Water UK Response to the Environment Agency consultation
on Pollution Reduction Plans

Introduction

Water UK welcomes the opportunity to contributetihe Environment

Agency’s consultation on Pollution Reduction Pléarsthe 33 substances
identified in the Water Framework Directive as pitip substances and
priority hazardous substances.

Water UK represents water and wastewater servioedgers at UK and
European level. Our members provide the UK witie,selean water and
contribute to the protection and enhancement ofipuiealth and the
environment.

We are pleased that the EA is developing thesetpmi reduction plans
for the priority and priority hazardous substansegch are expected to
be subject to progressive reduction or cessatiou. expectation, as
reinforced in the Environmental Quality StandardieElive recitals 1
and 2, is that “as a matter of priority, causes of pollution shdlde
identified and emissions should be dealt with atree, in the most
economically and environmentally effective mannélso as set out in
second sentence of Article 174(2) of the Treatyn@anity policy on the
environment is to be based on the precautionanygie and on the
principles that preventive action should be takbat environmental
damage should, as a priority, be rectified at seuand that the polluter
should pay" Since wastewater treatment works are throughputbese
substances and not sources, we see reliance oofgmnoke treatment as a
direct contravention of the principle enshrinedha Directive and the
need to cease discharges of priority hazardougasudes and
progressively reduce those of priority substand#'s. believe the
“emissions, discharges and losses” of such subestastwuld be
controlled primarily at their sources of manufaetand if necessary in
products which contain them.

We support the principles of sustainability andtoalrof pollution at
source to ensure better outcomes for the enviroher@hconsumers.
However, we fear that the EQS Directive will bagngicant contributor
to greenhouse gas emissions if there is contineimghasis on the use of
end-of-pipe treatment rather than using the basnciple of source
control as a fundamental part of its implementation
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Recital 9 and Article 5 of the EQS Directive regsiMember States to
improve the knowledge and data available on sowtpsority
substances and ways in which pollution occurs deoto identify
targeted and effective control options. We arechedr how this
obligation is being met for all the substances unioke proposed EA PRP.
Monitoring data is limited and use of pollution entory data is
guestionable as this uses limits of detectioneal“values.

The current PRP proposals do not appear to inclicke Agency

monitoring priority substances upstream of the sage system, or
investigating diffuse sources or prior to drinkngter abstraction points.
Further, there seem to be no plans for progressidaction or cessation
of substances at these points. For example, wetlbelieve Recital 19
of the EQS Directive is being met by the proposBdPPrecital 19 states
that...

“It is necessary to check compliance with the objectives for cessation or phase-out, and reduction,
as specified in Article 4(1)(a) of Directive 2000/60/EC, and to make the assessment of compliance
with these obligations transparent, in particular as regards the consideration of significant
emissions, discharges and losses as a result of human activities. Further, a timetable for
cessation or phase-out, and reduction, can only be related to an inventory. It should also be
possible to assess the application of Article 4(4) to (7) of Directive 2000/60/EC. An appropriate tool
is likewise needed for the quantification of losses of substances occurring naturally, or resulting
from natural processes, in which case complete cessation or phase-out from all potential sources
is impossible. In order to meet those needs, each Member State should establish an inventory
of emissions, discharges and losses for each river basin district or part of a river basin
district in its territory.

We think the PRP should, where possible, includkuctgon plans for
products and processes that manufacture or coiese substances. We
see little or no evidence in this regard. Wherhiodions are not deemed
possible, this should be clearly stated.

General comments

We do not believe the individual PRPs adequatetgrsarise the current
position on the substances. The PRPs appear tadsel lsubstantially on
an UKWIR study from 2002 to 2004 and emission daten from the
Pollution Inventory reporting year 2006. Furtherdages are available
from recent UKWIR research in which the EA is inved. Control of
diffuse pollution with the exception of the legaleamanism through
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market and use restrictions is very limited or ab$er most substances.

