1
2.11.1
2.11.7
2.12.6
2.12.7

834 Managing leakage is obviously a top priority. There is a strongly held perception that Thames Water does not repair enough 
leaks, so it is hard to justify calls for customers to reduce water consumption. This could be a case for providing a public 
information campaign. Customer supply leakage is an issue. It is likely that poorer households, including those in rented 
properties, will be less able to arrange/afford repairs. Thames Water should lobby for a legal obligation on landlords to repair 
pipes to rented property within a set period or be liable for the cost of leaked water. 

2.10.6
2.10.5

834 Monitoring and providing remediation for unforeseen environmental and social outcomes is not reassuring. If you decide on a 
large reservoir and later conclude that the land could have been better used, it is impossible to go back. Choosing flexible 
options might help (Fig 8.2a shows the potential benefits of not relying heavily on any one resource and is the least cost 
option). Selection of the UTMRD seems more crucial to sustaining supply to the London WRZ than to SWOX, although all of 
the impact will be felt by the latter (see Fig 8.1f). This choice has then driven selection of the UTMRD solution for SWOX. In 
calculating carbon costs has allowance been made for the loss of carbon fixing by agricultural crops that might otherwise have 
occupied reservoir land? Vines on the new uplands of Oxfordshire? There is no chance of remediating brown field sites in 
compensation for lost greenfield sites as there are already not enough of the former for required house building.

2.17.6
2.13.2
2.18.9
2.17.4

834 None N/A
834 Ongoing leakage reduction: Consumers won't reduce water consumption when a broken main goes unrepaired for weeks. 

Metering: a fair way to share the cost of provision but customers need to feel prices are fair and profits are reasonable. Does 
metering reduce everyone's water bills. If so and everyone opted for meters, your income would be reduced. Presumably non-
metered households currently overpay for the water they actually use. Increasing water prices when demand is high is 
unacceptable: when it's hot people need to shower more often, wash more clothes etc. The impact of periods of high demand 
should be factored into normal pricing, as now. The UTMRD, proposed to provide secure supply to future customers, will 
remove huge areas of irreplaceable agricultural land from production at a time when we should grow more food locally (high 
transport costs, secure supply of basic foods). This will compound the impact of the housing developments themselves, 
making this reservoir unacceptable.

2.10.6
2.11.1
2.11.7
2.11.3
2.11.4
2.11.6
2.18.7
2.18.1
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834 Sound approach, thorough comparison. The resulting document, however, is too long and complex for non-expert evaluation. 

response limited to 1000 characters impossible To what extent are schemes options? Indication of the % of the shortfall that 
each might address is essential. Do we need all proposed schemes? Some combinations are not explored. Why not store 
water in aquifers in the SWOX region instead of building the UTMRD that occupies huge areas of agricultural land with 
substantial evaporation losses? How similar schemes differ is unclear (eg Darent Valley 1/2/3) Increased job opportunities due 
to UTMRD construction do not 'benefit' a region with existing problems of recruitment that cannot adequately house current 
workers. UTMRD bund's visual impact in the flat surrounding countryside will be overwhelming. Transfer by tanker or bag is 
unacceptable. De-salination must only use renewable energy sources. Education regarding re-use should be started.

2.14.3
2.14.4
2.1.1
2.12.1
2.7.1
2.12.6
2.18.6
2.18.14
2.18.3
2.8.12

834 The assessment process seems thorough. Increased abstraction from the rivers is unlikely to be popular with the ecologists. 
Increased abstraction from ground water also has ecological consequences when streams and ponds dry up. Consumers see 
too much water in the winter, when their homes are flooded, and not enough water in the summer. Local, small scale projects 
to retain flood waters, thus reducing the liability of flooding in certain flood-prone areas, and the use of these at times of high 
demand, would seem a logical plan.

2.4.1
2.19.7

834 The assessment seems sound 2.5.1
834 The decision to invest in the UTMRD seems to be driven not only by the needs of London but also the desire to be able to sell 

surplus water to adjacent providers. This weakens the argument that this major resource is the best solution for Thames Water 
customers or for SWOX residents.

2.18.10

834 The environmental and social impacts are properly identified although their relative weighting is arguable. 2.17.3
834 The predicted deficits in supply are worrying. If we cannot persuade the government to build houses in regions with excess 

supply capacity, is there an option for better distribution of water from regions with high supply and limited demand (less dense 
populations) to those with high demand? Although extensive pipe networks increase the risk of loss through leakage and are 
expensive to install, as a long term solution they may be the most sound environmentally.

2.8.10

834 The Rising Block tariff structure which allows a free (subject to standing charge?) block of water dependent on household 
occupancy would seem fair but household size may not be stable enough (children moving between divorced parents; 
university students home only in vacations) or adequately measurable. Seasonal metered tariffs are unacceptable. Surely the 
duty of Thames Water is to provide water when customers need it and this is likely to be in the summer. The idea that you 
might be expected to forego a shower or washing load because the weather is hotter is unreasonable. Costs should be 
averaged out over the whole year, as now. Options 13-17 are already perceived as unfair by large sectors of the population. 
Provision for reading meters seems appropriate.

2.11.6
2.11.7
2.11.3
2.11.4
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834 The section on options for water provision is unduly long and complex. Making a meaningful comment is hard enough for most 

respondents without the 1000 character limit. Particularly when your document runs to 866 pages.
2.1.1

834 The use of realistic water consumption levels rather than the optimistic ones proposed elsewhere is reassuring but is it this 
alone that merits the new reservoir? Until building regulations demand (rather than recommend) the provision of best practice 
(grey water recycling, water efficiency, rain water collection and storage) in all new builds, lower consumption targets will be 
hard to achieve. Much of the future demand is calculated based on increasing wealth in Thames Water's operating area, with 
net inward migration and economic and business growth. A large new reservoir may prove to be a financial burden on present 
customers if the planned growth does not materialise.

2.3.1

834 This information has clearly informed the decision-making process but the influence of various factors might not be equal. 
Moreover, the relevance might change with time (as with today's preoccupation with climate change and CO2 footprint). The 
dependence on one major resource allows little flexibility in the future. Such dependence makes the whole water supply for 
Thames' customers vulnerable to disruption.

2.5.4
2.17.4
2.17.1
2.17.3

834 This section continues to favour the UTMRD mainly due to the requirements of London. 2.18.9
834 Water butts are full in the winter and empty in the summer - just like your reservoirs. Their usefulness is limited by their storage 

capacity in relation to the rate of water use. Even a large 200 litre butt is 20 watering cans full (2 gallon cans). Cistern 
displacement devices may end up using more water if toilets have to be flushed more often. Audits (with additional help for 
vulnerable households) and school or community based projects (like the low carbon communities) might be useful.

2.12.6
2.12.7
2.12.1

836 A current EU report forecasts this countries population rising to 70 million by 2050! This is unsustainable, the infrastructure 
simply isn't there to support this number of people. Immigration should be capped and the sooner the better.

2.3.2

836 Historical records indicate that the Earth was warmer three hundred years ago than it is now. I believe the earth's temperature 
has not increased since 1998.

2.5.4
2.5.9

836 I still haven't seen a response as to why a pumped pipeline grid system cannot be introduced? 2.8.4
836 Immigration needs to be capped & cultural habits need to be changed to reduce family numbers. A pumped pipeline grid needs 

to be included in the future options list. Replacement of Victorian mains should be accelerated, a reduction of only one third in 
leakage isn't good enough.

