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1 Introduction 

1.1 Aims of the Day 
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1.2 Outcome of the day 
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1.3 Structure 
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2.1 Format 
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2.2 Points Raised 

2.2.1 Steve Boxall/Dan Epstein (Ashford’s Future) 
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2.2.2 Graham Warren (Campaign to Protect Rural England) 
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2.2.3 Lee Dance (Mid Kent Water) 
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2.2.4 Nigel Hepworth (Environment Agency) 
(	

�
����$���	�%����	���(��

�	��

•  �
������!	������	
����	���>�������'�3���!	�,������!����
	 ���
'
��
7�

•  3���
����
�����
	���  �!�
	�
���	����,� ���	
����
�
����
� ����	���
��� ��'����
!�
	�� ��
������	�������!��
!�7�

•  �
���������  �
�,��	
�������	�
�	��	���
� ��
!��	
����%�,� ��	��
��
���!���
�
�����
��	��
���
�	
��
�#	��������!���,���������&;&%�&;$��
��	
��
�#	���,�������	
�������
� �
��	���������!���� �
7�

•  �
��!����
	���
��
����	��	��
����
��	
�	�/���	6����!����
���
��!�
���!�����������	�
	�

2.2.5 David Walton (Folkestone & Dover Water) 
)�
�	�����
���	��

•  >� '��	�
��)�3�,��6�����
��
	����	�����
�	
�	�	
���	�'����	��������"�	
�����E�
	��
��
���	
��
7�



Environment Agency Southern Region: Kent Area   
Ashford’s Future – Integrated Water Management Study 
��������	�
��
����
�������
���� ����������������������

� �!"�#��
��$%&'(�

� �

 

Created by Sean Furey  Page 4 of 16 
Created on 15/02/2005 10:08 AM 
Last printed 12/07/2005 3:08 PM 
Appendix 7.1 - Stakeholder Workshop Review.doc 

•  ��
�����!�� ������!	��
�>� '��	�
��)�3�,����
���
�����	��7�

•  -�������
����	
��������	
�	�	
����	���!����
�������'��
������� �	����
,���
��
	7�

•  �
�������!����
	 ��
��! ���	���
��
�	
���	
����	���>�������'�3���!	�,����  � ����	��
 ���������!	��
���
�����
���	����"�	��!	��
�������  �
�,����"�		���������
�
�� �

�
��
����	
��
�#	��������!���,�����

2.2.6 Dr Alan Holmes (Water Voice) 
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2.2.7 John Spence (Southern Water) 
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2.2.8 Paul Bolas (Salmon & Trout Association) 
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2.2.9 Peter Bracher (Stour Fisheries Association) 
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2.2.12 Peter Dowling (Stour Internal Drainage Board) 
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2.2.13 Ted Craker (Ashford Borough Council) 
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WS1 – Follow the 
Regional Water Resources 
Strategy 

WW1 – All wastewater to 
Bybrook, Discharge to the 
Stour 

EW1- Redirect Mid Kent 
abstractions for river 
augmentation 

FD2 - Sustainable 
Drainage Systems 

WS2 - Reduce 
groundwater abstraction 
and use Broad Oak 

WW2 - All wastewater to 
Bybrook, effluent to 
agriculture or remote 
wetland 

EW2 - Supply treated 
effluent as a Non-Mains 
Water source 

FD3 - Channels around 
the Civic Centre 

WS3i - Reduce 
groundwater abstraction 
and re-use Bybrook 
effluent 

WW3 - All wastewater to 
Bybrook, discharge to sea 

EW3 - Cool WWTW 
effluent in a lake 

FD4 - Upstream Off-line 
Storage 

WS3ii - Reduce 
groundwater abstraction 
and use stored winter 
water 

WW4 - Extend Bybrook + 
up to 4 natural technology 
works, discharge to Stour 

EW4 - Cool WWTW 
effluent by injection into 
alluvium 

FD5 - Raise upstream 
dams 

WS4i - Transfer in extra 
water from within 
Kent/Southern Region 

WW5 - Extend Bybrook + 
natural techology works, 
effluent to agriculture or 
remote wetland 

EW5 - Wetland Creation 
close to treatment works 

FD6 - Raised Defences 

WS4ii - Transfer in extra 
water from outside 
Southern Region 

WW6 - Extend Bybrook + 
up to 4 natural technology 
works, discharge to sea 

EW6 - Agri-land 
Management 

FD7 - River Conveyance 
Improvements 

 WW7 - Extend Bybrook + 
new conventional works, 
discharge to Stour 

EW7 - Green Roofs FD8 - Combination of 
Flood Risk Options 
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 WW8 - Extend Bybrook + 
new works, effluent to 
agriculture or remote 
wetland 