The PRPs do not allow for monitoring and control aswees for

substances that are in products. We think, forptitogposal to be truly a
pollution reduction programme, these products riedoe identified and

their impacts on all inland and other surface vatsuch as drinking

water sources monitored and controlled. Water @mgs have a number
of water abstraction sources where additional waesaztment processes
continue to be used to remove these substances.

One suggestion is that Safeguard Zones should tablisked for all
drinking water abstraction sources, where thesestanbes should be
monitored and their application (including produdisey contain)
controlled so that their concentrations do not egche annual averages
or the maximum allowable concentrations (MAC). WaProtection
Zones should also be utilised to control diffuseirses so that these
substances do not exceed the EQS or specific \a#dity objectives for
drinking water abstraction sources or other pretbetreas.

We do not accept the RPA pCEA report (2007) assesldar establishing
a “phasing strategy”. The Government’'s responsééoconsultations
makes it clear that the pCEA was based on thealat#able and that the
EA should not use this information as a basis f@pparing a pollution
reduction strategy. We suggest the PRP shouldfioemed by its own
economic and impact assessment which capturesstlland benefits in
the supply chain.

The EQS Directive requires compliance as Annual rAages and
Maximum Allowable Concentrations in “Inland Watergs well as
“Other Surface Waters” (Transitional and Coastatéiaviarine Waters).
For drinking water sources, we expect MAC to appl/compliance with
drinking water directive/regulations requires coiapte at all times. In
addition, we expect that where the drinking waterldy is more
stringent than the EQS Directive, the objectives fbe relevant
substances will be set to enable the WFD Articlebjective to be met
(i.e. to seek to reduce the level of treatmentfarking water supply).

We question the adequacy of the EA monitoring paogne for all water-
bodies including protected areas. Some of theviddal PRPs admit that
the EA does not have monitoring data for that sarixst — others describe
data as limited. This is very disappointing, anggasts that the PRPs are
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founded on the first WW17 project and Pollutiondntory data from
reporting year 2006 only. In 2007, we revieweddbefficients used in
the Pollution Inventory reporting tool for the ity hazardous
substances and will repeat that exercise thisaeainclude the
remainder of the priority list. Further, another WKR project (2005 to
2007) in the WW17 series provides better inforrmata the priority list
substances and the results from this latter prejeatild be included in
the PRPs.

We attach copies of the DEHP factsheet and PRIRistrate our view
that the PRPs should be updated to reflect updatesliution Inventory
reporting coefficients and the later WW17 report.

Detailed PRP for Protected Areas including Drinking Water
Abstraction Sources

In summary, the PRP places emphasis on environinatdadards
whereas the Water Companies require a more focapptbach to the
Impact on drinking water as defined within Artidle

For a number of chemical parameters where the coiepare already
experiencing levels above that of the Drinking Wa%tandard (e.g.
Atrazine and Diuron), a more detailed assessmert plould be more
appropriate in terms of developing a pollution @atplan and further
integration with Drinking Water Safety Plans.

Inadequate Monitoring

Many of the reports assess the current strategyedbaspon a
comparatively low sampling/testing process and egbently have a
resultant action plan based upon this limited datapme cases less that
1%. We think this is unsatisfactory.

EQS and WFD Article 7 Objectives

With specific reference to the EQS parameterspitld be helpful to set
out how they relate to the Drinking Water Standanad the objective for
WFD Atrticle 7 Protected Areas.
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Groundwater

Generally it is unclear whether groundwater sampéese been taken and
included in the reports. Although several chemidadse been, or are
about to be banned or restricted, they may be giergiin groundwater
for a significant time. More information on grounat®r risk and the
degradation potential of chemicals would be useful.

Economic Assessment

Very few economic assessments of the value of aiclyeEQS have been
undertaken. Assessments are required for key paeasneespecially
where significant actions are proposed.

Diffuse Pollution control from land

It is not clear what the risk is from contaminaladd or from landfill for
many priority compounds, despite many reports ifigng them as an
on-going risk (e.g. Phthalate and DEHP).

