Sherborne Brook Support Group
Thames Water EIR Response EIR-26-27-366: Question, Answer, Analysis
Bourton-on-the-Water STW. Thames Water response dated 10 September 2026. Analysis dated 10 September 2026. Analysis column shown in red.
	EIR item and question
	Thames Water answer
	SBSG analysis

	1.1
The current design and consented flow to full treatment at Bourton-on-the-Water STW, and the document recording it.
	“BOTW is designed to meet its permitted values, which are set out in the attached copy of the Treated Effluent Discharge Permit. This includes sampling procedures as described in the permit, and Thames Water can confirm that the site remains compliant with its permit.”
	FAILURE TO ANSWER
A QUESTION ABOUT FLOW RATE HAS BEEN ANSWERED WITH INFORMATION ABOUT EFFLUENT QUALITY. THESE ARE DIFFERENT THINGS ENTIRELY.
THE UPGRADE IS NOT COMPLETE, AND WILL NOT BE UNTIL 2028 ON THEIR OWN FIGURES. WHAT CAPACITY THE WORKS HAS TODAY IS THEREFORE UNKNOWN, AND THAMES WATER WILL NOT SAY.
1. Flow rate is how much sewage the works can take through full treatment, measured in litres per second. When more arrives, the excess goes over the weir and out of the storm overflow.
1. Effluent quality is how clean the treated water is when it leaves, measured by sampling. Permit D.2 is almost entirely about that.
1. The permit they attached regulates the second thing. The question asked about the first.
1. Permit D.2 sets a dry weather flow limit of 3,366 cubic metres per day. It sets no flow to full treatment condition anywhere.
1. Dry weather flow describes the normal background load. It is not a capacity figure.
1. 3,366 cubic metres per day is about 39 litres per second as a daily average.
1. The compliance claim is unsolicited and undefined. Permit compliance is assessed on final effluent sample quality and on dry weather flow under condition 3.1.5. It says nothing about hydraulic capacity.
1. THEY PUBLISH THE FIGURE THEY DECLINED TO GIVE. The Thames Water website, Investment plans for storm discharge sites, last updated April 2026, states that the Bourton upgrade will provide a major increase in treatment capacity of an additional 96 litres per second.
1. 96 litres per second added to a stated 47 gives 143, which reconciles exactly with the figures given to the Partnership.
1. So the uplift is published. Only the baseline and the resulting total are withheld, and those are the numbers that show how little headroom the works has today.
1. THEY USE THE TERM THEMSELVES. GISMP page 8 states that the works includes a balancing tank to handle excess flows above the flow to full treatment during storms, returning them to the filter distribution chamber for treatment.
1. So flow to full treatment is a defined design parameter for this works, used by Thames Water in their own published plan. A figure exists. They simply did not give it.
1. THE STATUS IS NOT STATED, BUT IT CAN BE DEDUCED. Answer 1.3 confirms no completion, handover or commissioning certificate is held. The delay register supplied at 1.4 forecasts takeover on 29 February 2028.
1. So the full 96 litres per second is not in service, and will not be for well over a year. Whether any part of it is already in beneficial use is not stated either way.
1. The capacity of the works as it stands today is therefore unknown. That is the number that matters most, because it governs what happens when it rains.
1. That single number governs how often sewage goes over the weir instead of through treatment. Without it, no resident can judge the risk.
1. ASK: state the design and consented flow to full treatment in litres per second, before and after the upgrade, and name the document recording each.
1. ASK: confirm that the additional 96 litres per second is not in service, and state the date on which it will be.

