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Statement of Response to the Consultation on United
Utilities” Draft Water Resources Management Plan

1. Introduction

United Utilities Water plc (UU) published its Draft Water Resources Management Plan
(WRMP) and the associated Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) for consultation on
2 May 2008. We have consulted on these plans with stakeholders, and are very grateful for the
many helpful comments we received. This Statement of Response describes how we have
taken account of the comments and the changes we have made to the Draft WRMP.

The publication of the Draft WRMP for public consultation and the subsequent production of
a Statement of Response on the comments received are statutory requirements as set out in the
Water Act 2003 and the Water Resources Management Plan Regulations 2007.

An electronic copy of this Statement of Response and of the Revised Draft WRMP have been
sent to the Secretary of State for Environment Food and Rural Affairs and each of those who
sent a Representation on the Draft WRMP.

They are also available at UU’s website at: http://www.uuplc.co.uk/WaterResourcesPlan.htm

This Statement of Response is structured as follows:-

e Section 1 explains the purpose and background to the document.

Section 2 describes the consultation process we undertook.
e Section 3 summarises the comments we received and our views on them.
e Section 4 outlines the activities to finalise the WRMP.

e Appendix 1 details the Representations received on the Draft WRMP and how we
are taking account of each of them.

e Appendix 2 details the comments received on the SEA and how we are taking
account of each of them.

e Appendix 3 summarises the points that were raised at the public consultation
meetings.
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United Statement of Response to the Consultation
Utilities on United Utilities’ Draft Water Resources Management Plan

2. Consultation process

2.1 Consultation on the Draft Water Resources Management Plan
(WRMP)

The Draft WRMP was published on 2 May 2008. It was issued to the 81 statutory WRMP
consultees and a further 116 non-statutory consultees via email. The Plan was also published
on the company’s website and was available in hardcopy at our Head Office at Lingley Mere,
Warrington.

The Draft WRMP was available for public consultation for a 12-week period from 2 May
2008 to 25 July 2008. Three public meetings were held in mid-June at Haydock, Lancaster
and Penrith to discuss the plan.

Fourteen Representations on the Draft WRMP were submitted to the Secretary of State from
the following consultees:-

Consumer Council for Water (Northern) (CCW)

Derwent Owners’ Association (DOA)

Environment Agency (EA)

Friends of the Lake District (FLD)

Lake District National Park Authority (LDNPA)

Liverpool City Council (LCC)

National Farmers Union (NFU)

The National Trust (NT)

Natural England (NE)

Northwest Regional Development Agency (NWDA)

South & West Cumberland Fisheries Association (SWCFA)
Water Services Regulation Authority (more commonly known as Ofwat)
Waterwise

The Woodland Trust

We have met with the Environment Agency, Natural England and Ofwat in order to discuss
and clarify some of their comments.

2.2 Consultation on the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

The SEA report presented a strategic (high-level) environmental assessment of the potential
options set out in the Draft WRMP. It was published on our website on 2 May 2008,
alongside the Draft WRMP.

An electronic copy of the SEA was issued to the 6 statutory SEA consultees and a further 21
non-statutory consultees via email. We also informed all Draft WRMP consultees that it was
available on our website and invited them to comment on it. It was available for consultation
for a 12-week period from 2 May 2008 to 25 July 2008.
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Some of the Representations on the Draft WRMP included comments on the SEA. In
addition, UU received three letters containing comments only on the SEA from the following
consultees:-

e Cadw (the Welsh Assembly Government’s historic environment service)
e Countryside Council for Wales (CC Wales)
e Environment Agency (EA)

3. Issues raised and UU responses

3.1 Representations on the Draft Water Resources Management Plan
(WRMP)

The Representations on the Draft WRMP included expressions of support for the Plan, and
provided many constructive comments about how the WRMP should be modified or could be
improved.

UU has carefully considered all the Representations and other comments received. We have
taken account of these, where appropriate, as detailed in the Appendices and summarised
below.

Appendix 1 details the comments made in the Representations concerning the Draft WRMP.
The issues have been grouped into the following key themes:-

Compliments

Level of service

Water supply and outage
Housing and population
Water demand

Climate change

Target headroom and uncertainty
Leakage plan

Water efficiency plan
Metering plan

Options considered
Option appraisal

FAC-"IOTMMOO®>

The main issues raised are outlined in Table 1, which also summarises UU’s response to the
comments received. Those issues that have implications for the water supply and demand
strategy in the WRMP are identified in the final column of Table 1. The other issues involve
providing additional clarification in the text of the WRMP.
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Utilities on United Utilities’ Draft Water Resources Management Plan
Table 1. Main issues raised by the consultation
Topic area Main issues raised UU response and changes Implications for the
made to the WRMP supply-demand
strategy
A There were many expressions We are grateful for the -
Compliments | of support for our Draft supportive comments.
WRMP.
B. Level of There was general support for In Section 5.7 of the Revised
service the proposed level of service, Draft WRMP, we have -
and for the way in which we presented more details of our
consulted customers to derive customer preference studies and
the level of service. We were how customers have supported
asked to give more information | improvement to our level of
about our customer surveys. service.
The EA indicated that we need | In Appendix 5 of the Revised -
to provide more information on | Draft WRMP we have
the frequency of water presented more information
restriction events in the past in | about the historic frequency of
order to comply with the water restrictions and other
WRMP Directions. drought measures.
Several respondents We will carry out new studies -
emphasised that we need to in 5 years time to review the
keep the level of service under | appropriate level of service to
review as circumstances be applied for our 2014
change. WRMP.
C. Water We were asked by the EA to In Section 5.6 of the Revised This has changed the
supply and carry out further analysis on the | Draft WRMP we have included | supply forecasts, which
outage deployable output benefits of the West to East Link in our impacts on the supply-

the West to East Link and the
preferred water supply options.

deployable output calculation
for the Integrated zone.

demand balance. This
changes the timing of
delivery of our
preferred options.

We were asked to provide more
information on:-

e The importance of water
sources in Cumbria

e The merits of the
Sustainable Catchment
Management Programme
(SCaMP).

e Abstraction licence reviews
of UU’s water sources in
Wales.

e The calculation of outage.

e The potential implications
of the Water Framework
Directive.

We have presented more details
in the Revised Draft WRMP:-

e Section 4.2 — sources in
Cumbria

Section 5.2 — SCaMP

e Section 5.3 - licence
reviews in Wales

e Section 5.5 - outage
e Section 13.9 — Implications
of WFD
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Utilities on United Utilities’ Draft Water Resources Management Plan
Topic area Main issues raised UU response and changes Implications for the
made to the WRMP supply-demand
strategy
D. Housing Several respondents asked us to | In Section 7.3 of the Revised This has changed the

and population

use the latest housing and
population projection figures.
(New population data and new
regional housing projections
have been published since
production of our Draft WRMP,
and the Government has made
an announcement about Growth
Points.)

Draft WRMP we have
incorporated the latest official
population and housing
projection figures.

We have also taken account of
the current economic downturn
in our forecasts of new housing
and non-household demand, as
requested by Ofwat.

In Section 7.3 of the Revised
Draft WRMP we have
explained our housing
projections and the differences
from the Regional Spatial
Strategy in the early years of
our plan.

demand forecasts,
which impacts on the
supply-demand
balance. This changes
the timing of delivery
of our preferred
options.

E. Water Respondents highlighted the In Section 7.3 of the Revised This has changed the
demand uncertainties in demand Draft WRMP we have demand forecasts,
forecasts and queried the presented more details of the which impacts on the
robustness or our non- robustness of our approach, and | supply-demand
household water demand also details of our revised balance. This changes
forecast. forecasts which take account of | the timing of delivery
the latest data and the economic | of our preferred
downturn. options.
We were also asked to express | In Section 3.1 of the Revised -
our commitment to supporting | Draft WRMP we have
business growth in the region. confirmed our commitment to
support business growth.
F. Climate The large uncertainty in climate | No specific action, but see also -
change change impacts on water source | G below.
yields was highlighted as a key
issue that influences much of
our plan. This confirms the
need for flexibility in our plan.
Our proposal to develop
rainfall-run-off models to help
us further quantify the climate
change effects was supported.
G. Target Concern was expressed about In Section 9.3 of the Revised This has changed the

headroom and
uncertainty

the way in which climate
change uncertainty is a key
driver of investment during
2010-15, the period for which
water prices will be set by the
current Price Review.

Draft WRMP we have changed
the risk profile assigned to
climate change.

target headroom
forecasts, which
impacts on the supply-
demand balance. This
changes the timing of
delivery of our
preferred options.
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on United Utilities’ Draft Water Resources Management Plan

Topic area

Main issues raised

UU response and changes
made to the WRMP

Implications for the
supply-demand
strategy

We were asked to provide more
information about the
uncertainties associated with
our supply-side data.

In Section 9.2 of the Revised
Draft WRMP we have provided
more information about Water
supply-side data uncertainties.

H. Leakage
plan

Several respondents expressed
the view that our plans to
reduce leakage are not
sufficiently ambitious and rely
too heavily on the use of the
economic level of leakage
approach.

The Defra strategy for water
management (Future Water)
and the Environment Agency’s
guidelines on the development
of Water Resources
Management Plans stipulate
that water companies must
apply a “twin track” approach to
the development of WRMPs.
This requires UU to consider
both supply side and demand
management measures on an
equal footing, and to select the
most economic and sustainable
long-term supply-demand
solution for wider society. We
therefore cannot constrain the
options selected in our WRMP
to demand reduction only.

The forecast increase in supply
pipe leakage was questioned.

In Section 6.2 of the Revised
Draft WRMP we have provided
more information about supply
pipe leakage volumes.

I. Water
efficiency plan

We were asked to take account
of Ofwat’s mandatory water
efficiency targets in preparing
the Final WRMP.

In Sections 6.3 and 7.3 of the
Revised Draft WRMP we have
included the Ofwat water
efficiency targets (published in
November 2008) in our demand
forecasts.

There is a larger
baseline water
efficiency programme
in all water resource
zones.

We received comments of
support for our water efficiency
plan and also comments saying
that we should do a lot more,
including some ideas of
programmes we should
consider.

In Section 6.3 of the Revised
Draft WRMP we have included
a wider range of measures in
our baseline water efficiency
programme. And in Section
11.4 we have introduced some
new water efficiency options in
our economic appraisal.

There is a larger
baseline water
efficiency programme
in all water resource
zones.

