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What is this paper about: The Company’s approach to WRMP19 engagement.  

What is the context of this 
paper: 

This paper follows the presentation given to the 
Customer Challenge Group in July 2017 and research 
materials shared with the research methodology sub-
group  

What is the relevance of this 
paper: 

This paper addresses a challenge to provide more 
information about our approach to WRMP engagement. 
In particular to answer the following 
challenges/questions from the CCG:  

1. How has SEW engaged customers, citizens and 

communities on the WRMP? 

2. How has SEW worked with customers/citizens to 

identify and develop innovative solutions to 

resilience? 

3. What is WRMP doing to consider the views of 

future customers?   

4. How is SEW joining up engagement around 

WRMP and drought plan with its wider 

engagement approach, including focus on 

customer segmentation/customers during 

normal/disruptive service?  

Action needed from the CCG: We would like the CCG to give views on: 

 Our engagement approach to date  

 Our proposed assessment of any gaps 

 Our proposed next steps 

In addition to: 

 Confirm that the challenges in the Log can now 

be closed. If challenges are unable to be closed 
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what actions are needed to address the 

challenges. 

The challenges are (log numbers): 

49. Can the Company provide examples of how WRMP 
and segmentation will be married up? SEW to join up 
engagement around WRMP, drought plan and wider 
engagement and to demonstrate how it has done this.   
 
51. What is WRMP doing to consider the views of future 
customers? 
 
52. How can the Company take innovative engagement 
approaches for PR19 into WRMP? 
 
53. SEW to carry out a stakeholder mapping exercise for 
WRMP. 
 
66. The Company to clarify what they are doing/have 
done on wider PR19/WRMP engagement, in addition to 
their commissioned research programme and ongoing 
engagement which has been shared. The Group remain 
concerned about the lack of joined up approach to 
engagement. 
 
67. Company to consider how they can better embed 
customer engagement not just in the service side of 
their organisation but more widely e.g. on WRMP.   
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Context 
 
South East Water has learned a lot over the last three water resource management planning cycles and believes that 
close engagement with communities and customers has helped us develop plans that have customer support and 
therefore are more likely to achieve successful outcomes. This has inspired much of our continued improvement over 
the years across the business, where we ensure we work with customers as we develop our plans. 
 
While we work to achieve a high degree of customer involvement in our all our planning, preparing the water resources 
management plan is also a statutory duty so we have to be mindful of the regulatory requirements too.  
 
Water companies have a statutory duty to prepare and consult on a water resources management plan (WRMP), and 
are required to follow a statutory process when doing so.  The WRMP sets out how we will maintain water supplies to 
current and future customers over a 25-year period, by managing demand for water and delivering schemes that 
generate additional water. The statutory WRMP process is an independent regulatory requirement from the Business 
Plan - although outputs from it form a key component that then feed into our five-yearly Business Plans (see Annex 
1).   
 
At the highest level the WRMP process comprises three stages: 
 

 Preparation of a draft WRMP - ‘the draft plan’ 
 

 Publication and wider consultation on the draft plan 
 

 Publication of a statement of response to representations made on the draft plan and publication of a revised 
plan  

 
Formal approval of the revised plan made by the Secretary of State for Defra - this then becomes `the final plan’.    
 
The statutory process for the WRMP sets out timing and scope of engagement water companies must achieve with 
stakeholders and customers throughout all stages of the process i.e. preparing the draft plan, during the statutory 
public consultation and the Statement of Response process. Our engagement on the WRMP occurs through all these 
phases of work.  
 
In Annex 1 we have included an overview diagram of the WRMP process and our engagement approach - and how the 
25-year WRMP process feeds into the five-year Business Plan process.   
 
Who is the audience for the WRMP? 
 
At the highest level the statutory requirements of who must be engaged with on the WRMP are deliberately broad – 
we are required to consult with anyone who may be affected by the WRMP.   
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

So how have you identified and decided upon who it is 
necessary to engage with? To be considered high 
quality engagement you will need to have 
demonstrated a good understanding of the issues in 
your area; a clear understanding of the types of 
customers, citizens and community groups you wanted 
to engage with and why. A clear understanding as to 
the Groups that represent those interests. A clear 

There are essentially three stages to the engagement: 
1. We recruited sufficient quotas of the household 

customer segments previously identified so we 
can be confident they are representative of our 
wider customer base. The qualitative research 
has involved comprehension sessions and 
community groups to test customers’ 
understanding of resilience and the type of 
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understanding of who is/isn’t engaging.  This is the 
information we need to understand (see slides) – happy 
to discuss.  
 

supply and demand options that could deliver 
resilience/maintain the supply demand balance 
over the lifetime of the WRMP; and their 
appetite for changing levels of service and risk 
ie the frequency of water use restrictions.  

2. The second stage is the Willingness to Pay 
survey to quantitatively test if customers are 
prepared to maintain/accept more/accept less 
risk by testing a change in levels of service ie 
the frequency of water use restrictions. Again 
the quantitative research recruited specific 
quotas of the customer segments we’ve 
previously identified so we can be confident it 
is representative of our wider customer base.  
It will also demonstrate the degree of 
consistency evident across the value based 
segments 

3. Our wider customers, citizens and community 
groups will be engaged with: 

o during the 12 week statutory 
consultation process - the who, when, 
how, why etc is the subject of our 
specific communications plan; and  

o we will carry out further qualitative  
research with existing and future 
customers on our preferred plan and 
the options it contains; we can then 
reflect this, and any representations on 
our draft WRMP, in our Statement of 
Response.  

o We have appointed a Community 
Engagement Manager into the 
Communications Team who will be 
working with Water Resources and 
others to develop the detailed 
communications plan for the 12 weeks. 
We would welcome input of CCG 
members who are interested in helping 
ensure this plan is best practice. We 
will carry out a gap analysis on previous 
engagement results from WRMP14 and 
this one to help inform our approach. 

