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Executive summary 
The draft Drought Plan, published for consultation on 7 June 2021, sets out in detail the actions the company 
would take if a drought were to occur over the next five years. 
  
The Statutory Drought Plan is complementary to the Water Resources Management Plan (WRMP) which is 
the strategic plan which describes how Southern Water aims to manage its supplies to meet forecast 
demands over the next 50 years including during drought events. Drought Plans complement the WRMP, 
setting out in more detail the range of short-term actions necessary to monitor and manage the impact of 
drought on their customers and the environment. 
 
The Drought Plan provides a framework for the company to make timely decisions for the management of 
water resources and demands during drought conditions for the period 2022-2027. Drought Plans are 
required to ensure that the security of public water supplies is not threatened in periods of water shortage 
caused by exceptionally low rainfall. Drought Plans are required to set out how a water company will 
continue to meet its duties to supply adequate quantities of wholesome water during drought periods.  
 
This document comprises the Statement of Response to the representations received on the draft Drought 
Plan, during the 8 week consultation period from 7 June 2021 to 2 August 2021.  
 
This Statement of Response is based on the results from the online questionnaire responses on the draft 
Drought Plan and the more detailed technical responses from consultees, including detailed representations 
from the Environment Agency and Natural England. A total of 26 individuals and organisations responded, 
alongside feedback gained through webinars, customer and other engagement. 
 
This Statement of Response document addresses the representations received during the consultation 
process on the draft Drought Plan and identifies the company’s consideration of the issues raised and 
identifies any change to be made to the Drought Plan as a result. We have provided what we consider to be 
an appropriate, and sufficient, level of information in this Statement of Response to enable the nature and 
detail of the proposed changes to be identified and understood.  
 
The key changes to be made to the Drought Plan include: 
 

• Further clarification and information to be added on consistency between WRMP and Drought plan, 
and actions potentially needed during a drought to maintain secure supplies in the Sussex North 
water resource zone (WRZ)  

• Additional information to be included relating to the potential environmental impact of drought permit 
and order options and their baseline environmental monitoring and mitigation programmes  

• Clarity to be added around dependency on drought permit and order options in the Western area 
having regard to the Section 20 Agreement (relating to the Test, Itchen and Candover abstraction 
licences) 

• Presentational changes and edits to the Drought Plan to make it clearer and easier to follow 
 
It should also be noted that there is ongoing technical work being undertaken by Southern Water in relation 
to drought triggers for sources relating to the Rivers Test and Itchen in Hampshire. This technical work is 
summarised in this Statement of Response document, but the outcomes of the technical work will not be 
completed until late in 2021. There is the potential, depending on the final outcomes, for there to be changes 
that will need to be made to the Drought Plan at that point, and should that be the case, Southern Water 
commits to issuing either an update to this Statement of Response document, or an Addendum to it, to make 
clear the outcomes of this work and what changes are to be made to the Drought Plan (if any) as a result.  
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We anticipate that we will publish an updated draft of the Drought Plan, to highlight all the changes, 
alongside the updated Statement of Response document or Addendum, in early 2022. 
 
The final Drought Plan will only be finalised and published following Defra’s consideration of this Statement 
of Response document, following any Hearing or Inquiry that Defra might consider needs to be held into the 
Drought Plan, and following any Direction(s) that Defra may make on changes required to the Drought Plan. 
 
We anticipate that the final Drought Plan will be published in 2022.  
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1 Introduction 
We published our draft Drought Plan for consultation on 7 June 2021.  When finalised, the Drought Plan will 
cover the five-year period from 2022 to 2027.  It sets out the actions we will take to manage the impacts of 
drought, based on current circumstances and existing infrastructure.    
 
The duty to prepare and maintain a Drought Plan is set out in Section 39B of the Water Industry Act 1991 as 
inserted by the Water Industry Act 2003.   
 
A Drought Plan is required to address the following matters: 
 
n the measures the water undertaker might need to take to refrain demand for water within its area; 
n the measures the water undertaker might need to take to obtain extra water from other sources; 
n how the water undertaker will monitor the effects of the drought and of measures taken under the 

drought plan. 
 
The draft Drought Plan has been the subject of a public consultation. The consultation period ran for 8 weeks 
from 7 June 2021 to 2 August 2021. This document represents our Statement of Response to 
representations received during the consultation and has been prepared in accordance with the Drought 
Plan (England) Direction 2020 and the Water Company Drought Plan guideline (December 2020).  
 
This Statement of Response sets out what changes we have made to our draft Drought Plan as a result of 
the consultation. It demonstrates:  
 
n we have considered the comments we have received; 
n the changes we have made to the draft Drought Plan and our reasons for making them; 
n where we have not made changes as a result of comments and our reasons for not doing so. 
 
 As well as responding to consultation representations, we are also proposing to make presentational 
changes and edits to our Drought Plan to make it clearer and easier to follow.  
 
We have provided what we consider to be an appropriate, and sufficient, level of information in this 
Statement of Response to enable the nature and detail of the proposed changes to be identified and 
understood. 
 
It should also be noted that there is further technical work being undertaken by Southern Water in relation to 
drought triggers for sources relating to the Rivers Test and Itchen in Hampshire. The outcomes of the 
technical work will not be completed until late in 2021. There is the potential, depending on the final 
outcomes of the ongoing technical work, for changes to be needed at that point, and should that be the case, 
Southern Water commits to issuing either an update to this Statement of Response document, or an 
Addendum, to make clear the outcomes of this work and changes to be made to the Drought Plan as a 
result.   
 
We anticipate publishing an updated draft of the Drought Plan, to highlight all of the changes, alongside any 
updated Statement of Response document or Addendum, in early 2022.  
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2 The consultation process and engagement  
2.1 Pre-draft consultation 
Under Section 39B(7) of the Water Industry Act 1991, prior to preparing its Drought Plan, each water 
company must consult the Environment Agency, Ofwat, Defra on behalf of the Secretary of State, and any 
licensed water supplier which supplies water to premises in the undertaker's area via the undertaker's supply 
system. 
 
We took the opportunity to widen the scope of this consultation prior to the preparation of the draft plan (the 
‘pre-consultation’ phase), to engage with a wider range of stakeholders. Details of the pre-draft plan 
engagement undertaken, and the outcomes from it were published in Annex 1 to our draft Drought Plan. 
 

2.2 Draft Drought Plan consultation process 
The draft Drought Plan was issued to the Secretary of State on 31 March 2021. 
 
We were given permission by Defra to publish our draft Drought Plan on 10 May 2021, and the plan was 
published on 7 June 2021 on our website.   
 
To ensure our plan was accessible to a wide range of stakeholders and customers, our draft Drought Plan 
was presented on three levels and comprised the following: 
 
n Level 1: Non-technical summary for consultation – To support the full set of technical documents, we 

produced a non-technical summary document to facilitate engagement with stakeholders, staff and 
informed customers.  This is a high-level summary document, with a focus on water use restrictions and 
other activities that would affect customers.  

n Level 2: Drought Plan Main Report – This provided the detailed Drought Plan, with links to Level 3 
technical annexes for further information and summaries of the Strategic Environmental Assessment 
(SEA), Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) and Water Framework Directive (WFD) assessments of 
the Drought Plan.   

n Level 3: Technical annexes to the Drought Plan – 10 detailed technical reports covering specific 
sections of the Drought Plan, including the full SEA, HRA and WFD Assessments.   

 
To fulfil our statutory duties and create an opportunity for customers, stakeholders and regulators to share 
feedback on our draft Drought Plan, we held an eight-week publication consultation from 7 June 2021 to 2 
August 2021.   
 
This Statement of Response is published in accordance with the requirements of The Drought Plan Direction 
2020.  
 
In accordance with the Drought Plan guideline, this statement details: 
 
n the consideration the company has given to representations received; 
n any changes made to the draft Drought Plan as a result of consideration of those representations, and 

the reasons for so doing; and 
n where no changes are made to the draft Drought Plan as a result of consideration of representations, 

the reason for this. 
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2.3 Consultation activities 
We undertook a range of consultation activities to engage with everyone who 
may be impacted by the actions contained in the draft Drought Plan.  It included 
all domestic and commercial customers of Southern Water, retail partners, 
community representatives, environmental groups and wider stakeholders and 
regulators. 
 
Engagement material  
To facilitate an accessible and engaged consultation with a broad range of 
customers and stakeholders, we developed a suite of materials to support the 
technical draft drought plan documents. An online consultation process was 
followed, taking account of the restrictions and guidance related to Covid-19. 
This included: 
  
n A summary document with graphics and imagery 
n A 10-question survey (online and included in the summary document) to aid responses 
n A short animation for use on the website, social media and during webinars 
n A dedicated consultation section on the Southern Water website. 
 
Website 
The website acted as the main hub for the consultation with a 
dedicated section, incorporating an introductory overview and 
film. In addition, there were sections outlining the actions 
Southern Water will take during droughts, the actions the 
company will ask customers to take, information on drought 
permits and drought orders, a library housing the full suite of 
documents and the 10-question online survey to share feedback. 
 
During the consultation (7 June – 2 Aug), there were 263 unique 
visitors to the landing page of the Drought Plan consultation 
section, with 410 unique page views. The average time spent on 
a page was just over three minutes. The Have Your Say page 
with the feedback form was the second most visited page (47 
unique visits). 
 
Media 
A news release promoting the contents of the draft Drought Plan and the consultation was issued to media 
outlets in Kent, Sussex, Hampshire and the Isle of Wight. In addition, posts promoted the plan and 
consultation on the company’s social media accounts – including Twitter, Facebook and LinkedIn. 
 
Social media engagement results: 

Platform  Engagement (likes, shares, comments, link 
clicks and video views) 

Impressions  

Twitter 265 1,700 
Facebook  519  2,000 
LinkedIn  2,800 9,000 
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Customer insights / research 
Following the methods introduced through the Southern Water Customer Participation Strategy, we utilised a 
number of our existing customer insight channels to engage with customers on the draft Drought Plan. Our 
primary objective was to explore the Drought Plan proposals with customers to ensure the plan is driven and 
supported by customers. We specifically used this engagement to: 
 
n ensure more inclusive feedback by including the views of young people, businesses and harder to reach 

customers 
n inform the development of Southern Water and Portsmouth Water’s Drought Plans in a collaborative 

way 
n Understand how customers want to be communicated about drought and how this differs for different 

groups 
n Build customer knowledge of water resource issues in the South East. 

Our approach to customer engagement is set out in more detailed in the Customer Insights Report attached 
at Appendix 9 to this Statement of Response. Our approach is summarised in the table below. 
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Our approach to customer engagement 

 
 
The customer insights and feedback we received is summarised in Section 7 of this Statement of Response 
document along with the changes we propose to make to the drought plan as a result of the feedback. 
 
Stakeholder engagement  
During the consultation period, we engaged with hundreds of stakeholders through a series of direct emails, 
informing them of the consultation and directing them towards our draft Drought Plan materials. We also 
hosted two webinars, which were promoted through the direct emails and a recording of the webinars was 
later circulated to stakeholders to watch at a time to suit them. 
  
We contacted representatives from a wide range of organisations: 
 

n water industry regulators 
n other water companies 
n local authorities (elected members and officers) 
n resilience bodies 
n community groups 
n environment trusts and organisations 
n catchment partnerships 
n business and trade representatives  
n consumer representatives 
n MPs. 
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A key element of the engagement with stakeholders were two webinars, where members of the water 
resource, environment and communication teams talked through the main points of the plan, answered 
questions raised by attendees and carried out polls to elicit feedback. One webinar was focused on our 
Western and Central areas, and one for the Eastern area. The feedback we received is summarised in 
Section 6 of this Statement of Response document. 
 
Webinar One – Hampshire, the Isle of Wight and West Sussex – 8 July - A partnership between 
Southern Water and Portsmouth Water 
Attended by 23 representatives from: 

n Gosport Borough Council 
n Henfield Parish Council 
n Broadbridge Heath Parish Council 
n National Allotment Society (Southern Region) 
n Friends of Staunton Country Park (Havant) 
n National Allotment Society 
n Fawley Parish Council 
n Isle of Wight Council          
n The Piscatorial Society 
n Drinking Water Inspectorate 
n CESSA Housing Association 
n Havant Thicket Reservoir Stakeholder Group Chair 
n Rowlands Castle PC 
n Sussex Chamber of Commerce 
n British Swimming Pool Federation 
n Environment Agency 
n CC Water 
n Office of Caroline Dinenage MP for Gosport 
n Office of Stephen Morgan MP for Portsmouth South 
n Transition Southampton 
n CPRE Hampshire 
n Riparian owner 

 
The recording was shared with registered stakeholders to circulate more widely among their organisations: 
https://vimeo.com/572562229 - 24 subsequent views 
 
Webinar Two – Kent and East Sussex – 15 July - delivered by Southern Water 
Attended by 5 representatives from: 

n CPRE 
n Hamsey Parish Council (2 attendees) 
n Wealden District Council 
n CC Water 

 
The recording was shared with registered stakeholders to circulate more widely among their organisations: 
https://vimeo.com/575353411 - 5 additional subsequent views. 
 
Retailer engagement  
We engaged with retailers through direct emails promoting the draft plan and the consultation and through 
the active development of and participation in a regional collaborative webinar with other water companies, 
co-ordinated through the Water Resources South East (WRSE) group. The water companies presented 
information about drought plans in general, as well as how we manage drought planning in the South East. 
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We explained the purpose of drought plans, and the triggers and actions which they set out to enable water 
companies to proactively manage the risks associated with drought. 
 
There was a focus on elements which would be particularly of interest to retailers, including demand 
management, communications and temporary use restrictions. We also explained how the WRSE group are 
working together to align drought management processes across the region where possible, which ensures 
less confusion for customers and helps to improve the effectiveness of drought communications. 
  
Two recordings, slides and consultation documents were subsequently shared with retailers and there have 
been nine further views of the recordings. 

• Introduction to drought planning, with Nick Price from Southern Water 
• Drought planning policies and triggers in the South East, with Anneka Marshall-Johnson from Affinity 

Water. 
 
Feedback from the retailer engagement is reported in Section 6 of this Statement of Response 
document.  
 
Southern Water employee engagement 
As part of our consultation engagement, we engaged with employees across the business to: 

• raise awareness of the drought plan contents and the consultation 
• gain employee feedback from across departments 
• support employees to raise awareness of the plan and consultation with customers. 

  
Our activities included: 

• two announcements detailing the plan and consultation on the company intranet 
• a webinar to raise awareness of the draft Drought Plan and the consultation attended by employees 

from a range of departments  
• recording of the webinar hosted on the company’s intranet for employees to watch. 
• promotion of the employee webinar on the company’s Workplace platform 
• promotion of the plan, consultation and the employee webinar in a company-wide email 
• promotion of the plan, consultation and the employee webinar in a company-wide meeting to  

members of staff 
      
Feedback from the employee engagement is reported in Section 6 of this Statement of Response document.  
 
One to one meetings and engagement  
The consultation was further informed by several one-to-one phone calls with stakeholders, online meetings 
and targeted workshops to further support the development of the drought plan and gain feedback during the 
consultation, including: 

• A series of discussions with the Environment Agency and Natural England 
• Regulator discussions with Southern Water and Portsmouth Water on drought permit and order 

environmental monitoring and mitigation 
• Two workshops on the River Itchen Drought Order with the Environment Agency, Natural England 

and Portsmouth Water. 
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3 Overview of representations received 
A total of 26 individuals and organisations responded during the consultation period. These were a 
combination of online responses and other written submissions. A full list of the respondents is included in 
Appendix 1.  Two organisations responded with both a questionnaire and a written submission. They are 
counted in the tallies for both submissions, giving a total of 28 responses from 26 respondents. 
 
3.1 Online respondents 
There was a total of 20 responses to the online questionnaire form from individuals and organisations. Our 
consideration of these responses is set out in Section 4 of this Statement of Response.  
 

3.2 Written submissions 
A total of eight written submissions were received from organisations and individuals during the consultation 
period, as follows: 
 
n Environment Agency 
n Natural England 
n High Weald AONB Unit 
n Dr Martin Burton 
n Mr Roger Harrison 
n Horsham Denne Neighbourhood Council  
n National Farmers Union 
n CC Water 
 
Our consideration of these responses is set out in Section 5 of this Statement of Response, and in related 
Appendices 3 to 5. 

 

3.3 Engagement with respondents in preparing this Statement 
of Response 

Since receipt of the consultation responses, we have engaged with a number of respondents to discuss 
issues arising, and to seek clarification and confirmation of matters raised. We have particularly focused on 
the more technical responses received from the Environment Agency and Natural England which required 
clarification and discussion.  
 
Since the end of the consultation on the draft Drought Plan we have had 12 meetings with the Environment 
Agency and Natural England as either individual or combined meetings to discuss their representations and 
comments on the Environmental Assessment Reports (EARs). 
 
3.4 Other engagement outcomes 
As noted in Section 2 of this Statement of Response document, we undertook additional engagement and 
Customer Research activities around the draft Drought Plan. The outcomes from the wider engagement are 
reported in Section 6 of this document, and the outcomes of the Customer Research are reported in Section 
7 of this document.  
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4 Analysis of responses to the Drought Plan 
feedback form 

The non-technical summary of the draft Drought Plan posed a series of questions about our proposals to 
manage drought over the next five years (2022-2027).  These questions were also incorporated into an 
online questionnaire.  A copy of the feedback form is included as Appendix 2.     
 
A total of 20 responses to the questionnaires were submitted.  
 
Of the 20 questionnaire-based responses 12 were received from individuals (customers or residents), four 
from Parish or Town Councils, two from a District or Unitary Authority, one from a consumer body and one 
from a community, voluntary or charitable group. 
 
In terms of the geographic spread of responses, eight were received from the Western area (Hampshire & 
Isle of Wight), five were from the Central area (West Sussex and Brighton & Hove) and three from the 
Eastern area (East Sussex and Kent). 
 
This section presents an analysis of the responses to the questionnaire and where additional comments 
were made, a summary of the issues raised and our consideration of them, including where they result in 
changes to the Drought Plan as a result.  
 
 

4.1 Analysis of responses to specific questions 
4.1.1 Are the different levels of drought and the actions we need to take at each one easy 

to understand? 
 
All 20 respondents answered this question. 
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19 of the 20 respondents agreed that the different levels of drought and the actions needed to be taken at 
each one was easy to understand. Only one respondent disagreed. One respondent said they were all easy 
to understand with the exception of the accompanying actions we plan to take to protect habitats and wildlife.  
 
Table 4.1: Specific comments raised on question 1 

Theme and issue raised Company consideration and response 

The levels are clear and, with the exception of the 
actions you plan to take to protect habitats and 
wildlife, easy to understand. 

We tried to present the information in a readily 
understandable format, and to summarise what are 
very detailed environmental reports of the measures 
that we propose to take to monitor and mitigate 
environmental effects during a drought.  

We will be making presentational changes to the 
Drought Plan before finalisation, and will look to make 
this information clearer and easier to understand.  

 
We are pleased that most respondents found it easy to understand the different levels of drought and 
corresponding actions as set out in the draft Drought Plan.  We will be making presentational changes to the 
Drought Plan before finalisation, and will look to make actions we will take to protect the environment easier 
to understand.  
 
4.1.2 Are the restrictions on using water for households and businesses easy to 

understand? 
 
All 20 respondents answered this question. 

 
18 of the 20 respondents agreed that the restrictions on using water for household and businesses were 
easy to understand. Only one respondent disagreed (the same respondent disagreeing with Question 1). 
One respondent was not sure.  
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We are pleased that respondents found it easy to understand the restrictions.  
 
The only comment that was made in relation to this question was from a respondent who agreed that the 
restrictions were easy to understand, but felt that the diagram used in the draft Drought Plan (Page 12) to 
illustrate what was defined as a “garden” was confusing. We will review this illustration as part of the 
presentational changes we make in finalising the Drought Plan to see if it can be made clearer, but otherwise 
do not propose to make changes to the Drought Plan in relation to the responses to this question. 
 
4.1.3 Do you agree with introducing restrictions on water use for households first and 

businesses afterwards? (The aim is to protect jobs and businesses for as long as 
possible)  

 
All 20 respondents answered this question. 
 

 
14 of the 20 respondents agreed that the restrictions on water use for households should be introduced first, 
three respondents disagreed and three were not sure.  This is a good level of support for placing restrictions 
on households first. 
 
Additional comments were made on this question by three respondents who answered that they were “not 
sure”. Those responding yes or no did not make additional comments. The comments are summarised in the 
table below, along with our response.  
 
Table 4.2: Specific comments raised on question 3 

Theme and issue raised Company consideration and response 

I am retired so I need water at home more than any 
business 

We do not consider a blanket exemption or 
prioritisation for all retired customers would be 
appropriate. Our water restrictions seek to balance the 
needs of all our customers. We do however have 
additional measures to protect our most vulnerable 
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customers.  

Some of the business restrictions applied later on 
than household restrictions could be applied 
earlier, to mitigate the impact on households. I do 
not see why gardens at home should suffer, when 
people put so much time and effort into them and 
are often a primary source of mental wellbeing, 
whilst outdoor plants at businesses can still be 
watered. Nor do I see the need for external 
cleaning on commercial premises when it is not 
permitted at home. 

We recognise the wellbeing benefits of gardening for 
our customers, and support measures to improve 
water retention through installation of water butts and 
other measures.  

The drought plan restrictions, such as Temporary Use 
Bans (TUBs) are introduced first, to seek to minimise 
the impacts on businesses (and wider societal impact) 
during the initial stages of a drought, such as loss of 
revenue and potentially jobs.   

It seems somewhat unfair to put the primary 
responsibility on households when they are not 
necessarily the largest consumers of water. It 
might be better to see more of a mix at stage 1 
from both business and household restrictions. 

Whilst individually households may use less water 
than a commercial business, taken together, 
household consumption is the largest proportion of our 
water supply. The drought plan restrictions, such as 
Temporary Use Bans (TUBs) are introduced first, to 
seek to minimise the impacts on businesses (and 
wider societal impact) during the initial stages of a 
drought, such as loss of revenue and potentially jobs.   

 
Whilst the respondents above expressed some concerns about the sequencing of restrictions we have 
proposed, we feel that they are an appropriate balance between household and business customers. We will 
however continue to work closely with other water companies, regionally and nationally, to review and revise 
the mix and sequencing of drought measures to achieve the most appropriate balance. 
 
We do not propose to make changes to the Drought Plan in relation to the responses to this question. 
 
4.1.4 Do you agree with the automatic exemptions from restrictions on using water which 

apply to everyone?  (these are agreed by all water companies) 
 
All 20 respondents answered this question. 
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13 of the 20 respondents agreed with the automatic exemptions that all water companies apply universally, 
whereas four respondents disagreed and three were not sure.  
 
 Additional comments were made on this question by three respondents who answered that they were “not 
sure”. Those responding yes or no did not make additional comments. The comments are summarised in the 
table below, along with our response. 
 
Table 4.3: Specific comments raised on question 4 

Theme and issue raised Company consideration and response 

I mostly agree but I don't understand why there is 
a specific exemption for blue badge holders, or 
what the exemption actually means - can they 
water their garden when others can't? This 
makes no sense. If it's related to their disability, 
this should come under the exemption for 
maintaining health, but many of those with 
disabilities don't need extra water for this. Please 
note I speak as someone who has supported 
people to apply for disability benefits and blue 
badges for many years! 

Why are blue badge holders exempt? 

Blue badge holders may have a range of conditions 
which would indicate a need for an exemption. 
Whilst some may be relevant to the exemption for 
maintaining health, such as conditions requiring 
them to shower more, do additional washing or 
cleaning for medical reasons, it may also include 
those who are unable to carry an alternative to a 
hose. It is impractical to undertake a review of all 
individual blue badge holders to determine the 
extent of their individual exemption, and so a 
universal exemption is applied instead. Applications 
for exemptions require a swift response time and 
processing specific exemptions would prove time 
consuming and costly.  

Yes, although there may be a need for further 
exemptions relating to tree planting schemes in 
line with net zero targets, particularly in urban 
areas 

We work closely with all water companies to 
regularly review and update the list of automatic 
exemptions. We will highlight the comments made in 
relation to tree planting schemes in our ongoing 
discussions both regionally and nationally and seek 
to discuss and agree a common approach with the 
other companies to the issue raised.  

 
We do not propose to make changes to the Drought Plan in relation to the responses to this question, 
however we will raise the comments on potential need for exemptions relating to tree planting schemes in 
the context of net zero targets, in our regional and national discussions with other water companies to seek 
to agree a common approach. 
 
4.1.5 Do you agree with all the discretionary exemptions from restrictions on using water?  

(We agree these for our customers)  
 
All 20 respondents answered this question. 
 
14 of the 20 respondents agreed that the discretionary exemptions from restrictions on water use that we 
implement for our own customers (other companies have their own discretionary exemptions). Four 
respondents did not agree with them and two respondents were not sure. This is a good level of support for 
our discretionary exemptions.  
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Additional comments were made on this question by two respondents who answered that they were “not 
sure”. Those responding yes or no did not make additional comments. The comments are summarised in the 
table below, along with our response.  
 
Table 4.4: Specific comments raised on question 5 

Theme and issue raised Company consideration and response 

Why are blue badge holders exempt? Please see response above under question 4. 

While I am in favour of supporting small businesses, 
I question the decision to make window cleaning 
and graffiti removal exempt from hosepipe bans. If 
residents are told to stop using hosepipes but still 
see businesses having windows cleaned, which is 
not always going to be viewed as a necessity, it may 
lead to some ill will (although perhaps with 
exceptions in cases of offensive graffiti). 

The drought plan restrictions, such as Temporary 
Use Bans (TUBs) are introduced first, to seek to 
minimise the impacts on businesses (and wider 
societal impact) during the initial stages of a 
drought, such as loss of revenue and potentially 
jobs. We would agree that offensive graffiti should 
be removed, even in a drought. 

 
We do not propose to make changes to the Drought Plan in relation to the responses to this question. 
 
4.1.6 Do you support the need to use Drought Permits and Drought Orders so we can 

continue to take water from the environment to maintain supplies during droughts?  
 
All 20 respondents answered this question. 
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12 of the 20 respondents support the need to use Drought Permits and Orders, whereas three respondents 
did not, four were not sure and one said they should only be used as a last resort. Whilst there is a majority 
who support the need to use Drought Permits and Orders, this shows a spread of views from those who 
responded.  
 
Additional comments were made on this question by four respondents who were not sure, and one 
respondent who considered that Drought Permits and Orders should be used as a last resort. These are 
summarised in the table below, along with our response.  
 
Table 4.5: Specific comments raised on question 6 

Theme and issue raised Company consideration and response 

Only as a very last resort. Humans aren't the only 
creatures that matter 

We would hope that these are only used when 
absolutely necessary and would look to the 
Environment Agency to determine this. 

Every effort should be made to avoid using these, 
through increased investment in behaviour 
change, water efficiency and leakage reduction. 
They should only ever be used as a last resort. 

 

Southern Water is required by law to plan with as 
little recourse to the use of Drought Permits and 
Drought Orders as possible. Guidance also requires 
us to consider the least environmentally damaging 
drought interventions. Our draft Drought Plan sets 
out the extensive measures that we take to avoid or 
reduce the frequency that we may need to apply for 
Drought Permits and Drought Orders. Our Statutory 
Water Resources Management Plan complements 
this with longer term measures to reduce demand 
(including reducing leakage) and increase supply 
through new resource development. 

We fully recognise the potential environmental effects 
of our abstractions, particularly in drought conditions, 
and work closely with the Environment Agency and 
Natural England to ensure we have detailed plans for 
environmental monitoring and mitigation (pre, during 
and after a drought) and (where necessary) 
environmental compensation associated with 
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Drought Permit and Drought Order use.  

I don't understand enough about the process, how 
these work, where the water comes from, what is 
feasible in terms of mitigating the restrictions that 
would otherwise be needed, what the exact benefits 
and costs are, including the environment, possible 
implications for future droughts, impact on 
surrounding areas. 

The environmental consequences of these actions 
need to be really clear 

Our draft Drought Plan includes information on the 
range of drought interventions, including Drought 
Permits and Drought Orders we may need to apply 
for. The plan is supplemented with detailed 
assessments of the potential environmental effects of 
those abstractions under drought conditions, 
including environmental monitoring, mitigation and 
(where necessary) environmental compensation 
associated with their use.  

Any application for a Drought Permit or Drought 
Order must meet the required Statutory tests before it 
can legally be granted. In addition, an application 
requires public consultation and is determined by the 
Environment Agency or Secretary of State. In 
determining the application, they will consider the 
case for the Drought Permit or Order, including the 
benefits and potential impacts arising, and if required 
will impose conditions depending on the 
circumstances at the time.  

 
We do not propose to make changes to the Drought Plan in relation to the responses to this question. 
 
4.1.7 Would you be willing to significantly reduce your water use to 80 or even 50 litres of 

water each day in a very severe drought to avoid standpipes or rota cuts?  
 
All 20 respondents answered this question. 

 
12 of the 20 respondents said that they would be willing to significantly reduce their water use in a very 
severe drought to avoid standpipes or rota cuts. Three respondents said that they would not be willing to do 
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this and five respondents were not sure. This indicates a willingness to reduce water use in a severe drought 
by a majority of respondents, although there is a spread of views on this issue. 
 
Additional comments were made by the five respondents who were not sure. These are summarised in the 
table below, along with our response.  Those responding yes or no did not make additional comments. 
 
Table 4.6: Specific comments raised on question 7 

Theme and issue raised Company consideration and response 

I would want to do what I can but not sure 80 
litres would be enough 

We welcome the willingness to do what they can to 
reduce water use in a severe drought.  

Hard to know what this looks like in practice. I 
just worked out from my recent bill that we 
average 80l per person per day but most 
people won't know. 

As part of our metering and billing programme we 
provide information to customers on current water 
usage and how this compares to average 
households. If you are already achieving 80 litres of 
water per head then this indicates a good level of 
water efficiency and demand management already.  

Not possible for anybody until the current 
Coronavirus crisis is over! 

All water companies have seen changes to 
household and business customer demands during 
the last 18 months and we are working with other 
companies to closely monitor and forecast how these 
trends are expected to continue. Our next water 
resources management plan is in the process of 
being prepared (draft to be published in 2022) and 
this will provide updated forecasts for water demand 
from customers, including the effects of Covid-19  

Yes, but would expect to see extensive advice 
from water companies on how to go about 
doing this in day-to-day life well in advance of 
these measures being introduced 

We recognise that as part of any drought related or 
wider water efficiency and demand management 
campaign, we need to provide clear information to 
household and business customers on how further 
water use savings can be made. This would be an 
essential part of any future campaign.  

This question is clearly aimed at your 
customers. The communications and practical 
support offered to customers will be key. It is 
good to see the company acknowledging the 
importance of working with government, 
regulators and other key parties if we reach 
this situation. The company’s communications 
plans seem comprehensive but to achieve the 
desired response from customers there would 
need to be a stronger call to action than we 
have seen to date so this step is untested in 
the UK 

The Customer Services teams, including the Retail 
team and Vulnerability team, will assign a lead 
representative who will work in collaboration with the 
Head of Communications to align customer 
messages and approach. We recognise that as part 
of any drought related or wider water efficiency and 
demand management campaign, we need to provide 
clear information to household and business 
customers on how further water use savings can be 
made. This would be an essential part of any future 
campaign. 

Alongside our Drought Plan, our Water Resources 
Management Plan includes significant investment in 
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demand management and water efficiency measures 
across our supply areas, seeking to secure a step 
change reduction in water use amongst our 
customers. 

 
We do not propose to make changes to the Drought Plan in relation to the responses to this question. 
 
4.1.8 Do you think we have got the right balance between restricting water use and using 

Drought Permits and Drought Orders, to produce more water and to protect the 
environment?  

 
All 20 respondents answered this question. 

 
Nine respondents agreed that the right balance had been made, and seven respondents disagreed. Four 
respondents were not sure. Of those who agreed, the responses were split across the operational areas 
which Southern Water supplies, with five in the Western area, two in the Central area and two in the Eastern 
area. Of those who disagreed, the responses were split, with three in the Central area, two in the Western 
area and two in the Eastern area. This demonstrates a spread of views on this question across our supply 
areas. 
 
Additional comments were made by the five respondents who were not sure are summarised in the table 
below, along with our response.  Those responding yes or no did not make additional comments. 
 
Table 4.7: Specific comments raised on question 8 

Theme and issue raised Company consideration and response 

Again, I don't understand enough about the 
permits and orders to make any judgment on 
this. 

The comment is noted. We have responded to this 
point in our response under question 6 above. 
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Repairs to the network should be made more of 
a priority to reduce water losses through leaks 
in the first instance. 

No, an increased investment programme in 
water efficiency and leakage reduction would 
reduce the likelihood of need to resort to 
drought orders and permits which damage the 
environment. 

This issue lies outside of the scope of our Drought 
Plan. Our current Water Resources Management 
Plan (WRMP) has a programme of measures that 
are being implemented to tackle leakage, and 
promote water efficiency. Southern Water has been 
one of the leading companies in the water industry at 
metering, tackling leakage and promoting water 
efficiency and we are working closely with other 
companies to set even more stringent targets in the 
forthcoming review of our WRMP. 

As above, the environmental consequences of 
these actions need to be really clear 

We have provided a response to this point under 
question 6 above. 

Not clear whether these measures will actually 
prevent the need for taking more water from 
rivers and other protected areas. 

Generally in a drought we do not take “more” water 
from rivers or groundwater sources. Our abstraction 
licences have limits included within them, such as 
minimum river flows, which provide protection for the 
environment. In a drought, flows in a river may drop 
to the level when our abstractions have to cease. 
When a number of our sources are affected in this 
way it can lead to a threat to public water supplies, 
and in these circumstances, we make an application 
for a Drought Permit or Drought order to allow us to 
temporarily continue to abstract water at our normal 
rates of abstraction (or less, rather than cease 
abstraction entirely).  In the range of Drought Permit 
and Order options we have available there are two 
exceptions to this where can apply, if necessary, to 
take more water from a groundwater source 

Our Drought Plan identifies the package of measures 
that we will take in differing levels of drought, to both 
seek to maintain supplies to customers and protect 
the environment. Whilst measures other than 
Drought Permits and Orders may be sufficient in 
some milder drought conditions, we will need to 
apply for these as well in severe and extreme 
droughts. 