Page 6 of 48




United

Statement of Response to the Consultation

Utilities on United Utilities’ Draft Water Resources Management Plan
Topic area Main issues raised UU response and changes Implications for the
made to the WRMP supply-demand
strategy
J. Metering We were asked by Ofwat to In Sections 6.3 and 7.3 of the This has increased the
plan remove the compulsory Revised Draft WRMP we have | water demand forecasts
metering of remaining excluded the compulsory after 2020. It affects the
unmetered customers during metering element of the supply-demand balance
2020-35 as at present there is strategy in our demand and our strategy in the
no legislation to permit this. forecasts. However UU still longer term.
believe that a statutory driver
for full metering is likely within
the next 25 years. Therefore in
Section 13.9 we have presented
information to show how our
plan could be affected if such a
statute occurs.
The EA have indicated that we | In Appendix 5 of the Revised -
should provide more details Draft WRMP we have provided
about the economics of additional information about
metering programmes to metering economics.
comply with the WRMP
Directions.
We have been asked by some In Section 6.4 of the Revised -
respondents to explain how we | Draft WRMP we have
plan to achieve an increase in presented further detail about
the number of optants. the basis of our forecast take-up
of the free meter option
scheme.
K. Options The EA and other consultees In Chapter 11 and Appendix 7 -
considered provided views on some of the | of the Revised Draft WRMP we
water source options we are have included consultee
considering. comments in refining the
options presented.
We were asked to provide more | In Appendices 6 and 7 of the -
information about some of the Revised Draft WRMP we have
options we have considered provided more information
including reuse of abandoned about our option appraisal
reservoirs. methodology and the options
we have considered.
L. Option We were asked to provide more | Appendices 6 and 7 of the -
appraisal information about the option Revised Draft WRMP provide

appraisal approach.

additional explanation about
our option appraisal.

We were asked to provide more
information about the need for
future review of the plan.

In Chapters 13 and 14 of the
Revised Draft WRMP we have
described our commitment to
future review of the plan.
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Utilities on United Utilities’ Draft Water Resources Management Plan
Topic area Main issues raised UU response and changes Implications for the
made to the WRMP supply-demand
strategy
Some respondents asked that Water companies are required -

demand management measures | to apply a ‘twin track’ approach
should be given preference over | to the development of WRMPs.
supply-side options. This requires UU to consider
both supply side and demand
management measures on an
equal footing, and to select the
most economic and sustainable
long-term supply-demand
solution.

3.2 Other comments

Appendix 2 of this Statement of Response details the comments made by consultees on the
SEA document, and our responses to the comments. The main issues raised are as follows:-

e We were asked to more clearly acknowledge our statutory environmental protection
responsibilities, and to confirm that the document relates to water resources in Wales
as well as in England.

e We were asked to provide further clarification on how the potential impact judgements
have been assigned in the SEA, to make our assessment of potentially significant
effects on landscape more explicit, and to review/clarify the approaches to
differentiating between the effects of alternative schemes and to assessing cumulative
effects.

e We were asked to describe in more detail the actions that we would take to mitigate
any adverse impacts that might arise and the proposals for monitoring any effects from
the implementation of the WRMP.

e We were challenged on whether Habitats Regulations Assessment had been
adequately applied in the SEA.

We have incorporated these points in the “Addendum” to the SEA that has been issued
alongside the Revised Draft WRMP. We have met with Natural England and Countryside
Council for Wales, as they had the most detailed comments on the SEA report, to clarify the
purpose of the Draft WRMP and SEA, and to better understand their concerns in particular to
ensure adequate compliance with Habitats Regulations Assessment of the WRMP. Natural
England and Countryside Council for Wales recognised that the SEA contains most of the
required information, and we were able to agree the additional information that needs to be
included in the Addendum to respond to their concerns.

Appendix 3 of this Statement of Response summarises the points raised at the three public
consultation meetings to discuss the Draft WRMP. The key issues are covered by the formal
consultation responses, and so we have not responded to these points in Appendix 3, but we
have included some more information in the Draft WRMP, where appropriate.
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4. Next steps

4.1 Water Resources Management Plan (WRMP)

UU has prepared a Revised Draft WRMP that incorporates the changes that have been made
to our WRMP in order to take account of:-

e The comments received from consultees (as set out in this document).

e Further advice from regulators (including revisions to the Environment Agency’s
water resources planning guideline, Ofwat’s new mandatory water efficiency targets,
and Ofwat’s new guidance on the sustainable economic level of leakage).

e New information that has become available since production of the original Draft
WRMP (including the final details on abstraction licence changes to be imposed by
the Environment Agency, new official population and household forecasts for North
West England, and the likely effects of the current economic downturn that has
recently become more apparent).

These changes have inevitably resulted in changes to the supply-demand balances for each
water resource zone and have therefore modified the strategy for each zone as described in the
Revised Draft WRMP.

Following the publication of this Statement of Response, the Secretary of State for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs will decide whether UU has adequately taken account
of the views of stakeholders, and determine whether to direct UU to further modify its WRMP
and/or hold a local public inquiry prior to publication of the Final WRMP. Subject to the
approval of the Secretary of State, we expect to publish the Final WRMP on our website in
spring 2009.
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4.2  Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

We do not plan to change our SEA report as it remains our strategic environmental
assessment of the published Draft WRMP. We have however produced an “Addendum”
which sets out additional information, including the detailed responses to and implications of
the consultee comments on the SEA report.

4.3 Further information
Electronic copies of this Statement of Response, our Revised Draft WRMP, and the

Addendum to the strategic environmental assessment are available from UU’s website at:
http://www.uuplc.co.uk/WaterResourcesPlan.htm

If you require any further information please contact:-

Simon Boyland

Water Supply Demand Manager
United Utilities

Thirlmere House

Lingley Mere Business Park
Warrington WAS 3LP

Email: water.resources@uuplc.co.uk
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Statement of Response to the Consultation
on United Utilities” Draft Water Resources Management Plan

Appendix 1. Representations on the Draft Water Resources Management Plan

Key theme

Number of
respondents
raising issue

Detail of issue

United Utilities response to comments and summary of
any changes made to the WRMP where appropriate

Compliments

Many

We received a large number of complimentary comments
from consultees. Some examples are:-

o “Of all the plans to date, we found UU’s to be the best
presented and the easiest to follow. The tables were all
very clear, and the decisions taken were well explained.”
e “We have been impressed with the quality and clarity
of the consultation documents and consultation events that
UU has held.”

e “... welcome and support much in the document ...”

o “We applaud UU for the way in which it has tried
ideas and approaches to demand management.”

e “We welcome the level of ambition from United
Utilities in seeking to influence consumer demand and
encourage water efficiency”

o  “We are strongly supportive of the water company
taking action now to ensure sustainable water
management in the long term, rather than either deny the
problem of climate change or make drastic commitments
to much higher levels of service.”

We are grateful to consultees for their support for much of
our plan.

Level of
service

UU should undertake further work to ensure compliance
with the Defra direction that a WRMP must include a
description of “how frequently the water undertaker
expects it may need to impose prohibitions or restrictions
on its customers in relation to the use of water”. (EA)

The level of service seems to represent the best balance
between customer expectations for the security of water
supplies and the costs and environmental impact

In Appendix 5 of our Revised Draft WRMP we have
provided more information about the historic frequency of
water restrictions and how customers have required
improvement.

We appreciate the support for our current level of service.
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Utilities on United Utilities” Draft Water Resources Management Plan
Key theme Number of Detail of issue United Utilities response to comments and summary of
respondents any changes made to the WRMP where appropriate
raising issue

associated with the provision of higher standards of
service. (DOA)

The proposed level of service is probably right at the
moment, but this will need to be carefully reviewed
regularly as the effects of climate change become more
apparent and technologies and costs change over the
period of the strategy. (LDNPA)

Whilst accepting the views of consumers on levels of
service, given climate change and other environmental
factors, we would not consider it to be unreasonable to
have hosepipe bans and drought permits once in 15 years,
and non essential drought orders once in 25 years. We are
disappointed that table 5.8 under the *alternatives’ section
does not include the supply-demand implications for a
reduction in hosepipe frequency (e.g. 1 in 15y) and that
any supply-demand implications are not then tabulated
against the projected supply shortfalls. (FLD)

Whilst the Trust appreciates the public consultation that
has gone into the level of service demanded from United
Utilities, it is not clear how much consumers know the
complexities of the options in order to reach an informed
decision. For example, the ability to weigh up the balance
between frequency of water restrictions, the impact of
abstraction on nature conservation as well as the impact of
climate change — and the costs of these choices — is very
confusing but important if consumers are going to see the
role that they play and the impact of their own
choices/expectations. We would like to see more
communication of these matters with consumers so that
they can engage more with future decisions. It is critical

We agree that the level of service needs to be kept under
review in future WRMPs. The level of service must be
supported by customers. Our research shows that customers
are unwilling at the present time to accept any deterioration
in the level of service.

In Section 5.7 of our Revised Draft WRMP we have
explained these issues in more detail, in particular the basis
of the justification for the chosen level of service and the
implication of alternative levels of service.

In Section 5.7 of our Revised Draft WRMP we have
provided more information on the customer research we
have carried out. As stated in Chapter 14, for example, of
our WRMP, we agree that the level of service needs to be
kept under review in future WRMPs.
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Utilities on United Utilities” Draft Water Resources Management Plan
Key theme Number of Detail of issue United Utilities response to comments and summary of
respondents any changes made to the WRMP where appropriate
raising issue
that consumers are able to direct the choices that water
companies make and articulate what is most important to
them. (NT)
We welcome the work that UU has put into assessing See above.
customers’ preferences but we need further detail to be
able to judge how robust the plan is. (Ofwat)
Water supply | 8 UU should include the proposed new strategic west-to- In Section 5.5 of our Revised Draft WRMP we report the
and outage east link main within the water resources systems results from further modelling to quantify the deployable

modelling for the Integrated zone. The company needs to
do this to provide an accurate baseline supply-demand
balance and to prove the deployable output benefit of its
preferred supply-side options. (EA)

We recommend inclusion of information to describe how
UU has arrived at the expected deployable output benefits
of supply-side schemes. The Company does not appear to
have run water resources models with new schemes in
place to assess expected benefit (EA)

UU should develop a single integrated water resources
system model for West Cumbria resource zone. Given the
connectivity within the zone, there may be deployable
output benefits realised by modelling the zone as a whole
(EA)

Natural England wishes to strongly emphasise the
Cumbria perspective. A large proportion of the water
supply sourced here is derived from internationally
designated sites or from locations that have impacts on
internationally designated sites. This is not currently
stated in the Plan or SEA and should be emphasised as
clearly and frequently as possible as means of raising

output benefit of the new West to East link, which is
estimated as 16.6 Ml/d.

In Section 5.5 of our Revised Draft WRMP we report the
results from further studies to verify the benefit of supply-
side schemes.

In Section 5.5 of our Revised Draft WRMP we report the
results from the development of a single water resources
model for West Cumbria.

