Detailed comments from the East of England Biodiversity Forum (EEBF)
1. Do you agree with our assessment of the problems in our water bodies?

EEBF does not agree

The EEBF feels that it is difficult to see how the high level assessments of the problems have actually influenced the selection or targeting of measures. There seems to be limited provision of strategic information.   For example that there are a significant number of waterbodies which have not been assessed either for particular pressures or overall, including for example 24 out of 46 lakes in the River Basin District (RBD). 
If possible information on the source of a pressure should be highlighted in the main plan documents. The activities causing the pressures should be shown by sector if this information is available. This should also be related to the high level measure adopted to address each of these problems. These are integral to providing a clear picture of the problems at an RBD level.

2. Do you agree with our proposed objectives? 

The EEBF STRONGLY DISAGREES

The EEBF feels that the plan is not ambitious. The aim of the WFD is to achieve GES in all waters by 2015. We understand from the EA that under the current plan we will see only minimal improvements for 5% of rivers and lakes, but none whatsoever for coastal waters by the 2015 deadline.  EEBF has particular concerns in the Broads, really one of the best wetland protected areas in England and the plan envisages that only a further 3 km of river and no further lakes at all will reach target status by 2015.  
 The current status of our waters is much lower than in many other member states which will make the task of the plans that follow for 2021 and 2027 much more difficult.  More action is required and we need more information in order to determine whether inaction is justified.

The stated level of ambition is really low. A lack of information in the plan and make it difficult to understand why so little improvement is being proposed.  EEBF is unclear how greater ambition in later plans is actually going to be achieved. 

EEBF support the need to create links between water management and conservation objectives.  This should not just be limited to over-abstraction affecting designated sites but EEBF would support the development of a region-wide approach to water management and nature conservation as established already in 
· Nature conservation objectives in the EoE Regional Spatial Strategies

· Joined-up approach with agri-environment schemes so to protect natural resources - e.g. buffer zones in HLS can be directed to catchments where there is most need.. 
· Landscape scale land management objectives, such as Living Landscapes schemes developed the Wildlife Trusts 
· EEBF Networking Nature map
· Provision of catchment-sensitive farming advice
EEBF strongly support the need to foster better links between water management and conservation objectives. To be meaningful, this should not be limited to over-abstraction affecting nationally and internationally designated sites.
The Environment Agency should have a target for GES by 2015 that demonstrates a commitment to a phased approach to 2027 for all water bodies. 

The Environment Agency should also take a stronger lead in highlighting the required actions where reason for failures is understood. They should make it clear that regulation will be used where voluntary and incentive schemes will not deliver the required improvement. 

3. For some water bodies we have proposed objectives with deadlines after 2015 or a lower overall target. Do you agree with these changes we have proposed? 

The EEBF STRONGLY DISAGREES

The EEBF appreciate that not all water bodies can be in ‘good’ condition by 2015. Prioritisation of actions, monitoring and research, and time lag between measures taken and benefits realised will all affect this. 

The spirit of the WFD is, however, that water bodies not reaching ‘good’ condition by 2015 should be the exception rather than the norm. We believe the directive requires more testing targets for water bodies reaching ‘good’ condition by 2015 and a clearer justification where this is not the intention. To achieve this, we would suggest the following steps:

· At catchment level, set priorities for water bodies to be improved to ‘good’ status. This should be achieved by 2011-12 to allow cross-sectoral catchment working groups to be established and for monitoring to take place

· Plan for improved progress in the number of water bodies reaching ‘good’ status between 2015 – 2021

· Additional targets for 2015 and 2021 for:

· Percentage of water bodies failing to reach good status by only one measure

· Percentage of water bodies where measures are in place to improve water condition
In almost every case it is virtually impossible to determine why an extended deadline has been proposed. It is not possible to determine at a waterbody level what measure has been considered disproportionately costly or why a failure is technically infeasible to address. 

With specific regard to the use of disproportionate cost it is unclear why the Environment Agency must be more than 95% certain (high confidence) that a waterbody is at less than good status before it is willing to bring any regulatory measures forward. 

According to Annex E if the certainty is under 95% then no action will be taken and the justification given is that the issue for failure is ‘not certain’. This approach is effectively blocking any local non-voluntary action. Clearly some measures at a waterbody scale will have minimal impacts on sectors and will be so inexpensive that they will be cost effective even if the level of certainty is lower than 95%.   

4. We have followed a process to assess (appraise) these actions. This process is described in detail in annex E. Do you agree with how we have done this?