 
Whilst there is a range of views in response to this question, we do not propose to make changes to the 
Drought Plan in relation to the responses. Given the water resources and environmental challenges that we 
are facing, for at least the period covered by this Drought Plan, we will need to retain the ability to rely on 
applications for Drought Permits and Drought Orders in order to maintain public water supplies. This 
approach is consistent with our longer-term proposals for demand management and new resource 
development as set out in our Water Resources Management Plan, and the specific legal agreement we 
have in place with the Environment Agency in relation to the sequencing and prioritisation of drought 
interventions in Hampshire, and the comprehensive package of environmental monitoring, mitigation and 
compensation measures related to it. As demand reductions and new resource developments are achieved, 
the risk of us needing to rely on Drought Permits and Drought Orders will reduce, however this position is not 
expected to significantly change during this Drought Plan period (2022-2027). 
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4.1.9 What do you think is the best way for us to tell customers about a drought and 
restrictions?  

 
All 20 respondents answered this question. 
 
A variety of mechanisms were identified, with respondents supporting the use of the following (with number 
of times mentioned in brackets). 
 
n Television (14 responses) 
n Radio (10 responses) 
n Email (7 responses) 
n Newspaper (8 responses) 
n Letter (8 responses) 
n Facebook (6 responses) 
n Text message (6 responses) 
n Twitter (4 responses) 
n Email (2 responses) 
n A combination of the above (1 response) 
n Other means (3 responses) 
 
We will use this information with our communications team as we plan in detail the drought communications 
we need to undertake. 
 
A comment from a respondent is summarised below. No other comments were made in relation to this question. 
 
Table 4.8: Specific comments raised on question 9 

Theme and issue raised Company consideration and response 

The proposed communications plan seems 
sound. However, in an ever-changing 
communications and social media environment it 
would be worth testing these approaches with 
the public in advance of a drought situation 

We have a communications plan to ensure we 
have a high level of communication with our 
customers. We are currently using these 
communication channels to target our customers 
regarding our Water Efficiency work, which is 
providing us with useful feedback and information 
on the effectiveness of our plans, that we will take 
into account when planning specific 
communications in a drought. 

 
We do not propose to make changes to the Drought Plan in relation to the responses to this question. 
 

4.2 Other comments raised in questionnaire responses 
11 of the respondents provided additional comments in their responses. A summary of these comments is 
included in the table below, together with our response to them. We have highlighted where we propose to 
make changes to our Drought Plan in response. 
 



Southern Water’s Drought Plan 2022 
Statement of Response 

 
 

 
27 

Table 4.9: Any additional comments raised in questionnaire responses  

Theme and issue raised Company consideration and response 

Leakage Reduction 
• Reducing the level of loss due to water 

leaks should be a higher priority, too much 
is lost and as pressure on customers 
increases you (and all water companies) 
should really get this sorted out properly, 
even if it is costly. 

• There needs to be much more investment 
in preventing wastage of water, through 
outdated installations and poor 
management of supplies. You also need 
to educate businesses rather than target 
individual private users. 

• The current aim for leaks is to reduce 
leakage by 40% over the next 20 years. Is 
this enough? There was a study in 2017 
that found 3.1 billion litres of water was 
lost in England and Wales each day 
because of both leaky taps etc. in homes 
but also leaky pipes throughout the 
network 

• Question the extent to which it is 
appropriate to increase fixing water leaks 
during impending or actual droughts  

 

• Whilst this lies outside of the scope of our 
Drought Plan, our current Water Resources 
Management Plan (WRMP) has a 
programme of measures that are being 
implemented to tackle leakage.  

• Southern Water has been one of the 
leading companies in the water industry at 
tackling leakage and we are working closely 
with other companies to set even more 
stringent leakage reduction targets in the 
forthcoming review of our WRMP. 

• We are taking steps to ensure that we have 
reduced leakage as much as we can. We 
have an ambitious target to commit to 
reducing leakage by 50% by 2050. Section 
4.3.2 of our Drought Plan gives more details 
about past leakage performance. Figure 4.1 
gives our leakage figures since 1992 
expressed in million litres per day.   

• We know from work undertaken in previous 
drought events that additional leakage 
reduction work in impending or during a 
drought does deliver beneficial impacts in 
terms of water saving, over and above 
ongoing leakage reduction work that is 
undertaken continuously.   

Reducing customer demand 

• Are Southern Water promoting the use of 
drip feed watering systems to reduce 
water waste? If we used these outside of 
droughts then we would not run out of 
water during droughts, as the aquifers 
would not have been drained.  

• Southern Water could consider promoting 
watering during the cooler parts of the 
day, preferably in the evening, when the 
water will have all night to infiltrate before 
being evaporated. 

• I see no mention of more being done to 
support grey water recycling in 
households. I would gladly fit a system to 
water my fruit beds with grey water if I had 
any idea how to go about it and I know 
others who feel the same - standard 
information packs, visits and/or some kind 
of support to do this would be very 
welcome. Businesses could also benefit 

 

• We acknowledge the benefits of these 
watering systems, and trickle irrigation 
systems are one of our drought exemptions. 
We provide educational information and 
advice to support the implementation of 
measures such as this which can reduce 
overall customer demand.  

• The time of the day that watering takes 
place is important. Our educational 
information highlights and promotes the 
efficient and effective use of water for 
gardening, including recommending 
watering during the cooler parts of the day.  

• We support measures including grey water 
recycling and provide discounted water 
efficiency products to our customers as part 
of our package of measures to seek to 
reduce customer water demand. This 
includes water butts and other water 
efficiency measures. These are measures 
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from this work. Discounted water butts 
and greywater systems would also be a 
great incentive for people and businesses 
alike. Is there any kind of accreditation 
scheme for water-conscious businesses 
that could also help incentivize water 
saving improvements? 

• Personally, I'd like to see use of 
dishwashers banned at a much earlier 
stage but I guess it's impossible to 
actually enforce. 

• Given that it looks like more of the 
workforce will be working from home, how 
does cutting down at home before 
business areas (such as office blocks) 
make sense? How can you suggest a 
single range of usage per person when 
someone might be working at home or 
working at another location?  

being implemented as part of our long-term 
Water Resources Management Plan. 

• We work with national and local 
government, and with the other water 
companies to continue to promote 
measures in a co-ordinated way, including 
more water efficient household appliances, 
and greywater recycling within homes and 
businesses where feasible.  

• Banning dishwasher use is inherently 
difficult to implement and enforce, given 
they are located within private homes and 
businesses. 

• The forecasts of customer demand are 
being updated for our forthcoming review of 
our Water Resources Management Plan, 
and will take into account changing 
customer behaviour as a result of Covid-19. 
We are working closely with other water 
companies regionally and nationally as part 
of this work. 

Drought frequencies 
• Droughts will become more common, that 

is certain. With that in mind setting a 
target of 20 years to reduce your water 
leakage by 40% and personal use by 20% 
is too long and lacks ambition.  

• On p11 you state “For now, some of these 
levels of drought actions may happen 
more frequently for customers and 
businesses in Hampshire and the Isle of 
Wight due to the particular water supply 
and environmental challenges we face 
there. This will be the case until around 
2030 when we will have new water 
resource schemes in place that can 
reduce the risk of restrictions happening in 
the first place.” It would be helpful to see a 
more in-depth outline of both the 
challenges and the new resource 
schemes that will be in place, particularly 
in case of any droughts in the next couple 
of years so we are prepared for when we 
begin receiving queries about the topic 

 

• As part of our current Water Resources 
Management Plan (WRMP19) we are 
already implementing a significant package 
of water efficiency and leakage reduction 
measures now. We monitor and report on 
our progress in achieving these targets 
each year, and will be increasing the rate of 
demand reduction as part of our 
forthcoming review of the WRMP, to be 
implemented over the coming years.  

• Our plans to safeguard supplies to 
customers and the environment are set out 
in our Water Resources Management Plan 
(WRMP) and Drought Plan. We face 
significant challenges in Hampshire as a 
result of changes made to our abstraction 
licences, which reduce the water available 
for public water supply in a drought. It is 
only through a combination of leakage 
reduction, water efficiency and new 
resource developments that we will be able 
to both protect the environment and our 
customers’ supplies during drought events. 
These are anticipated to become more 
frequent and more extreme, and our plans 
accommodate this.  Our WRMP sets out our 
long term proposals to address and 
overcome these challenges over a statutory 
minimum period of twenty-five years, and 
the Drought Plan sets out how we will 
manage public water supplies in a drought 
over the next five years, pending 
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implementation of the longer-term solutions. 

COVID-19 

• There is no mention anywhere of how this 
might differ if we're in a lockdown. Given 
that COVID is likely to be around for a 
long time and the future is so uncertain, 
this absolutely needs to be built into the 
plan from the outset. If businesses are 
shut and people are furloughed, I would 
absolutely expect businesses to be 
banned from watering plants before 
individuals for the simple reason that 
people stuck at home may be relying on 
their garden for their own sanity. Any kind 
of communal water collection point 
(standpipes particularly) would obviously 
be a bad idea in this situation too, 
although I can see mobile vans being 
viable if organised correctly. 

• Our ongoing water resources planning 
takes account of the latest information on 
customer demand and therefore takes 
account of the effects of Covid on water 
use, both for household and business 
customers.  

• As part of work connected to our Water 
Resources Management Plan we are 
working closely with other water companies, 
undertaking additional research into the 
likely short and long term effects of Covid 
on customer behaviour and future water 
resource demands. This enables us to 
ensure that our long-term water resource 
proposals are resilient to different outcomes 
that may emerge over time.  

 

Drought Exemptions 
• Also don't understand the exemption for 

"goods vehicles and public service 
vehicles" - what do they need water for? 
Presumably washing? I'm pretty sure you 
don't need to wash an HGV if there's a 
drought on although I can see the benefit 
for buses. 

• Mental health must be considered as a 
potential reason for an exemption. 
Although those with mental health issues 
may not actually require water in the same 
way as some physical health conditions, 
the stress of trying to reduce water use 
and being subject to restrictions, 
particularly if it were to come to 
standpipes or water rationing, could have 
a severe impact on mental health. 

• The discretionary exemption for newly 
planted plants seems an odd one. I think it 
needs to be specified at least in the small 
print that these must have been planted 
prior to the drought, otherwise I can see 
some businesses and individuals 
scattering a load of cheap annuals in 
amongst their established plants and 
watering the whole lot on that basis. 

• I would like to see the plan including 
clearer information on "water using activity 
that protects health and safety" - this is 
usually a term that applies to businesses, 
but in this instance does it also apply to 
personal health at home? If so then 

• There are specific hygiene and safety 
requirements relating to HGV operations, 
e.g., for the transport of food and other 
products, which require vehicle washing. 
The drought plan restrictions, such as 
Temporary Use Bans (TUBs) are introduced 
first, to seek to minimise the impacts on 
businesses (and wider societal impacts) 
during the initial stages of a drought, such 
as loss of revenue and potentially jobs.  

• We acknowledge the mental health issues 
relating to potential water restrictions and 
work closely with other water companies, 
and with health and voluntary sector 
organisations in considering potential 
exemptions. We will give further 
consideration to the need for an exemption 
for mental health reasons, and raise this in 
discussions with the other water companies 
to seek a common approach.  If we need to 
implement restrictions, we will advertise 
how customers can make representations 
on the restrictions and the exemptions 
which are proposed to be applied 

• If we need to implement restrictions, we will 
ensure the guidance on exemptions is very 
clear in order to minimise any opportunities 
to unfairly take advantage of them.  This 
would include closely reviewing the wording 
of the exemption for newly planted plants. 

• Exemptions which provide health and safety 
benefit can apply to both domestic and 



Southern Water’s Drought Plan 2022 
Statement of Response 

 
 

 
30 

different terminology needs to be used. 
For example switching the words around 
would help, or adding "medical reasons" 
or something like that.  

business uses of water. As part of our work 
on the presentation of the information in the 
Drought Plan we will review the clarity of the 
terminology used, and will ensure the 
terminology is improved where appropriate. 

Climate change and net zero 
• The Climate Change Committee 

published a new report on the UK’s need 
for climate adaptation in June – it would 
be useful to understand whether this 
drought plan has been reviewed against 
this new information  

• From a ‘meeting net zero’ point of view I 
think it would be helpful if consumers had 
a better understanding of the climate 
impacts of water use, e.g. the emissions 
produced by treating water, as well as the 
fact that droughts will become more likely 
with climate change. While treatment is by 
no means the largest source of emissions 
nationally it does still have its impact, so 
perhaps this could be highlighted in 
promotional materials about reducing 
water use?  

• There is a huge push for tree planting 
across the UK to take place over the next 
30 years to help meet net zero but there 
seems to be very little in the consultation 
about watering newly planted trees during 
droughts. If we are to be advised against 
watering during droughts this is likely to 
have a serious impact on survival rates of 
trees. The only exemption that might 
apply is “Watering newly bought plants for 
the first 28 days after the ban is 
introduced" on p13 but trees will need 
watering for much longer than this after 
planting 

• The climate change adaptation report was 
published after the draft Drought plan was 
written. However, it is the role of our Water 
Resource Management Plan (WRMP), 
rather than the Drought Plan, to set out the 
long-term strategy of how we will maintain 
supplies, taking into account the need to 
mitigate, and adapt to, climate change.  

• Our next WRMP will incorporate our 
ambitions to achieve net zero as a water 
company and provide long term 
environmental improvements.  This will be 
reflected in future updates of the Drought 
Plan once the WRMP is signed off and 
published. As a company, we are working 
generally on our emissions reporting and 
publishing information on our current 
emissions relating to water supply and 
wastewater treatment, and our progress 
towards our commitment to net zero. 

• We work closely with all water companies to 
regularly review and update the list of 
automatic exemptions. We will highlight the 
comments made in relation to tree planting 
schemes in our ongoing discussions both 
regionally and nationally and seek to 
discuss and agree a common approach with 
the other companies to the issue raised. 

 Nature based solutions 

• Are Southern Water investing in nature 
based solutions to droughts? Wetlands 
are a buffer against floods and droughts. 
They mention that they get 70% of water 
from aquifers. These are only replenished 
through effective infiltration of water into 
the ground. Upland and lowland wetland 
systems not only aid in this by slowing 
down the flow of water (changing the 
water regime) but also clean the water at 
the same time (saving water and money 
by acting as a treatment plant for us). As 
well as slowing the flow they create a 
steady flow which reduces the occurrence 

• We are committed to protecting the 
environment. We work closely with the 
Environment Agency and Natural England 
to ensure we are doing the best for the 
environment, whilst providing our customers 
with water.  

• Southern Water is investing significantly in 
nature-based solutions, including through 
our Catchment First initiative. We work very 
closely in partnership with the Environment 
Agency, Natural England, the Wildlife 
Trusts, Rivers Trusts and other environment 
partners and landowners on these 
schemes, and we are providing significant 
financial investment into catchment based 
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of shortages. This would include bogs, 
marshes, swamps and fens. This could 
also include the promotion of beavers for 
the same reasons (site specific and 
managed of course). It would be good to 
see Southern Water investing in these 
ecosystems rather than just letting 
charities do this.  

• Are Southern Water encouraging the 
planting of trees for the same reasons as 
wetland (holding water back and 
replenishing aquifers)? Trees also create 
rain further inland by evapotranspiration 
and cloud creation.  

and nature based solutions.  

• These schemes include measures to make 
the environment more resilient to the short 
and long-term effects of drought events, 
and do, where appropriate, include new tree 
planting, habitat enhancements and new 
habitat creation. 

 

Additional water resources, including 
desalination plant 
• I'm concerned about the proposed plans 

for a desalination plant in the New Forest 
to help provide drinking water for the area, 
and I do not believe that is the appropriate 
response for drought in the area.  

• Plans are good but depend on people 
complying which they will not. I have lived 
for 30 years in a drought prone area and 
people just did not comply. Some did 
many did not many complained and just 
did what they liked. Only way to solve the 
problem was to install a desalination plant. 
We are by the sea so although costly and 
used a high amount of electricity it would 
be worth it in the long term. Perhaps new 
'fuel' from hydrogen as well as wind/ solar 
could be used to power the plant. More 
environmentally friendly and guaranteed 
to provide potable water in a prolonged 
drought. 

• Desalination plants are massively 
expensive to build and run, and use huge 
amounts of energy, so I think actions such 
as leak repairs should always be the first 
option but desalination may be necessary 
relatively soon. It would be good to 
understand more about Southern Water’s 
future plans for desalination plants, if any. 

• Also, as the population of the Southern 
Water area is constantly going up, 
perhaps creating new sources of water 
would be a good idea. Creating new 
reservoirs and such like. This would also 
help the aquifers currently used.  

• The Drought Plan is a short-term plan 
setting out the actions we will take to 
manage public water supplies and the 
environment in a drought over the next five 
years (2022-2027). 

• The proposals for a desalination plant form 
part of our current Water Resources 
Management Plan (WRMP), and this and 
large-scale alternatives to desalination are 
currently being investigated and assessed 
in detail. We will be updating everyone on 
our plans later in 2021, and will publish the 
draft of our next WRMP in summer 2022. 

• Our WRMP includes proposals for multi-
million investment in new infrastructure 
schemes to safeguard customer supplies, 
together with large scale investment in 
environmental measures to safeguard and 
enhancement the environments within our 
supply areas. 

• The potential carbon and energy usage for 
our longer-term solutions are being 
assessed as part of our process towards 
securing planning and other consents for 
their implementation. Opportunities for 
renewable energy use and emissions 
reduction are being considered as part of 
this work. 
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Communications 

• Absolutely essential at Level 1 that letters 
are sent out - with high levels of digital 
exclusion in Southampton, messaging 
would miss large groups of people without 
this.  

• I'm not sure there is enough emphasis on 
educating people on their water use prior 
to a drought happening, there needs to be 
more of an effort to encourage people to 
cut water use. 

• Including key organisations such as 
advice services in the communications 
plan is also important to help reach more 
people and all information must be 
available in multiple languages. It might 
also be helpful to produce a guide for 
professionals (public and voluntary sector 
workers, particularly advice services) so 
they can easily advise people who have 
questions about the restrictions. 

• Very informative video. It makes you 
realise a lot about water that is generally 
taken for granted 

 

• Our Drought Plan sets out the range of 
communication channels we would use 
during an escalating drought and this would 
include sending letters where appropriate to 
reach customers who may miss other forms 
of communication.  We would always adapt 
our communication approach to the 
circumstances of the particular drought and 
the customers it was affecting. 

• We continue to work to improve the 
information we provide, and educational 
resources we use to encourage reductions 
in water use. We work closely with health 
and voluntary sector organisations in 
planning and implementing measures in a 
drought.  

• We ensure in our communications plan that 
organisations providing support and advice 
to customers and vulnerable groups are 
specifically targeted with information ahead 
of droughts, and provide clear lines of 
communication from them back to Southern 
Water for more detailed help and advice. 

Customer account information 
• Suggestion for improvements that could 

be made to the layout and information 
available within customer accounts on 
water usage. Similar suggestion that this 
information could include simple 
calculators so that customers can work 
out savings they would achieve through 
reducing their water usage, together with 
tips and advice how to achieve this. 

• Request for simple information to be 
included again within customer bills – as 
this sems to have become more 
generalised and not specific to the usage 
of the customer being sent the bill. 

 

• We are grateful for the feedback and 
comments on our customer accounts and 
billing information. We have passed these 
on within the company to the customer 
service team to identify if any improvements 
can be made. There are regulatory 
requirements regarding the information we 
must present to customers as part of their 
bills. 

• As part of our metering and billing 
programme we provide information to 
customers on current water usage and how 
this compares to average households. We 
continue to work to improve the information 
we provide, and educational resources we 
use to encourage reductions in water use. 

• We are continually looking for ways to 
improve the quality of information we 
provide to our customers.  

Company environmental and financial 
performance 
A number of respondents made other comments 
which do not directly relate to the proposals in 
the drought plan. This included comments 
about: 

• The detailed comments do not relate to the 
proposals in our Drought Plan. We have 
forwarded them on within the company to 
the customer service team so that if there 
are any actions that can be identified 
relating to customer service they can be 
addressed. We will respond to the 
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• Directors pay and bonuses 

• Customer service and company 
performance 

• Recent water quality incidents and 
enforcement proceedings.  

respondent directly in this regard. 

• The wider comments relating to financial 
matters and recent water quality incidents 
and legal proceedings are noted, but are 
not within the scope of the Drought plan 
consultation. Southern Water has made a 
number of public statements in response to 
these matters.  
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5 Analysis of written responses received  
 

5.1 Introduction 
A total of eight non-questionnaire written responses from organisations were received: 
  
n Environment Agency 
n Natural England 
n High Weald AONB Unit  
n Dr Martin Burton 
n Mr Roger Harrison 
n Horsham Denne Neighbourhood Council  
n National Farmers Union 
n CC Water 
 
Some of the written submissions are very lengthy, raising numerous different issues, whereas others are 
relatively focused and short. For consistency, we have adopted the same approach to each of the 
representations we received. 
 
We have assessed each of the responses that we received, identified the issues that they raise and then 
responded to them, highlighting where changes are proposed to be made to the Drought Plan in response. 
 
A summary of the main changes proposed to be made to the Drought Plan as a result is set out in Section 8 
of this Statement of Response.  
 

5.2 The Environment Agency’s representation 
The Environment Agency made a detailed representation on our draft Drought Plan, giving 
recommendations for the draft plan, evidence to support the recommendations, and the Environment 
Agency’s view on whether Southern Water has met relevant legislation. 
 
In addition, a separate document was subsequently submitted by the Environment Agency highlighting 
“Minor Issues” with the draft Drought Plan. We have not included these minor issues within this Statement of 
Response, but will look to incorporate them within our updating and presentational improvements we plan to 
make to the Drought Plan before finalisation, and update the Environment Agency on this as our work 
progresses. 
 
As noted in section 3 of this Statement of Response, we have met with officers from the Environment 
Agency since receiving its representations, and discussed and agreed the principles of various changes that 
we propose to make to the Drought Plan as a response.  
 
Details of the Environment Agency representations, our response to them, and the changes we propose to 
make to the Drought Plan in response are set out in the detailed table in Appendix 3 to this Statement of 
Response document. We have commented below, however, on two key areas of the Environment Agency’s 
response. 
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Sussex North  
  
The Environment Agency made a number of points in relation to the Sussex North WRZ. This WRZ is 
experiencing a temporary supply-demand deficit which has been exacerbated by the need to rebuild 
infrastructure at a water supply works associated with a reservoir and sustainability concerns that have been 
raised by Natural England and the Environment Agency relating to the Pulborough groundwater source. 
  
Southern Water has a contractor appointed and the necessary applications for consents are being prepared 
for the infrastructure works, and so this will be a temporary position that will be resolved as soon as 
practicable and before the midpoint of the Drought Plan period. The Drought Plan, as a 5-year operational 
plan, seeks to assess and manage both this temporary disruption and (once remedied) the reversion to a 
business as usual situation. Southern Water recognise that this distinction may not have been immediately 
clear in the draft Drought Plan, and could therefore lead to misunderstanding (especially around consistency, 
frequency/reliance on interventions and levels of service across the Drought Plan period as a whole). 
Southern Water is managing (and will continue to) manage this situation through short term water resources 
measures, which will include internal transfers from neighbouring WRZs to minimise the risk of drought 
interventions being required during this temporary disruption period. We are providing regular updates to the 
Environment Agency and will include additional explanation of this in the Drought Plan to ensure greater 
transparency on an area by area basis.  
  
It is not the view of Southern Water that there are material inconsistencies with the WRMP19 or the EARs. 
As is consistent with regulatory expectation and guidance for drought planning, Southern Water would aim to 
make full use of all available sources of water (being what is practically available at the appropriate time) 
before any application for a drought permit or order in Sussex North including inter-zonal transfers. The 
WRMP19 (which has a longer planning period) had forecast a small deficit for this WRZ and proposed 
drought permits/drought orders to address the same but the investment modelling used for WRMP strategic 
planning does not take into account the real-time practicality of utilising partial surpluses when selecting its 
options whereas the Drought Plan optimises this possibility, as would happen in reality. Southern Water will 
ensure clarifications (in liaison with the Environment Agency) are made in the updated draft Drought Plan 
and EARs both for this, and other considerations to take into account, when taking drought action e.g. the 
outcomes of the Pulborough Groundwater Sustainability Investigation.  
  
Notwithstanding that the last need to actually implement drought permits and drought orders in the Sussex 
North WRZ was circa. 15 years ago, Southern Water will also commit to working with the Environment 
Agency in ensuring that the Pulborough Drought Permit has a greater level of application-readiness and that 
there is greater clarity around its intended use. 
 
Western area  
  
 The Environment Agency made a number of points in relation to the Western area. Southern Water wish to 
make it unequivocally clear that no changes to the sequencing, frequency of drought interventions or the 
timing for reliance on IROPI in the Western area are proposed in this Drought Plan from that established 
within the Section 20 Agreement (and followed into Drought Plan 2019).  
  
The draft Drought Plan did set out new flow triggers/indicators on the River Test and the introduction of the 
triggers for the River Itchen as a result of lessons learned from the operation for the interim abstraction 
scheme, the benefit of which is that it allows greater preparatory time for action. However, all other aspects 
including the timing and sequential actions of drought interventions from the Section 20 remains unchanged 
– i.e. it still remains the case that we would look for a Test Drought Permit to first be applied for and utilised 
before an application of (and certainly the implementation of) any Itchen Drought Order irrespective of the 
flow trigger being reached.  
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In addition, the Environment Agency rightly identify that as part of the ongoing consideration of the Western 
area supply-demand deficit and the operation of the interim abstraction scheme, updated flow data based on 
the WRSE climate data (or similar) has been used by Southern Water (in addition to historic data) to further 
review the drought triggers in the Western area. However, given the shorter period of time between drought 
plans, technical work remains ongoing and this work was shared with the Environment Agency entirely 
independently of the consultation on the draft Drought Plan and in the alternative to illustrate a potential 
further alternative suite of flow triggers. This was intended to foster a discussion with the EA as it is believed 
that it may allow greater ability to compare and ensure consistency across water resource data. It has not yet 
been decided or agreed with the EA whether these alternative flow triggers should instead be adopted. 
Further assessment and liaison with the EA is set to continue and any consequential revisions explored. It is 
therefore not considered appropriate at this stage to materially deviate from the existing established Section 
20 position at this stage (save for the introduction of the "lessons learned" flow triggers) and this will be 
revised, if necessary, in the future.  
  
Drought Plan 2019 did not make a best endeavours obligation to reduce the reliance on drought permits and 
order by 2027. The best endeavours obligation from the Section 20 agreement (which is in place until March 
2030) relates to the implementation of long-term solutions to address the area’s supply-demand deficit. 
However, it is acknowledged that a significant part of agreeing that obligation was the aim of consequentially 
being able to reduce reliance on drought orders (particularly relating to the River Itchen) as such measures 
were implemented. That aim still remains - as too does the prospect (already outlined in WRMP19) that 
some drought interventions may still be needed between 2027-2029. Nothing within this draft Drought Plan 
(which does not cover 2027 and beyond in any event) changes or is inconsistent with the Section 20 
Agreement.  The position regarding the Western area is widely understood by stakeholders but to the extent 
that any clarity is needed this will be made.  
  
Similarly, Southern Water continues to liaise with and report progress to both the Environment Agency and 
Natural England in respect of the practical implementation of the environmental packages including securing 
and maintaining compensation measures. It has been the case since entering into the Section 20 Agreement 
that the nature of those packages would support Southern Water being "application-ready" in principle for the 
purpose of finalising the Drought Plan (and future iterations of it) – progress on practical implementation is 
fed back to the steering group and further queries relating to the measures are still capable of being raised at 
the time of any application. That status has also not changed. 
 
 

5.3 Natural England’s representation 
Natural England also made a detailed representation on our draft Drought Plan. The representations related 
to both the principles of our drought planning approach, and to the detailed measures we propose to adopt in 
advance of, during and following a drought to protect and enhance the environment. 
 
Natural England’s representations relate to the Drought Plan itself, the Environmental Assessment Reports 
for the drought permits and drought orders, and to the detailed content of the related Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) documents that were published alongside 
the draft Drought Plan. 
 
As noted in section 3 of this Statement of Response, we have met with officers from Natural England since 
receiving its representations, and discussed and agreed the principles of various changes that we propose to 
make to the Drought Plan, and to the related SEA and HRA documents in response. 
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Details of Natural England’s representations, our response to them, and the changes we propose to make to 
the Drought Plan in response are set out in the detailed table in Appendix 4 to this Statement of Response 
document.  
 
Natural England made a number of comments which cover similar issues to those raised by the Environment 
Agency, particularly in relation to the Sussex North and Western Area. Southern Water’s comments outlined 
in section 5.2 above on those issues address a number of the issues raised by Natural England too. 
 
 

5.4 High Weald AONB Unit’s representations  
The High Weald AONB Unit made a number of comments in its response, including commenting generally 
on the interaction between Southern Water’s area of supply and the AONB, and the AONB Management 
Plan objectives. This included comments on the sources located within the AONB, or served by rivers 
running through it. The AONB Unit also commented on matters that lie within the scope of the WRMP rather 
than the Drought Plan, including ensuring latest climate change projections are used, leakage reduction is 
maximised, and water efficiency measures are adopted. We have replied to queries and comments on these 
general matters in the detailed table in Appendix 5.  
 
In relation to the Drought Plan itself, the AONB Unit requested that Southern Water looks to see what more 
could be done to avoid or reduce the need to apply for Drought Permits and Drought Orders, as those are 
potentially damaging to the water environment, including the sensitivity of the environmental triggers. In 
response, the steps in our plan are focused on drought permits and drought orders being a last resort only, 
in line with the statutory requirements, after other options to increase supplies and reduce demand are 
taken. We use the latest climate change and environmental information as part of our proposals, and to 
define our triggers. We acknowledge that for the five year period covered by this Drought Plan (2022-2027) 
the projected frequency of needing to utilise Drought Permits and Drought Orders is higher than will be the 
case for the longer-term, when new resource developments and reductions in customer demand are 
achieved.  
 
The AONB Unit queried what was meant by the phrase “Prepare/take action/increase action to protect 
wildlife habitats and protected species” at Stages 1 to 3. This is the acceleration of activities that we take as 
a drought develops as part of our detailed plans for each of our proposed Drought Permit and Drought 
orders, to protect the environment.  
 
There were a number of parts of the Drought Plan that the AONB Unit welcomed and supported, including 
the planned communication with customers to influence behaviour, the increased investment in 
environmental monitoring, that Southern Water had worked with the EA and removed and changed some 
drought order options to reduce environmental impact. The AONB Unit also specifically welcomed the Target 
100 water efficiency scheme.  
 
We have responded to all of the above comments in the detailed response table in Appendix 5. We are not 
proposing to make changes to the Drought Plan in response to these comments. 
 

5.5 Dr Martin Burton’s representations  
Mr Burton responded having watched the draft Drought Plan stakeholder webinar and felt that there was a 
lack of detailed information provided, including on drought actions used in the past, quantification of the 
likelihood of droughts or mention of the need for significant new water resources to be developed. A number 
of the comments that Mr Burton made are not directly related to the Drought Plan, and are more closely 



Southern Water’s Drought Plan 2022 
Statement of Response 

 
 

 
38 

related to the planning and development of the longer-term water resources schemes identified in our Water 
Resources Management Plan. Our webinar was intended to be a presentation of the overall principles and 
content of the Drought Plan, and many of the detailed matters that Mr Burton commented on are either 
included within the Drought Plan documentation itself or within the WRMP.  
 
Mr Burton also responded with a number of comments on the Candover Drought Scheme, noting that he 
considered the inclusion of the scheme as a drought option to be contrary to the Section 20 Agreement 
signed with the Environment Agency, and stating that the failure to construct the temporary pipeline as part 
of the scheme means that Southern Water cannot legitimately include the option in the Drought Plan. 
Southern Water disagrees with Mr Burton’s comments on the Candover Drought Scheme. A planning 
application for a temporary above ground pipeline was submitted in March 2020 and withdrawn following 
consideration of objections in December 2020. Southern Water has amended the scheme in light of the 
comments made and is currently undertaking public engagement on the amended scheme ahead of the 
submission of a new application at the end of 2021. The scheme remains consistent with the Section 20 
Agreement, WRMP and Drought Plan.  
 
We have responded to these comments in the detailed response table in Appendix 5. We are not proposing 
to make changes to the Drought Plan in response to these comments. 
 

5.6 Mr Roger Harrison’s representations  
Mr Harrison made a number of comments in relation to matters not directly related to the Drought Plan, 
including the need for main drainage in headwater villages, and the potential impacts of chemical inputs to 
groundwater from septic tanks. Comments were also made on nitrates levels in abstraction sources, 
pollution, enrichment and algal growth affecting the River Itchen.  
 
We have responded to these comments in the detailed response table in Appendix 5. We are not proposing 
to make changes to the Drought Plan in response to these comments. 
 
5.7 Horsham Denne Neighbourhood Council’s representations  
In relation to the Drought Plan proposals themselves, the Neighbourhood Council had no objection to the 
basic principles of the Drought Plan, requesting clarification of a number of details relating to the content of 
the webinar and in relation to TUBs, in particular the descriptions used to define activities that would be 
temporarily banned.  
 
The Neighbourhood Council’s response also sought clarification of a number of points of detail relating to 
Southern Water’s areas of supply, whether future supplies take account of housing and population growth, 
and the basis for the company’s leakage reduction plans. Although relevant to the Drought Plan, these are 
matters more closely related to the Water Resources Management Plan. 
 
We have responded to these in the detailed response table in Appendix 5. We are not proposing to make 
changes to the Drought Plan in response to these comments. 
 