2.3.2
2.8.4
2.10.1

836 It seems a logical approach. 2.7.1
836 It seems a logical approach. 2.7.1
836 It seems a logical approach. 2.7.1
836 It seems a logical approach. 2.7.1
836 It seems to me you aren't trying hard enough. You only plan to be at the industry average for leakage by 2020, that's twelve 

years away! That average would seem to mean a reduction in leakage of only one third, so two thirds is still up for grabs!
2.10.1
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836 No comment, I'm not a water engineer so I cannot judge. N/A
836 No comment, I'm not qualified to judge. N/A
836 No comment. N/A
836 No comment. N/A
836 No comment. N/A
836 Renewal of pipes in the London area appears low to me. What is this figure as a percentage of the total water/sewerage 

pipeline network in London? The pipeline network is Victorian in origin and needs replacement as soon as possible.
2.2.2
2.10.1

836 Replacement of Victorian mains should be speeded up & the costs spread over all the water companies. 2.10.1
836 See previous comments. N/A
836 So, should I be impressed? 2.15.3
84 Section 9.3.2: We would stress the need for the potential deficit in water supply to be addressed, otherwise water supply issues 

are likely to be a constraint on delivering the Council's Local Development Framework. In addition, it is requested that 
something should be included in the plan on the implications of the potential deficit in water supply for the Government's 
ecotown and accelerated growth proposals, together with the timing of constraints being overcome.

2.14.2

840 Leakage reduction, in terms of small leaks, is appalling (see previous comments). I can travel around 10 miles from home and 
see more than 2 leaks at any one time. it seems to take a very long time to repair them, too. Until there are major 
improvements in reducing ALL leakage, there is no reason to consider alternate water resources development. In terms of the 
proposed reservoir, it is a ludicrous proposition; an unnecessary cost for an  unnecessary resource. in this area we have 3 
floods in the past year. Surely this flood water can be put to better use. it is an accepted fact that global warming may lead to 
increased rainfall in UK so a a plan that harnesses this water source should be investigated as a more sustainable water 
resource.

2.7.2
2.10.1
2.18.5
2.18.14
2.19.6

840 Some of these predictions do not take into account the increased predicted rainfall. rather than decrease supply, there may be 
instances of flooding and increased supply. these factors do not seem to appear in the forecasting above. There may be 
increased demand because of higher population density but that may not be concentrated in the areas currently of highest 
density. London can't increase significantly but there will be significant increases in the upper Thames valley.

2.5.4
2.3.1
2.3.2
2.3.9

840 The calculations at first glance appear logical but are biased towards your own plans! There is not an alternative hypothesis to 
demand or supply included.

2.4.1

849 Do  your absolute best to ensure a MUCH improved water quality compared to current standards in our waterways across the 
country. This will not only directly impact wildlife, but also your difficulties to ensure a stable water supply and less required 
treatment. Not to forget the recreational value of clean waterways for swimming and other ways to enjoy our countryside. Also 
do replace, not just somehow chemically offset, the remaining lead pipes in your system. Surely in the long term this is much 
better.

2.19.9
2.19.6
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849 Good to hear that you are investing into sewage treatment. I cannot say that I am happy with the current level of water quality in

our rivers though. Far from it. I know that it is not just your fault, but you do play a major part in it.
2.19.6
Please refer to our 
Business Plan for 
sewage issues

849 How does Thames Water compare to other European Water Suppliers? In terms of cost, leakage, investment, water and 
sewage treatment quality, water usage per household, etc, etc? Surely by ensuring that our rivers and lakes are of a good 
water quality it would make it easier to supply the required amount of water? I realise that Thames Water on their own cannot 
ensure this, but you do play a major role. It also makes our countryside much nicer, creates many sites safe for swimming, etc. 
I would like to see more investment in this area and would be happy to pay more for this either through taxes or for on my water
bill. Also, although this can only be a long term development, this is much more cost effective than operating a desalination 
plant. In this country the use of desalination plants shows really poor water management. In desert states like Saudi-Arabia the 
use of desalination plants is fair enough, but not in the UK.

2.19.9
2.19.6
2.7.2
2.3.1

849 I fully support you in this. But would like to see this program much accelerated still. 2.10.1
849 I fully support you in this. The promotion of 'start flush/stop flush' mechanisms for toilets in use in large areas of Europe would 

help a great deal as well.
2.12.1

849 I support this. 2.1.2
849 I support this. 2.3.1
849 I support you in this. 2.11.1
849 It is appalling that Thames Water is only keen to reduce the leakage where there is an immediate cost-benefit advantage. Why 

is it impossible to carry on replacing 400km per annum until the leakage is reduced to acceptable levels? Why is the leakage 
level of around 80% compared to water usage per household in Oxfordshire deemed acceptable and there is no drive to 
reduce that? (average of figure4 compared to 150l/per day/household) Yes, replacing the pipes in Oxfordshire with fewer holes 
is more expensive compared to the effect than in London, but nonetheless it should be done. This should be the much 
preferred method to meet the demand than to build a new reservoir in Abingdon. Thames Water reluctance to do that is very 
unpopular.

2.10.2
2.10.3
2.10.1
2.18.3

849 It is out of your hands to force your customers to use less water other than to keep promoting metering, which you are doing. It 
would help if you try to rise awareness and promote water efficiency, but so should the government, non-government 
organisations and industry. What I expect you to do to accommodate for increase in demand is to seriously reduce your 
leakage losses. Customers could use over 30% more if you invest the money and manage to just half your leakage problems. 
There is no need for any additional water reservoirs or anything like that for the next 20+years if those losses can be contained.

2.3.11
2.12.1
2.10.6
2.7.2

849 Please improve the water quality in our rivers along more rivers and to an even higher quality. How do you figures compare to 
figures from across Europe?

2.19.5
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849 So far Thames Water is by far the biggest source of water wastage due to the leaks in your system. It is here where your 

biggest efforts should concentrate. Once your leakage losses are below 10% of what your end customers use (and not some 
other percentage figure that is left unexplained!) you will be able to cope with a higher population and/or climate change. Any 
technological advances to help you with that are of course most welcome (leakfrogs and the like). Further improvements can 
then be using the metered bill approach encouraging customers to use less, supplemented by teaching them how to. But the 
possible effect from this is not going to be as great as your leakage reduction. It may be cheaper, but that is not the point. Only 
then should you look at other methods like the Abingdon reservoir. It may be cheap, but certainly it is not welcome. Also 
improve the quality of our ground and river water for potential future sources as a long term plan.

2.10.1
2.10.3
2.10.2
2.11.1
2.9.2
2.13.5

849 So what did you manage to do then since privatisation? Only 4.6% of the worst pipes replaced? Compared to 14.5% of industry 
standard? That is very poor performance on your behalf, especially as the industry standard is not exactly great either. And 
now you expect us to pay more? Suddenly you saw the light and will do everything better? I have trouble believing that. Why is 
population growth a reason for you to ask us for more money? Surely you are being paid per household! So the smaller the 
household, the more money you get. And the more people live here to more money you get. And the denser the population the 
more efficient your network is. Invest that money into new pipes, instead of giving it to your shareholders and your problems will
be a lot less - with doing your job, not with keeping your shareholders happy. Why should a person living outside of London, but
is with Thames Water have to pay for you to fix the London water system?

2.10.3
2.2.2
2.18.10

849 The approach suggested seems fair and sensible. However, I would like to see much more effort to be put into not just 
maintaining the current level of leakage, but to seriously reduce it. Not sure to be in line with other water networks, but much 
lower. Especially as water is not abundant in this area.

2.10.2
2.10.1
2.7.1

849 This is a poor performance. Nowadays this should not happen any more. What about the installation of one way valves at the 
edge of private property to prevent back-flow of sewage when the sewer is flooded?

N/A- please refer to 
the Business Plan

849 You outline an order of priority for ensuring a stable water supply. I have my doubts on whether this is just telling us what we 
want to hear and in reality you have other plans. By improving the water quality in our ground and river water we should be able 
to provide most of the additional water required after leakage reduction below 10% of water used by end customers and 
reduced customer consumption. This also stores water much better and cheaper than a few, unwanted and still expensive 
water reservoirs.