	1.2
The project programme for the scheme increasing treatment capacity from 47 to 143 litres per second, showing all milestone dates and current status, including the current estimated completion date.
	“Please see the attached program for Bourton-on-the-Water STW (L956.02 Bourton on the Water STW Low P TT 0.4mg (Full Scheme) 1.pdf).”
	WRONG DOCUMENT
1. L956.02 is the phosphorus removal scheme, not the flow capacity scheme.
1. The capacity scheme is the one covered by the delay register supplied at 1.4. The two are separate projects with separate programmes.
1. No milestone list, status or estimated completion date for the capacity scheme has been provided.
1. The delay register implies takeover on 29 February 2028, but that is inference, not disclosure.
1. THE PUBLISHED DATE HAS NOW ARRIVED. Their website, last updated April 2026, says the project is expected to complete in autumn 2026. It is now autumn 2026.
1. The published trail runs 31 March 2023 (GISMP pages 13, 26 and 29), then 2024, then 2025, then autumn 2026 on the website, against an internal forecast of 29 February 2028.
1. Answer 1.3 confirms no completion, handover or commissioning certificate is held. So the published autumn 2026 date will not be met, and they know it.
1. ASK: state whether the capacity upgrade will complete in autumn 2026 as published, and if not, when the website will be corrected.

	1.3
Any practical completion, handover or commissioning certificate issued for that scheme.
	“We currently do not hold record of completion, handover or commissioning certificates issued for this scheme.”
	ANSWERED, AND DECISIVE
THE MOST IMPORTANT SENTENCE IN THE ENTIRE RESPONSE.
AS AT 10 SEPTEMBER 2026, NOTHING AT BOURTON STW HAS BEEN COMPLETED, HANDED OVER OR COMMISSIONED.
1. A completion, handover or commissioning certificate is the formal proof that a scheme is finished and passed to the operations team. No certificate means no completed scheme.
1. This is an express statement about recorded information, given under the Environmental Information Regulations. It is not opinion, and it is very hard to walk back.
1. It is corroborated by answer 3.1, which states that multiple schemes are ongoing and none of them are complete to date.
1. CONSEQUENCE ONE: no part of the upgrade has been formally completed or handed over. Whether any element is already in beneficial use is not stated, so the capacity of the works today cannot be established from the response.
1. CONSEQUENCE TWO: the published autumn 2026 completion date cannot be met. Their own answer proves it.
1. CONSEQUENCE THREE: the original promise was completion by 31 March 2023. Nothing has been commissioned three years and five months after that date.
1. CONSEQUENCE FOUR: every discharge recorded in 2023, 2024, 2025 and 2026 occurred with the upgrade still undelivered. None can be attributed to teething problems in new plant.
1. This single answer converts the whole timeline from a series of missed promises into a present tense fact about the works today.

	1.4
All records documenting each revision to the scheme's completion date, including the reason recorded for each revision, from 2020 to the present.
	“Please find attached details of revisions made to the scheme's completion date, including the reason recorded for each revision, from 2020 to the present (Bourton-on-the-Water Delays - High Level.xlsx).”
	ANSWERED
1. The most damaging document in the response.
1. Original baseline takeover and construction completion: 28 February 2024.
1. August 2026 forecast: takeover 29 February 2028, construction completion 15 October 2027.
1. Cumulative slippage 1,462 calendar days against the 2024 baseline. Every one of the ten updates listed records further slippage. None recovered time.
1. 109 early warnings are registered, 23 at maximum risk score. The dominant driver is SSEN power supply and overhead cable diversion, worth 24 to 36 months alone.
1. A NOTE ON THE BASELINE. The August 2026 sheet introduces a new takeover baseline of 6 July 2026, which reduces the headline slippage to 603 days. The original 2024 baseline is the fairer comparison.
1. EW-49, dated 3 May 2024, is titled STW Capacity Overflow. It merits a targeted follow-up request.

	2.1
Any obligation on Thames Water to install phosphorus removal at Bourton STW, together with the WINEP reference or permit condition giving rise to it.
	Not addressed. Two answers are both numbered 2.2.
The first states: “Thames Water have a statutory obligation under the Environment Act to reduce phosphorus loading from treated wastewater by 80% by 2038 against a 2020 baseline. To achieve this objective, a phosphorus limit of 0.4 mg/l will be incorporated into the environmental discharge permit.”
	FAILURE TO ANSWER
1. No WINEP reference and no permit condition given.
1. A national statutory target is not the site specific obligation the question asked about.
1. The current permit D.2 contains no phosphorus limit. The 0.4 mg/l limit is stated as a future variation, with no date for the variation itself.
1. ASK: provide the WINEP reference, the driver code, and the date by which the permit variation is expected.

