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Water UK response to Defra’s consultation on CAP Halth Check

1. Water UK is the industry association that represeagulated UK
statutory water supply and wastewater service geogiat national and
European level. Our core objective is sustainalatemnpolicy — actions
and solutions that create lasting benefit by irdegg economic,
environmental and social objectives. Dealing witfude agricultural
pollution is one of the most pressing challengesnplementation of the
Water Framework Directive. The water industry haen impacted by
the adverse effects of diffuse agricultural potiatior decades,
particularly from nitrate, pesticides and micro-@mgms such as
cryptosporidium. The practice to date is conttarthe polluter pays
principle, and provides no incentive to polluterseéduce their impact.

2. Water UK welcomes the opportunity to comment ongiagosals for the
"Health Check" of the EU Common Agricultural Poli@AP). Water
UK has also responded to the European consultabiorise Health
Check of CAP and the subsequent proposals thrdwegpan-European
association, EUREAU. Pamela Taylor, Chief Executifgvater UK,
chairs the EUREAU Task Force on agriculture andettoee we have
been considering the issue very closely. We haaerakt with DG
Agriculture who is now aware of our interests aralimtend to continue
our dialogue and cooperation with DG Agriculturel &G Environment
to ensure that water management will be and rem&gy priority in the
European agricultural policy initiatives.

3. The Defra Future Water Strategy and Statementdbf&iion call on
the water industry to work with farmers on catchby@otection
measures. However it is unclear how such schenieserfunded to
achieve the objectives of the Water Framework Divec It is also
unclear how Defra's impact assessment for the CA#tthicheck
addresses the cost and benefits of measures dssowith the protection
of drinking water source protection.

4. We have focussed our comments on the Defra Impsstgsment and
related policies.
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Impact Assessment — overview

5. Water UK supports the Government’s aims for theltdegaheck. In
particular, Water UK supports:

6. (I) decoupling support of direct farm payments —iégjtural reforms
should continue to move towards de-coupling subsidi

7. (1) the proposal for compulsory modulation — CA#sld act as an
incentive to improve environmental standards fofaamers (please see
point 18 for a proposal to ensure that funds wilyde devoted to one
challenge);

8. (IV) simplifying the system of cross-compliance d@atheting the system
better at delivering environmental objectives - Welerstand that
simplification of the cross-compliance system isassary, however it
remains an important regime to secure that enviesrtah improvements
are delivered. We welcome the proposal for betetewresources
management through cross-compliance and call emtiegration of the
Water Framework Directive into the regime. We hauggested a way
forward as to how this could be done and woulddgeply to share those
suggestions with you. This integration will be arie¢he priorities for the
water industry for future negotiations, includifmgps$e which will concern
the CAP beyond 2013. It is important to initiate firocess promptly
because the time lag between putting the measuesffect and the
actual improvement or recovery for some water odeght take
decades;

9. (VII) Ending set-aside but putting measures in @laccapture the key
environmental benefits - Water UK supports to sextent this objective
and the need to retain the environmental benefitsvwing the abolition
of the set-aside. There is also a legal WFD reqerd to prevent
deterioration in water quality. We note the ennimeental benefits that
have resulted from set aside, e.g. for surfacersatethe case of riparian
strips. With the expected expansion in cereal pcodn in the near
future, we are concerned that this may resulteneased:

» Q) pesticides in water abstracted for drinking wate
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* D) nitrates in drinking water supplies;
» ¢) soil erosion and mobilisation in catchmentsdieg to increased
turbidity in waters used for drinking water.

All of these will lead to increased water treatm@mbcesses) for
drinking water supplies, as well as being detriraktt the
environment. Therefore we strongly recommend a nrajew of
environmental management, so that interventiohencereal market and
increased cereal production is coupled with effecanvironmental
management at the local level where drinking wsigplies are
sourced. Withdrawal of set-aside without a sultilmeasure may
threaten the quality of drinking water suppliesvttuld be further
appropriate to initiate pilot experiences in seddcireas to assess
whether environmental benefits are maintained arghrticular assess
the potential effects of abolishing set-aside otewhodies. We think the
cost of the adverse impact should be quantifiedrafieicted in the
Impact Assessment. So far the IA accounts for tmyreduction in
Administrative Burden.