In Chapter 4 of our Revised Draft WRMP we have further
emphasised that large water sources in Cumbria are an
important part of the Integrated zone.
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Utilities on United Utilities” Draft Water Resources Management Plan
Key theme Number of Detail of issue United Utilities response to comments and summary of
respondents any changes made to the WRMP where appropriate
raising issue

awareness. (NE)

There is no reference to Sustainable Catchment
Management Programme (SCaMP) within the plan. We
are interested in engaging with UU to discuss views on
catchment management (NFU)

Report concentrates on ‘end of pipe’ issues such as water
demand and metering and neglects issue of sustainable
catchment management which can help minimise peaks
and troughs in water entering reservoir system through
uplands acting as a sponge (NWDA)

The WAFU figures are stated to have been subject to a
sustainability reduction which appears to only refer to
reduced abstraction in Cumbria. The Countryside
Commission for Wales has already expressed concern to
Liverpool about the abstraction from Lake Vyrnwy which
Liverpool’s RSS requirement imposes on the City, but this
does not seem to have been taken into account in the draft
Plan. (LCC)

It is of concern that the effects of Water Framework
Directive cannot be included because ‘outcome is too
uncertain at present’ (DOA)

It would be useful to see some discussion on what further
sustainable measures could be taken to anticipate
requirements from the Water Framework Directive

In Section 5.2 of our Revised Draft WRMP we have
included statements on catchment management issues.

Ditto.

Under the EU Habitats Directive, the Environment Agency
has reviewed our abstraction licences in Wales at Lake
Vyrnwy and the River Dee, as well as our abstraction
licences in England. They have concluded that no changes
are required to our licences for sources in Wales that would
result in any sustainability reductions. This is explained in
Section 5.3 of the Revised Draft WRMP.

UU is also concerned that we are unable to include the
effects of the Water Framework Directive in our WRMP.
However the Defra and Environment Agency’s guidelines
on the development of Water Resources Management Plans
stipulate that water companies must not include any future
impacts of the Water Framework Directive on supply
forecasts at this stage.

In Section 13.9 of our Revised Draft WRMP we have
considered the potential implication of the WFD, but cannot
consider these impacts in our main plan.
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raising issue
(SWCFA)
UU has not accounted for the potential impact of flooding | The flood protection programme for AMP5 (2010-15) is to
in outage allowance. We do not understand this as UU is protect vulnerable assets to prevent short term interruptions
seeking AMP5 funding for flood protection. (Ofwat) to supply. We have an integrated resource zone, and so in
the vast majority of cases if any one asset is affected, we can
supply customers from other sources until that asset is back
on line. Therefore flooding events at the assets for which
we require flood protection funding do not impact on overall
yield. Section 5.5 of the Revised Draft WRMP provides
more explanation.
The additional outage allowance for remedial work on We disagree. The remedial work at our reservoirs is
reservoirs is not in accordance with UKWIR essential work for dam safety reasons that cannot be
methodology. UU should provide justification for this avoided. This has a significant impact on our outage and its
allowance in its final plan. (Ofwat) inclusion is in accordance the UKWIR methodology. We
have explained this in our Revised Draft WRMP.
UU should include details of how outage allowance is In Section 5.5 of our Revised Draft WRMP we have
calculated and justified for each resource zone (EA) provided more explanation about how we have calculated
outage allowances.
Housingand |5 The Draft Plan only seems to take into account housing The issues raised are all very similar. We wish to make two
population growth to 2021 and does not recognise that this is not a points:-

maximum. The Plan also needs to factor in the RSS partial
review and take into account the recently announced New
Growth Points which are intended to deliver uplift in new
housing development (LCC)

In final WRMP, it is necessary to take into account any
additional housing numbers included within the Final
Regional Strategy and any Growth Points for the region
(NWDA)

1. We acknowledge that since preparing the original Draft
WRMP new regional housing projections have been issued
and the Government have made an announcement about
Growth Points. We have met with the North West Regional
Assembly and the Environment Agency to discuss these. We
have explained the revised projections in Section 7.3 of our
Revised Draft WRMP.

2. The current economic downturn and severe “credit-
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raising issue
We would expect the company to update its forecasts of crunch” mean that this is a very difficult time to estimate
population and property growth rates in its final plan as housing growth projections, particularly in the short to
new information becomes available. (Ofwat) medium term. In Section 7.3 of our Revised Draft WRMP
we have described how we have taken this into account. We
We recommend the company should include the latest have presented our housing projections and our reasoning
policy-based housing growth projections within demand for variation from the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS).
forecasts for all resource zones. The profiling of draft RSS
housing growth projections is not adequately explained or
justified within the Draft WRMP (EA)
The WRMP is a 25 year long term vision stretching well UU has been actively engaged in the North West Regional
beyond the current round of Regional Spatial Strategies Assembly’s consultations on the North West RSS, and
and Local Development Frameworks. UU should ensure | maintain liaison with all local authorities. We agree that we
that the WRMP is used to inform and influence options on | should continue to influence future planning decisions.
proposals for development/growth points in the Regional
Spatial Strategies and local spatial planning processes. UU
should consider using the WRMP to influence future
planning decisions. (NE)
Water 7 We ask the company to outline in the final plan how it We disagree with EA’s view of our Draft WRMP. Our plan
demand could reduce per capita consumption further in order to clearly demonstrates achievement of Defra’s aspirational

achieve 130 I/hd-d in a dry year (EA)

We recommend that UU does further work to improve
forecast for non-household demand. The scale of
reduction is significantly greater than that assumed by
neighbouring water companies (EA)

ambition for less than 130 I/hd-d on average by 2030.
Reducing water consumption is a joint responsibility of
many organisations and is a challenge for society as a whole,
not just water companies.

We have carefully followed best practice in deriving our
non-household demand forecasts. It is evident that strong
decline in demand has occurred and will continue in the
short to medium term. In Section 7.3 of our Revised Draft
WRMP we have provided additional explanation and present
the results of the revised forecasts prepared by specialist
consultants.
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raising issue

To ensure greater confidence that predicted level of fall in
non-household demand is reasonable, we suggest the
company re-appraises its forecast of non-household before
submitting its final plan (Ofwat)

We are concerned that some of the assumptions on future
demand may not be very robust — realistic reduction of
water use by more metering; uncertainty over the date of
statutory requirement for meters; achievement of a huge
reduction in demand in non household use; growth in new
houses projected. If the assessments have underestimated
future demands, or the demand reductions cannot be met,
we are concerned that resort to emergency abstractions
from Cumbria (e.g. Windermere and Ullswater) would
become an inevitable solution, one which would be
regrettable. (FLD)

The projections include a reduction in future demand from
agriculture. This may need to be re-examined as potential
intensification of land use occurs with global change.
(NT). The forecasts made for usage within agriculture
seem unrealistic in that they project agricultural and
horticultural use to halve between now and 2035. (NFU)

Table 13.9 states that the largest proportion of predicted
reductions in water demand will be from non-household
users. As most of the demand management proposals in
the WRMP focus on households, it would be useful to see
more about what is being done and has already been
achieved with commerce and industry, particularly as the
overall reduction relies very heavily on this component of
demand. It is not clear how this has taken agricultural use
into account, as agriculture is not specifically dealt with. It

Ditto

UU has used best available data and methods to forecast
demand, but we agree that there are significant uncertainties
and have included these in our uncertainty analysis (target
headroom). We will be able to modify our plans in future
WRMPs if demands turn out to be higher than we currently
expect. For these reasons we believe our approach is robust.

We note the concern about adequately accounting for future
agricultural demand. It should be noted, however, that most
agricultural water use is non-potable and is not supplied by
Uu.

See above. Also: in Section 7.3 of our Revised Draft WRMP
we have provided more information about our non-
household demand forecasts and the reasons for the
reductions.
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raising issue

is not clear whether United Utilities has considered the
potential for agricultural demand to increase, potentially
as a result of climate change and other influences. It
would be useful to see a breakdown of predictions to see
how this figure has been derived. (NE)

UU should undertake analysis of its metering records to
better quantify the effect of dry weather on non-household
demand. (EA)

We would welcome inclusion of a commitment to support
the business sector in minimising its water consumption at
an operational level and in design and construction of
buildings. (NWDA)

The Plan does not appear to give as much coverage to
industrial, commercial or other economic
growth/development related water demand as it does to
housing, despite residential usage being considerably
lower. As result, finely balanced assumptions about
demand growth or shrinkage might prove misplaced.
(Liverpool City Council)

UU should review its forecast for raw water exports and
non-potable supplies from the IRZ. This is especially
important given that the Huntington WTW upgrade in
AMPE is based on an assumption of reduced demand for
raw water exports and non-potable supplies from the River
Dee. (EA)

We would expect dry weather to impact on non-household
potable water demand for certain sectors. However we have
not been able to determine an effect from the available data.
The weather effect is probably masked by larger variation
effects.

As suggested, in Sections 3.1 and 6.3 of our Revised Draft
WRMP, we have confirmed our commitment to take account
of and support the needs of business customers.

Our non-household water demand forecasts take full account
of economic growth projections. In Section 7.3 of our
Revised Draft WRMP we have explained this further.
Across the region, total domestic demand is considerably
higher than total industrial/commercial demand. Therefore it
is reasonable that the projections of trends in domestic
demand are prominent in the plan.

We have reviewed our approach to forecasting non-potable
demand and raw-water exports from the River Dee for
industrial customers. We have decided not to change the
forecast as, although the use of potable water by non-
household is reducing, the use of non-potable water instead
is one of the options that industrial customers might consider
to save money. We are no longer forecasting the need for the
Huntington WTW upgrade.
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Climate 4 UU should develop rainfall-runoff models to feed into We are grateful for the EA’s support for our proposed
change water resources systems models in order to better development of rainfall-runoff models over the next 5 years,

understand uncertainty around climate change. (EA)

Our main concern is that without further studies to help
better understand likely impact of climate change, we
cannot determine whether the proposed investment is at
required level. We expect to see more evidence to support
the company’s position given implications for investment
that it triggers. We welcome the fact that the company has
indicated within its plan that it will undertake further
studies. (Ofwat)

The high level of uncertainty over climate change, and its
impacts on supply and demand, reinforces the need for
regular review. (LDNPA)

as included in our Draft WRMP.

We recognise that the large uncertainty in climate change
affects our investment plans. We have very carefully applied
the national best practice guidance and best available data to
assess climate change impacts on supply and demand. Our
work has demonstrated the large scale of uncertainty that
exists around climate change predictions. We will continue
to work over the coming years with other organisations to
improve the understanding of climate change so that the
uncertainty can be reduced in future WRMPs. In Section
9.3 of our Revised Draft WRMP we have reduced the
allowance for climate change uncertainty in our target
headroom assessment, as we consider that we had been too
cautious in our approach to investment on the basis of this
uncertainty.