	2.2
The programme and forecast completion date for any phosphorus removal scheme at Bourton STW.
	“The Programme that is attached (L956) is specifically responsible for achieving the final 0.4mg/l limit by March 2030.”
	ANSWERED, WITH A CONTRADICTION
1. But the date given is not the date that matters.
1. The attached programme, dated 25 July 2026, records: commence commissioning 20 February 2030; construction and commissioning complete 16 April 2030; regulatory benefit delivery 30 May 2030; Take Over Certificate 14 August 2030; project close down 28 November 2031.
1. March 2030 against 16 April 2030 is a fortnight, and not a point worth pressing. The working date for benefit delivery is 30 May 2030.
1. THE REAL POINT: milestone CRM1120 records an Ofwat Regulatory Date of 31 March 2028. Benefit delivery is forecast 26 months after a regulatory date that has not yet arrived.
1. Every milestone after Stage 1 shows nil physical completion. Stage Gate 1 is not due until 18 November 2027, contract award 10 October 2028, start on site 4 June 2029.
1. ASK: confirm the regulatory date and state whether the forecast breach has been reported to Ofwat and the Environment Agency.

	3.1
Any document defining what “completion” comprises for the Bourton STW works, and specifying whether it includes phosphorus removal.
	“We have multiple on-going schemes at Bourton-on-the-Water STW, each with their own criteria. None of them are complete to date, so we are unable to provide any further information at this time.”
	EVADED
1. The question asked whether a document exists. The answer says only that nothing is finished.
1. Each scheme is said to have its own criteria. Those criteria are recorded somewhere, and they are the document requested.
1. The request expressly asked for confirmation where no information is held. That confirmation is not given.
1. ASK: confirm expressly whether any document defining completion is held, and if so, disclose it.

	3.2
Records of the completion dates communicated externally for Bourton STW during 2026, including those communicated to the Windrush Catchment Partnership and to members of the public.
	“We have not communicated a completion date externally, as such no records are held.”
	CONTRADICTED
THIS ITEM WAS ASKED IN ORDER TO ESTABLISH WHETHER THE WORKS WOULD BE FINISHED DURING 2026.
IT IS NOW AUTUMN 2026 AND THEIR RESPONSE LEAVES US NO CLUE EITHER WAY.
THE CAPACITY UPGRADE NOW APPEARS TO COMPLETE IN FEBRUARY 2028. THAT IS A SLIP OF ABOUT FIVE YEARS.
1. CONTRADICTED BY THEIR OWN PUBLISHED PLAN. This is the strongest point in the whole response.
1. The Groundwater Impacted System Management Plan, which Thames Water itself cites at answer 6.1, gives a completion expectation on three pages.
1. Page 13: programmed to be completed by 31 March 2023.
1. Page 47: expected to be completed in 2024.
1. Page 58: expected to be completed in 2025.
1. DECISIVE: their own website states an expected completion of autumn 2026 for the Bourton upgrade. The page, Investment plans for storm discharge sites, records that it was last updated in April 2026.
1. The question asked specifically about dates communicated externally during 2026. A live webpage, updated in April 2026, giving a 2026 completion date, is exactly that.
1. That plan and that page are published by Thames Water. Publication is external communication on any reading.
1. To this should be added the Partnership record: dates given in meetings, and anything said to residents.
1. THE PURPOSE OF THE QUESTION WAS PRACTICAL. Residents needed to know whether the works would be finished during 2026, as published.
1. Answering that no date was ever communicated defeats the question without addressing it. It tells a resident nothing about the year they are living through.
1. Read alongside answer 1.3, the position is stark. Nothing is complete, nothing is commissioned, the published date is this season, and they will not say whether it will be met.
1. A denial that records exist is not a substitute for the operational truth. The two are different, and only one affects the river.
1. ASK: withdraw the answer and disclose the records, including who approved each published date.
1. THE DATE THEY DO HOLD. The delay register supplied at 1.4 ends with Programme Update 45 of August 2026. It forecasts takeover on 29 February 2028 and construction completion on 15 October 2027.
1. Takeover and construction completion are different milestones. Construction completion is when building work finishes. Takeover is the later contractual handover to operations, after commissioning and proving.
1. Which of the two counts as completion depends on a definition Thames Water declined to give at answer 3.1.
1. THE SCALE OF THE SLIP. The published promise was 31 March 2023. The contract baseline was 28 February 2024. The current forecast is 29 February 2028.
1. That is four years and eleven months beyond the published promise, and four years beyond the contract baseline. Roughly a five year slip on a scheme that was funded in AMP7.
1. THE THREE ANSWERS DO NOT COHERE. At 1.4 they disclose a register of completion dates ending in February 2028. At 3.2 they say no completion date has been communicated externally and no records are held. At 3.1 they say they cannot define completion at all.
1. So they hold the dates, they will not define what the dates refer to, and they deny communicating any of it, while their website said autumn 2026 throughout.
1. And the denial is falsified by its own enclosure. Sending that register to a member of the public on 10 September 2026 was itself communicating a completion date externally, in 2026.
1. ASK: state whether the works will be completed during 2026, yes or no, and if no, give the date.
1. ASK: confirm whether 29 February 2028 is now the expected completion date, and state whether completion means takeover or construction completion.