EW8 - Greywater diversion  

 WW9 - Extend Bybrook + 
new works, discharge to 
sea 

EW9 - Increase river flows 
from Flood Alleviation 
Scheme 

 

  EW10 - In-stream 
modifications to enhance 
river velocities 

 

3.1 Technical 
��������
��������������	��
�I�	��	����!����
�
	�.�

Session 1 Session 2 Session 3 
WS3i - Accepted that “direct” 
reuse was not done in UK and 
would probably be unacceptable 
on public perception grounds.  

Water efficiency: what is 
achievable and how is it 
achievable and enforceable? 9% 
improvements from Building 
Regs suggested. 

WS1 - There was some 
confusion about the role of 
regional strategy in relation to 
the IWM study. 

WS3i -But what about “indirect” 
reuse e.g. Hanningfield, only 
about 50 metres downstream of 
discharge? But if indirect reuse it 
would have to be put back into 
Stour with inherent temperature 
problems. 
Treated “reused” water could be 
used to reduce GW abstractions 
and/or reduce yield required 
from future strategy (Broad Oak 
or whatever was proved best 
solution). It would require land 
for new water treatment works 
alongside/close to Stour 
downstream of Bybrook. 
Abstractions subject to Stour 
baseline study. 

Conjunctive use of abstraction 
points should be used – use 
abstractions away from the 
rivers at critical periods. A 
suggestion was put forward for 
an investigation into adding 
boreholes for the Chilham and 
Godmersham GW sources 
further away from Stour. At 
present pumping has immediate 
effect on river level – especially 
in summer. If new boleholes 
sunk in chalk something like 
3km away from Stour then these 
could be used in summer to 
reduce immediate effect on 
Stour and the original boreholes 
and existing compensation 
boreholes could be used for 
water supply and recharging the 
new boreholes respectively.  
The Study would have to 
consider yields, effect on flows 
from springs and feasibility of 
recharge. Could reduce reliance 
locally on a Broad Oak or 
alternative. 

WS3i - Reuse should be 
employed where possible. 

EW3/4 - Solution may be cooling 
river water and/or effluent, 
specifically a heat pump which 
could then re-circulate heat to 
treatment process (eg 
digesters). Cooling effluent 
considered better. If cooling 
effluent it would probably be 
better to centre treatment at 
Bybrook. 

EW3/4/5 - Of the sub-options 
presented only injection into the 
alluvium was thought to have 
any cooling benefit. 

WS3ii - Winter storage would 
have to be offline and could 
conflict with flood prevention 
measures. Also reliant on 
weather patterns. 

EW5 - It was thought that reed 
beds could increase effluent 
temperature in summer. 

EW7 - Green roofs: are they a 
good idea? Green roofs reduce 
runoff in summer - is this a 
resource lost to evaporation? 
Green roofs themselves may 

Desalination? Where would it 
come from? Point made that 
desalination doesn’t have to be 
just sea water but better if 
diluted with effluent to reduce 
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Session 1 Session 2 Session 3 
need irrigation during dry 
summers, otherwise they can 
die back and become ineffective 
or an eyesore. What is driver for 
green roofs etc?   
There needs to be an ABC 
policy and made them a 
condition of planning permission. 
But if this is challenged in 
appeal, which is upheld, then 
policy is dead 

salinity = less power intensive. 

FD2 - Question mark over 
reliability of SUDS. Need to be 
maintained therefore should be 
responsibility of LA not 
developer. While 100% SUDS is 
target in practice a lower figure 
is likely to be achieved. 

EW8 - Existing greywater 
systems are generally all small 
scale and require traditional 
backup to treatment systems. Is 
it better to centralise treatment? 

WW4/5 - Further investigation of 
‘natural’ wastewater technology 
needed. Natural treatment – 
high risk, high land take, needs 
good management, odour in 
town?, temperature sensitive, 
possible pilot at Bybrook, 
developers in Kent looking to 
develop wetlands – possible co-
operation. 

FD8 - Combined flood risk 
measures – but perhaps not all, 
because some, like channel 
improvements, may make 
worsen habitat quality. 

WW4/5 - What is ‘natural’ 
treatment and will it still need a 
conventional back-up, like 
BedZed? Traditional treatment is 
more controllable/ robust. 