5.8 National Farmers Union representations  
The NFU responded to say that the Drought Plan was well laid out and easy to navigate and understand.  
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The main focus of the NFU comments was to emphasise the critical importance of agriculture and farming in 
the South East of England and to request that changes are made to exemptions at all levels of restrictions to 
ensure that farmers and growers do not experience any restrictions on their activities so that there is no 
impact on food production. As is set out in the Drought Plan, and explained in response to other comments 
earlier in Section 4 of this Statement of Response, we work very closely with all other water companies to 
discuss and agree automatic exemptions from restrictions that are consistently applied by all companies. We 
then consider what additional discretionary exemptions we apply for our own business and household 
customers. 
 
In relation to agriculture and farming, we will continue to work closely with the NFU and other representative 
organisations to discuss planned automatic and discretionary restrictions at the different drought levels, and 
to work closely with them in planning for, and implementing drought measures in advance of and during any 
drought events. We do also note, however, that there are a significant number of private water supplies, 
including ground and surface water abstractions and site based reservoirs that are utilised by agricultural 
and farming businesses. These are not subject to the measures in the Drought Plan as we can only impose 
restrictions on our business and household customers.  
 
Our more detailed response to the NFU comments is set out in the table in Appendix 5. We are not 
proposing to make changes to the Drought Plan in response to these comments. 
 
 

5.9 CC Water’s representations  
CC Water made representations mainly focussed on the communication plan.  
 
CC water agreed with the order of our drought restrictions and recognised the need to protect businesses 
and the local economy.  
 
CCW welcomed our communications plan but would have liked an earlier and stronger response and would 
like to have seen how we could advise and support non-household customers, with emergency measures 
being used as a last resort. We can confirm that our emergency drought measures during a severe drought 
are designed to be used as a last resort. 
 
Annex 6 of our Drought Plan sets out the measure we take regarding communication with both household 
and non-household customers. These measures are applied at all stages of the development of a drought, 
including the early stages. Our message to customers is driven and aligned by our The Customer Services 
teams, including the Retail team and Vulnerability team. They will work in collaboration with the Head of 
Communications. We target our customers using several channels of communication including: newspapers, 
social media and our website.  
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6 Other engagement responses  
As noted in Section 2 of this Statement of Response document, we undertook a range of other engagement 
around our draft Drought Plan, and the outcomes from this engagement is summarised below. 
 
Stakeholder engagement 
As explained in Section 2, we directly engaged with stakeholders through two webinars we held in July 2021, 
one jointly with Portsmouth Water and one solely relating to Southern Water.  
 
As part of our webinars we undertook a number of polls with our attendees. The results are reported in 
Appendix 6 to this Statement of Response.  
 
For our first webinar (joint with Portsmouth Water) six polls were carried out during the webinar covering 10 
questions in support of the wider consultation survey. These were completed by between 10-18 attendees 
for each question. The results are included in Appendix 6. 
 
For our second webinar, six polls were carried out during the webinar covering 10 questions in support of the 
wider consultation survey. These were completed by between two to seven attendees for each question. The 
results are also included within Appendix 6. 
 
As well as the poll results, there was an online question and answer/chat function available during the 
webinar. A transcript of this is included within Appendix 7.  
 
Retailer engagement  
As explained in Section 2, we engaged with water retailers through direct emails promoting the draft plan 
and the consultation and through the active development of and participation in a regional collaborative 
webinar on 2 July 2021 with other water companies, co-ordinated through Water Resources South East. 
  
Key points raised during the meeting were:  
 
n A question about how Covid lockdowns have impacted water use and demand 
n Suggestion that retailers could help to support when water companies are asking for voluntary 

reductions in demand 
n May be useful to identify high water users before a drought occurs, to enable conversations with them 

about greater water efficiency with their non-essential water use during a drought 
n It is useful for water companies to provide regular and proactive resource updates 
n Need to ensure that communications to retailers include a clear call for action. 
 
Southern Water employee engagement 
As part of our consultation engagement, we engaged with employees across the business to raise 
awareness of the drought plan contents and the consultation and gain employee feedback from across 
departments. Our activities included a webinar on 17 June 2021. 
 
In common with our stakeholder webinars, Southern Water employees took part in six polls as part of the 
webinar covering 10 questions in support of the wider consultation survey. The results of these polls, 
together with the question and answer / chat during the webinar are included within Appendix 8. 
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7 Customer Research findings  
 
As noted in Section 2 of this Statement of Response document, we undertook a range of other customer 
engagement around our draft Drought Plan, and the outcomes from this engagement is summarised below. 
The full customer insight findings are included at Appendix 9. 
 
Impact of Covid on crisis management:  
n Current customers are very accepting of levels 3 and 4 restrictions – they understand the need and 

there are very few indications of resistance (Covid has increased acceptance of rules)  
n Business customers impacted by water scarcity need help to explore ways in which they can become 

more resilient and to raise awareness of how they may be affected by restrictions. They want to do 
more now to minimise impacts in the future.  

n For young people – the pandemic has made restrictions feel fairer and more acceptable. Future 
customers expect a multi-model approach to communication that reaches all at the time of drought.  

n For future customers, it is important for the company to emphasise how it is working to play its part and 
engaging with business and agriculture so the changes seem fair. Young people are also willing to do 
their part in a crisis once they are on board with the idea (Covid restrictions used as a reference). 
General consensus is that more needs to be done now to make people aware from a young age about 
the issues we face.  

 
Implications around the drought plan:  
n Customer knowledge of drought in the UK is fairly limited, therefore early engagement would be needed 

to ensure better understanding of the need for emergency measures. There is a misperception of what 
drought would look like in the UK – meaning customers are unprepared for the reality of how it would 
impact lives.  

n Household customers feel the Southern Water Drought Plan provides reassurance and is 
comprehensive in detail, yet accessibly written for customers.  

n Demonstrating the link between changes in personal usage behaviours and the impact on droughts is 
important to help those who currently feel they are already sensible enough, to see what else they could 
do.  

n It is sufficient enough to customers that there is a drought plan – customers do not generally feel they 
need forward sight of the details. Customers agree with the principals behind how the restrictions are 
applied, though specific exemptions provoke a reaction.  

 
Communications and education:  
n There is a strong feeling from customers that across the board they find it hard to grasp the severity of 

the measures on their lives. More needs to be done to give context – what does 50-80 litres look like. 
What changes can they make to help day to day with an emphasis on customers wanting to be better 
educated?  

n An integrated communication plan needs to use multiple channels, build up the relevant messages over 
time and vary the approach to have the greatest cut through.  

n Vulnerable audiences require a higher level of service during severe restrictions, with other household 
customers supporting their prioritisation.  

n Representatives of harder to reach communities felt that the drought plan would benefit from 
‘community’ styled touchpoints such as newsletters, social media and peer to peer advocacy through 
leaders, service providers and caregivers – a more tailored approach and key to build trust.  

 
 As a result of the feedback gained from customers, we plan to carry out the following actions and make 
appropriate changes to the updated draft Drought Plan incorporating the drought communication plan, as 
well as wider company activities: 
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In the updated draft Drought Plan 
n Better clarify the drought stages at which drought permits and orders are applied for, and the stages 

they are implemented (as these can often differ). 
n Prioritise early drought communication with precise calls to action to support all customers to take early 

preventative action 
n Explore options to incentivise water saving during impending drought/drought phases, rather than solely 

relying on penalties 
n Look to maximise the willingness of businesses to play their part in normal times and impending drought 

water-saving activities to support their communities 
n Clearly demonstrate, with illustrations, what 50-80 litres of water ‘looks like’ and how this may affect 

customers 
n Consider further customers’ preference for rota cuts ahead of standpipes 
n Explore feedback on regionally-agreed exemptions with other South East water companies to ensure 

fairness for all – particularly in relation to Blue Badge holders, vulnerable customers and less affluent 
customers unable to pay for services. 

  
In the updated draft Drought Plan and wider company updates 
n Help customers to understand how much water they use and for which activities on a daily basis in 

‘normal times’, e.g. through the Target 100 programme  
n Build on ‘Covid-style’ communication through community leaders and groups, particularly in relation to 

vulnerable and hard-to-reach customers with material tailored to geographical areas and areas of 
interest 

n Develop EU/BAME targeted materials to increase engagement 
n Look to better address the lack of knowledge on water scarcity and the reality of droughts, particularly 

with young people – through the company’s education programme and customer communication 
channels 

n Plan for a multi-modal approach to communication, with emphasis on social media channels for young 
people – particularly TikTok, Instagram, Snapchat and YouTube 

n Explore further businesses’ appetite for greater use of water recycling through the retail teams and 
consider in the longer-term Water Resources Management Plans. 
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8 Summary of main changes proposed to be 
made to the Drought Plan in response to the 
comments received  

 
The following section summarises the main changes proposed to be made to the Drought Plan.  
 
The main changes can be summarised as follows: 
 
n Further information on actions potentially needed during a drought to maintain secure supplies in the 

Sussex North water resource zone (WRZ) in the company’s Central area  
n Additional information relating to the potential environmental impact of drought permit and order options 

and the baseline environmental monitoring and mitigation programmes 
n Updated HRA and SEA in response to comments made by Natural England 
n Additional clarity around dependency on drought permit and order options in Western area with respect 

to the Section 20 Agreement (relating to the Test, Itchen and Candover abstraction licences) 
n Ensure consistency in how actual customer and environmental levels of service are described across all 

the Drought Plan documents and with the WRMP 
n Further commitment and details of the programme or work to ensure the company is ‘application ready’ 

with respect to our drought permit and order options 
n Consistency in how bulk supply arrangements are described including clarity of any pain share 

arrangements during drought events 
n Alongside changes from the representations received, we will also be making presentational changes 

and edits to the Drought Plan to make it clearer and easier to read. This will not change the substance 
of the plan, but will pick up and respond to a number of comments in this Statement of Response.  

 
Changes will be made to both the Drought Plan itself and the Annexes.  
 
The majority of the changes we are proposing to make to the Draft Drought Plan are as a result of the 
comments we received from the Environment Agency and Natural England. The details of the changes are 
set out in the final column of Appendix 3 (Environment Agency responses) and Appendix 4 (Natural England 
responses). 
 
As noted above, there is further technical work being undertaken by Southern Water in relation to drought 
triggers for sources relating to the Rivers Test and Itchen in Hampshire. The outcomes of the technical work 
will not be completed until late in 2021.  
 
We are planning to publish an updated draft of the Drought Plan, to highlight all of the changes resulting from 
both this Statement of Response document, and any additional changes necessary as a result of the 
additional technical work, alongside an updated Statement of Response document or Addendum, in early 
2022. 
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9 Conclusions and next steps  
 
This Statement of Response document has been prepared in accordance with the Drought Plan (England) 
Direction 2020 and the Water Company Drought Plan guideline.   
 
The document identifies the company’s response to the representations on the draft Drought Plan, changes 
made to the draft Drought Plan and the reasons for them, or the reasons why no changes are proposed.   
 
Changes have been made in response to the detailed representations that have been received from 
consultees including the Environment Agency, Natural England and other respondents. Changes are largely 
for clarity and to include additional or updated information.  
 
In addition to the changes, we have also identified a number of ongoing actions arising from the consultation 
responses and we will continue to progress these with the Environment Agency and Natural England. 
 
It should be noted that there is ongoing technical work being undertaken by Southern Water in relation to 
alternative drought triggers for sources relating to the Rivers Test and Itchen in Hampshire. The outcomes of 
the technical work will not be completed until late in 2021.  
 
There is the potential, depending on the final outcomes of the further technical work, for there to be changes 
that are needed to the Drought Plan at that point, and should that be the case, Southern Water commits to 
issuing either an update to this Statement of Response document, or an Addendum to it, to make clear what 
the outcomes of this work are and what changes (if any) may need to be made to the Drought Plan as a 
result.   
 
We anticipate that we will publish an updated draft of the Drought Plan, to highlight all of the changes, 
alongside any updated Statement of Response document or Addendum, in early 2022. 
 
We anticipate that the final Drought Plan will be published in 2022. Our Drought Plan will only be finalised 
and published on the direction of Defra (on behalf of the Secretary of State) including any further comments 
or changes that it may direct us to make.  
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Appendix 1:  Full list of respondents 
 
Response 
No. Respondent Where addressed in this SOR 

document 
1 Environment Agency Section 5.2 and Appendix 3 
2 Natural England Section 5.3 and Appendix 4 
3 High Weald AONB Unit Section 5.4 and Appendix 5 
4 Martin Burton Section 5.5 and Appendix 5 
5 Roger Harrison Section 5.6 and Appendix 5 
6 Horsham Denne Neighbourhood Council Section 5.7 and Appendix 5 
7 CC Water Section 5.8 and Appendix 5 
8 National Farmers Union Section 5.9 and Appendix 5 
9 Wealden District Council Section 4 and Appendix 5 
10 Fawley Parish Council  Section 4  
11 Victoria Anderson Section 4 
12 Chris Cook Section 4 
13 Michael Hart Section 4 
14 Karen Crowhurst Section 4 
15 Christine Galloway Section 4 
16 Sarah Brightwell Section 4 
17 N Evans Section 4 
18 John Dwane Section 4 
19 Chis Daykin Section 4 
20 Lisa Underwood Section 4 
21 Alan Alvey Section 4 
22 Holly Jones Section 4 
23 John Hurwood Section 4 
24 Ruth McGennis Section 4 
25 Elisa Davey Section 4 
26 John Rhodes Section 4 
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15/06/2021, 13*31Have your say

Page 2 of 4https://www.southernwater.co.uk/droughtplan/have-your-say

A government agency or statutory body

A community, voluntary or charitable group

Constituents

Other

Which of our water supply areas applies to you? Please select the most relevant

Western: Hampshire and the Isle of Wight

Central: West Sussex and Brighton and Hove

Eastern: East Sussex and Kent

Do you think the different levels of drought and the actions we need to take at
each one are easy to understand?
Normal: No Drought

Level 1: Impending Drought 

Level 2: Drought 

Level 3: Severe Drought 

Level 4: Emergency Drought

Yes No Not sure

Are the restrictions on using water for households and businesses easy to
understand?

Yes No Not sure

Do you agree with introducing restrictions on using water for households first
and businesses afterwards?
The aim is to protect jobs and businesses for as long as possible

Yes No Not sure

Do you agree with the automatic exemptions from restrictions on using water
which apply to everyone?
These are agreed by all water companies in the UK

Yes No Not sure

Do you agree with all the discretionary exemptions from restrictions on using
water?



15/06/2021, 13*31Have your say

Page 3 of 4https://www.southernwater.co.uk/droughtplan/have-your-say

We agree these for our customers

Yes No Not sure

Do you support the need to use Drought Permits and Drought Orders so we can
continue to take water from the environment to maintain supplies during
droughts?

Yes No Not sure

Would you be willing to significantly reduce your water use to 80 or even 50
litres of water each day in a very severe drought in order to avoid standpipes or
rota cuts?

Yes No Not sure

Do you think we have got the right balance between restricting water use and
using Drought Permits and Drought Orders, to produce more water and to
protect the environment?

Yes No Not sure

What do you think is the best way for us to tell customers about a drought and
restrictions?
Please select your top 3

TV Radio Facebook Twitter Newspapers

Email Letter Text message Other

Additional comments
If you'd like us to respond to your feedback, please say so.

Submit

! There are currently 2 live incidents View all
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Appendix 3:  Table of responses to Environment Agency comments 
 

EA comments in the representation (evidence report)   
Recommendation 1 – ensure Sussex North WRZ has a drought plan to manage the risks until 2024 (linked to Direction 3(j))    
Area of issue  Issue and evidence  Implications  Information or changes 

required  SWS' Consideration of Response  Changes Required to Drought Plan  

Issue 1.1 
Consistency of the 
drought plan with 
how the company 
operates in Sussex 
North water 
resource zone 
(WRZ).  

No reference is made in the 
draft drought plan to the ongoing 
outage issues at Weir Wood 
reservoir and the temporary way 
of operating the network to 
ensure security of supply. The 
drought plan as it is presented, 
implies it is business as usual. 
This is not the case which is not 
transparent.  

It is not clear if the changes 
to operation in Sussex 
North WRZ would affect 
how a drought is managed 
and the environmental and 
customer levels of service.  

We expect the company 
to provide details in its 
drought plan on its 
temporary way of 
operating in Sussex 
North WRZ and provide 
assurance this does not 
impact its environmental 
and customer levels of 
service. The company 
should review whether 
this is a material change 
to its water resources 
management plan 
(WRMP).  

The SOR gives an explanation of the overall Sussex North position.  
 
Sussex North water resource zone (WRZ) is currently affected by an outage at Weir Wood water 
supply works (WSW). This reduces the water available for use in the WRZ although as part of the 
supply-demand balance within the water resources management plan (WRMP) a planning 
allowance is made for outage events such as this occurring. The 2019 WRMP (WRMP19) forecast a 
small supply-demand deficit between 2020-25 and the Weir Wood outage event together with 
environmental concerns which have been raised in relation to the Pulborough groundwater source 
have temporarily increased the risk of needing to implement drought interventions in Sussex North 
WRZ. We are already implementing short term mitigation measures to manage/reduce this risk and 
have been providing the Environment Agency with regular updates on progress with these. This 
temporary disruption is anticipated to be remedied before the midway point of the Drought Plan 
period and is not considered a material change to the WRMP.  

The updated draft Drought Plan will make this 
temporary disruption and any effects clearer. We will 
also have a greater 'area by area' focus to highlight 
how our WRMP19 supply-demand strategy 
practically utilises drought interventions.  

Issue 1.2 Additional 
imports into Sussex 
North water 
resource zone. 
 
Direction 3 (j) How 
the drought plan is 
consistent with the 
water undertaker’s 
WRMP.   

The Environment Agency (EA) is 
aware that due to the current 
deficit in Sussex North, the 
company is looking to import an 
additional 15 ml/d from its 
Sussex Worthing zone in a 
drought. This is not detailed in 
the draft drought plan. This is 
linked to Direction (j) how the 
drought plan is consistent with 
the water undertaker’s WRMP  

It is not clear as to the 
reliability of this internal 
transfer and under what 
drought conditions it can 
operate. This may have an 
impact on security of 
supply in a drought.  

We expect the company 
to update its drought plan 
to include this internal 
transfer and the triggers 
for this. The company 
should review whether 
this is a material change 
to its WRMP.  

 The SOR gives an explanation of the Sussex North position.  
 
The WRMP19 includes an inter-zonal transfer option between Sussex Worthing and Sussex North 
WRZ, however it is not shown to be utilised because the modelling does not allow for partial/variable 
utilisation of sources available at any given time and so to solve the supply-demand problem in 
Sussex North WRZ drought interventions are selected in preference. In reality, we would utilise 
available sources at the time (as required by guidance), including the transfer before implementing a 
drought permit or order (provided surplus water existed in the Sussex Worthing WRZ - which it does 
in the design drought (1 in 200 year severity drought)).  This is not inconsistent with our WRMP19 
but is a practical/implied part of the Drought Plan.  

The updated draft Drought Plan will make this point 
more explicit and will highlight the subtlety between 
the supply-demand strategy included in the WRMP 
and the reality of optimising inter-zonal transfers.  
We will add in a section on the current supply-
demand position for Sussex North and a table 
showing how internal transfers will be used when 
necessary to minimise the risk of interventions.  

Issue 1.3 
Consistency with 
the WRMP.  

The EA believes there may be 
inconsistencies between the 
WRMP19 and the draft drought 
plan with regards to 
assumptions around increasing 
deployable output at Pulborough 
and constraints on this licence 
(MRF). The WRMP includes an 
option that suggests a DO 
benefit from decoupling the GW 
licence from the MRF, however, 
the EAR suggests the company 
will ‘rest’ the GW source when a 
permit is in place. These actions 
appear to contradict each other.  

If assumptions around the 
DO benefit from a source 
are incorrect, then the 
amount of water available 
during a drought could be 
underestimated, potentially 
putting security of supply at 
risk.  

We expect the company 
to clearly state how it 
intends to operate its 
Pulborough source 
during a drought and 
ensure that any 
assumptions made 
regarding DO benefit are 
consistent between the 
WRMP and drought 
plan..  

The SOR gives an explanation of the Sussex North position.  
 
We do not consider there to be an inconsistency or contradiction as different drought severities are 
being considered. As a drought develops we would aim to rest the Pulborough groundwater source 
as much as possible to conserve storage and enable (if necessary) the drought deployable output of 
Pulborough groundwater to be achieved during a design drought (1 in 200 year severity).  In order to 
meet the prevailing demand we will maximum use of the Pulborough surface water abstraction from 
the River Rother within licence constraints.  We will implement drought permits if necessary to 
reduce the MRF constraint on the surface water abstraction to allow abstraction to continue and the 
groundwater to be conserved.  The WRMP19 contained a scheme to remove the MRF constraint 
from the groundwater licence such that if flows dropped below the MRF in the River Rother 
groundwater abstraction would have to stop.  This provides a benefit in the extreme drought 
condition (1 in 500 year severity drought) only by allowing groundwater abstraction to continue but it 
does not contribute to our design drought supply-demand balance (1 in 200 year severity) in the 
WRMP19. 

The updated draft Drought Plan will make reference 
to the Extreme drought (1 in 500 year severity) 
scheme relating to the Pulborough groundwater 
licence and we will ensure the EAR is consistent with 
this. We will also make reference to the Pulborough 
groundwater sustainability investigation and make it 
clear that the outcome of this will be taken into 
account when implementing the extreme drought 
scheme 

Issue 1.4 
Inconsistency 
between the 
drought plan and 
the EAR, for the 
severity of the 
drought event that 
will trigger the 
Pulborough drought 
permit.  

Table 2.1 on page 21 of the 
Pulborough Drought Permit EAR 
states that the trigger would be 
in Drought conditions (1 in 50 or 
greater). This is inconsistent 
with the main drought report that 
states that the company won’t 
need to use drought 
permits/orders other than in the 
Western area until a 1 in 200 
type event. 

It is not clear what type of 
drought event the 
Pulborough drought permit 
would be triggered under. 
The company environment 
level of service is not 
having to use drought 
permits and orders more 
frequently than 1 in 200 
year events, other than 
those detailed in the S20 
agreement in the Western 
area. If the Pulborough 
drought permit is triggered 
under a 1 in 50 year event 
it would not meet the 
company level of service. 

We expect the company 
to clarify under what 
event it expects the 
Pulborough drought 
permit to be triggered 
and if this is in line with 
its stated levels of 
service. This should be 
consistent across the 
main drought report and 
the EAR, and the 
company should update 
its drought plan 
accordingly.  

The SOR gives an explanation of the Sussex North position.  
 
Our WRMP19 sets out a need to utilise drought permits in the Central supply area in our 1 in 200 
year design drought supply-demand balance strategy until 2025.  This means we are unable to 
achieve our environmental level of service until the planned permanent new resource and demand 
management measures are implemented. 

The updated draft Drought Plan will confirm the 
actual level of service and frequency of needing to 
utilise the Pulborough Drought Permit and ensure 
this is consistently described.  
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There is a risk to the 
environment if this drought 
permit is triggered more 
frequently than a 1 in 200 
type event and a risk to 
customers’ security of 
supply if more frequent 
water restrictions are 
needed. 

Recommendation 2 – provide new western supply area drought triggers and clarify position on persisting reliance on drought permits and higher frequency restrictions  
  

Area of issue  Issue and evidence  Implications  Information or changes 
required  SWS' Consideration of Response  Changes Required to Drought Plan  

Issue 2.1 Chosen 
drought triggers and 
actions the 
company will take if 
it crosses a trigger.  

The EA is aware that the 
company has carried out some 
further work since submitting its 
draft drought plan to Defra. It 
shared this work with the EA in 
early May 2021. It has used 
WRSE data to further review the 
drought triggers in its Western 
area. The company proposes 
changes to its drought triggers in 
the Western area following this 
work. The new triggers are not 
presented in its draft drought 
plan.  

Without details of the new 
triggers, the sequencing 
and timing of drought 
actions in the company’s 
Western area is unclear. 
Without knowing the new 
sequencing and timing of 
drought actions in the 
Western area, there is a 
risk to security of supply 
and the environment if the 
timing of drought actions is 
not appropriate. 

We expect the company 
to include details of its 
proposed new triggers, 
how it arrived at them 
and how it has assessed 
them in its drought plan. 
It should clearly explain 
what impact the new 
triggers have on; the 
timings and sequence of 
drought actions, its level 
of service, the 
environment and 
Portsmouth Water’s 
supply at Gater’s Mill. 

The SOR gives an explanation of the Western area position. New flow triggers have been presented 
on the basis of lessons learned from the interim abstraction scheme. They make no changes to 
timings and sequencing contained within the Section 20 Agreement.  
 
An alternative suite of flow triggers for the River Itchen were derived based on a combination of 
historical data and stochastic flow assessments and these were shared with the Environment 
Agency after we submitted our draft Drought Plan for consultation.  These are less conservative than 
the original set of triggers provided in the draft drought plan in that the 90 day and 60 day triggers 
are breached less often but there is conversely an increased risk that in some droughts insufficient 
time would be available to meet the 60-day and 35-day thresholds before the HoF condition or the 
205Ml/d trigger for the Candover Drought Order is crossed.  
 
We have not yet decided whether to adopt these alternative set of triggers and we are carrying out 
some further work to explore the issue. This will use a system simulation model to consider the 
timing of drought permit and order interventions, and the effect of restrictions, and which will also 
explore a wider range of drought scenarios, including those based on the recent WRSE modelling 
data. We will engage with the Environment Agency during this additional work. 

None at present.  
 
We are assessing the 'alternative' Itchen flow triggers 
using the Pywr model for consistency with WRSE 
water resources simulation modelling. This work is 
ongoing and the outcome (and any consequential 
changes to the Drought Plan that may be required if 
adopted) are as yet undetermined.     

Issue 2.2 Water use 
restrictions and 
target levels of 
service.  

p153 states 'In our Western 
supply area, due to changes in 
our abstraction licences, we are 
at risk of having to introduce 
water use restrictions more often 
than our target (planned) levels 
until at least 2029 and have an 
enhanced dependency on 
drought permits/orders for 
maintenance of supply as 
drought develops'. It should be 
noted that this is different from 
the previous drought plan which 
detailed 'best endeavours' for 
2027 but may be needed until 
2029.  

The reasons for the 
change in wording around 
how long the company is at 
risk of having to introduce 
water use restrictions more 
often than its target level of 
service and its dependency 
on drought permits/orders 
in its Western area, is not 
explained in the draft 
drought plan. There is a 
lack of transparency 
around how long Western 
area customers can expect 
a different level of service.  

We expect the company 
to include a narrative in 
its drought plan around 
any changes it is now 
anticipating to timelines 
beyond 2027 for 
introducing restrictions 
more frequently than its 
planned level of service 
and enhanced 
dependency on drought 
permits/orders.  

The SOR gives an explanation of the Western area position.  
 
While we do not entirely agree with the EA's interpretation (the best endeavours obligation being 
within the Section 20 Agreement and applying to the implementation of long term solutions) the 
underlying aim of reducing dependency but also the residual risk of still needing to implement 
drought interventions in 2027-28 and 2028-29 (all of which lie outside the scope of this 5 year 
drought plan) has not changed and remains consistent with WRMP19. 
 
Annex 1 of our 2019 WRMP sets out our target and expected of levels of service for each of our 
supply areas. We expect there to be around a 1 in 4 year risk of needing to introduce Temporary use 
bans until 2027 and a 1 in 8 year risk between 2027 and 2029 after which we are able to achieve 
our Target Level of Service for Temporary Use Bans. The requirement for a reduced level of service 
for Temporary Use Ban between 2027 and 2029 is due to the earliest time that the additional 21Ml/d 
transfer from Portsmouth Water can be delivered from the proposed Havant Thicket Reservoir 
(WRMP19 Annex 9).  

We will ensure the updated draft Drought Plan is 
clearer in stating the unchanged position.   

Issue 2.3 
Consistency with 
the s20 agreement 
and the details 
reflecting this 
agreement in annex 
2 and 3 of the draft 
drought plan.  

In annex 2 of the draft drought 
plan, the introduction on page 4 
details that the company will 
‘have a greater reliance on 
drought permits/orders in order 
to meet our statutory obligations 
to our customers until we have 
fully implemented our long term 
supply solutions.’ No timelines 
are presented as to how long 
the company will have greater 
reliance on drought 
permits/orders in its Western 
area. 
In annex 3 of the draft drought 
plan the company details its 
Imperative Reasons of 
Overriding Public Interest Case 
(IROPI) for the river Itchen and 
Candover drought orders on 
page 5 ‘ As part of the Section 

It is not clear for customers 
and stakeholders from the 
text in annex 2 and 3, how 
long the company will have 
greater reliance on drought 
permits/orders and how 
long the IROPI case will be 
in place. The current 
wording in annex 2 and 3 
implies that both the IROPI 
and greater reliance on 
drought permits/orders will 
be in place until a long 
term solution is 
implemented. Reliance on 
drought permits/orders 
beyond the S20 timelines 
poses a risk to the 
environment.  

We expect the company 
to include dates 
consistent with the S20 
agreement in its drought 
plan and to update the 
text in annex 2 and 3. 

 
 
The SOR gives an explanation of the Western area position which is unchanged.  
 
As in WRMP19 we will not use the Itchen Drought Order after 2027. We will use the Candover 
Drought Order only in extreme droughts between 2027 and 2029 and the Candover Drought Order 
will not be used after 2029 (which is outside this 5 year Drought Plan). In the event that any changes 
to our levels of service materialise this will be an issue for WRMP and WRMP Annual Review.   

We will ensure the updated draft Drought Plan is 
clearer in stating the unchanged position.  
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20 Agreement, the EA has 
agreed that we have a good 
case that there are no 
alternative options to our Lower 
Itchen Sources Drought Order to 
maintain public water supply 
until we implement our long-term 
water resources schemes and 
the EA will not argue that it is 
unacceptable with regard to 
Article 6(4) of the Habitats 
Directive. The EA has also 
agreed that for the period of 
subsequent drought plans until 
implementation of the long-term 
solution, we have a good case 
that we have no alternative 
solutions to our Candover 
Drought Order scheme, in order 
to maintain public water supply 
and that the Candover Drought 
Order scheme satisfies the test 
in Article 6(4) of the Habitats 
Directive.’ No timelines are 
presented as to how long the 
IROPI case will be in place. 

Recommendation 3 – secure the River Itchen compensation measures (linked to Direction 3(f))  
  

Area of issue  Issue and evidence  Implications  Information or changes 
required  SWS' Consideration of Response  Changes Required to Drought Plan  

Issue 3.1 HRA – 
compensation 
measures for the 
river Itchen drought 
order. Direction 3 (f) 
any pre-application 
steps agreed to 
ensure that the 
water undertaker is 
able to make any 
necessary 
applications in a 
timely manner to 
those bodies 
responsible for 
granting permits, 
orders and any 
other authorisations 
during the onset, 
duration and 
abatement of all 
droughts covered 
by its drought plan.  

A Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) has been 
carried out to determine the 
drought measures likely to have 
a significant effect on European 
sites. The Itchen drought order 
has been identified as having a 
significant effect on the river 
Itchen SAC (annex 8). A case 
for Imperative Reasons of 
Overriding public Interest 
(IROPI) has been proposed. A 
package of compensation 
measures was agreed through a 
Section 20 agreement following 
the Public Inquiry on the 
Western area licence changes in 
2018. It is understood Southern 
Water (SWS) has a delivery 
partner month to the next. This 
may mean that under 
operational conditions, the 
severity of a groundwater 
drought may appear to escalate 
rapidly without appropriate time 
for preparation. 

Where possible 
compensation measures 
should be secured and 
complete before the 
adverse effect on the 
European site occurs. 
Compensation measures 
have not yet been secured 
for the River Itchen drought 
order. Until such measures 
are secured there is a risk 
the Itchen drought order 
may not be granted.  

At the time of finalising 
the Drought Plan, the 
wording of the IROPI 
Compensation Package 
documents was being 
refined for final 
agreement and sign-off. It 
is understood the 
implementation phase 
will then commence.  
 
We expect the company 
to confirm in its drought 
plan that the IROPI 
compensation package 
documents have been 
signed off. It should work 
with Natural England and 
the EA to discuss and 
agree an implementation 
plan for the River Itchen 
compensation measures 
and share a timeline. 
This should be detailed in 
its drought plan.  

The SOR gives an explanation of the Western area position. 
 
The issue of "secure" compensation is one that is assessed at a drought order application level – not 
at a plan level where the status of application readiness remains as at Drought Plan 19.   
 
There is now a compensation delivery plan (Dec 2020) and a steering group (of which the EA are 
part) providing progress reporting and governance.  
 
 Our delivery partners (Wessex River Trust and Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust will seek 
to establish access agreements with riparian landowners and river rights owners so that delivery of 
the measures can proceed in line with the delivery plan and the implemented measures maintained 
to 2030. Summary details of the access agreements once established and other progresses will 
continue to be reported to the EA. In parallel, we continue to work with NE to establish agreement 
around “securing” the programme delivery to legally satisfy the Habitats Regulations.    

None.  

            
Recommendation 4 - test and demonstrate that the new groundwater triggers are set appropriately to activate drought measures 
  

Area of issue  Issue and evidence  Implications  Information or changes 
required  SWS' Consideration of Response  Changes Required to Drought Plan  
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4.1 Groundwater 
triggers.  

The company has developed a 
new technique for determining 
groundwater triggers to align 
with the approach used for 
rainfall triggers. However, it has 
not demonstrated adequately 
that the new triggers will result in 
an improved operational 
response. For some of the sites, 
the level 2 and 3 triggers are 
very similar and there can also 
be large variations in triggers 
from one month to the next. This 
may mean that under 
operational conditions, the 
severity of a groundwater 
drought may appear to escalate 
rapidly without appropriate time 
for preparation. 

It is not clear if the new 
methodology and triggers 
has led to the intended 
improvement in the 
company’s operational 
response.  

Before these new triggers 
are formally adopted, we 
expect the company to 
review if this new 
methodology has led to 
the intended 
improvement in the 
company’s operational 
response from the 
previous triggers for each 
of the sites. If necessary, 
the company should 
update its drought plan 
following this review.  