	4.1
The raw Event Duration Monitoring records for the Bourton STW storm overflow from 1 January 2023 to the date of this request.
	“Please find attached the raw EDM data as requested. Please note that this data is unvalidated for the whole timeframe.”
	WRONG DATA
1. WRONG CLASS OF DATA. What was supplied is sewer level, not event records.
1. 122,612 rows, one asset, one parameter labelled SEWER LEVEL, from 1 January 2023 to 21 July 2026. One annotation only: weir level 955 mm.
1. No start or stop flags, no event records, no units column, no validation flags. The published spill figures cannot be checked against it.
1. GAPS: about 573 hours missing from 2023, including a single gap of just over 20 days, 3 to 23 June 2023. A further 48 hours missing from 2025.
1. The June 2023 block returns readings at one and two minute intervals, contradicting the 15 minute claim at answer 4.2.
1. 576 duplicated timestamps appear. Values agree in every case, so this looks like an extraction artefact, but it should be explained.
1. The asset is labelled BOURTON ON THE WATER SP17193803 CSO. That does not match the permit discharge point at SP 1814 2002.
1. CSO means combined sewer overflow, which is a network asset. GISMP page 8 describes a network overflow to a land treatment area, upstream of the pumping station and south of the village.
1. So it is not established that the data supplied is for the storm overflow at the works, which is what the question asked for. It may be for a different asset entirely.
1. This must be resolved before any figure derived from this file is published. Everything downstream depends on it.
1. UNVALIDATED FOR THE WHOLE TIMEFRAME covers 2023 and 2024, years for which validated annual returns were submitted to the Environment Agency.
1. THE 2023 GAP IS UNCAVEATED. The published Groundwater Impacted System Management Plan declares reduced monitor availability for 2021, at 87 per cent of the year (GISMP page 45), and for 2022, at 80 per cent (GISMP pages 45 and 55). Both statements concern the Bourton STW overflow.
1. No such caveat is applied anywhere to 2023 or 2024. Thames Water therefore know how to declare monitor availability when it matters, and did not do so for 2023.
1. That leaves 573 hours missing, including 20 continuous days in June 2023, in a year returned to the Environment Agency as 110 spills and 1,565.25 hours.
1. ASK: provide the actual event records with start and stop times, and the validated series behind the 2023 and 2024 returns.
1. ASK: state EDM availability for 2023, 2024, 2025 and 2026 to date, and explain the June 2023 gap.
1. VERIFIED: pages 45 and 55 of the published GISMP were checked by eye on 11 September 2026 and confirmed as quoted. Safe to cite.

