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1. Introduction 

1.1 What is this document about? 

This document follows on from our Raw Water Deterioration Enhancement Business Case (SRN30) and is in 

response to Ofwat’s Draft Determination challenges received in July 2024 for our Nitrate and UV disinfection 

schemes, and our climate change adaptation and emerging contaminants studies. This document addresses 

Ofwat’s allowance of (£85.3m) vs the amount we are requesting (£95.2m). 

 

This discrepancy stems primarily from concerns regarding the cost efficiency of our proposed Nitrate, UV 

disinfection, and Emerging Contaminant schemes. Furthermore, Ofwat has expressed concerns that we 

have not provided sufficient evidence that our proposed Nitrate and Emerging Contaminant schemes are the 

best options for our customers, citing a need for stronger evidence that we have fully considered the full 

impact of each option. This document provides a detailed response to each of these challenges, outlining the 

robust analysis underpinning our proposed solutions. 

 

1.2 What’s changed since October? 

We have not made any changes to the scope of work since our October 2023 submission. 

 

We requested £100.4m in our original submission. In recognition of the challenges received to our Water 

Programme, we have applied a further efficiency challenge to all of the schemes within this enhancement 

area of 5%, thus our updated funding request is for raw water deterioration is £95.2m. 

 

1.3 Ofwat’s Draft Determination 

Below is a summary of the challenges raised by Ofwat on Raw Water Deterioration at Draft Determination for 
each of the 3 areas of scope included in this enhancement case, i.e., Nitrate, UV Disinfection, and our 
proposed Studies. 

 
1.3.1 Nitrate 

 
Our Nitrate Martin Gorse and Martin Hill schemes have been subjected to an Ofwat deep dive which we 
have summarised below. 

 
Need for enhancement investment 

• Ofwat deems the investment meets the criteria for enhancement investment and additional customer 
funding.  

 

Best option for customers 

• Ofwat believes that we have not provided sufficient evidence that we have fully considered the full 
impact that each option would provide for these schemes. 

 

Cost efficiency 

• Ofwat has minor concerns as to whether the investment for these schemes is efficient due to a lack 
of cost comparison evidence and third-party assurance 

 

Customer protection 
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• Ofwat deems the proposal sufficient in protecting customers from under or non-delivery. See Section 
4 Customer Protection for updated PCD. 

 
The remaining schemes in our Nitrate programme were subject to Ofwat modelling.  
 

 
1.3.2 Disinfection Future Resilience Programme 

Unlike the Nitrates programme above, our DFRP has not been subjected to an Ofwat deep dive, therefore 

we have not received specific commentary related to the sub-headings in the above section. 

 

Our UV Disinfection programme has been subject to Ofwat modelling.  

 

Our Contact Tanks have been subjected to an Ofwat Shallow Dive. 

 

 

1.3.3 Studies (PFAS) – Emerging Contaminants Study 

Our Emerging Contaminants study has been subjected to an Ofwat deep dive which we have summarised 
below. 
 

Need for enhancement investment 

• Ofwat deems the investment meets the criteria for enhancement investment and additional customer 
funding.  

Best option for customers 

• Ofwat believes that we have not evidenced the decision-making process to justify the optioneering 
process and proposed solution fully. 

Cost efficiency 

• Ofwat believes that we need to show further evidence that the investment is efficient, such as output 
from subject matter experts or benchmarking to demonstrate that the sample analysis costs are 
efficient.  

Customer protection 

• Ofwat deems the proposal sufficient in protecting customers from under or non-delivery. See Section 
4 Customer Protection for updated PCD. 

  

1.3.4 Studies (PFAS) - Climate Change Adaption Study  

It is not clear how this has been challenged as Ofwat have noted in their studies deep dive that they 

incorrectly included this study within the Raw Water Deep Dive, but Ofwat have noted that this study is to be 

assessed within the freeform models. We have not been able to locate any reference to this in Ofwat’s 

freeform model however we are confident in the need and costing of this proposed study and thus are 

requesting the full amount originally included within our Business Plan October submission. 
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2. Our proposed response 

 

2.1    Nitrate 

 
Best options for customers 

Our proposed nitrate interventions are the result of a rigorous and transparent process designed to prioritise 

the best interests of our customers. Our analysis, driven by robust nitrate modelling, clearly demonstrates the 

urgent need for action to address rising nitrate levels and protect public health. We carefully evaluated a 

range of options for each impacted site, including doing nothing, delaying action, source management, 

various blending solutions, and ion exchange nitrate removal. The comprehensive assessment, informed by 

detailed engineering designs and validated cost curves, led us to select the most cost-effective solutions that 

meet both regulatory requirements and our commitment to delivering safe, high-quality drinking water for our 

customers. 

 

Further to averting public health risks and breaching regulatory standards, deteriorating raw water quality, 

particularly from protozoa and viruses, increases the risk of treatment failures at water treatment works. This 

could force us to shut down affected sites, leading to water supply interruptions for customers. 

 

Our selection of the best options for customers regrading nitrate interventions (and our DFRP) involved a 

collaborative and transparent decision-making process with the Drinking Water Inspectorate (DWI). As noted 

above, our engineering and water quality teams developed a range of potential solutions for each impacted 

site. These options were then presented to the DWI through detailed Appendix B submissions, followed by 

constructive discussions to ensure alignment on the most effective and appropriate interventions. The DWI 

subsequently issued formal decision letters confirming their support for the chosen solutions. Finally, these 

agreed-upon solutions were developed into legally binding notices, ensuring a clear regulatory framework for 

implementation. This collaborative approach with the DWI ensured that the selected nitrate interventions are 

robust, technically sound, and aligned with the highest standards of public health protection. 

 
Cost efficiency 

We are confident in our costing approach and the robustness of our costing. To check our costs in 

comparison to similar Water companies we commissioned Mott MacDonald to undertake a benchmarking 

exercise of our PR24 Nitrate schemes. 

 

The individual costed items of the 6 nitrates projects included in our October Business Plan submission were 

identified and benchmarked against data from 8 UK Water and Wastewater companies (WaSCs), of 

comparable scale and operating model to us. Companies have been selected as the closest peers to SWS 

and data normalised for location and date to ensure comparisons are appropriate. 

  











SRN-DDR-033 - Raw Water Deterioration 

Enhancement Cost Evidence Case 

 
 

 
10 

Best option for customers 

The proposed solution was designed by a subject matter expert, the Southern Water and University of 

Portsmouth sponsored PhD of Adam Taylor, who has produced a number of review and research papers 

covering this topic1. The study has been designed to capture data throughout the year at every site. This will 

enable us to understand seasonal variations and understand intermittent discharges. The nature of the 

passive sampling techniques that we are using will ensure that we are monitoring continuously for an entire 

year.  

 

Cost efficiency 

Commercially Sensitive 

The sampling costs used are efficient. For the study we used analysis costs of £  per sample. These were 

based on actual recent costs for similar samples from our current laboratory supplier .  

 

. 
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4. Appendix 1 – Nitrate Benchmarking Report 
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5. Appendix 2 – UV Benchmarking Report 
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