 
The statutory process expects us to consider the outcomes from any research/engagement to better inform the 
decision making we will include in the WRMP; and we are required to show how we have addressed (or not) any 
representations made on our draft plan in the Statement of Response.  
 
Who we have engaged with and how 
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We have designed our engagement with stakeholders and customers to align with the requirements set out at each 
of the three key stages in the statutory WRMP process as summarised below: 
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

As above – how have you selected the stakeholders and 
customers to engage with?  

There is a specific pre-consultation phase of the 
statutory process which lists who we should engage 
with during the preparation of a draft WRMP.   
 
More generally, our WRMP engagement with 
customers and stakeholders is shaped by: 

 the statutory expectations of what the WRMP 
needs to deliver ie is the Secretary of State 
confident that our plan can meet the supply 
demand balance over the next 25 years; what 
options will meet that supply demand balance; 
and what is the level of service customers 
expect and are willing to pay for? and;  

 our wider PR19 engagement strategy (as per 
engagement graphic - what do we want to 
know, why do we want to know this, who from, 
and how can we find out?)   

 
Stage 1: During the preparation of a draft WRMP 

 
For every WRMP process, the Environment Agency produces updated guidelines on its regulatory expectations of how 
a plan will be prepared, and the evidence and data assumptions that will need to be taken into account in preparing 
those plans.  To ensure every WRMP produced by water companies is done so using broadly common and accepted 
data, evidence and approaches, for areas including: 

 

 Pre consultation with regulators, neighbouring water companies and non-household retailers 

 Problem characterisation 

 Climate change predictions 

 Population and property forecasts, including engagement with LPAs 

 Per capita consumption and demand management  

 supply forecast, and impacts under different drought scenarios 

 Sustainability reductions 

 Options appraisal 

 Levels of service and resilience 

 Modelling of solutions and decision making frameworks 

Engagement on methodology and approach  
 
We have completed a pre-consultation with our regulators about the requirements of the methodology and the 
approach we will use to develop our WRMP; during this process we have taken the opportunity to engage with 
neighbouring water companies too. 
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 
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What, when, about what? 
 

As referenced earlier, there is a specific requirement of 
the WRMP process to pre-consult with certain 
stakeholders. These are defined as statutory consultees 
- other water companies in the south east region (and 
beyond) and regulators – as well as those private 
individuals/water companies with a water licence. We 
inform them about how we intend to use the 
methodology, the WRMP process we will be 
undertaking and the timetable for its preparation and 
submission. We also use this pre-consultation stage of 
engagement to seek offers of surplus or new sources of 
water, and demand management expertise – we 
formalised this by going to the market (via an OJEU 
notice) to determine what was available.  The results of 
that exercise confirmed that the methods and data we 
have used, and our general approach to the 
development of the draft WRMP19 were sound. 

 
Our engagement with neighbouring water companies is important as we have sought to share best practice and 
promote consistency of approaches to managing water resources across the south east region - in expectation this will 
help deliver the greatest levels of benefit to customers and the environment through future sharing of water resources 
and demand management initiatives.  
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

What difference has this collaboration made? 
 

SEW has been a member of the Water Resources in the 
South East (WRSE) group since 1996 and actively 
supports both regional water supply and demand 
management initiatives. We already share water with 
Southern Water and Affinity Water, with new water 
transfers coming on line during the current five-year 
period; and more to come via the WRSE regional 
strategy for 2020-2080. This demonstrates our 
willingness to optimise the region’s water resources 
and supports our view that the optimum position for 
companies in the south east is one which is joined-up 
on data, behaviour change programmes, customer 
communications and water supplies. 
 
We also support region-wide water efficiency initiatives 
eg Save Water South East water efficiency partnership, 
co-ordinated drought campaigns and messaging, and 
collaboration with neighbouring companies on 
Customer Metering Programmes. Regionally – average 
per capita consumption has reduced from 161 litres a 
day to 148 litres a day; meter penetration is 53%; while 
greater focus on leakage initiatives has saved an extra 
300 million litres per day. For SEW – average per capita 
consumption has reduced from 153 litres a day to 149 
litres a day; meter penetration is 83%; and leakage 
initiatives have saved an extra 9 million litres per day. 
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Mention we anticipate more sharing in the plan derived 
from the WRSE which wouldn’t have happened without 
it 

 
This collaboration and co-operation is formalised through our membership of, and work with, the Water Resources in 
the South East group (WRSE) which will also produce a regional water strategy to help inform individual water 
companies’ WRMPs.  
 
Engagement with customers on levels of service, willingness to pay and options preferences  
 
The statutory WRMP process is supported by customer research to understand customers’ preferences on levels of 
service relating to the frequency of water use restrictions; their willingness to pay (or not) to change that level of 
service; and for different types of future water resource options. 
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

What engagement have you done on the co-
development of solutions – the how as well as the end 
service levels? 
   

There are two stages to this:  
1. The first stage of qualitative research tested 

customers’ views and preferences on the range 
of options that can maintain the supply 
demand balance over the lifetime of the WRMP 
(and provide sufficient resilience to a range of 
future impacts).  

2. The options will also be tested during the 
qualitative research we plan to undertake with 
customers on our draft WRMP during the 
statutory consultation; and more widely via our 
communication activities and engagement on 
the plan. 

3. Co delivery toolkit will appear in the WRMP 
particularly around demand reduction options 
that we are intending to use across the 
segments supporting the resilient customer 
concept.  It will build on successes of the 
Advizzo project to date. 