	4.2
The documented methodology by which EDM data is processed, validated and published, including polling intervals.
	“We would recommend the following guidance on storm overflows published by DEFRA [link]. Furthermore, quality assurance is performed using all information available including, but not exclusively, rainfall data and observations from in-situ investigations. This monitor provides data in 15-minutes intervals.”
	FAILURE TO ANSWER
1. A link to Defra guidance is not a Thames Water document.
1. The question asked for their documented methodology. Government guidance describes the policy, not their processing.
1. Nothing is given about the spill detection rule: the trigger level, any hysteresis or dead band, the minimum duration, or the block counting rule.
1. This is the decisive omission. Without the rule, no published spill figure can be reproduced from the data they supplied.
1. The 15 minute claim is contradicted by their own file, which contains one and two minute readings in June 2023.
1. ASK: disclose the spill detection algorithm and the validation procedure as held documents.

	4.3
Thames Water's written procedure for amending EDM records after initial publication.
	“The procedures which we use for validation of our EDM-env data is for internal use only, but to briefly summarise, activations which our team identify as spurious/not genuine during quality assurance are removed ahead of the Annual Return... It is part of our regulatory requirements that the EDM-env data that we submit to the EA is a representative and accurate dataset.”
	INVALID REFUSAL
1. PROCEDURALLY INVALID REFUSAL. “Internal use only” is not a ground for withholding under the Regulations.
1. No exception under regulation 12 is cited. No public interest test is offered. Regulation 12(11) partial release is not addressed.
1. The summary given describes removal of spurious activations before the Annual Return. It does not describe amendment of start or stop times after publication, which is what was asked.
1. The confirmation that records are removed before the Annual Return is itself significant. It means published totals are lower than recorded activations by an undisclosed amount.
1. ASK: cite the exception, provide the public interest test, and release a redacted version. Also state how many activations were removed at Bourton in each year from 2023.

	4.4
Any audit log, change record or system report showing retrospective amendments to EDM start or stop times for the Bourton STW overflow between 1 January 2026 and the date of this request.
	“No spurious activations have been identified so far in 2026 for this site, so no exclusionary labels have been applied.”
	QUESTION NOT ANSWERED
1. A DIFFERENT QUESTION HAS BEEN ANSWERED. The request was for the audit log of amendments to start or stop times.
1. Exclusion of spurious activations is one kind of amendment. Adjustment of a stop time is another, and it is the one asked about.
1. This sits directly against the Sherborne Brook Support Group's timestamped screenshots of 13 March 2026: a stop recorded at 15:45 while the overflow was still shown active at 16:22:29.
1. The level data shows why the record is unstable that afternoon. Readings hover within a few millimetres of the 955 mm weir, alternating between 950 and 959 mm.
1. That explains the mechanism. It does not explain the amendment, and it does not answer the question.
1. THEIR OWN PLAN RECORDS A RETROSPECTIVE REVISION. GISMP page 55 states that the 2022 spill count was revised and re-validated from twenty to twenty-one, after the Annual Return.
1. That is published evidence that Thames Water amends spill records after publication, and retains both the before and the after value.
1. So a record of amendment exists as a class of document. Answer 4.3 calls the procedure internal only, and answer 4.4 says nothing was applied in 2026. Neither sits easily beside their own published example.
1. ASK: confirm whether the EDM system holds an audit or change log at all. If it does, disclose the Bourton entries for 2026. If it does not, say so expressly.
1. ASK: explain how the 2022 revision from twenty to twenty-one was recorded, and disclose the equivalent record for 13 March 2026.
1. VERIFIED: page 55 of the published GISMP was checked by eye on 11 September 2026 and confirmed as quoted. Safe to cite.

