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1.
RAP is a group comprising representatives from those parishes which would be affected by the development of a new reservoir in the area in the Vale of White Horse District to the SW of Abingdon and between the villages of Drayton, Steventon, Marcham and East Hanney. Representations were made to the draft Strategy which have been revised in this statement for the EiP.

2.
The initial comments on the draft Strategy were made before Thames Water started the latest round of consultations on a project which has been shelved for over ten years.  The representations from RAP have been revised in the light of the TW consultation on the case of the need for the reservoir and the response from both the Environment Agency and the local authorities. 

3.
The original comments were to the effect that, at a time when the project was still in a dormant state, the Strategy should not propose growth in the region based on any assumption that a new reservoir would be built. However, RAP has now adopted the position, largely based on the views of the EA, that the prospects of providing water to existing and new dwellings in the area covered by TW should not rely on the building of a new reservoir.  The EA have not been persuaded by TW that a new reservoir is the best or most effective method of maintaining adequate water supplies.

4.
Reference is made in the draft Strategy to a new water resource in the Upper Thames (called UTMRD by Thames Water).   Although this is not a policy on which the Strategy specifically relies, water supply is one of the fundamentals in considering where to locate new housing both nationally and within the region.  It has not been possible for RAP to identify all the policies which relate to the scale of growth within the region that assume adequate infrastructure, but make the general point that no assumption should be made that a new reservoir will be built in the Upper Thames region  to enhance water supply in the South East.  

5.
It is not necessary to question the level of growth which is predicated on the availability of water, as the need for the UTMRD has been considered by the Environment Agency which, at this stage,  “… do not believe that Thames Water has justified how large a resource it needs, and whether it needs to include a reservoir… New reservoirs are one important option for managing water resources and maintaining supply. But this is only one of the many options which we would expect Thames Water to consider."
 

6.
The Environment Agency, Vale of White Horse District Council, Oxfordshire County Council and South Oxfordshire District Council also believe that the three fundamental questions have yet to be properly answered:

1. How much water is needed for the next 25 years based on predictions of lifestyle, population and climate change?

2. What is the best option for providing that water?

3. If it is proven that a major new reservoir is part of the best option package, where should it go?

7.
The public bodies believe that there are a number of areas which need further investigation and action, including the fixing of leaks/replacement of mains and  reducing demand through education and metering. The EA say that, "Thames Water can take its metering, leakage reduction and demand management programme much further. These are important options in water resource management - and we believe it is vital that these avenues are used to their full capacity.”.  RAP believes that failure in these areas and reliance on a new reservoir would not amount to a sustainable strategy for water supply but create a requirement for a succession of new reservoirs. 

8.
If Thames Water intended that the reservoir at Abingdon was to be relied on in the spatial planning for the region there have been over ten years for the feasibility and acceptability of this method of increasing water supply to have been explored through both public and official channels.  Although consultation started on the UTMRD in mid-2006 with the publication of the case seeking to justify the need for a reservoir, this has not been accepted by the public bodies.

9.
The fact that TW is apparently continuing with further consultations in advance of making any considered response to those questioning the need, should not be taken to mean that this issue has been properly addressed. Importantly, there has been no external scoping for the Environmental Impact Assessment without which there can be no certainty as to whether the environmental impacts are being properly and fully assessed.  Additionally there is no certainty that the alternatives to a large reservoir are being properly examined, which is a point being made by the EA. It may be that even the basic questions relating to need and alternatives will remain unanswered during the period within which the Strategy will need to be finalised.  Even if TW pursue the UTMRD option it is unlikely that there will be a decision before 2010.  Unless the EA are satisfied that it is needed, there must be considerable doubt that it would receive approval.

10.
The prospect of increasing water supply through the UTMRD is much too speculative to form a reasonable basis for the Regional Strategy. The EA accept that new sources of water supply may be required but not that this should be along the lines being proposed by TW which has been asked to look at alternatives which will not involve a large new reservoir.   As part of the regional strategy TW should be required to produce less speculative methods of filling any expected failure to maintain adequate supplies, such as fixing leaks and reducing demand.

11.
It is important that the Strategy does not rely on the UTMRD to maintain an adequate water supply and, were it to do so, could be exposed to legal challenge given the very early stage of exploring this possibility on both technical feasibility and planning grounds. Reference to the UTMRD in the Strategy should be avoided so that TW cannot claim that the Strategy depends in any way on the UTMRD being constructed.
12.
RAP shares the doubts which have been expressed by other the public bodies about the need for and also the feasibility of the reservoir. RAP is not in a position to make a case for or against a proposal where even the experts remain uncertain about some of the critical matters.  RAP is concerned that the strategy of TW might be for the SE Plan to be approved in a form that purports to rely on this project being realized, creating a fait accompli, without  first having to establish the case through the proper process including EIA and public inquiry. If TW claim that there would be a difficulty in maintaining adequate supplies then, while the UTMRD remains uncertain, TW should  be required to produce some reliable, realistic and clearly achievable strategy for maintaining supplies. 

Conclusion

13.
RAP believes that it is very important that there is no reference to the prospect of a new water resource in the Upper Thames in the Strategy while the prospect of a UTMRD being built is so uncertain and TW has failed to persuade the EA that it is needed to maintain adequate water supplies in the region. 

14.
If TW suggest to SEERA that there would be any difficulty in maintaining supplies then TW should make proposals which are more certain and achievable to be referred to in the Strategy.

� Response of EA of 9 November 2006 to the Stage One consultation on the UTMRD
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