2.19.6
2.10.2

849 You say you achieved your best ever compliance with regulations. Does that mean you have been better than required 100% of
the time? Or just 30% of the time, just that so far you were even worse? How far are you off? Or how much are you better? 
How does this compare to other European areas? All I can say, is that I am not happy with the water quality in our rivers. I do 
not know who is mainly responsible though. Some comparative figures here would be useful.

2.19.6
2.19.9
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849 You state how many kilometres of pipes you want to replace. There is no mention of how many km there have to be replaced in 

total. The 12% refer to the Thames Water network in London. How much of that is leaking? What about other areas outside 
London? There is no mention of the current level of leakage or how that leakage compares to how much you deploy per day. Is 
the pollution level in our rivers so bad that desalination plants are necessary to ensure a good water supply? Surely it would be 
better for the environment and society to ensure cleaner rivers and provide more areas with drinkable water sources that way. 
Why is it possible to have great lakes with drinking water quality in Germany and France, but not in the UK? In the long run this 
would also be cheaper for Thames Water than to run desalination plants.

2.2.2
2.8.2

851 My particular concerns are with demand management and I have reviewed in detail Volume 2 Section 3 of the plan and the 
associated appendices, and I list my comments below: 1. Baseline PPC (Per Person Consumption). Clearly this measure is of 
vital importance to the plan yet I feel that it has not been assessed with appropriate accuracy. Fig 15 gives a breakdown of the 
PPC for a typical un-measured property showing 25% for showers, 5% for power showers, 12% for baths and 20% for toilets. 
These results looks to be in error: I would expect the toilet portion to be larger and the shower portion to be much less. This is 
an important point since future demand is being predicted on the basis of longer showering times which will give a distorted 
prediction if the baseline is wrong. My own research (Direct.gov web site) suggest that over 33% of PPC is for toilet use and 
this could be reduced considerable by the use of low flush toilets and the future trend in PPC could well be down rather than 
up. It also concerns me that flats have not been included in the PPC baseline assessment. I

2.3.1

853 climate change is a nonsense dreamed up by those with short memories incapable of looking at previous years weather 
patterns and facing the fact that too many houses have been built in the wrong locations the Floods in Thatcham were solely 
the result of houses being built on flood plains and the filling in of drainage ditches The law should have prevented this 
occurring and Newbury District Council should be sued for millions to compensate all those who have suffered solely as a 
result of the negligence of planning and building controls and the Environment Agency

2.5.4

853 Climate change is a nonsense factor nature makes up for itself eventually as 2007/2008 floods prove its mass house building 
that's causing the problems

2.5.4
2.5.9
2.19.1

853 Given the water restrictions placed on us in 2005 /2006 it is total nonsense to suggest that slough Wycombe Aylesbury 
Guildford and Henley areas have a surplus

2.6.3

853 If metering everyone means that currently metered properties are going to land up paying higher bills then NO metering is 
definitely not the fairest way to go

2.11.4

853 If there's no shortage of supplies in the Henley area WHY were we stung with water restrictions in 2005 2006 and our gardens 
totally ruined 

2.6.2
2.1.3

853 It might work if you bother to actually stick to the programme 2.7.1
853 Its strict controls on more houses that's needed not more water management 2.3.2
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853 Metering for all is going to cause a major increase in bills for those currently on meters and small users That is totally unfair 2.11.4

853 Money should be better spent by building a National Water Grid than ridiculous consultations like this one 2.8.4
853 Money should be much better spent on a NATIONAL GRID OF WATER 2.8.4
853 The governments claims of new houses being water efficient is a total nonsense The South simply cannot absorb more 

housing and if we have repeats of 2005 /2006 water restrictions we will all be living in a barren desert Its totally wrong that 
gardeners are penalised and not allowed to water fruit and vegetables

2.3.3
2.3.4

853 The whole study is simply an expensive waste of time Money should be better spent on a National Grid of Water 2.8.4
853 total nonsense 2.7.1
853 Total nonsense and a waste of time and money 2.17.1
853 water meters for everyone will simply raise the price for existing small users and those already on water meters Swimming pool 

owners should be FORCED to have a water meter Many currently escape having a meter this is grossly unfair and in any case 
a swimming pool is a totally unnecessary luxury which should attract a higher water charge particularly since they cause major 
noise disturbance for neighbours

2.11.3
2.11.4

853 We need a NATIONAL GRID of water not a load of soppy local costly wastes of time 2.8.4
853 We simply cannot go on adding more houses and then in a dry spell placing tough water restrictions that penalise gardeners 

My garden has been ruined by the water restrictions in 2005/2006 despite 10 water butts we need less houses not more water 
restrictions

2.3.4
2.1.3
2.1.2

853 You do not have a clue 2.7.1
853 you have totally lost the plot 2.17.1
855 A big subject with much complexity. A narrow focus reported but very interesting. 2.17.1
855 A good warning not to move to these areas or perhaps to start building 'greener credentials' in these areas first. If the demand 

is tempered by better reuse (education and availability of product and support) then what you have will go further
2.3.9
2.12.1
2.14.2

855 An Integrated Plan sounds very beneficial. Internal impacts and synergies could build many efficiencies. Learning from other 
areas and a countrywide awareness would also be very useful if not working at present. This section is where you say metering 
is going to be implemented yet earlier said it did not seem to work. This sounds so much like giving medicine rather than 
dealing with the cause - never a long term success story. You touch on education, but to my mind not enough. Your own staff 
and existing householders need to be caught too. I recall seeing water pour out of an overflow for 6 weeks. I reported it after 2 
weeks and having spoken to the householder. She really had not seen it as an issue. Not only did it keep us all awake, the 
brickwork suffered, the loss of water was substantial, but it still took 4 weeks before anyone came out to look at it.

2.9.1
2.11.1
2.12.1
2.5.8
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855 Education can reduce consumption. Have you investigated what happens in dry areas overseas. In Spain the hotels on the 

Costa's have more people and less water. How do they manage? It seems the government building targets may not be 
cohesive. Do you have input or a stakeholder group with other key players in the area of required resources? If not, why 
not...you must all have similar issues.

2.3.3
2.3.4
2.3.5
2.3.11
2.12.1
2.5.8
2.4.9

855 Graphs can be designed to tell all sorts of stories. The real trick is to understand the source data and the wobble factor in the 
data

2.15.3

855 I am not clear on - what learning has been achieved form other areas - what education is intended for the masses (not just 
schools and compulsory metering) - integration with waterway management and flood management - government building 
targets and their implications - sharing of knowledge in the UK water industry - sharing knowledge with the users and perhaps 
interested user groups 

2.12.1
2.4.9
2.3.4

855 I am not sure I can. How are you linked to the waterway management? We are in an area that floods at times. If management 
of waterways is not handled in tandem with water sourcing and distribution there is no real fix and the potential for a solution 
that may destroy other initiatives.

2.19.1

855 I do not agree with metering on its own. If there was proper support if there was a fault and widespread education on collection 
of rain & grey water and reuse then I may feel different. I cannot comment on what you mean by sophisticate tariffs as there is 
not enough detail to comment. Be wary of complexity as it adds invisible costs and takes courage to unravel years later

2.12.6
2.11.6

855 I trust you have sectioned out high users and how they are handled. Possibly hotels, hospitals, leisure facilities etc. but how 
would you handle individuals that may have special water needs. When you talk about demand, are you also referring to 
demand for service aswell. You manage the drains & sewers in our area. In one year we had more than a handful of call outs 
and they were all quite difficult with the opening conversation being that someone was going to have to pay if the issue was on 
private land. Without fail it was found to be in the road and I have still not seen any long term repairs investigated, proposed or 
done.

