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Introduction 
 

Southern Water is currently approaching the end of the second full year of the current investment 

period, which runs from 2015–2020. The company is committed to engaging widely with its 

stakeholders in order to shape how it delivers water and wastewater services over the course of the 

current investment period, and identify priorities for its next Business Plan (2020-25). The 2020-25 

Business Plan will be scrutinised by the water industry’s regulator, Ofwat, as part of the PR19 price 

review. The price review process will determine the bills that customers pay and inform the areas 

where Southern Water will target its investment. 

In autumn 2016, Southern Water ran a series of Stakeholder Workshops across its region. These 

workshops were part of a continued programme of engagement on the delivery of Southern Water’s 

current Business Plan, and the development of the 2020-25 Business Plan, the next Drought Plan 

and the next Water Resources Management Plan. This followed on from a number of engagement 

activities that had taken place earlier in the year: 

 

Spring/summer 2016 Stakeholder Panels – to discuss new ideas to secure sustainable water 

supplies 

 

Summer 2016 Stakeholder Insight – to understand views about Southern Water and identify 

priority areas for engagement 

 

 Online Surveys – gathered more new ideas to secure sustainable water 

supplies 

 

Spring – autumn 2016  Customer Research – on priorities for Southern Water’s 2020-2025 Business 

Plan 

 

Autumn 2016  Stakeholder Workshops – focus on priorities and shaping options for delivery 

 

This report summarises the feedback from the autumn 2016 stakeholder workshops, which took place 

in October and November in Canterbury, Southampton, Isle of Wight and Brighton. 

 

Further engagement will include: customer research, stakeholder panels, public consultations and 

stakeholder workshops, which will take place over the next two years, resulting in Ofwat’s final 

determination of Southern Water’s Business Plan at the end of 2019. 
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Attendees  
 

The following number of stakeholders attended the workshops: 

 

Region No. of attendees No. of organisations 
represented 

Canterbury 39 25 

Southampton 51 26 

Isle of Wight 21 10 

Brighton 51 39 

Total 162 100 

Adur and Worthing Councils 

Adur Floodwatch Group 

Andur and Worthing Council 

Appleshaw Parish Council 

 

Arun & Rother Rivers Trust 

Arun District Council 

Ashford Borough Council 

 

Balcombe Parish Council 

Brighton and Hove City Council 

Canterbury City Council 

 

Chichester District Council  

 

CJH Agri-Environment Consultants Ltd 

 

Consumer Council for Water 

 

Country Land & Business Association 

 

CPRE Kent 

 

Cranbrook & Sissinghurst Parish Council 

Create 51 

Dover District Council 

East Preston Parish Council 

East Sussex County Council 

Eastleigh Borough Council  

 

Environment Agency 

ESHCon 

Fareham Borough Council  

 

Farm Wildlife 

 

Faversham Creek Trust 

 

Flood Action Groups Selsey 

Forestry Commission England 

 

Gravesham Borough Council 

 

Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust 

 

Hastings Borough Council 

Hellingly Parish Council 

Hurley Parish Council 

 

Isle of Wight AONB Partnership 

 

Isle of Wight Council 

 

Kent County Council 

 

Kent High Weald Partnership  

Kent Invicta Chamber of Commerce 

 

Kent Fisheries Consultative Association 

 

Kent Wildlife Trust 

 

Kentish Stour Countryside Partnership 

 

 

The organisations represented were as follows. Note that the number listed below does not add up 

to a total of 100 as a number of organisations attended more than one workshop.  
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King Somborne Parish Council 

 

Kingston Parish Council  

KSCP Steering Group  

 

Little Stour & Nailbourne River Management Grou 

 

Monxton Parish Council 

 

National Farmers Union South East 

Natural England 

 

Natural Enterprise 

 

New Forest National Park Authority  

 

Newport Parish Council 

 

OART 

Ofwat 

Portsmouth City Council 

 

Portsmouth Water 

Rustington Parish Council 

Salmon and Trout Conservation 

 

Seaford Flood Action Group 

Shepway District Council 

 

Sidlesham Parish Council  

South Downs National Park Authority 

South East Rivers Trust 

 

South East Water  

South Heighton Parish Council  

Southampton City Council  

 

Southbourne Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 

 

Southbourne Parish Council  

 

Southern Regional Flood and Coastal Committee 

 

Surfers Against Sewage 

Sussex Chamber of Commerce 

Sussex Inshore Fisheries and Conservation 

Authority 

Sussex Wildlife Trust 

Sutton and East Surrey Water  

 

Swale Borough Council 

 

Test and Itchen Association 

 

Test Valley Borough Council 

 

Thanet Destination Management Plan 

 

Thanet District Council 

 

The Clancy Group 

UKWIR 

Upper Itchen Initiative 

 

Walmer Parish Council 

 

West Itchenor Parish Council 

 

West Sussex County Council 

Wild Trout Trust 

 

Worthing Borough Council 

  Winchester City Council
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In Canterbury, Southampton and the Isle of Wight attendees were asked to identify what type of 

stakeholder they were using the electronic voting. The chart below shows the results. There was a 

technical error with the electronic voting in Brighton.  
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Overview of the workshop  
 

After a welcome address and introductions, speakers gave short presentations, as summarised 

below. Discussions were held in table groups as stakeholders probed some of the issues further. In 

order to allow full and frank discussion, comments in this report have not been attributed to individual 

stakeholders.  

