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Flood and Water Management Bill Team

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

Area 2C, Ergon House

London

SW1P  2AL







22 July 2009

Dear Sirs

The Society of British Water & Wastewater Industries (SBWWI) is a not-for-profit trade association representing UK manufacturers, contractors, consultants, distributors, and training providers, working with and supplying into the water and wastewater companies across the UK.   Collectively, our 100 members have a turnover of over £3bn and employ c30,000 people. 

We are pleased to have the opportunity to respond to Defra’s Consultation on the Draft Flood and Water Management Bill but have restricted our responses to those areas of direct interest to our membership. Where appropriate we have responded to individual questions; in other cases we have provided a general response to a particular section. Using your nomenclature our responses are as follows:-

1.10
Style and accessibility of draft legislation - we believe that the draft legislation is generally well prepared and easy to follow. It is important that all of the existing ambiguities regarding responsibilities are removed as far as possible and the use of plain English helps in this regard.

2.1
New approaches to Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management – we agree that the draft legislation will facilitate a wider range of approaches to managing flood and coastal erosion risk. We have some concerns regarding the degree of cooperation that will be required between the EA, Local Authorities and water Companies. Difficulties in this area will result in confusion in the marketplace for contractors, manufacturers and consultants working in this market sector. There are certain omissions on the question of ownership from the draft legislation which should be addressed; these are expanded in our specific comments later.

2.2
Future roles and responsibilities – we agree with the over-arching role of the EA but believe that consultation on its National Strategy is essential in order that all operating authorities “sign on” to the strategy when it is finalised.  

2.3
Main River Mapping – we have no comments

2.4
Local Flood Risk Management – we believe that the draft Bill will support the development of effective local flood management partnerships but are concerned about the timeframe for such partnerships to develop and the establishment of a consistent approach across England and Wales.

Because some of the “solutions” for flood control will also provide a potential amenity for the public we believe that public consultation on the strategy should  take place.

We believe that annual reports on the management of flood risk are very important as is the proper scrutiny of such reports.

2.5
Duty to cooperate and share information – we believe that the sharing of information is important not only for those listed but also with the suppliers of services and products in flood management.

2.6       
Sustainable drainage Systems 

42.
We believe that National Standards for Sustainable Drainage are required and should be approved by the Secretary of State. These, however, can be provided in a number of ways and Defra should note that some work on this has already started in Europe by the CEN organisation. We also need to remain consistent with the current requirements of the Building Regulations.

43.
We are concerned that the Consultation concentrates on the “soft engineered” SUDS and see the proper specification of “hard engineered” SUDS as equally important. The maintenance requirements of these systems has been a barrier to their uptake and must be properly addressed in the standards.

44.
The Consultation ignores the contribution that Rainwater Harvesting can make both to containing storm water and providing additional sources of water for non-potable applications. We would like to see greater encouragement for the use of these systems at both a domestic and commercial level.

45.
The Consultation deals with the question of ownership of the SUDS installation but ignores the issue of ownership of pipe systems connecting to the SUDS system. As with private foul sewers there will be difficulties if ownership of these connecting pipe systems is not clearly established.

46.
The owners of properties draining to a SUDS facility may wish to opt out of the adoption process and this should be permitted by the legislation.

47.
We agree with these arrangements. 

48.
No comment

49.
We would refer to our response to 45 above – ownership must be clearly established.

50.
We do not agree with SAB’s delegating.

51.
None are needed.

52.
Private SUDS would be best maintained by private contractors. Future development should be protected by including details in the Home Information Pack and/or registering them with the Local Authority.

53.
We are not aware of any

54.
Yes we do.

2.7
Regional Flood Defence Committees – we have no comments on this section.

2.8
EU Floods Directive 

61.
We believe that sewer flooding often constitutes the worst form of flood damage and should be included – we have no firm view on how this might be integrated.

62.
We agree with the proposals.

63-72  We have no comments 

2.9
Water Framework Directive – we have no comments

2.10
Third Party Assets – we have no comments

2.11
Consenting and enforcement – we have no comments

2.12
Reservoir safety – we have no comments

3.1
Possible reforms to the role and governance of Internal Drainage Boards – we believe that there may be direct conflict or inconsistency between IDB’s supervisory role and the local leadership role which would result in difficulties in implementing the agreed strategy. On a day to day basis, developers, contractors and suppliers will wish to deal at local not regional level. Local Flood Risk Management Boards would be appropriate if they were to assume the responsibilities of the EA at a regional level.

3.2
Current Funding structure – we have no comments

3.3
Reducing property owners and occupiers impact upon local flood risk

116.
By including such information in the Home Information pack

117.
A national information/advertising campaign

118.
We are not aware of any

119.
We have no comment

120-128. We have no comment

129.
We agree that this should become a statutory nuisance

130.
By the ALT

131.
We agree

132.
The ALT

133-140. We have no comments

3.4
Single Unifying Act – we agree but we have no issues to add

4.1
Hosepipe Bans – we believe that encouragement should be given to increase the use of alternative sources of water for non-potable uses rather than simply banning certain uses of water. Certainly car washing, patio cleaning and garden watering can all be supplied from re-used water as can WC flushing. Such water re-use systems can be beneficial for both single domestic and large commercial applications.

4.2
Power of Entry – we have no comments

4.5
Water Administration Regime – we have no comments

4.6
DWI Recovery of Charges – we agree with this proposal

4.8
Misconnections – we agree with this proposal

4.9
Development of a project based delivery approach for large infrastructure projects in the water sector – we believe there may be place for such arrangements subject to the appropriate scrutiny by Ofwat. 

4.10
Complaint handling powers - We agree

4.11
Securing Compliance – We agree

5.3
Hydromorphology powers – we have no comments


Annex A – The policy position in Wales – we believe that because it is regulated by Ofwat the policy position in Wales should follow as closely as possible the position in England. As suppliers it would be extremely difficult to operate under a different regime in Wales.

We trust that these comments will be useful. 

Yours sincerely
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Carol Hickman

Executive Director

SBWWI

38 Holly Walk  Leamington Spa Warwickshire CV32 4LY

Telephone:  01926 831530  Fax : 01926 831931

e-mail:  hq@sbwwi.co.uk    www: sbwwi.co.uk 
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