2.11.7
2.12.2
Other comments refer 
to our Business Plan

855 Please refer to 3 N/A
855 Please refer to 3. Spain already deals with this - how do they manage. I should imagine water bowsers, pipelines and irrigation 

channels are potentially involved
2.5.9

855 Please see previous comments re leakage, drainage & sewerage, metering, joined up approach. This has complex elements 
and I could not support it without knowing more.

2.9.2

855 Replacement - if planned and managed well is worth the inconvenience of having ad hoc inconvenience if the road is to be dug 
up. If it is cost effective aswell it is a winner provided the replacement materials have been stress tested and have a good long 
life.

2.7.4
2.7.3
2.10.3
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855 Section - Further significant reductions in leakage - YES Section - A ten-year progressive programme of targeted compulsory 

metering- NO Section - An enhanced water efficiency programme - YES BUT NOT IN TANDEM WITH METERING Section - 
An Integrated Demand Management - YES BUT NOT DEPENDENT ON METERING Section - Development of water 
resources - I HAVE NOT GOT ENOUGH INFO ABOUT WATERWAYS, GOVERNMENT LIAISON ON BUILDING PLANS 
Section - What if analysis - I AM NOT CONVINCED 

2.10.1
2.11.1
2.12.1
2.3.4

855 This is broad information about planning. I note you say "we are concerned that this approach to metering is not cost effective" 
and refer you to my comments in Section . 

2.11.1

855 Training and education of your own staff is a must to spread the word. A pity you focus on youth education domestic audits and 
metering. This does not look like a winner on its own

2.7.1
2.12.1

855 Very subjective 2.17.1
858 EH would encourage TW to undertake a historic environmental assessment of areas affected by water resource schemes to 

inform how future changes can be managed to protect and enhance the historic environment in theses areas.
2.17.3

858 It is unclear why cultural heritage is included as a ‘residual significant adverse effect’ in the SEA as a result of the preferred 
programme (as opposed to site specific mitigation measures). Chapter 9 on page 81 only considers impact in terms of the site 
of excavation being within 2.5 km of a Scheduled Ancient Monument. On this basis ELRED and Northern New River 1 
groundwater schemes are determined as having ‘significant adverse’ impact and Abingdon Reservoir ‘perceptible adverse’ 
impact on cultural heritage in London. However the broader historic environment and unknown archaeology has not been 
considered so this assumption cannot be assumed as correct until the full impact is assessed, for example the new Kidbrooke 
water treatment works are to be located within an existing urban area. Impact should be assessed on historic buildings, areas 
and their setting; archaeology; historic parks and gardens; heritage landscapes and the wider historic environment, such as 
those elements that may not be statutorily protected, yet help define the areas local distinctiveness (i.e. locally listed buildings).

2.17.5
2.17.6
2.17.3
2.17.1

858 No mitigation proposals have been put forward for cultural heritage within the individual scheme proposals of the BPEP. In 
order to be able to offer detailed advice on the preferred schemes the relevant Local Authority and English Heritage will need a 
full understanding of the impact of the proposed works so that we can assess their impact on the historic environment. Specific 
interest in water resource schemes at ELRED Groundwater, northern New River 1, AR Kidbrooke and Abingdon Reservoir 
which have the potential to impact on archaeology and other heritage assets.

2.7.6

858 The monitoring programme does not currently include the historic environment so there is no way to find out how the Plan 
effects the broader environment. It is important that it is addressed as it is only through a monitoring programme will it be 
possible to mitigate undesirable effects on local heritage. This has presumably been overlooked as the initial assessment of 
this plan has focused on below ground archaeology and impacts during construction, not the broader historic environment 
including operational impacts.

2.17.6
2.17.5
2.17.3
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858 The policies set out in the Draft Water Resources Management Plan should aim to sustain and enhance the historic 

environment, helping achieve genuinely sustainable development, as set out in Planning Policy Statement 1 paragraph 5. 
Although ‘cultural heritage’ is considered as a key environmental issue to be taken into account in preparation of the plan, the 
methodology used for assessment of impacts (Appendix 1 of the BPEP) highlights that the historic environment has been 
poorly considered. The criteria to determine impact on cultural heritage in Appendix 4 of the BPEP is limited to only Scheduled 
Ancient Monuments within 2.5 km. The historic environment in its broader sense should be fully considered to determine 
impact on this important resource. This includes historic buildings, areas and their setting; archaeology; historic parks and 
gardens; heritage landscapes and the wider historic environment, such as those elements that may not be statutorily protected, 
yet help define the areas local distinctiveness.

2.17.3

858 We would also like to encourage continuing consultation with English Heritage on the Victorian Mains Replacement programme 
in London with respects to archaeology, as well as highlighting the potential damage that water abstraction on the River 
Thames and Thames estuary can cause to submerged archaeology, which should also be considered.

2.17.3- We welcome 
consultation on 
specific schemes 
when these are 
brought forward.

864 Appears to be adequate. Clearly water infrastructure maintenance needs to remain a priority. The stated key components of 
supply and demand need action to reduce levels of uncertainty where possible and solutions found to facilitate more effective 
planning. Demographics show a huge proportional increase in the elderly population. If this means proportionately more one 
person households, current levels of domestic water consumption could theoretically fall.

2.5.2
2.5.3

864 However relevant your approach proves to be in the future, a key issue will be the necessity to increase local food production in 
light of escalating fuel and transport costs plus the projected reduction in world-wide oil resources. In the context of climate 
change, this could mean giving priority to agriculture in increasingly uncertain future weather patterns. Agricultural need for 
water in the future is therefore a key factor to consider in assessing the impact of climate change on future water supply 
requirements.

2.15.3
2.5.5

864 It is difficult to have confidence in predicted deficits when it is unclear how much water that could potentially be used or re-used 
is currently being wasted and ignored in calculating these predicted deficits. Also, deficits are likely to be inaccurate unless 
plotted in conjuntion with any future government funded schemes. It would be in everyone's interest for the govenment to 
introduce compulsory rainwater collection and storage measures for all new build for example. Also subsidies for households to 
install underground rainwater collection tanks should be considered.Thames Water would do well to pressure government 
towards introducing such measures, thus reducing the need for environmentally destructive sche As England, Wales and 
Scotland all have areas of high rainfall, strategy should include more sharing of water between regions, especially as the south 
east is predicted to become hotter and dryer in future. It would be in the interests of the population for water companies to 
devise and implement a water-sharing scheme to prevent destruction of important agricultural land

2.6.2
2.8.3
2.12.6
2.12.4
2.8.4
2.13.2

Page 275 of 288



User ID Consultee representation SoR Section
864 Leakage reduction: until members of the public see concrete evidence that leakage is significantly reduced, the credibility of 

Thames Water in proposing solutions that destroy agricultural land despite it being increasingly needed for local food 
production will remain in doubt. Metering is excellent for one person households. But what about low income families? They will 
need tariffs applied that are commensurate with their ability to pay.

2.10.6
2.11.1
2.11.7
2.18.7
2.7.2

864 Network constraints should be remediated regardless of cost where longer term benefits can be achieved. Abstraction and 
storage of flood waters must be considered as high volumes of water are available in the Thames valley at these times. A 
system providing locally-based underground storage tanks for local floodwater and rainwater collection could be considered.

2.4.2
2.19.7

864 Remains difficult as dependent on population growth, growth of industry, effect of water -saving initiatives, effects of abstraction 
and water recycling and leakage control.