We agree that in some cases the Level 2 and Level 3 triggers are very close. This is especially true 
on recession curves and reflects that drought recessions are influenced by the spring peak in 
groundwater levels but the rate of recession is relatively consistent year on year. The primary 
intention in including these was not however to necessarily secure an improved operational 
response but to allow better and consistent means of comparing data.  
 
A common problem to both percentile (e.g. Drought Plan 2019) and SGI based groundwater triggers 
is the availability of long, high quality, records of groundwater levels. Many readily available 
groundwater sequences (e.g. on telemetry) are only of the order of 20-40 years in length which 
significantly limits the number of Level 3 drought events in the record, hence the Level 3 trigger 
tends to get placed at, or very close to, the minimum historical groundwater level and may not be 
significantly different to the 1 in 10 year (Level 2) trigger level. 
 
We will continue to consider if there are any suitable alternative boreholes we could add as 
additional triggers. In addition we could look to use our existing suite of groundwater models to 
extend the available observed groundwater records to provide a larger data set from which drought 
triggers could be refined. However, this is contingent on models being suitably well calibrated at the 
observation boreholes. 

We do not propose to change the new SGI derived 
groundwater triggers however we will include in the 
updated draft Drought Plan further information for 
clarity and reassurance as outlined below. 
 
We will derive additional 1 in 5 year (Level 1) SGI 
based groundwater level triggers to provide 
additional advanced warning and preparation time for 
any level 2 drought actions  
 
We will provide a comparative analysis of the 
performance of the previous percentile based 
groundwater level triggers (Drought Plan 2019) and 
the new SGI based triggers and any consequential 
refinements needed.  

Recommendation 5 – complete appropriate environmental reports, monitoring and mitigation plans (linked to Direction 3(f))  
  

Area of issue  Issue and evidence  Implications  Information or changes 
required  SWS' Consideration of Response  Changes Required to Drought Plan  

Issue 5.1 Baseline 
environmental 
monitoring.  
 
Direction 3 (f) any 
pre-application 
steps agreed to 
ensure that the 
water undertaker is 
able to make any 
necessary 
applications in a 
timely manner to 
those bodies 
responsible for 
granting permits, 
orders and any 
other authorisations 
during the onset, 
duration and 
abatement of all 
droughts covered 
by its drought plan.  

The company’s Environmental 
Assessment Reports (EARs) for 
its drought permits/orders are 
not adequate for several permits 
/ orders.  
 
There is a lack of targeted 
baseline and little progress has 
been made since the previous 
drought plan. The environmental 
assessment reports have 
detailed where deterioration in 
WFD classification is likely. This 
is not supported by further 
baseline monitoring.  
 
The company states that 
updated data for some WFD 
parameters (e.g. WFD predictor 
variables) has not been provided 
by the EA but this is available on 
Open Data for the company to 
access. The EARs lack 
comparisons to actual flows, 
limiting the confidence in the 
assessments. 
There are also a number of 
conclusions on the impact of the 
drought permits, drawn from 
assigning the sensitivity of 
features, that the EA does not 
agree with. This issue is in 
reference to the below drought 
permits; 
• Caul Bourne. The baseline 
data is not considered adequate 
and so there may be other 
conclusions that have been 

It is important to obtain 
robust and targeted 
baseline data at all sites 
but especially those at the 
highest risk of being 
required. It is important to 
obtain this data as soon as 
possible in order to support 
permit/order applications, 
ensure efficient targeting of 
drought monitoring and to 
determine reasonable and 
flexible mitigation 
measures (linked to 
recommendation 5.2).  
 
Experience from the Test 
drought permit process has 
shown the potential issues 
with baseline data that 
would need to be 
addressed in order to be 
application ready (linked to 
recommendation 6). 
Without up to date baseline 
data we cannot be 
confident that all 
environmental features 
have been adequately 
assessed. 

We expect the company 
to work with the EA to 
understand what 
improvements it can 
make to its EARs and to 
the quality of its baseline 
data for all drought 
permits/orders. This 
specifically includes 
water quality data. It 
should commit to a 
timetable for gathering 
the outstanding 
information for the EARs 
and baseline monitoring 
and this should be 
included in its drought 
plan.  
 
It should use the most up 
to date invertebrate and 
macrophyte data which 
can be found on 
environment.data.gov.uk. 
It should then detail in its 
drought plan how it plans 
to update and improve 
the baseline data 
presented in its drought 
plan, to support its 
classification of the 
impacts of its drought 
actions on WFD status 
for all of the drought 
permits/orders. 

There is an on-going programme of baseline monitoring at all drought permit and order sites, as 
agreed with the EA for the 2019 Drought Plan. This issue is recognised but it will continue to take 
time before an adequate baseline dataset is developed. We are agreeing a reasonable cut-off date 
with the Environment Agency for EAR updates with respect to baseline data. 
 
Drought permit environmental impact concerns will be addressed through ongoing discussions with 
Natural England and the Environment Agency, such that appropriate monitoring and mitigation can 
be agreed. This will improve biodiversity where possible and will focus on those permits that are 
most likely to be used and those that may present the greatest potential for environmental impact. 
An allowance for mitigation and monitoring will be included within our next Business Plan. 

EAR baselines to be updated with available data 
including invert and macrophyte data from 
environment.data.gov.uk.  
 
Monitoring and mitigation plans will be updated as far 
as possible including an updated timeline for future 
work. The EARs are live documents kept under 
review.  
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drawn which are not backed up 
with robust evidence and 
monitoring. 
• Pulborough 
• Lukely Brook 
There are several gaps that 
have been identified in 
assessing the geomorphological 
baseline. 
This is linked to Direction 3 (f) 
any pre-application steps agreed 
to ensure that the water 
undertaker can make any 
necessary applications in a 
timely manner. 

Issue 5.2 Mitigation  

Apart from the Test, Itchen and 
Candover supply options, 
mitigation measures proposed 
are inadequate and lack specific 
detail. The company has not 
undertaken the outstanding work 
required on the mitigation 
measures identified from the 
previous drought plan which is 
disappointing.  
 
Generic mitigation has been 
outlined to undertake during a 
drought, but this is not specific 
enough and does not include 
refined triggers for the plan to be 
'application ready'.  
 
Pre-drought mitigation appears 
to be limited to the rivers Test, 
Itchen and Candover. This 
should be considered for all 
permits / orders, especially the 
Isle of Wight and Pulborough 
permits. We are aware that the 
company has been considering 
further measures. However, 
these new proposals do not 
appear to have been included in 
the draft drought plan 
submission which is 
disappointing. 

We cannot be assured that 
the mitigation actions are 
adequate to ensure 
environmental resilience 
before a drought and 
reduce the impacts on the 
environment during and 
after a drought.  
 
The River Test drought 
permit application 
experience has shown it is 
essential to collect good 
baseline data and plan for 
monitoring and mitigation 
measures as soon as 
possible in order to 
overcome any 
operational/access issues. 
 
Without specific mitigation 
measures for each drought 
permit/order site, it is 
unclear whether any 
temporary deterioration or 
damage to the environment 
can be mitigated. This 
poses a risk to the 
environment.  

We expect the company 
to work with the EA to 
understand and agree 
outstanding mitigation 
actions that will be 
required before, during 
and after a drought. This 
is a priority for its high 
risk sites in order to be 
'application ready’ (linked 
to improvement 1).  
 
The company should 
include in its drought plan 
a work programme for 
updating its EARs with 
data gathered on recently 
undertaken walkovers 
and on producing specific 
mitigation plans for all of 
its permits / orders, 
starting with the highest 
risk (we note that the 
Test/ Itchen / Candover 
already have these 
plans).  
 
We also expect the 
company to consider and 
implement ‘no regrets’ 
drought resilience options 
prior to a drought 
occurring, where its 
assessments have 
shown that its drought 
actions will impact the 
environment.  
 
Pre-drought mitigation 
should be considered for 
all permits / orders. 

In our draft drought plan we committed to work with the EA, NE and other stakeholders to develop 
and implement drought permit and order specific mitigation measures. Table 7.6 in the draft plan 
main report sets out a timetable for this and draws upon the catchment walkovers already 
undertaken. 
 
We are in the process of capturing all the work completed in AMP6 and programmed in AMP7 that 
provides protection to the environment. This is all embedded mitigation and offers resilience for 
drought events and highlights our commitment to improving the environment through our AMP6 and 
AMP7 investments, for example through the delivery of catchment based WINEP solutions.  
  

The EARs are live documents kept under review.  
 
We will include further details around the activities 
and timetable for developing and implementing a 
more specific mitigation programme and ensure this 
is prioritised to the highest risk sites (in terms of 
environmental sensitivity or frequency of application) 
 
We will include further evidence of the work the 
business has done to improve the environment over 
the past 10 years which includes measures which 
offer wider resilience in drought events to drought 
interventions.  
 
We will add more detail of specific local measures 
where these have been defined for in-drought 
mitigation options.  

Issue 5.3 EARs.  

A number of concerns with the 
EARs were raised in the 2018 
drought plan and the work to 
resolve them, remains 
outstanding.  

The EARs are inadequate 
meaning the company is 
not ‘permit application 
ready’ (linked to 
recommendation 6). This 
could result in a risk to 
security of supply if permits 
cannot be granted or are 
delayed because 
preparatory work has not 
been completed. There is 

We expect the company 
to work with the EA to 
address any outstanding 
work required on the 
EARs. The EA will 
provide the company with 
detailed comments from 
its review of the EARs.  

The Environment Agency has provided further detailed comments on most of the drought permit and 
order EARs and we have discussed these with them.  Drought permit environmental impact 
concerns will be addressed through ongoing discussions with Natural England and the Environment 
Agency, such that monitoring and appropriate mitigation can be agreed. This will improve 
biodiversity where possible and will focus on those permits that are most likely to be used and those 
that may present the greatest potential for environmental impact. An allowance for mitigation and 
monitoring will be included within our next Business Plan. 

The EARs will be updated in response to the 
individual detailed comments and feedback. We view 
the EARs as live documents which will continue to 
improve through discussions with the Environment 
Agency and Natural England and as new evidence 
emerges from the baseline monitoring programme. 
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also a risk to the 
environment if the 
assessment on potential 
impacts to the environment 
from drought 
permits/orders is not 
complete.  

Issue 5.4 In 
combination effects 
of existing licences, 
consents and plans 
with proposed 
drought 
permits/orders.  

SWS North Arundel permit and 
PRT’s North Arundel permit are 
likely to have cumulative 
impacts on Swanbourne Lake. 
The EA is aware that PRT and 
SWS have started to produce a 
joint monitoring and mitigation 
plan, however, there is 
outstanding work to complete 
this.  
 
There are likely to be in-
combination effects from actions 
the company is planning to take 
at its Pulborough source. In 
Appendix B it mentions options 
around increasing its surface 
water source and resting its 
groundwater source, but it is 
unclear if and how this may 
impact on deployable output. 

There is a risk to the 
environment if monitoring 
and mitigation plans for the 
cumulative effects of SWS 
North Arundel and PRT’s 
North Arundel permit are 
not completed in advance 
of a permit application.  
 
The in-combination effect 
of the actions the company 
will take for its Pulborough 
source needs 
consideration, particularly 
given the uncertainties 
around the sustainability of 
the groundwater source. 

We expect both SWS 
and PRT to commit to 
completing the 
monitoring and mitigation 
plan and include it as an 
appendix to the 
respective EARs in its 
drought plan.  
 
We expect the company 
to consider the impact of 
the different actions it will 
take for its Pulborough 
source and detail these in 
its drought plan.  

We will continue to progress the monitoring and mitigation plan with respect to the North Arundel 
drought permits working with Portsmouth Water. Stakeholder meetings have taken place to progress 
this in September 2021. 
 
During a developing drought we would review the operation of our sources in order to conserve 
storage and protect more vulnerable environments which could be impacted by abstraction - this 
action was described in more detail in section 4.4 of the draft Drought Plan. In the case of our 
Pulborough WSW we would aim to maximise abstraction from the surface water source (River 
Rother) and minimise abstraction from the groundwater source in order to conserve storage and 
minimise the impact upon the environment. This is consistent with our consideration of issue 1.3 
above. 

The North Arundel EAR will be updated to reflect the 
outcome of the most recent meetings with 
Portsmouth Water, the Environment Agency and 
Natural England. 
 
The proposed use of Pulborough surface water and 
groundwater sources during a drought will be more 
clearly described in the updated draft Drought Plan. 

Issue 5.5 The risk of 
spreading Invasive 
Non-Native Species 
(INNS).  

The risk of spreading INNS has 
been considered, however, it is 
not clear in some cases why it 
has been screened out (e.g. 
Lukely Brook permit).  
The EA has concerns around 
the INNS conclusions drawn for 
the Eastern Yar permit. There 
does not appear to be evidence 
to support the conclusions and 
this does not reflect other 
conclusions within the plan. 
Specifically, there is no 
reference to water transfer and 
risk of moving invasive species  

There is a risk to the 
environment if INNS have 
not been adequately 
considered. On the Eastern 
Yar, low flows will prohibit 
seed dispersal of terrestrial 
and aquatic invasive 
plants. The risks 
associated with water 
transfer need to be fully 
assessed to understand 
the environmental impacts 
of the drought permits and 
ensure appropriate 
monitoring and mitigation is 
out in place.  

The company should 
work with the EA to 
understand what 
information is outstanding 
around the risk of 
spreading INNS and 
update its drought plan 
with any necessary 
changes identified.  

We will review the approach to INNS, and work with the EA to improve understanding of risks and 
identify appropriate mitigation, and update the EARs in line with our programme to update the draft 
drought plan. 

We will work with the EA to improve understanding of 
risks associated with INNS, and identify appropriate 
mitigation measures. The assessment within the 
EAR for Eastern Yar will be reviewed in the context 
of this and updated as appropriate. 

Issue 5.6 
Consistency of the 
SEA with 
conclusions drawn 
in the EARs.  

Comments within the SEA do 
not appear to align with 
conclusions drawn in some of 
the EARs. For example, in the 
SEA, p62, the 20 Ml/d 
Pulborough option concludes 
minor impacts on water flow, 
biodiversity etc. whereas the 
Pulborough EAR concludes 
(p69) 'up to major' 
environmental impacts. 

The environmental impacts 
of options are not clear as 
inconsistent information is 
presented in different parts 
of the draft drought plan.  

We expect the company 
to ensure the 
environmental impacts of 
drought options align 
between different parts of 
the drought plan. The 
drought plan should be 
updated to reflect where 
any changes have been 
made.  

The appropriate corrections to the SEA and relevant EARs will be made and consistency checks 
undertaken in accordance with a work programme (to be agreed with the Environment Agency). 

SEA and EARs will be updated to ensure 
consistency 

Recommendation 6 - ensure other aspects of drought permits and orders are application ready (linked to Direction 3(f))  
  

Area of issue  Issue and evidence  Implications  Information or changes 
required  SWS' Consideration of Response  Changes Required to Drought Plan  
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Issue 5.1 
Application 
readiness for more 
frequent drought 
permit and order 
sites.  
 
Direction 3 (f) any 
pre-application 
steps agreed to 
ensure that the 
water undertaker is 
able to make any 
necessary 
applications in a 
timely manner to 
those bodies 
responsible for 
granting permits, 
orders and any 
other authorisations 
during the onset, 
duration and 
abatement of all 
droughts covered 
by its drought plan.  

To reduce the risk to the 
environment and customers, the 
government’s expectations for 
drought planning are that the 
water company undertakes as 
much pre-application work as 
required for any authorisations, 
drought permit and drought 
order sites where it is most likely 
to apply. In many cases this 
means the company will need to 
carry out environmental 
assessments, including baseline 
monitoring (linked to 
recommendation 5.1).  
 
With the exception of its river 
Test permit the company 
acknowledges that it isn't 
'application ready' for all of its 
permit / order options (p152 of 
the main report). It says it will 
develop draft documents for its 
other permits / orders and has 
set out the order in which this 
will be undertaken. 
 
There is information missing in 
the draft drought plan that would 
ensure the company is 
application ready for more 
frequent drought permit and 
order sites. This includes 
information on: • All outcomes of 
permits and orders eg. venue 
ready for public hearings and 
back up water supply • the 
exceptional shortage of rain 
(ESoR) case that would be used 
for each application • Whether 
the company will submit a draft 
of the permit needed with its 
drought permit or order 
application • For each 
permit/order whether any further 
environmental assessment is 
needed. This is linked to 
Direction 3 (f) any pre-
application steps agreed to 
ensure that the water undertaker 
can make any necessary 
applications in a timely manner. 

There is a risk to security 
of supply if permits cannot 
be granted or are delayed 
because preparatory work 
has not been completed. 
Being application ready for 
SWS is important given the 
frequency it details in its 
draft drought plan it will 
need to apply for some of 
its drought permits and 
orders in its Western area.  
 
The company should carry 
out as much preparation 
work as possible in 
advance of a drought 
event. We consider it to be 
particularly important to 
undertake this for its 
Pulborough drought permit 
as a result of the deficit 
present within this zone.  
 
Applications for drought 
permits/orders should, 
where possible, be ready 
to submit before they are 
needed. This will help 
process the permit 
application more quickly, 
avoid delays and identify 
any problems in advance, 
which could impact security 
of supply. 

We expect the company 
to consider the EA 
drought permits and 
orders guidance (March 
2021) on application 
readiness. The company 
should include 
information on the 
following in its drought 
plan:  
 
• Evidence that the 
company has planned for 
all outcomes of the 
permits and orders. This 
includes for permits that 
may be applied for more 
frequently, whether a 
venue has been 
considered for hearings 
and for complicated 
applications whether a 
backup water supply has 
been considered.  
 
• We expect SWS to 
include in its draft 
drought plan its 
preparation for an 
exceptional shortage of 
rain case for permits it 
will apply for most 
frequently, referencing 
where possible how it will 
complete the ESoR 
company checklist. 
These documents should 
be presented in the 
drought plan to 
demonstrate application 
readiness The plan 
should state that the 
company will submit a 
draft of the permit 
needed with the drought 
permit or order 
application. 

SWS have considered the guidance.  As discussed with the EA, their latest guidance confirms that 
the EA are responsible for arranging a venue for hearings. The consideration of a backup water 
supply is also not required in the latest drought plan guidance.  
 
SWS has made a commitment in the SOR to improve its application readiness (in liaison with the 
EA) for its Pulborough drought permit.  
  

We will add a sub-section to Section 4.4.8 in the 
main document to discuss the approach to ESOR 
and make reference to the Environment Agency's 
ESOR guidance note from March 2021. 
 
We have set out our proposed generic approach for 
deriving ESOR metrics based on the above guidance 
and for each permit/order have listed the HadUK 
Hydrological Areas datasets to be used in the ESOR 
assessment. Please see Appendix 10. This will be 
included in our updated draft Drought Plan. 
  

Recommendation 7 - confirm that there are secure, accurate and reliable bulk supply arrangements with neighbouring water companies  
  

Area of issue  Issue and evidence  Implications  Information or changes 
required  SWS' Consideration of Response  Changes Required to Drought Plan  
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Issue 7.1 Inter-
company bulk 
transfers.  

Section 4.4.2 of the main plan 
details the bulk supply 
agreements with neighbouring 
water companies (Portsmouth 
Water, South East Water, 
Affinity Water and Wessex 
Water).  
 
The company has an export to 
South East Water (SEW) from 
Weir Wood reservoir. The new 
contract for this bulk supply was 
due to be signed off in March 
2021. The contract has not been 
signed by both water 
companies. This bulk transfer is 
listed as 5.4 Ml/d in the drought 
plan. It is understood SEW has 
regularly not received this 
volume of water due to outage 
at Weir Wood reservoir. This 
may need to be removed from 
the drought plan if the company 
cannot fulfil its agreement with 
SEW. 
 
SWS detail an export to SEW 
from Darwell reservoir in its draft 
drought plan. There is a 
difference in the volumes of this 
transfer in a developing drought 
between the two drought plans. 
SEW detail that as a drought 
develops the transfer is reduced 
to 8/17th and as a minimum 1 
Ml/d. SWS detail that under 
extreme droughts (i.e. greater 
than a 1-in-200 years return 
period) it has been assumed 
with SEW a limit of 4Ml/d. 
The company details three 
imports from Portsmouth Water 
(PRT): 
-15 Ml/d into Hampshire 
-15Ml/d to near Pulborough 
- 4 Ml/d to North Arundel rather 
than Pulborough in extreme 
drought conditions such as 
outage events. 
The 15 Ml/d imports are 
assumed to be reliable by both 
companies up to a 1 in 200 type 
drought event. SWS assume 
that in more extreme drought 
events these imports would 
reduce by 50%. PRT detail that 
these exports might not be 
possible in a severe drought. 
The assumptions around these 
transfers between PRT and 
SWS in a drought do not align. 
The North Arundel transfer from 
PRT to SWS is detailed in SWS 
plan as only being needed in 
emergencies such as outage. 
This transfer is not detailed in 
PRT’s plan. 

There is a risk to security 
of supply if the volumes of 
water have not been 
formally agreed between 
the two companies. There 
is a risk to security of 
supply for SEW if Southern 
Water (SWS) cannot fulfil 
its bulk transfer agreement.  
 
There is a security of 
supply risk if the volumes 
of water and assumptions 
around availability in a 
drought do not align 
between SWS and SEW 
draft drought plans.  
 
There is a security of 
supply risk if the 
assumptions around 
volumes of water available 
in a drought and extreme 
events between SWS and 
PRT do not align. 

We expect the company 
to work with SEW to 
confirm in its drought 
plan the contract for the 
bulk supply with SEW 
has been signed by both 
companies. The 
company should also 
confirm in its drought 
plan that the supply to 
SEW of 5.4 Ml/d is 
reliable and will continue 
despite the outage 
experienced at Weir 
Wood reservoir.  
 
We expect SWS to work 
with SEW to ensure the 
volumes in both drought 
plans align. It should 
detail in its drought plan 
any changes to the 
volumes of this bulk 
transfer in drought 
conditions.  
 
We expect SWS to work 
with PRT to ensure the 
assumptions around 
volumes of water 
available in a drought 
and extreme events 
align. It should detail any 
changes to the volumes 
in drought conditions of 
this bulk transfer.  

1) We continue to progress to work towards a final agreement for the export from Weir Wood with 
South East Water (SEW). A revised contract agreement between both companies has been 
developed and is currently (Sept 2021) being formally approved at Executive level. This agreement 
will formalise the pain share arrangements and will be effective to 2030/31. Although we cannot 
guarantee the agreed normal maximum volume of the bulk supply contract before 2024 to any 
extent that supply depends on Weir Wood Water Supply Works, South East Water’s typical 
requirement within the contract can be routinely supported by Southern Water from other sources. 
The contract terms recognise this. There is regular communication between both companies and 
trigger levels are in place for drought situations. As trigger levels are approached, there will be 
discussions as to whether the full agreement volumes can be provided. South East Water has an 
override trigger (as outlined in section 2 of our plan) which means that they can be agile and take 
proactive actions depending on what volumes can be provided. 
 
2) SEW are entitled to 12Ml/d from Darwell, but under the terms of the contract SEW is permitted to 
abstract up to 8Ml/d over any rolling 28 day period and up to 12Ml/d during any period as long as it 
does not exceed the former condition above. SEW have specified in their draft Dry Weather Plan 
that they are entitled to 8Ml/d and clarified the conditions in their text. Southern Water and SEW are 
in agreement with the contractual volumes of the transfer from Darwell.  
 
In more extreme droughts we have agreed a pain-share arrangement with SEW relating to the 
availability of supply from Bewl to Darwell reservoirs. SEW has correctly stated that “under 
developing drought conditions, the supply would be progressively limited to 8/17 of flow in the [Bewl 
to Darwell transfer] pipeline subject to a minimum of 1Ml/day”. We have made reference to this 
same arrangement in our draft Drought Plan. Both companies have also made reference to a 
volume of 4Ml/d which has been agreed as the maximum available supply in a 1 in 500 year drought 
for supply-demand modelling purposes. 
 
The SW export to SEW at Darwell reservoir is:  
PDO – 8Ml/d* / 12.0Ml/d** 
MDO – 8.0Ml/d 
ADO – 8.0Ml/d 
 
* 8Ml/d over any rolling 28 day period.  
**Up to 12Ml/d during any period as long as it does not exceed the condition above. 
 
3) The North Arundel transfer can be used as an alternative to the Sussex North 15Ml/d transfer to 
be used in exceptional circumstances, such as to mitigate outage events. As such it provides a 
resilience benefit not a permanent supply-demand balance benefit. Portsmouth Water detail that the 
Sussex North bulk supply can “be used to supply water into Southern Water’s Sussex Worthing 
Zone. This would be required if Southern Water experienced outage events in this zone, and cannot 
exceed 15 Ml/d” which refers to the North Arundel transfer.   
 
SW assumed a 50% reduction in supply availability in an extreme drought (1 in 500 year severity) 
event in its WRMP19 based on a best estimate of resource availability. This is not a commitment by 
Portsmouth Water to provide this volume, rather an estimate for supply-demand modelling purposes 
in the extreme drought condition. As a drought situation develops the companies would hold regular 
discussions to agree the volumes of bulk supplies and to discuss the appropriate pain share 
agreements.  

1) We will reflect the latest position with approval of 
the Weir Wood bulk supply contract in our updated 
draft drought plan. We will also clarify the agreement 
in place to maintain supplies to SEW whilst Weir 
Wood WSW is out of service. 
 
2) We will update our description of the Darwell bulk 
supply to SEW so that it is consistent with the 
contractual agreement and the pain share 
agreement, agreed with SEW. 
 
3) We will clarify the text regarding the 50% 
reduction in supply to clarify that this is a best 
estimate for investment modelling purposes. We will 
continue discussions with PW to ensure our Drought 
Plans are aligned including providing clarity around 
the North Arundel resilience connection.  
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Recommendation 8 - commit to ongoing drought plan review (linked to Direction 3(i))  
  

Area of issue  Issue and evidence  Implications  Information or changes 
required  SWS' Consideration of Response  Changes Required to Drought Plan  

Issue 8.1 Direction 
3 (i) how a water 
undertaker will 
review the ongoing 
effectiveness of its 
drought plan and 
act on its review.  

Section 1.1.1 of the draft 
drought plan main report details 
that the company will publish a 
revised drought plan if 
necessary, incorporating the 
changes set out in the drought 
plan. Whilst this details how the 
company will revise the plan 
following consultation, it does 
not commit to reviewing and 
testing the drought plan after 
publication, or demonstrating 
how the ongoing effectiveness 
of the drought plan will be 
reviewed. 

Without evidence that the 
effectiveness of the 
drought plan will be 
reviewed, and 
improvements made, there 
is a risk that the drought 
plan will not be used and 
may not remain effective in 
maintaining customer 
supply and protecting the 
environment.  

We expect the company 
to include in its drought 
plan:  
 
- A commitment to review 
and test its drought plan 
after publication.  
 
- how and when the 
water company will 
review the ongoing 
effectiveness of the 
drought plan.  

We agree it is important to keep the Drought Plan under review and to update it when necessary 
following the implementation of any actions within it.  In the last few years we have learnt from the 
need to prepare and apply for a Test Drought Permit and have reflected the lessons learnt in the 
draft Drought Plan. 
 
We intend to undertake a regular internal review of the Drought Plan at an appropriate frequency 
(e.g. annual) to review the ongoing effectiveness of the plan, not least to reflect on latest baseline 
monitoring data which might impact our baseline monitoring and mitigation programmes. 

We will include a commitment for ongoing review and 
testing of the Drought Plan and to update the EA on 
the outcomes. 

Improvement 1 - account for demand interventions when assessing flow recessions in the western supply area  
  

Area of issue  Issue and evidence  Implications  Information or changes 
required  SWS' Consideration of Response  Changes Required to Drought Plan  

Issue 1.1 Control 
diagrams to show 
chosen triggers and 
actions – flow 
recession curves in 
the Western area.  

The flow recession curves for 
the Test and Itchen drought 
permits and orders have not 
taken account of demand 
interventions. These 
interventions may have an effect 
on the flow recession which is 
not currently demonstrated in 
the flow recession curves.  

The EA has concerns that 
the Itchen drought order 
will be triggered more 
regularly than the Test 
drought permit triggers are 
currently triggered.  
 
The new triggers proposed 
by Southern Water will 
trigger river Itchen drought 
order 60 day trigger more 
frequently than is the case 
with the current triggers. As 
part of the S20 agreement 
the 60 day trigger is when 
pre-application with the EA 
should begin. Due to the 
slower recession of the 
river Itchen, it is a lot less 
likely to then reach the 35 
day and HOF trigger. The 
EA has concerns that the 
new timing for the 60 day 
trigger is not an accurate 
reflection of the real risks 
to supply. If these new 
triggers are adopted we 
have concerns they will be 
too conservative and pre-
application work will need 
to begin prematurely. By 
accounting for 
management decisions 
and demand interventions 
in the flow recession, this 
may move the 60 day 
trigger back, such that it is 
a better reflection of the 
real risks to supply. 

We expect the company 
to explore the impact of 
demand measures in its 
assessment of the Test 
and Itchen river flows. 
This work should be 
presented in its drought 
plan. If these measures 
have an impact on the 
supply demand balance, 
the flow recession curves 
should be updated 
accordingly  

The effect of restrictions on both the River Test and River Itchen flow recessions is illustrated in 
Annex 4 under section 5.2.2 and 5.2.3. Our studies on the likely effectiveness of restrictions (Atkins, 
2017, included as Appendix E of Annex 3 in our WRMP19 and updated by Atkins, 2021, as Annex 5 
to the draft Drought Plan 2022) shows that as the HoF conditions on the River Test and Itchen are 
approached in the autumn the effect of Temporary Use Bans on demand is between 1-3% of 
demand. For HSW WRZ this accounts for a reduction in DI of approximately 0.3Ml/d and 1Ml/d 
compared to an expected flow recession (in severe drought) of -1 to -2Ml/d hence the delaying effect 
of restrictions is minor. Similarly for the weak drought event of 2019, the flow recession in early 
September on the River Test showed fluctuations of more than 5Ml/d and the 7-day average rate of 
flow recession at the time of minimum flow was -4Ml/d. It was partly on this basis that we agreed 
with the Environment Agency that demand restrictions would not be applied in this instance.  
 
For the Itchen typical September flow recessions based on historical data are between -1 and -3Ml/d 
against an expected demand saving of around 2.5Ml/d. Our scenario assessments indicate some 
delay in the reaching of the triggers of the order of 1-2 weeks for the examples provided but 
restrictions are not sufficient to prevent use of the drought permits and orders.  
 
So whilst we have accounted for the effect of demand restrictions in our testing based on our 
modelling to date and operational experience, demand restrictions are unlikely to have a significant 
effect in delaying the need for implementation or application of drought permits and orders in these 
rivers.  
 
In development of our updated draft plan we will further explore the effect of restrictions on the 
timing of drought permits and orders through application of system simulation modelling which will 
provide additional testing of the proposed triggers against a wider range of drought scenarios. If this 
testing indicates that our triggers can be revised, then we will discuss any changes with the 
Environment Agency.  

We will provide further clarity around the effect of 
restrictions on flow recession curves and the impact 
upon timing of implementing drought permits and 
orders.  We will update to account for the outcomes 
of the system simulation modelling which is being 
undertaken to review the Test and Itchen drought 
flow triggers. 

Improvement 2 – clearly define how data and information will be shared with the Environment Agency and other regulators  
  

Area of issue  Issue and evidence  Implications  Information or changes 
required  SWS' Consideration of Response  Changes Required to Drought Plan  
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Issue 2.1 Agreed 
information to be 
exchanged with the 
EA during a 
drought.  

Annex 6 of the draft drought 
plan discusses weekly data 
exchange with the EA. However, 
there is no information in the 
draft drought plan on what data 
will be shared. 

Sharing information with 
regulators will help to 
demonstrate the company 
understands the impact of 
the drought on its supply, 
demand and the 
environment. It will also 
allow for timely pre-
applications for drought 
permits/orders ensuring the 
company can maintain 
security of supply as a 
drought progresses. 

We expect the company 
to provide details on what 
data it has agreed to 
share with the EA during 
a drought and the 
frequency of this.  

We fully agree with the need to share data with the EA during a drought so both organisations can 
support each other with making timely decisions and taking timely actions to manage the effects of a 
drought.  This data might include environmental monitoring information, hydrometric indicators and 
operational information include latest demand data. 

We will add a section in the updated draft drought 
plan which provides more detail of the data we 
expect to share with the Environment Agency during 
the different stages of drought, including in normal 
times when, for example, we would expect to share 
baseline monitoring data. 
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Appendix 4: Table of responses to Natural England comments 
 

Issue no Summary of NE Response  SWS' Consideration of Response  Changes Required to Drought Plan  

Summary 

Summary  

There are 14 dDP orders or permit options, some are multistage making 21 options. 13 of 
the 14 options potentially significantly effect designated sites, protected landscapes 
and/or habitats of principal importance for the conservation of biodiversity (priority 
habitats and species). This represents a significant potential impact on biodiversity of the 
dDP.  These impacts are not all properly assessed, mitigated or compensated and the 
plan represents an unacceptable risk to the natural environment. In addition to the actions 
summarised below and in this letter to improve the sustainability and application 
readiness of the options, Natural England expects Southern Water to use the Water 
Resources Management Planning process (WRMP) to remove their reliance on 
potentially damaging orders and permits 

General Response:  
 
Since publishing our 2019 Drought Plan we have removed the Shalcombe, Plucks Gutter, 
Powdermill and Broughton drought orders / permits, and the temporary desalination options. 
We have also removed the 'Spring' Darwell permit and replaced it with a 'Winter' permit. These 
changes were made following pre-consultation with the Environment Agency and Natural 
England, and through consideration of the SEA and HRA to reduce the risks to the 
environment. 
 
Environmental screening of Drought Plan and Water Resource Management Plan options has 
been undertaken by the WRSE Group. We will update the SEA where relevant to include the 
outcomes of the screening exercise.  
 