4. Research as supported the appetite for 
customers to be better informed on water use 
and for us to act as providers of water efficient 
options for customers to select. 

5. We would welcome CCG ideas of how we could 
co-develop solutions to input into our detailed 
plans. One example is we recently pushed for 
the Save Water South East group to hold 
workshop with water efficiency and 
communications professionals to come 
together to develop ideas for water efficiency 
campaigns, we think we could do similar with 
customers too. We are also working with others 
on a data hack event ‘hAQUAthon’ in 
November. 
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The research we undertake specifically with customers as we prepare our draft WRMP is to obtain data that informs 
our final decision making; however, it is important to stress that this is not the only engagement we undertake with 
customers on the WRMP - their views will be tested further once the draft plan is published for wider consultation in 
early 2018 (see Stage 2). 
 
 
 
We included customers from across the segment spectrum which, by definition, includes those who could be 
considered “vulnerable” according to the Ofwat 2016 study. Our sample included those on very low incomes (and in 
receipt of a range of benefits), water dependent customers, those with mental health and physical health disabilities 
and the elderly (including over 70s).  
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

What gaps have you identified in terms of who you 
reached? Was there a difference between those who 
had experienced service failures and those who hadn’t? 
 

The qualitative and quantitative research we’ve 
undertaken (so far, in the WRMP preparation phase) 
has specifically recruited sufficient quotas of our 
household customer segments so we can be confident 
they are representative of our wider customer base; 
this included customers considered vulnerable – 
although we intend to supplement this with additional 
research (see next point in report).    
 
For the qualitative research with household customers 
all would have experienced the same service failure as 
temporary use bans were applied company-wide in 
2011/12 - and there was some unprompted recall of 
this happening.  
 
Non-household customers’ views are also being sought 
on the same WRMP related issues ie to test their 
understanding of resilience, and the type of supply and 
demand options that could deliver resilience/maintain 
the supply demand balance over the lifetime of the 
WRMP; and their appetite for changing levels of service 
and risk to their business ie the frequency of non-
essential use restrictions. 
 

 
Our initial research was via focus groups, recruited using the previously identified customer segments, and which 
would have included some customers who may be considered vulnerable eg single-income parents or those coping 
with additional carer responsibilities.  
 
We are mindful that those customers in the most severe vulnerable circumstances (eg complex health issues or in 
significant financial need) may not have been captured. We also recognise these customers will require a different 
approach - both in terms of recruitment specification and the research method required - which is why we will be 
testing WRMP issues specifically with them via our vulnerability research programme and the offering in this regard 
will from part of te business plan which is the appropriate vehicle for bespoke service offerings of this type..  
 
Levels of service/willingness to pay 
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Which drought we should plan for - and how often therefore we expect to use restrictions to reduce demand ie 
temporary use bans - is the main engagement we undertake with customers as we develop our WRMP, via 
willingness to pay research. This is a critical component of the WRMP as any improvement (or worsening) in the 
frequency of restrictions needs to be informed by customers - to improve the current level of service would require 
additional investment to avoid water use restrictions; similarly any desire by customers to worsen levels of service 
would result in lower investment with an increased chance of restrictions happening. 

The willingness to pay research allows us to place a monetary value on different levels of service that improve, 
maintain or worsen the frequency of water use restrictions.  Should customers support a change in this frequency, 
with adequate willingness to pay for the change, then we adopt this in our WRMP along with the necessary investment 
in water resources to make sure we meet that level of service. This level of service and investment is also then reflected 
in our five-yearly business plan.  
 
Engagement on future water resource and demand management options 
 
A WRMP focuses on the range of options that can both manage demand for water e.g. metering, leakage, water 
efficiency as well as ways of generating new sources of water e.g water re-use, reservoirs, desalination). 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

How have you engaged to develop these options – how 
can you illustrate that you considered more innovative 
options – how did customers or experts input into the 
development of options/solutions – how have you 
worked with groups to deliver solutions e.g. 
engagement with farmers – need to pull out your 
ongoing engagement.  
 

The first stage of qualitative research tested customers’ 
views and preferences on the range of ways that can 
maintain the supply demand balance over the lifetime 
of the WRMP (and provide sufficient resilience to a 
range of future impacts).  In practice, these “ways” 
closely relate to either supply side or demand 
management options - customers instinctively and 
intuitively talk about doing more to fix leaks, teaching 
water efficiency to school age children, and reservoirs 
and desalination plants, for example.  This work also 
prioritised these option from a customer perspective. 
 
These options may be further tested during the 
qualitative research we plan to undertake with 
customers on our draft WRMP during the statutory 
consultation; and more widely via our communication 
activities and engagement on the plan itself. 
 
Our collaborative work with the WRSE (to identify 
strategic options that could form part of a regional 
water strategy), the input and suggestions from the 
Environment Focus Group, and our business-as-usual 
engagement on catchment management issues, all feed 
in to how we develop the options in our WRMP. This 
will be captured in its entirety - with a dedicated 
chapter on engagement - when we publish the draft 
WRMP for consultation.   

Can I suggest you link your approach to the 
engagement flow diagram that Jane pulled together – 
this would show consistency and also indicate where 
there are gaps. 

SEW to update engagement graphic. 
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During the development of our draft WRMP we have engaged with neighbouring water companies and published an 
invitation for any third parties to identify new water supply and demand management options that we could consider 
including in our plan. This is an important part of the statutory WRMP process that we undertake.  
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

To whom did this go? Did the EFG input into this 
process too? How did you make people aware of the 
consultation? What kind of response did you get (this 
would indicate how effective it was)? Did you get a 
good cross-section of groups? Did you actively seek 
views from groups that might be resource constrained 
but whose views would be valuable or representative of 
certain communities.  
 

