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INTRODUCTION

1.  The Wildlife Trusts are pleased to respond to Ofwat’s consultation on Setting Price Limits for 2010-15.
2.  There are 47 local Wildlife Trusts across the whole of the UK, the Isle of Man and Alderney. We are working for an environment rich in wildlife for everyone.  With 670,000 members, we are the largest UK voluntary organisation dedicated to conserving the full range of the UK’s habitats and species whether they be in the countryside, in cities or at sea.  We manage 2,200 nature reserves covering more than 83,000 hectares; we stand up for wildlife; we inspire people about the natural world and we foster sustainable living.
3.  The Wildlife Trusts lead on the Water for Wildlife UK project, a partnership between The Wildlife Trusts, the water industry and the Environment Agency, reflected at local level through project officers delivery wetland conservation projects.
4.  We would be pleased to provide further information in relation to points raised in this response.       

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Climate change has been mentioned, and we are acutely aware that although the exact impacts are uncertain, what is clear is that there will be changes in precipitation and temperature, and that the likelihood of extreme weather events is set to increase.  Adaptation to these changes certainly needs to be planned for in the next AMP round, as well as looking at mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions to reduce the impact of the water industry’s energy use.

The inclusion of sustainability and climate change is a positive development, along with mention of opportunities for companies to look at innovative approaches to dealing with issues such as water quality.  We are keen to work with the water industry to support delivery of these approaches, where a benefit to wildlife may occur as a ‘side-effect’.

The longer-term approach, looking 25 years hence, allows for a more considered approach to managing water provision and treatment, and this should also allow more sustainable solutions to be explored.  These often have a longer pay-back time than 5 years, so the option to use, for example, renewable sources of energy becomes much more realistic.

The ‘alternative draft business plan’ for alternative approaches is not entirely clear to us.  Does this mean approaches that don’t tally with the criteria listed?  Some more clarity might be useful, although you mention that this can be discussed if necessary.

3.3.1  Climate change adaptation.  Major impacts of climate change relevant to the water industry include increased likelihood of flooding and impacts of drought, particularly in the South.  Flood impacts have been highlighted recently, with particularly serious impacts on sewer flooding and flooding of sewage treatment works.  Upgrading CSO’s and protecting works is one part of the solution to this, but it may also be worth looking at the capacity for restored wetlands to act as ‘sponges’ to reduce flood peaks further down stream.  Whilst opportunities for this often occur off water company land, there may be some opportunities to target areas which clearly deliver benefits to flood attenuation.  We would support the promotion of the SuDS approach to reduce urban run-off.
Drought is an issue already in areas of the South, and with increasing housing pressure planned this is destined to become more acute.  Again, desalination plants and new reservoirs are being planned, and in some cases will be the only practical option, but we would also like to see more work in the wider catchment to look at reducing impacts on low flow rivers and storage of water more naturally in wetlands and aquifers.

3.3.2 Climate change mitigation.

As the water industry uses around 1% of the total UK energy, reductions in energy use should bring appreciable reductions in generation of carbon dioxide, as well bringing economic benefit for customers.

We would like to see the opportunity to move away from high-energy and chemical end-of-pipe technologies, towards a more sustainable way of dealing with water quality and resource issues.  Natural wetland systems and targeted changes in land management would bring significant benefits at lower costs.  

Whilst the overall approach of carbon budgeting and a commitment to reducing the total carbon use is very positive, we would definitely like to see some targets attached for the water industry to adopt, as indicated in your document.

3.6.1  Water resources.

Inclusion of the restoring sustainable abstraction programme is positive, although we are not convinced that the list of sites is exhaustive.  We certainly support the approach that resources will not be allocated to enhancing water supply options until demand management has been thoroughly explored.  Encouragement of companies to share water resource development and management is also useful.

3.6.7 Growth and new development.

Targets for housing development have not taken adequate account of associated increases in abstraction and discharge.  We recognise that this is not the fault of the water industry, and should be seen as a flaw in the planning system in not involving the water industry in these decisions.  We would certainly support more involvement in the planning process, and support pressure on developers to ensure better built-in water efficiency, demand management work and SuDs schemes where possible.  We appreciate that there is still an issue around the long-term management of SuDs sites but would see this as something to be tackled.

3.8.2 Water framework directive

Whilst there is a mismatch in timing between key decisions of WFD and PR09, we welcome the inclusion of WFD as an issue that water companies should be addressing.  Whilst WFD is still unclear in many respects, it is reasonable to assume that the water industry should be involved in delivering some of the schemes that come under the WFD remit.  The polluter pays principle is sound, but it would also be useful to explore how the water industry can have a positive impact on the wider water environment where this is economically justifiable.  
Pragmatically, if issues around diffuse pollution are not being dealt with at all (or to the degree that is useful for the water company), then it makes more sense to look at in-house targeted options for catchment management, rather than continuing to invest in end-of-pipe technology.  End-of-pipe will become increasingly expensive in response to both climate change and tighter standards through WFD, resulting in not only higher carbon output, but also more reliance on energy.  This should be seen as a high risk, given the uncertainties around the future cost of energy.
Investigations as part of AMP5 would be a useful and timely opportunity to explore how the water industry can play its part in managing our water resources more holistically.  We would be keen to be involved in developing innovative pilot projects where appropriate, for example looking at catchment management and habitat restoration options.

The catchment management approach offers real benefits to managing water quality without the recourse to high energy and unsustainable end-of-pipe solutions.  We feel that on economic grounds alone, it is justifiable to work on land that does not belong to the water company, and that partnership working will allow the company to avoid bearing the whole cost of a project.  Work through water companies in the north of England, who do own large areas of catchment, is being shown to be effective in delivering changes in land use, and this should result in improvements in water quality in the wider environment.  Numerous catchment management projects are already being delivered through the water industry, with beneficial results already achieved.  We feel that Ofwat can have a reasonable (if not total) degree of confidence in the effectiveness of these projects in producing tangible water quality benefits.  See attached case studies for more detail.
Joint catchment-based projects offering benefits for other issues such as flood attenuation, nature conservation, hydro-power etc could form the basis of a shared cost according to the proportional gain of the partner.  This model fits well with the WFD ethos of river basin management, and makes a convincing case for a more sustainable way of managing water quality and resources, in economic, social and environmental terms.

The development of the change protocol allowing companies to alter their solutions after a price limit has been set, seems a sensible and effective way of giving companies the flexibility to meet their business requirements.  Given the 5-yearly nature of the AMP process and different timings of WFD, this is particularly relevant where new information, solutions, research or legislation arise during the mid-term.

3.9  Sewer flooding, as well as being a harrowing experience for householders, can also have a massively negative impact on wildlife.  Where combined sewer overflows discharge raw sewage into rivers, whole stretches experience huge losses of fish, invertebrates and amphibians.  Upgrading of CSO’s such as the Thames Tideway project are welcome, and as stated above, we would also welcome a closer look at SuDs and upstream wetland development to reduce flood peaks reaching sewers with such devastating results.
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