 

Feedback forms were provided to the stakeholders inviting them to answer a number of questions 

about the event and the results are summarised at the end of this report. 

 

Following the stakeholder engagement undertaken earlier in the year, as outlined above, Southern 

Water carefully reviewed the feedback and invited stakeholders to workshops in October and 

November 2016, where there were three areas of focus: 

 

1. Our Business Plan – performance in year one and future priorities 

 

2. Sewer flooding 

 

3. Water resources 

 

 

There were then optional surgery sessions after lunch, which focused on: 

 

1. Planning for future growth 

 

2. Bathing water quality 

 

3. Water resources (continuation of morning session)  
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Summary of Findings  
 

WORKSHOP 1 – Our Business Plan 

 

Southern Water carried out a piece of customer insight research from spring to autumn 2016. 

Customers identified four key themes in order to inform the company’s long term priorities. These key 

themes, along with a number of sub-themes, suggested by customers, are shown below:  

 

 

 
 

In Workshop 1, stakeholders were asked to give their views on the four key themes and on the sub-

themes.   

  

Priorities 

At the Southampton and Isle of Wight workshops, attendees generally agreed, through electronic 

voting, that the four themes listed accurately reflect Southern Water’s key business priorities. This 

was echoed in the round-table discussions across all of the regions. Due to a technical error, the 

electronic voting for this section at the Brighton and Canterbury workshops was not recorded. 
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Several stakeholders at the Isle of Wight workshop highlighted ‘effective customer service and 

engagement’ as being particularly important for the island. In Canterbury, ‘protecting nature and the 

environment’ and ‘effective customer service and engagement’ were mentioned as being particularly 

important. However, there was widespread agreement that all four areas should be seen as priorities. 

The point was also made by many stakeholders that all four priority areas are interlinked which makes 

it hard to pick the most important.  

 

Missing key themes 

The following were suggested as key themes for consideration: 

 Collaboration and partnership working (Southampton, IoW, Canterbury) 

 Flooding (Southampton, IoW) 

 Climate change (Southampton, Brighton) 

 Wastewater and sewage (Brighton, Canterbury) 

 Grey water recycling/water re-use – education and infrastructure (Brighton) 

 Drought (IoW) 

 Using storage tanks (IoW) 

 Engagement with landowners (Brighton) 

 Innovative, pro-active and strategic thinking (Southampton) 

 Cost and affordability (Canterbury) 

 Communications and education (Canterbury) 

 Marine conservation area (Canterbury) 

 Human health (Canterbury) 

 Involvement in development (Canterbury) 

 

Most important key theme 

In Southampton, the point was made that the themes are all important and it was not felt appropriate 

that any could be neglected in order to give priority to another. 

 

In the Isle of Wight, where a number of stakeholders felt ‘effective customer service and engagement’ 

was particularly important, a number of attendees also stated that providing the necessary 

infrastructure to enable new housing developments to be built was very important.  

 

In Brighton, all themes were felt to be important, with preferences largely on the basis of which 

organisation attendees came from. However, ‘effective customer service and engagement’ was 

mentioned the least by attendees. 
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In Canterbury, ‘investing in infrastructure for future generations’, especially given the current level of 

housing development in the county, seemed to be a general key theme in the discussion. ‘Constant 

supply of high quality drinking water’ was also mentioned by many as the most important. Some 

attendees thought that ‘protecting nature and the environment’ was the most important.  

 

Overall, ‘effective customer service and engagement’ appeared to be the least important of the 

themes for most stakeholders across all four workshops. 

 

Missing sub-themes 

The following were suggested as sub-themes by attendees across all workshops. 

 

Effective customer service and engagement: 

 Better engagement with politicians and councils  

 Better engagement with other water companies 

 Better engagement with businesses 

 Better engagement with the fishing industry 

 More education 

 Improving affordability and simplified billing 

 Using bills to communicate information 

 Communication and co-ordination about repair/maintenance work 

 Reporting manhole/inspection cover issues 

 Prioritising customers 

 Transparency 

 Sharing and adopting best practice customer service across the company 

 Communicating about investment programme 

 Better promotion of the ‘Green Dr’ service – advice for users 

 Better communications about Combined Sewer Overflows (CSO) 

 Improving customers’ ability to read meters 

 Priority Services Register 

 Coordination of roadworks 

 Avoiding flooding and clearing drains 

 Public access to land 

 Providing information, which is transparent and engaging 

 Health and fluoridation 

 Partnership working 

 

A constant supply of high quality drinking water  

 Valuing drinking water as a resource 

 Water supply for industry 

 Water re-use 

 Taking water from other companies 

 Terrorism resilience 

 Resilience of the water supply 

 Water pressure 

 Water efficiency 

 Consideration of wastewater 

 

 Protecting nature and the environment 

 Enhancing the environment, going beyond protection  

 The impact of abstraction on the environment 

 Monitoring the impacts of fracking 

 Better communication of environmental impacts  

 Considering wider environmental concerns and collaboration 
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 Land management and working with farmers 