We agree the need to regularly review the plan to ensure that
it remains robust. UU will undertake a full review of our
WRMP every five years, taking account of best available
science at the time of review. Our next new WRMP will be
published in 2014. In addition, an annual review of
customers’ security of supply takes place as part of the June
Return reporting process to Ofwat and EA. However, we
will assess the implications of further climate change
research as it becomes available. In 2009 the UK Climate
Impacts Programme will be issuing improved forecasts for
climate change scenarios, which the Water Industry will
then study to evaluate the implications for water supply and
demand. These studies are very complex and so will take
time to complete. UU will continue to take an active role in
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raising issue
the Water Industry’s climate change research and we will be
able update our predictions in the next few years.
In general CCWater Northern is supportive of the See response above. Also:-
company’s approach in acknowledging the uncertainties As stated in the plan, UU have adopted a flexible strategy
of climate change and committing to an ongoing review of | with numerous small schemes that can be reduced or
its assumptions. However, UU must be capable of increased in size as the impact of climate change becomes
responding quickly and with flexibility if emerging clearer. We are also constructing a new West to East link to
science indicates that climate change will have a more improve flexibility in our largest resource zone.
definite impact on water resource management and the
environment. (CCW)
Target 5 Climate change uncertainty has major impact on As stated in our Draft WRMP we plan to undertake further
headroom headroom in Integrated Zone and is key driver for climate change studies over the next 5 years. UU has been
and investment in this zone. We would expect the company to | and continues to be very actively involved in the climate

uncertainty

undertake further studies to help better understand the
likely impact of climate change and reduce uncertainty. It
is unclear whether UU has used work of Reynard &
Young to assess impact of climate change as required in
Environment Agency’s guidance. (Ofwat)

There is also a need for a greater recognition of
uncertainties, e.g. climate change, future legislation on
metering, take up of metering on a voluntary basis in
future — and how the strategy would adapt to these
uncertainties and possible higher demands for water than
anticipated. (FLD)

We feel that the key issue arising from the document and
discussions with UU staff is that we are in a period of

change research by the Water Industry and so we have a
good understanding of climate change science as the
knowledge develops. The Reynard and Young work was
applied for the 2004 water resources plans, but is superseded
by more recent research. We have carefully followed the
latest advice from the EA’s November 2007 and November
2008 climate change guidance, which is based on the Water
Industry’s latest research findings.

We have included these issues in our uncertainty analysis
and the “target headroom” allowance in the supply demand
balances. We are not permitted (Defra and EA guidance) to
include in our main plan the potential future sustainability
reductions, but in Section 13.9 of our our Revised Draft
WRMP we have examined the potential implications for our
plan.

Ditto.
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raising issue
great uncertainty and we are attempting to plan over a
future period of great uncertainty. The two key areas of
uncertainty appear to be around the impacts of climate
change and future customer demand. Further sustainability
reductions in the future driven by, for example, the Water
Framework Directive will also add pressure to the supply-
demand balance. For these reasons we are pleased that the
Strategy will be reviewed every 5 years. (LDNPA)
Research for PR09 reveals that consumers are most We have taken account of uncertainties about water supply
concerned with maintaining a ‘safe and secure water schemes as well as water efficiency schemes in our target
supply’. Though Waterwise recognise that supply side headroom assessment. However, the uncertainty in how
measures will be necessary in some instances, we expect climate change will impact on our water source yields is the
companies to take demand management as seriously as dominant uncertainty issue.
reservoirs and other supply side measures. Particularly in
the context of a changing climate, reservoir yields are
highly uncertain. We are particularly concerned that much
uncertainty is assigned to water efficiency programmes
while a lot less is affixed to reservoirs. (Waterwise)
UU should improve the accuracy of supply-demand data We have included various studies in our research
to reduce uncertainty. This should be reflected in target programme to improve our understanding of water supply
headroom. (EA) and demand issues, but until the studies are complete we do
not know whether they will enable us to reduce the
uncertainty allowance in target headroom.
The accuracy of supply-side data has deteriorated since The accuracy of supply side data has not deteriorated. This
PRO4. This is not currently significant but may become so | uncertainty was under-estimated in our 2004 plan and we
as the uncertainty around climate change reduces. UU have corrected this in the Draft WRMP. We have given
should explain this change in final plan. (Ofwat) more explanation in Section 9.2 of our Revised Draft
WRMP.
Leakage plan | 6 Leakage cannot be ignored as it has peripheral impact on | There are a number of similar comments about the need for

advancement of water efficiency — customers will not

more leakage reduction. We make the following comments
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reduce their water use if they perceive that Companies are
doing little or nothing to reduce their wastage (in the form
of leakage). (Waterwise)

The reduction in usage by consumers must go hand-in-
hand with a continued reduction in leakage rates from
United Utilities. Many consumers will only be willing to
change their own behaviour if they feel that this will make
a real difference. If they do not see leakage rates
reducing, they are less incentivised to make their own
changes. Whilst United Utilities argue that reducing
leakage rates beyond what they have already achieved will
be very expensive and not good value for money, we are
keen to see them continue to reduce leakage rates at the
same time as maintaining research to bring the costs down
through better technology. As well as being good practice,
it will be an important element of their relationship with
consumers. (NT)

The section on leakage is over dominated by economic
reasoning and is not balanced through giving material
weight to items such as climate change and sustainability.
It is our view that rather than spend more money seeking
new water resource supplies, more money should be spent
on reducing the overall demand for water, reducing
leakage and reducing demand. (FLD)

We recommend the company does more to tackle leakage.
It should align its WRMP with its strategic direction
statement to illustrate how leakage can be reduced by 20%
to 2035. (EA)

It would be helpful to see a more detailed breakdown of

in response:-

1.

We recognise the important issues raised in the
consultation responses and importance of leakage
reduction as a supply-demand measure.

We have followed the national best practice methods in
deriving our leakage plan. We have to take account of
financial as well as environmental and social effects in
deriving the most economic plan.

The Economic Level of Leakage (ELL) does include
environmental and social costs, including importantly
the carbon cost which we feel have been given sufficient
weight. It should be borne in mind that there are social
impacts due to disturbance of traffic, as well as benefits
from leakage reduction activity. Ofwat has recently
published its sustainable economic level of leakage
(SELL) methodology which reinforces the inclusion of
social and environmental issues in the assessment of
leakage, which we have incorporated in Section 6.2 of
our Revised Draft WRMP.

We have fully included the cost associated with the
emission of greenhouse gases. Reducing leakage does
have negative carbon impacts as well as positive,
because leakage reduction work involves more vans on
the road to detect leaks, more lengths of plastic pipe
being manufactured and more congestion on the roads as
we dig more holes.

UU’s Strategic Direction Statement is an aspirational
target and will require technological developments and a
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where United Utilities now considers the main areas of
leakage to be located. For example, the extent to which
possible leakage from the long aqueduct systems that take
water from both Haweswater (relevant to River Eden
SAC) and Thirlmere (relevant to River Derwent and
Bassenthwaite Lake SAC) to Manchester has been
investigated. Both are over 100km long and they are in the
8 year maintenance programme for its most important
water mains and aqueducts (2006-14). As both these
aqueducts transport water taken from catchments that feed
into SAC river systems they should be high priority for
leakage reduction. The Leakage Reduction Plan
consistently refers to the overall high cost of fixing
leakage. However, if leaks are not fixed this is
sustainability issue and there are potentially high
environmental cost on SSSI and SAC sources of supply,
particularly during droughts. It is not clear how this
environmental cost is calculated and taken into account.
(NE)

The draft plan shows underground supply pipe leakage
increasing. This is not explained or justified in the plan.
We would not expect to see it rise, particularly given the
assumption that the vast majority of customers will be
metered by the end of the planning period. (EA)

The leakage reduction targets do not seem particularly
ambitious. The economics on the level of leakage seem
nonsensical given the greenhouse gas emissions involved
in pumping leaking water. We suggest that these targets
are not ambitious enough given the emphasis which UU
suggest they intend to place on water efficiency. It will be
difficult for United Utilities to promote an efficiency

supply-demand deficit to drive the leakage reduction,
such as the Water Framework Directive which UU have
been explicitly prohibited from including in the WRMP.

6. The increase in supply pipe leakage volumes is due to
the major increase in the number of connections. We are
not forecasting any change in the average supply pipe
leakage for un-metered or metered customers. This is
primarily because our supply pipe leakage values, as
independently assessed, are already very low. We have
explained this in Section 6.2 of our Revised Draft
WRMP.
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policy to customers where leakage issues are not being
seen to be addressed adequately. (NFU)
Water 8 No companies have given serious consideration to large- The Waterwise evidence base and Ofwat’s proposed
efficiency scale water efficiency programmes as a demand mandatory water efficiency targets have only recently been
plan management strategy. None have gone much above their produced (Autumn 2008) and so were not available in time

baseline water efficiency activity which is required by
Ofwat. It does not seem as though any company has
considered the Waterwise Evidence Base for Large-Scale
Water Efficiency. We are also disappointed that Ofwat’s
proposal for water efficiency targets has not inspired
companies to develop large-scale water efficiency
projects. (Waterwise)

It is a well presented plan which is easy to follow. But we
were extremely disappointed to see UU’s water efficiency
programme was of such small scale given they have one
of the largest populations to supply and have undertaken
important water efficiency research. UU have missed the
opportunity to implement large-scale water efficiency with
social housing associations. Unlike some companies, UU
are providing self audit packs to newly metered customers
— this is a step in the right direction. (Waterwise)

No water company predictions for future demand
incorporate the “Future Water” aspiration that PCC in new
homes will be reduced to 130 litres by 2030. We were
disappointed that large-scale water efficiency programmes
that would reduce carbon footprint of water supply and
treatment and of water use in home are not considered.
We were also disappointed that no company considered
the concept of ‘water neutrality’. (Waterwise)

for the original Draft WRMP. We have fully taken account
of them in Chapters 6 and 11 of our Revised Draft WRMP.
Our WRMP is based on a nationally agreed economic
analysis which treats all supply-demand measures equitably.
We have included a major water efficiency research
programme.

Ditto

Waterwise are incorrect in suggesting that UU’s plan does
not achieve Defra’s PCC ambition of 130 I/hd-d. The issues
of “water neutrality” are not specifically part of the WRMP
process as set out by Defra or EA. However, UU is
predicting that overall water demand will reduce and so our
plan goes beyond water neutrality. We have made these
points more explicitly in our Revised Draft WRMP | in
particular in Section 7.3. Our plan includes a significant
water efficiency programme and we have fully considered
the reduced carbon footprint that would result, particularly
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We note in particular the free save a flush devices and
audit packs provided by UU. However, these are only
available on request — it would seem to us to be
worthwhile sending these and possible other items to
customers with their bills in the spring to really highlight
the issues and need for water saving. (FLD)

One of the key aims of the UU demand strategy as
outlined on page 68 is to “target water demand activities
in those resource zones where supply-demand deficits
exist or are anticipated to occur in the near future”. We
feel that demand management measures should be applied
to all areas, not just those where there is a deficit, and that
in areas where there is a shortage, additional measures
over and above those already employed should be used.
(FLD)

It is disappointing to see that only a 5MI/d reduction is
expected through water efficiency measures.

This represents approximately 0.25% of current overall
supply (1900ML/d of drinking water). Our concern is that
the environmental component of the “cost’ factor must be
fully taken into account. It would be helpful to understand
better how this is calculated and factored in. For example,
water efficiency measures and leakage reduction are
unlikely to raise any significant environmental concerns
unlike the installation of new boreholes or increase in
abstraction from reservoirs and rivers. (NE)

in the home, for example in our water efficient showerhead
programme.

An enhanced programme of supplying water saving devices
to customers is included in Section 6.3 of our Revised Draft
WRMP.