Impact assessment — economic analysis

Impact assessment — environmental impacts and Annéx
Environmental background and assumptions

10.Soil conservation and water quality (page 17) aatewquality (page 36)
— Water UK supports the statement on the potenéightive impacts of
removal of set-aside (see point 7 above). Howeuwenducing a single
requirement for buffer strips alongside water ceanmight not deliver
the expected benefits for water quality. Buffere®are necessary, albeit
not sufficient — they will not necessarily prevésdaching through field
drains or surface run-off which is one of the maafiution pathways. It
should be noted that deterioration of water qualaysed by such actions
will be a legal breach of the Water Framework Clikerrequirements.
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Impact assessment — Annex C: Summary of the princgd impacts of
each element of the Health Check

11 Water UK welcomes the framework set in Annex IIb@@ agricultural
and environmental condition referred to in Arti6lan relation to water
management — it represents a beneficial step t@arthedprotection of
water resources and the water industry trustsittali be consulted on
how to address the issues listed in Annex lll.

12 Water UK supports the statement that the end & qubtas could have
mixed consequences. The water industry is concehagdurther
expansion in dairy production will result in addrial phosphorus and
nitrate loads in rivers from the agricultural sectehich results in well-
established environmental impacts. The water itngus also a
discharger of phosphorus and our industry is régdlaery rigorously,
resulting in additional treatment requirementswasstewater discharges
and subsequent costs for our customers. Our comédnat the water
industry is seen as the most effective providgphafsphorus-control in
rivers, as the agricultural sector is much hardeegulate. Furthermore,
expansion of dairy production may result in addisibload of
microbiological contamination of water used fomtting as well as
bathing waters and shellfish waters. The wateiosés concerned that
expansion in the diary sector may result in addélacosts for water
treatment and wastewater treatment in some locatitvee think these
costs should be reflected in the impact assess@aeig,currently not the
case. Where growth in dairy production is expectezlare looking for
the coupling of any changes to the quota systeim &ffective
environmental management on dairy farms.

Impact assessment — Annex F, Rural-Proofing list

13.Point 9 — the policy will also impact the water urstty in particular as
regards the removal of set-aside and expansioaiof droduction.
There are presently challenges in relation to waelragriculture for the
water industry, e.g. availability and quality ofoairces (in particular for
drinking water purposes), ecosystem quality, cospollution removal,
costs of diffuse pollution and over-abstractiornhs resources — Diffuse
pollution contributions mean that water companyghiagsges are required



Water UK Response to Defra’€Consultation on CAP Health Check 5

Page 5 of 6
Date: September 2008

to remove disproportionate amounts from their cisghs as an ‘easy
target’ in order to achieve ‘good chemical and egmlal status’. In
respect of expensive water and wastewater treattnesé processes use
large amounts of energy and other chemicals asd@sare not
sustainable. There are risks to public health fagmculture such as
chemicals getting into the water supply or pathggarch as
cryptosporidium. Intensive animal husbandry caultes
microbiological pollution of rivers, lakes and theas resulting in non-
compliance with the bathing water directive. Thiglarmines the huge
investments by water companies in treating disa®atg meet bathing
water requirements.

UK response to the communication from the Europeaommission on
CAP Health Check

14 Water UK would like to participate in the assesshw#ithe specific
changes that Defra would like to see to improvesttae of cross-
compliance.

The consultation letter also asks for views ongitmgposals put forward
by the Commission following the consultation on @@mmunication on
the Health Check of the CAP. Water UK sent theofelhg suggestions
to the Secretary of State Hilary Benn in advancimeflast Council of
Agricultural Ministers.

15We would like to see the integration of the Watearnkework Directive
into the cross-compliance regime. Although Artiglef the Council
Regulation establishing certain rules for diregsurt schemes —
Statutory management requirements — includes diesctvhich are basic
measures, it is advisable to include a more spegference to Article
11.3 (a). Water UK, in the EUREAU response, hastiped on this
particular provision and we will be happy to shawe response.

16 We welcome the reference to water in the propossshded Regulation
1698/2005 and would like to emphasise that presgmwater quality and
guantity is of utmost importance.
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17 However we would support a minimum threshold f& dmount of
support devoted to each new challenge. We needstare that the funds
available from the modulation provision are notyothtvoted to one
challenge, with no obligation to deliver on theetkbhallenges.

18 We would like to see reference to Article 38 anppsirt linked to the
Directive 2000/60 (the Water Framework DirectivE)e future
Regulation should ensure that there is a corefsatasures delivered to
reduce qualitative and quantitative pressures demnwvasources.