 Marine environment 

 Enforcement 

 Taking a catchment based approach 

 Clarity on the environment 

 Protecting groundwater 

 

Investing in infrastructure for future generations 

 Increasing Southern Water’s role in the planning process  

 Continuing to concentrate on leakage 

 Eco homes 

 More information on the resilience of infrastructure 

 Repairing infrastructure 

 Better drainage on roads 

 Maintenance 

 Consultation on planning  

 

Performance Reporting 

A number of attendees across the workshops spoke favourably about the reports they had seen – 

particularly the quarterly email updates, the two-page summary and communication about local 

work/projects. However, in Southampton some attendees felt there was a need for a new approach, 

and some did not recall receiving any information. In Brighton and the Isle of Wight some commented 

the annual report was difficult to read and overly complex. In Canterbury, attendees also had differing 

views of the annual report, with some favourable comments and some negative views. Many 

attendees thought using online reporting was important, especially with regular updates. Many also 

thought that localised reporting would be particularly useful.  

 

Suggestions made by multiple stakeholders for reporting were: 

 More tailored reports for specific audiences; not just one blanket report 

 One-page updates 

 Providing short summaries 

 Quarterly reports 

 More images/infographics; not too wordy/clear and simple 

 Case studies 

 A monthly email linking to further information on the website, which could easily be 

disseminated to others in the local community 

 More information on local work/projects, environmental impact and related projects 

 Providing information split by geographic areas or topics 

 Report on specific issues 

 A new section on the website containing reports 

 Improving access to information via the website 

 Providing details for customers on the cost of projects and priorities 

 Comparisons of Southern Water to other companies 

 Information on bills about projects and how money is being spent; include some annual report 

details 

 

A number of suggestions were made by individual stakeholders, which are included in the main body 

of the individual workshop reports.  
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WORKSHOP 2 – Sewer Flooding 
 

Stakeholders were asked to give their views on where Southern Water should give priority when 

making investment decisions to address the risks and impacts of sewer flooding. They were asked to 

consider, and later vote on, which of the following should be given priority: 

 

 Inside homes and business 

 Outside areas including gardens and patios 

 Parks, playgrounds or village centres 

 Public buildings (schools, hospitals etc.) 

 Local economy 

 Elderly, disabled or vulnerable customers 

 External flooding over extended periods 

 Restricted toilet use 

 

Prioritising investment decisions 

 

 
 

 

The electronic voting showed that the top three priorities were:  

1) Elderly, disabled or vulnerable customers  

2) Public buildings  

3) Problems over a continuous extended period 

 

‘Customers’ gardens and patios’ came out as the lowest priority in the electronic voting.  

 

Unfortunately, there were technical issues with the electronic voting in Brighton and Canterbury and 

so the aggregated data above just accounts for the voting results from the Isle of Wight and 

Southampton.  

 

The roundtable discussion in Brighton mirrored the aggregated electronic voting results above as 

‘public buildings’ were prioritised by many, particularly hospitals and schools. ‘Vulnerable customers’ 

were also mentioned as a priority by attendees on a number of tables in Brighton.  

 

In the roundtable discussions in Canterbury, where there was also a technical issue with the 

electronic voting data, attendees agreed that one of the most important priorities to reduce the risk 

and impact of sewer flooding on public buildings. However, they also placed a higher priority on those  

who experienced problems over a continuous period.  
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In the round-table discussions in general, attendees were not consistent in their response to this 

question. Across the regions there were a variety of responses from attendees and although it was 

seen as a very important issue some felt that it was very difficult to prioritise between different groups. 

 

For a number of stakeholders across all regions, public buildings – especially hospitals – were 

prioritised, but for some, homes and businesses were considered a high priority.  

 

In Brighton, it was suggested prioritisation is a technical exercise and a system or scale needs to be 

devised to put this into context. This was echoed in Southampton where some attendees felt that 

prioritisation should be done on a case-by-case basis and suggested a matrix assessment to help 

Southern Water prioritise. 

 

Options to mitigate against sewer flooding 

A number of options to mitigate against sewer flooding were presented to stakeholders. These fell into 

four categories.  

 

1) Managing flows 

 

The options relating to managing flows are shown below: 

 

• Better response to emergencies 

– More staff and emergency equipment 

– Proactive responses to developing storms 

• More CCTV and sewer jetting 

– More work to find and remove blockages 

– Focus on known hotspots 

• Better monitoring and data 

– Gathering more ‘real time data’ 

– Quicker response 

• Non return valves and other mitigation measures 

– Reduce impact of flooding to individual properties 

 

In terms of feedback, stakeholders in Southampton said that managing flows was critical and 

expected it to be carried out as part of Southern Water’s core business. 

 

There was broad support for non-return valves in Brighton, although a couple of attendees expressed 

dislike for them as they had experienced problems with them. More CCTV was advocated by one 

table in Brighton. 

 

In Canterbury, improving maintenance and using new technology was supported by attendees. There 

was also a good deal of support for the use of non-return valves. Improving maintenance and using 

new technology was also proposed in Canterbury. 

 

Improving monitoring and response to incidents was put forward on the Isle of Wight. 