An enhanced water efficiency programme of supplying that
applies to all water resource zones is included in Section 6.3
of our Revised Draft WRMP. However the Defra strategy
for water management (Future Water) and the Environment
Agency’s guidelines on the development of Water
Resources Management Plans stipulate that water companies
must apply a ‘twin track’ approach to the development of
WRMPs. This requires UU to consider both supply side and
demand management measures on an equal, and
independent footing, and to select the most economic and
sustainable long-term supply-demand solutions.

See above. Also: we have carefully assessed the
environmental and social costs and benefits associated with
all supply-side and demand-side options. We share the
disappointment of many organisations that water efficiency
measures are unfortunately often very expensive (even after
taking account of sustainability issues) relative to the
volumes of water saved.
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Table 7.3 shows 3 main areas where water use is predicted
to increase — showers, gardens and ‘miscellaneous’. UU
needs to engage where there are predicted increases to
ensure that everything possible is done to target these
areas. Similarly with garden use predicted to increase
water demand, there is a need to address this through
engagement in the gardening and horticulture sectors.
Similarly there is a need to provide incentives to
householders for increasing efficiency of water use for
example through grey water capture from roofs and for the
replacement of old toilets etc. The rain water harvesting
project is encouraging and interesting, and we would like
to see commitment to develop and build on it, especially
in relation to new developments. We are encouraged to
see the distribution of water butts and efficient shower
heads to 50,000 customers, and would like this number to
be increased. (NE)

For its final plan we expect the company to explicitly
build-in the water efficiency targets detailed in Ofwat’s
current consultation. (EA)

UU should factor into its plan the base service water
efficiency targets that we (Ofwat) will set in autumn 2008.
We expect the plan to consider explicitly different
approaches to water efficiency to make it a more cost
effective option. An integrated demand management
approach — installing water efficiency devices at the same
time as meters are installed, would improve cost
effectiveness of such measures. Alternatively, installing

We have carefully considered each of these options in our
original Draft WRMP and concluded that at the present time
they are not economically feasible (even after taking account
of sustainability issues). We are concerned about this and
therefore have proposed a significant research programme in
order to identify more efficient ways of carrying out water
efficiency in the future. A key exception is the distribution
of low volume showerheads, which has been the subject of a
further research study by UU (see our website for the
recently published report) — this has helped us to better
understand the extent to which these can be applied.

Information on Ofwat’s mandatory targets was not available
at the time of preparing the original Draft WRMP. In
Sections 6.3 and 7.3 of our Revised Draft WRMP we have
included the targets in our baseline water efficiency
programme and our demand forecasts.

Ditto. Also: the Waterwise evidence base has been published
in autumn 2008, which has helped us to consider alternative
methods of installing water efficiency measures in Section
11.4 of our Revised Draft WRMP.
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water efficiency devices when visiting customers for other
reasons would make measures more cost-effective by
removing significant ‘customer visit’ costs. (Ofwat)
We would be keen to join forces with UU to continue We are grateful to the NFU for being willing to work with
promotion of efficiency to farms, parks and gardens. us on water efficiency. We have completed the recent work
(NFU) but plan to contact NFU when we are ready to progress this
further.

The proposed research is a sensible approach given the We have close links with other water companies to learn
long term nature of WRMPs and uncertainties surrounding | from their research, for example in southern England where
potential benefits of initiatives such as ‘smart’ metering more garden watering occurs. We will consider further study
and rainwater harvesting. UU should consider extending on garden watering when the best aspects for further
its water efficiency research to further consider water use | investigation become clearer.
by gardeners (CCW)
It would be good to see UU taking a greater leadership We thank the NT for their support for our research
role in engaging customers in debates around future water | programme and carbon targets. Our enhanced water
use and management. We welcome the range of exciting efficiency programme, as set out in Section 6.3 and Section
research UU are undertaking into water efficiency and 13.5 of our Revised Draft WRMP, includes increased
customer/community work around audits, but further activity and communications with customers.
leadership on research and promotion of water saving
would be welcomed. UU have set themselves very good
in-house targets for reducing their carbon footprint and the
Trust strongly supports them in this. By engaging
consumers, it will ensure that as climate change impacts in
the long term, the public has a better understanding of the
options in the future and is supportive of environmentally
necessary changes. This will only work, however, if UU
are seen as doing everything they can to reduce their own
leakage rates and carbon emissions, for example. (NT)

Metering 7 UU should undertake further work to ensure compliance In Appendix 5 of our Revised Draft WRMP we have

plan with the Defra direction that a WRMP must include a provided more information about the economics of
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description of “estimated cost to the water undertaker in
relation to the installation and operation of water meters
... and a comparison of that cost with other measures it
might take to manage demand for water, or increase
supplies of water”. (EA)

UU has assumed that compulsory metering will be a
statutory requirement from 2020. We do not think that
there is any basis for this assumption, and we suggest that
the company should remove it from its final plan.
Nevertheless, UU should explain whether it would
continue to pursue this option in the absence of it
becoming a statutory requirement. UU should consider
different levels of compulsory metering as options within
its option appraisal to ensure that the preferred solution is
best value solution. Any enhanced metering programme
should be justified by an economic analysis. (Ofwat)

UU should make it clear how it would achieve the planned
full metering penetration in absence of legislation making
it compulsory. Alternatively, UU should present an
additional scenario to show how supply-demand balance
would be managed if compulsory metering does not occur
before 2035. (EA)

The Trust supports the significant leap in proportion of
households that are metered. NT also strongly supports the
commitment to investigating new forms of tariffs to
reward reduction of usage. (NT)

It is evident that companies would like a clearer position
from government on metering and a decision on long-term
trends. We therefore welcome the upcoming Defra/HMT

alternative metering programmes.

In response to this request, we have removed the
compulsory metering element of the strategy in Section 6.4
and Chapter 13 of our Revised Draft WRMP. However UU
still believe that a statutory driver for full metering is likely
within the next 25 years, therefore we will present
information to show what our plan would look like should
such a statute occur. We consider that metering is the fairest
way to charge customers and has considerable sustainability
benefits.

Ditto.

We note the NT’s support for our metering and tariff

investigation programme.

We note Waterwise’s support for our approach to metering.
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review of costs and benefits of expanding metering
beyond areas of water stress. We applaud those companies
in areas not in water stress that are advancing relatively
quickly with metering. (Waterwise)

UU should clearly present how it intends to attract
additional free meter optants each year. The rate of optant
take-up, at 50,000 per year during 2010-20, is well in
excess of the numbers previously achieved. We are
concerned that UU may fall short on achieving forecast
level of meter penetration at 2020. (EA)

UU has assumed that there will be 50,000 meter optants
each year. This level of opting is in excess of the numbers
that it has reported in previous years. We would expect the
company to explain why it thinks this level of optants will
occur and what steps it is taking to ensure that it achieves
the increased uptake rate. (Ofwat)

While the company’s commitment to metering is
commended, we have some concern at the scale of this
metering programme, both in terms of its cost and the
assumptions made about associated reductions in water
usage. The company has found it difficult to cope with the
35,000 free meter option applications it received following
the 2008/9 main billing period. We would also like to
understand the impact which increased levels of metering
will have on the bills of customers who remain
unmeasured due to the process of rebalancing. (CCW)

UU has also suggested that metered customers will use an
average of 8.3% less water than when unmeasured.
Although the company details research it carried out in

In Section 7.3 of our Revised Draft WRMP we have
provided more information about our forecast take-up of the
free meter option and the numbers of customers that could
benefit from metering. We are on target to achieve over
53,000 free meter options in 2008/09.

Ditto

Ditto. Also: it should be noted that we have installed 49,000
free meter options in the first 9 months of 2008/09 and
expect to install over 53,000 in the full year.

We included research studies in our Draft WRMP to help
address these issues. UU accepts there are uncertainties, but
there is a lot of evidence to show that metered customers
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2003 and further research by Professor Herrington on
behalf of UKWIR in 2005, CCWater Northern believes
further research is needed by the water industry as a whole
to fully understand the effects of metering. Other
companies have referred to increases in consumption by
customers based on their view that since they are paying
for the amount of water by volume, they are entitled to use
as much as they want. The proposals by United Utilities
for development of smart metering technology to better
understand customers’ usage, with the intention of
developing new tariffs, is welcomed. (CCW)

We note that it is not planned to make any changes to the
current metering policy. We find this disappointing given
the reductions in demand that are possible. We would
suggest that UU need to be more active in encouraging
metering in the areas where a potential water deficit has
been identified over the next 25 years. We would also
guestion some of the assumptions on metering and how
realistic the reductions in water use that can be achieved
are - given that the more environmentally conscientious
households will have already have installed meters, and
that there is as yet no date for a statutory requirement for
metering. (FLD)

We expect UU to take full advantage of its planned
increase in household metering to assess installation of
smart meters, using new tariffs and reducing customer
supply pipe losses. (EA)

I am not in favour of domestic customer metering because
it leads to disgusting personal habits. (SWCFA)

(including meter optants) use less than unmeasured
customers. We intend that our research programme will
further improve our understanding.

FLD would like us to do more metering, but also question
the value of metering. UU accepts there are uncertainties,
but there is a lot of evidence to show that metered customers
(including meter optants) use less than unmeasured
customers to reduce their water bills. For this reason we
promote the free meter option on our website and through
the billing information. We consider that metering is the
fairest way to charge customers and has considerable
sustainability benefits.

Our plan already includes studies to undertake the
assessments that the EA mentions.

We note the concern about the potential effect of metering
on personal hygiene. We are doing research into metering
tariffs over the next few years. One of the key aims of
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tariffs should be to ensure that excessive water use is
discouraged whilst allowing necessary use to avoid
problems of public health and hygiene.
Options 4 UU should take into account the following feedback on its | We have taken account of these comments and further
considered groundwater supply-side options when producing final discussions with the EA in the option appraisal in Chapter

plan:

e Widnes — support early implementation to provide
capacity to meet peak demands

e Southport — support implementation to provide capacity
to meet peak demands although aware there may be
water quality issues (solvents)

e Warrington — UU should do further work (based on
historic data) to prove sustainable output from these
sources

e Oldham - UU should do further work to understand
mine system and hence potential additional yield from
this system

e South Egremont and Thurshy — believe both options
may present risk to environment so UU must do all it
can to manage demand in West Cumbria zone before
seeking new supplies. (EA)

The WRMP should include the option of re-use of
‘redundant’ reservoirs as local resources, particularly in
times of high water stress. There are times when
“redundant reservoirs” could be used for certain functions,
especially grey water use, and that with future climate

11 and Appendices 6 and 7 of our Revised Draft WRMP.

We also make the following specific comments:-

e Southport — we believe the work completed thus far (in
cooperation with the EA and the Lower Mersey
Basin groundwater model), allows us to predict sites
for new boreholes which have minimum
environmental impact and best water quality.