We advertised via industry press and our own website 
inviting third parties to put forward ideas and/or firm 
proposals for new water supply and demand 
management options. This included discussion with 
neighbouring water companies to identify new 
transfers and shared resource development 
opportunities. As referenced earlier, this was 
supplemented with a formal OJEU notice to the market 
to determine if water supplies and demand 
management expertise was available.  The results of 
that exercise were that one third of all eth options 
included in our options appraisal process were from 
third parties.  
 
The EFG also inputted to this stage of the process by 
suggesting their own ideas/options for how we could 
manage the supply demand balance – this was done via 
the options appraisal process (see next point).  
 

 
 
Our preparations for the draft WRMP starts with long list of potential options that could meet any shortfall in available 
water over the lifetime of the 25-year plan.  

 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

How do you develop this list? Is it in isolation? How do 
you identify and explore more creative and innovative 
ideas?  
 

We start again by revisiting the original long list of 
unconstrained options (circa 1,000) prepared for the last 
WRMP. We then add/update it with options that a) 
emerge from the pre-consultation stage and b) those 
suggested by the EFG and c) those identified through the 
WRSE regional strategy collaboration work as well as 
expert internal input 
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We then assess those options – using a multi-stage screening approach – to come up with the best set of feasible 
options that could both manage demand for water and maintain water supplies. These feasible options are then stress 
tested in a complex but comprehensive model to determine the best set of options for our WRMP. The long list of 
options, the method by which we screen options, and the decisions taken on which options have been retained in the 
feasible options list has been shared, discussed and developed with our regulators and the EFG.  
 
The views customers express during our research on both specific elements of the WRMP and the business plan are 
also an important element of the screening process i.e. how we choose which options that best manage demand and 
maintain supplies to include in our WRMP. Customers’ priorities, preferences and willingness to pay are considered 
alongside issues such as cost, environmental impact, and risks in a drought, compatibility with existing sources and 
their deliverability. All this input information will be included in our draft plan when it is published for consultation in 
early 2018.  
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

How has engagement influenced the outcomes so far? Catchment management, water treatment works 
improvements and surface reservoirs are customers’ 
preferred options; while leakage and water efficiency 
remain important too. The early research is indicating 
that customers are leaning towards wanting there to be 
less restrictions in the future as a result of our water 
supply being more resilient – an approach which is 
consistent with what our plan will need to address.   

The final outcome of the draft WRMP will be shaped by 
all the engagement we’ve undertaken. Specifically we 
need to complete the Willingness to Pay research to 
quantitatively understand any appetite in changing 
levels of service and understanding the bill impacts of 
that; conclude the options/scenario modelling (at a 
company and regional level); and the Company then 
need to approve the preferred plan, taking into account 
all its other statutory obligations. 

 
The role of the Environment Focus Group during the preparation of our WRMP  
 
The Environment Focus Group (EFG) does not have a formal role in the preparation of our draft plan, but nevertheless 
has an important advisory and voluntary remit.  The EFG membership includes stakeholders – with a range of 
experience and expertise – but who have all expressed a view or interest during previous WRMP processes about our 
long term plans to maintain water supplies; the group includes representation from our regulators and CCWater too. 
It is not meant as an alternative to customer engagement but provides a valued challenge to the process of `plan 
creation’ as the statutory programme of work unfolds and our eventual WRMP materialises.  
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

I’d be explicit as to the membership. At what points in 
the process has the EFG been involved – what 
difference has it made. How many meetings etc. 

SEW will provide further detail to the CCG on what and 
when the EFG has inputted to our WRMP process, and 
how that’s influenced the plan’s development and 
preferred options – some summary details are provided 
in Annex 2.    
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The EFG is given full opportunity to challenge and provide feedback on the components of our draft WRMP during its 
preparation.  
 
The strength of the EFG is three-fold: it presents an invaluable opportunity for members to submit their own ideas (or 
options) for managing the supply demand balance, which can then be tested through the modelling process; the 
company can test its assumptions and decisions with members of the EFG well in advance of publishing a draft WRMP 
for consultation; and it affords the EFG members an opportunity to achieve a deeper understanding of our draft WRMP 
than may otherwise be possible - and therefore greater opportunity to make robust representation to Defra on 
elements of our plan that they see as good or bad. 
 
 
WRMP Engagement - summary 
 
In Annex 3 we summarise the results of customer research undertaken to date on our draft WRMP.  We have liaised 
and sought input from the CCG engagement sub-group prior to each stage of customer research undertaken, and will 
share the outcomes of the final elements of research with the CCG too.   
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

Only one stage we had input into? How has the input 
changed your approach? 
 

To clarify, the CCG’s input has been invaluable in shaping 
and determining how we’ve presented complex issues 
(such as resilience and risk) to customers and the 
language/material we’ve used to support that research 
narrative. The overall approach remains determined by 
the stages of the statutory WRMP process and 
methodology that we are expected to follow. 

Where does your resilient consumer research fit in to 
this? 
 

The WRMP is specifically testing resilient 
demand/supply options that maintain the supply 
demand balance and meet expected levels of service; 
the wider issues of customers being resilient – eg 
financially (what support do they need) or in their 
home (burst pipes) - is part of the business plan 
research programme ie the bespoke services/bespoke 
support engagement.  More specifically having engaged 
with the different customer segments, we can then 
determine the “tool box” of activity, incentives, 
communications etc that will drive a change in 
behaviour to deliver resilient customers. 
 

 
 
Stage 2: Public consultation on the draft WRMP   

 
When we publish the draft WRMP in early 2018, it will set out all the data and assumptions we have used to prepare 
it.  
 