Water company data and other data sources

Reference to water company raw water data is no¢rgdly included in
the plans. The Company feels that this is an ingmbrsource of data,
which could be useful for filling in gaps and inelitly assessing the risk
of deteriorating raw water (Article 7).

Other Pollutants (eg Metaldehyde, Isoproturon)

It is noted that the PRP list includes additionaktrides as specific
pollutants e.g. 2,4-D and Mecoprop but excludesaldehyde, which is
now a prominent pollutant. Further comparison ofnéx X also

identifies the absence of Isoproturon from the PRPs

“Cessation or Phasing Out of Emissions, Dischargesd Losses”

We suggest the wording in the opening paragrapladl dfe individual
PRPs should be sharpened up to reflect the EQStviea.e. "apply the
EQS (not "meet" the EQS); should say "cease orgpbasall emissions,
discharges and losses" (not "eliminate"). It eaclfrom the use of the
phraseology "cessation or phasing out emissiosshdrges and losses"
in the EQS Directive that discharges are only cateyay into the water
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environment. The PRPs need to address how “emssand “losses”
will be controlled at source.

Comments on Specific Pollution Reduction Programmes

Alachlor, Atrazine, Chlorfenvinphos, Diuron, Simazine and
Trifluralin

Alachlor & Atrazine are included in one PRP alonithwther pesticides
such as Diuron and Simazine. The PRPs appearitatedhat the EA
does not perceive Alachlor or Atrazine to be a f@obin achieving the
EQS as they were banned under the Plant Protdetmutucts Directive

in Dec 2008. We think the PRPs (and the Agencyllshaccept that
these products will still be in use as old stoakswsed up over the years
to come. In addition we call for specific contneéasures such as
prohibition of use of these substances (old stetr},in catchments or
safeguard zones/water protection zones where ther\wadies are at risk
of failing the EQS or any consequent objectivehefwater body.

We also question the EA's monitoring and its usthisfas a decision
making tool. For example, only 12 out of 1021 wdiedies in the South
West RBD have been monitored for these substadoes: this really
give a good insight into the extent of the problekiv2 know water
companies Article 7 returns to the Agency includeueber of surface
water sources where problems with these substdimobsding Atrazine)
are identified, and in some cases the levels inwater have exceeded
200ug/l - which is concerning given that the EQS8.8ug/I.

The PRP identifies discharges from STWs as the#rgpurces of these
chemicals into the environment and uses the Potiutiventory figures.
We think agricultural diffuse pollution (on the Imef the Article 7 data)
represents a larger input into water-bodies thaw§Tand the EA’s
inability to quantify these sources is due to latknonitoring data. We
suggest each RBD includes a measure for monitamagtargeted control
measures for use of these substances. If the EAmimienclude adequate
monitoring of these substances then it will noabke to establish the
appropriate Inventory as required by Article Siod EQS Directive. The
reference period is expected to be 2009 and weusethere is a
significant risk that this milestone will not be the
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EQS Directive Article 5

1. On the basis of the information collected in accordance with Articles 5 and 8 of Directive
2000/60/EC, under Regulation (EC) No 166/2006 and other available data, Member States shall
establish an inventory, including maps, if available, of emissions, discharges and losses of
all priority substances and pollutants listed in Part A of Annex | to this Directive for each river
basin district or part of a river basin district lying within their territory including their
concentrations in sediment and biota, as appropriate.

2. The reference period for the estimation of pollutant values to be entered in the inventories
referred to in paragraph 1 shall be one year between 2008 and 2010.

Anthracene

Anthracene is a priority hazardous substance wsinduld be subject to
cessation. It is mainly derived from the coke ity and the PRP
indicates that it does not offer a major threatnoh-compliance. The
report also indicates that UK uses of Anthracereas a component in
the feedstock for carbon black production and asomponent of
creosote.

The EA's data indicates that sewage treatment wbskbiarges are
below the EQS and there is >90% removal at STWswe¥er, there are
proposed actions which will affect the industry: EAreview discharge
consents and water companies to amend trade dfftoesents where
there are known Anthracene discharges. We do rietveehere is a
proper evidence base for this proposal to amenie teéfluent consents.
There appears to be very little EA sampling data.