 

 

2) Preventing flows 

 

The options relating to preventing flows are shown below: 

 

• Major floor defence partnerships 

– Part-fund EA flood defence projects 

– Protect customer’s properties from sewer flooding 

– Protect our pumping stations and treatment works 

– Flood barriers, walls or flood plain schemes 

• Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs) 
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– Slow and hold back water 

– Reduce pollution 

– Green roofs, permeable surfaces, wetlands 

• Separating storm water 

– Lay separate system for surface water 

– More capacity for wastewater 

 

Whilst the inclusion of part-funding major flood defence projects was praised by some attendees in 

Southampton and Canterbury, others wanted to make sure that they were value for money and 

queried the length of time taken to deliver results. 

 

In the Isle of Wight, SuDs was the main interest of the groups and there was concern from some 

about having enough land for SuDs schemes. Whilst some of the benefit of SuDs was acknowledged, 

particularly in Canterbury, there was concern from many tables in Southampton and Brighton about 

the long-term and ongoing maintenance of SuDs, and where responsibility lies for them.  

 

Across all workshops, a common theme highlighted by a number of stakeholders was the 

responsibility of riparian owners (individuals or organisations who own land or property next to a 

stream, river or ditch) to help reduce the risk of flooding. There were numerous examples given of 

farmers and other landowners who stakeholders felt did not take sufficient action to maintain 

watercourses and ditches or improve broader land management practices.  

 

 

3) Store and release flows 

 

The options relating to storing and releasing flows are shown below: 

 

• Improving the sewers 

– Repair or line sewers 

– Replace with larger pipes 

• Storing stormwater 

– Storage tanks to hold water during heavy rainfall 

– Re-introduce excess water back into the system once storms subside 

 

There was support for stormwater management from attendees at all of the workshops, although 

stakeholders understood it can be costly and potentially a short-term solution. 

 

 

4) Education 

 

With regard to education, stakeholders were asked to consider a continuation of the ‘Keep it Clear’ 

campaign which aims to achieve the following objectives: 

 

– Encourage behaviour change 

– Prevent fats, oils and greases, wet wipes and other unflushable items entering the 

sewerage system 

– Help prevent sewer blockages 

– Focus in hot spot areas 

 

There were many comments and suggestions across all of the regions regarding education as a 

solution with most seeing it as a valuable and cost-effective activity. However, some stakeholders in 

Brighton and Southampton were sceptical of how effective this would be. 

Also in Southampton and Brighton many felt that not enough was being done and a number of 

educational options were suggested by attendees (see next question). 

 



Page | 15  
  

It was suggested that the format of any education needs to be reconsidered; people need to be 

incentivised and given solutions. 

 

General comments 

 

Attendees in Southampton felt a number of the options Southern Water has considered to mitigate 

against sewer flooding are good in theory, but are not well maintained or planned. There were a 

number of comments in Southampton and Brighton regarding location specific requirements, with 

agreement that not all options/solutions will work for every locality. 

 

With the options presented, the effectiveness – according to many Southampton attendees – was 

dependent on Southern Water communicating properly with other partners and customers. 

 

 

Options missing to help reduce sewer flooding 

 

A number of other options were put forward by attendees. 

 

1) Managing flows 

 

Using the potential for lower insurance premiums to incentivise customers to install mitigation 

measures in their property was suggested by one stakeholder in Brighton.  

 

2) Preventing flows 

 

Whilst SuDs was put to stakeholders as an option to help reduce sewer flooding, stakeholders made 

a number of suggestions for how SuDs should be managed. A couple of stakeholders in Brighton, 

suggested retrofitting ponds for SuDs and working with developers for a joined up approach for new 

builds. Suggestions in Southampton for the management of SuDs included: 

 Putting the water companies in charge of SuDS management with additional service charges 

paid to cover this; 

 Holding developers to account regarding long-term management of SuDS; 

 Local authorities should take on responsibility of SuDS.  

 

3) Store and release flows 

 

In relation to stormwater management one stakeholder in Brighton suggested building roads with 

stormwater drains to give holding capacity that can later be released. The use of more aquifers was 

suggested by one attendee. 

 

Stakeholders in Southampton suggested smaller and more frequent upstream attenuation tanks, 

along with using natural flood management. 

 

4) Education 

 

Many attendees made suggestions for educating and raising awareness among consumers and 

businesses to reduce blockages, including:  

 Improve education campaigns, provide solutions 

 Schools education programme 

 Use of the media and Ofwat to educate 

 Naming and shaming  

 Charge or punish those responsible for blockages 

 Work in partnership  

 Educate industry, not just consumers; be proactive 

 Work with manufacturers of blockage inducing products 
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 Work with manufacturers to label packaging 

 Better designed and supplied fat boxes 

 Reporting blockages 

 Online information 

 General consumer education 

 Target catering organisations 

 Lobby government and use or change legislation 

 

 

Other 

 

Other suggestions were: 

 Partnership working 

 More collaboration with local authorities and stakeholders in the planning process 

 Improving partnerships and communications between partners, politicians and 

stakeholders 

 Knowledge and best practice sharing 

 Catchment management 

 Lobbying government 

 Involvement in the planning system to deal with new developments 

 Considering the seasonal population and its impact [in the Isle of Wight] 

 Adoption of emergency wardens 

 A more proactive approach to infrastructure maintenance 

 Forward planning with respect to the changing weather conditions 

 Real-time/smart meter monitoring 

 Making manhole covers water resistant 

 Detecting illegal connections 

 Dealing with water flows at a more local level and adapting solutions to the situation and 

location. 
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WORKSHOP 3 – Water Resources 
 

Resilience planning  

 

 
 

The electronic voting results showed that stakeholders across all regions thought Southern Water 

should plan for a level of resilience which caters for: customer views, economy and the environment, 

with an average of 60% of stakeholders voting for this option. 

