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The Environment Agency has a massive challenge to help improve 
the water environment by 2027, requiring the support from others to 
help realise these improvements through funding and action.   
 

The Liaison Panel is asked to: 
• Understand the funding gap in the EA Environment Programme, and help to attract alternative 

funding 

• Have an overview of actions assigned to other sectors and promote and track their delivery 

 
Background  
 

We have numerous actions to complete by 2027 to ensure our waterbodies improve. All actions required 
(where known) are entered into our Catchment Planning System as part of the cost-benefit process. This 
enables us to track all actions right back to predicted elemental improvement (wholly or partially) which 
means we have evidence to show what these actions will achieve. The actions typically form either ‘day-
job’ activities for the Environment Agency, or are longer-term actions that can be formed into projects. But, 
there are also actions assigned to other sectors (e.g. Water Companies, farmers, NGOs etc) through other 
delivery mechanisms. 

To date we have only focussed the Panel’s attention on a couple of delivery mechanisms - our WFD GiA 
funded projects and the NEP.  There are other mechanisms out there (e.g. alternative funding streams, 
water company asset plans, other organisations ‘day jobs’ etc), but we don’t yet have established routes to 
a) influence these or b) track delivery and therefore track benefits back to our WFD goals.   

Addressing the funding gap 
Our WFD GiA indicative allocation for the SERBD this year is £315k (we are still awaiting final confirmation 
from Defra which may not come until after the referendum). The benefit of our Environment Programme is 
that we are able to ensure that all funding coming into our Areas (e.g. WFD GiA, Water Resources, Water 
Quality, Fisheries Improvement Fund and to some degree FCRM monies) is directed to the right place. 
This year we have managed to secure monies (£137,500) from all of these sources to deliver RBMP action 
plus £592,000 partnership contributions (+ £73,500 in kind) – a real success! However we bid for WFD GiA 
projects costing £512,500 so have a current shortfall of £197,500 for projects that could be delivered this 
year. 

• Can the Liaison Panel do anything to help us fill this funding gap?  

Our WFD GiA funding is likely to reduce year on year which means we need to work smarter to align 
known funding streams and secure resources from alternative sources to continue to deliver. Over 2016/17 
we want to get further input from catchment partners to develop a more robust 6 year project programme 
(Medium Term Plan) which moves us forward with enough pace towards our 2027 targets. 

• What information do we need to share with the Panel to help identify projects and secure 
funding?   

• How can we all think more widely and ambitiously on this? 

 



  

 

 

              2 of 5 

 

 

Assigning and tracking actions 

 
Actions assigned to other sectors are currently only communicated to individual Catchment Partnerships 
where they are part of proposed projects.  In many cases, the actions required to improve waterbodies may 
be included in programmes of works within different sectors but we are unaware of this and so action goes 
unrecorded.  In other cases no action is being planned as the lead is unaware or the mechanism for 
delivery is wholly reliant on opportunities (e.g. such as development). Some examples of these actions 
include: 

• Landowner: Spot treatment of Japanese Knotweed – Mitigation Measure – supporting macrophytes 
and phytobenthos 

• Natural England/Landowner: Improved water level control – can this be addressed by NE’s “normal 
work” with landowners 

• Natural England/Local Authority/Highways: Measures to tackle urban pollution. Incorporating the 
actions identified by our Environmental Management team – to address Phosphate and support 
macrophytes and phytobenthos  

• Site owner/Local Authority: Ensure good regulation of WWTW especially in light of future development 
of the airport site – to address dissolved oxygen and phosphate 

• Local Authority/catchment partners: Influence mill owners to operate structures to improve flow 
characteristics – Mitigation Measures 

• Local Authority/developers: Deculvert as opportunities arise – Mitigation measures 

• Water Industry: Improve approx 700m foul sewer – to address phosphate and support invertebrates, 
macrophytes and phytobenthos 

• IDB: Influence structure owners to operate structures to improve flow characteristics – mitigation 
measures 

Discussion points 

 
• What is the best way to cut and share this information? 

