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м vǳŜŜƴ !ƴƴŜΩǎ Dŀte 
London SW1H 9BT 
+34 (0)207 344 1883 
research@waterwise.org.uk 

 

Dawn Instone 
Defra, Water Supply and Regulation Division Area 2C 
Ergon House 
Horseferry Road 
London SW1P 2AL 
 

25th July 2008 
 
Dear Dawn 
 
Response to draft Water Resource Management Plan consultations of Bristol, Essex and 
Suffolk, Northumbrian, Portsmouth, Southern and United Utilities 
 
This letter summarises our initial views of the draft Water Resource Management Plans 
(dWRMPs) for those Companies whose consultations close on July 25.  Our overall 
impressions are listed herein, and the annex provides more detail of our views of each 
individual Company Plan. 
 
Over the coming months Waterwise will be analysing all of the dWRMPs in depth as well as 
the Strategic Direction Statements and Business Plans.  Our analyses will be focused on 
demand management, with particular emphasis placed on water efficiency activities. 
 
We have the following general comments to make about the Plans that close for 
consultation on the 25th of July: 
 
Planning process 
 
1 It is questionable whether this dWRMP consultation process is of any benefit given that 

only three months are provided to comment on twenty-three plans that extend over 
twenty-five years.  It is difficult to see the purpose or the impact of the public 
consultation process on actual water resource management within Companies.  Firstly, 
the public does not have ready access to the detailed hydraulic and hydrological maps of 
Companies and so cannot independently gain a true understanding of the impacts of 
planning decisions.  Secondly, even if a Company decided to make a change based upon 
consultation responses, it is difficult to see how they could be able to make changes 
within the constraints of the current WRMP process.  If it so happens that the public is 
content with a Plan and accepts proposals put forward, can these then be overridden by 
Ofwat if they are uneconomic?  For example, if the public backed leakage reduction 
beyond the Economic Level, would Ofwat allow a noneconomic solution that was 
supported by the public?  Lastly, the surveys carried out on customer priorities and the 
few local discussion forums that have been held in some Company areas are not enough 
to produce thoughtful and constructive criticism, nor are they enough to engage truly 
the public and stakeholders with decisions being made about their water resources. 
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2 We applaud the Companies for delivering dWRMPs for public consultation for the first 
time, and their attempts to engage stakeholders in the planning process, particularly 
with the majority of them holding public discussion seminars on their Plans. 

3 However, in light of the limited staff capacity of many water resources teams within 
Companies, it is concerning that the burden of reporting may be compromising the 
quality of finished Plans.  Aside from several minor errors, we have found a few 
fundamental flaws; for example, in one plan we found that the company reported 
expected savings from a water efficiency programme as X but then reported it as Z later 
on.  Such errors indicate that perhaps Companies have not had enough time to review 
draft Plans in depth. 

4 Furthermore, with the exception of some Companies, most Plans are pretty much 
inaccessible.  Waterwise have struggled to read these in as much detail as is required in 
order to constructively comment, and we have found that even with our technical 
expertise we have not been able to decipher many of the tables and have not been able 
to follow many CƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ decision-making processes.  Comments are particularly 
difficult given that Water Resource Planning Tables are not always presented. 

5 Though a lot of information is presented in these Plans, we have found that they are not 
transparent at all, especially in regards to PCC forecasting and the presentation of 
estimated costs per ML produced/saved. 

6 Waterwise strongly feel that the WRMP process should be streamlined by requiring 
Companies to present their Plans in a standard format, one that universalises the 
ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ΨŦǳƭƭ ƳŜǘŜǊƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǎƳŀǊǘ ƳŜǘŜǊƛƴƎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ǘƘŀǘ  
standardises the way in which, for example, climate change is incorporated into the 
plans.  We feel that there should be standard sections required as well as specific criteria 
that must be met within each section. 

7 We also feel that more time and effort should be given for consultation.  In most of the 
Plans there are no specific questions addressed to the readers and decisions made are 
presented in such a way that no alternative options may even be considered.  The logic 
for eliminating alternative options is not presented.  The current system is more 
tokenism than actual consultation, and certainly is not engagement.  This is a criticism of 
the overall process rather than the Companies specific plans or engagement activities.  
We are worried that this process may actually enable Companies to dismiss future 
criticism or comment as it will then be outside the consultation process. 