 

Across the regions, attendees struggled to select one factor to prioritise; many stakeholders believed 

they were too interlinked to be singled out.  One attendee in Brighton even advocated that 

stakeholders should not be discussing this and it is down to the experts to decide. 

 

In Brighton, the worst historic drought approach was not popular with attendees on half of the tables 

as it was seen as unreliable and underestimates the potential impact of climate change. The potential 

future drought approach was suggested as more useful by most attendees. However, a couple of 

other attendees suggested planning for a middle-ground drought, rather than a worst-case scenario, 

and warned of the risks of over investment and subsequent impact on consumers’ bills. 

 

In the Isle of Wight discussions, many attendees felt that there needed to be a balance between the 

approaches and that objectivity was needed. 

 

In the Canterbury discussions, many attendees felt that planning needed to be based on looking to 

the future and not the past. It was proposed that planning should consider several approaches or all 

of them. 

 

Discussion on the majority of tables in all of the regions focused on whether customers are in a 

position to decide what they should pay. Many attendees felt that education plays a key role, as 

customers may be happier with paying more if they understood what their money was being spent on. 

 

A number of attendees in Southampton and Brighton felt that the environment was, by far, the most 

important concern. 
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Emphasis on supply or demand options 

 

 
 

The electronic voting results in Southampton, Brighton and Canterbury showed that of all the options 

presented, to stakeholders broadly favoured implementing demand rather than supply options first, 

with the exception of water transfers from other companies in Southampton and water re-use in 

Brighton, which were also popular.   

 

There was a technical issue with the electronic voting on this question in the Isle of Wight so results 

from this workshop are not included in the aggregated results above. However, round-table 

discussions showed general consensus among attendees from this region that the emphasis should 

be on demand options. This was echoed in the round-table discussions in Canterbury, though they 

also showed significant support for the supply option of reservoir enlargement.  

 

During the round-table discussions, the views of attendees from Southampton and Brighton were 

mixed about which were more important. Some attendees advocated an emphasis on supply options 

as this was seen as a long-term approach and gave a level of certainly. However, other attendees 

thought demand should be the focus largely on the basis that demand options were cheaper and less 

environmentally damaging. Some stakeholders suggested that there should be focus on both 

approaches.  
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Demand options 

 

 
 

The electronic voting showed that overall stakeholders prioritised water efficiency over the other 

demand options at 8.6 out of 10. This was followed by charges that encourage customers to conserve 

water (at 8.3 out of 10) and leakage reduction at 7.5 out of 10. These results are an aggregate of the 

voting from Brighton, Isle of Wight and Southampton.  

It is worth noting that, whilst the aggregated results put water efficiency as the highest priority, 

stakeholders in the Isle of Wight voted for penalising customers who use a lot of water as their top 

priority at 8.83 out of 10.  

The voting in Canterbury was calculated differently, so has not been included in the aggregated 

results above. The electronic voting results in Canterbury showed that attendees prioritised leakage 

reduction first at 3.54 out of 5, although this was closely followed by water efficiency at 3.33 out of 5 

and tariffs that penalise people at 3.35 out of 5. Charges that encourage people to conserve water 

was voted lowest at 1.83 out of 5.  

Seasonal and rising block tariffs were the lowest priority of the demand options across three locations. 

However, this was voted the highest priority by stakeholders on the Isle of Wight. In conversation it 

was noted that although many attendees supported the idea of rewards and different tariffs, some 

warned it could be complicated and those on low incomes/vulnerable customers need to be 

considered. 

Education on water efficiency was advocated by attendees in Brighton and the Isle of Wight. 

Whilst a couple of attendees in Brighton thought water efficiency kits have a role to play, others felt 

they did not save much water and were dependent on use by customers. Their effectiveness was also 

queried in the Isle of Wight. 

Attendees in Southampton agreed that there was a need to improve awareness and the value of 

water among consumers, but there was disagreement whether metering, financial incentives and 

educational campaigns would actually create behavioural change. 
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Supply options 

 

 
 

 

The electronic voting showed that overall stakeholders prioritised water re-use over the other supply 

options at 8.7 out of 10. This was followed by transfers from other companies at 7.6 out of 10 and 

reservoirs at 6.8 out of 10. The lowest priority according to the electronic voting was desalination at 6 

out of 10. These results were an aggregation of the voting from Brighton, Isle of Wight and 

Southampton.  

 

It is worth noting that desalination was given a higher priority in the Isle of Wight compared to the 

other locations, at 7.15 out of 10, which raised the overall average. Unlike the aggregated results, the 

Isle of Wight voted reservoirs as the lowest priority, at 6.94 out of 10.   

