
APPENDIX B
SHG1 Meeting Notes
Windermere Drought Permits Environmental Assessment Refresh

Stakeholder Group Meeting (No.1) – 7th February 2013
Attendees

Lizzie Quarmby (LQ) and Janet Bromley (JB) – United Utilities (UU) 

Hannah Austin (HA) and Liz Gunn (LG) – APEM  

Francesca Moore (FM) – Black & Veatch

Ian Winfield (IW) – Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (CEH)

Steve Phelps (SP) – Lake Warden, South Lakeland District Council (SLDC)

Nigel Wilkinson (NW) – Managing Director, Windermere Lake Cruises

Jan Darrall (JDl) – Friends of the Lake District (FOLD)

Alexander Fell (AF) – Holker Estates

Sarah Spicer (SS) – Lake District National Park Authority (LDNPA)

Carole Shaw (CS) – Chair, Windermere Lake User Forum

Jason Dearden (JDn) – Windermere Marina Village

Mike Sturt (MS) – South Cumbria Rivers Trust

Aims

· To present the proposed level of study for each issue, the socio-economic methods and options in detail and to confirm the stakeholder’s key concerns

· Confirm the stakeholder’s key concerns on which to focus the assessment

· Discuss and agree appropriate data (types of and sources) on which the assessment is to be based

Agenda

1. Presentations from APEM and Black & Veatch on background, United Utilities’ requirements and approach to the impact assessment 

· Part 1 – general approach to the assessment including hydrology and ecology; and

· Part 2 – socio-economics

2. Discussion – issues of concern and priorities, does level of assessment appear appropriate

3. Next steps

4. Date of next meeting

KEY POINTS:

Background and context to the impact assessment refresh

JDl queried the timing of this study in comparison with the recent consultation on UU’s draft Drought Plan and asked how the results of this study would feed into the drought planning process.

JB explained that environmental assessment studies like this are separate to UU’s Drought Plan and are reviewed on a different timescale (approximately once every 7 years i.e. every other Drought Plan cycle). Although the results of this study won’t feed into UU’s current Drought Plan, they will feed into the next Drought Plan. In the event of a drought permit application before the next Drought Plan is finalised, the most recent environmental assessment information will be used and will take precedence over any previous environmental assessments and any outdated information in the current Drought Plan. The results of this assessment could potentially change how UU uses its water resources.

NW noted that many stakeholders made robust representations to UU during the Windermere drought permit application in 2010 and queried why it had taken so long to commission this study. JB explained that UU started the process of commissioning this study in the middle of last year (with meetings and consultation with the Environment Agency (EA)). The project team (APEM plus Hydrologic and Black & Veatch) were appointed in August 2012 and have since met the EA and started the scoping process.

IW queried if the EA and Natural England (NE) are still involved in this study. JB noted that the EA and NE were invited but were not able to attend and that UU’s usual practice is to hold separate meetings with the EA/NE and the stakeholder group. However, the stakeholders felt it would be beneficial to have the EA and NE present at future stakeholder meetings, so that the stakeholders can hear their concerns and vice versa.

ACTION:  Continue to invite NE (Alison McAleer) and EA (Mike Stokes) to future meetings.

It was also noted that some key stakeholders were either unable to attend the meeting or weren’t aware of the Doodle invitation.  

ACTION:  For future meetings, APEM to issue Doodle invitation together with supporting follow-up emails/calls to ensure appropriate representation.

Introduction to the study and scenarios to be assessed

LG and LQ provided a short introduction to the study, its aims and the scenarios to be assessed. The aim of the study is to assess potential impacts of a drought permit, rather than the impacts of a drought and to address the key stakeholder concerns raised during the 2010 drought permit application. 

Two scenarios have been proposed for Windermere in UU’s Drought Plan:

· Scenario 1: Reduce hands-off flow conditions to a minimum of 95 Ml/d and relax 12-month rolling abstraction licence limit.

