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SCREENING FOR ABSTRACTION REDUCTION PRIORITY ORDER - 2025

Is the chalk stream failing EFI?

Does modelling and other evidence  
indicate that the flow in the the stream is 
impacted by abstraction?

NO

Is there local / eNGO concern about the 
impact of abstraction on the stream NO

NOYES

YES

YES

Does WFD status, expert and local opinion 
indicate that abstraction is the most 
significant stress on the chalk stream?

Is the stream a “classic” chalk stream with 
a flow-dependent ecology?

Are there cost-effective alternative supplies 
or schemes (such as Chalk Stream First) 
that would enable a significant reduction in 
abstraction in the next 10 years?

Is it feasible to effectively address any 
other significant stresses (even if they are 
secondary) within the 10 yr timescale?

Is there strong public support for reducing 
abstraction in this stream?

Are there cost-effective alternative supplies 
or schemes (such as Chalk Stream First) 
that would enable a significant reduction in 
abstraction in the next 15 years?

Are there cost-effective alternative supplies 
or schemes (such as Chalk Stream First) 
that would enable a significant reduction in 
abstraction in the next 20 years?

Is it feasible to effectively address any 
other significant stresses (even if they are 
secondary) within the same 15 yr 
timescale?

Is it feasible to effectively address any 
other significant stresses (even if they are 
secondary) within the same 20 yr 
timescale?

NO
Is it feasible to cost-effectively address the 
other stresses? For example restore the 
habitat and water quality to good or high 
status?

YES

NO

NO

NO

YES

NO

YES YES

Is there strong public support for reducing 
abstraction in this stream?

YES

YES

Is there strong public support for reducing 
abstraction in this stream?

PRIORITY ORDER 1 AMP 10 PRIORITY ORDER 2 AMP 11 PRIORITY ORDER 3 AMP 12

YES YES YES

NO

NO

NONO NO

NO

YES

NODOUBLE-CHECK (i) 
MOVE TO ROUND 2 SCREENING 2030

DOUBLE-CHECK TYPOLOGY (ii) 
MOVE TO TYPOLOGY SCREENING

DOUBLE-CHECK ALTERNATIVES (iii) 
MOVE TO ROUND 2 SCREENING 2030

DOUBLE-CHECK (iv) 
MOVE TO ROUND 2 SCREENING 2030

DOUBLE-CHECK (v)  
MOVE TO ROUND 2 SCREENING 2030

NOTES:


I. Assessment processes can give misleading results. For example the frequently dry River Ivel is assessed as “supports good” for flow. The latest computer modelling can assess impacts on a reach scale.

II. The CaBA chalk stream group is developing a chalk stream typology: some streams with a chalk bedrock flow through deep glacial drift, have low base-flows and are not really chalk streams. Other streams are so 

heavily modified (where chalk streams have been made into canals for example) that abstraction reduction may yield little, to no gain.

III. Are there hidden, illogical blockers? For example do 1:500 targets for the River Test (which could be addressed in better ways than importing water from the water starved Thames) preclude 1:1 relief for the River Ems?

IV. Are the other stresses really significant enough to delay abstraction reduction. Streams screened here must go back into the next round.

V. As part of the next screening process