This will also be the point at which we will undertake a wider 12 week consultation with everyone who may be affected 
by the plan; they will have the opportunity to learn more and feedback their comments during that consultation 
period.    
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How will we do this? 
 
During the 12 week consultation period we will undertake further stakeholder events and complete customer research 
to test the acceptance of the draft WRMP, or otherwise. 
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

Which groups will you engage with? Why chose these 
groups? How are they representative of your wider 
constituency? 
 

SEW to provide further detail eg who, what, how and 
why as part of our wider communications plan for the 
WRMP and PR19.  

  
 
We will write to over 1,500 stakeholders to make them aware of the consultation, and organise a number of public 
events; we will also meet with stakeholder groups and ensure there is a wide awareness of the consultation via all 
media avenues, including using our website and digital platforms to highlight the consultation.   
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

Who are these stakeholders?  SEW to provide further detail on the range and type of 
stakeholders we intend to engage with.  We will also 
revisit the stakeholder/community responses made on 
our previous WRMP, and undertake a gap analysis 
exercise to determine how we can target our 
communications more effectively to encourage greater 
participation in the process.   

 
During the consultation we will also present all the findings of our customer research for the draft WRMP, and explain 
how we considered this when developing it. 
 
We are planning further customer research on the draft WRMP during the 12 week consultation period to test 
customers’ views even further - this will likely take the form of focus groups, including engagement on options. This 
further stakeholder engagement will include future customers and vulnerable customers 
 
It is important to stress, however, that because the WRMP is designed to deliver an average level of service at resource 
zone level, across a long period of time, it is not appropriate to consider the attitudinal segmentation for these WRMP 
focus groups that is being used for the business plan.  This is because the WRMP needs to understand from the whole 
customer base their priorities for new water supply and demand management options so that we can make investment 
decisions at a company level. 
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

This doesn’t make sense to me - attitudinal 
segmentation would seem directly relevant to engaging 
customers on water efficiency, in identifying the best 
way to engage with and create resilient communities? 
Directly relevant to influencing company polluting 
behaviour? 
 

As the WRMp is looking predominantly to deliver an 
average service level with the associated investment it 
is less focused on segments than the BP will be as this is 
where the detail service offering will be defined.  
However the quantitative WTP research will be split by 
segment to ensure we understand the perspectives of 
different customers.  If needed we will consider how to 
deal with these difference in the choice of schemes and 
the BP service offering. 
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As referenced earlier, more specifically we envisage 
greater co-delivery (the how) will occur once the 
Secretary of State approves our WRMP - we can use our 
“tool box” of activity, incentives, communications etc to 
change behaviours eg deliver reductions in PCC via the 
resilient customer concept targeting segments in the 
most appropriate way for them to both reduce water 
use and improve satisfaction. 
 

 
How we deliver that water i.e. the service, forms part of the business plan process and our general business as usual 
activity. The same rationale applies to how we consider any impact of our WRMP on vulnerable customers - we will 
consider the service we deliver for vulnerable customers through our business plan and ongoing activity, rather than 
linking it back to the overall investment we need to make in water resources at a company level. Furthermore, our 
experience has been that vulnerable customers’ needs are best addressed prior to the point of delivering options 
contained within the draft WRMP i.e. metering, tariffs – an approach which continues to work well. 
The role of the Environment Focus Group during the public consultation on our draft plan 
 
Once we publish our draft plan all members of the EFG will be free to make a formal representation collectively or 
individually on our draft plan to Defra, the same way as anyone else can do so.  
 
Stage 3: Statement of response and revised WRMP  

 
On completion of the 12 week public consultation, Defra will send to us all the representations it has received on our 
draft WRMP. We then have a further 14 weeks to consider these and to prepare a statement of response and publish 
a revised plan. 
 
The statement of response will set out detail of all representations made on our draft WRMP, how we have considered 
each in turn, and whether they have or have not caused us to amend our WRMP, with justification for any action we 
taken.  
 
Alongside the statement of response we will include a revised plan that incorporates all the updates we need to make. 
 
Both the statement of response and the revised plan must be submitted to Defra and published on our website within 
26 weeks of the publication of the draft WRMP.  
 
At that time, we will contact all our stakeholders and all those who made a representation on our draft WRMP to make 
them aware of this latest stage of the process and how the WRMP has developed/changed.  
 
We must then await the final decision from the Secretary of State for Defra as to whether the revised plan (and 
statement of response) is fit for purpose, and is approved to publish as a final WRMP.   
 
There is no fixed timetable within which Defra is required to respond to our statement of response and revised plan. 
From experience we expect that a final decision on our revised plan will not be made until after the submission of our 
Business Plan to Ofwat in September 2018.   
 
  

Commercially confidential



 

 

  
 
 

 

The role of the CCG in WRMP process   
 
As summarised in the table below, we see a number of points in the WRMP process when the CCG can provide input 
to our long-term plans to maintain water supplies. In the context of the WRMP we see the CCG as an active key 
stakeholder which has opportunities to make multi-stage representations on our WRMP.  
   

Stage in WRMP process Key areas for input CCG impact  

Preparation of draft plan   Customer research into 
customers’  future options 
preferences, levels of service 
and willingness to pay  

CCG to review methodology 
and results from qualitative 
and quantitative customer 
research   

Preparation of draft plan 
and/or published draft plan 
consultation  

Consideration of customer 
research in decision making 
included in published draft 
plan. 
 
Comments on all other parts 
of the draft plan as the CCG 
sees fit. 

CCG has a further option to 
make a representation on 
the draft WRMP to Defra 
during the 12 week 
consultation period.   