· Scenario 2: In addition to the conditions in Scenario 1, permit drawdown of lake level (up to a maximum of 0.5m below weir crest).

NW asked for clarification that the 0.5m drawdown below weir crest would be to allow additional abstraction as well as accounting for evaporation and releases to the River Leven. JB confirmed that the drawdown would include any evaporation losses/ releases, and that the amount of drawdown had been reduced from previous studies (0.76m drawdown).

NW asked what dates/period of time the assessment would cover. JB confirmed that it would cover all potential impacts across a full calendar year, but that in the event of a drought permit application, the assessment report would be tailored to the relevant time of year. Drought permits are granted for a period of 6 months, after which there is an option to apply for a further 6 months. 

AF queried what the releases (if any) to the River Leven would be under Scenario 2. UU are currently liaising with EA to agree releases under Scenario 2 when UU are not abstracting. AF noted that angling would not be possible even before the 95Ml/d HoF was reached.

ACTION: UU to agree with EA how releases to River Leven will be managed during a lake drawdown when UU are not abstracting. 

Proposed approach to the impact assessment (scoping and ecology)

LG presented the proposed approach to the assessment, including aspects of the ecology.  It was also emphasised that the quality of the assessment is reliant on the quality of the data on which it is based.  The assessment is currently in its scoping phase where data are being collated and reviewed.

CS queried the datasets that would be used for this study (there was concern that some of the data used in the previous study was quite old).

HA explained that one of the objectives of the current study was to update the assessment using recent/updated datasets. However, more recent data may be available for some aspects of study rather than others (e.g. it should be possible to obtain river flow data up to February 2013, whereas macroinvertebrate samples collected in summer and autumn 2012 may not be available in time), so in each case the latest available data will be used. APEM has submitted data requests to the EA, CEH and NE, and data obtained will be listed in the scoping report.  Stakeholders will be encouraged to review this and flag any potential data gaps.

JB also noted that as part of the environmental assessment (Phase 2) report, an environmental monitoring plan will also be developed to fill any remaining data gaps.

CS asked for confirmation on what the geographical area of data collection would be. 

For the socio economics aspect, FM confirmed that this would need to be determined during the scoping phase (Phase 1) as it is reliant on the geographical scale to which visitor statistics is available, and the breadth and type of methodology agreed (e.g. if non-use values are included then this widens the study area). FM also highlighted that economic impacts do no stop/start at geographical boundaries, but that rather the analysis is focused on direct and indirect impacts to businesses, lake users and residents. Data on lake users will be collected via organisations, whose members may travel from further afield to use the lake and river. 

For ecology and hydrology, the search area would be focussed on Windermere and the River Leven, including any hydraulically linked habitats that could be affected by the DP proposals.

IW noted that CEH were concerned about exposure of Arctic Charr spawning habitats, and that dredging could also adversely affect such habitats. 

ACTION: APEM to contact IW/CEH for any relevant data and reports (including details of known Arctic Charr spawning areas), and compare against lake bathymetry/level/exposure data.

AF asked if macroinvertebrates on the River Leven would be considered, and JB confirmed that this would be included. AF also expressed concerns over water quality in the River Leven and queried whether the water quality and water temperature aspects of the study should be upgraded.

HA explained that the level of study for the water quality and temperature aspects was based on the fact that there was a detailed study of historical data in the last report which identified no major potential impacts. In addition to presenting a summary of available data, the scoping report will propose the methods for Phase 2 (the detailed assessment) of this study, which will include updating the previous assessment to include consideration of WFD environmental standards. The detailed study on fish will include potential impacts of water quality as well as water quantity changes. The stakeholders will be asked to comment on both the data and methodologies proposed when the scoping report is issued for consultation (expected to be March/ early April). 

NW expressed concern that the 1996 Windermere Dredging Protocol was now outdated, that it was a key document, and asked whether dredging (as a mitigation measure) would be considered as part of the assessment.