8 To address this, Waterwise feel that there should be two separate consultation phases: 
the first should present three possible approaches that are chosen by the Company and 
then open for comment by the public, and the second phase in which the Company 
chooses their preferred option and argues for its implementation.  This would allow 
readers to understand alternatives, whereas the plans now do not. 

 
Climate change and other uncertainties 
 
9 The 5ŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ for PR09 for the water 

industry ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀ ΨǎŀŦŜ ŀƴŘ 
secure water suǇǇƭȅΩΦ  Though Waterwise recognise that supply side measures will be 
necessary in some instances to ensure safe and secure supply, we expect Companies to 
take demand management as seriously as reservoirs and other supply side measures.  
Particularly within the context of a changing climate, reservoir yields are highly 
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uncertain.  Though yields from demand management are also uncertain, providing 
endless supply without ever attempting to control demand will not achieve long-term 
economic, social or environmental sustainability.  We expect Companies to implement in 
earnest true twin-track approaches. 

10 We are particularly concerned that much uncertainty is assigned to water efficiency 
programmes while a lot less is affixed to reservoirs; for example, yields for reservoirs 
may be reported as peak and not average, while yields for water efficiency programmes 
are often reported as the minimum expected yields. 

11 As far as we can see it appears that Companies have not presented plans for 
sustainability reductions.  It is our understanding that they have been instructed not to 
do so.  The exclusion of sustainability reductions is a major flaw within the dWRMP 
process since any plan that does not consider what in some cases will be a significant 
reduction in supply is invalid.  This then of course alters the economics of 
supply/demand - in cases where sustainability reductions are significant, Companies 
may well take demand management, and specifically water efficiency, much more 
seriously if reductions were certain and planned for. 

 
Metering and affordability 
 
12 It is evident that the Companies would like a clearer position from government on 

metering and a decision on long-term trends.  This would enable them to develop long-
term plans for metering within the context of a national plan.  We therefore welcome 
the upcoming Defra/HMT review of the costs and benefits of expanding metering 
beyond areas of water stress. 

13 The Plans that close for consultation on the 25th of July have little in the way of demand 
management aside from a couple of relatively impressive metering programmes, 
particularly in areas that are not water stressed.  Though metering is an important tool 
that enables the management of demand, we do not feel that it can be relied upon 
alone to reduce demand.  While it is generally accepted that metering may reduce 
demand by about 10 percent, it is concerning that several Companies have relied solely 
on metering as their only means through which to control demand.  It is our belief that 
an integrated approach to demand management must include leakage reduction as well 
as large-scale water efficiency initiatives combined with metering, which together will 
deliver long-term, sustainable water savings. 

14 It is a disappointment that several Companies with relatively ambitious metering 
programmes have not taken the opportunity to piggyback water efficiency programmes 
onto meter installation by, for example, providing self audit packs to newly metering 
customers. 

15 We are also concerned that many Companies are not advancing as quickly as possible 
with their metering programmes - some reached full metering only in forty years time!  
Waterwise continue to subscribe to the Blueprint for Water demand that full metering 
be implemented in all areas of water stress by 2015, and in all non-stressed areas by 
2020. 

16 We applaud those Companies in areas of water stress that are taking metering seriously, 
and those in areas not in water stress that are also advancing relatively quickly with 
metering. 
 



 
www.waterwise.org.uk 

Waterwise response to dWRMP consultations closing on 25 July 2008, page 4 of 8. 
 

Leakage 
 
17 Waterwise will not be commenting in ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ƻƴ /ƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ ƭŜŀƪŀƎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΣ 

though ǿŜ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǿƛŘŜ ŘƛǎǇŀǊƛǘȅ ƛƴ /ƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ ƭŜŀƪŀƎŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΦ  {ƻƳŜ 
Companies are pushing down leakage even further below the economic level, which we 
commend. 

18 However, we cannot ignore leakage because it has a peripheral impact on the 
advancement of water efficiency - customers will not reduce their water use if they 
perceive that Companies are doing little or nothing to reduce their wastage (in the form 
of leakage). 