2.3.1

867 Aston, Cote, Shifford & Chimney Parish Council wish to comment on the proposal for a new reservoir near Abingdon. The 
Parish Council is strongly of the opinion that the need for this reservoir cannot be proven until Thames Water has taken action 
on remedying the current problems with the existing infrastructure, focusing on reducing the leakage rate. Major work on the 
existing infrastructure must be carried out before further consideration is made to building a new reservoir.

2.18.3
2.7.2

867 Aston, Cote, Shifford & Chimney Parish Council wish to comment on the proposal for a new reservoir near Abingdon. The 
Parish Council is strongly of the opinion that the need for this reservoir cannot be proven until Thames Water has taken action 
on remedying the current problems with the existing infrastructure, focusing on reducing the leakage rate. Major work on the 
existing infrastructure must be carried out before further consideration is made to building a new reservoir.

2.18.3
2.7.2

868 "…and the fact that the required change in the culture of water use is to the greater extent outside of the control of the 
company,…" is a highly irresponsible attitude to take. Thames Water is perfectly placed to educate and to change the culture of 
water use. I recall the sentence in the intro: “…There was also a general acceptance of the need for new resources if all 
existing options have been fully utilised. …” It is clear here that Thames Water is not interested in solving one of the core 
issues of water availability.

2.3.1
2.3.11
2.12.1
2.9.2

868 "What if" something goes wrong with the reservoir? Many bodies consider Thames Water's figures to be inaccurate or bias. 
Thames Water must mend their leaking Victorian mains pips - it'll provide jobs and will be the most environmentally sound 
solution.

2.18.8
2.10.2
2.18.10

868 “If customers had a choice, they would choose Thames Water.” - But they don't. I understand the concept of "customer", but 
don't understand what "stakeholders" are.

2.18.10

868 Good idea. 2.7.1
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868 I do not understand this sentence "…The diminishing benefit of mains replacement over time (due to the preferential targeting 

of DMAs with best cost benefit) is recognised. …" I take that to mean Thames Water considers it'll be cheaper to use the water 
from the reservoir (they will have built by then near Abingdon) than it would be to continue replacing leaking pipes. It will not be 
cheaper for the people of the Vale of White Horse.

2.18.3
2.10.1

868 I have no comment N/A
868 I have no comment N/A
868 Leakage must not be kept at the same level, all efforts and considerable resources must be directed to reducing the leaks to a 

minimum. The old Victorian pipe work in London must be targeted as a priority - it is Thames Water shareholders' duty to repair 
an infrastructure for which they are responsible.

2.10.2

868 Lip service was paid, the Severn plan was obviously not serious, so Thames Water could drop that, keep the reservoir, and 
look good. The reservoir will have an irreversible and destructive impact on wildlife, which will be drowned under the reservoir 
and mud walls. It will also interfere considerably with the Thames, the Ock and local streams that water and drain the local 
area. “Man” never does as well as nature, and further meddling with the natural water drainage system will lead to more 
flooding in the area, and potentially life-threatening incidents with emergency releases of water.

2.17.1
2.8.1
2.18.10
2.18.7
2.18.8
2.18.5

868 Metering - a scheme may be "costly" in terms an accountant may understand, but then so is building a huge reservoir. There 
again, a reservoir is a sexier thing to spend money on than installing meters in flats. In the pdf on the UTMRD, it claims 
"…Studies into this potential site have been in the public domain for almost twenty years." Rather, the idea has been in Thames
Water's corporate head for 20 years or so. Anxious rumours have circulated for some time, but Thames Water only announced 
a site and issued concrete plans in 2006.

2.18.10
2.11.2

868 No comment 2.4.1
868 No comment N/A
868 since it's a foregone conclusion, please just don't call the reservoir UTMRD. 2.18.10
868 Thames Water is determined to build a huge reservoir near the towns and villages of Abingdon, Drayton, Steventon, Grove and 

Wantage. Although the reservoir is planned on land where there is nothing, ensuring that “nothing” remains there is extremely 
important - the region needs areas of “nothing”. This is an area already physically hemmed in by the Thames, the A34, the 
railway line, dominated by Didcot Power Station, and with several handy gravel quarrying sites planned along the Thames to 
the north. The meadows to the west towards the Hanneys are the literal and psychological breath of fresh air to these towns 
and villages, raising huge mud banks will produce a sinister presence that will have a detrimental affect on the local population. 
A little leisure centre with sailing and jet-ski facilities will not compensate.

2.18.10
2.18.7
2.18.1

868 Thames Water must re-educate consumers on reducing their water usage, and must not pretend that this is out of their control 
as they state in an earlier section.

2.14.2
2.3.11
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868 They've identified it very well I hope, Thames Water must be aware of the environmental impact their plans will have - but do 

they care? that's the question.
2.17.1
2.17.3
2.18.7

868 this reservoir will have a serious environmental impact, and the preferred programme was a foregone conclusion. 2.18.7
2.8.1

868 Too technical for me to follow 2.1.1
868 TW profits must be redirected into systematically repairing leaks and installing meters, but not only where work can be carried 

out simultaneously. I quote "A WRZ is defined as an area within which all water resources can be shared and therefore 
customers experience the same level of service." Thus meters must be installed asap - especially in profligate London.

2.11.1
2.2.2
2.7.2

883 Again a clear strategy backed up by accurate data. As much as could be expected. 2.3.1
883 Agree 100% with metering as by far the fairest way to charge for water usage. Would imagine the vast majority of customers 

would agree as well so a win- win situation.
2.11.1

883 Although small in number each event has a very high impact on our customers so should be a high priority N/A- please refer to 
the Business Plan

883 Ambitious and competitive tendering could lead to a claim culture brewing from the contractors. N/A- please refer to 
the Business Plan

883 An average bill of less than a pound a day should be correlated against energy costs and the cost of the essential Tideway 
scheme clearly demonstrated to the customers.

N/A please refer to the 
Business Plan

883 As expected. 2.17.1
883 Assuaging customers and the media's concerns over leakage will soften the blow to the customers facing higher bills. 2.11.4
883 By concentrating on the VMR will reduce the leakage quicker. The addition of the leakfrog to target customer side leakage will 

have long term benefits although conflict with customers over the repairs could ensue.
2.10.1
2.10.5

883 Clear and concise 2.1.2
883 Clear and concise addressing of the issues 2.3.1
883 Clear and concise and appears to have covered all potential restrictions that may be applied in the future. 2.4.1
883 Clear and concise targets 2.2.2
883 Clear and well presented 2.11.6
883 Clear directives addressing the issues N/A please refer to the 

Business Plan
883 Clear strategies defined and backed up by a reasoned and quantifiable set of data. 2.14.3
883 Clear strategy. 2.7.1
883 Clear, well defined and exhaustive. 2.7.1
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883 Customers should agree to price increases if they see an improvement in our supply. N/A- Please refer to 

our Draft Business 
Plan

883 Exhaustive and thorough coverage of the main factors 2.7.1
883 Follows the industry standard which is sensible rather than adopting a stand alone approach that could backfire. 2.5.1
883 Further evidence of a clear strategy backed up by quantifiable data which is what Ofwat would expect. 2.2.1
883 Green issues are high profile so the response is expected. Tideway is absolutely essential to reducing long term risk of 

significant sewer flooding in London and is a flagship Engineering project that should be promoted by TW.
2.1.7
2.1.6

883 Housing developers and the local authority who approved the plans should bear some of the cost associated with the odour 
reduction.

N/A please refer to the 
Business Plan

883 Implementation of water butts and cistern leakage will benefit both the customer and TW and is deemed to be environmentally 
responsible. As a customer I would really appreciate the option of being provided with a free water butt. Currently the council 
offers them at a price similar to the market. Incentives to take up these water saving items would reduce demand significantly - 
especially as other utility bills are rising rapidly.