¢ Warrington — the sustainable output from these sources is
understood. However, we recognise the need to
carry out further testing and analysis of data to
support the development of this scheme.

e Oldham — we agree that the sustainable level of
abstraction from the mine system in this area needs
to be better understood.

e West Cumbria — we accept that demand management,
(water efficiency and leakage reduction) should
ideally feature alongside any groundwater resource
development in West Cumbria. UU and EA have
worked together to better understand the relative
merits and dis-merits of these schemes, and have
identified that South Egremont seems to be the best
water source enhancement option for West Cumbria.

UU has considered the use of redundant reservoirs,
particularly in West Cumbria but discarded them because of
the major infrastructure renewal and refurbishment that
would be required compared with the small volumes of
water available, as described in Appendix 6 of our Revised
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change, local supplies for local areas should be maintained | Draft WRMP.
and encouraged. It will no longer be sustainable to pump
large volumes of water across the country. (FLD)
Will “redundant” reservoirs (in Cumbria) become Ditto.
economic to use again in future as local water supply
resources? (LDNPA)
Water abstraction from very low down a river system, i.e. | Our option appraisal has included options that involve
towards the estuary, (in West Cumbria) has not been abstraction from the lower parts of the River Ehen and the
adequately addressed, even though more purification River Derwent.
treatment would be required. (SWCFA)
UU has identified new reservoir schemes as unpromotable | New reservoir schemes would be very difficult to promote,
but included them in options as cost comparisons with however we feel it is important to demonstrate that we have
other options. (LDNPA) considered a wide range of options. We have explained this
in Section 11.5 of the Revised Draft WRMP.
UU has not included any supply-demand options for the In Appendix 7 of our Revised Draft WRMP we have
Carlisle and North Eden zones. Although there are no outlined options for the Carlisle zone.
deficits identified, we believe it would be prudent to
outline some potential options (particularly for Carlisle).
(EA)
Option 7 UU should undertake further work to ensure compliance We have included descriptions of our option methodologies,
appraisal with the Defra direction that a WRMP must include a but the EA believe we should also give more description of

description of “the option methodologies which the water
undertaker has used in choosing the measures it intends to
take or continue ... and its reasons for choosing those
measures”. (EA)

UU’s strategy for West Cumbria comprises a single
scheme despite the high probability that further changes
could impact supply-demand balance especially

the operation of our existing sources of supply during dry
periods. We have provided additional information in
Chapter 4 of our Revised Draft WRMP.

UU’s plan is robust and flexible in that we can readily
implement further schemes in the future if necessary. We
agree that we cannot guarantee that our proposed plan is
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sustainability reduction at Overwater Reservoir and
greater climate change impact. In these circumstances can
the strategy really be described as “robust” and “flexible”.
(DOA)

The company’s preferred plan for meeting the deficit
within the West Cumbria Zone relies wholly on the new
abstraction at South Egremont. CCWater Northern
questions whether this plan is robust enough considering
the uncertainties of climate change and the impact this
could potentially have on the groundwater source in the
next 25 years. A commitment to regularly review new
leakage detection and reduction technologies with a view
to implementing an enhanced leakage reduction scheme in
the West Cumbria area would be welcomed. (CCW)

We note that many demand management measures are
dismissed in the tables in chapter 11 in favour of supply
type measures. We feel that more emphasis should be put
on demand reduction measures, even though they may be
more costly as we feel it is more sustainable long term for
the environment to reduce demand rather than to
continually increase supply. In addition, we consider that
all additional supply options must have integral demand
management measures included in them as standard.
(FLD)

It is imperative that all of the options for reducing demand
are delivered before extra measures for supply are
considered. In particular, the Trust supports the significant
leap in the proportion of households that are metered —
though this seems to be dependent in later stages on
legislation to make metering compulsory. (NT)

necessarily optimal, as there are uncertainties about the
future that we are unable to take account of. However we
believe our plan provides the best approach based on what
we know now.

The geology of North West England is very different to that
of southern England. UU has carefully investigated the
outputs from groundwater sources in sandstone in the north
west region and have identified that they are resilient against
climate change scenarios. We have included leakage
reduction as part of our plan for West Cumbria.

The Defra strategy for water management (Future Water)
and the Environment Agency’s guidelines on the
development of Water Resources Management Plans
stipulate that water companies must apply a “twin track’
approach to the development of WRMPs. This requires UU
to consider both supply side and demand management
measures on an equal footing, and to select the most
economic and sustainable long-term supply-demand solution
for wider society. We therefore cannot constrain the options
selected in our WRMP to demand reduction only.

See above.
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Natural England’s view is that the Plan should place a
very high weighting on the need to ensure everything
possible is done to reduce leakage, manage demand and
increase efficiency in water use before seeking to increase
supply. Natural England considers that such measures
should be part of the Plan EVEN where there is no
predicted deficit in a resource zone. This is all the more
important in view of the uncertainties which the Plan is
dealing with — climate change influences on supply being
a very key issue. (NE)

UU needs to improve the cost-benefit analysis for both
supply-side and demand-side options. UU should be
consistent in the use of either ‘capacity’ or ‘output’
assumptions in calculation of supply-side scheme costs for
Integrated zone. (EA)

We believe that UU should undertake full cost-benefit
assessment (including environmental and social costs) of
demand management options for the final plan. (EA)

It was requested by the EA and NE that the WRMP should
clearly acknowledge UU’s statutory environmental
protection responsibilities concerning:

e Protecting and improving the water environment,
particularly sites and species designated under the
Habitats Directive. (EA)

e Taking reasonable steps, consistent with the proper

See above.

We have consistently used “capacity” based assumptions in
the economic analysis.

EA have subsequently acknowledged that this statement is
incorrect. We have included a detailed analysis of
environmental and social benefits and costs of demand
management options in our economic analysis. The
environmental and social costs derived for Chapter 11 of our
Revised Draft WRMP have included the benefit of reduced
water abstraction.

In Section 3.1 of our Revised Draft WRMP we have
confirmed our responsibilities and commitments on these
issues.
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exercise of the company’s functions, to further the
conservation and enhancement of SSSIs. (NE)

e Having regard, so far as is consistent with the proper
exercise of the company’s functions, to the purpose of
conserving biodiversity. (NE)

e Inexercising or performing the functions in relation
to, or so as to affect land within, designated
landscapes, all relevant authorities shall have regard to
statutory purposes of designation. (NE)

For West Cumbria zone, UU should justify the assumption
around supply-side schemes operating for 15% of time.
UU should present both “capacity’ and “output’ supply-
side scheme costs for zone. (EA)

There is no information given on the cost per cubic metre
of the “raw water from a third party” scheme. (DOA)

The Woodland Trust is concerned that developments for
water resources could impact on ancient woodland and
other semi-natural habitats. We believe more emphasis
needs to be placed on protecting habitats, particularly
irreplaceable ones such as ancient woodlands. This
includes both direct loss from development and indirect
impacts to habitat through increasing pollution, changing
water table or disturbance. (Woodland Trust)

We have reviewed the operating period for the West
Cumbria zone to ensure that the economic analysis
continues to be consistent.

The unit cost has been included in Section 11.6 of our
Revised Draft WRMP

This was a general representation to all water companies.
The options we are proposing for implementation have been
subjected to environmental assessment and we have not
identified that any adverse impact on ancient woodlands.

Note: Waterwise expressed some general concerns regarding the WRMP process including the timetable and the ability of the public to have access to and
understand detailed technical information. We are not aware that any of these issues relate specifically to UU as we have closely followed the EA WRMP
guidelines throughout the plan. The timetable for submission is set by regulation and not by UU, however we feel that 12 weeks is adequate time for a
meaningful consultation. Water resource planning is a technical issue, which is why we prepared a summary report as well as a more detailed report for public
consultation. We believe this should help the public to understand the concepts and enable them to contribute their opinion on our strategy should they wish to
do so. The Draft WRMP documents were available on UU’s website and three public meetings were held to explain the process and our plan.
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Appendix 2. Representations on the Strategic Environmental Assessment

between the
draft WRMP
and SEA

contained information that differed from that contained in
the draft WRMP:

e Uncertainty over future trends in per capita water
consumption. (EA)

Key theme Number of Detail of issue United Utilities response to comments
respondents
raising issue
Compliments We received favourable comments from consultees, for We are grateful for the comments that the SEA is
example: comprehensive and clearly presented.

“The Environment Report is comprehensive and clearly

presented, particularly the baseline and assessment of

options”. (EA)

UU statutory | 2 It was requested by the EA and NE that the SEA should We are fully recognise our responsibilities and are
commitments clearly acknowledge UU’s statutory environmental committed to environmental protection. The scope of the
protection responsibilities concerning: SEA includes biodiversity, habitats and landscapes and is
reflected in specific assessment objectives:

e Protecting and improving the water environment, e To protect and enhance natural, built and historic assets

particularly sites and species designated under the for both people and wildlife.
Habitats Directive. (EA) e To avoid damage to, and improve, biodiversity.

e Taking reasonable steps, consistent with the proper In the SEA addendum and Section 3.1 of the Revised Draft
exercise of the company’s functions, to further the WRMP we have more explicitly acknowledged our
conservation and enhancement of SSSIs. (NE) responsibilities with regard to species, habitats and

e Having regard, so far as is consistent with the proper landscapes.
exercise of the company’s functions, to the purpose of
conserving biodiversity. (NE)

e In exercising or performing the functions in relation
to, or so as to affect land within, designated
landscapes, all relevant authorities shall have regard to
statutory purposes of designation. (NE)

Consistency | 2 Specific examples were highlighted where the SEA The SEA Addendum has been made consistent with the

Revised Draft WRMP.
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e The description of the Kirklinton groundwater option.
(NE)
e The description of the Egremont boreholes in the
West Cumbria Zone. (NE)
Scope ofthe |1 Clarification was requested as to whether the plan relates | The water resources considered in the Plan include those
Plan (and the to water resources originating within Wales e.g. River from the River Dee and Lake Vyrnwy which have been used
assessment) Dee, Lake Vyrnwy. (CC Wales) to meet demand from Liverpool and Cheshire for many
years.
Current proposals within the draft WRMP that could affect
the River Dee and Bala Lake SAC arise from the proposed
Huntington Water Treatment Works (WTW) upgrade. The
option makes use of an existing abstraction licence and
retrofits an existing treatment works so that it has lower
impacts than other options to meet the forecast demand in
the area. These proposals would not be brought forward
until AMP6 (2015-20) and so would be subject to further
review in the 2014 WRMP.
There are no current proposals that would seek to alter
supply from Lake Vyrnwy.
Baseline and | 2 The sections of the SEA dealing with baseline information | The SEA Addendum acknowledges the location of water
options should emphasise the fact that a large proportion of water | sources in nationally and internationally important sites.
descriptions abstracted in certain zones is derived from and/or
potentially affects both nationally (SSSIs) and European
(SAC) designated lakes and rivers. (NE)
We feel some of the text concerning the Huntington WTW | The have modified the description of the Huntington scheme
upgrade option does not properly describe how we in the SEA Addendum.
regulate the Dee. (EA)
Option 1 UU should take into account the results of recent work in | UU recognises the potential environmental impacts of the
revision relation to the potential supply-side options for West schemes and have been working with the EA to quantify
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Cumbria when producing the final plan. This work has environmental risks and this has shown that the South
shown that there is the potential for groundwater options Egremont groundwater scheme would have low effects on
in this zone to significantly affect low flows in local its own, but in combination with the proposed abstraction
watercourses. If this were included in the SEA then we licence changes at Ennerdale Water there would be likely to
believe demand management and leakage reduction be overall benefits to the River Ehen. The descriptions and
options may be associated with a positive impact on assessments of West Cumbria options in the Addendum to
wildlife and biodiversity. (EA) the SEA take account of the recent work undertaken by UU
and EA, after preparation of the original Draft WRMP. Our
preferred plan for West Cumbria includes demand
management, alongside water resource development.
Assessment | 2 Section 3.3 explains the framework for assessment and the | The qualitative assessment has used the collected baseline

methodology

ranking of effects used in appendix E and F. We question
how potential impact judgments have been assigned to the
various objective areas — ie 0, -, ? etc and do not think this
is robust in some of the cases we have reviewed. (NE)