 

The voting in Canterbury was calculated differently, so has not been included in the aggregated 

results above. In Canterbury, the electronic voting results also showed that attendees prioritised new 

reservoirs at 4 out of 5, with transfers from other companies and desalination scoring much lower at 

2.77 and 2.27 out of 5 respectively.  

 

In Southampton, reservoirs were largely supported on the basis they provide a step-change in supply. 

However, in Brighton there were mixed opinions about new surface water reservoirs. Some attendees 

felt they were expensive, negatively impacted the environment and were not sustainable in times of 

drought. However, others thought they could provide some solution and were actually positive for the 

environment and community in terms of provision of recreation. Several stakeholders in the Isle of 

Wight raised the idea of the island being self-sufficient and not relying on water supplies transferred 

from the mainland. There was a fair level of support for new reservoirs on the island. 

 

Water re-use was popular with some attendees in Southampton who felt it was a good use of 

resources, but others were uncomfortable with using treated wastewater. In Brighton, grey water 

recycling in the home – and water re-use on a larger, more sophisticated scale – were advocated by 

some attendees. It was felt fears about customers not accepting water re-use or grey water recycling 

were potentially overblown.  

 

Desalination was polarising across the regions; some attendees thought it was innovative, should be 

considered as a long-term solution and it was an interesting option. Others thought that - due to the 

large costs and carbon footprint - it should only be used as a last resort or was not a viable option.  
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Transfers from other water companies were seen as a good idea by attendees across the regions, 

although some raised the issue of cost and others did not want to rely on water from elsewhere. 

 

In Brighton, retrofitting grey water recycling systems was thought to be expensive, although an 

incentive scheme, similar to the government-run solar panel scheme, was suggested. Incentives for 

developers to fit grey water recycling systems in new homes were also suggested. 

 

Catchment management was considered as an alternative option by attendees across all of the 

workshops. 

 

It was suggested in Southampton and Brighton that all supply options need to be looked at and cost-

benefits considered.  
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Surgeries 
 

1) Planning for Future Growth 

 

Southampton 

Concerns were raised in relation to housing growth and the strain this would put on existing 

infrastructure. It was suggested Southern Water: takes a more proactive role to influence the planning 

system; seeks early input with developers and local planning authorities; and continues to be included 

in the strategic planning process. Transparency about the cost of connections and capacity at 

wastewater treatment works was called for, as was engagement across local authority boundaries. 

 

Brighton 

Desire was expressed for Southern Water to be part of the long-term planning process, rather than 

just operating in the short term/reactive space. The level of input Southern Water has on the 

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) process was also raised. Attendees questioned whether SuDs 

were the answer to drainage and flooding issues. There was a desire to see Southern Water’s 

drainage strategy plans online. It was suggested that Southern Water should engage with 

neighbouring water suppliers to learn lessons from them. Attendees also queried whether penalties 

are issued when discharge permits are breached during periods of heavy rainfall. 

 

Canterbury 

Attendees discussed a range of aspects of planning and development and raised many questions. 

Stakeholders raised the ability of Southern Water to take part in consultation on Local Plans and 

strategic developments. It was noted that there should be improved communication and consistency 

of approach were raised.  

 

Isle of Wight 

The point was made that additional housing on the island was putting pressure on infrastructure, 

including water resources. There was general support for Southern Water to play a more active role in 

the planning process, with one attendee commenting that water companies should be a statutory 

consultee on housing applications and that Southern Water should be ‘more present’ on the island. 

Some stakeholders felt that building regulations are too lax now and that water companies should do 

more to ensure that certain initiatives to encourage water reuse are included in new homes. 

 

2) Bathing Water Quality  

 

Southampton 

Despite concern over bathing water quality standards changing post Brexit, the consensus was that 

the public would not accept lower standards. There was recognition that misconnections to surface 

water sewers are a real problem and this should be looked into more by councils, working with 

Southern Water. It was thought that bringing an additional seven bathing waters up to excellent 

standard by 2020 might not be enough and Southern Water could look at broadening this. Better 

collaborative working with the NFU was suggested. 

 

Brighton 

It was suggested that signage, stating that bathing water quality is not always good, can have a huge 

impact on tourism and can really badly affect local businesses. It was noted that certain bathing 

waters can ‘dip in and out’ of being rated ‘excellent’. There was recognition that seaweed is a big 

issue as flies mean more seagulls, which can lead to a reduction in the quality of bathing water. 

However, it was suggested the impact of dogs is worse than gulls, and that dog owners ought to be 

better educated on the impacts. It was also proposed that Southern Water should do more to engage 

with farmers. 

 

Isle of Wight  
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There was a general view that there aren’t many issues with regards to bathing water quality in the 

area. There was praise for Southern Water’s ‘Beauty of the Beach’ initiative. There was recognition 

that more beaches need to be ‘dog free’ to improve bathing water quality – but that this isn’t always 

popular. It was suggested that dog owners ought to be better educated on the impact they have. The 

point was made that better catchment management ought to be looked at to improve bathing water 

quality. The idea of ‘Clean Water Bonuses’ for farmers was commended.  

