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ANNEX 3 

Summary of Group Against Reservoir Development’s (GARD) Appraisal of the Thames Water’s 
Draft Water Resources Management Plan

GARD engaged Professor Chris Binnie to undertake a review of the draft Water Resources Management Plan on their behalf. This paper provides a summary of his report.

Demand

· Thames Water is taking a cautious approach to per capita consumption, applying a level of165 litres/head/day, whilst the government expectation is 130l/h/day.

· Other water companies assess peak summer garden watering demand as 5 to 10 l/h/day: Thames Water’s figure rises to more than 4 times this figure.

· There have been recent appreciable falls in non-household demand, but Thames Water predicts that this will fall slowly; the report estimates that commercial demand is overstated by about 80Ml/day.

Reducing Demand

Leakage

· Thames Water plans to reduce leakage to 520Ml/day by 2020 ( a reduction of 170Ml/day over 10 years) Thereafter leakage hardly reduces; GARD notes that TW thinks it will have the reservoir by then, so does not need to significantly reduce leakage after this time. Although 520Ml/day in 2020 will meet today’s industry average, by this time the average will have reduced further, probably requiring a further 60l/day reduction.

Metering

· GARD welcomes the introduction of compulsory metering. However, the report notes that the EA has pressed for 80% metering by 2015; Thames Water does not aim to reach this level of metering until 2020.

Building regulations, water efficiency, customer education, advice and audits etc

· GARD simply notes that Thames Water’s efforts at the above are ‘meagre’.

Contingency, called headroom

· Thames Water takes a risk averse approach to forward planning, allowing a 70% contingency in 25 years time. Other experts have suggested that a 50% risk for 2030 would be sufficient. The difference in these two levels of risk equates to a contingency figure of 60Ml/day.

Supply

The proposed Abingdon reservoir scheme 

· Thames Water’s projected shortfall in supply by 2020 covers projected demand and contingency; GARD notes that without that contingency no further sources of supply would be needed until 2027/8. 

· GARD notes the inexplicable divergence in costs between the cost of the reservoir forecast in the Thames Water Stage 1 report (£454/Ml) and the draft Water Resources Management Plan, which quotes a cost of £276/Ml. When challenged, Thames Water said that the lower figure was based on full use of the reservoir, with other water companies using the resource. However, GARD notes that there would not be a net requirement from neighbouring companies until 2030.

Water transfer

· Thames Water has not considered water transfer in its draft Water Resources Management Plan. GARD suggests that research could be carried out to identify whether it would be viable to store water in a reservoir in the lower Severn valley and to pump it over to the Thames when needed.

Water Re-use

· GARD suggest that Thames Water should research the possibility of water re-use in the River Lee valley, where the river and a nearby reservoir could mix the water, and the Coppermills advanced water treatment works could treat the water. GARD advocates this scheme because its set up time would be comparatively quick compared to a reservoir, and because such a scheme offers a guaranteed source of supply which is not dependent on rainfall or climate change. 

Other supply resources

· Other resources which have not been included in the draft Water Resources Management Plan include the Kennet valley (15Ml/day), bulk supplies from other water companies of 20Ml/day, the Deephams re-use full scale plant (25Ml/day) and the decommissioning of Didcot A power station, which will release about 40Ml/day. It notes that of all the new sources, the reservoir is the most expensive.

Conclusions

GARD makes the following recommendations:

· The errors and omissions highlighted show that the validity and technical credibility of the Thames Water draft Water Resources Management Plan is highly suspect.

· Thames Water draft Water Resource Management Plan figures, when corrected, demonstrate that a reservoir is not needed for at least the next 25 years. Leakage targets beyond 2020 are too modest.

· Thames Water has not considered several viable water resource options, such as a water transfer scheme or a re-use scheme, or effluent re-use in their preferred plan.

· Thames Water has not provided fully comparable capital costs, making it impossible to judge the full financial implications from their tables.

· The Abingdon reservoir is the costliest option. It has the longest construction time. It is not financially in the customer’s best interests.

· A decision should be deferred for fuller assessment of the alternatives.
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