We note that drought permit options can result in temporary environmental impacts. However 
they also reduce the need for more permanent supply side solutions, which may have a 
permanent impact on biodiversity. Nonetheless we confirm that the Regional and Water 
Resources Management Planning processes will be used to reduce the need for drought 
permits and orders in the future and / or where practicable and cost effective will look to embed 
pre-drought mitigation measures into the options to improve their environmental benefit.  
 
Drought permit environmental impact concerns will in any event continue to be addressed 
through on-going discussions with Natural England and the Environment Agency, such that 
monitoring and appropriate mitigation can be agreed. This will improve biodiversity where 
possible and will focus on those permits that are most likely to be used and those that may 
present the greatest potential for environmental impact. An allowance for mitigation and 
monitoring will need to be included within our next Business Plan. 

General Response:  
 
Further explanation of the current and future 
dependency on drought permits and orders will be 
included as well as a timetable for developing and 
implementing a more specific mitigation programme 
(prioritised to the highest risk sites in terms of 
environmental sensitivity or frequency of 
application).  
 
We will also explain how environmental impacts 
have been reduced by removal of options.  
  

Summary  

Significant progress has been made since the 2019 drought plan.  Many of the 
deficiencies set out below are recognised within the plan and there are timetables to 
address some of the data gaps and agree/deliver mitigation. For example, mitigation 
measures are to be agreed by summer 2022 for all options in the current plan 

We note your comments. We are pleased that you recognise the progress made and 
acknowledge there is further work needed to improve the assessments and agree mitigation. 
 
We recognise that to design and implement appropriate and effective mitigation, a robust 
baseline data set is required. We are now undertaking monitoring in all of our drought permit / 
order catchments. However in some cases the available data set may not be deemed sufficient 
yet to inform mitigation requirements. 

As per the General Response.  

Summary  

The dDP has been partially considered under the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
2017 Regulations, as amended, known as a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) 

Noted. The reference to 'partially' refers to Natural England's subsequent comments that 
further work is needed on some of the mitigation measures, further 'in combination' 
assessment is required, some updates are required to the baseline (notably to add references 
to supplementary advice on the conservation objectives) and Natural England consider some 
of the Kent options should be taken to appropriate assessment. 

As per the General Response.  
 
Other changes are captured below. 

Summary  

Natural England welcomes that an HRA has been undertaken and its exemplary format 
and methodology.  The content has some deficiencies these include:  
 
o The screening does not identify all the likely significant effects on Habitats sites and 
Natural England does not concur with all the screening conclusions. There are therefore 
likely significant effects on Habitats sites that do not have appropriate assessments. Not 
all identified adverse effects have been mitigated to be sufficiently certain to remove 
adverse effects on integrity. Additional mitigation is required for a number of dDP options.  
o The tests of no alternatives and imperative reasons of overriding public interest for 
identified adverse effects on integrity have been presented for the options covered by the 
Section 20 agreement. Compensatory habitat for identified adverse effects on integrity 
has not been secured.   
o In combination assessments have looked at overlapping impacts but have not 
sufficiently considered additive or non-overlapping impacts on the same sites.   
o There has been some limited recognition of cumulative impacts and the importance of 
considering the baseline condition and lack of resilience of some of the Habitats sites. 
This is very limited and insufficient to remove or prevent adding to existing adverse 
effects.   
o These deficiencies in the HRA must be rectified before the final plan is published. 

We are pleased that you find the HRA to have an exemplary format and methodology. We will 
update the Environmental Assessment Reports (EAR) and HRA being cognisant of the Natural 
England comments on each EAR. This includes overlapping and non-overlapping impacts 
associated with in combination assessments. 
  
We note in particular that Natural England considers the Medway, Sandwich and Faversham 
options should be taken forward to appropriate assessment, as should the Pulborough option 
due to potential 'in combination' effects with the existing Pulborough groundwater abstraction 
on Arun Valley SAC/Ramsar (the conclusion so far, in line for that in the DP19 HRA, was that 
no likely significant effect would arise).  We also note that further work is recommended on the 
proposed mitigation for the Caul Bourne, Eastern Yar and Darwell options (although it is noted 
that the level of detail contained in the draft HRA is in line with that in the HRA for DP19). We 
also note that the in combination assessment requires updating for the Isle of Wight and Solent 
area where in combination effects may arise even though schemes are affecting different parts 
of the same European sites, and the assessment needs to more fully acknowledge that many 
of the European sites are already adversely affected by existing abstractions and a failing 
baseline environment. 
 
Our General Response comments above also apply.  

We will aim to improve the environmental 
assessments before the final plan is published and 
where further work is required, we will provide a 
programme for the same. 
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Summary  

The dDP has been considered under The Environmental Assessment of Plans and 
Programmes Regulations 2004 SI No.1633 (Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) 
process). There is much that is good in the SEA and it is an improvement on the previous 
plan iterations, however there are some deficiencies in the SEA content summarised 
below:  
o 13 of the dDP orders and permits potentially significantly effect designated sites, 
protected landscapes and/or habitats of principal importance for the conservation of 
biodiversity.  
o These potential impacts on important environmental receptors have not all been 
adequately assessed and not all have been adequately mitigated to remove residual 
effects.   
o Lack of resilience of habitats and species to impacts of drought options has been 
inadequately considered and mitigated.   
o Significantly more mitigation to improve resilience of the Natural Environment to dDP 
options in drought is required. More details are set out in Annex 1.   
o A cumulative and in combination assessment of impacts with other plans is attempted 
but is insufficient. More details are set out in Annex 1.  

Continued SEA work will reflect these comments with updates where necessary. We will 
continue to work closely with NE and EA to develop appropriate mitigation measures to 
address significant effects and to improve the resilience of catchments and sensitive receptors.  
Where possible we will build on the work carried out by WRSE for the Regional Plan to 
address the issues raised and ensure that the programme for submission is still met.  Our 
General Response comments also apply.  

 
 
We will include a statement addressing biodiversity 
net gain and natural capital/ ecosystem services as 
appropriate. We will also indicate what can and may 
be intended to be achieved through the Drought 
Plan in context to the role of other plans, such as 
the Regional Plan and WRMP.  
 
Our General Response comments also apply.  

Summary  
The identified deficiencies in the SEA content should be addressed before the final plan is 
published in so far as is possible. 

See consideration of deficiencies above As recommended, we will update the SEA content 
before the final plan is published in so far as is 
possible. 

Summary  
The SEA and HRA appear to have influenced the plan with the removal of Shalcombe 
drought order and temporary desalination options, however significant impacts on the 
natural environment remain. 

Our General Response comments also apply.  Our General Response comments also apply. 

Summary  

A net gain in biodiversity assessment has not been included in the dDP though net 
biodiversity gain is referenced in the SEA objectives. The dDP is not likely to result in a 
net gain in biodiversity and has the potential to result in harm or loss 

Our General Response comments apply.  We will include a statement addressing biodiversity 
net gain. . We will indicate what can (and may be 
intended to) be achieved through the Drought Plan 
in context to the role of other plans, such as the 
Regional Plan and WRMP. 
 
When describing potential mitigation, we will ensure 
we state that proposed mitigation should improve 
biodiversity where possible. 

Summary  

A natural capital assessment of the dDP option has not been included in the dDP though 
natural capital is referenced in the SEA objectives. The dDP is not likely to result in 
enhanced natural capital.   

 Our General Response comments apply  We will include a statement addressing natural 
capital. We will indicate what can (and may be 
intended to) be achieved through the Drought Plan 
in context to the role of other plans, such as the 
Regional Plan and WRMP. 

Summary  

The dDP has mostly selected options with the least/ lesser environmental impacts in 
preference to those with greater impacts. In some cases, the inadequacies and 
inconsistencies in assessment and baseline data make it difficult to determine which 
option is least impactful. This is particularly true for demand management options which 
have very significant impacts assigned in the SEA but with limited evidence provided to 
support this. Further details of the impacts and assessment inadequacies are provided in 
Annex 1 to this letter.   

Noted. Refer to Annex 1 responses. We will update the SEA before the final plan is 
published. 

Summary  
Natural England welcomes the reference in the SEA objectives of nutrient neutrality 
though this needs to be expanded to other relevant locations. It is unclear how this 
objective has been used, if at all, in the assessment of options.   

Refer to responses for issues NE9 and NE11 below. Refer to responses for issues NE9 and NE11 below. 

Summary  

In Natural England’s view, due to the deficiencies in baseline data, environmental 
assessment and mitigation proposals combined with slow or, no delivery of some 
resilience measures to-date, permits or order options are, with some notable exceptions, 
not application ready. 
 
 
  

Our General Response Comments apply.  Our General Response comments apply.  

Annex 1 – Detailed comments 
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Draft Environmental Assessment Reports (EARs) are part of the pre-application 
consultation on the drought options (orders and permits). As pre-application 
consultations, they are within the remit of Natural England chargeable services. Detailed 
comments on the EARs are therefore not included within this statutory response except in 
so far as they directly pertain to the conclusions of the HRA and SEA of the dDP.     
  
The dDP, annexes and appendices are long with 14 drought options and information is 
not always located where expected. There are also inconsistencies between documents.  
As a result, the dDP is difficult to follow in places. The main points are set out below 
however only illustrative examples have been provided.  All options should be checked 
for the relevant improvements, not just those set out below. Some data has been updated 
and some mitigation has been agreed and even implemented (particularly on the River 
Test and River Itchen options) since 2019 and Natural England’s applauds the company 
on making this progress.  There is much work for the company still do but this is to some 
extent recognised in the plan with tables setting out evidence gaps and timetables to fill 
these. Through our work with the company on their EARs and their monitoring and 
mitigation plans Natural England will encourage Southern Water to implement the 
suitable changes in addition to those we have explicitly mentioned in this response.   

We appreciate your positive comments on our progress since 2019. Natural England are 
providing detailed comments on the EARs and we are committed to improving these 
documents and their links with the drought plan, annexes and appendices, before the Final 
Drought Plan is published. 

We will address NE comments on the EARs and 
ensure updates flow through into the Drought Plan 
appendices and annexes. 

1.1: Habitats Regulations Assessment     

General  

The HRA has influenced the plan with the removal of the Shalcombe and emergency 
desalination options, Natural England welcome this.  The HRA is in a clearly identifiable 
set of documents and, in response to comments on previous drought plans, reference 
has been made in some cases to the Conservation Objectives Supplementary Advice 
(SACOs) and in some relevant cases Favourable Condition Tables for the underpinning 
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) as a proxy for SACOs when these are absent. 
Natural England welcome this.   
  
For the most part, the options have been selected with those with the greatest 
environmental impact on the Habitats sites selected only in the most severe drought with 
options that can exclude an adverse effect on integrity in the same supply zone being 
selected before those that cannot exclude an adverse effect on integrity. There are some 
caveats to this related to the impacts of existing abstractions acting cumulatively with 
drought plan options. A summary of NE view of impacts and mitigation proposals for the 
dDP options is provided in Table 1.1 Annex 4 to this letter.  
  
Despite the good structure, methodology and format of the HRA, there remain some 
significant concerns over the contents of the HRA that are set our below.  

Thank you. We will use the information in Table 1.1 Annex 4 to update the assessment in the 
final HRA report. We note that in particular Natural England considers that the Pulborough, 
Sandwich, Medway and Faversham schemes should be taken forward to appropriate 
assessment and that for the Lukely Brook scheme on the Isle of Wight in combination effects 
with the Caul Bourne and Eastern Yar schemes on the Solent Maritime SAC and Solent & 
Southampton Water SPA should be reconsidered. 

The HRA will be updated for the revised draft 
Drought Plan 

NE1 

1.1.1.1 Inconsistency in Documentation and Identification of Features  
1.1.1.1 Screening of Designated Sites for Likely Significant Effect  
 
Most Habitats sites have been identified correctly but there is some inconsistency. For 
example in Figure 4.1 designated sites map the (Annex 8 HRA part 1 - figures) the Solent 
and Dorset coast is shown as a pSPA; it has been fully classified since 2020 and is now 
an SPA. The Dungeness Romney Marsh and Rye Bay Ramsar site appear missing on 
the same map but this may be the high level of the map.  They are both mentioned 
correctly in the updated SEA list of sites in Annex 9 SEA Appendix C.   
  
More seriously the Solent and Dorset Coast SPA does not appear to be reflected in the 
HRA screening assessments (Annex 8 HRA report appendix A ) nor is it in the list of sites 
screened for Appropriate Assessments  (Annex 8 HRA report part 1 - stages 1 and 2). 
Natural England’s advice is the screening of the following dDP options should be updated 
to include assessment of any potential impacts on the Solent and Dorset Coast SPA 
alone and in combination:   
• Lower Itchen Drought Order,    
• River Test Drought Permit and Order,   
• Eastern Yar Drought Order, 
• Caul Bourne Drought Order.  

The final HRA report will be amended to correctly refer to the status of the Solent and Dorset 
Coast SPA and Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA. The Solent and Dorset Coast 
SPA is discussed in Table 4.1 of the HRA which identifies those sites that will be taken forward 
for the Test of Likely Significant Effects. In that report the statement is made that 'this SPA is 
designated to specifically protect essential foraging areas at sea used by qualifying tern 
species of other nearby SPA/Ramsar sites.  All three tern species use the open water along 
the coastline to plunge dive for foraging resources. Water flows/resources are not relevant to 
ensuring a sufficient fish resource for foraging in this SPA' 

We will amend the HRA report to correctly refer to 
the status of the Solent & Dorset Coast SPA and 
Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SPA. 
While the reasoning for dismissing effects on Solent 
and Dorset Coast SPA was given we will consider 
whether this reasoning should be in the likely 
significant effect test in the HRA. 
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NE2 

1.1.1.2 Inconsistent Methodology Between Documents and Options 
 
The HRA, the main dDP and SEA do not have full consistency in the assessment of 
environmental impacts including those in the Section 20 agreement. For example Table 
4.1  of the main dDP lists Candover Drought order as having “up to minor” environmental 
impacts. Candover cannot conclude no adverse effects on integrity on internationally 
protected features of the River Itchen SAC requiring compensatory habitat.  This 
represents a failure of the most stringent available statutory protection for wildlife and is 
therefore automatically a major environmental impact.  Being unable to conclude no 
adverse effect on integrity is also deterioration of a protected area under the Water 
Framework Directive (WFD).   
  
In Table 4.3 of the dDP the Lower Itchen Drought order which helps Portsmouth Water to 
supply water to Southern Water in a drought when the river flow is below licenced limits is 
referred to as no likely significant effect.  The water to supply Southern Water from 
Portsmouth Water's abstraction covered by the LIDO should be assessed in the same 
way as the LIDO, i.e. it cannot conclude no adverse effects on integrity.     
  
Natural England’s advice is Table 4.1 and all other relevant documents should be 
updated by the company so options with adverse effects on Habitats sites are major 
environmental impacts. 

Through on-going discussions with Natural England, we understand that the existing EARs 
may be improved by including a HRA section.  
 
We also appreciate that potential impacts on important designations need to be highlighted and 
addressed. Our General Response comments apply.  
 
We appreciate that the Candover EAR assessment does not align with the HRA. This will be 
reviewed and amended, however this is in part due to the non-inclusion of importance in the 
assessment, i.e. a site of local importance and a site of international importance with minor 
impacts would both be treated the same in the EAR. 
  

We will agree a programme with NE for future EAR 
updates to include option-specific HRA sections. 
 
We will confirm timescales for agreeing mitigation 
measures. 
 
The Candover EAR assessment of Lower Itchen 
SAC will be reviewed against the HRA and 
amended. 
 
We will update the LIDO assessment so the water 
transfer is assessed in the same way.   

NE3 

1.1.1.3 Failure to Use Most Up-to-date Information  
 
The dDP states the evidence base and baseline has been updated since 2019. Though 
some updates have been made the HRA does not seem to have been fully updated. The 
Environment Agency Review of Consents (RoC) has been used as key information to 
support the HRA.  Though the source-receptor pathways can be used from RoC many 
material changes make reliance on the outcomes of the RoC for HRA of plans and 
projects increasingly unsound.   
  
Natural England welcomes the reference to changes in designated site condition and 
evidence base and inclusion of the understanding of impacts of existing abstractions at 
Pulborough (Pg 12 Annex 8 HRA screening). Natural England notes that in other cases 
material changes since RoC have not been addressed. For example, updates to condition 
assessments since 2019 and new published Supplementary Advice to Conservation 
Objectives (SACOs) have not been referenced in HRA screening and other data.   
  
For example, the Lower Itchen drought order (LIDO)  refers to flow targets from RoC.  In 
addition, there is information from RoC and from the public inquiry with which the 
Environment Agency and Natural England did not agree, that is still within the appropriate 
assessment in the dD.  In addition, the River Itchen SAC SACOS have been published 
since the 2019 plan.  Natural England’s advice is that the appropriate assessment is 
updated by the company to make reference to the SACO flow targets for the River Itchen 
sites and the sites current failure of those flow targets and removes the detailed 
references with which Natural England and the Environment Agency disagreed during the 
2018 public inquiry. Since the appropriate assessment cannot exclude an adverse effect 
on integrity with certainty updating this will not materially change the need for 
compensatory habitat for the LIDO option    

The final HRA report will be updated to include more extensive reference to the Supplementary 
Advice on the Conservation Objectives for all European sites taken to appropriate assessment, 
and refer to the SACO flow targets for the Itchen rather than those in the Review of Consents. 
We will also remove the disputed references as requested which will not actually change the 
assessment conclusions for the River Itchen. 

The HRA will be updated 

NE4 

1.1.1.4 Failure to Identify all Likely Significant Effects and Missing Appropriate 
Assessments 
The HRA methodology recognises and screens for the impacts on functional habitats for 
mobile species such as fish, birds crayfish damselflies etc. Natural England welcomes 
this and the screening tables format however it has been inconsistently applied 
throughout the various documentation and between options and, as set out above, is not 
always up-to-date. 
Not all likely significant effects have been identified in the HRA screening and not all 
features with a likely significant effect have been taken through to appropriate 
assessment. Appropriate assessments have been carried out on options where likely 
significant effects of the dDP option cannot be excluded on objective evidence before 
mitigation. Since likely significant effects have been missed then there are missing 
appropriate assessments. 
A summary of the options which have not been able to exclude likely significant effect 
with objective evidence or require additional mitigation is provided in Table 1.1, Annex 4 
to this letter. Examples (none exhaustive) of designated sites that should have an 
appropriate assessment or require further information to exclude a likely significant effect 
are set out below: 
• Arun Valley SPA, Ramsar +/- SAC (operational approach changes to Weir Wood, 
Cumulative in combination with Pulborough Ground Water and tidal abstraction, In 
combination surface water links to Waltham Brooks part of sites – see below) 
• Medway Estuary and Marshes SPA and Ramsar (in combination Bewl Stage 4 plus 

The final HRA report will address this issue. We note that in particular Natural England 
considers that the Pulborough, Sandwich, Medway and Faversham schemes should be taken 
forward to appropriate assessment and that for the Lukely Brook scheme on the Isle of Wight 
in combination effects with the Caul Bourne and Eastern Yar schemes on the Solent Maritime 
SAC and Solent & Southampton Water SPA should be reconsidered. 

The HRA will be updated 
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other plans or projects including other companies drought options) 
• The Swale SPA and Ramsar (Faversham in combination and/or cumulative) 
• Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA and Ramsar (Sandwich on the wetland habits 
and features including Ramsar invertebrate assemblage) 
Natural England’s advice is appropriate assessments are carried out for all identified 
likely significant effects of the drought plan activities (see Table 1.1, Annex 4 to this 
letter).  

NE5 

Arun Valley SPA/SAC/Ramsar  
- Operational Proposals - Resting Weirwood whilst pumping Pulborough  
 
One of the operational measures that has been screened as providing minor benefits on 
the water environment is resting Weirwood whilst pumping surface water options 
including Pulborough (Pg 54 SEA report).  This has been screened as having minor 
beneficial effects on the water environment but this only follows if the Pulborough source 
within licence has no effects on the environment. Pulborough is a conjunctive use licence, 
with groundwater and surface water abstractions. In addition, there is a tidal abstraction in 
the Sussex North water supply zone near the Arun valley designated sites on the River 
Arun though this is within a separate existing licence.    
  
Whilst the existing surface water licence (not dDP order) alone has no likely significant 
effect on the Arun Valley Habitats sites,  in 2019 Natural England wrote to the company 
setting out that an adverse effect on integrity on the Arun Valley SAC, SPA and Ramsar 
site from the existing groundwater abstraction could no longer be excluded on objective 
evidence.  In addition, Natural England have raised concerns of the contribution the 
existing, within licence, tidal surface water abstraction has on the Amberley Wild Brooks 
parts of the Arun Valley Habitats’ sites which is showing signs of drying and salinity and 
could be impacted via a broken/ damaged tidal sluice.  Resting the Weirwood reservoir 
whilst pumping abstractions that are not able to conclude no adverse effects on integrity 
is not appropriate and not compatible with the Habitats Regulations as set out in Annex 2 
to this letter.  Natural England’s advice is this operational procedure is reviewed and 
clarified before the plan is published and mitigation may be required. 

The current situation with respect to Weir Wood, Pulborough and Sussex North will be 
explained within an updated draft Drought Plan. We will ensure consistency between the 
environmental reports and the drought plan. We will review the statements around beneficial 
effects. 

We will update the HRA (and other environmental 
reports) to be consistent with an updated description 
for how Sussex North security of supply is being 
managed. 

NE6 

 - Drought order option in combination   
 
Though Natural England agree the existing surface water abstraction acting alone has no 
likely significant effect on the Arun Valley designated sites the impacts of the drought 
order in combination and cumulatively with the tidal abstraction and existing groundwater 
abstraction needs to be assessed. This assessment needs to take account of the existing 
failure of conservation objectives from the groundwater abstraction that will not be 
remedied during drought. The cone of depression from the existing groundwater will not 
be recharged until significant rainfall so even if the groundwater is not used during 
drought its effects cannot be ruled out on the groundwater that is likely to supply the 
areas of peat in the European sites. The assessment also needs to take account of the 
links tidally to Waltham Brooks which is not all behind the flood banks and the recent and 
current state of the tidal sluice which also links the surface water in the river Arun to 
Amberley Wild Brooks.   

As NE 5 above.  As NE5 above.  

NE7 

1.1.2 Appropriate Assessments and Mitigation of Adverse Effects  
 
For those options where a likely significant effect has been correctly identified and 
appropriate assessments have been undertaken the format is good but the appropriate 
assessments and mitigation are variable and of mixed quality. This variability is 
exacerbated by the absence of project level HRAs with the EARS in most cases.  Natural 
England has advised on the HRA at a plan level assessment but the EARS, in order to be 
application ready, must have sufficient detail to meet the project level assessment and 
therefore should be more detailed. Unfortunately, the EARS all refer back to the dDP plan 
level HRA which in turn refers to the EARs with the exception of River Test options which 
have a project level HRA. Unfortunately, the plan level HRA for the River Test option is 
inconsistent with the project level HRA. This should be rectified with the projects (permits 
and orders) containing their own screening and where needed appropriate assessments 
so that on application the EARS stand on their own merits and are application ready.   
Where project level HRAs exist the plan level assessment should be updated to be 
consistent with them.  For example, the plan level screening of likely significant effect of 
Weirwood drought options on Ashdown Forest is acceptable but further details are 
required for the EAR.  
  
Not all potential adverse effects have been adequately assessed, and not all potential 
adverse effects have been sufficiently mitigated to remove all adverse effects.  For 
example the HRA screening of the Darwell option for likely significant effects on 
Dungeness Romney Marsh and Rye Bay SAC, SPA and Ramsar are excellent, reflecting 
the extensive dialogue between Natural England and Southern Water. In contrast, the 
mitigation and monitoring plan for Darwell which has not been subjected to extensive 

 Our General Response applies.  
  

HRA sections within EARs will be included if 
possible and / or we will agree a programme with 
NE for further work if necessary. 
 
Mitigation will be addressed as per our General 
Response.  
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dialogue with Natural England, need considerable further work. The proposed mitigation 
is uncertain, lacks details and lacks specificity to the impacts identified in the appropriate 
assessment.   
  
The mitigation proposals in table 2.1 of annex 7 of the dDP are extremely generic and in 
some cases not appropriate. Mitigation options should be specific to the impacts of the 
option as assessed against the conservation objectives in the appropriate assessment.  A 
summary of the options which have not been able to exclude likely significant effect with 
objective evidence or require additional mitigation is provided in Table 1.1 Annex 4 to this 
letter. Natural England’s advice is that HRAs for options not included in section 20 are 
updated with better and more specific mitigation and where necessary additional 
appropriate assessments are carried out.  Natural England will write separately to the 
company on their EARS.   
  

NE8 

1.1.3 Cumulative and in combination effects 1.1.3.1 In combination impacts  
 
There is an attempt at an in combination assessment, though good in parts, it misses 
some Habitats sites impacts in of other plans where they effect the same receptor site but 
are not overlapping on the same water body.   
  
The HRA has identified Lukely brook, in combination with Caul Bourne and Eastern Yar 
options as having a likely significant effect on Solent and Southampton Water SPA and 
Ramsar and Natural England concur with this assessment. However, the appropriate 
assessment then suggests that the absence of overlapping impacts reduces the impacts. 
This is not the case. The same features such as birds or supporting habitats could be 
impacted by the options.  In addition, the options in Hampshire have not been able to 
exclude a likely significant effect at a project level, so the River Test and potentially the 
River Itchen drought orders should be screened in for in-combination likely significant 
effects on Solent and Southampton water SPA and Ramsar in combination with the 
options on the Isle of Wight.    
  

This will be addressed in the final HRA, although we would note that the approach to in 
combination assessment is identical to that in the DP19 HRA for the same options. In particular 
we note that the in combination assessment requires updating for the Isle of Wight and Solent 
area where in combination effects may arise even though schemes are affecting different parts 
of the same European sites, and the assessment needs to more fully acknowledge that many 
of the European sites are already adversely affected by existing abstractions and a failing 
baseline environment. 

We will update the HRA and ensure this flows 
through to the drought plan and annexes. 

NE9 1.1.3.2 Cumulative impacts  
 
The cumulative impact assessment is less good as there is limited recognition of the 
impacts of drought options in addition to existing abstraction pressures and other 
anthropogenic pressures which these options exacerbate.  Caselaw3 has clarified the 
need in HRA to take account of whether a Habitat’s site is failing its conservation 
objectives when deciding on the significance of effects, i.e. cumulative effects.  A number 
of Habitat’s sites are not meeting their conservation objectives for water quantity/flow, 
water quality and/or geomorphological processes.   These conservation objective failures 
can be exacerbated by climate change and drought. Drought options have the potential to 
add to these failures.  Examples of sites in Southern Water’s supply area known to be 
failing their conservation objectives with reasons relevant to drought option impacts 
include, but are not limited to:  
  
• Solent Maritime SAC – water quality and geomorphology +/- flows to estuary features  
• Solent and Southampton Water SPA and Ramsar – water quality   
• Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA and Ramsar – water quality   
• Portsmouth Harbour SPA and Ramsar – water quality   
• Arun Valley SPA SAC and Ramsar site – water supply (Abstraction/ levels) water quality   
• River Itchen SAC – Water quality and flows  
• Stodmarsh SAC, SPA Ramsar site – water quality  
  
An example of where this has been done in part is for the Candover Drought Option. Here 
the ongoing investigation into the impacts of the dDP option with existing abstractions that 
cause failure of SACO flow targets and therefore conservation objectives are reflected in 
the dDP (e.g.  Pg 73 HRA) where it states This is of particular concern should the drought 
order be operated incombination with existing abstractions within the catchment. 
Unfortunately, the failure of the conservation objectives is not reflected in the site 
description or the impacts of the drought option description.   There is much less or no 
recognition of the sites failing its conservation objectives for nutrients in the assessment 
of options on Solent sites or in the Stour catchment (Stodmarsh) despite a question in the 
SEA objectives table regarding impacts of options on Nutrient Neutrality.   
  
Natural England’s advice is the HRA should be updated to take account of relevant 
existing failures of conservation objectives for Habitats sites which the dDP options could 
exacerbate.  

As NE8 above.  As NE8 above.  
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NE10 

1.1.4 Compensatory Habitat, IROPI and No Alternative Tests  
 
Residual adverse effects on integrity cannot be excluded for the following options:  
• Candover Drought Order Option (CADO)   
• Lower Itchen Sources Drought Order Option (LIDO) The no alternative and Imperative 
Reasons of Overriding Public Interest (IROPI) cases have been presented in the dDP for 
these two options. Natural England does not have a role in the IROPI or identification of 
alternative options and makes no comments on these. We do have a role to advise if any 
alternative options in the plan are less damaging to the coherence of the Habitats site 
series than CADO and LIDO. The Test drought options are potentially less damaging to 
the Habitats site series than the CADO and LIDO options.   
  
There has been significant progress on the identification, clarification and potential 
delivery of compensatory habitat for the CADO and LIDO option since the public inquiry 
and 2019 plan.  However, the pace of delivery needs to increase in order to meet the 
delivery plan timetable and compensation has not yet been secured. Natural England is 
working with the company to identify a mechanism for securing the compensatory habitat 
but at this time the compensatory habitat remains unsecured.   
  

 
The issue of "secure" compensation is one that is assessed at a drought order application level 
– not at a plan level where the status of application readiness remains as at Drought Plan 19.   
 
There is now a compensation delivery plan (Dec 2020) and a steering group (of which the EA 
are part) providing progress reporting and governance.  
 
Our delivery partners (Wessex River Trust and Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust will 
seek access agreements with riparian landowners and river rights owners so that delivery of 
the measures can proceed in line with the delivery plan and the implemented measures will be 
maintained to 2030. Summary details of the access agreements once established and other 
progresses will continue to be reported back. In parallel, we continue to work with NE to 
understand and establish agreement around of “securing” the programme delivery to legally 
satisfy the Habitats Regulations.    
 
Physical compensation works will begin in October 2021 providing access agreements with 
landowners can be completed.   

 
 
None.  

1.2: Strategic Environmental Assessment     

NE11 

1.2.1 Overarching SEA Advice  
1.2.1.1  Lack of Nature Recovery and Inconsistency Between Assessment and 
Objectives  
 
The objectives listed in 4.1/5.1 of the dDP are welcome as they reflect the duties for 
nature recovery set out in Annex 2 to this letter and include  requirements for geological 
as well as biological designated sites, net gain, and adaptation to climate change for 
biodiversity. These excellent objectives are not always carried through to the assessment 
of the plan options.  There is insufficient, unclear and/ or no evidence in the dDP and the 
EARS (referred to as the source of information for the SEA assessment) that the following 
objectives in dDP have been assessed:  
• Net gain in biodiversity  
• Enhance Natural capital   
• Enhance biodiversity  
• Enhance protected habitats and species (including favourable condition)  
• Enhance designated sites  
• Enhance habitat connectivity  
  
Natural England welcomes the objective on nutrient neutrality for the Solent but it is 
unclear why the Stodmarsh nutrient neutrality is not also included for consistency and the 
text on the Nutrient Neutrality is somewhat confused. It is unclear how this has been 
assessed in the SEA. Natural England’s advice is the dDP should be updated to assess 
the impacts of options on and opportunities for the above SEA objectives. 

The detailed assessments in Appendix D of the Environmental Report (2021) identify if there is 
the potential for residual beneficial effects as a result of options or mitigation measures. There 
is extensive work being carried out in relation to net gain and enhancements through the 
environmental assessments for the WRSE Regional Plan.  Where possible we will seek to 
build on these and provide further clarity within a revised Environmental Report on the 
consideration of Natural Capital and Net Gain in relation to drought options. 
The Environment Report will be revised to include reference to the Stodmarsh nutrient 
neutrality and provide a clearer explanation as to how net neutrality has been taken into 
account. 

Any revisions to the SEA and wider evidence 
(including the HRA, WFD assessment and EARs) 
will be taken into account.   

NE12 

1.2.1.2 Environmental Report Has Not Followed Natural England’s Advice on 
Scoping Study   
 
Natural England welcome the separation of beneficial from adverse effects this helps 
clarity however the Environmental Report does not appear to have had regards to Natural 
England’s advice on the Scoping report. Some examples are given below:  
  
• Baseline report (annex 9 SEA environmental report, appendix C) has not been updated 
and still refers to 1 pSPA and other issues previously raised by Natural England. The 
designated sites list does not include a list of Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) and the 
list of plans or projects has not been updated to include Natural England conservation 21 
or Glover review in policy and context of plans.  
  
• The list of habitats and species is still limited which the document notes is because this 
is an indicative list.  However, the assessments of dDP options effects on priority habitats 
and species assessed also appear to be limited to this list.    
  
• Natural England recommended that the outcomes of the SEA and HRA should be 
consistent and the SEA should use the HRA assessment methodology for consistency. 
The SEA Environmental Report states that the HRA and WFD assessments have 
informed the SEA assessment. The methodology of the assessment of effects is different 
in the SEA compared to the HRA and WFD assessment methodology and therefore 
conclusions reached in the SEA cannot be directly translated to HRA or WFD compliance 
an example is given in HRA section.   
  
• Table 4.2 of the dDP only provides residual effects. Natural England advised in our 

The baseline information presented in Appendix D of the Environmental Report will be updated 
where necessary to address this representation.  The SEA, HRA and WFD assessment have 
different regulatory drivers and as such there is no legislative requirement for them to utilise the 
same methodology.  The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 
2004 (the SEA Regulations) require the SEA to identify likely significant effects of the plan as 
well as the measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and as fully as possible offset any 
significant adverse effects.  The Environmental Report published alongside the draft Drought 
Plan meets these requirements.  We will still continue to work closely with NE and other 
stakeholders to enhance the evidence base where possible and agree an approach to 
mitigation.   