FD2 - Concerns expressed on 
adopted natural rate of 
runoff/ground conditions and its 
effect on flooding. Affects factor 
of safety in calculations. 
It was thought that the SUDS 
target in reports should be re-
worded to reinforce the idea that 
100% is the inspirational target 
but the figure taken in flood 
calculations is realistic figure to 
include factor of safety. 

3.2 Economic 
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Session 1 Session 2 Session 3 
Funding sources could include: 
Section 106 agreements, water 
bills and a ‘Sustainable 
Infrastructure Levy’ 

The group challenged the 
economic scores, suggesting 
that WS1/WS2 should be the 
most economic since they 
represent the regional strategy 
(‘Broad Oak’ being considered 
as a generic name for a long-
term future resource(s)) 

The group proposed an 
amendment to the definition of 
WS3i: Reduce groundwater 
abstraction and maximise re-use 
of Bybrook effluent 
The revised strategy would put 
more potable water into the 
system than would be needed 
just to replace the loss of Chart 
Leacon abstractions, and would 
result in a slightly lower unit cost 
of production from this source, 
due to some economy of scale.  

Ecological Water (EW) options 
are relatively cheap and so 
should be adopted unless there 
are acceptability or technical 
reasons. 

WS1 should be cheaper than 
WS2, since the greater Peak 
Daily Output will defer the need 
for any post-Broad Oak 
resource. However, the currently 
unknown implications of the 
Water Framework Directive with 

WS3ii - Winter water storage 
could be done cheaply by 
digging holes upstream of the 
Aldington hydrobrake. 
One member of the group 
indicated a preference for WS3ii 
(use of stored winter water). A 
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Session 1 Session 2 Session 3 
respect to groundwater 
abstractions may over-rule this 
choice. 

number of problems and 
concerns related to this strategy 
were aired. 

 Queried the CAPEX score (3) of 
WW4 (Bybrook + natural system 
WWTW) relative to WW1 score 
(4), since sewerage costs would 
be considerably less (though 
land costs would be incurred in 
WW4) 
 
 
 

WW4 - There is an issue about 
the reliability of innovative 
technology. Land needs to be 
kept available to allow systems 
to get a track record. 

 WW4 - The lack of information 
means that its costing scores 
can’t be relied upon; 

WW4 - The group expressed 
some concern about 
uncertainties relating to the use 
of natural processes for WWTW 
(performance, reliability, cost, 
land take) and felt that the 
inclusion of such in any strategy 
should be delayed until a 
reasonable track record had 
been built up. Otherwise 
Southern Water may be 
reluctant to take responsibility 
for such a process. 

 Also queried low OPEX score for 
WW1 (2), since O&M costs 
would simply be pro-rata the 
flow.  

WW7 (Bybrook + second works) 
+ EW7 (Wetland close to works) 
could be good if the right quality 
can be achieved; 

 Funding could come from an 
infrastructure tax 

Preferences for the choice of 
WW options in any integrated 
strategy were: 

 Ofwat is charged with limiting 
water price increases and this 
may constrain funding and 
development. 

WW7 plus EW5 (a conventional 
southern works discharging to 
an integral wetlands area 
immediately downstream;  

 It was felt that CAPEX for all 
strategies having new works 
sites should be revised upwards 
(scores reduced), so the group 
reserved judgement on the 
preferred WW strategy. 

WW1 plus WS3i (Follow the 
regional strategy, but replacing 
(most) groundwater abstractions 
in the Ashford supply zone by 
treated water abstracted from 
the Stour immediately 
downstream of Bybrook. 

 Water company representatives 
in the group felt that Ofwat might 
cap approval for large 
investments in infrastructure. As 
consultees to new development 
applications, they would 
therefore have to object, thereby 
constraining Ashford’s growth. 

 

�

3.3 Acceptability 
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Session 1 Session 2 Session 3 
WS3i (Reuse of Bybrook 
effluent) discussed despite not 
being an option available.  
Public perception will be key 
issue and will ultimately be 
determined by water quality. 
Acceptability likely to be greater 
if re-use is achieved via natural 
system. 
Low flows in River Stour are 
considered to be a problem 
therefore would reduced effluent 
inputs (likely under the reuse 
option) be acceptable? 

WS3i – featured strongly in 
discussion again and considered 
to be acceptable providing 
effluent passes through some 
natural system. It would help 
minimise waste and possibly 
reduce temperature. It was felt 
that existing schemes at Thanet 
and Chelmsford would provide 
sufficient argument for winning 
public perception. 