We suggest the measures should include:

* Clear plans for cessation of Anthracene, includagoan on all
Anthracene products with a specified timetablehsd thanufacturers
can plan for alternatives.

» Additional EA monitoring in water-bodies within éaR®BD.

» Specific delivery plans included in the RBPs fortiiiacene. We think
generic references such as “improve design/codeprattice for
runoff...” and “encourage enhanced use of SUDs” aaeequate.

» Delivery plans for Protected Areas with each RBD.

Benzene
We do not agree that the PRP for Benzene adequsuetynarises the
current position.

We do not support the measures identified, as épgpear to be generic
and do not reflect the assessments in the plan. ekample, there are



Water UK Response to EA Consultation on Pollution Rduction Plans Page 8 of 19
Date: March 2009

measures to tighten emissions from sewage treatweriks and related
further investigations, when the PRP indicates mits®. We think
measures and delivery plans for roads and highwayd related
monitoring of runoff need strengthening. We call Better recognition
and protection of drinking water abstractions tua at risk of pollution
from Benzene.

We think the data upon which the PRP is based needsting as
reliance on 2006 pollution inventory is insufficielVe note that of 214
surface water bodies monitored in England and Wajeso 2006, none
of them were classified as either significantlyrmarginally failing the
EQS for Benzene. On this basis, the EA have died€Benzene as very
low risk of non-compliance and have concluded thatpresent level of
control should continue without any additional acs being appropriate.

We suggest the PRP should indicate how progressshaction will be
achieved for Benzene in each RBD.

Brominated diphenylether

We do not believe the summary captures all thevagle issues. For
example we think the data and monitoring needs ompg. We also
consider that the PRP should include clear stepartts cessation so that
manufacturers can plan for alternatives.

We note that Brominated diphenylether is a groupradrity hazardous
substances (pentabromodiphenylether is the oneatigroonsidered). It
Is persistent, bioaccumulative and toxic but wasviously used as a
flame retardant in furniture foam, car seats, etc.

Production in England and Wales stopped in 1996 i#mdise was
prohibited from use within the EU from 2004 (useaincraft escape
chutes from 2006).

The report indicates that Pentabromodiphenyletiserstill found in
discharges from STWs; the PRP suggests that thisago transfer from
furniture to clothing which is then washed. We kupdated information
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Is needed on the sources of these substances sudtothing and
imported fabrics.

There has been no monitoring of surface waters for
pentabromodiphenylether up to 2006, though the BAsdy the risk as a
very low risk of non-compliance with the EQS. Thasis of this
conclusion is unclear.

The action plan proposed is to measure discharges $TWs as part of
the AMP5 chemical investigations.

We suggest the following measures to be includederPRP:

* All products containing Brominated diphenyletheentified by the
EA in conjunction with manufacturers and the supgigin.

 Clear plans prepared for cessation of Brominateghahylether
including a ban on all products containing the $atse(s) with
specified timetables so that manufacturers andgulpely can plan for
alternatives.

» Additional EA monitoring in water-bodies within édaB&BD that are at
risk.

» Specific delivery plans included in the RBPs inahgd Protected
Areas for the substance.

Cadmium (and its compounds)

Cadmium is a priority hazardous substance whichtrbessubject to
cessation. We do not believe the draft PRP setsleat plans to achieve
the objective. We cannot see how Protected Aregcines are to be
achieved. We think diffuse pollution control measurand specific
delivery plans are not well defined, although refee is made on page 4
that “The full pollution reduction programme providesaikst of sources and releases
and an evaluation of pollution reduction measucesupport these proposaldVe
would like to see the full reduction programme.

We note that the PRP indicates that Cadmium is umstte production of
rechargeable batteries, pigments and, to a lessamnteas a stabiliser; use
as a stabiliser (in PVC) is now limited due to narkestrictions and
voluntary action by PVC manufacturers. A clear géifion relating to the
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manufacturers and the supply chain would be helpdul planning
purposes.