Any revisions to the SEA and wider evidence 
(including the HRA, WFD assessment and EARs) 
will be taken into account  
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scoping response that two tables to show before mitigation effects and after mitigation, 
residual effects is preferred for the following reasons:  
  
        o Firstly, because two tables improve legislative compliance and consistency with 
the HRA  because caselaw makes it clear mitigation cannot be taken into account in the 
likely significant effect test for Habitats sites, and   
        o Secondly if Natural England or other statutory consultees disagree with the results 
of matrices (which in some cases we do) it is unclear if this is due to misidentification of 
impacts or the mitigation is overstated.  

NE13 

1.2.1.3 SEA Weighting and Evidence for Assessment of Impacts on Different 
Receptors.  
 
There is evidence that the SEA has influenced the options as the company have 
excluded Powdermill drought order, Test valley drought order and emergency 
desalinations options due to environmental impacts.  However, in the water supply zones 
in which these occur equally or in some cases, more damaging options remain.    
  
The weighting of impacts is inconsistent and unbalanced from the main dDP to the SEA; 
with impacts on human and economic receptors in the main dDP far outweighing impacts 
on the natural environment as presented.  Evidence to support the impact assessment 
equivalency of demand measures (TUBS and NEUBS) with supply side impacts on the 
environment has not been presented.  It is not clear that the economic impacts that are 
assessed as major in the SEA are of an equivalent weight to environmental impacts. For 
example, there is no evidence that the economics would be nationally or regionally 
significant in the way environmental impacts are assessed.  Conversely, it is unclear why 
the media campaign is seen as only minor beneficial, as this depends on the receptor and 
efficacy of the campaign.  Natural England recommends that further evidence on the 
equivalence is provided.  

The method for how the significance of effects is determined through the SEA process is 
presented in Section 4.3 of the Environmental Report (2021).  The significant effects identified 
through the SEA in relation to social and economic objectives are at a regional scale and 
therefore consistent with the methodology set out in Section 4.3, in particular the general 
significance definitions on Pg. 44 of the Environmental Report (2021).  It is important to bear in 
mind that the SEA is an independent process that informs decision-making alongside other 
evidence. The SEA process is a strategic and qualitative assessment, which is based on 
professional judgment and informed by the evidence available.  The role of the SEA in 
developing the draft Drought Plan is set out in Chapter 7 of the Environmental Report and this 
explains how the significant effects identified through the SEA and wider evidence have 
influenced decision-making.  This includes the proposed phasing of drought options to 
minimise environmental impacts.     The SEA process does not give more or less weight to a 
particular issue over another, it is for the separate decision-making process for plan-making to 
consider all the evidence and make an informed decision on the preferred approach.  

We will review and clarify the role of the SEA in the 
selection of drought interventions  

NE14 

1.2.1.4  Not All Impacts Have Been Identified or Mitigated  
 
Not all impacts on high quality environmental receptors have been identified and 
mitigated. Examples are provided in Sections 1.2.2 to 1.2.6. and summarised in Table 
1.1, Annex 4 to this letter. Mitigation measures are set out in table 7.7 of the dDP.  Some 
of the mitigation measures are not compatible with wildlife legislation and seem to have 
been designed mostly for the benefit of migratory fish.  For example provision of visual 
bird scaring measures proposed would not be appropriate and in some cases not 
compliant with legislative requirements to use such scarers where there are nesting birds 
and on SSSIs, SPAs and Ramsar sites designated for their bird features. Examples of 
where these are proposed include for Faversham drought option which may affect flows 
into the creeks of the Swale Estuary from the ephemeral streams (this is unassessed in 
the EAR). 

The mitigation measures will be reviewed and updated where necessary; however, it is 
important to bear in mind that the SEA Regulations require the identification, evaluation and 
mitigation of significant effects, not all potential effects.  Any changes to the EARs and/ or the 
EMP, HRA and WFD assessments will be reflected in a revised Environment Report.  We will 
continue to work closely with NE and the EA to develop appropriate mitigation measures where 
necessary. Please also refer to responses to NE16 to NE20.  

Any revisions to the SEA and wider evidence 
(including the HRA, WFD assessment and EARs) 
will be taken into account  

NE15 

1.2.1.5  In Combination and Cumulative Impact Assessment in SEA  
 
The SEA has only assessed additive impacts if the impacts were overlapping on the 
same water body.  The SEA should have assessed impacts on the same environmental 
receptor. The example of in combination impacts on the Solent and Southampton Water 
SPA and Ramsar site is given above (see section 1.1 of this letter). In addition, options in 
Southern Waters and other companies drought plans that impact different parts of the 
Medway catchment could combine to impact the lower Medway and its designated sites.  
The SEA has included reference to other companies previous drought plans and 
Southern Water have invited neighbouring companies to comment on their plan instead of 
looking at options in other companies current draft plans. The dDP has also determined 
that most of the cumulative impact assessments will be made during drought. This will 
make identification and implementation of mitigation for cumulative impacts extremely 
difficult. Natural England’s advice is the in-combination and cumulative impact 
assessments should be improved and mitigation identified before the publication of the 
final plan or at least as part of the EARS review process.  

The cumulative effects assessment will be updated to include the consideration of sensitive 
environmental receptors.  Where possible we will seek to build upon the extensive cumulative 
effects assessment being carried out by WRSE for the emerging Regional Plan.  As stated 
above in response to NE14, we will continue to work closely with NE and the EA to develop 
appropriate mitigation measures where necessary.  

Any revisions to the SEA and wider evidence 
(including the HRA, WFD assessment and EARs) 
will be taken into account. 

NE16 

1.2.2. Protected Landscapes in the SEA  
 
Most supply side options have temporary, sometimes significant impacts on recreation 
which is often linked to protected landscapes.  The overarching maps in the SEA 
appendices have all the relevant protected landscapes in the dDP. The SEA objectives 
and questions in the methodology are good but these have not always been followed 
through clearly into the assessment of options in the SEA or EARS. Due to this failure, 
not all impacts have been identified on the special features, visual amenity or recreational 
importance of protected landscapes and it is unclear what mitigation is proposed for 
impacts that have been identified. For example, the importance of the lower Arun valley in 
the South Downs National Park is not highlighted in the SEA landscape assessment for 
Pulborough options. The impact on recreational and amenity value of wetlands such as 

The detailed assessment of options provided in Appendix D of the Environmental Report 
(2021) identify impacts on protected landscapes where necessary. The assessment matrices 
for the Pulborough Drought Permit Options in Appendix D, state under the landscape topic that 
the impacted reaches of the drought permit are located within the South Downs National Park.  
Negligible impacts are identified for the 10Ml/d and 20Ml/d options in the summer and winter 
with a minor adverse residual effect identified for the 30Ml/d options (summer and winter). Key 
protected landscapes have been considered through the SEA and in line with other responses, 
we will continue to work closely with NE and EA to develop appropriate mitigation measures to 
improve the resilience of catchments and sensitive receptors.  

Any revisions to the SEA and wider evidence 
(including the HRA, WFD assessment and EARs) 
will be taken into account  
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RSPB reserves at Pulborough and Amberley is not assessed. Natural England’s advice 
is significantly more assessment, baseline data, mitigation and resilience measures are 
needed in order to meet the SEA Objectives for landscape.   

NE17 1.2.3 Sites of Special Scientific Interest in the SEA  
 
The SEA methodology has good objectives on the assessment of impacts on SSSIs.  
However, these assessments do not appear to have been consistently carried out.  The 
plan has not taken sufficient account of the duties and policies to restore the condition of 
designated sites set out in Annex 2.   Despite an objective for enhancement of SSSIs in 
the SEA objectives, Natural England cannot find evidence of how this has been carried 
out for options in the dDP nor in the EARs that we have so far reviewed.   
  
Not all the relevant impacts upon SSSIs have been identified and mitigation for those 
impacts that have been identified is sometimes inadequate. The main plan and the SEA 
none technical summary state that additional mitigation measures will be put in place if 
monitoring indicates that further management of adverse impacts is required.  This is not 
in line with the precautionary principle and not in line with conserve and enhance 
legislation and policy requirements set out in Annex 2 to this letter.  Most of the options 
do not include measures to improve resilience to drought. The generic resilience 
measures to improve water quality in table 7.7 are proposed, though it is unclear where 
this will be applied or how it will be delivered. There are some good resilience measures 
and good SSSI mitigation measures in the Section 20 packages.     
  
Examples of SSSI’s where an assessment of impacts are sufficient and mitigation and 
resilience packages are agreed with Natural England  include:  
  
• River Itchen SSSI (Lower Itchen, CADO subject to mitigation packages being agreed at 
the project level and fully implemented)  
• River Test SSSI (Test Surface Water subject to mitigation packages being fully 
implemented)  
• Lower Test Valley SSSI (Test Surface Water subject to mitigation packages being 
implemented)  
  
Note that some elements of the Candover licences are still contentious for example the 
Candover outfall where mitigation proposed is “steps”. Natural England’s view is, 
introducing more geomorphological constraints into a SAC river is unacceptable and not 
compatible with the site’s SACOs and Favourable Conservation Tables.  
  
Examples of SSSI’s where assessment of impacts are insufficient and/or mitigation and 
resilience packages have not yet been agreed with Natural England include, but are not 
limited to:  
• Sandwich Bay to Hacklinge Marshes SSSI (Sandwich)  
• The Swale SSSI (Faversham)  
• Ashdown Forest SSSI (In combination)  
• New Town Harbour SSSI (Caul bourne option)  
• Medina Estuary SSSI (Eastern Yar option)  
• Arun Banks SSSI (Pulborough options +/- North Arundel option)  
• Parham Park SSSI (Pulborough options in combination)  
• Waltham Brooks SSSI (cumulative Pulborough options with existing abstractions)  
• Amberley Wild Brooks SSSI (cumulative Pulborough options with existing abstractions)   
• Arundel Park SSSI (North Arundel option)  
• Medway Estuary and Marshes SSSI (River Medway options in combination)  
• Holborough to Burnham Marshes SSSI (River Medway options in combination)  
• River Beult SSSI (River Medway options in combination)  
  
Natural England advice is significantly more assessment, baseline data, mitigation and 
resilience measures are needed in order to meet the SEA Objectives for SSSIs.   

The assessment will be reviewed and revised where necessary to ensure that all significant 
effects on SSSIs are taken into account.  In line with previous NE comments and our 
responses, mitigation measures will be reviewed and enhanced where necessary, with the 
SEA informed by any changes made to the EARs, HRA and WFD assessment.  We will 
continue to work closely with NE and EA to develop appropriate mitigation measures to 
improve the resilience of catchments and sensitive receptors.  

Any revisions to the SEA and wider evidence 
(including the HRA, WFD assessment and EARs) 
will be taken into account  
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NE18 

1.2.4 Biodiversity in the SEA  
 
The SEA methodology has good objectives on assessment of impacts on habitats and 
species of principal importance for the conservation of biodiversity (priority habitats and 
species).  However, these assessments do not appear to have been consistently carried 
out.  The plan has not taken sufficient account of the duties and policies to restore 
biodiversity set out in Annex 2.   Despite an objective for net gain in biodiversity in the 
dDP SEA objectives, Natural England cannot find assessments of net gain potential for 
options in the dDP nor in the EARs that we have so far reviewed.     
  
Not all the relevant water dependant priority habitats and species and impacts upon them 
have been identified. Mitigation for those impacts that have been identified is inadequate 
and the statement in the SEA none technical summary “that additional mitigation 
measures will be put in place if monitoring indicates that further management of adverse 
impacts is required” is unacceptable. This approach is not compatible with the 
precautionary principle nor duties and policies to conserve or restore priority habitats set 
out in Annex 2 to this letter.   
  
For example, the Faversham dDP option impacts part of the north stream which is a 
priority river restoration habitat, as well as impacting fen marsh and swamp habitats in the 
Sandwich Bay to Hacklinge Marshes SSSI which are all priority wetland habitats. In 
addition, the Faversham option is likely to exacerbate the existing low flows and water 
quality issues suffered by the River Wingham. Natural England recommends that all 
options not included in section 20 are further screened for impacts on priority habitats and 
species and include additional mitigation measures to increase the compatibility of the 
plan with duties to restore biodiversity. 

While the detailed assessments in Appendix D of the Environmental Report (2021) identify if 
there is the potential for residual beneficial effects as a result of options or mitigation 
measures, there is the potential to build upon the environmental assessment work being 
carried out for the WRSE Regional Plan.  Where possible we will utilise the findings of this 
work and provide further clarity within a revised Environmental Report on the consideration of 
Natural Capital and net gain for drought options.  Where necessary the assessment will be 
revised to reflect this representation, to ensure that all significant effects on biodiversity are 
taken into account.  
 
Our General Response also applies.  

Any revisions to the SEA and wider evidence 
(including the HRA, WFD assessment and EARs) 
will be taken into account  

NE19 

1.2.5 Climate Change in the SEA  
 
The SEA objectives do include assessment of climate change vulnerability and the need 
for some wildlife to adapt to climate change. Natural England could not find evidence of 
how this was implemented in any of the assessments including the EARS.  
  
The baseline resilience to climate change of sites including the current anthropogenic 
pressures that are exacerbated by drought and climate change, such as water quality, 
have not been adequately assessed or considered.     
  
Locations, particularly at risk to climate change, include, but are not limited to:  
• River Arun and associated riparian wetland habitats (north Arundel, Pulborough options)  
• Thanet coast designated sites and associated wetland habitats (e.g.Sandwich option)  
• The Swale and associated wetlands (Faversham option)  
• Lower Test Valley SSSI freshwater habitats (River Test option)  
• Solent designated sites (Caul Bourne, Eastern Yar, River Test, Lower Itchen).   
  
Natural England’s advice is a significant increase in resilience measures for all 
catchments is required so that sites vulnerable to climate change, like those freshwater 
habitats on the coast and in the tidal portions of estuaries can be protected.  

We will continue to liaise and work closely with NE and the EA to improve the resilience of 
catchments and sensitive receptors within the scope of the draft Drought Plan.  In line with 
response to other NE comments, we will review and enhance mitigation measures where 
necessary.  The assessments will be updated where necessary to take account of the locations 
identified as being particular at risk by climate change.  

Any revisions to the SEA and wider evidence 
(including the HRA, WFD assessment and EARs) 
will be taken into account  

NE20 

1.2.6 Protected species  
 
Annex 2 sets out the requirements for protected species. To be ‘application ready’ the 
drought plan Environmental Assessment Reports (EARs) should include a clear, 
timetabled approach to monitoring and mitigating any protected species potentially 
effected by options.  We are writing to the company separately on their EARS. In 
summary, the monitoring and mitigation for protected species, like other environmental 
impacts of the dDP options, varies between options.  

Noted, this is an issue for the EARs.  Any changes to the EARs will be reflected in the Revised 
Environmental Report.  

We will update the SEA and agree a programme for 
mitigation measures. 
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NE21 

1.2.7 Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) in the SEA   
 
The dDP22 has removed emergency desalination plants that were previously in the 2019 
plan. This greatly reduces the impacts on the marine and coastal environment, in 
particular Marine Conservation Zones. Though these desalination plants have been 
removed, page 33 of the HRA refers to the Sandown emergency desalination plant which 
is not currently in the drought plan options but was in the 2019 plan. Natural England will 
ask the company to confirm that all the potentially damaging emergency desalination 
plants have been removed from the dDP.   
  
The SEA methodology has good objectives on the assessment of impacts on MCZs.  
However, these assessments do not appear to have been consistently carried out.  The 
plan has not taken sufficient account of the duties and policies to further the conservation 
objectives set out in Annex 2.  
  
The dDP22 Medway option has reduced the impact of the scheme compared with the 
2019 drought plan.  This reduces but does not remove the potential impacts on the 
Medway Estuary Marine Conservation Zone. It is predicted that a “Minor adverse effects 
on aquatic ecology in the Medway Estuary Marine Conservation Zone are anticipated”.  
There is insufficient evidence to support this conclusion in combination with options in 
Southern Water and other plans that effect flows in the Medway. It is unclear how the 
duty to further the conservation objectives of the MCZ has been taken into account and 
no mitigation appears to have been proposed.  Natural England’s advice is that further 
assessment and mitigation if identified of the Medway dDP options including on the MCZ 
is undertaken. 

We will review and update the assessment for the dDP22 Medway option, including proposed 
mitigation measures.  In line with our response to NE15 the cumulative effects assessment will 
be updated to include the consideration of environmental receptors.  Where possible we will 
seek to build upon the extensive cumulative effects assessment being carried out by WRSE for 
the emerging Regional Plan.   

Any revisions to the SEA and wider evidence 
(including the HRA, WFD assessment and EARs) 
will be taken into account  

NE22 

1.2.8 Environmental Monitoring Plan  
 
The Environmental Monitoring plan in Annex 7 includes some significant improvements 
since the 2019 plan. The baseline monitoring is mostly complete and adequate for the 
River Test surface water abstraction and we welcome the significant progress made on 
this option. There is now a timetable setting out what gaps of baseline data are missing 
(table 2.1 in Annex 7 dDP). Though this is a step in the right direction, many of the 
options should have monitoring requirements not shown in table 2.1. Natural England 
note that not all the baseline morning contained within the S20 is reflected in table 2.1.; 
there is water vole monitoring on River Test and white clawed crayfish monitoring on 
Candover for example that are not listed on the table.   
  
There is a timetabled plan to put in place gaps to the baseline data and agree on the 
baseline data with Natural England that goes through to 2022.  This recognition of the 
inadequacies of the baseline data and the need to improve this is welcome.  The 
timetable and list of features to be monitored should be updated to include those that 
Natural England has highlighted in our responses to the EARS.    
  
Monitoring of options is very variable as some have extremely limited baseline and very 
basic  monitoring and others very detailed plans. With the exception of options included in 
section 20, the monitoring packages in the EARS, and in the plan, are insufficient with 
respect to designated sites, protected landscapes or/ and priority habitats and species 
and baseline evidence need to be improved.    
  
In some cases, this is because they lack clarity and in other cases, this is because they 
have simply missed potentially impacted environmental features, this includes features 
and habitats within designated sites, functionally linked habitats of designated sites and 
priority habitats and species.  For example, it is unclear if the monitoring of the wintering 
birds includes low tide counts for Caul Bourne option but the proposed monitoring of 
ringed plover, estuarine invertebrates and macrofauna surveys are good. In contrast, 
despite the excellent detailed site specific information for Dungeness Romney Marsh and 
Rye Bay reflecting extensive early dialogue in the appropriate assessment, the monitoring 
and mitigation plan for Darwell option are insufficient. This is likely to reflect the cessation 
of the dialogue on this option.   
  
As well as varying between options, the monitoring quality varies between impacts. 
Impacts on protected landscapes (in terms of recreation, visual amenity and biodiversity) 
are particularly poorly served. In addition monitoring of climate change, vulnerability and 
adaption and resilience measures are also largely absent, though the use of “control” 
sites will help with this. Natural England has not been consulted on the list of control sites 
and recommends that the company contacts us to discuss the appropriateness of control 
locations for designation sites features.   
  
Natural England’s advice is the monitoring plan (and details in the Environmental 
Assessment Reports, EARS) should be updated in consultation with Natural England, to 

We appreciate your acknowledgement of significant progress on the River Test surface water 
abstraction. Our General Response applies.  

Any revisions to the SEA and wider evidence 
(including the HRA, WFD assessment and EARs) 
will be taken into account  
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include the following:  
  
• Monitoring to improve the baseline, in particular with regards to Ramsar site features but 
generally for designated sites in areas effected by dDP options.  
• Monitoring of any residual significant effects identified on designated sites, in line with 
the requirements of the relevant common standards monitoring guidance parameters for 
those features identified.  
• Monitoring of any residual impacts on priority habitats and species identified in the SEA 
once it has been updated following the advice listed above.    
• Monitoring features of designated sites and priority habitats and species which would 
have been significantly impacted prior to mitigation, to ensure the efficacy of mitigation 
measures is assessed.     
• Monitoring of recovery of designated and priority habitats and species where no 
significant effect was assumed to occur due to recoverability of a species or habitat. This 
is to confirm assumptions on recoverability. 

1.3 Water Framework Directive Assessment  (WFD)  

NE23 

1.3.1 Habitats Sites Protected Areas  
 
Natural England have provided our comments on the dDPs effects on Habitat’s sites 
protected area objectives in Section 1.1 above and the WFD assessment should be 
updated to reflect those comments where relevant.  

Noted, the WFD assessment will be updated in line with the comments from section 1.1 See consideration of response 

NE24 

1.3.2 Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GwDTE)  
 
Almost all groundwater dependant terrestrial ecosystems are priority habitats including 
chalk streams, fens, bogs, swamps, mires and some coastal and floodplain grazing 
marshes. Many GwDTE are also interest features of SSSIs or even Habitats sites 
features.  Natural England have provided our comments on groundwater dependant 
terrestrial ecosystems that are also protected landscape features, SSSI features or 
priority habitats or species in section 1 above.  The WFD assessment of groundwater 
dependent terrestrial ecosystems should be updated to reflect these comments where 
relevant.  

Noted, the WFD assessment will be updated in line with the comments from section 1.1 See consideration of response 

1.4 Draft Drought Plan 2022 

NE25 

1.4.1 Order of Options and Levels of Service  
 
Where there is a choice, options with lesser environmental impacts are selected first in 
the plan but based on the identified impacts. The dDP22 SEA none technical summary 
states that Southern Water have used the SEA to influence the plan by ordering actions 
so that “those demand management measures with negligible to minor adverse effects 
being introduced during impending drought conditions alongside a number of supply 
augmentation options with negligible to minor adverse effects”. Therefore the ordering of 
demand side and supply side options relies on the outcomes of the SEA. The 
inadequacies in the SEA (set out above) and the apparent unbalanced/inconsistent 
weighting of the demand side options impacts compared to environmental impacts has 
resulted in a dDP with many supply-side options at the expense of demand-side 
measures. Since the environmental impact assessment is insufficiently robust in some 
cases, and the severity of option impacts on the environment has not always been 
adequately identified or mitigated, there is an insufficient justification of the options 
selection prioritisation.  
  
Drought actions, including application for drought permits or orders, are likely to be more 
frequent in Hampshire and Isle of Wight than in Sussex and Kent in the dDP. The level of 
service for drought permit or orders use will be once in every once in 10 years, though in 
the Western Area application is likely to be much more frequent than this.    
  
The frequency of likely applications for drought order and permits in Hampshire and Isle 
of Wight is too high, and there are likely to be very significant impacts on the environment 
from these options (as set out in the response to the environmental appraisals above). 
Natural England had previously understood this is proposed as an interim measure to 
reflect the time required, whilst the long term water resources solution is put in place. 
Natural England would like the company to confirm that the drought order options in 
Hampshire (LIDO, CADO and River Test Permit and Order) will not be required after the 
implementation of the long term water supply option in line with the section 20 agreement 
even in a more severe drought (Greater than 1 in 200 year event).   
  

Drought permit impacts, monitoring and mitigation are being reviewed with Natural England, as 
outlined in responses to other Natural England issues. 
 
We will review the balance of demand and supply side options during the updates to our 
Drought Plan. It is noted that the Water Resources in the South East Group (WRSE) is 
currently reviewing demand options for the preparation of a draft regional plan. 
 
Southern Water confirms that the drought order options in Hampshire (LIDO, CADO and River 
Test Permit and Order) will not be required after the implementation of the long term water 
supply options in line with the section 20 agreement in a severe drought (1 in 200 year event).  
The only option selected in an extreme drought (1 in 500 year event) in the WRMP19 after the 
implementation of the long term water supply options is the Test Drought Permit.  

We will update the ordering of options if necessary 
and state commitments as agreed. 
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NE26 

1.4.2 Natural Capital and Resilient Landscapes and Seas   
 
Natural England recognises that the ability to enhance natural capital and promote 
options that deliver significant ecosystem services is limited in the drought planning 
process.  However, the dDP does not appear to use natural capital accounting, even in 
the SEA where a question on the enhancement of natural capital appears in the SEA 
matrices but no data on how this has been assessed are provided.    
  
There are 14 dDP orders or permit options, some are multistage making 21 options. 13 of 
the 14 options potentially significantly effect designated sites, protected landscapes 
and/or habitats of principal importance for the conservation of biodiversity (priority 
habitats and species) (see Table 1.1 Annex 4 to this letter). This represents a significant 
potential impact on biodiversity of the dDP.  These impacts are not all properly assessed, 
mitigated or compensated and the plan represents an unacceptable risk to the natural 
environment as set out in sections 1.1 to 1.3 above. In addition to the actions listed in 
section 1.1 to 1.3 above to improve the sustainability and application readiness of the 
options, Natural England expects Southern Water to use the Water Resources 
Management Planning process (WRMP) to remove their reliance on the potentially 
damaging orders and permits.   
  
It is unlikely, due to the number of significant environmental impacts, that the drought plan 
will enhance natural capital.  As set out in section 1.2.5 on climate change the dDP does 
not enhance resilience to climate change and does not enhance the resilience of the 
environment to drought and does not contribute to Government aspirations and statutory 
objectives to conserve and enhance biodiversity, nor does it enhance the resilience of 
landscapes and seas even on designated sites.    

This links with a summary comment above (line 13). As mentioned in the response there, the 
initial SEA did not have the benefit of the WRSE drought option assessments, including natural 
capital. The draft Drought Plan will need to be updated in line with updates made to the SEA in 
respect to natural capital 

We will update the SEA and ensure this flows 
through to the drought plan and annexes. 

NE27 

1.4.3  Connecting People with Nature – Demand Management  
 
Empowering people to efficiently use their water and providing good quality information 
on both impending droughts but also, on the environmental impacts of drought, are 
opportunities to both increase resilience of homes and businesses but also influence 
peoples understanding of the value of water.  Demand management is particularly 
important in drought and the pre-drought period.  Influencing a reduction in water demand 
by voluntary changes by those who can reduce water consumption in the pre-drought 
period is essential in order to delay the application for drought permits or orders that may 
damage the environment but also to delay the need to apply for mandatory restrictions 
such as temporary use bans (TUBs).  Since mandatory restrictions can have effects on 
peoples enjoyment of the countryside, recreation and the economy it is important that 
their implementation is delayed by encouraging voluntary water use reduction in the pre-
drought period.  
  
We strongly support the following demand management options in the dDP :  
• Increasing leakage reduction in impending drought.  
• Promoting saving water and water efficiency advice and products in impending drought.  
• Media campaign and awareness raising in impending drought.  
• Partnership working.  
  
As demonstrated by Table 4.8 in the main dDP, the overwhelming majority of water 
supplied in drought is from drought orders and permits; with 80 Ml/d from the drought 
permits and orders in Hampshire.  These permits have the largest environmental impact 
(cannot conclude no adverse effect on integrity) and environmental impacts remain after 
mitigation and have had to be compensated.      
  
Given the significant environmental effects of many of the drought permit and order 
options and the high frequency of these and of TUBS applications in Hampshire and Isle 
of Wight area; pre-drought awareness work should be increased above that proposed in 
the dDP.  Southern water should consider specific, extra awareness raising, help and 
support for demand management targeted at customers in areas with permit options. 
Southern Water should commit to an education programme to make the link between the 
water use and impacts on the environment clear to customers across their entire supply 
area.  

We will review the balance of demand and supply side options during the updates to our 
Drought Plan. It is noted that the Water Resources in the South East Group (WRSE) is 
currently reviewing demand options for the preparation of a draft regional plan. 
 
We are committed to implement a wide range of demand management activities in Hampshire 
as part of the short term aim to reduce reliance on drought permit and order options, as well as 
more formal water use restrictions, and in the long term to offset the need to develop new 
sources of supply. This is set out in our published WRMP19 and our ambitions include T100 to 
reduce average water consumption to 100l/h/d by 2040 and a target to reduce leakage by 40% 
by 2040.  We will continue to look for opportunities to go further than this where possible, 
particularly in the run-up to needing to apply for a drought permit or order option, and will 
review the actions in the Drought Plan to ensure they are up to date with respect to lessons 
learnt from the River Test Drought Permit application process. 

We will review and update demand management 
measures in Hampshire 
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Appendix 5: Table of responses to other written comments 
 

Respondent  Issue 
no Summary of Response  SWS' Consideration of Response  Changes Required to the 

Drought Plan 

High Weald 
AONB Unit 

General     

HW1 

To restore the natural function of rivers, water courses and water bodies 
 
The AONB Management Plan also lists a range of proposed actions for public bodies and others which have a 
bearing on water resources, and therefore resilience to drought: 
• Restore and create a range of wetland features including ponds, floodplain and wet woodland, bogs and water 
meadows, targeting support for vulnerable species such as water vole  
• Integrate water catchment and land management strategies applying to the High Weald 
• Promote landowner awareness and support dedicated advisors for water and soils management 
• Seek advice on tailoring natural flood management or wetland enhancement measures to the High Weald 
• Re-meander and restore channel and floodplain features 
• Tailor sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) to the landscape character of the High Weald, being aware of possible 
impacts on vulnerable heritage assets, and considering grey water recycling schemes 
• Revise boundary, fertiliser and livestock management, cropping and harvesting practices to reduce diffuse pollution 
through surface runoff and leaching (of particular relevance in drought conditions) 
At the same time The High Weald Unit recognises the shared responsibility of everyone to protect the landscape we 
all enjoy.  ‘Using less water’ is promoted in the ‘High Weald Charter for residents and visitors’ for the following 
reasons: 
 
“Demands for water lead to high levels of water extraction, damaging the wildlife of the AONB’s streams, rivers and 
wet grasslands. Increased demand in future will create pressure for new reservoirs within the AONB” 

We welcome the High Weald AONB Units representation and are pleased that 
our ambitions are aligned in wanting to make best use of available water 
resources in order to protect the environment. Furthermore we support the 
work of the Unit which will help improve the environment's resilience to drought 
as well as support wider water resource and quality benefits. 

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

HW2 

Southern Water and High Weald AONB Geographies/overlap 
 
Although Southern Water supplies to a relatively small area of the High Weald itself (to the north of Hastings) 
significant quantities of that supply is drawn from within the High Weald and is stored at Powdermill, Weir Wood, 
Bewl and Darwell Reservoirs, all of which are subject to potential Drought Permits and Orders (Powdermill was not 
mentioned in your presentation despite being subject to drought orders according to your current water resource 
plan). You also abstract from the Eastern Rother and Brede in East Sussex; and the Teise and Medway in Kent. 
There was no mention in your presentation whether you have plans for drought permits or orders for abstractions 
from these High Weald watercourses although this is suggested in your main technical document. 

Table 4.1.1. of the Main Report sets out a summary of each of our Drought 
Permit and Order Options. Due to the large number of options, it was not 
possible to discuss each specific permit and order during the presentation.  
 
We have no drought Permits or Orders which affect the River Teise.  
 
Our Weirwood Drought Order would reduce compensation flows from the 
reservoir to the Upper River Medway.  
 
Our Bewl Reservoir permits would change the amount of water we can 
abstract to refill the reservoir from the Lower Medway and would also reduce 
the compensation discharge.  
 
Our Darwell Reservoir Drought Permits and Orders would change the amount 
of water we can abstract from the Eastern Rother.  
 
There are no drought permit and order options which affect Powdermill 
Reservoir, the existing option in our 2019 Drought plan have been removed 
from this plan and there are no Drought Permits and Order which will affect the 
River Brede.  

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

  Responses to presentation and ‘Our plans to tackle droughts’ document    

HW3 
1. To achieve the High Weald objective “To restore the natural function of rivers, water courses and water bodies” it 
is vital that every effort is made to increase the resilience of our precious water resources to avoid the need to 
compromise the health of rivers, even during times of drought. 

We fully support this objective and through our Catchment First initiative we 
are increasingly implementing or supporting catchment based solutions to 
meet not only our regulatory requirements but to provide wider benefits to the 
environment and society. Increasing our resilience to drought from a water 
supply and environmental point of view is key to our future plans and we 
expect this to feature prominently in our next WRMP.  We intend not to rely on 
drought permits and orders in future but in the short term (including the 
duration of this Drought Plan) we will be implementing mitigation where 
possible to minimise the impact of these permissions when they are needed 

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

HW4 

2. Although the current consultation focuses on the plan for drought, prevention is better than cure, and it is 
important that the next iteration of Southern Water’s Water Resource Management Plan 2024 is updated to 
recognise: the increasing pace of climate change; the potential to increase resilience of the catchment through 
nature-based solutions; and to set challenging targets across the board to reduce the likelihood and severity of the 
impacts of water shortage. 

Our 2024 WRMP will take account of the latest forecast impacts of climate 
change for South East England (based on the Met Office UKCP18 projections). 
We are working with the WRSE regional group to deliver a best value regional 
plan that will place more focus on nature-based solutions through natural 
capital approach. This next plan will also see an increase in resilience to 
maintain supplies in a 1 in 500 year drought without reliance on drought 
permits and orders.  

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 
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HW5 

3. There are significant opportunities in the region to work with landowners and stakeholders in catchment 
partnerships to promote nature-based solutions which both hold back floodwaters, and which store increased 
amounts of water within the landscape. For example, Regenerative Agriculture of the kind promoted by the High 
Weald Unit has the potential to increase infiltration while at the same time reducing water demands by agriculture. 
Experimental work undertaken by South East Water and the South East Rivers Trust in the PROWATER project is 
developing novel approaches to aquifer recharge through soft ‘catchment engineering’. 

Southern Water is working closely with other water companies, landowners, 
the Environment Agency, Natural England, the Wildlife Trusts and other 
environmental organisations on catchment management schemes as part of 
our Catchment First initiative.  

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

HW6 

4. Every effort needs to be made to conserve water once it is abstracted from the natural environment. Although 
Southern Water has set targets to reduce water leakages by 15% in 2025, and  by 50% in 2050, there is no 
evidence given in the consultation document that this is a stretching target, nor that sufficient investment is being 
made in this area. In fact, your drought plan includes plans to ‘step up’ activity to reduce water leakage at times of 
drought which suggests there is potential to step up this activity at any time, given sufficient investment. 

Our leakage targets are set within our Water Resources Management Plan. 
The preferred plan adopts a leakage reduction profile to ensure that we meet 
our policy objectives to achieve a 15% leakage reduction by the end of AMP8 
our leakage reduction profile used in the preferred plan (the black line in the 
figure below) reaches the SELL range before exceeding it significantly over the 
course of the planning period the end of AMP7 and a 50% reduction by 2050. 
In developing that plan, we looked at alternative scenarios to deliver a 
"sustainable economic level of leakage" (SELL) i.e. that which was optimal in 
terms of cost, benefit and timing.  
 
