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General comments

Wat er wi se welcomes Ofwat’s consultation on
party to discussions on the targets within the Water Saving Group and acknowledge that it
has been a difficult process to arrive at a consensus and to develop a set of targets that are
meaningful, achievable and fair. In general, the approach laid out in the consultation is a
good attempt at meeting these objectives; however, a lot of the underlying assumptions
and the actual methods for achieving the targets are still highly uncertain and we believe
that the process and the targets will need to be revised during implementation as we get a
better understanding of how large-scale water efficiency actually works. We believe that
Ofwat have recognized this in the pragmatic and flexible approach they are proposing;
however, we would like to see water companies given the benefit of the doubt if they miss
targets in the first few years as we all learn about how the process works as unlike leakage
or supply-side measures water companies do not have all of the levers to manage water
efficiency within their control.

In terms of data and the evidential basis for the targets, there is great uncertainty.
Waterwise is leading the work to develop an evidence base for water efficiency but this
process has highlighted a large number of areas where better data is required. There is still
great uncertainty around micro-component data; there is uncertainty over the ability to
scale-up measures; there is uncertainty over the way people use water efficiently
technology; however, the data used for the targets probably represents the current best
available data. Waterwise believes that the targets should be revised if better data becomes
available and that water companies should be able to use their own local data if they can
demonstrate it is more applicable than the national averages.

We believe that given the lack of good data in this area water companies should be given

flexibility is delivering water efficiency campaigns. We would also like to highlight the fact
that a large number of companies are already carrying out significant extra work on water
efficiency, including large-scale trials.

The discussions in the Water Saving Group leading up to this paper have noted the need for
PCC reduction to be a shared endeavour, and this is rightly reflected in the preamble of the
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consultation; however, we would like to state that in our view water companies can only
deliver on these targets if other members of the Water Saving Group also take action, in
particular the Government needs to produce the equivalent of the Code for Sustainable
Homes for existing houses, there needs to be action in areas such as VAT reduction for
water efficient goods, and all parties need to continue to work together to promote water
efficiency messages.

In short we believe that the proposals laid out in the consultation constitute a good basis
from which to develop a set of targets that will help to deliver the water industries’
contribution to meeting the Governments target of 130L for PCC, but that this is only of the
elements needed to meet that target and other actors (including Waterwise) must continue
to work towards this goal.

Specific consultation responses

Do you think that it is coect to expect each company to meet an equivalent Ml/d target to
meet its statutory water efficiency duty?

A ML/day target would be appropriate in most cases; however, there may be instances
where a net target for a water company will mask localised issues of water scarcity and
stress that require attention more urgently. If the aim of a reduction in water demand is to
address the needs of customers and the environment simultaneously, reductions in demand
may need to be related to the water stress at the supply source.

Do you think that the base level target, at one litre per property per day, is at a level that is
stretching, but fair and achievable? If not, at what level do you think the target should be,
and why?

A base level target of 1 litre per day is fair and achievable; however, whether it is
‘stretching’ is debatable. Given that the 1 litre target is derived from a per bill basis, this
would equate to a reduction of 1 litre per household per day where the average household
consumes around 400 litres of water per day. Through a comparison with countries with a
similar climate, demographics, and technology (for instance Belgium), we know a reduction
from the current 150 litres pcc to 100 litres pcc is possible.

Is our proposal to assess perfornsaron a three year rolling average basis the best way to
FaasSaa O2YLI yASaQ LISNF2NXIYOS F3aFAyad ¢l GSNI

Yes.

Is our proposal to fix targets, assumed yields, and uptake rates for the five years of the
target the correct approach to take?

Since the publication of water companies’ draft Water Resource Management Plans, the
variance in assumed micro-component data has become evident. As a result, there is a
move in industry to develop agreed uptake rates, per use savings, and frequency of use
values. As this data is in its infancy and may change significantly over the coming years, we
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would suggest initially reviewing the evidence base during the data collection for the first of
the three-year rolling average reports. After this, a five year period may be appropriate.

Do you agree with our proposal to allow companies substantial flexibility in meeting targets?

We agree that companies should be allowed flexibility in meeting the targets.

/ 2YLI yASAaQ Rdzié G2 LINE YRois€holddnd fehalisshibld A OA Sy O&
consumers. We therefore think that savings from both households antiouseholds
should count towards targetdDo you agree with our conclusion?

Whilst domestic use now represents the majority of demand in the UK, we recognise that
both agriculture and industry have the potential to be ‘easy wins’ in terms of water savings.
Many non-domestic clients may not have considered water efficiency to the same degree as
energy for instance. Waterwise refers to the work carried out with the NHS trust in
developing water saving guidelines for health care estates, in which case studies of
efficiency audits in larger estates revealed significant savings. Examples in industry also exist
in project reports from the National Industrial Symbiosis Programme (NISP).

We also say that we would not approve of plans to meet targets exclusively fram non
household activityDo you agree with our proposal not to approve of plans to make savings
exclusively from nehousehold activity?

It is agreed that savings should be achieved across households and non-households.

Working in both simultaneously will diversif
protecting against risk and will developing the evidence base and momentum to ensure

consistent progress in each.

To ensure that companies cater for both households and non households in their plans, do
you think that we should impose an upper limit on the contribution savings from household
or northouseholds make to meeting targets?

No, we think that companies should be given flexibility to meet the targets and encouraged
to work with both households and non households.

Is it reasonable to assume that companies already receive a sufficient allowance in base to
implement the base level of service that wegmse? If not, why not?

In general, yes; however, large-scale water efficiency is still in its infancy and costs and

benefits are changing as new approaches are developed and where companies develop

innovative groundbreaking approaches that may currently be costly the regulator should

make additional allowances. We believe that allowing funding for trials and innovation

similar to Ofgem s allowance for demonstrat.
Do you agree with our conclusion that water assurae®d 6 S &l SR RdzS G2 O2Y
pipe policies should no longer be counted as a water efficiency saving?
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Yes.

Do you agree with our conclusion that assumed savings from metering should count as
water efficiency savings?

Waterwise strongly encourages the expansion of meter penetration. However, incentives
for meter expansion are already present and sufficient in the form of a political imperative
to meet government targets, as well as the additional benefit gained from a water
company’ s epitplassets.i on of ca

Should metering be included as an efficiency measure, most, if not all, of the proposed
efficiency targets could be met through meter expansion alone. This would effectively
remove any incentive to engage in other forms demand management and encourage a
‘business as usual‘ approach; therefore, delaying any effect the targets may have until
meter penetration is sufficiently high to cause companies to turn to other means. This effect
is already evident when considering how many water companies have included meter
expansion as their dominant demand management measure in their draft Water Resource
Management Plans.

The purpose of metering should not be viewed as exclusively one of demand management
in itself; it is a necessary tool with which to manage water as an economic good and with
which to promote other forms of efficiency through economic incentives. Waterwise
therefore urge that metering not be included as an efficiency measure.
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