	5.1
Any recorded measurement or estimate of the volume of discharge from the Bourton STW storm overflow, for any period since 1 January 2023.
	“The Volumes of flows leaving sites and our assets through storm channels or under storm conditions are not monitored, and there is currently no regulatory requirement to monitor the volumes of storm discharges. Similarly, quality readings for storm discharges are not required under our permits... The location of the storm discharge point is included within the attached permit.”
	PARTLY ANSWERED
THE QUESTION ASKED FOR A MEASUREMENT OR AN ESTIMATE. ONLY MEASUREMENT HAS BEEN ADDRESSED. THE WORD ESTIMATE APPEARS NOWHERE IN THE REPLY.
A CAPACITY UPGRADE CANNOT BE DESIGNED WITHOUT QUANTIFYING WHAT CURRENTLY OVERFLOWS. THE FIGURES MUST EXIST SOMEWHERE.
1. The monitoring position is correct in law. The final sentence of the answer is wrong.
1. The permit supplied contains no storm overflow discharge point. Table S3.2 lists one point only: Outlet 1, secondary treated sewage effluent, SP 1814 2002, receiving water the River Dikler.
1. The Schedule 7 site plan marks the final effluent discharge point, the sampling points and the flow monitoring points. No storm overflow appears anywhere in permit D.2.
1. GISMP page 8 describes a different asset again: a permitted land treatment area and overflow on the NETWORK, upstream of Bourton-on-the-Water SPS and south of the village, taking excess flows about 800 metres to a land treatment area before discharging to the River Windrush.
1. That is a network overflow, not the storm overflow at the works. Its permit is quoted at page 8 and was not supplied either.
1. So at least three things are in play: the final effluent outfall under permit D.2 to the Dikler; the storm overflow at the works; and the network overflow to the land treatment area and the Windrush.
1. Thames Water supplied the permit for the first, and answered as though it covered the second. The third goes unmentioned in the response entirely.
1. GISMP page 8 also records that at the land treatment area spill to river has occurred on both wet and dry days. That is a published admission of dry day spilling in this catchment.
1. THE WORKS IS HEAVILY METERED, EVEN IF THE OVERFLOW IS NOT. Storm overflows generally carry a level sensor rather than a flow meter, so the statement that storm volumes are not monitored is likely correct as far as it goes.
1. But permit D.2 requires MCERTS flow monitoring at three points: the inlet, the return liquors and the works return (Table S3.3).
1. Condition 3.3.9 requires 15 minute flow readings, calculation of Total Daily Volumes, and records of every failure or gap in that record. Condition 4.1.1 requires those records to be kept for at least six years.
1. So Thames Water hold continuous 15 minute inflow data for Bourton STW, under a legal obligation, going back years.
1. Once inflow is known, and the flow to full treatment is known, the overflow volume follows by arithmetic. Inflow minus flow passed forward, across the period of the spill. That is an estimate, and an estimate is what was requested.
1. THE ENGINEERING POINT. A scheme adding 96 litres per second of capacity cannot be justified without quantifying the volume it is designed to stop. A business case requires a modelled volume, a frequency and a predicted reduction.
1. The delay register confirms that modelling work exists for this site: EW-45 concerns the SPS hydraulic model, EW-128 and EW-141 concern surge analysis.
1. Either such estimates exist, in which case they are environmental information and disclosable, or a major capacity scheme was designed without quantifying the problem it addresses. Thames Water should be required to say which.
1. NOTE: the permit conditions cited above have been read directly. The reasoning about business case modelling reflects normal industry practice and has not been verified for this site, so it is put as a question rather than an assertion.
1. ASK: identify the storm overflow permit and discharge point by reference.
1. ASK: provide the 15 minute inlet flow records and Total Daily Volumes held under condition 3.3.9 for 2023 to date.
1. ASK: provide any modelled or calculated spill volume for the Bourton overflow, including any figure used to justify the capacity upgrade.
1. ASK: supply the permit for the land treatment area overflow quoted at GISMP page 8, and state its overflow setting.
1. ASK: confirm how many separate permitted discharge points exist in the Bourton catchment, and which permit governs each.