Statement of response and 
revised plan 

Consideration of how revised 
WRMP has considered 
earlier stakeholder and 
customer representations    

CCG to include as part of its 
report for the 2020-2025 
business plan on adequacy of 
customer engagement and 
reflection of customers’ 
views/priorities  

 
 

CCG Chair Challenge SEW response 

Welcome this section – could you include dates in this 
bit too please – during which meetings will we input? 
Can you highlight where we are now on this one as well 
as below? 
 

SEW will update and re-issue to align with CCG meeting 
dates. 
 
We expect to receive approval to publish our plan for 
consultation sometime in January 2018. At which point 
our 12 week consultation will commence. 
 
We expect to prepare a statement of response and 
revised plan between April and June/July 2018 and 
submit to the Secretary of State for approval. 
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Annex 1: WRMP Process  
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Annex 2: Summary of WRMP19 engagement to date 
 

1. EFG members (30+ stakeholders)  – shared all the building blocks of the plan supply forecast, demand 

forecast, target headroom, options, engagement, decision making approach, work with Advizzo, options 

appraisal process, Strategic Environmental Assessment, role and input of WSRE and National Long Term 

Planning Framework (NLTPF) studies into our plan. EFG has feedback at every stage and challenged the 

company. 

 

2. Customer Survey with 14,000 household returns (significantly up on previous plan) – cross section of 

customers, measured and unmeasured, plus mix of postal and email surveys. Age profile good match to ONS 

data, information obtained on  occupancy rates, appliance ownership and usage and water use behaviour – 

all input to demand forecasting. 

 

3. Advizzo pilot – contacted 22,000 households, providing them with water use details and tailored reports that 

compare their water use with similar households. Pilot has trialled success of paper and email reports – 

messaging and types of information customers find helpful. Each customer can go online where they can 

view their water use broken down by micro-component and update their information to obtain tailored tips 

and advice on how to save water and make water saving commitments. Reports are produced on 6 monthly 

basis, but all information is accessible to customers via web account.   

 

4. Presentation of Advizzo work to industry peers and academia at events such as Twenty 65, and Advizzo work 

has received national recognition and award.    

 

5. During the role out of our metering programme in AMP6 we have provided information directly to over 

200,000 households on water resources and water efficiency and offered home water audits and free 

devices, and provided the opportunity for feedback.  

 

6. We have worked with the members of the Water Resources in the south East (WRSE) group to develop a 

regional picture of future water resources planning. This has enabled the sharing of best practice, 

development of consistent planning assumptions being applied across the region and coordinating of a 

regional direction of travel on areas such as resilience, metering, leakage, water efficiency, per capita 

consumption and sharing of resource across the region. 

 

7. Member of the National Long Term Planning Framework steering group and working subgroups.  

 

8. Member of EA’s WRMP19 working group supporting development of methodologies and guidance for water 

companies for WRMP19.  

 

9. Member of UKWIR projects for WRMP19 including developing risk based planning methodologies and 

drought plan (latter we provided our work as case study for final methodology report).  

 

10. We have worked in partnership with academia on customer views on water efficiency following metering 

and determining what motivates water savings. 

 

11. We have worked with academia to study long lead water reuse scheme at Peacehaven. 
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12. We have worked with local communities, MPs and Local Authority to develop Broad Oak reservoir scheme 

and start to define the benefits and opportunities this scheme might bring to the local area in addition to 

resilient water supplies. 

 

13. We have contacted all the local planning authorities in our area about their structure plans and household 

projections, and incorporated into our demand forecast. We achieved over 95per cent response rate from 

local authorities this time – compared to 60 per cent in the last WRMP. 

14.  

 

15. We have liaised with many local authorities on updates to their local plans including policies round water 

resources, demand management, water efficiency in new homes, climate change, water cycle strategies, 

infrastructure development plans and housing allocation sites. 

 

16. We have completed qualitative customer research on levels of service and resilience, and options 

preferences to support our decision making of preferred plan set out in our the draft WRMP. 

 

17. We are completing quantitative customer research to finalise our decision making for the draft WRMP.   

 

18. We have attended numerous meetings with MPs, Councillors, local groups (e.g. Energy Alton) to present our 

existing WRMP and findings from our latest work for draft WRMP19. 

 

19. We have supported the WRSE by presenting the groups work to Ofwat, Defra and CCW Board.  

 

20. We have worked with KCC, NFU and farmers / landowners looking at longer term water needs and 

developing a multi-sector water plan.  
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Annex 3: Summary of WRMP19 customer research findings to date 
 

When did we do it? 

Qualitative research completed during June / July 2017.  

Quantitative research due to be completed by end of October 2017. 

Who did we ask? 

Household customers – testing across all the customer segments (iMindful Optimises, Global Thinkers, Me Myself & 
I, In the Dark, Not on my Radar, Keeping it Simple).  

How did we do it? 

We adopted a qualitative and quantitative approach as follows:   

 Qualitative  2 x comprehension sessions regions using mix of customer segments  

 Qualitative  6 x community groups (see explanation below) with pre-task activity using mix of 

customer segments   

 Quantitative   Willingness to Pay survey with 600 customers, using mix of customer segments (500 

online, 100 in-home with hard to reach/seldom heard customers). 

Why did we choose this method of research? 

Testing the current and future resilience of water supplies, and levels of service around restrictions, are complex 
topics to explore with customers – and so the comprehension sessions were vital to first test customers’ 
understanding of the term resilience, and how best to define it; and how best to interpret the risk of something 
happening. That would allow our later stages of qualitative and quantitative research to use language and visually 
engaging materials that maximised customers’ comprehension of the issues we wanted to explore with them. 

The qualitative research - undertaken via six community groups with a pre-task activity - was again about having a 
conversation with customers to explore their views, attitudes and beliefs around the resilience of their water 
supplies and some of the restriction risks that could occur.  