2.12.6
2.12.1

883 Keeping experienced staff should be the priority - reducing the number of resignations is more key than recruiting a diverse 
section of the population. Clear understanding of the English language (written and spoken) is paramount.

N/A

883 Metering is the fairest way to bill customers and will lead to lower consumption so it's an important issue. 2.11.1
883 Metering on low income households essential 2.11.1
883 no comment N/A
883 None N/A
883 None N/A
883 Promotion of the Tideway scheme is essential 2.1.7
883 Quite ambivalent but considering the driving factors as much as could be expected. More of a crystal ball strategy than the 

previous approaches.
2.3.1

883 Sensible and as expected to be honest. 2.13.1
883 Sensible approach 2.14.3
883 Sensible approach 2.15.3
883 Sensible given the large amount of uncertainty related to the future effects of climate change. 2.5.4
883 This section is less important than leakage to the public. It's a good idea but shouldn't take preference over the main source of 

lost water.
2.10.1

883 This section is politically sensitive and should not take preference over leakage reduction as the media will target TW. 2.7.2
883 Thorough 2.7.1
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9 Generally support. However this should be a major priority and again can be integrated with metering and leakage reduction. 

Need to demonstrate commitment to water efficiency rather than paying lip-service to it. Welcome and support partnership 
development with local authorities, particularly schools and community organisations to promote water efficiency

2.9.1
2.12.1

9 In London WRZ greater priority should be given to leakage control - why is mains replacement reduced in AMP6? In the long-
term there is an assumption of relatively small gains thorough leakage control - presumably as they become less economic to 
repair. Whilst accepting the underlying uncertainties in trying to accurately predict cost/benefit of long-term leakage control - 
this assumption shows a lack of ambition on behalf of TWU. In SWOX WRZ it is accepted that in the short term the priority will 
be metering and water efficiency due to the low levels of leakage here. Greater emphasis should be placed on water efficiency, 
through partnership working, to reduce demand, particularly in growth areas such as Swindon. The UTMRD is recognised as 
being the long-term solution to water resources in the SWOX area, however focus should be maintained on reducing water 
demand in case of delays in its commosioning.

2.10.1
2.11.2
2.12.1

9 Needs to be demonstrate link to leakage control both mains and customer side - refer to IDM. 2.10.5

9 No Comment N/A
9 Seems logical and considered 2.17.1
9 Seems reasonable - uncertainties by their very nature are difficult to assess and quantify 2.5.1
9 Sensitivity testing is supported. The assumption of +10% uncertainty for demographic change is reasonable. 2.15.2
9 The evidence suggests Mains replacements is the most cost effective priority. Information needs to be given to customers with 

meters to ensure (including typical usage examples) to enable customer side leakages to be identified 
2.10.5
2.10.2

9 The methodology is generally supported 2.13.1
9 The principles of IDM are supported. 2.9.1
9 The SEA approach is supported 2.17.1
9 The Table at 3.2.1.9 need s updating. For example the South West RSS Proposed Changes were published in July 2008. The 

eastern development area in Swindon and other new developments could achieve per capita consumption rates of 120 litres 
per person per day with water efficient devices and appropriate regulatory mechanisms in place. Rates of 80 litres per person 
per day could be achieved with the remaining 40 litres per person per day assumed to come from direct effluent reuse for non-
potable uses; The assumption of 150 l/h/d is realistic but lacks ambition. 

2.3.1
2.3.3
2.3.8

9 There should be some recognition of the economic importance of water supply - i.e without security of water then the local and 
national economy growth may be hindered. Relatively minor point - recognition that street works should be safe and not 
contribute to crime or fear of crime - e.g. by not diverting pedestrians through unlit routes

2.17.1

9 These figure seem to be not consistent with data presented in the Swindon Water Cycle Study phase 1(2007). It is difficult to 
'unpack' the reasons for this. This may be to higher water usage assumptions than in AMP4

2.3, 3
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9 Water Efficiency - Current initiatives are supported but clearly there is a lot more to be achieved. We welcome the statement 

that 'a partnership approach helps to add value to the promotion of water efficiency and enables networking with a wide range 
of partners, including regulators, local authorities, business community organisations and charities.' We look forward to a 
development of this partnership approach.

2.12.1

911 Watlington Parish Council has no strong views on this 2.2.1
913 If you cannot even meet the minimum flow required after 20 years as a private company, what makes you think you can 

improve in the next 5?
2.1.3

913 The average demand is a meaningless number, between 07:00 and 09:00 every weekday in school term, the lowest flow rate is
just over half of the flow rate before 06:00

2.3.1

913 Water in the river Misbourne would be rather nice, but I suspect that will only be achieved if you arrange for all your leakage to 
be channelled into the Misbourne Valley

2.10.1

935 Changing over to meters on a large scale within an area has to be the most cost effective way to go ahead, however clear 
defined results are needed from the smart metering systems first as duplicating fitting by installing standard meters followed by 
smart meters later would be inefficient

2.11.1

935 Effects of the water framework directive seem to subject to much confusion and some early clarification of the stance taken in 
this legislation would be very helpful

2.19.5

935 Good to see the leakage targets are set below the least cost option - this stance needs to be fully communicated to all 
customers as schemes progress.

2.10.3

935 I feel that there is probably not currently enough emphasis on what is happening in this field for example regarding the VMR, 
most people I know appreciate that it is going on to replace old mains just because they were outdated but not what impact this 
will have on overall leakage. Also, there is not the level of appreciation by customers of the problems felt in London due to the 
centuries' of urbanisation and non-integrated and forward thinking approaches to supplies both in the recent and distant past

2.7.1
2.10.3

935 It seems as though there has been insufficient planning in the regions where demand is likely to grow the most as populations 
increase

2.3.2

935 Leakage of 685ML/d by 2010 still seems to be quite significant, especially in light of the other schemes being implemented to 
increase water supplies, such as the desal plant which can only provide ~150ML/d and will have a significant carbon footprint. 
Understandably, there is an economic level of leakage and to repair every single tiny leak would also have a significant carbon 
impact, however I feel this is not appreciated by many customers who only see the figures and the information given the most 
public attention (such as Ken Livingstone's opposition to the desal plant)

2.2.2

935 Rather than using methods of calculation (even if they are recommended by UKWIR), the use of a computer modelling 
technique would be far more reliable and robust

2.5.4

935 Uncertainty seems to be the key factor affecting all these areas of consideration - planning for 25 years in the future is difficult 
but not planning is worse

2.5.1
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947 Poor. Not enough effort to reduce leaks. Always having hosepipe bans which really irritates me as my young children are never 

allowed to have a paddling pool which is part of their development and it should be a right to allow them this. Too expensive, no
reductions given when there is a hosepipe ban. Too reliant on water metres to get people to reduce water but really it just gets 
you more money. Not enough consideration given to the impact of new housing developments.

2.10.1
2.1.3
2.3.6
2.3.2

953 I think many would accept that compulsory metering is a necessity and a fair way of charging for water use. However, it is 
obvious that the charges will increase for metered customers once there is more wide-spread metering. There should be no 
trial areas for variable tariffs - you either do it or don't. I won't be happy paying more for water in the summer if someone in 
Aylesbury is paying less with the same company - that really is not fair and will cause ill-feeling. Bear in mind how close we are 
out here to Wessex and Southern Water - if your customer had a choice they might NOT choose Thames Water!

2.11.1
2.11.3
2.11.4
2.11.6

953 The introduction of variable tariffs will be acceptable to the SWOX customers only if the UTMRD output is solely for their 
benefit. Abstraction of water at Abingdon should be used to supply customers upstream of Abingdon to have maximum benefit.