Releases into the environment come mainly from hp@taduction and
processing plant, lead battery recycling and STRisused metal mines
“are thought to be a potentially significant sotirce

Of 629 surface water bodies monitored in Englardl\Males up to 2006,
18 significantly fail EQS and a further 15 margipdhil; 12 of the 18
and 13 of the 15 water bodies are in the “histar&tal mining regions”
of Northumbria and West Wales.

We suggest the following measures to be includederPRP:

» All products containing Cadmium identified by th& i conjunction
with manufacturers and the supply chain.

* Clear plans prepared for cessation of Cadmium dxttepnaturally-
occurring components including a ban on all prosluobntaining
cadmium with a specified timetable so that manuf@scs and the
supply chain can plan for alternatives.

» Additional EA monitoring in water-bodies within éaRBD.

» Specific delivery plans included in the RBPs (inthg Protected
Areas such as drinking water abstraction sources).

1, 2-Dichloroethane

Used in production of vinyl chloride monomer andiée PVC. Believed
by EA to be very low risk of non-compliance with E@and this is
monitored in a more reasonable number of waterdsotiian some of the
substances - 340). No additional measures areopedp EA will
monitor at a sufficient level to demonstrate comptie with WFD. This
was also identified as low risk in WW17, so thisss reasonable.

We think the measures identified for the water sidu regarding
tightening emission limits and additional removat &TWSs s
unreasonable as there is no supportive robust megde
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Dichloromethane

The sources of Dichloromethane are reported asptimaceutical
industry (by far the largest), paint stripping, @sals, adhesives and
“other applications”. However, the measures anchl&il to assign
proper responsibility to these sectors and thelgugyin, but somehow,
on the basis of the 2006 pollution inventory repodnclude that sewage
treatment works are the predominant source. Wkorathe EA and
Defra to ensure that the principles of the Dirextfwhich recognises the
need to control these pollutants at sources) shbeldrespected and
reflected in the revised PRP. Sewage treatmenksvand the sewer
systems are not sources of these pollutants andseme as pathways
and throughputs. Specific measures and actionsdaiaeprogressive
reduction should be directed to the manufacturing supply chain for
relevant products and processes (such as the ptewteal industry,
paint stripping, aerosols and adhesives). We thielasures and actions
in the current PRP are inadequate.

We note that the EA believes there is very low agknon-compliance
with EQS although it is monitored in relatively fevater-bodies - 11. No
additional measures are proposed. EA will morataa sufficient level to
demonstrate compliance with WFD — though deta#srant provided. We
are unaware of any monitoring proposals for Pretédireas including
drinking water abstraction sources. We think shisuld be addressed.

Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP)

We do not believe the PRP summarises the curresitigo on DEHP.
The current PRP is founded on an UKWIR study frdd@2to 2004 and
emission data taken from the Pollution Inventorgomting year 2006
which is not the best information available. Weoatete that although it
Is acknowledged that the DEHP is from mainly diffusources, there is
no clear and targeted strategy for controlling pheducts and processes
and the supply chain.

The EA believes DEHP to be very low risk of non-gdisnce with EQS
although no water-bodies monitored for it. Theyameasure proposed is
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to monitor STWs under the PR0O9 PS investigatiorpgsals to confirm
that discharges are declining. The PRP statesBAatvill monitor at a
sufficient level to demonstrate compliance with WBRBd, given that it
currently does not have any water quality monityrithis is rather
concerning.

The list of potential measures includes “Tightenission limits and

require additional removal at STWs". This is flaggas feasible,

probably achievable by 2015 and probably disproposte costs. We

are not clear what this means, but if the refereéacamission limits is to

trade effluent consents it is not appropriate, he ®sources are

acknowledged to be diffuse. We believe additioeahoval at STWSs is

unlikely to be achievable by 2015. WW17 assesseHi® as high risk

and subject to variable/poor removal by treatmechnologies. The

proposal for STW monitoring seems appropriate baivweuld like to see

a corresponding level of EA monitoring for WFD cdrapce.