WS2 – question acceptability in 
terms of ‘value for money’ under 
a water shortfall scenario (likely 
with climate change). It would 
not be good to build Broadoak or 
equivalent just to compensate 
for ground waters 

WS - Desalination – decreased 
costs will increase acceptability. 

WW2 and WW5 discussed – it 
was considered that there is 
limited use for treated effluent in 
Agriculture, although golf 
courses may be an option. 

WS3i - Reuse favoured and 
considered acceptable if 
“indirect re-use.” This option 
would need careful design and 
should be blended into water 
supply systems. It may become 
increasingly important and 
acceptable in light of climate 
change. 

WW2 - Bybrook has space and 
therefore is less likely to involve 
conflict. 

 Questioned mechanism for 
selecting wastewater options as 
WW1 And WW7 may be more 
acceptable to public that WW2, 
WW4 & WW5. A single works in 
town would be more acceptable 
than 5 across the area – NB 
perception of treatment works 
‘smell’. 

WW3 & WW4 - Natural 
technology options may not be 
acceptable due to NIMBYism. 
However, it was agreed that new 
build houses would avoid the 
NIMBY problem as those people 
moving to a new estate / area 
would be aware of the treatment 
system.  Not all on the group 
agreed to this.  Many people 
move into houses close to 
existing WTWs and then 
subsequently complain that it 
smells. 

Combination of WW4 and WW5 
preferred. Wetlands acceptable 
for polishing. 

Small wastewater treatment 
works tend to be less reliable. 

WW4 and WW5 preferred 
because of discharge via 
wetlands / agriculture. 

EW3, EW4 and EW5 all 
considered acceptable 

WW4 - Cost of natural systems 
may be higher than 
conventional. Natural works still 
need screening filters etc… like 
conventional systems. 

EW3 – Cooling effluent via lake 
was considered to be acceptable 
but it would need tertiary 
treatment before hand 

EW7 – Green roofs on large 
public buildings only 

EW3 – Not acceptable as it 
would warm the lake 

EW4 – Cooling effluent via 
alluvium is publicly acceptable 
but will have issues on ground 
water 

EW10 – May be construed as a 
‘cheap fix’. River enhancement 
should be achieved by natural 
options ( tat alter the overall 
flows) 

EW4 – acceptability not the 
issue as this is a very technical 
option and a specialist 
investigation would be 
necessary. 

EW5 – Considered as being a FD8 – Canalisation under FD7 EW7 – acceptable on large 
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Session 1 Session 2 Session 3 
no brainer- very acceptable! But 
it must be created for its purpose 
– effluent wetlands will not be as 
high quality as those intended 
purely for biodiversity. 

not considered to be acceptable 
– should consider possible 
bypass channel. 

public buildings 

EW7 – Green roofs likely to be 
acceptable on public buildings 
and car parks. 

 FD2 – Ownership, Management 
and Funding needs to be 
addressed. 

�
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4 Lessons Learned 

4.1 What worked well 

4.1.1 Workshop planning 
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4.1.3 Participant Presentations 
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4.1.4 Timing 
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4.1.5 Small discussion groups 
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4.2 What did not work so well 

4.2.1 Preparation time 
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4.2.2 Afternoon workshop sessions 
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5 List Participants 

Name Organisation Name Organisation 
Ted Craker Ashford Borough Council Dr Binny Buckley Environment Agency 
Steve Boxall Ashford’s Future Sean Furey  
Dan Epstein (part) Ashford’s Future Nick Williams  
Graham Warren Campaign to Protect Rural 

England 
Peter Taylor  

David Walton Folkestone & Dover Water Nigel Hepworth  
Alan Turner Kent County Council Robert Kenway  
Richard Moyse Kent Wildlife Trust Barrie Neaves (part)  
Jon Shelton Kentish Stour Countryside 

Project 
Mike Pugh Black & Veatch 

Lee Dance (part) Mid Kent Water Ben Lutyens  
Peter Dowling River Stour Internal 

Drainage Board 
Alan Chitty  

Paul Bolas Salmon & Trout 
Association 

Trevor Watson  

John Spence Southern Water   
Peter Bracher Stour Fisheries   
Alan Holmes WaterVoice   
Apologies: 
Simon Bandy, English Partnerships; Teresa Bennett, English Nature; George Day, Ofwat; 
Judith Feline, Environment Agency 