The forecast cost of the SELL strategy was less than the preferred plan, 
suggesting that the costs incurred through delivery the preferred leakage 
reduction policy are sub-optimal - the cost exceeds the benefit (i.e., water 
saved could be delivered more efficiently through other means.). By 2030 our 
preferred plan leakage reductions exceed the SELL range significantly over the 
course of the planning period 

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

HW7 
5. Experience from the 2006 drought in the Southeast shows that behaviour change can play a major role in 
mitigating the impact of drought as people were shown to be willing to reduce their demands on water supplies if 
properly informed. Therefore, we welcome the effort put into forward planning of communications in these proposals. 

This support is welcomed 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

HW8 

6. You recognise the importance of taking measures early in a drought cycle so as to mitigate against more serious 
consequences later. This is recognised in your “More before (stage) four” approach. However, stage four is the 
ultimate ‘Emergency Drought’ stage. However, your plan says at Stage 2 you will apply to the Environment Agency 
for Drought Permits, and at Stage 3 to DEFRA for Drought Orders, both of which are potentially damaging to the 
water environment. We would therefor encourage you to look to see what more could be done before both of these 
stages to avoid elevation to the next. This may require increased sensitivity of the environmental triggers you have 
set, as well as increased investment in the latest climate modelling. 

We continue to develop out climate and water resource modelling with each 
iteration of our plans. Our present forecasts are based on the latest Met Office 
Climate projections and we consider a wide range of plausible drought events 
and plan for those much more severe than have occurred in the historical 
record.  
 
The steps in our plan are focused on drought permits and drought orders being 
a last resort only after options to increase supplies and reduce demand are 
taken.  
 
  

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

HW9 

7. Housing pressures will inevitably increase pressure on water resources in the Southeast. Whilst we recognise that 
Southern Water has a duty to supply customers, and many areas of decision making are outside its control, 
nevertheless it should play a role in lobbying for the installation of water-saving measures in new homes, as well as 
retrofitting water efficiency measures to existing homes. The objective should be ‘Water neutrality’ at a minimum so 
that at very least any increased demand is balanced by savings elsewhere. 

We work closely with other water companies and with national and local 
government to seek to adopt water efficiency standards and measures within 
new developments, and to encourage the retro-fitting of the existing stock.  

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

HW10 
8. We welcome Southern Water’s support for a ‘Target 100’ scheme to reduce average daily domestic use from 
around 130 litres/day to 100 litres/day 

This support is welcomed 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

HW11 
9. We welcome the fact that Southern Water has listened to the advice of Environment Agency and Natural England 
and removed and changed some drought order options to reduce environmental impact. 

The comment is noted. 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

HW12 

10. On pages 8 and 9 of your ‘Our plan to tackle drought’ under ‘Protect the Environment’ at stages 1-3 you plan to 
“Prepare/take action/increase action to protect wildlife habitats and protected species”. However, it is not clear what 
is meant by this, and even your technical document fails to specify what these measures are or how effective they 
are likely to be? Surely the best and only certain way to provide this protection is to maintain ‘Maximal Residual 
Flow’ or ‘Hands off Flow’? This further highlights the importance of increased investment in an accelerated 
programme of water saving through domestic measures and reduction in leakages from the pipe network. 

We have included what measures we will take in the event of a drought in our 
Environmental Monitoring Plan, Annex 7 section 5.2. We continue to update 
our specific environmental protection measures with a greater understanding of 
the environment through our baseline monitoring programme.   

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

HW13 
11. We welcome the increased investment in environmental monitoring especially at Weir Wood, Bewl and Darwell 
downstream to estuarine environments which are dependent on fresh water. 

This support is welcomed 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 
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Dr Martin 
Burton, 
Consultant, 
Water 
Resources 
and 
Irrigation 
Managemen
t  

MB1 

I have watched your webinar and have to say that I found it very disappointing.   
  
There was nothing new in your presentation about drought actions, these (or similar) measures have been in place 
for many years now.  There was NO quantification of the likelihood of droughts or specific measures you would take 
to address any level of drought in the region. Where were the figures on the likelihood of droughts and their 
severity? 
  
You made no mention of the very simple fact that to avoid droughts, particularly in Hampshire, it will be necessary to 
increase the total water supplies available.  There are two options already under discussion here (i) develop Havant 
Thicket and (ii) build a desalinisation plant.    
  
Your slides 46- 47 mention the drought permit for the Candover and give a warning that “In the short-term, we’re 
reliant on more frequent drought actions in Hampshire until new sources of water are available”.  This is a shocking 
statement in a slide entitled “Our long-term commitment to protect chalk streams”!!  From this statement you seem 
resigned to deplete our chalk streams in times of drought. 
  
I am a member of the Upper Itchen Initiative who have been discussing the need to move forward with Havant 
Thicket and the desalinisation plant as a matter of urgency.  At the rate Southern Water and Portsmouth Water are 
going on this we will end up in the same situation as in the South Africa case you mention where the desalinisation 
plants were still under construction when the drought struck. 
  
You  need to get moving on actual measures to avoid droughts and stop offering platitudes about caring for the 
environment.   

There was insufficient time in our webinars to cover in detail discussion on the 
likelihood and frequency of droughts or the magnitude of different measures. 
These data are available in our main Drought Plan report and our Water 
Resource Management Plan. In producing our supply forecasts for both our 
WRMP and Drought plan we utilise the latest climate projections and water 
resource models to plan for  drought events more severe than we have 
experienced in the historical record.  
 
It is the role of our Water Resource Management Plan, rather than the drought 
plan to set out the long-term strategy of how we will maintain supplies in 
Hampshire. Havant Thicket and desalination remain part of our core plan and 
our commitment to deliver a long-term sustainable water resource solution for 
Hampshire as part of our Section 20 agreement with the Environment Agency.    

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

MB2 

I am writing in response to your request below for comments on the draft 2022 Drought Plan. 
  
Your data in the Main Report Table 4.11: Summary of drought permit/order options in relation to the permitted 
abstractions from the Candover Augmentation Scheme (CAS) in Level 3: Severe drought conditions is incorrect.  
  
The allowance to abstract up to 27 Ml/d and 3750 Ml/year (20.8 Ml/d over 6 months) is ONLY permitted if you have 
the agreed infrastructure in place as per the discussions held between the Environment Agency and Southern Water 
during 2016-2018 and the outcome of the Itchen, Candover and Testwood Water Abstraction Inquiry held in 
Basingstoke on 13th March 2018.  Subsequent to this enquiry it was AGREED that Southern Water would build a 
TEMPORARY overland pipeline from the groundwater abstraction boreholes to the Itchen between Itchen Stoke and 
Itchen Abbas.  Without this pipeline the abstraction is limited to the amounts stipulated in the Environment Agency’s 
report to the Inquiry, which are significantly lower than the amounts you have presented in Table 4.11. 
  
We are now 3 years on from the Inquiry and the subsequent agreement between the EA and SW and not 1 metre of 
the agreed temporary overland pipelined has been constructed.  You cannot therefore use the Candover 
Augmentation Scheme in your drought plans, as this is in contravention of the agreements reached following the 
Inquiry in which the EA place restrictions on the daily flow rate and annual quantities that can be abstracted from the 
existing CAS.  
  
Please therefore remove the CAS from Table 4.11 until such time as you have completed the agreed temporary 
works. You will have to find additional water supplies from alternative sources, you cannot legitimately include the 
CAS in your 2022 Drought Plan. 
  
I am a member of the Upper Itchen Initiative (UII), a group that assisted the EA in coming to it’s position on the CAS.  
We will not allow Southern Water to continue to make believe that the CAS remains in the Itchen catchment’s 
drought plans when you contravene the agreements reached following the March 2018 Inquiry.  This is totally 
unacceptable. 

Southern Water is very aware of the commitments it gave both at the 
abstraction licence inquiry in March 2018 and in the signed Section 20 
Agreement with the Environment Agency that resulted from it. Those 
commitments have been carried forward into both the 2019 Water Resources 
Management Plan and 2019 Drought Plan, and remain in place in the 
emerging 2022 Drought Plan which you commented on.  
 
The Section 20 Agreement and the 2019 and 2022 plans commit that the 
Candover pipeline will be a temporary scheme that will be decommissioned at 
the end of its use. Its use is limited to only during drought events and only 
when a drought order has been approved by the Secretary of State.  
 
A planning application for a principally temporary above ground pipeline was 
submitted in March 2019 and withdrawn in December 2020. Since that 
withdrawal, Southern Water has been reviewing the options for the delivery of 
the scheme and a period of public consultation is taking place in September 
and October 2021, ahead of the planned submission of a new planning 
application at the end of 2021/early 2022. The key difference between the 
proposed new scheme and the previous planning application is that the 
pipeline will now be principally a buried pipeline, with three short above ground 
sections. However, the commitment to the decommissioning of the scheme on 
cessation of its use remains, and the scheme would continue to only be 
capable of being operated under a drought order issued by the Secretary of 
State.  
 
On this basis, Southern Water will retain the Candover Drought Scheme within 
its Drought Plan. 

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 
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Roger 
Harrison RH1 

Dear Mr Hubbard and Southern Water, as a resident of the Itchen Valley I found your webinar staggeringly 
depressing,  
 
What are you and Southern Water doing about putting mains drainage into headwater villages.? 
 
Where you and Southern Water fail to do so, do you believe that the chemical input  none of which is removed by 
septic tanks, will have absolutely no impact on the ground water in say 25 years time apart from the damage it does 
now where it leaches direct to the river? 
 
Do you agree that some of Portsmouth Water’s abstraction is close to or over the WHO limit for nitrate and that to 
provide it to your customers you have to mix it with "new" Itchen water. If you attribute this nitrate to postwar 
agriculture why do you think that the current domestic phosphate and nitrate will have no such adverse impact? 
 
Do you really believe that the  measure  of a polluted river is "fish in distress?" 
 
Among other rivers, the  Itchen is grossly over enriched and disfigured with voluminous algal growth which it was not 
40 years ago. What are you doing about putting phosphate strippers into your sewage works other than to claim that 
they are not needed if the sewage works serve less than 10,000 people. Do you really claim that a failure to do this 
is environmentally friendly? 
 
What do you really believe about chalk streams in Hampshire apart from observing that they are a hot topic with 
members of parliament interested? That was a disgraceful moment in the webinar. 
  
I look forward to hearing from you and please dont hide behind the Environment  

The onus is currently on developers to provide wastewater drainage for 
developments and we are legally obliged to consider any application to do as a 
first time sewerage scheme. 
 
We are actively engaged in land use and catchment management throughout 
the Itchen Valley and are working with Farmers and Landowner to reduce the 
input of nitrogen, phosphate and pesticides to land. In our forecasts of impacts 
on water quality we also consider the inputs from other non agricultural 
sources such as wastewater discharge and landfill.  
 
For our Itchen Groundwater sources agriculture is by far the largest 
contribution of nitrates the contribution from Urban areas, landfill and land uses 
is less than 25% of the total.  

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

Sara Doy, 
Clerk to 
Horsham 
Denne 
Neighbourh
ood Council 

SD1 

1) We were surprised to learn from the Webinar that the area covered by Southern Water is divided by a separate 
company i.e. Portsmouth Water, and wonder if this causes any difficulties. 
  
 
  
 
  
 
  
 
 
  

We work closely with other water companies to ensure that we can provide the 
maximum resilience we can during a drought period. We have agreements to 
share resources with neighbouring water companies both during a drought 
situation and during normal conditions, to ensure a healthy water supply for our 
customers.   

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

SD2 
2) Do the plans take into account the huge increase in housing numbers in Sussex, and in particular Horsham 
District Council, required by government legislation? Is any additional infrastructure needed to ensure an adequate 
water supply? 

We ensure we have up to date calculations regarding our current and future 
demand. Our Water Resource Management Plan (WRMP) takes into account 
any future planning needs and these figures are included in our Drought Plan 
to take account of how many customers may be using our water.   

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

SD3 3) We have no objection to the basic principles of the Drought Plan. The comment is noted. 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

SD4 
4) In regard to communicating with the public, clarity is important. The Webinar frequently used a slogan referring to 
'4' which means nothing unless you are familiar with the drought levels. 

As we cover a lot of topics in our webinars, it’s not always possible cover a lot 
of detail. However, section 2 of our main Drought Plan explains the 
categorisation of drought severities in more detail. These are also explained in 
our non-technical summary. These documents can be found on our website.   

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

SD5 
5) Regarding the TUBs, it needs to be made clearer if the ban refers to the method of application or the tasks 
prohibited e.g. can you use a watering can as an alternative to a hosepipe? 

Our Temporary Use Bans (TUBs) are detailed in Section 4.3.4 of our Drought 
Plan. There it specifies that most water use prohibited under a TUB applies to 
the use of water drawn through a hosepipe or similar apparatus.   

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

SD6 
6) In reference to the proposed reduction in leakage by a further 40% over 20 years, how does this relate to past 
performance? Are there any actual target figures available rather than percentages? 

We are taking steps to ensure that we have reduced leakage as much as we 
can. We have an ambitious target to commit to reducing leakage by 50% by 
2050. Section 4.3.2 of our Drought Plan gives more details about past leakage 
performance. Figure 4.1 gives our leakage figures since 1992 expressed in 
mega litres per day.   

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 
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Sam 
Loades, 
National 
Farmers 
Union 

NFU1 

The main point we want to make you aware of regarding the Drought Plan is that Agriculture & Farming in the South 
East needs to be viewed as crucial and have exemptions attached to it on all levels (1-4).  I have attached 
comments to the plan attached, but to put the importance of agriculture into perspective in the South East I will refer 
to DEFRAs March 2021 report titled Agricultural Facts: England Regional Profiles. The total income from farming in 
the South East recorded in 2019 was £534 million. The biggest contributors to the value of the output (£2.3 billion), 
which were fruit (£308 million), wheat (£294 million), milk (£162million) and plants and flowers (£152 million), 
together account for 41%.   In the South East the average farm size in 2019 was 86 hectares with the predominant 
farm types being cereals farms which accounted for 46% of farmed area in the region and grazing livestock farms 
which covered an additional 21% of farmed area. I hope that the above statistics emphasise the importance that 
farming plays in the South East, and how any restrictions on water use would have a huge impact on food 
production for the South East.  South East farmers and growers will need to be engaged with very closely during any 
potential drought so we don’t have any impact on food production. 

The importance of agriculture and farming to the national and regional 
economy is well stated and well understood.  

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

NFU2 

We would like to see some changes made to the exemptions.  They need to have include agricultural and farming 
activities as an exemption on all levels.  I have outlined above why this is so important. Household reductions for 
non-vulnerable domestic use should be restricted before any commercial businesses have restrictions, however we 
would like to see agriculture on the exemption list. In introducing restrictions, we cannot restrict water consumption 
used in agriculture. We do not agree with the automatic or discretionary exemptions - agriculture needs to have an 
exemption to the critical nature of food production in the south east. We support the need for drought permit and 
orders, or emergency restrictions, but in using them we cannot restrict water consumption used in agriculture. 

As is set out in the Drought Plan, and explained in response to other 
comments earlier in Section 5 of this this Statement of Response, we work 
very closely with all other water companies to discuss and agree automatic 
exemptions from restrictions – that are consistently applied by all companies. 
We then consider what additional discretionary exemptions we apply for our 
own business and household customers.  In relation to agriculture and farming, 
we will continue to work closely with the NFU and other representative 
organisations to discuss planned automatic and discretionary restrictions at the 
different drought levels, and to work closely with them in planning for, and 
implementing drought measures in advance of and during any drought events. 
We do also note, however, that there a significant number of private water 
supplies, including ground and surface water abstractions and site based 
reservoirs, that are utilised by agricultural and farming businesses. These are 
not subject to the measures in the Drought Plan as we can only impose 
restrictions on our business and household customers.  

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

NFU3 The plan is well laid out and easy to use and navigate. and the restrictions are easy to understand.  The comment is noted. 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

NFU4 
Engagement through key stakeholders as well as non-statutory consultees is vital to continue the flow of correct and 
up to date information be communicated to customers.  The use of social media, printed media, and media in 
general is the best way to communicate your aims. 

The comment is noted. 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

CC Water 

CC1 
We would hope that these are only used when absolutely necessary and would look to the Environment Agency to 
determine this. 

The comment is noted. 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

CC2 

This question is clearly aimed at your customers. The communications and practical support offered to customers 
will be key. It is good to see the company acknowledging the importance of working with government, regulators and 
other key parties if we reach this situation. The company’s communications plans seem comprehensive but to 
achieve the desired response from customers there would need to be a stronger call to action than we have seen to 
date so this step is untested in the UK 

The comment is noted. 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

CC3 

We agree with the company that communications should be through all available channels and where possible 
tailored to particular audiences. The company could perhaps have said more about what it could potentially do to 
help non-household customers become more drought resilient. The communications plan includes Retailers and 
non-household customers but some examples of how Southern Water could advise and support non-household 
customers would be helpful. 

The Customer Services teams, including the Retail team and Vulnerability 
team, will assign a lead representative who will work in collaboration with the 
Head of Communications to align customer messages and approach. 

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

CC4 
We do not believe that it would be acceptable to rely on emergency measures to manage a drought situation. 
Companies should plan to avoid the need to resort to these measures. That said, it is important that companies 
consider worst possible case scenarios and therefore have plans to deal with these situations if they were to occur. 

Our emergency drought measures during a severe drought are designed to be 
used as a last resort. 

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

CC5 
Yes the restrictions are easy to understand. We welcome the fact that companies in the South East have worked 
together to align their approaches and are using a common “traffic light” based approach to presenting the different 
stages of drought and related activity. 

The comment is noted. 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

CC6 

Yes we agree with the order that restrictions are imposed. Initially restrictions for households only apply to using 
hosepipes for non-essential activities, but this can help to suppress demand if supported by effective 
communications. Protecting local businesses and the local economy is an important consideration particularly during 
a long duration dry weather event/drought.  

The comment is noted. 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

CC7 

As early indications of drought are likely to be environmental/agricultural it would be good to see company 
messaging making this link early on. The consultation document has a good explanation of the impacts of drought 
and the interdependencies on the water environment it would be a good opportunity to build on these messages as 
the situation progresses. 

The comment is noted. 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 
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CC8 

Yes. While exemptions for certain circumstances are helpful and essential in some cases, it is also important that 
customers, both household and non-household, are given early notice of a developing situation, and the possible 
introduction of restrictions, as this gives them an opportunity to plan ahead and possibly mitigate any direct impacts 
– for example by deferring plans to undertake major landscaping projects etc or seeking to utilise alternative water 
supplies or technologies. 

Our communications plan ensures that both our household and non-household 
customers are notified throughout the different stages of a drought situation.  

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

CC9 
We would hope that these are only used when absolutely necessary and would look to the Environment Agency to 
determine this. 

The comment is noted. 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

CC10 
We do not believe that it would be acceptable to rely on emergency measures to manage a drought situation. 
Companies should plan to avoid the need to resort to these measures. That said, it is important that companies 
consider worst possible case scenarios and therefore have plans to deal with these situations if they were to occur. 

Our emergency drought measures during a severe drought are designed to be 
used as a last resort. 

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

CC11 

The communications and practical support offered to customers will be key. It is good to see the company 
acknowledging the importance of working with government, regulators and other key parties if we reach this 
situation. The company’s communications plans seem comprehensive but to achieve the desired response from 
customers there would need to be a stronger call to action than we have seen to date so this step is untested in the 
UK. 

The comment is noted. 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

CC12 

We agree with the company that communications should be through all available channels and where possible 
tailored to particular audiences. The company could perhaps have said more about what it could potentially do to 
help non-household customers become more drought resilient. The communications plan includes Retailers and 
non-household customers but some examples of how Southern Water could advise and support non-household 
customers would be helpful. 

The Customer Services teams, including the Retail team and Vulnerability 
team, will assign a lead representative who will work in collaboration with the 
Head of Communications to align customer messages and approach. 
 
We are currently engaged in a water efficiency pilot as part of an action plan 
developed by the Water Efficiency Steering Group of the Retail Wholesalers 
Group (RWG) – working with Defra, regulators, CCW, Waterwise and Market 
Operation Services Ltd (MOSL).  The group is exploring ways to raise the 
profile of water-saving activities with retailers and businesses and trialling a 
number of routes.   

We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

Wealden 
District 
Council  

WDC1 

Wealden District Council welcomes and supports the draft Drought Plan. In particular, we would be interested in 
working with Southern Water on the approach to engaging with house builders in regards to making new homes 
more water efficient. Given the fact that the south east is an area of severe water stress combined with the likely 
impacts of climate change and the levels of growth we need to deliver, achieving water efficient new developments 
will be a key part of our Local Plan approach to sustainability, the natural environment and addressing climate 
change impacts. To have a mutually supportive and collaborative approach with Southern Water would be highly 
beneficial. We do however acknowledge that this would not be in relation to potable water supply as this is provided 
in our district by South East Water.   

The comment is noted. 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 

WDC2 
Wealden District Council also welcomes the commitment to partnership working on early communication with the 
wider community to ensure local residents and business are aware of an impending drought 

The comment is noted. 
We are not proposing to change 
the Drought Plan in response to 
this comment. 
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12/07/2021, 12:288 July 2021 Poll 2 (Edit) Microsoft Forms

Page 1 of 1https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…ApRob02fz2MZUOE5WMUVMT0Y4MUlVUUJQV0RQUVo4VVFOSiQlQCN0PWcu

8 July 2021 Poll 2

1. What do you think is the best way for us to tell customers about a drought and
restrictions?

2. If you answered Other, please tell us more

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) ! RB

17

Responses

00:28

Average time to complete

Active

Status

Direct emails and letters 4

Dedicated information on web… 0

Social media 3

Media (e.g. TV, radio and news… 4

Advertising 0

Third-party channels 1

Webinars 0

On the ground Southern Wate… 1

Other 4

Latest Responses

"One size does not fit all - different audiences need different e…

!Insights

6

Responses



12/07/2021, 12:268 July 2021 Poll 3 (Edit) Microsoft Forms

Page 1 of 3https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=OrgI…dRApRob02fz2MZUQlpSRlZWTlA3RFlSRFk3SUlRSjRLMFU2WCQlQCN0PWcu

8 July 2021 Poll 3

1. Are the restrictions on using water for households and businesses easy to understand?

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) ! RB

18
Responses

00:41
Average time to complete

Active
Status

Yes, completely 1

Yes, mostly 12

Yes 2

No 3

No, mostly 0

No, completely 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0
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Page 2 of 3https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Org…dRApRob02fz2MZUQlpSRlZWTlA3RFlSRFk3SUlRSjRLMFU2WCQlQCN0PWcu

2. Do you agree with introducing restrictions on using water for households first and
businesses afterwards? (The aim is to protect jobs and businesses for as long as
possible)

3. Do you agree with the automatic exemptions from restrictions on using water which
apply to everyone? (These are agreed by all water companies)

I agree completely 2

I mostly agree 10

I agree 2

I mostly don't agree 4

I completely disagree 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0

I agree completely 3

I mostly agree 10

I agree 5

I mostly don't agree 0

I completely disagree 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0



12/07/2021, 12:268 July 2021 Poll 3 (Edit) Microsoft Forms

Page 3 of 3https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Org…dRApRob02fz2MZUQlpSRlZWTlA3RFlSRFk3SUlRSjRLMFU2WCQlQCN0PWcu

4. Do you agree with all the discretionary exemptions from restrictions on using water?
(We agree these for our customers)

I agree completely 2

I mostly agree 13

I agree 2

I mostly don't agree 1

I completely disagree 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0



12/07/2021, 12:298 July 2021 Poll 5 (Edit) Microsoft Forms

Page 1 of 2https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…RApRob02fz2MZUQ0UyU0NOU01POU04MDRJTjFEQzFMSkZITiQlQCN0PWcu

8 July 2021 Poll 5

1. Is it ever acceptable to introduce emergency restrictions such as standpipes (water
pipes in streets) or rota cuts (where water is only available for a few hours each day)?

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) ! RB

16
Responses

00:25
Average time to complete

Active
Status

Yes, always 3

Yes, on some occasions 10

Yes 0

No 0

No, on some occasions 1

No, always 1

I don't know / I'm not sure 1
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Page 2 of 2https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…RApRob02fz2MZUQ0UyU0NOU01POU04MDRJTjFEQzFMSkZITiQlQCN0PWcu

2. Would you be willing to significantly reduce your water use to 80 or even 50 litres each
day in a very severe drought in order to avoid standpipes or rota cuts?

Yes, absolutely 12

Yes, mostly 1

Yes 2

No 0

No, mostly 1

No, always 0

I'm not sure / I don't know 0



12/07/2021, 12:308 July Poll 6 (Edit) Microsoft Forms

Page 1 of 2https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…RApRob02fz2MZURUpPVVpRR0VRTVNXTzZMSVVESTBTSzlQRiQlQCN0PWcu

8 July Poll 6 

1. Are the different levels of drought, and the actions we need to take at each one, easy
to understand?

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) ! RB

15
Responses

00:32
Average time to complete

Active
Status

Yes, completely 3

Yes, mostly 10

Yes 1

No 0

No, mostly 1

No, completely 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0



12/07/2021, 12:308 July Poll 6 (Edit) Microsoft Forms

Page 2 of 2https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…RApRob02fz2MZURUpPVVpRR0VRTVNXTzZMSVVESTBTSzlQRiQlQCN0PWcu

2. How useful has this webinar been and why?

3. Please tell us why

It's been great 5

It's been good 8

It's been OK 2

It's not been good 0

It was awful 0

I'm not sure / I don't know 0

Latest Responses

"It has raised many issues where a culture change is required"

"Setting information out comprehensively"

"Very clear, informative and easy to understand. "

!Insights

10
Responses



12/08/2021, 17:0015 July 2021 Opening poll (Edit) Microsoft Forms

Page 1 of 1https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…ApRob02fz2MZUNTBFUFBZUUsxSEYwWUM3SkRGQVpENUVEUyQlQCN0PWcu

15 July 2021 Opening poll 

1. How familiar are you with Southern Water's individual drought plans already?

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) ! RB

7
Responses

00:11
Average time to complete

Active
Status

I know everything 0

I know a good amount 0

I know enough 0

I don't know much 5

I know nothing at all 2

I'm not sure 0



12/08/2021, 17:1015 July 2021 Poll 3 (Edit) Microsoft Forms

Page 1 of 3https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…RApRob02fz2MZUME9KWDY3TEkyWDJRSjlWSzFIS1Y3WEhMRyQlQCN0PWcu

15 July 2021 Poll 3 

1. Are the restrictions on using water for households and businesses easy to understand?

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) ! RB

4
Responses

00:51
Average time to complete

Active
Status

Yes, completely 1

Yes, mostly 2

Yes 1

No 0

No, mostly 0

No, completely 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0
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Page 2 of 3https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…RApRob02fz2MZUME9KWDY3TEkyWDJRSjlWSzFIS1Y3WEhMRyQlQCN0PWcu

2. Do you agree with introducing restrictions on using water for households first and
businesses afterwards? (The aim is to protect jobs and businesses for as long as
possible)

3. Do you agree with the automatic exemptions from restrictions on using water which
apply to everyone? (These are agreed by all water companies)

I agree completely 4

I mostly agree 0

I agree 0

I mostly don't agree 0

I completely disagree 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0

I agree completely 3

I mostly agree 0

I agree 1

I mostly don't agree 0

I completely disagree 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0



12/08/2021, 17:1015 July 2021 Poll 3 (Edit) Microsoft Forms

Page 3 of 3https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…RApRob02fz2MZUME9KWDY3TEkyWDJRSjlWSzFIS1Y3WEhMRyQlQCN0PWcu

4. Do you agree with all the discretionary exemptions from restrictions on using water?
(We agree these for our customers)

I agree completely 2

I mostly agree 0

I agree 2

I mostly don't agree 0

I completely disagree 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0



12/08/2021, 17:1115 July 2021 Poll 4 (Edit) Microsoft Forms

Page 1 of 2https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…RApRob02fz2MZUMVpNSUxMRTAwQ0I2OUNVM1lPSkJDM1E3VSQlQCN0PWcu

15 July 2021 Poll 4 

1. Do you support the need for Southern Water to use Drought Permits and Drought
Orders, so we can continue to take water from the environment to maintain supplies
during droughts?

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) ! RB

2
Responses

00:32
Average time to complete

Active
Status

I support this completely 0

I mostly support this 0

I support this 1

I don't support this 0

I mostly don't support this 0

I am completely against this 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 1



12/08/2021, 17:1115 July 2021 Poll 4 (Edit) Microsoft Forms

Page 2 of 2https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…ApRob02fz2MZUMVpNSUxMRTAwQ0I2OUNVM1lPSkJDM1E3VSQlQCN0PWcu

2. Do you think we have got the right balance between restricting water use and using
Drought Permits and Drought Orders, to produce more water and to protect the
environment?

Yes, completely 0

Yes, mostly 0

Yes 1

No 0

No, mostly 0

No, completely 0

I'm not sure / I don't know 1



12/08/2021, 17:1115 July 2021 Poll 5 (Edit) Microsoft Forms

Page 1 of 2https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…ApRob02fz2MZUODc0TUM2MDRVVVhUNFFFNzBEOENEN1pVQSQlQCN0PWcu

15 July 2021 Poll 5 

1. Is it ever acceptable to introduce emergency restrictions such as standpipes (water
pipes in streets) or rota cuts (where water is only available for a few hours each day)?

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) ! RB

5
Responses

00:20
Average time to complete

Active
Status

Yes, always 1

Yes, on some occasions 4

Yes 0

No 0

No, on some occasions 0

No, always 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0
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Page 2 of 2https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…ApRob02fz2MZUODc0TUM2MDRVVVhUNFFFNzBEOENEN1pVQSQlQCN0PWcu

2. Would you be willing to significantly reduce your water use to 80 or even 50 litres each
day in a very severe drought in order to avoid standpipes or rota cuts?

Yes, absolutely 3

Yes, mostly 1

Yes 0

No 0

No, mostly 0

No, always 0

I'm not sure / I don't know 1



12/08/2021, 17:1215 July Poll 6 (Edit) Microsoft Forms

Page 1 of 2https://forms.office.com/Pages/DesignPage.aspx?auth_pvr=Or…ApRob02fz2MZUNzZXMDM4VDVGSDUyUEUwTUVXWEFFNlYxRyQlQCN0PWcu

15 July Poll 6 

1. Are the different levels of drought, and the actions we need to take at each one, easy
to understand?

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) ! RB

5
Responses

00:46
Average time to complete

Active
Status

Yes, completely 2

Yes, mostly 3

Yes 0

No 0

No, mostly 0

No, completely 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0
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2. How useful has this webinar been and why?

3. Please tell us why

It's been great 2

It's been good 3

It's been OK 0

It's not been good 0

It was awful 0

I'm not sure / I don't know 0

Latest Responses

"I do have a much clearer picture than before, but I still have …
2

Responses
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Webinar questions and answer – July 8 
 
[08/07 10:41] Chris Hayes (Guest) 
Some water companies seem to be using the term dry weather plan to make it more relevant as some 
people will switch off if the term drought plan is used, is this applicable? 
 
[08/07 11:00] Price, Nicholas (Guest) 
Chris Hayes (Guest) yes that's correct, the purpose of the plans is the same, but the customer research 
some companies have done has shown that calling it a dry weather plan is more meaningful to their 
customers 
 
[08/07 10:51] Caroline Dibden (Guest) 
Do the drought plans deal with current population/households or projected? There are 10,000s new 
homes planned for South Hampshire in particular. 
 
[08/07 11:03] Price, Nicholas (Guest) 

Caroline Dibden  our Water Resources Management Plans which are published on both our websites 
show how we have incorporated housing growth numbers into our demand forecasts. We can provide 
web links for these if that would be helpful. 

[08/07 11:00] Gillian Perry (Guest) 
On reducing consumption in normal times- I recently tried to buy a water saving shower head from a 
bathroom suppliers and they did not stock any at all-nor did they seem to know about them- do we 
need to do more to engage with retailers about this? 
 
[08/07 11:08] Price, Nicholas (Guest) 

Gillian Perry (Guest) the water industry has done a lot of lobbying to require manufacturers to label 
their products to show how water efficient they are. There are positive signs that government will make 
this a requirement soon which should make a big difference in terms of giving customers more 
information and enable them to make an informed choice. 

 
 
[08/07 11:01] Councillor Hook, Lynn M (Guest) 
Can you see areas that have high usage and can you target them 
 
[08/07 11:06] Clare Diaper (Guest) 
Do drought conditions have an impact on infrastructure, underground water supply pipes etc and if so 
is this factored into the drought plan? 
 
[08/07 11:11] Ana Christie 
There is a greater need to change behaviours, especially in line with the climate challenge ensuring 
people and business are being as efficient as possible, reducing waste and meeting green sustainability 
methods.  
 
[08/07 11:15] Price, Nicholas (Guest) 



Ana Christie  absolutely agree, raising awareness and changing behaviour is really important. We have 
just started a water efficiency advetrising campaign which makes the link between reducing water use 
with saving money and reducing carbon 

(1 liked) 
 
 
[08/07 11:15] Clare Diaper (Guest) 
Does/will Southern Water/Portsmouth Water work with local grassroots organsiations, such as the 
Mutual Aid groups that have arisen from the pandemic, particularly in severe drought/heat conditions? 
 
[08/07 11:17] Robert Wellard (Guest) 
What is being done to incentivise larger scale domestic grey water storage/ usage? 
 
[08/07 11:26] Price, Nicholas (Guest) 
Robert Wellard  we are considering a range of demand management options to achieve our target of 
reducing average consumption to 100l/h/d. This includes grey water use and the feasibility and cost of 
these type of options is being considered carefully alongside other types of measures. 
 