We suggest the following measures to be includedaerPRP for DEHP:

» All products containing DEHP identified by the EA conjunction
with manufacturers and the supply chain.

» Clear plans prepared for progressive reductionifiP

» Additional EA monitoring in water-bodies within éaRBD.

» Specific delivery plans included in the RBPs (inthg Protected
Areas such as drinking water abstraction sources).

Endosulfan

Endosulfan is a priority hazardous substance whictst be subject to
cessation. Given that endosulfan is a plant prioiegiroduct we would
like to see a clear statement in the PRP prohibiti;m use including any
products containing endulsulfan particularly arouddnking water

abstraction sources.

We would like to see all products containing endfasuidentified and
supply chain responsibilities for cessation of “esions, discharges and
losses” assigned.
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We do not believe sewage treatment works shouldiggeend-of-pipe
treatment for any of these substances. We disagtkeneasures
considered for the water industry such as tightghmits in consent
discharges and “investigate emissions from STWsammlaise options
(to reduce at source or treat at STW) to meet BE@ISeduce/cease
emissions in this or subsequent rounds”. As th& B@ective requires
we believe‘as a matter of priority, causes of pollution shdude
identified and emissions should be dealt with atse,...”. “...that
preventive action should be taken, that environadedtdamage should, as
a priority, be rectified at source and that thelptdr should pay’ [EQS
Directive, Article 5 and Recitals 1 and 2]

Flouranthene

We would like the PRP to set out plans for DrinkiMater Protected
Areas as flouranthene is a specific requirementdforking water. The
current draft PRP does not include measures to MédD Article 7

obligations for drinking water protected areas.

We note that no actions are proposed on the dRit &n flouranthene
for the following sectors:

» Agriculture and rural land management

* Local Government

* Navigation

* Fishing & Conservation

* Mining and Quarrying

We also note that “Urban and Transport” are alsotified as sources of
flouranthene into the water environment howevefunther actions are
identified.

Hexachlorocyclohexane, Hexachlorobenzene and
Hexachlorobutadiene

We acknowledge the EU ban on these substances,veowehas to be
enforced to ensure use of products already in stoelkcontrolled. These
substances are priority hazardous substances ireguessation, so we
call for the true sources to be controlled and shpply chain given a
clear mandate for cessation. We do not believestimmary captures all
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the relevant issues. For example, we think targatgin is required to
protect areas including Drinking Water Abstracteources by ensuring
use of existing stock is prohibited in these areas.

The PRP should identify all relevant products, argations and
regulators in the supply chain responsible for angwcessation.

We do not believe sewage treatment works shouldigheoend-of-pipe

treatment for any of these substances. We disabgetethe EA should
tighten limits in consent discharges to EQS lewvaisl require STW
owners to identify sources entering their workse ®e unclear how the
EA plans to investigate losses from contaminated,lgroundwater and
sediment, and meet EQS, eliminate all emissionsdsswharges to water
and ensure no deterioration from current positleurther details to the
PRP will be helpful.

Isoproturon

There is no PRP proposal for Isoproturon but wekitthere should one
as lIsoproturon is a primary concern for a numberdahking water
abstraction sources.

Lead and its compounds
Lead is ubiquitous and requires a comprehensiyasdifpollution control
plan. We think the proposals in the current PRPaagood start but not
enough. We comment on some of the specifics asvisl|
 We ask for PRPs and related monitoring and costrakegies for
lead (and other substances as appropriate) in gaeh basin
district.
» Clarity is needed on what is meant by “pollutiorey@ntion” by
EA — further details would be useful
« ‘Water industry measure’ is repeated in the talilepage 2, one
should be deleted
« STWs are identified as the largest point sourcech@digyes;
however, no clear figure is given for diffuse sascalthough the
text suggests it could be higher than point sourcEhe text
suggests urban roads are largely the cause ofsdiftource
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discharges, yet no measures are identified to datkls. This
should be addressed under the Polluter Pays Plencip

Costs, benefits background data would be usefut, gmneral
comments on the need for costs and benefits aseetdon these
PRPs other than reference to the PRA report of 208@plicable.