Community groups are different from ordinary discussion groups – their set-up is focused on specific topics in 
geographically-based communities.  They use maps and visuals to bring the local area to life and are designed to 
generate specific community solutions e.g. things that matter to this group as a close geographical unit (as opposed 
to speaking on behalf of the broader South East Water customer base).  

Similarly pre-tasking is a useful technique to use before participants come to a community session workshop to 
enables the discussion to be based on real, recent experiences; maximise the discussion time in the groups; offers a 
richer insight; and allows individual views to be expressed - without the influence of peers or the ‘group-think’ that 
can sometimes occur. 
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Given that these opinions are often obtained from small numbers of people, the findings are not necessarily 
statistically valid – which is why we then adopted a final quantitative research phase with a larger sample of 
participants.  

This tests customers’ willingness to pay/accept a deterioration in levels of service as a result of them wanting to 
change the frequency (i.e. the risk) of something happening. The quantitative phase will make any findings more 
statistically valid on which final decisions can then be considered and made. 

Why did we need/want to do this? 

A WRMP focuses on the range of options that can both manage demand for water (metering, leakage, water 
efficiency) as well as ways of generating new sources of water (water re-use, reservoirs, desalination). 

Within the context of changing climate and rainfall patterns, growing population and pressure to reduce abstraction 
over the 25-year WRMP, we needed to: 

 Gain insight into what language/material is best to use when it comes to engaging with customers about 

resilience, levels of service and risk to future water supplies  

 Explore different types of resilience and associations/expectations customers have of SEW (infrastructure, 

ecosystems, community, corporate, financial)  

 Explore what type of scenarios they expect SEW should plan for to become resilient, both now and in the 

future (e.g. flood, drought, cybercrime) 

 Prioritise the activities associated with these scenarios, taking account of the relative costs for these 

activities 

 Ascertain customers’ willingness to pay more/willingness to accept a deterioration in the frequency (i.e. the 

risk) of something happening  

 Ascertain how much current customers feel it is their responsibility to contribute to the resilience of future 

generations. 

How is this informing our plan? 

The WRMP is a statutory plan that sets out how we will maintain water supplies to current and future customers 
over a 25-year period, by managing demand for water and delivering schemes that generate additional water.  

The WRMP also determines the level of service that we will plan for to maintain water supplies during a drought, and 
what customers can expect i.e. the frequency of restrictions.  

Any improvement (or deterioration) in these levels of service need to be informed by customers as to improve levels 
of service would require additional investment to improve resilience and flexibility.  

The research findings are being used to determine customers’ views on how we can make current and future water 
supplies more resilient; and the level of service customers expect and are willing to pay for. This is then translated 
into our decision making and investment priorities for WRMP. 

WRMP research findings (qualitative results only to date)  

Comprehension sessions 
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The comprehension pack we developed for participants attending these initial sessions explored different ways of 
expressing risk/probability, resilience language and different type of risks. Stimulus material included references 
from Water UK, Discover Water and from South East Water’s own WRMP materials. 

 

This initial stage of research revealed mixed levels of comprehension:  

 Participants understood the concept of planning for the future 

 Everyone understood that a drought is caused by insufficient rainfall  

 People understood hosepipe bans and standpipes…. 

 
….but issues of comprehension arose when discussing the probability of something happening: 

 Some technically-minded participants found it easy to understand risk plans and interpret risk graphs and 

data 

 Less technically-minded participants needed more explanation to help them interpret the graphs and risk 

data. 

 
The comprehension sessions highlighted that the materials we intended to use in later research stages needed 
simplification to ensure they were understandable for all participants; and could work within a standalone interview 
without the need for disproportionate supporting discussion to also occur.  

That resulted in a reduced and simplified stimulus pack for the next stage of research.  

Community Sessions 

The final structure of the Community Sessions simplified the journey we took participants on, as follows:  

1. Introductions 

2. Looking at planning for risk in the future outside of water - context setting 

3. Looking at the potential risks South East Water faces - understanding them 

4. The impact of those risks e.g. droughts/water restrictions - exploring current experience  

5. The likelihood of risks and acceptable levels of service – customers’ valuation of these 

6. South East Water resilience solutions – exploring possible options. 

The community sessions took place across six locations (Petersfield, East Grinstead, Heathfield, Tenterden, 
Wokingham and Whitstable).  

Regardless of the customer segment (recruited from the six attitudinal segments identified in earlier research to 
explore different attitudes/values etc) responses in each group were filtered by local experience and 
observations: 

 Participants in more urban areas (e.g. Wokingham) and those being developed (Heathfield) were more 

aware of the challenge of population growth 

 Participants in semi-rural areas (e.g. Petersfield) are fairly environmentally engaged but less concerned 

about the development issue (though still on their wider radar) 
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 Drought issues are more `top of mind’ where local reservoirs or rivers have been observed as being at low 

levels (e.g. Heathfield session) 

 Concerns about leakage were higher where recently experienced locally (Whitstable session).  