Canterbury 
It was suggested that certain areas which are used for leisure activities should also be included in 
Southern Water’s next AMP period as bathing waters. The point was made that more councils should 
apply for Blue Flag awards and that there needs to be more collaboration between Southern Water 
and other bodies. A request was made by one stakeholder for more up to date information on bathing 
water quality.  
 

3) Water Resources  

 

Southampton 

Attendees supported the adoption of a range of different supply and demand water resources options. 

There was general consensus that driving water efficiency should be a top priority. With regards to the 

supply options, there was some scepticism and disagreement between stakeholders with regards to 

desalination with some seeing it as an important step-change for delivering future water supply and 

others feeling the cost was prohibitive. There was particular interest in the catchment-based 

approach, and stakeholders supported the fact that Southern Water had allocated dedicated resource 

in this area.  

 

Brighton 

This surgery focused solely on catchment management. There was consensus that Southern Water 

should consider catchment management options which would improve the instream flows of rivers 

and deliver wider environmental benefits. There was also the desire for Southern Water to be more 

ambitious in its approach although it was acknowledged that it needs to be cost efficient.  

 

Canterbury 

Attendees raised varied comments and suggestions on several aspects of water resources. Water re-

use was of particular interest, with widespread support for it. There was significant interest in water 

efficiency options and further effort on leakage reduction. New reservoirs were mentioned, though not 

supported. 

 

Isle of Wight 

Stakeholders discussed a range of options in the Isle of Wight. Reservoirs were supported by 

stakeholders, but they felt that Southern Water could have problems with planning. Regarding water 

re-use, concern was raised about the level of hormones in wastewater from medicines. On the subject 

of tariffs, stakeholders wanted to see incentives for businesses that reduce their water usage to very 

low levels. There was a desire to see more exploration of small-scale water efficiency and grey water 

recycling schemes for existing properties and provide it as an incentive for new builds as well.  
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Written feedback  
 

Attendees were asked to rank a number of questions from 1-5 with 1 being ‘Disagree’ and 5 being 

‘Agree’. The percentages of those answering 4-5 are given below. 

 

Question 1 

 

 
 

Disagree          1   2 3 4 5 Agree 

The percentages of those answering 4-5 are given below. 

 

Southampton – 94%  

Brighton - 100%  

IoW – 77%  

Canterbury - 81% 

 

Question 2 

 

 
 

Disagree          1   2 3 4 5 Agree 

1
0%

2
2%

3
9%

4
29%

5
61%

Was the purpose of the workshop clear?

1 2 3 4 5

1
1% 2

2%
3

14%

4
36%

5
47%

Did you find the workshop informative and of 
benefit to your organisation?

1 2 3 4 5
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The percentages of those answering 4-5 are given below. 

Southampton – 77%  

Brighton - 94%  

IoW – 86%  

Canterbury – 75% 

 

Question 3 

 

 
 

Disagree          1   2 3 4 5 Agree 

 

The percentages of those answering 4-5 are given below. 

 

Southampton – 95%  

Brighton - 97%  

IoW – 93%  

Canterbury – 88%  

 

  

1
1%

2
0% 3

6%

4
14%

5
78%

Did you have sufficient opportunities to provide 
your views?

1 2 3 4 5
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Question 4 

 

 
 

 

Disagree          1   2 3 4 5 Agree 

 

The percentages of those answering 4-5 are given below. 

 

Southampton – 89%  

Brighton - 97%  

IoW – 94%  

Canterbury – 91%  

 

Question 5  

 

Are there any issues you would like to discuss with us in future?  

 

Comments from Southampton included: 

 ‘History of pollution, capital maintenance investment, richer sustainability reductions’ 

 ‘Long term resilience planning around supply and demand’ 

 ‘Joint working on flood risk management’ 

 ‘Mostly to be kept informed of issues that will affect my patch and the residents therein’ 

 ‘Just ongoing engagement’ 

 ‘Greater visibility of working partnership between Southern Water and other organisations’ 

 ‘More cooperative working between local authorities and Southern Water’ 

 

Comments from Brighton included: 

 Nutrient enrichment. Pollution events 

 Charging for discharge of surface water to your sewer systems in areas where surface water 

is drained by soakaway (North BHCC) 

 More catchment management. Plus payments for ecosystem services model implementation 

 Demand forecasting and how estimated water consumption reduction programs are being 

considered 

 Diffuse pollution and potential solution and catchment projects 

 Future funding opportunities for habitat enhancement 

 Resilience and business continuity 

 Multiple benefits and catchment scale partnerships 

1
1%

2
2% 3

4%

4
29%

5
64%

Did you think the format of the workshop was 
suitable?

1 2 3 4 5



Page | 27  
  

 Worries about water supply to unconventional oil and gas exploration companies. 