• Would it be useful to track these from one place so that we can see the complete picture of      
actions delivered?  

• Is it useful to match up the actions we have assigned to sectors, with delivery mechanisms 
already in place in those organisations?   If so, how can we do this?  

• What other information or resource is needed to facilitate this?   

 
 

Kate Rice, Elliot Tinton, Ben Fitzsimons, Jonathan Balkwill 

June 2016  
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Appendix 1 - Case studies 
This section includes some worked examples of how the metric would work in practice.  Case studies 
include: 

• A point source improvement (e.g. a sewage treatment works improvement) 

• A physical modification (e.g. installation of a fish pass) 

• A diffuse pollution project (e.g. farm advisory project) 

• An enhancement to an 'area' of water (e.g. coastal waters) 

• Cumulative benefits  

• Reporting will focus on enhancements to the RBMP water body network. This means that 
enhancements to tributary streams are not included, with the exception of fish spawning habitat where 
they are relevant to securing agreed RBMP outcomes. 

Similarly, we will limit our reporting to enhancements that are undertaken to respond to known pressures 
on the water environment (i.e. reasons for not achieving good status). 

This is to ensure that the figures reported on the scale of enhancement can be related back to the 
objectives we have set and the latest classification results. 

Point source improvement (e.g. Sewage Treatment Works)  

Point source discharges are improved based on an assessment of proportionate contribution to the 
water body objectives. The length of WFD reporting water body network that is significantly 
enhanced as a result counts towards the target.  The same principles apply to the resolution of 
significant water resources pressures. 

 

Practically, this length may be determined by the distance to the next significant discharge 
downstream, or with reference to the models used to justify the scheme. It would rarely be 
appropriate to simply report the length of the entire downstream catchment. 

In this instance, a 15km length has been improved. 
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Physical modification (e.g installation of a fish pass) 

Where an in-river modification has been addressed to provide fish passage, the upstream length 
(or indeed downstream for certain species) opened up will contribute to the target, but only where 
the water bodies are failing for the species that will benefit from the fish pass. This length improved 
may be dictated by the distance to the next significant barrier. For ‘bankside’ enhancements (for 
instance habitat restoration in heavily modified water bodies), we will report the length of habitat 
restored. 

 

In an exception to the rule about reporting only enhancements to the WFD reporting water body 
network, important spawning areas off the network can also be reported. 

In this example, 10km of upstream migratory habitat has been enhanced, plus a 2km tributary with 
important spawning areas. 

 

Diffuse pollution project (e.g. farm advisory project) 

Where we are logging enhancements arising from diffuse pollution projects, the enhancements we 
report will be for the extent of surface water habitat that see a direct or downstream benefit towards 
water body objectives. 

In the example above, we have delivered 4.5km of enhancement working across multiple 
landholdings. 
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An enhancement to an 'area' of water (e.g. coastal waters) 

Where we have undertaken interventions to deliver outcomes in lakes, estuaries ground waters or 
coastal waters, we have previously reported the area enhanced as a separate figure in km2.  To 
present a simple single figure, these figures will be incorporated into the overall CSC measure, 
reported as km. 

 

In this example, a point source improvement has been carried out to improve a failing bathing 
water. Based on the model output used to justify the scheme, it is estimated that 2km2 have been 
enhanced as a result. This scheme would contribute 2km to the CSC target. Note that the resulting 
reduced FIO load to the feeder stream does not contribute to the target, as it is not a relevant WFD 
pressure in that water. 

 

Cumulative benefits 

Accumulating enhancements is a key aspect of the measure. Contributions from multiple 
programmes of measures will be cumulative.  This approach encourages integrated delivery of 
action at a catchment scale and avoids introducing a perverse incentive to stop work in a 
catchment once the first action has been delivered. 

 

This example combines the enhancements delivered under the first three examples. The length of 
river we are working in (marked a-b in the diagram) is 20km long, and the work we have 
undertaken with partners across multiple programmes of measures would contribute 31.5km to the 
target. 

 