Mercury and its compounds

Mercury is ubiquitous and requires a comprehensiiise pollution
control plan. It is also a PHS and requires cessaiVe think for all
PHS there should be no additional end-of-pipe itneat and source
control must be the only measure. We comment oresafnthe specifics
as follows:

We ask for PRPs and related monitoring and costrakegies for
mercury (and other substances as appropriate)an eeer basin

district.

Clarity is needed on what is meant by “pollutiorey@ntion” by

EA — details would be useful

There is a large unallocated consumption of mercurythe

apportionment and control strategies are needed.

Main cause of load at STW discharges is cited asatiamalgam.

Background data used for this conclusion would seful, given

that there is a large unallocated consumption

Source investigation by water companies is idesdifas the best
step for control, but we do not consent dental estieg. If we

identified dental surgeries as being the main cati&9S failure it

would need to be controlled by EA under SCE

Naphthalene
We note:

There are no failures in EQS in any water body

There are measures given for control; however,rdgptionate
cost is cited as justifying exemption “as EQS imfgemet”

We suggest targeted controls are needed, espefoallyrotected
areas, to ensure no deterioration in terms of “simms discharges
and losses” of Naphthalene.
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Octylphenol, Pentachlorobenzene, Pentachlorophenol
Octylphenol and Pentachlorophenol are priority suises and,
Pentachlorobenzene, a priority hazardous substaMeenote that in all
cases no additional actions are currently planneithe PRPs as the EA
says:
» we are already compliant with the EQS;
» we consider the risk of non-compliance with the EQ8e very
low;
» previously adopted pollution prevention and contnelasures have
substantially controlled releases to water.
EA plans to monitor for these substances at sefiicilevels to
demonstrate compliance with Water Framework Divectobjectives.
Some clarity on what is deemed sufficient will edgful.

We will welcome EA proposals in the PRP for ensBretected Area
objectives under WFD Atrticle 7 are met. We notd th@ monitoring or
assessment has been reported in the current dradtdtected areas.

Nickel
Nickel is ubiquitous and widely used in manufactungroducts. We
consider that it requires a comprehensive diffuskufion control plan.
We think the proposals in the current PRP are adgstart but not
enough. We comment on some of the specifics asvisl
 We ask for PRPs and related monitoring and costrakegies for
nickel (and other substances as appropriate) i e&@er basin
district.
» Clarity is needed on what is meant by “pollutioreyention” by
EA — further details would be useful
» Although some of the uses in products and souree® lbeen
identified in the PRP, no specific control measwaes assigned to
the supply chain — which should be.
» There is again over-reliance on pollution inventdaya which then
leads to a wrong assignment of “control measures”.
* We reiterate the need for control of pollution atixes and the
polluter pays principle. We think it is wrong forater consumers
to be made to pay for pollution caused by others.
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* Again, costs and benefits background data wouldigeful. Our
general comments on the need for costs and beasftssment for
these PRPs other than reference to the PRA refo20@7 is
applicable.

Nonylphenol and 4-(para) Nonylphenol

We do not believe the PRP adequately summarisesuthent position on
Nonylphenols. Nonylphenol is a priority hazardeubstance, subject to
marketing and use restrictions in the UK and the Hbe PRP speculates
that it is still being used in the Far East witlspect to clothing
manufacture and then appears at wastewater treqtmerks via
washing. If that is the case then relevant clgthbusinesses in the
supply chain should be identified and prohibitiolans with agreed
timescales clearly set. The relevant regulatorsulsh be tasked to
enforce compliance.

We think, for all PHS, there should be no additloread-of-pipe
treatment requirement on the water industry antigbarce control must
be the only measure.

We note that the AMP4 Endocrines study suggestedoval in
wastewater treatment works is significant, althodlgtection above the
LOD was patchy. We also note the action plan psedofor the water
industry is to measure discharges from STWs as glaithe AMP5
chemical investigations.

Polyaromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHS)

We do not consider the PRP summarises the curositign on PAHS.
Our general comments on use of pollution inventata for 2004 and
the need to use more-recent UKWIR research infoomatpply to PAHS.

PAHSs are all priority hazardous substances whieteapected to be
subject to cessation. The PRP must thereforeusdtaa the cessation
will be achieved for all sources in manufacturimggesses and products
in the supply chain. Measures and controls ants&b®uld be allocated
to the PAH supply chain which are not adequateptuwrad in the current
PRP.
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We reiterate that the sewer system and the sewaafeient works are
only pathways and throughputs and not sources éfPA

We note the complex picture on failure, with bengziof)perylene and
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene being a challenge. We aasvare of any EA
monitoring that captures these substances in therwavironment.

We suggest the wording in the opening paragrapbldhme sharpened up
to reflect the EQS Directive i.e. "apply the EQ8t(tmeet" the EQS);
"cease and phase out emissions, discharges amed'logg “eliminate”

It is clear from the use of "cease and phase benabksions, discharges
and losses" in the EQS Directive that dischargesabe considered as
only one pathway into the water environment. Th&®Reed to address
how “emissions” and “losses” will be controlledsaurce.

Page 2 table of measures - the link to groundwatd?AHs needs to be
made clearer in this document. PAHs are oftencasisal with
contaminated land and groundwater may well be #tleway to surface
waters. The document acknowledges this pointiaoraber of places, but
seems to focus on discharges, rather than otheedaxf PAHS via
contaminated land. The link with the Part IIA Caminated Land regime
needs to be made - as does the EA's duties andp&avespecial sites of
contaminated land where land is polluting contliiaters. The EA
have direct powers to deploy under Part lIA, besthdon't get a mention
in this document.

Page 2 table of measures, row 1 - "discharges" 8®&Vs (not
emissions). This whole measure needs sharpenin&Uj/s are NOT
the source of PAHSs (unless there are faulty opmratsuch as a spill of
fuel oil, for which operators should be rightly pable). As operators of
STWs, we are not the source or cause of PAHs ersjand source
control is essential. This measure should sayeévewf activities within
the catchment to identify potential sources of PA&H&ring sewerage
network and STW".

In section 3.2, it appears that fuel & power, metalkcessing and
production and other industries contribute mo€E@s failure - but the
measures in the tables don't refer to these séctors
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The tables on page 2, page 11 and page 14 are benednand are all
called Pollution Reduction Plan but seem slightffedent — why is this?

Tributyltin

We do not consider that the PRP adequately sumesatihe current
position on Tributyltin (TBT). Our general commenis the use of
pollution inventory data for 2004 and the needde more-recent
UKWIR research information apply to this PRP.

TBT is a priority hazardous substance which is etgueto be subject to
cessation of emissions, discharges and lossesPRRemust therefore
set out how the cessation will be achieved fosaillrces in the
manufacturing processes and products in the sugbalyn.

Tributyltin is a PHS and the document suggestsit& of water bodies
in England and Wales are at risk of failing EQS.

As noted above for PAHs, we suggest the wordingenopening
paragraph should be sharpened up to reflect the [E@Stive i.e. "apply
the EQS (not "meet" the EQS); "cease and phasallcgrnissions,
discharges and losses" not “eliminate”. It is cfeam the use of "cease
and phase out emissions, discharges and losst#® EQS Directive that
discharges are only one pathway into the waterenment. The PRPs
need to address how “emissions” and “losses” wltbntrolled at
source.

Considering the table on page 1, STWs are notdtecss of TBT (see
point 4 above). The measure should be about ilgedistg the catchment
of the sewerage network and STW to identify potgrsitburces of TBT
and determining whether source control measurebeaaken.

The document highlights that discharges of TBT fi®fWs is
significant and achieving the EQS for TBT will bifidult and
problematic and that more work is required on TBIY).