2.18.9
2.18.12

953 The proposal to send over 260 Ml/d to London and reserve only 48 Ml/d for the SWOX area, where the reservoir is to be built, 
is to my mind a waste of resource and will be even harder for customers on the proposed variable tariffs to stomach. The 
transfer of water from Abingdon to London needs to be explained in much more detail. I may be being cynical but isn't this a 
scheme to allow the wholesale transfer (sale) of water to other water-only companies in the South East for profit?

2.18.9
2.18.10

953 Transfer of water resource outside of the Thames catchment, especially from the upper Thames, is a total loss of the resource 
for the customers in that area but also from further downstream abstraction points as the wastewater would drain to rivers 
outside of the Thames catchment. The implementation of water transfer out of the Thames catchment is something I do not 
agree with as the overall impact is up to seven-fold loss of resource.

2.4.4
2.4.9
2.18.10

953 While it undeniable that the majority of the leakage problems are in London, there must be some programme considered for 
old mains replacement in SWOX, and of PVC mains in particular. Just because the levels of leakage outside London are 
consistent with other companies, doesn't mean it's acceptable to the customer - particularly in the face of compulsory metering.

2.10.2
2.11.1
2.10.6

956 An impossible task - your guess is as good as any other method. 2.5.4
956 Garden watering and power-washing of drives, cars etc is taken as a right when it should not be: nor should major water-

consuming enterprises such as golf courses be allowed to use water as thought there is no tomorrow. But what TW can do 
about this, other than lobby hard, I do not know.

2.12.3
2.3.11
2.12.1

956 I repeat my condemnation of the folly of building new houses in this dry area. 2.3.4
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956 Metering is obviously correct, but again I stress the need for a cultural shift to stop people using water without good reason, just 

because they have always regarded it as cheap and part of their birthright. (One other aspect is that people wash clothes 
unnecessarily often - a single spot on a T-shirt means it has to be washed!)

2.11.1
2.12.1
2.3.11

956 There needs to be more transfer of water around the country than currently exists. It is absolutely correct to concentrate on 
reducing wastage.

2.4.9
2.8.4

956 While your approach has logic, I feel that more needs to be done. I would happily pay more for water if that enabled you to 
proceed faster with your programme.

2.7.1
2.7.2

956 Whilst I can understand why you take the approach you do, I consider it to be fundamentally crazy for the government to seek 
to build large numbers of additional houses (with all the associated work activities) in this dry corner of the country. We must 
stop this nonsense and build houses where the resources exist. Further, people must stop using water in such a profligate 
manner - it is too cheap. Wasting water in the way that it is currently inflicts huge environmental damage as well as reinforcing 
the "throw-away" nature of our culture. Environmental constraints to house building should be given much greater weight rather 
than being over-ridden.

2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.3
2.3.4
2.3.5

967 Absolutely agree a consolidated approach is required. 2.7.1
967 Apparently adequate consideration is being given to this aspect at this stage - what for the future ? 2.17.1
967 Disappointed to see the phrase "active leakage control to maintain leakage at 2009/10 levels." Surely this must be "reduced" 

further? 
2.10.1
2.10.3

967 Don't put too much expectation on the accuracy of modelling would be my recommendation. Predicted outcomes / scenarios 
ought to be clearly marked as such (rather than portrayed as factual) and preferably with statistical qualifiers e.g. P-values, Std 
Deviation etc

2.5.4

967 Fine - keep up the effort here. Many new products such as semi-permeable irrigation hoses are now available that are 
marketed on grounds of ease of use, but are equally water-efficient as deliver sub-surface (less evaporation).

2.12.1

967 Has the consumer's attitude to reducing demand (permanently rather than in times of reduced supply) by changing their habits 
through managed expectation been factored in to this "uncertainty" factor? Or are the public a lost cause that will not change 
their ways, unless forced to ?

2.5.2

967 In agreement, I would welcome an acceleration of the metering program. Is it not applicable to consider aggressively 
championing measures that allow precipitation to enter the water table rather than run-off hard standing immediately to 
drainage under this heading ? This aspect not only reduces flood risk but could also enhance the water table levels.

2.12.6
2.11.2
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967 In the UTMRD scheme I am highly concerned over provision of an equivalent amount of flood plain to the East of the Reservoir 

to that removed by constructing the facility over the existing flood plain. Recent flooding (4 times in calendar year July 2007-
2008) suggest that the existing flood plain could be deemed insufficient to meet future needs for the village of East Hanney. 
Serious consideration of this aspect will potentially help negate anti-reservoir NIMBY style activity ? Equally, in the draft 
construction outlined for the UTMRD, the Hanney- Steventon Road is likely to be rerouted to the South to accommodate the 
new resource. It would be HUGELY appreciated both by Hanney residents and also through traffic if the junction to the A338 
were also moved to the South of East Hanney by continuing the proposed new route directly Westwards (possibly a shorter 
route) rather than heading North West to rejoin the course of the existing road. Environmental impact would be significant.

2.18.5
2.18.7
2.18.1
2.17.3

967 Metering must surely be the most effective way to moderate excessive demand in as fair a way as possible. I applaud the use 
of tariff trials to arrive at an acceptable outcome as what consumers say they would do and their actions are frequently at odds.

2.11.1
2.11.4

967 No comment N/A
967 No comment on summary N/A
967 No comments N/A
967 Piecemeal repair of worst performing areas of pipework is unlikely to be a long term solution, however these could not be 

prioritised in a total replacement strategy wherever possible ?
2.2.2
2.10.6

967 Seems logical 2.13.1
967 The role that gray water would play in satisfying future demand seems to be totally dismissed, presumably on the grounds of 

expense. In time however, it is likely that this will become economic (much as oil extraction from tar sands has) and should be 
factored in to such deliberations.

2.3.11
2.12.6

967 This appears comprehensive, although I have reservations as to the cost-efficiency of desalination over the short to medium 
term, perhaps long term it might become more competitive/viable ?

2.8.2
2.7.1

976 Cistern Displacement Device We note, in Vol. 5, section 77, page 745 the assessment for Cistern Displacement Devices 
assumes “a flush rate of 5.2 flushes/person/day”. Earlier in Vol. 3 page 34 “A default value of 4.1 flushes/head/day is used for 
all property types and all regions”. Whilst the Cistern Device would still be very advantageous even with the smaller flushing 
figure, it would seem desirable either that a consistent figure should be used throughout or a justification for the difference be 
given. 

2.12.7
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976 Groundwater High Wycombe PR09 SWA06 One of the aims of the High Wycombe Society is the protection and enhancement 

of the built and natural heritage of the town. We note the ‘Feasible Water Resource Development’ PR09 SWA 06 on a 
‘Greenfield Site’. In the absence of precise location details we would have some concerns at possible damage from this 
development. However, we note from Vol. 2 Section 9.3.4 (Preferred Programme) that “No water resource development 
schemes are required in this zone”. If this means that scheme SWA 06 will not be implemented in this period then our 
concerns can be held in abeyance until a future period. On your proposals to experiment with Aquifer Storage and Recovery, 
we have concerns about possible pollution of the aquifer. 

2.8.13

976 Subsidence The Society has for some time been concerned at the long term effects of continual massive extraction of water 
from the chalk aquifer beneath the Wycombe valley. As a small amount of calcium carbonate is dissolved in the water and 
removed with it, there must be a slow progressive weakening of the mineral bed. We have several times inquired (from 
Thames Water and at the South East Regional Plan Examination in Public) whether any proper studies have been made on 
this matter but without answer. We repeat the question. If competent studies have been made and show that calamitous 
collapse is unlikely for several centuries then we can rest assured for the time being. However, if a shorter time scale is 
possible, or the hazard is unknown, then it is appropriate in your forward plans to define proper compensation rules for any 
resulting subsidence damage. 

N/A 

986 Where can I find maps showing the exact locations of the proposed reservoirs at Abingdon and the Marsh Gibbon area, the 
later of which has just been reported in my local newspaper?