	6.1
All records of groundwater infiltration reduction works undertaken in the Bourton catchment since 1 January 2024, including dates and locations.
	“Please see the document (link below) which lists the infiltration reduction work undertaken since 1 January 2024; details are in the appendices. No further work has been undertaken since publication of this document.”
	ANSWERED BY REFERENCE
1. With a significant admission.
1. Reference to published material is permissible where the information is genuinely available. The plan does carry annual works tables, 2019/20 through 2024/25.
1. THE ADMISSION: no further work since publication. The plan was last updated November 2025. That is roughly ten months with no infiltration reduction work.
1. That same period includes the continuous discharge of 1,025 hours from 20 January to 3 March 2026.
1. ASK: confirm the standstill expressly, state what work is planned and when, and confirm whether any work is funded in the current year.

	6.2
The calculation, report or model underlying the 35 per cent and 50 per cent infiltration reduction figures presented to the Windrush Catchment Partnership, together with any subsequent verification.
	Narrative only. Comparison of successive winters using EDM and groundwater level data; complexity of comparing winters; sewer condition changes over time; “whilst we see a marked changed in reduction in infiltration, we need to be mindful of testing it over a longer period”; investigating machine learning; plan-do-check-act.
	FAILURE TO ANSWER
1. No calculation, no report, no model, no verification.
1. The published plan, page 57, claims roughly 10 per cent of the system sealed and a 50 per cent reduction in spill duration in an extreme year. No baseline year, no comparison year and no method appear with it.
1. The 35 per cent figure does not appear in the published plan at all. It was put to the Partnership with no published support.
1. The narrative concedes the position. Testing over a longer period is still needed, and machine learning is being investigated to build confidence in progress already claimed.
1. Either an analysis exists, in which case it is disclosable, or the published figure rests on nothing. Thames Water should be required to say which.
1. ASK: confirm expressly whether any calculation is held, and state the source of the 35 per cent figure.

	7.1
The date on which the Bourton annex to the GISMP was last updated, and the scheduled date of the next update.
	“This was last updated in November 2025 and is updated every year.” Followed by narrative on DWMP Cycle 2 absorbing the GISMPs into a risk assessment process.
	PARTLY ANSWERED
1. The last update date is given. The scheduled next date is not.
1. “Updated every year” implies November 2026, but no date is stated and the DWMP narrative suggests the annual cycle may be discontinued.
1. Absorption into DWMP Cycle 2 means Bourton will be assessed on the same basis as every other system. That removes its current standalone treatment.
1. ASK: state the scheduled date of the next update, and confirm whether a Bourton specific annex will survive the move to DWMP Cycle 2.

	7.2
Any document setting out the basis for the statement at page 58 that the catchment will meet government storm overflow targets by 2035 to 2040, and any record of a subsequent revision of that date.
	“This statement in the GISMP for the summary of 2023-2024 referring to our Storm Overflow scheme we had previously proposed for 2035-2040 to take place. Our investment page now states we expect to meet all government targets for storm overflows by 2045 – 2050.”
	FAILURE TO ANSWER
1. But it contains a major admission.
1. No document is produced for the 2035 to 2040 basis, and no record of the revision decision.
1. THE ADMISSION: the compliance horizon has moved out by a decade, to 2045 to 2050.
1. The new date is sourced to a webpage, not to any Bourton specific assessment. That page is Investment plans for storm discharge sites, last updated April 2026, which states that this location is expected to meet all government targets for storm overflows by 2045 to 2050.
1. The same page carries the autumn 2026 completion date, so one page bears on both item 3.2 and item 7.2.
1. Page 58 remains published and uncorrected. Residents reading the plan today see 2035 to 2040.
1. THE REASON FOR THE CHANGE IS NOT GIVEN. A ten year deferral of environmental compliance is a material decision. Something must have changed: funding, modelling, regulatory expectation or delivery capability. None of it is stated.
1. The Regulations give a right to recorded information rather than to explanations. But any analysis, board paper or assessment behind such a change is itself recorded information, and is therefore disclosable.
1. Separately, as a member of the Windrush Catchment Partnership, the Group is entitled to ask the question directly and to expect a straight answer.
1. The practical effect deserves stating plainly. A resident told in 2024 that compliance would come by 2035 to 2040 is now told 2045 to 2050. For many, that is beyond a working lifetime.
1. ASK: provide the basis for both dates, and the record of the decision to revise.
1. ASK: state why the expected date moved by a decade, and what changed to cause it.
1. ASK: confirm when page 58 of the published plan, which still shows 2035 to 2040, will be corrected.