It is apparent that particular thresholds have been used
within the assessment of options. For example, it appears
that a scheme delivering more than 10 MI/d receives a “+”
for health whereas a scheme delivering <10 Ml/d receives
ina “0.” We believe that any thresholds used in the
assessment should be explained and justified. (EA)

The SEA states that following the consultation on the
scoping for the SEA, ‘none of the responses suggested
changing the general approach to assessment’. However,
Natural England’s response included advice relating to the
need for HRA of the Plan. (NE)

information to contextualise the assessment along with
detailed scheme information. Factors to be considered in the
assessment are set out in section 3.3 of the Environmental
Report. The assessment has then been subject to technical
review. It does reflect the information available at the time.
As further work has progressed on the schemes, further
information has become available on the potential effects,
and has been incorporated in the Addendum to the SEA.

Threshold values are used within the Environmental Report
to indicate whether there is an effect on health through
improving the security of supply of water in the UU region.
Schemes delivering yields greater than 10 Ml/d are
considered to have a moderate effect in this regard against
the health objective when compared to other options

The statement is made in regard of the proposed approach to
undertaking the SEA, it does not refer to any proposed
approach to HRA. We have met with NE and CC Wales to
better understand their concerns, and agreed the additional
information that is required to adequately apply Habitats
Regulations in the SEA. We have included this information
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in the Addendum to the SEA.
Assessment - | 1 The SEA is weak on landscape issues and the potential The scope of the SEA includes consideration of the potential
treatment of impact of options on existing land use businesses, impacts on designated landscapes, reflected through the use
landscape especially agriculture where there could be direct impacts. | of specific criteria under the landscape and cultural heritage
issues objective concerning:
The baseline makes no reference to Cumbria having the
highest number of Town and Village Greens of any ¢ Avoiding adverse impacts and enhance designated
county in England; to the number of hectares in ESA and landscapes
Environmental Stewardship schemes; to the number of km | ¢ Support sustainable agriculture
of hedges, to the land in National Parks and AONBs, or
more importantly to the Joint Character Areas and Landscape information for the region is summarised in the
Countryside Quality Counts data on the quality of the Environmental Report (section 2.2.10) and Appendix C
Landscape Character Area. (FLD) which also contains baseline information. Potential
landscape impacts are identified for a number of options in
the Integrated and West Cumbria resource zones.
We have reviewed the landscape information to ensure that
the text in the SEA addendum makes explicit any potentially
significant effects on landscape.
Assessment — | 2 There is concern that there is insufficient differentiation The environmental effects are very difficult to access
differentiation between the effects of alternative schemes on the precisely. A strategic assessment will not consider detailed
of options biodiversity objective of “to avoid damage to, and impacts on individual sites as this anticipates future more

improve biodiversity”. These are based on very generic
information and do not appear to be specific in terms of
potential impacts on designated sites. For example, in the
West Cumbria Zone, all 26 options are assessed as having
the same “overall neutral or negligible effect” against this
objective. (DOA and NE)

detailed assessments before granting of consents.

We have met with NE and CC Wales to discuss the
implication and application of the Habitats Regulations
(which has an implication for the assessment against the
biodiversity objective). We have included statements in the
SEA addendum about: which schemes are likely to be
required or not, whether a Habitats Regulations Assessment
would be required if a scheme is to be progressed, and what
alternatives we would progress if a consent were not
granted.
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Number of
respondents
raising issue

Detail of issue

United Utilities response to comments

Assessment —
metering
options

1

It is not immediately clear to us why metering non-
household customers in the Integrated zone is considered
to have a strong positive impact (“++") on energy and
climate whereas metering households on change of
occupier (delivering greater water savings) is only
considered to have a positive (“+”) impact on the same
objective. Please can you explain why this is. (EA)

The implementation of metering households on change of
occupier is likely to result in significant energy savings
through a reduction in electricity and gas requirements for
water heating in homes (this has been estimated as over
200,000kWh/day after 5 years). However, the installation of
the water meters will also require a significant amount of
van movements (estimated to be 50,000 per year) which will
use energy and result in greenhouse gas emissions. There
will also be a significant amount of embodied energy in the
materials used in the production of the metering equipment
(e.g. plastic, brass and paper). In balancing these factors,
this option was considered to have a minor positive
influence on the achievement of the energy and climate
change objective in the Integrated zone.

The implementation of metering non-households could
result in significant energy savings through a reduction in
electricity and gas requirements, mainly for water heating
(over 30,000kWh/day after 5 years). The installation of the
water meters will also require a low/moderate amount of van
movements compared to other options (6,000 per year). The
materials used in the production of the meters will be
associated with energy use and carbon emissions.

Due to the significant energy savings which would arise
from this option, and taking into account the reduced
number of van movements and scale of the embodied
energy, it was considered to have a more positive influence
on the achievement of the objective.

Assessment —
environmental
and social
costs of

Reference to the SEA suggests that not all the
environmental issues and costs have been fully identified.
Natural England have requested that UU review:

We have included a detailed analysis of environmental and
social benefits and costs of demand management options in
our economic analysis, in full accordance with the EA’s
methodology.
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raising issue
options e The impact on the River Derwent and Tributaries

SSSI/River Derwent & Bassenthwaite Lake SAC.
e The impact of a proposed new reservoir at

Borrowbeck.
e The impact of the proposal to raise Haweswater Dam.

(NE)
Assessment — | 1 Please provide clarity why options which will result in the | The statement is made in the context of the total proportion
most creation of approximately 123 jobs versus 32 jobs for of people in employment within the North West (which was
economic another option for the Integrated Zone are considered to 73.3% of all working people in the region) equivalent to
combination have a “+” influence on economy and employment — why | approximately 2.9 million people.
of options is the alternative combination not considered to have a
and stronger (“++77?) positive influence on this measure? (EA)

alternatives
Please provide clarity on why the alternative combination | Both options are likely to require significant amounts of raw
of options is considered to have a stronger negative impact | materials to construct the boreholes, pipelines and water

on use of other resources including waste when compared | treatment works for the two groundwater schemes.

to the most economic set of options for the Integrated However, with the inclusion of infrastructure replacement
Zone. (EA) schemes, the alternative option is likely to require additional
materials to construct the replacement parts and fill in any
excavation. Where possible any materials used should be
reclaimed or recycled; however, it still considered having a
more significant effect against the ‘Use of other resources
including waste’ objective.

Assessment 2 This Environmental Report fails to address the cumulative | We disagree. Section 3.2 of the earlier SEA Scoping

of effects in the context of the SEA Directive and process. Report® highlights the issues to be covered in the assessment
Cumulative (CC Wales and NE) which includes cumulative effects.

Effects

Section 5.2. of the Environmental Report states:
‘The assessments of the combinations of options help to
identify the potential impacts of the overall Draft Water

! Entec (2007) SEA of UU draft Water Resources Plan: SEA Scoping Report, May 2007
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Resources Management Plan, including any potential
cumulative or synergistic effects that the options have when
implemented alongside each other.’
The cumulative effects of the proposals are then considered
in the subsequent sections (section 5.2.1 and 5.2.2) with
further details being contained in Appendix F of the
Environmental Report.
Mitigation 1 The SEA should describe in more detail the actions United | We have provided more detail in the Addendum to the SEA
Utilities (UU) will take (above and beyond simply having | on the proposed mitigation measures.
an abstraction licence) to mitigate any adverse impacts
that might arise from implementation of the plan. (EA)
Monitoring 1 The SEA should include more detail about the monitoring | We have included some summary information in the
plan proposals for the effects of the WRMP on the objectives Addendum to the SEA on monitoring proposals. We will
and targets identified in the ER. Your monitoring plan ensure that the text in the post adoption statement (to be
should reflect the full range of key sustainability issues issued after publication of the Final WRMP) includes more
presented in Chapter 2 of the ER. You should state the detailed information on our proposals for monitoring.
mechanism and frequency for reporting progress against
the key issues highlighted in the SEA as the WRMP is
implemented. (EA)
Compliance | 3 The draft Plan and associated SEA do not comply with the | We note that there is some debate as to whether the Habitat
with Habitat requirements for Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA). | Regulations should apply to the WRMP rather than just to
Regulations (NE) schemes that arise from it. This follows the European Court

An HRA is required and must underpin Plan development.
(NE, CC Wales and LCC)

of Justice (ECJ) ruling that the United Kingdom had failed
to transpose the provisions of Article 6 (3) and (4) of the
Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural
Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora (Habitats Directive)
into UK Law and that it should now apply to land-use plans.
The legal opinion obtained by UU identified that a WRMP
is not a ‘land use plan’ under this ruling.