 
[08/07 11:18] Gill Peckham 
Thank you for that response, but would you contact the Housing Association managing a sheltered 
scheme or the customer direct. This is important as the water supply comes into our building and then 
is distributed communally depending on demand in the scheme. Therefore, any reduction in service 
would affect the whole scheme, regardless if there were exempt vulnerable residents living within in. 
 
[08/07 11:19] Clare Diaper (Guest) 
Many thanks Nina. I am happy to be contacted re local mutual aid networks. 
(1 liked) 
 
[08/07 11:21] Councillor Hook, Lynn M (Guest) 
Free repairs to leaky loos could be time consuming and expensive 
 
[08/07 11:24] Councillor Hook, Lynn M (Guest) 
Does hot tubs come under swimming pools ,as these seem to be the in thing 
 
[08/07 11:31] Liz Coulson (Guest) 
Councillor Hook, Lynn M  
Yes, these would come under the domestic swimming pools and paddling pools category 
 
 
[08/07 11:26] Mike Cantillon (Guest) 
Where an allotment is on agricultural land, does the hosepipe ban apply?   It should be remembered 
that allotments are provided to supply food. 
 
[08/07 11:55] Robert Wellard (Guest) 
The Candover Brook is deemed to be a 'Wild Fish Protection Zone' (EA designation). Will this beautiful 
river be downgraded to a 'No Wild Fish Zone' during a drought? How will you help it recover from the 
short and longer term impacts? Have you planned for it having greater resilience to drought? 
 



[08/07 11:58] Chris Hayes (Guest) 
The Target 100 initiative is really interesting, but it requires more water literacy to know how to get to 
the target of 100 litres. How much water is used for a dishwasher, washing machine, shower, etc. This 
knowledge needs sharing more easily.. 
 
[08/07 12:02] Clare Diaper (Guest) 
Chris Hayes (Guest) This article from Water UK backs up your point ... many people think we use around 
20L each per day! https://www.water.org.uk/news-item/vast-majority-of-brits-have-no-idea-how-much-
water-they-use-each-day/ 
Vast majority of Brits have no idea how much water they use each day 
www.water.org.uk 
 
[08/07 12:02] Price, Nicholas (Guest) 
Chris Hayes (Guest)  I fully agree and the customer research we have done so far on our draft drought 
plans has highlighted a need to help people understand how much water is used in the home which 
therefore helps identify where water can be saved. We plan to include more of this information in our 
revised drought plan that we will work on at the end of this consultation.  
 
[08/07 12:05] Chris Hayes (Guest) 
Thanks for the replies to my question. This water literacy could be undertaken in a fun and interactive 
way, because as soon as we know what estimates or actual figures are used for the normal daily 
operations, it is more likely that this will encourage behaviour change. 
 
[08/07 12:03] Mike Cantillon (Guest) 
How would any restrictions apply to private water bore holes? 
 
[08/07 12:08] Price, Nicholas (Guest) 
Mike Cantillon (Guest)  that's a good question - as far as I'm aware the restrictions on water use which 
water companies can implement (Temporary Use Bans) or apply for (Non-essential use ban) would not 
apply to water taken from private abstractions. 
 
[08/07 12:08] Robert Wellard (Guest) 
Oakley, Ryan  - Thank you. It would be good to know what actions will be taken to improve resilience 
now. Can we follow up on this, please? 
 
 
[08/07 12:15] Clare Diaper (Guest) 
What are the financial implications to Southern Water of a substantially reduced customer water use? 
Also how does reduced water use affect the wastewater treatment process? 
 
[08/07 12:22] Price, Nicholas (Guest) 
Clare Diaper (Guest)  there would be an impact in terms of customers who are charged for the amount 
of water they use, however in a severe drought event the costs if water consumption was not reduced in 
terms of environmental impacts or implementing other measures to maintain supplies would likely be 
greater. Reduced consumption will affect the quality of wastewater and therefore we need to ensure 
our wastewater treatment processes are resilient to the potential impact. 
 
 
[08/07 12:19] Chris Hayes (Guest) 



If the UK is in drought, then this is an issue everywhere, but typically there are large areas that have 
more than enough rainwater, so we can afford HS2, what about the cost of a water pipe running from 
the driest areas to the wettest areas? 
 
[08/07 12:21] Geoff Clark (Guest) 
Is there any Env Agency or water company work being done to build a national grid for water? 
 
 
 
 
Webinar questions and answer – July 8 
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17 June 2021 Poll 2

1. What do you think is the best way for us to tell customers about a drought and
restrictions?

2. If you answered Other, please tell us more

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) RB

8
Responses

00:34
Average time to complete

Active
Status

Direct emails and letters 3

Dedicated information on web… 0

Social media 1

Media (e.g. TV, radio and news… 3

Advertising 0

Third-party channels 0

Webinars 0

On the ground Southern Wate… 0

Other 1

Latest Responses

"Text Messages"
1

Responses
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17 June 2021 Poll 3

1. Are the restrictions on using water for households and businesses easy to understand?

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) � RB

9
Responses

00:49
Average time to complete

Active
Status

Yes, completely 2

Yes, mostly 4

Yes 1

No 1

No, mostly 1

No, completely 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0
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2. Do you agree with introducing restrictions on using water for households first and
businesses afterwards? (The aim is to protect jobs and businesses for as long as
possible)

3. Do you agree with the automatic exemptions from restrictions on using water which
apply to everyone? (These are agreed by all water companies)

I agree completely 2

I mostly agree 4

I agree 0

I mostly don't agree 2

I completely disagree 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 1

I agree completely 3

I mostly agree 4

I agree 1

I mostly don't agree 0

I completely disagree 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 1
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4. Do you agree with all the discretionary exemptions from restrictions on using water?
(We agree these for our customers)

I agree completely 2

I mostly agree 4

I agree 2

I mostly don't agree 0

I completely disagree 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 1
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17 June 2021 Poll 4

1. Do you support the need to use Drought Permits and Drought Orders, so we can
continue to take water from the environment to maintain supplies during droughts?

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) ! RB

9
Responses

00:25
Average time to complete

Active
Status

I support this completely 5

I mostly support this 1

I support this 3

I don't support this 0

I mostly don't support this 0

I am completely against this 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0
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2. Do you think we have got the right balance between restricting water use and using
Drought Permits and Drought Orders, to produce more water and to protect the
environment?

Yes, completely 1

Yes, mostly 3

Yes 4

No 0

No, mostly 0

No, completely 0

I'm not sure / I don't know 1
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17 June 2021 Poll 5

1. Is it ever acceptable to introduce emergency restrictions such as standpipes (water
pipes in streets) or rota cuts (where water is only available for a few hours each day)?

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) ! RB

9
Responses

00:23
Average time to complete

Active
Status

Yes, always 0

Yes, on some occasions 2

Yes 2

No 2

No, on some occasions 1

No, always 2

I don't know / I'm not sure 0
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2. Would you be willing to significantly reduce your water use to 80 or even 50 litres each
day in a very severe drought in order to avoid standpipes or rota cuts?

Yes, absolutely 3

Yes, mostly 2

Yes 1

No 1

No, mostly 1

No, always 1

I'm not sure / I don't know 0
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17 June 2021 Poll 6

1. Are the different levels of drought, and the actions we need to take at each one, easy
to understand?

! Forms(https://www.office.com/launch/forms?auth=2) ! RB

8
Responses

00:38
Average time to complete

Active
Status

Yes, completely 1

Yes, mostly 4

Yes 2

No 1

No, mostly 0

No, completely 0

I don't know / I'm not sure 0
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2. How useful has this webinar been and why?

3. Please tell us why

It's been great 2

It's been good 4

It's been OK 2

It's not been good 0

It was awful 0

I'm not sure / I don't know 0

Latest Responses

"Good to learn the background to the drought plan and the act…

"Good explanation of systems and processes to avoid drought."

"The structure and format has been dynamic, including the ran…

3
Responses



17th June 2021 Southern Water employee Webinar question and answer chat 
 

[17/06 13:29] Murad, Majed 

If we concentrate on surface water management by collecting SW from new developments, I am 

confident that we do not need to treat wastewater. Give licence to big developer to locally treat and 

used recycled treated wastewater in landscape irrigation. 

I worked in Abu Dhabi after leaving anglian water, mainly in wastewater sector and licencing developers 

to operate catchment and STWs to produce good quality of recycled water to safeguard public and env. 

My PhD research with cranfield university was useful to produce the exact parameters and their limits, 

to include frequency of sampling of treated wastewater even for crops irrigation. I would be delighted 

to assist on this topic if it is needed. 
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 Drought Plan 2022 
Customer Insights 

1. Our Approach to Customer Engagement 
 
At Southern Water our approach to customer engagement is driven by 12 participation principles – providing 
the guidelines we follow. For the Drought Plan 2022 this means we triangulate views from: 
 

x The wealth of existing insight (e.g. WRMP19, DP19, PR19) 
x BAU research which looks at attitudes and behaviours in the moment (e.g. during the heatwave of 

2018, or August 2020) 
x Fresh insight using industry best practice1 running specific engagement through deliberative panels 

with a range of customer segments (e.g. Customer Action Group for Water for Life – Hampshire) 
x Collaboration with the industry (e.g. joint engagement with WRSE on regional planning for water 

resources) 
 
Figure 1: Customer Participation Principles 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the appendix, we have additional details around how we implement these participation principles into our 
everyday ways of working, as well as more information on our primary sources of customer insight.  
 
At Southern Water, our insight capabilities continue to expand and last year we added 7 new research agencies 
to our roster, as well as an in-house analyst to enhance how we support the wider business. 
 
 
 
 

                                            
 
 
 
 
 
 



 Drought Plan 2022 
Customer Insights 

1.1 Background and introduction   
We recognise that there have been a number of droughts in the South East since 2000 and there is an 
expectation that these events are likely to happen more often in the future, due to the changing climate. Our 
Drought Plan sets out how we would deal with a drought in Sussex, Kent, Hampshire and the Isle of Wight. It 
outlines the steps we would take to ensure we can maintain supplies of drinking water to our customers while 
minimising the impact on our rivers and the environment during drought events.  

In the South East, water resources are under pressure and the region is classed as an 'area of serious water 
stress' by the government. These resources have and will continue to come under further pressure due to new 
laws which restrict the amount of water we can abstract. In the future, a growing number of houses in the 
region and the effects of climate change on our weather patterns will also affect the resources available to us. 

Our customers are at the heart of what we do and the decisions we make. This is why we implemented a 
robust engagement plan with customers from across our operational area to understand their views and 
challenges on the drought plan, which tapped in to our ongoing BAU insight. This allowed for us to engage 
with customers across our region who were able to provide both informed and un-informed views on plans as 
part of the consultation process. A drought plan can only really succeed with the support and implementation 
of our customer and that’s why it is fundamental we understand their views. 

As you would have read – one of our participation principals is “partnering” - and this also means supporting 
other water companies with our insight capabilities. We worked in complete partnership with Portsmouth Water 
and boosted recruitment of their customers to our continuous deliberative household and youth groups.  In 
addition, we ran joint bespoke customer research to review both the Southern Water and Portsmouth Water 
Drought Plans. Working with our counter-parts at other water companies allows us to not only succeed together 
but helps us learn from each other. This enhances our understanding and enables us to deliver a better 
experience. Building on these partnerships and collaborating in future is something we are committed to 
continuing. 

1.2 Objectives  
Following the introduction of the Southern Water Customer Participation Strategy in September 2018, we are 
working to continue to bring customer thinking directly into our ongoing activity. Obtaining customer feedback 
on the drought plan consultation provides an opportunity for more inclusive views on our plans to tackle drought 
through our BAU insight channels. 
 
Our primary objective: 
 

x Detailed exploration of our Drought Plan with customers to ensure we developed a plan that is driven 
and supported by customers. 

 
Secondary objectives: 
 

x Ensure more inclusive feedback by including the views of young people, businesses and harder to 
reach customers  

 
x Inform the development of Southern Water and Portsmouth Water’s drought plans in a collaborative 

way 
 

x Understanding how customers want to be communicated about drought and how this differs for 
different groups. 
 

x Build customer knowledge of water resource issues in the South East  
 



 Drought Plan 2022 
Customer Insights 

2. Methodology and approach  
Through our existing insight programmes we were able to gather the views of customers who were well-
informed and had good knowledge of the industry and our practices. In addition we captured the views of 
existing customers who were less informed but could provide a fresh perspective – this was achieved through 
our existing Water Futures 2030 panel. We also used our youth panel to gauge reactions to the Drought Plan 
from a young people’s viewpoint – Water Futures 2050. Both of these panels consisted of an online community 
of participants managed by one of our partnered research agencies. In addition to the BAU insights, we also 
commissioned standalone pieces of research to focus on what businesses felt about the Drought Plan and 
how this might have differed amongst households. 
 
One of our priorities when we undertake research is ensuring that we are as diverse and inclusive as possible, 
whilst learning through interactions about how we are able to engage with harder to reach customers. As part 
of the Drought Plan consultation – we reached out and spoke with 6 expert stakeholders who represent harder 
to reach audiences (Citizens Advice, housing associations, language assistance reps, supported living, etc.). 
Insight from another study (Customer Engagement - DP2019) told us that this was the best way to engage 
with customers about the drought plan.  
 
Figure 2: Our approach to customer engagement  
 

Project/Programme Project Overview Approach and sample  Output 

Drought Plan groups  

Specific groups set up to have detailed 
discussion around the drought plan 
which was provided to participants prior 
to the focus groups taking part. We 
gauged feedback on the plans, 
comprehension of the plans, as well as 
support for the principles and their 
views on how we communicate. 

4 x 2 hour group focus groups. 2 groups of 
household customers who have been part of our 
Water for Life Hampshire panel, 1 additional 
group of Water Futures 2030 panellist who are 
household customers from across Hampshire, 
Sussex and Kent. 1 group of 8 Portsmouth Water 
only customers. 

 
 
 
 
Household Customer 
Engagement – 
Drought Plan ‘21 
 

Water Futures 2030 and 
Water for Life Hampshire 

Deliberative consumer panel which is 
central to all our insight for strategic 
planning and PR-24 programme 
through continuous engagement.  

Exploration of the drought plans undertaken by 
63 panellists as part of our deliberative consumer 
panels. These customers are a spread from 
across the region to reflect the different diverse 
region we operate within.  
This was followed up by 5 x 1 hour discussion to 
review the findings. 

 
 
 
Household Customer 
Engagement – 
Drought Plan ‘21 
 

Water Futures 2050 

Our young person’s group of future 
customers who focus on providing 
insight for our long term strategy – and 
ensuring customers of tomorrow have 
their voices heard in our strategic 
planning. 

1 week online community with 46 participants 
being introduced to the drought plan (10 
Portsmouth Water customers). This includes 
super future customers (14-15 year olds still in 
education), future customers (16-21 years old) 
and first time customers (22-30 year olds) spread 
across our region. Followed by 6 x 75 minute 
focus groups reviewing the plans in more detail. 

 
 
 
Future Customers 
and Drought 
overview ‘21 
 

Non-Household 
Consultation  

We used an existing network of 
businesses across our region and that 
of Portsmouth Water to engage these 
customers on the proposed drought 
plan. 

25 x 1 hour interviews with business customers 
(mix of those who are reliant on water for their 
product /service). This included 8 businesses 
from the Portsmouth Water operating area. 

 
 
Business Customer 
report – Drought 
Plan ‘21 
 

Expert Stakeholders 
interviews 
 

Engagement of expert stakeholders, 
which allowed us to have a broader 
view of what our customers from 
different backgrounds and cultures 
need during drought conditions. 

6 x 1 hour interviews with representatives of 
harder to reach customers who represent both 
Southern Water and Portsmouth Water 
customers (including signposting services, 
housing services, language assistance and 
supported living representatives). 
 

 
 
Expert stakeholder 
report – Drought Plan 
‘21 

 



 Drought Plan 2022 
Customer Insights 

This approach meant that we were able to reach a large number of customers from across our entire region, 
from different backgrounds/cultures, as well as customers at different life stages. This range of customers we 
spoke to really gives us a robust overall reflection of their views on the Drought Plan. 
 
This approach has also given us the opportunity to speak directly and in detail with over 100 customers from 
different life stages, backgrounds and cultures. As well as feeding back their views on the proposed Drought 
Plan, these customers now have a better understanding of the challenges we face at Southern Water. This 
research is vitally important to understand moving forwards how we communicate with customers, what stages 
they expect to hear from us and what channels we should use to maximise customer awareness. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 Drought Plan 2022 
Customer Insights 

3. Overall summary findings  
 
Impact on Covid on crisis management: 
 

x Current customers are very accepting of levels 3 and 4 restrictions – they understand the need and 
there are very few indications of resistance (COVID has increased acceptance of rules) 

x Business customers impacted by water scarcity need help to explore ways in which they can become 
more resilient and to raise awareness of how they may be affected by restrictions. They want to do 
more now to minimise impact in the future. 

x For young people – the pandemic has made restrictions feel fairer and more acceptable. Future 
customers expect a multi-model approach to communication that reaches all at the time of drought. 

x For future customers, it is important for the company to emphasise how it is working to play its part 
and engaging with business and agriculture so the changes seem fair. Young people are also willing 
to do their part in a crisis once they’re on board with the idea (Covid restrictions used as a reference). 
General consensus is that more needs to be done now to make people aware from a young age about 
the issues we face. 

Implications around the drought plan: 
 

x Customer knowledge of drought in the UK is fairly limited, therefore early engagement would be 
needed to ensure better understanding of the need for emergency measures. There is a misperception 
of what drought would look like in the UK – meaning customers are unprepared for the reality of how 
it would impact lives.  

x Household customers feel the Southern Water Drought Plan provides reassurance and is 
comprehensive in detail, yet accessibly written for customers. 

x Demonstrating the link between changes in personal usage behaviours and the impact on droughts is 
important to help those who currently feel they are already sensible enough, to see what else they 
could do.  

x It is sufficient enough to customers that there is a drought plan – customers don’t generally feel they 
need forward sight of the details. Customers agree with the principals behind how the restrictions are 
applied though specific exemptions provoke a reaction. 

Communications and education: 
 

x There’s a strong feeling from customers that across the board they find it hard to grasp the severity of 
the measures on their lives. More needs to be done to give context – what does 50-80 litres look like. 
What changes can they make to help day to day with an emphasis on customers wanting to be better 
educated? 

x An integrated communication plan needs to use multiple channels, build up the relevant messages 
over time and vary the approach to have the greatest cut through.  

x Vulnerable audiences require a higher level of service during severe restrictions, with other household 
customers supporting their prioritisation.  

x Representatives of harder to reach communities felt that the drought plan would benefit from 
‘community’ styled touchpoints such as newsletters, social media and peer to peer advocacy through 
leaders, service providers and caregivers – a more tailored approach and key to build trust. 

 
 
 

“I think the plan is very good as what I read informs me that the plan includes 
what the water companies do in the event of a drought, what we as customers 

need to do and how this will affect the environment.” 

Primary Sources of Customer Insight: 
x Business Customer report – Drought Plan ‘21 
x Expert stakeholder report – Drought Plan ‘21 
x Future Customers and Drought overview ‘21 
x Household Customer Engagement – Drought Plan ‘21 



 Drought Plan 2022 
Customer Insights 

3.1 The impact of Covid-19 on customers 
One of the key themes coming out of our research with these audiences is a sense from the pandemic that 
people are more prepared for crisis management. Consumers use Covid as a reference point for situations 
like drought and the conditions being implemented. We can learn from how the government communicated 
over the past 18 months as this gives us an understanding of the public needs. This perception was evident 
from all the different research studies we undertook. 
 
 
 
 
 
There were other emerging themes that we saw:  

Figures 3 & 4: What’s shaping a positive response to our plan (Source: Business Customer report – Drought Plan 
’21) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“Preventative measures earlier on would help to mitigate the effects of drought. We 
have learnt from the pandemic.” – Future customer 
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3.2 Key themes by audience  
Household customer view 
 
For many household customers, this research highlighted the need for further education around droughts. As 
mentioned before, it is clear that we can leverage customer feeling from the pandemic to help with implantation 
during a drought period– there is an opportunity to build on the current feeling by outlining that we are preparing 
for the future during the different stages of drought. The Drought Plan landed well with this audience – providing 
reassurance that there is a credible plan for all eventualities. Customers liked the comprehensive nature of the 
document which had the right level of detail, whilst providing a collaborative tone.  

Figure 5: Customer levels of acceptance (Source: Household Customer Engagement – Drought Plan ’21) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
x Customers largely support restricting households before businesses – but there’s a fine balance to be 

struck between transparency and drawing too much attention to it 
 

x If exemptions are to be published in the Drought Plan (and not via links to a separate site), there will 
inevitably be some that are deemed controversial – strong feeling that there should be nationwide agreed 
exemptions during times of extreme restrictions 
 

x When applying for drought permits and drought orders, customers support the idea that Southern Water 
has to apply to the EA or DEFRA for permits/orders before abstracting – some misunderstood that the 
orders/permits would be applied in level 2 drought rather than requested 
 

x Surprisingly high amounts of customers claimed acceptance of restrictions for severe or emergency 
drought (levels 3 or 4) – Covid has increased acceptance of rules 

 
x Customers don’t fully grasp the severity of the measures on their lives from the Drought Plan document –

though it is not necessarily the role of the Drought Plan to achieve this. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“I think the plan is very good as what I read informs me that the plan includes what the 
water companies do in the event of a drought, what we as customers need to do and 

how this will affect the environment.” 
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Implications for household customers 
 
As households are accepting of the drought plan and the potential restrictions, we can engage early with them 
through a number of channels on a more pro-active basis. Customers are satisfied knowing that there is a 
drought plan but Covid has increased expectations for smart and targeted messaging at the time these plans 
are implemented. 
  

x ATL messaging essential to achieving sufficient 
breadth of coverage – potential to link to weather 
broadcasts 
 

x SMS messaging would give a sense of urgency and 
make it relevant to individual customers 
 

x Potential for location based apps similar to Covid apps. 
 
 
Future customer view 
 
Young people do not know about the risk of drought and there is a need to inform them on this as a starting 
point or engagement. To put this into context future customers we spoke to rated the likelihood of drought in 
the UK at 5.2 out of 10 (survey of 46 young people). Drought is seen as ‘all or nothing’ meaning there is little 
awareness of lower level mitigation – there’s a gap here for behaviour change to be implemented.  
 
Young people have shown a willingness to play their part in a crisis, once they’re on board with the idea that 
a situation like a drought could happen. However, the misperception of what drought would look like in the UK 
means they are unprepared for the reality of how it impact their lives. 
 
Overall, Southern Water’s Drought Plan was positively received by young people and succeeded on many 
levels. Generally, Southern Water’s actions, including restrictions on customers and businesses and 
emergency measures, were seen as largely appropriate and fair, though there were some elements that 
needed further explaining and potential additional or earlier action. 

Figure 6: Young people view on how to leverage the drought plan (Source: Future customers and Drought 
overview ’21) 
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x At the early stages of impending drought, young people don’t feel that their lives will be impacted directly, 
there is a desire for Southern Water to take preventative action 

 
x At the drought stage, future customers feel more concerned about escalation and the risk to the 

environment – the restrictions at this stage feel appropriate and applying for permits seen as sensible but 
young people feel some recreational use of water could be allowed 

 
x Young people see ‘severe drought as the tipping point where they want tangible direction on what they do 

and why – lockdown mentally prepared them to deal with restrictions. This is also a stage where young 
people accept the implications behind the drought order but become torn between protecting the 
environment vs people 
 

x In an ‘emergency drought’, severe restrictions feel appropriate and expected as does compliance with 
what is being asked – no objections to following the restrictions but a feeling the government should step 
in sooner to prevent this stage from happening. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Implications for future customers 
 
Young people have a clear view of their expectations during each stage of the drought plan and this audience 
put more of an emphasis on being reached via social media and other traditional media like radio/tv 
news/advertising is considered to be important to raise awareness. They felt that at an emergency level the 
government has a responsibility to distribute messaging. 

Figure 7: Future customers – key principles for communicating (Source: Future customers and Drought overview 
’21) 
 
Future customers feel we should be using community outreach – visiting schools/businesses to educate on 
water resource issues as well as making information accessible to all and inclusive as possible. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“I think in situations like this, time is of the essence, and therefore, it is important to 
work quickly to try and establish a clear plan, ensuring they can make the best out of a 
bad situation in plenty of time to ensure there is not any more severe water shortages.” 
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Business customers/non – household view 
 
To businesses the restrictions make sense, nothing feels unfair – even in the event of escalating drought. 
Overall the drought plan is seen as a positive document which is comprehensive and forward thinking.  
 
There is a general feeling amongst businesses that they would happily engage with water saving measures 
now in the same way as domestic households. We should do more to explore and educate non-household 
customers. Businesses also feel they have a responsibility towards local matter as they want to be advocates 
of that community spirit. 
 
Measures, restrictions and exemptions were largely felt to be fair and proportionate. The later stages of water 
sourcing measures appeared to be the sensible use of existing resource, however, there was an appetite 
amongst businesses for water recycling to be elevated in importance. 
 
Businesses also feel that we can ask more of them in the event of a domestic ban being introduced. Business 
customers felt that they would naturally limit use in the workplace even when the restrictions would not affect 
their outputs – there is a genuine willingness to engage at any point when drought is a threat. 
 
The measures were considered to be actionable and considered – striking a good balance between water 
saving and sourcing: 
 

x Multiple measures and active initiatives seen as a positive throughout  
 

x Later stages of the measures are largely accepted by business  
 

x Reassured by the multiple mentions of channels of communications and availability of data 
 

x Having a long term proactive plan is especially well received in current Covid climate 
 
 
 
 

Figure 8: Key stages to accepting measures for businesses (Source: Business Customer report – Drought Plan ’21) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“It’s easy to digest and has a clear 4-5 messages across all levels.  I don’t have 
anything to add, it all looks reasonable” 
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Implications for Business Customers 
 
For businesses – they want to be a part of the 
solution, happy to engage pro-actively and play a role 
in preventing these situations occurring. Reaching 
out directly and building relationship can only be seen 
to improve the dynamics of how we engage 
businesses and ensures we have their support 
around key issues. They want to do more now to help 
the long term issues arising. 
 
The takeaway here is to do more now for businesses 
to support us as BAU rather than just during drought 
conditions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Vulnerable and diverse cultures – expert stakeholder view 
 
Measures and exemptions were largely felt to be fair and proportionate – external stakeholders saw little 
reason why their clients would necessarily respond differently than other domestic customers.  
 
However, they did identify certain groups that might struggle. For example, low-income families reliant on 
entertainment at home (paddling pools) or elderly more vulnerable customer who might struggle to adapt and 
resist change. This is why the ‘how to’ manage alternatives are really valuable. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
They didn’t see an issue with reducing water per capita consumption in the event of severe drought but need 
a better understanding of what this actually calibrates to – what it would require in terms of behaviour change. 
External stakeholders foresee that this might present real challenges to some e.g. the elderly, those in strict 
routines because of mental/ physical/ disabilities but, again, expect the power of ‘community’ to rally and 
advocate forward planning to put support measures in place. 
 
Non-essential bans were positively received but with the hope that in the event of severe drought the 
government would step in with benefits to support where people’s livelihoods are impacted.  There is also a 
slightly different view from these customers to future customers as the environmental care and protection 
measures did not naturally invite opinion – there is more of a concern for the day-to-day impact of the plan on 
their lives. 
 
As a whole the Drought Plan measures have the same impact on BAME, EU immigrants, low-income 
customers and the elderly, as it would on other customers but how we engage with these audiences differently 
had become clear. We will touch on this in the communications section.  
 
 

“The elderly can be elderly or forgetful …they’ve also lived through the war so would 
be a bit sceptical about something like this … during the pandemic we had to get in 
touch quickly with families and caregivers and give good solid advice” 

“Getting everybody to save water is very important … a small percentage over time can 
make a big difference in times of drought” 
 

“If we say 50-80 litres to the vulnerable what does that mean, it definitely needs to be 
tangible, the equivalent of this or that”  
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Implications for vulnerable and diverse customers 
 
For harder to reach audiences, it is about building trust and using a communication model that is tailored to 
their needs. Using other stakeholders to help deliver our messages can also be a real positive and help embed 
us within their communities. Having material that customers can relate to and engage with can be key – this 
may mean that we need to explore how we distribute comms by geographical area. Use of different languages 
and approaches would land well. Some of these audiences can be naturally suspicious and have a lack of 
trust so it is vital we build this from the outset. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We can break this down in to 4 key components to make sure we are maximising the implications of drought 
with this audience: 

Figure 9: Considerations for communicating with vulnerable and diverse customers (Source: expert 
stakeholder report – Drought Plan ’21) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“Social housing people tend to be more of a community, they share information, they 
are very good in these situations at helping each other out …. they know who their 
neighbours are, nobody is vulnerable …” 
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4. Who we partnered with 
We partnered with a number of agencies to ensure a wide breadth of customers were engaged as part of the 
consultation:  
 

x Relish run our informed panels for both Water Futures 2030 and Water for Life – Hampshire which 
has been running since November 2019 and has bought us closer than ever to our customers on the 
challenges of resources. This gives us the opportunity to understand what household customers 
want/expect from us now and in the future, as well as through the Water for Life – Hampshire panel 
we engage on the issues in the water stressed region of our operating area. 
 

x Yonder have been engaging on an ongoing basis with businesses who are reliant on water as an end 
product and helping us understand in more detail how we engage with these key audiences. They 
have built up a great range of depth with the different businesses we can now engage with on different 
topics. 
 

x Britain Thinks were awarded MRS agency of the year and run our Water Futures 2050 panel and have 
been engaging with young people/future customers since October 2020. This has really enhanced 
how this audience taps in to our long term strategy and planning process.  

 
Figure 10: Our partnered agencies  
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Appendix 10: Exceptional Shortage of 
Rainfall –amended wording for Drought Plan 
 
When preparing a case to demonstrate an Exceptional Shortage of Rain (ESoR) in support of a Drought 
Permit or Order application we will follow two key guidance documents: 

• Appendix D - Supplementary guidance on exceptional shortage of rain (updated February 2019) of 
the Drought Permits and Drought Orders Supplementary guidance from the Environment Agency 
and Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, May 2019  

• Hydrological guidance for the assessment of an Exceptional Shortage of Rain (ESoR), Draft 
Guidance, March 2021. 

Rainfall monitoring is a key component of our drought triggers and we use a suite of rainfall triggers (draft 
Drought Plan Annex 4) to monitor the development of drought. These rainfall triggers are based on the 
Environment Agency Hydrological Area Rainfall series which are derived from the Met Office HAD-UK 
rainfall dataset and the Environment Agency Daily Rainfall Tool (DRT). When preparing a ESoR case we will 
use the same catchment rainfall datasets as these can be directly related to our drought triggers and use of 
catchment rainfall data is consistent with the above guidance. We presently receive these data as monthly 
totals under licence from the Environment Agency  

Table 1 sets out the key hydrological and rainfall series we will consider for each Drought Permit or Order 
application, in some cases a primary and supporting dataset are indicated. Assessment of the supporting 
dataset may be presented alongside the primary for these drought permits as this reflects that our Water 
Resource Zones and distribution of our supply network do not map evenly onto hydrological catchments. A 
drought permit or order could be used to support supplies outside the hydrological catchment where the 
drought permit or order is implemented.  

Table 1 Relationship of our Drought Permit and Order options to EA Hydrological Catchment Rainfall 
Series and our rainfall triggers based on Standard Precipitation Indices (SPI) and Standard 
Precipitation and Evapotranspiration Indices (SPEI) to support ESoR Assessment.  

Drought Permit 
or Order 

Water Resource 
Zone 

Primary 
Hydrological 
Area Rainfall 
Series 

Supporting 
Hydrological 
Area Rainfall 
Series 

SPI and SPEI 
Drought 
Triggers 
available 

Lukely Brook, 
Caul Bourne, 
Eastern Yar 

Isle of Wight Isle of Wight n/a Yes 

River Test  
Hampshire 
Southampton 
West 

River Test  
Hampshire 
Tertiaries (for 
River Blackwater)  

Yes for River 
Test, not for 
Hampshire 
Tertiaries 

Candover 
Augmentation 
Scheme, River 
Itchen, 
Lower Itchen 

Hampshire 
Southampton 
East 

East Hampshire 
Chalk  

Hampshire 
Tertiaries (for 
Lower Itchen) 

Yes for East 
Hampshire 
Chalk, not for 
Hampshire 
Tertiaries 

Pulborough  Sussex North Western Rother 
Greensand n/a Yes 

Weir Wood Sussex North River Medway n/a Yes 
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North Arundel Sussex Worthing West Sussex 
Chalk n/a Yes 

East Worthing Sussex Worthing West Sussex 
Chalk 

East Sussex 
Chalk Yes 

Sandwich Kent Thanet Stour Dover Chalk 
Thanet Chalk Yes 

Faversham Kent Medway 
East North Kent Chalk 

North West Grain 
River Medway 
Sheppey 

Yes except for 
Sheppey 

Bewl Water 
Reservoir / River 
Medway Scheme 

Kent Medway 
West River Medway  

North Kent Chalk 
North West Grain 
Sheppey 

Yes except for 
Sheppey 

Darwell Reservoir Sussex Hastings Eastern Rother n/a Yes 
 

Monthly rainfall data will form the basis of our ESoR assessment and we will present the following in analysis 
support of our assessments to demonstrate an Exceptional Shortage of Rain has occurred: 

• Ranked cumulative rainfall totals for the duration of the drought period which can be compared to 
our assessment of drought vulnerability for each Water Resource Zone (Annex 4) 

• SPI and SPEI data for the drought period of interest which demonstrate an exceptional shortage of 
rain and where relevant can be compared to our drought triggers 

• Long duration rainfall frequency analysis and assessment of event based upon an estimate of the 
event return period 

• Assessment of long term average percentage rainfall, primarily compared against the 1961-1990 
climate multiple but other periods may be considered if relevant.  

• Supporting evidence of a serious deficiency of supplies linked to an exceptional shortage of rain 
based on River Flows, Groundwater Levels or Reservoir Storage 

 
 

 