In terms of looking at the potential risks South East Water faces, customers understood the importance of South East 
Water planning for future events, and are reassured that South East Water is doing so - but they would expect any 
business to manage operational risks: 

 

 

 

When it came to discussing the impacts of those risks i.e. drought and water use restrictions, some participants’ 
recalled the most recent experience and the impact of hosepipe bans. However, generally customers do not view 
hosepipe bans as a warning sign that the wider issue of resilience is not somehow being addressed: 

 

 

 

1818

Experience and impact of drought measures

Some recall of most recent short term temporary measures  but customers do not view hosepipe bans 
as a warning sign that resilience is not being addressed

Experience • Minimal
• Some remember short term ban in 2012 

as a result of dry winters
• Memory of a communication from SE 

Water 

• Minimal
• Discussion around river beds 

running dry

• Only a few over 45s remember 
standpipes in 1976

• Queuing for water
• Playing in the street
• Almost nostalgic vs. disaster

Impact • Seen as ‘inconvenient’
• Not a disaster
• Ban on ‘luxury water use’
• BUT some impact for keen gardeners
• AND for mums with children (paddling 

pools)
• NOT seen as linked to resilience, but 

just a temporary prevention measure

• Mixed response
• Environmentally engaged feel 

concerned about the rivers and 
associated impact on 
ecosystems

• Others less aware of the impact 
of abstraction

• High impact but mixed response
• Fine - still have water at home at 

some points; 3rd world countries 
context

• Terrible and stressful
• Concerns about mutiny on the street
• Shouldn’t happen in the UK
• SE Water would be negligent
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When it came to testing levels of service, we used the following show card to prompt discussions:  

 

 

Participants’ responses to these levels of service were: 

 All were seen to be low and unlikely to happen 

 Temporary bans - inconvenience factor versus a major problem, and so a 10% chance felt acceptable 

 River abstraction – concerned the environmentally engaged but even these participants felt that a 2% 

chance of this happening is low 

 Standpipes - prompted the greatest concern but a 1% chance felt extremely low.  The context of the recent 

two dry winters was recognised but the fact that South East Water managed it (and it rained) means 

participants felt the company is planning appropriately.  

When testing participants’ willingness to pay more to reduce the changes of temporary use bans happening, there 
was no real appetite to pay more to decrease the risk - but some willingness to pay for broader future investment: 

 

Commercially confidential



 

 

  
 
 

 

 

In relation to standpipes in the street, despite some fears around the idea that this could occur, participants 
concluded that planning for a 1% risk of it happening is acceptable – on the basis that there is a low probability of 
this happening. 

The final element of the community sessions was to test participants’ responses to the range of options that South 
East Water could invest in to maintain customers’ water supplies and meet their expectations on levels of service. 

Each option was presented with their potential financial, environmental and resilience impact in visually-engaging 
graphic form so the participants could discuss and weigh up the pros and cons of each option, as shown in  the 
following example: 

 

  

As a result of those discussions the sessions revealed:   

 There is no ‘silver bullet’ resilience option that is low cost, low environmental impact and high resilience 

impact when it comes to managing and/or preventing droughts 

 The most appealing solutions selected by participants were mainly due to their lower environmental impact 

 Participants were least accepting of those options that resulted in higher spend with possible environmental 

harm and an uncertain resilience impact. 
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This following slide summarises how participants rated the range of options available to South East Water that are 
being considered for WRMP:  

 

SEW’s initial view on the findings 

Overall the key findings from the research undertaken at WRMP14 look similar to the qualitative findings for 
WRMP19 so far.  The findings from WRMP14 are shown below: 

 Knowledge among customers about where their water comes from is very limited, for example the 

relationship between water abstraction and the environment – and most are not really interested in the 

details 

 Most customers are happy to leave it to ‘the experts’ – and trust us to keep delivering clean drinking water 

by whatever means 

 Most customers who took part in the research assume that reuse is widespread, and is responsible for much 

of our drinking water at the moment 

 Direct and indirect reuse are both acceptable – customers know standards will be maintained either way 

At WRMP14 when given different options and asked to show a preference for each the ranking was as follows (1 
being most favoured and 11 being least favoured). 

1. Leakage reduction 

2. Compulsory metering 

3. Water saving measures 

4. Water transfers from other companies 

5. Expanding existing reservoirs 

3333

Summary of appeal of resilience options

High Appeal

Low Appeal

Surface Water/Storage Reservoir

Underground storage

Groundwater

Effluent reuse Water transfers

Water efficiency

Desalination

Leakage reduction

Water treatment works

Licence trading

Catchment management

Most favoured options driven by positive environmental impact and extension of current 
SEW activity

Commercially confidential



 

 

  
 
 

 

6. Stepped tariff 

7. Water Re-use 

8. Seasonal tariff 

9. New reservoirs 

10. Reducing hosepipe bans from 1 in 10 years, to 1 in 20 years 

11. Desalination 

 

The results from the WRMP19 qualitative work so far show the following groupings of ranked options (1 most 
favoured, 11 least favoured): 

 1 to 3: Catchment management, water treatment works improvements and surface reservoirs 

 4 to 6: Leakage reduction, water efficiency, licence trading 

 7 and 8: Desalination and groundwater 

 9 to 11: Effluent re-use, water transfers and artificial storage / recharge of groundwater using excess surface 

water and pumping into the ground 

Key differences when you compare WRMP19 to WRMP14 is that reservoirs are much more favoured and valued by 
customers now, whereas water transfers have fallen down the priority order.  Potentially this shows that customers 
want to ensure their ‘own region’ is resilient before relying on other companies and areas for water.  It also shows 
that the most appealing solutions are those with lower environmental impact. 

Leakage and water efficiency are still high on the priority scale, with desalination and effluent re-use sitting at the 
lower end of preference order.    

One aspect of the research was also to try and gain some insight into what language/material is best to use when it 
comes to engaging with customers about resilience, levels of service and risk to future water supplies.  The feedback 
from the research showed that most customers see us as the experts and trust us to make the right decisions. When 
trying to understand resilience issues customers told us that keep descriptions simple were important and explaining 
the likelihood and impact of not meeting levels of service.  The output of this has helped to ensure that the 
quantitative research we are now undertaking is worded in the most appropriate way.  

Once the quantitative research is completed we will be able to use this qualitative research in combination with the 
quantitative results to help with prioritising scheme selection. 

 
ends 
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