At our meeting with NE and CC Wales it was explained that
the UK regulations are to be clarified and that HRA should
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apply to plans such as WRMPs. It was recognised that our
SEA and its appendices contain much of the information
that is needed in order to adequately comply with HRA.
However, we agreed that we should also include clearer
statements about: which schemes are likely to be required or
not, whether a project-based Habitats Regulations
Assessment would be required if a scheme is to be
progressed, and what alternatives we would progress if a
consent was not granted. These have been incorporated into
the SEA addendum.
Screening for | 2 The “Appendix to the Environmental Report: Appropriate | The “Appendix to the Environmental Report: Appropriate
Habitat Assessment Screening” does not meet the requirements of | Assessment Screening” is incorrectly titled. It instead
Regulations HRA. (NE) represents an initial assessment with regard to the need for
Assessment future assessment under the Habitat Regulations.
Consultation at an early stage on the HRA assessment
with the appropriate statutory bodies is required. (NE and | See also “P”” above.
CC Wales)
Assessment 1 The SEA seems to assume that because there will be an The Habitat Regulations provide for the control of
and HRA HRA of any future EA consent, such as a future potentially damaging operations on the European designated
abstraction licence, that the proposal will not therefore sites. We recognise that consent for an abstraction will only
ultimately have a significant effect. This argument is be granted once it has been shown that the proposed
fundamentally incorrect as it is theoretically possible that | operation will not adversely affect the integrity of the site.
some options may not be able to proceed without damage | We have carefully considered the possibility for any impact
to site integrity and mitigation might lead to substantial on site integrity in our option appraisal.
amendment of the option etc. (NE)
We have provided clearer details about compliance with
Habitats Regulations in our SEA addendum.
See also “P” above.
Consistency | 1 UU should take into account the feedback on the options We accept that our SEA and its appendices contain some

between SEA
and HRA
initial

assessment regarding apparent inconsistencies between
the SEA assessment and the conclusion of a potential
effect in the HRA initial screening document for:

inconsistent statements. These do not significantly impact
on our plan, but we have provided corrected information in
the SEA addendum.
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screening
e WCO006 South Egremont Boreholes;
e INTO003 Huntington WTW upgrade;
e INTO054 Southport groundwater;
e INTO73 Warrington groundwater.
(NE)
Assessment | 3 HRA requires assessment of a Plan or project both alone We have considered other plans, where available, but
of in- and in combination with other Plans and project likely to consider that there are few in-combination impacts
combination affect one or more European sites. (CC Wales, NE and associated with any of the schemes proposed for the AMP5
effects — LCC) period (2010-15) that is the subject of the current Price
Habitat Review for water prices. It is noteworthy that in our Revised
Regulations Draft WRMP there are now no proposed schemes before
Assessment 2022/23 in the Integrated zone, and no there are no

proposals for schemes in Wales and no in-combination
effects with any water sources in Wales.

During the screening process for individual projects, when
they are progressed in more detail, the in-combination
effects with other projects would be considered in more
detail.
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Appendix 3. Questions and issues raised at Public
Meetings

This Appendix lists the questions and issues raised by consultees at the three public meetings
we held during the consultation period at Haydock, Lancaster and Penrith. Most of the issues
have also been raised in the Representations, which we have presented and discussed in
Appendix 1.

Haydock Thistle Hotel, 11" June 2008, attended by 14 consultees

« Explain how a 1 in 20 year hosepipe ban (HPB) frequency is an average return period.

« Why was the mid climate change scenario used instead of the dry or wet?

o How does alin 20 year HPB frequency compare with other water companies?

« Are UU planning any cross-company water transfers?

e« A 1lin 20 year HPB frequency sounds too few; 1 in 5 year frequency would be better.

e What are the factors UU use in forecasting non-household demand?

o Does it matter where in the region, or where in a WRZ, population growth occurs?

« Have UU looked at growth in local areas from the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) e.g.
Merseyside?

« Have growth points been included?

e Are UU involved in the preparation of the RSS?

e What is Stage 3 leakage reduction?

o UU have reduced leakage by 500 Ml/d - why are UU now forecasting only a further 20 Ml/d
reduction by 2015?

e What is UU’s current leakage level and how does it compare with other water companies?

« Why is the average incremental social cost (AISC) of the showerhead option negative?

o Are showers becoming more water efficient?

e Have UU considered the impact of the Southport groundwater schemes on local habitats?

e Why are comments to be sent to the Secretary of State?

o Should UU be putting pressure on the government to get rainwater harvesting installed in new

properties?

e The strategy depends on the West-East link. What is the risk that the scheme could be
delayed?

« Is the benefit of metering being communicated adequately to unmetered customers?

e Isiteasy to work out from water bills how to convert from water use to bill impact?

o If the new RSS results in increased households in Chester, will it cause the Huntington option
to go up the list?

e To what extent does Merseyside get its water from North Wales?

Lancaster Holiday Inn, 16™ June 2008, attended by 3 consultees

e How is water moved about the system? Is it a national grid type system where water can be
moved from one part of the country into another Water Company’s region?

e Is there a problem with West Cumbria Resources at the moment? Will that resource zone
receive renewed efforts to consolidate supply?

e If there is going to be a new West-East link, do UU also need a new North-South link?

e How will UU monitor and review the WRMP over the next 25 years? How frequently is it
reviewed and how often will it be updated?

e What is the estimated percentage leakage?
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e Are UU on track to meet their leakage targets?

e Should UU be responsible for leaks within the customer’s boundary, rather than trying to sell
customers leakage insurance?

e Customer responsibility towards water use/efficiency comes down to education and CC Water
promotes that. Do UU still produce packs for schools?

e Compared to other water companies, it seems that UU don’t have many drivers to encourage
their customers to get meters.

e Water use per head in the south of the country is much more than in the north even though
they have more people with meters. How do UU mesh the position of southern water
companies and UU’s position in the north?

e Does UU have powers to enforce metering or do we foresee government led compulsory
metering when we refer to numbers of compulsory meters in the plan?

e Are all non-households metered?

e What are the 10% of non-household customers that are unmetered?

e What does UU think of government plans to deregulate small and medium sized enterprises?
Would UU like the government to enforce metering of small and medium sized enterprises?

e There is concern that UU’s predicted increase in demand is too small, and that pressures on
demand have been underestimated as some population forecasts predict much more than 8%
population growth. Some do not believe that per capita demand will fall despite people
becoming more environmentally concerned as Ofwat’s drive to keep prices down may not
encourage sustainable use of water.

e In response to the above comment, concern was raised about customer affordability. Many
people are now in water poverty so a Rolls Royce solution to environmental obligations
cannot be expected if it comes at a price that customers cannot afford to pay.

e There is agreement that affordability should be a driver but the environmental quality of rivers
and lakes should be kept in mind. UU should highlight in the plan the ways that in which it is
educating the public about environmentally sustainable water use.

e Modern toilets do not have an outside overflow to indicate when there is a problem, they just
run to waste. Should that be changed so that customers can better recognise water loss? Are
UU doing anything to address this?

e Are UU able to drive developers to be more sustainable? This was asked with reference to a
local development where the developer is refusing to build to the highest environmental
standard.

e What is UU’s ability to positively enforce the water efficiency agenda in developments? Can
UU lobby the EA and local authorities to enforce more stringently existing codes of practice?

e UU do not appear to be doing much to reduce leakage in west Cumbria. Is there something to
address this in the plan?

e Are UU looking at more advanced technologies to deal with leakage?

e As technologies improve, will leakage reduction and mains replacement move higher up the
agenda?

e The situation in which the aim is to keep leakage stable at about 25% cannot be right. Is down
to science to develop cheaper ways to deal with leakage?

e Have UU got an abstraction licence for South Egremont? Will the Water Framework
Directive effect whether the EA grant such a licence in future?

Appreciate UU efforts and feel optimistic that this is the beginning of a more transparent liaison

between UU and stakeholders, and this will be mutually beneficial.
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Penrith North Lakes Hotel, 18" June 2008, attended by 16 consultees

The Water Framework Directive will inevitably have an impact, but the government have said
not to take account of it in this plan. How have/will UU address this?

Changes in abstraction licences resulting from Habitats Directive are shown by UU as coming
into force in 2014/15. Will UU implement these changes sooner?

Whilst UU are putting solutions in place to meet the requirements of the Habitats Directive by
2014/15, will this be seen as having met the Habitats Directive target date of 2010, as
solutions will have been identified even if they’re still being implemented and are therefore
not in place?

Have the EA commented on the timing of future changes as knowing these would seem to
remove a lot of the uncertainty in the plan?

Over the next 25 years we will face more tangible challenges than climate change, for
example the need to increase food production in the UK by 50%. This rise in food production
will have a big impact on the Eden Valley. Do UU expect to have to increase abstraction to
meet these needs or to have abstraction licences reduced to enable others to abstract more?
How can UU predict a reduction in output if you have no change in demand?

Although UU have predicted there will be no impact of climate change on the aquifers, will it
not impact replenishment?

What is the current percentage leakage level?

How are unmetered customers charged for their water?

How are UU’s non-household figures predicted? They show agricultural use dropping but it is
in fact likely to rise if we are to increase food production in the UK.

The NFU should have been consulted to give an input to the predicted agricultural water uses
figures.

What impact could building new houses have on the situation in Carlisle? Could it lead to a
deficit here and will this feed back into the plan?

How much lobbying does UU do to encourage water efficiency, for example in new builds?
Not much seems to be being done by UU on this front, particularly regarding technologies
such as rainwater harvesting.

The plan shows garden water use rising, but new houses tend to be built with smaller gardens
than existing properties. Why does UU expect such a large rise in garden use?

Rainwater harvesting could be an option to meet the needs of farmers as previously
mentioned.

If UU is a net holder of water in the future and areas such as the south east will not have
enough, will UU’s drivers not be to sell as much water as possible to make a profit, rather than
water efficiency?

What is a low flow showerhead? Do they work with a combi boiler? Are flows through them
sufficient to head the water in a combi system?

UU are only going forward with one option in West Cumbria which will deliver 5MI/d. When
the EU directives come will this be enough? Does it not also depend on where the demand for
the additional 5MId comes from within West Cumbria? Is there a need for further
interconnection in the zone?

Given that nearly all of the sources in West Cumbria are in SACs or SSSls it is a shame that
UU has written off the cheaper water saving options in favour of the South Egremont Scheme,
rather that at least doing them alongside this scheme.

How can options that save such small amounts of water (e.g. the showerheads) come above
other options with greater water savings in the tables?

As well as domestic and community audits does UU provide business audits?

How does WRMP sit alongside the PRO9 process if UU can only guarantee investment over
the next five years? How confident are UU that Ofwat will accept the plan and approve the
funding to deliver it?

Page 47 of 48



United Statement of Response to the Consultation
Utilities on United Utilities” Draft Water Resources Management Plan

If present leakage is 23%, an 8% reduction in this would meet the increase in household
demand over the next 25 years. Very surprised therefore that leakage reduction is not a higher
priority.

In the Strategic Direction Statement UU talks about reducing leakage by 20% in the next 25%
years. How does this fit with the proposal in the WRMP?

Disappointed that UU continues to retire reservoirs and believes that one day this will be
something that is regretted when customers are asking UU to explain shortages in their supply.
The reasons behind this decision should be better explained in the plan.

As UU now operates Welsh Water can you take water from Wales to supply Crewe and
Manchester?

Regarding South Egremont, what discussions about options have already taken place and how
does the option process fit into the timetable of the plan? An Appropriate Assessment would
be needed and Natural England ought to be involved.

Ullswater and Windermere are not mentioned in the plan, is this because UU do not intend to
use them?

Drought amelioration seems to be the basis of the plan but it is not made clear whether the
proposals outlined in the plan will meet customers’ needs in the future i.e. will UU be
maintaining a 1 in 20 HPB frequency over the next 25 years?

If nothing was to change what would be the frequency of droughts in the future? This should
be shown in the plan.

Are customers made aware of how much it costs to maintain a 1 in 20 year HPB frequency?
If they knew, would they not answer differently when being asked about preferred levels of
service?

Does UU have a break down of the different types of hosepipe usage and associated costs?
Such figures could be given to customers to discourage hosepipe use.

If the plan is determined by how much people are willing to pay, does that not neglect
environmental drivers?
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