 
Water efficiency 
 
19 Many of the Companies whose consultations close on the 25th have not given serious 

consideration to large-scale water efficiency as a demand management strategy; some 
ŎƭŀƛƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ Ψǘƻƻ ƘŀǊŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƻƻ ǊƛǎƪȅΩ.  This is especially disappointing since 
several Companies have undertaken small-scale water efficiency programmes that have 
proved to reduce demand cost effectively. 

20 While some Companies should be commended for the schools and awareness-raising 
activities that they plan to continue, none have proposed large-scale water efficiency 
programmes.  None have gone much above their baseline water efficiency activity, 
which is required of them by Ofwat. 

21 In developing their programmes, it does not seem as though any of the Companies have 
considered the Waterwise Evidence Base for Large-Scale Water Efficiency.  Though this 
final report is not due until October 20th, which we will be in time hopefully to influence 
revisions of the dWRMPs, an interim report was published in March 2008 that put a 
positive light on small-scale water efficiency activities that have already been piloted. 

22 ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŘƛǎŀǇǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ hŦǿŀǘΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ 
inspired Companies to develop large-scale water efficiency projects. 

 
Other points 
 
23 None of the CompanieǎΩ ǇǊŜŘƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ Future Water 

aspiration that PCC in new homes will be reduced to 130 litres by 2030, some claiming 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ Ψƴƻǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΩΦ 

24 We applaud the Companies that have specifically mentioned the energy/carbon benefits 
associated with water efficiency; however, we were disappointed to see that this 
association has not led them to consider large-scale water efficiency programmes that 
would reduce the carbon footprint of water supply and treatment, as well as the carbon 
footprint of water use in the home. 

25 We were also disappointed that none of the Companies considered the concept of 
ΨǿŀǘŜǊ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭƛǘȅΩΦ  The UK population is expected to increase by 10 million by 2031, and 
2 million new homes are planned between now and 2016 alone - retrofitting old homes 
to offset the use of new homes could be an essential tool in meeting demand 
sustainably. 
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We will be sending further letters with more general comments and specific comments on 
individual Companies as the consultation deadlines approach.  For more information or 
clarification, please contact me on 0207 344 1841. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Jacob Tompkins 
Director 
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Annex: Waterwise comments on individual dWRMPs 
 
Bristol Water 
 
1 ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ŘƛǎŀǇǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ .ǊƛǎǘƻƭΩǎ ƳŜǘŜǊƛƴg programme is relatively small, but are 

pleased to see that they would like the power to compulsory meter. 
2 We also commend them for their good approach to customer supply pipe repairs in that 

they would like to carry out more free and/or subsidised repairs.  This is an innovative 
approach and a large but wise investment. 

3 Given their extensive supply pipe leakage programme, it is disappointing that both 
metering and water efficiency initiatives are of such small scale as customer supply pipe 
repairs are ideal to combine with metering and water efficiency initiatives. 

4 ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŘƛǎŀǇǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ .ǊƛǎǘƻƭΩǎ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ǿƻǊǊƛŜŘ 
that they make little effort to control their PCC, which is currently 164 and projected to 
steadily increase. 

5 We also note that their Strategic Direction Statement mentions smart metering, but not 
their Plan. 

 
Essex and Suffolk Water 
 
1 Overall we found the Essex and Suffolk Plan generally easy to follow, but found it 

difficult in particular to find detailed information about PCC. 
2 We commend Essex and Suffolk for considering a range of options in their Plan, and for 

relatively clearly explaining the logic behind their final choice. 
3 On metering, however, we are not clear on why they are waiting until AMP6 to 

compulsorily meter customers in the Essex area. 
4 It is commendable that Essex and Suffolk are thinking about submetering and intelligent 

metering. 
5 We found it highly disappointing that Essex and Suffolk are one of the leading 

Companies on water efficiency but have not proposed even one large-scale water 
efficiency programme. 

6 Their small-scale water efficiency programmes are very well designed, but it is 
unfortunate that they have decided not to scale these up to such a level that could yield 
significant savings, and which would benefit from economies of scale. 

7 We are also confused as to why they are waiting to compulsorily meter in AMP6 if there 
is already a deficit projected for AMP5, particularly since their reservoir is not due until 
2014. 