2.18.8

998 In contrast, we are concerned at the apparent lack of similar considerations applying to the proposed Upper Thames Major 
Resource Development (UTMRD) near Abingdon. We are concerned that the increase in water levels in the catchment 
associated with this development could impact on the Cothill Fen Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), National Nature 
Reserve (NNR) and Special Area of Conservation (SAC). Part of this site is the National Trust’s Ruskin Reserve. Depending on 
the progress of this project we assume that any impacts on this site will be investigated within the context of the Habitats 
Regulations. We also note that if built, this facility could supply other water companies. In addition to raising issues under the 
EU Water Framework Directive regarding inter-basin transfers, our concern would be that this could reduce the level of 
ambition of other companies to drive down leakage and consumption targets in their areas. In line with our previous comments 
on this matter, we would much prefer to see a clear priority placed on demand management, leakage reduction and water 

2.18.7
2.9.2
2.19.5
2.18.2

998 London Councils agrees that those impacts identified in the Assessment form a good basis for testing the appropriateness of 
the schemes identified for meeting customer demand but would like to see more analysis of viable options for progressively 
lowering demand.

2.3.11

998 London Councils broadly supports the preferred programme for the London WRZ. 2.14.3
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998 London Councils cannot comment on the guidelines established by UK Water Industry Research, but as with population 

predictions, London Councils would support the use of various and reliable information sources to feed into climate change 
forecasting, this would include UKCIP resources if they are not already affiliated with UKWIR. With regards to London, TWU’s 
key issues in the medium term include the reductions in water sources and increased surface water flood risk from more 
extreme weather. The report notes the likelihood of increased demand throughout the south east and the predictions for growth 
in the number of households. These risks are obviously more significant for the London WRZ due
to the predominance of surface water supplies. Whilst not in a position to question the detail of the assessment and 
acknowledging the uncertainties in long term planning, a potential flaw in the methodology is the assumption of linear growth in 
demand over the planning period. Opportunities for reviewing this modeling must be explored at the earliest opportunity.

2.5.5
2.5.3
2.12.6
2.19.7

998 London Councils has no comments on the process for determining baseline levels suffice to say that the baseline figures for 
London evidence the need for a twin tracked approach to ensure demand and supply are more evenly matched.

2.6.2

998 London Councils is comfortable with the approach outlined but reserves fuller comment on the programme for managing 
demand for our response to the PR09 consultation.

2.9.2
2.14.3

998 London Councils supports the TWU premise that the solution being sought should meet the supply-demand deficit, maintaining 
low costs for customers and minimise environmental and social impacts.

2.14.3

998 London Councils supports TWU’s intention to do more work on promoting and facilitating water efficiency amongst its customer 
base but urges the company to do even more. Significant savings can be made in demand and consequently in supply costs. 
London Councils would like to see tariff structures that reward efficiency in water use.

2.9.2
2.11.6

998 The consultation is a very comprehensive document. Providing a more accessible summary document would have been helpful 
in making the consultation exercise more open and inclusive although the summary part of the main report goes some way 
towards this.

2.1.1

998 TWU absolutely needs to deliver any programme with the goal of minimising the impact for vulnerable groups and households. 
We have expressed our concerns about the deployment of compulsory metering and variable tarrifs but feel that in combination 
with water efficiency these measures should deliver more than is anticipated. We also note that leakage reduction measures in 
AMP 5 and 6 are planned to deliver about 25% of the dry year annual average yield in plugging the supply-demand gap. This 
underlines why this particular plank of the programme is key and why we believe that much of TWU’s success in delivering on 
the WRMP will be measured in its ability to replace or effectively plug leaky mains and pipes. London Councils certainly agree 
that 50% confidence in meeting leakage targets is well below satisfactory but will reserve further comment in our response to 
the PR09 consultation. We look forward to seeing proposals presenting much higher confidence levels in meeting leakage 
targets.

2.11.6
2.11.3
2.10.1
2.2.2
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998 TWU needs to be more ambitious in tackling leakage, which currently accounts for about 30% of demand. We will make fuller 

comments in response to PR09 but lay down the marker that in our view, the company should bear more of the costs of the 
programme. Customers will remain very sceptical in the face of increasing bills and increasing profits.

2.10.1
2.18.10
2.14.4

998 TWU will need to build in contingency for any investigations revealing negative or adverse impacts on the environment, such as 
the important study of the effects of abstraction on the ecology of the lower Thames. The developments proposed under this 
section appear to be significant in terms of the scale of earthworks, cost and timing. TWU must engage affected London local 
authorities and residents in early and ongoing dialogue to ease pressures on the planning process, avoid disruption to the wider
public, and notify of any changes to the existing network. The report does not make reference to the North London Artificial 
Recharge Scheme (NLARS). This and other schemes in the London Water Resource Zone (WRZ) such as the Kidbrooke 
Artificial Recharge Scheme could be valuable sources of supplies particularly in emergencies such as when other surface 
water abstraction sources become polluted.

2.4.8
2.7.1

998 We acknowledge the intention of TWU to move towards compulsory metering. London Councils also recognises the benefits 
that accrue from education and awareness raising with regards to water efficiency technology. We are concerned however, that 
metering and variable tariffs should not equate to across the board, unfettered increases in the cost of water supply passed on 
to customers. TWU has outlined an ambitious programme which will not be fully realised until 2020. TWU must work with 
London’s local authorities to develop some of the detail of this deployment i.e. metering in certain properties including flats, and 
to ensure the needs of vulnerable households, including those in London’s most deprived wards are adequately considered.

2.11.1
2.11.7
2.11.6

998 We acknowledge the trend towards smaller household sizes and the implications of this for average water use. However, 
London Councils does not support the ‘predict and provide’ approach to future demand that the consultation seems to suggest. 
Climate change will mean a reduction in the security and volumes of water available for abstraction. Overpredicting demand 
therefore means sourcing more expensive supplies to maintain the required balance. This will obviously have significant 
impacts on customer bills. London Councils would like to see TWU planning to move closer to the government’s average per-
capita consumption (pcc) target of 130 litres per head per day by 2030 with the expectation for further reductions after that. The 
opportunities for driving efficiencies in water use are considerable and investment in reducing demand rather than increasing 
supplies will help us better adapt to climate change. London Councils acknowledges that this drive towards efficient water-use 
needs to strike a balance between competing uses, including the TWU example of feeding increased water demand 

2.3.1
2.4.5
2.4.7
2.3.5
2.12.1
2.3.11
2.9.2
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998 With respect to the provision of TWU’s water operations, London Councils agrees that leakage reduction should remain TWU’s 

highest priority and in general, support the proposals for addressing leakage and efficiency of use on both the supply and 
demand sides. We recognise the cause, but in finding a solution to an urgent concern, TWU must plan to go beyond leakage 
control based on economic levels which may not take account of the social impacts or the environmental impacts such as 
energy costs of wasting treated water and the hidden economic costs such as of providing alternative supplies. We note that in 
recent conversations, TWU have been talking more in terms of ‘sustainable levels’ of leakage
reduction. We are keen to know what this actually means in practice.

2.10.3
2.10.2

NOTE1 The arrangement of these sections does not appear to be in accordance with the A4 Booklets offered to the public for 
consultation. I therefore submit my comments as a general statement relating only to the proposed Abingdon Reservoir as 
described in Stage 2 - Preferred Scheme and Design Options Report, supported by recent changes as set out in various PDFs. 
NOTE2 I mistakenly thought I had 1000 words for my comments. I now find it is only 1000 characters (~170 words). The first 
1000 characters are below. These and the remaining words will be sent to DEFRA requesting that they be communicated to 
you by other means.

2.1.1
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