 Longer term investment and informative maintenance strategies 

 Major new developments and planning 

 Catchment based approaches. Water trading. Working with farmers 

 Marine water quality supporting sustainable fisheries and marine protected areas 

 

Comments from the Isle of Wight included: 

 Continued surface water separation, coping with climate change, joint working on Project 

Schemes 

 Catchment sensitive land management to benefit water quality and quantity, responsibilities to 

community 

 How overflow incidents are followed up in relation to eutrophication in SSSI, SAC, SPA, 

Ransar estuary systems 

 Southern Water's involvement with Islands Catchment sensitive partnership 

 Impacts of Climate Change. Integration and collaboration between providers  

 Comparisons with other areas 

 Expanding Southern Waters ESF partnership into Hampshire Test and Itchen and onto the 

IOW. Hampshire water resource/quantity resilience. Portsmouth/IOW role in that 

 Small wastewater collection units for households 

 The potential for partnership working with Southern Water in the IOW catchment Sensitive 

farming project to ensure the priorities for water supplies are met into the future 

 Continued discussion as you develop your plans 

 

Comments from Canterbury included: 

 Existing improvements rather than future growth 

 Partnership regarding water and the environment 

 Education, liaison between stakeholders, convers and ACI Communication possibilities 

 The use of environmental schemes that can also deliver your priorities e.g. river restoration 

and SuDs to increase groundwater recharge. 

 Planning infrastructure 

 The conflict between environmental measures to reduce water use and your objective to 

maximize profits via selling as much water (or maximizing wastewater) as you can 

 

 

Question 6  

 

How could we improve future workshops? 

 

Comments from Southampton included: 

 Less questions, more time to discuss 

 More information in advance of event 

 Outline the biggest problems facing Southern Water so that partner organisations can 

brainstorm and help 

 Not really. Great location, good facilitators, great mix of people on tables, voting buttons very 

impressive, Southern Water staff very articulate 

 Not so much small print on hand-outs or on-screen images 

 I think the approach has a good balance 

 Initial admin, I wasn't on the list 

 

Comments from Brighton included: 

 Legible slides 

 Had to ask CEO to use his microphone, shouldn't have been necessary 

 Some of the slides cannot be read - either on screen or in the handout 
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 Perhaps limiting the agenda to fewer large scale topics to allow more time for in depth 

discussion and analysis 

 Background reading to make informed decision  

 An idea of environmental/social/economic cost 

 One of the better workshops I have been to 

 Very good unfortunately the technology was a problem but the speaker coped v well 

 

Comments from the Isle of Wight included: 

 Why do you need facilitators? 

 Listen to special interest groups 

 Needs more reflection than available. Seemed very well thought through 

 Brilliant workshop, bit more sharing beforehand may have helped but I had everything I 

needed on the day 

 Not sure - pretty good 

 

Comments from Canterbury included: 

 I think it would be better for Southern Water to come to meetings with stakeholders to discuss 

water issues relevant to their businesses 

 Table was very close to neighboring tables which meant it was hard to hear sometimes 

 The voting was of some interest but some of the questions were a bit pointless. You couldn't 

really disagree with protecting the old and disabled from flooding sewers! 

 Very informative and enjoyed by the majority 

 Very well organised 

 

 

Question 7 

 

 
 

 

Comments from the Isle of Wight: 

 Handy location in the middle of the island (ish) 

 Very easy to find, very nice.  

 Great venue although things didn’t work with Southampton ferries 

 Nice and warm and good sound quality 

 

Comments from Canterbury included: 

 Great, shame no cricket! 

98%

2%

Was the venue appropriate for the meeting?

Yes No
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 It was slightly difficult to hear some people within the round table discussions. Maybe more 

spaces between tables would help. 

 Perfect venue 

 Appropriate venue and good format  

 

 

Question 8 

 

 
 

Comments from the Isle of Wight: 

 It has been very useful to spend time with Southern Water colleagues at the two events. Very 

approachable and open 

 

Comments from Canterbury: 

 Good chance to share views/hear views from other stakeholders 

 

 

Question 9  

 

Any additional comments? 

 

Comments from Southampton included: 

 Enjoyable session and useful to hear views of different persons attending from other 

organisations 

 Thank you for the opportunity to attend 

 Very well run workshop - very interesting and informative 

 

Comments from Brighton included: 

 Interesting workshop and encouraging that SW have a good stakeholder engagement 

program 

 Highlighted the large range of issues the water companies have to consider 

 A very worthwhile exercise thank you 

 Please do speak with businesses more. Even if only 15% of your consumption - they still 

employ your domestic customers too! 

 Well done! Good to hear many points of view expressed in a positive and constructive 

atmosphere 

 Very well organized day with good range of issues discussed. Genuine feeling that the 

company values the evidence 

100%

0%

Would you attend future workshops?

Yes No
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 Thanks for the opportunity to contribute 

 Great mix of people on each table 

 

Comments from the Isle of Wight included: 

 Will you send out trends and how will Southern Water be actioning any themes coming out of 

the workshops 

 Thank you for a well-run informative session 

 Very well run workshops, possibly the best stakeholder workshops I have ever been to. 

Voting buttons were great. Lots of available staff. Professional facilitators. Clear speakers 

 Please use in catchment partnership as a conduit for information both ways 

 

Comments from Canterbury included: 

 Very useful and interesting. Format was interesting as well 

 Very interesting insight into future issues 

 What business representation do you have on your customer panel 

 Did not know whether the meeting would be of value to me and my issues; it was very useful 

and I learnt more than I contributed 

 