The EEBF STRONGLY DISAGREES

We feel strongly that a balance of evidence approach would be more appropriate as the level of certainty required should be proportionate to the potential expenditure, or impacts on a specific sector. Without such an approach many measures will be prevented from going ahead and in some instances the EA may have to invest more to raise certainty than the measure itself would cost to implement. Although a few very high expenditure measures may require a high level of certainty, this should not be applied to all non-voluntary measures that could go ahead at a catchment or waterbody level.

We would like clear information on what measures have been considered at a waterbody level.

5. What comments do you have on these actions? Are there any actions we've missed, or any changes you'd propose?

Water Protection Zones

WPZs should be made available wherever they are needed and prioritised using the following criteria  

· Where there is clear evidence that agricultural-pollution is the cause of failure with the specific target areas of Natura 2000 sites where diffuse pollution or hydro-morphological pressures are having an impact 

· Where SSSIs, classified as water bodies, are in unfavourable condition 

· High Priority BAP habitats and Species 

Catchment Sensitive Farming

The EEBF supports the Catchment Sensitive Farming initiative, and the proposals to extend it to further catchments, including the Great Ouse, which includes the Ouse Washes SPA. However we do have concerns that funding for the measure is not guaranteed right through to 2015. Even at present CSF officers are able to work only within parts of their catchments, and so may not be able to facilitate change on a sufficient scale to achieve WFD objectives.

· enhancing the biodiversity, providing increased access, increasing leisure and recreational activities, improving the landscape value and restoring the natural floodplain where possible. The Environment Agency is a partner in the project. 

· Actions relating to HLS appear restricted to “fenland area”. Therefore, important areas of HLF targeting such as the Nene valley appear to be missing from plans

· No targets or objectives are includes for ensuring best possible gains for re-naturalising floodplain and habitat creation on the back of the planning process. 

· No targets or objectives are included for Local Wildlife Sites located on floodplains. These should be examined for opportunities to improve their management and ability to contribute to WFD through re-naturalisation of the floodplain. 

6. What comments on Scenario C actions do you have, including any additional information you can supply about specific actions? 

The EEBF are concerned that those actions currently listed in Scenario C represent only a partial picture. We would like to see a more targeted approach to the selection of measures, the majority of measures are vague and do not give any indication about how measures will contribute. 

For each measure listed in Annex C there should be targets related to improving the elements which cause the GES failure –Annex C tables listing measures should include a column headed “measure of success”.
New Measures: 

1) A commitment to better resourcing for existing enforcement, ensuring that EA make the most of their existing powers.

2) EA should have a river restoration fund for BAP habitats
3) River Restoration Powers for EA.
. 
7. What support can you offer, such as undertaking any actions or providing resources to help deliver more for your environment?

We would like to see more information about the problems and actions considered at an individual water body level. Without this information, how can we bring forward measures that will actually improve the ecology of waters? 

The EEBF support a landscape scale approach to conservation. This approach helps species adapt to climate change, restores healthy living landscapes that can help to alleviate floods, control pollution and help us cope with extremes of temperature.  
The EEBF is able to offer ‘technical’ biodiversity advice through working with expert biodiversity practitioners in the region.

8. Do you agree with our assessment of how climate change will affect the pressures on the water environment? 

The EEBF DISAGREES

EA should have ecosystem resilience as one of its most important policies 

More emphasis should be placed on the importance of ecosystem resilience - the more we do improve our waters now, the better prepared they will be to cope with climatic changes in the future. For example, river ecology will be more resilient in the face of drought in the future if over abstraction is dealt with now. Plans to protect and improve groundwater resources will be vital for people and wildlife in the future. 

We are concerned that the draft plan contains no reference to work being done to further understand the relationship between well-functioning ecosystems and resilience to climate change. We would highlight the potential significance of work being carried out by Sheffield Hallam University for the East of England Environment Forum in informing the draft plan as well as adaptation strategies. 

9. Do you have any other comments on this draft plan that you haven't already told us?

The lack of information severely affects our ability to respond meaningfully to this consultation, both in terms of appraising the decision making of the Environment Agency and in terms of our ability to suggest or bring forward new measures. 

The EEBF produced a Biodiversity Delivery Plan for the region, launched Oct 08.  One of the key challenges for the region is ensuring there is enough good quality water for the region’s biodiversity.  EA has the responsibility to publish  RBMPs then to drive forward improvements to water quality and achieve good status in all our water bodies.  EEBF hopes EA has the ability to reach this aspiration.
The Environment Agency needs to take a stronger lead in highlighting the actions to be undertaken by all in satisfying the WFD. The consultation rightly identifies the need for the Environment Agency to work with a range of partners, but how these will be structured, and how the Environment Agency itself and censure to be used if and when targets are not achieved is not addressed.
EEBF is pleased that we have had the opportunity to comment on the Anglian River Basin Management plans is hopeful that EA will be able to take these comments on board. 