8 It is also unclear as to why they are not conducting more commercial audits before 
building their reservoir, since audits cost half as much as the reservoir (see page 361). 

 
Northumbrian Water 
 
1 ²Ŝ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƳǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ bƻǊǘƘǳƳōǊƛŀƴΩǎ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ Ǿƛŀ 

customer facing initiatives, but were disappointed that practical actions, for example, 
the installation of aerated showerheads, were overlooked. 

2 We also found it difficult to find absolute figures for PCC and details of projections. 
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3 In regards to metering Northumbrian is relatively good, setting their target as 55 percent 
metering by 2035.  While this pace is disappointing, it is acceptable given the current 
framework that is in place for metering in areas that are not water stressed.  Their 
selective metering strategy is forward-looking. 

 
Portsmouth Water 
 
1 ²Ŝ ŦƻǳƴŘ tƻǊǘǎƳƻǳǘƘΩǎ tƭŀƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ well laid out, though some tables 

presented and calculations done were difficult to follow in detail. 
2 Whilst we respect their concerns over commercial confidentially, it is difficult to see why 

figures were not presented on page 120.  A constructive consultation response is 
difficult to produce without such basic information about expected yield and costs. 

3 The table and text on pages 117-188 were especially difficult to decipher.  It is unclear 
what Portsmouth propose to do in their water efficiency programme and why their 
figures vary from the rankings to the options. 

4 The following statement was of surprise given that UKWIR, Waterwise and individual 
water Companies are conducting extensive research into the economic costs/benefits of 
water efficiency measureΥ ά5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ²ŀǘŜǊ LƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ 
unable to identify significant water efficiency initiatives which have proved cost-
effectiveέ όdWRMP, p. 51). 

5 ²Ŝ ŀƭǎƻ ŦƻǳƴŘ tƻǊǘǎƳƻǳǘƘΩǎ ƳŜǘŜǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ƛƴŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜΣ ŀǎ Ŧǳƭƭ ƳŜǘŜǊƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ 
be reached for 40 years. 

 
Southern Water 
 
1 ²ƘƛƭŜ {ƻǳǘƘŜǊƴΩǎ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ фо ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƳŜǘŜǊ ǇŜƴŜǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ нлмр ƛǎ 

commendable, it is disappointing that they rely heavily on metering to reduce demand: 
άDƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƳŜǘŜǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƛƭƭ 
result in significant savings, no specific enhanced water efficiency schemes were 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ Ř²watέ όŀǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ DΣ ǇΦ пύ.  It is highly questionable whether metering 
alone will help control demand. 

2 Such an extensive metering programme is ideal for rolling out a complementary water 
efficiency programme that could piggyback off the metering initiative. 

3 It is also disappointing that they claim that 130 PCC is not possible without regulation, 
given that they have already achieved a PCC of 137 in metered homes in their area. 

4 Their leakage reduction programme is impressive: aspiring to reduce leakage to less 
than 10 percent. 

5 It is unfortunate that Southern have not proposed a large-scale water efficiency scheme 
built upon the AMP4 toilet retrofit project.  We believe this is a lost opportunity. 

 
United Utilities 
 
1 hŦ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴǎ ǘƻ ŘŀǘŜΣ ǿŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ¦¦Ωǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ best presented and the easiest to 

follow.  The tables were all very clear, and the decisions taken were well explained.  We 
also think that the questions presented in the Plan were useful as focal points. 

2 However, we ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ŘƛǎŀǇǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ¦¦Ωǎ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜncy programme 
was of such as small scale given that they have one of the largest populations to supply 
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and that they have undertaken important water efficiency research, particularly in 
regards to showers. 

3 UU have particularly missed the opportunity to implement large-scale water efficiency 
with social housing associations - we found no plans for such programmes. 

4 Unlike some other Companies, UU are providing self audit packs to newly metered 
customers.  This is a step in the right direction. 

5 In regards to metering, we found their plan of full metering by 2035 as reasonable given 
that they are not in an area of water stress and that there has been no clear government 
statement on metering is areas that are not water stressed. 

 
 
 
<END> 