	8.1
Any allocation for Bourton-on-the-Water STW within Thames Water's AMP8 business plan or PR24 final determination, including the budget line and value.
	“Please see the scheme details document attached for Bourton-on-the-Water Sewage Treatment Works (L956.02...).”
	FAILURE TO ANSWER
1. The attachment contains no financial values.
1. Every cost column in the programme reads zero. It is a schedule, not a budget.
1. No budget line and no value has been given, which is precisely what the question asked for.
1. The programme does show Budget for Development Approval reached on 20 December 2024, and Project Implementation Approval not due until 12 September 2028. Implementation funding has therefore not yet been approved.
1. ASK: provide the budget line reference and value in the AMP8 plan or PR24 final determination.

	8.2
Any document identifying funding earmarked for achieving storm overflow compliance in the Bourton catchment beyond AMP8.
	“We are currently not able to share information regarding the funding earmarked for achieving storm overflow compliance in the Bourton catchment beyond AMP8 as this has not yet been agreed with our regulators.”
	INVALID REFUSAL
1. PROCEDURALLY INVALID REFUSAL. No exception cited, no public interest test, no consideration of regulation 12(11).
1. “Not yet agreed with our regulators” is not a ground for withholding. It may support an argument under regulation 12(4)(d), material in the course of completion, but that argument has to be made and tested.
1. The answer also implies such information exists in draft. That is disclosable subject to a properly reasoned exception.
1. Read alongside answer 7.2, this matters: compliance is now put at 2045 to 2050, well beyond AMP8, with no identified funding.
1. ASK: cite the exception, provide the public interest test, and release what can be released in redacted form.



Summary of outcomes
Nineteen items. Three answered properly (1.3, 1.4, 6.1). Two answered with a contradiction (2.2, 5.1). Two refused without lawful basis (4.3, 8.2). Seven not answered (1.1, 2.1, 4.2, 4.4, 6.2, 7.2, 8.1). One answered with the wrong document (1.2), one with the wrong class of data (4.1), one evaded (3.1), one contradicted by their own published plan (3.2), two partly answered (7.1, and 5.1 in part).
Internal review must be requested within 40 working days of receipt. That falls in early November 2026.
Sources used beyond the four attachments: Thames Water, Investment plans for storm discharge sites, last updated April 2026 (additional 96 litres per second; completion autumn 2026; targets met 2045 to 2050). Thames Water, Bourton-on-the-Water Groundwater Impacted System Management Plan, original January 2021, latest annual update November 2025 (completion dates at pages 13, 26, 29, 47 and 58; monitor availability at pages 45 and 55; infiltration claims at page 57; spill data at page 64). A dated screenshot of that webpage has been retained.
Note on my figures: spill reconstructions are derived from the level data Thames Water supplied, using the 955 mm weir level stated in their own file. They depend on a threshold and bridging rule Thames Water has not disclosed. They are sound enough to frame questions, not to publish as totals. The 1,025 hour event from 20 January to 3 March 2026 is the exception, being unambiguous in the record and matching the independent public figure.