JB explained that the brief for the assessment requires that potential impacts are initially assessed in the absence of mitigation measures, to identify where impacts are likely and where mitigation measures need to be targeted.  Impacts will then be re-assessed post-implementation of appropriate mitigation measures. [Mitigation measures are discussed further under the Mitigation Measures section of these minutes].

Socio-Economics – including discussion, available data and possible mitigation measures

Methodologies and monetisation of impacts

Francesca Moore (FM), Senior Economist from Black & Veatch introduced her initial thoughts for the socio-economic side of the assessment, and asked for thoughts and feedback from the stakeholder group. The socio-economic aspects presented by FM and discussed with the group comprised:

· Socio-economic requirements as outlined in the project brief and by the stakeholder group, development of a shared understanding of the aims of the assessment

· The overall approach to the socio-economic assessment, an initial scoping of likely socio-economic impacts, and the degree of stakeholder engagement anticipated

· Comparison of two proposed socio-economic methods. Discussion regarding the study area, scope and degree of detail required

· Initial exploration of possible mitigation options.

The two alternative methodologies presented were:
· Method 1: Tourism Impact Study; and 

· Method 2: Total Economic Valuation

NW noted the term “lake users” throughout the presentation and that the assessment should be wider than just lake users i.e. including potential knock-on impacts on the supply chain and a recommendation made to ascertain who the major landowners are in the area.

CS requested that a map of land ownerships and lake uses is included in the assessment.

ACTION:  FM to contact the National Trust and NE to obtain a landownership map. If not available, this can be obtained via the Land Registry.

Note: it may not be appropriate for some sensitive information to enter the public domain (should a drought permit application be made in the future with the need to make supporting reports publicly available), in which case the supporting data will be referred to but not listed.

There was a discussion around the pros and cons of the two methodologies proposed and the stakeholders commented on their preferred approach.  JD (and others) questioned the use of just one method as there were merits from both, and CS said that until more detail is provided it will be difficult to make an informed decision.  CS also noted that it would be important to understand both the pathways of potential impacts and the overall amount/level of impact.

Keys points regarding the socio-economic assessment agreed at the meeting included:

· A monetary assessment of the impact of the drought permit upon the visitor economy is needed

· This needs to focus on the likely impact of Scenario 2, which is of greatest concern to the stakeholders. The monetary assessment needs to be presented within the context of the size and value of the visitor economy to the Windermere catchment as a whole, in particular highlighting the dependency of the local economy upon tourism

· A thorough and comprehensive understanding of how lake users and residents, other than visitors, are likely to be impacted is required

· Mapping of land ownership and land, lake and river uses is needed

· Engagement should be focussed on discussions with key organisations and land owners, rather than the wider public, businesses and visitors. In addition to those at the meeting, key organisations to engage were identified to be landowners around the lake including the National Trust, Windermere Town Council, Chamber of Trade, English Lakes Hotels, Lakes Parish Council, Cumbria Tourism, Leven Anglers Association, Windermere, Ambleside and District Angling Association, Lakes Hospitality Association.

FM noted that finalisation of the socio-economic methods is likely to be an iterative process, depending on the data available and stakeholder requirements. FM indicated that a combination of the two methods may be possible, however care needs to be taken to avoid double-counting of impacts and to ensure like-for-like comparisons may be made.  FM recommended methodology number 1, framed in the context of the second methodology might be a favourable way forward, however the chosen method will hinge on the quality of data provided, and evidence of impact pathways to inform realistic assumptions.

Several stakeholders considered that district level data might not be detailed enough to capture the local issues applicable to Windermere including the heavy reliance of the local economy on tourism. However, it was also considered that consideration of the wider supply chain may necessitate the use of higher level data.

Several stakeholders were also concerned that Method 2, which uses data from catchments elsewhere in the UK i.e. willingness to pay (WTP) data, would not reflect Windermere’s uniqueness. FM said that if this approach as used, then Government guidance on adjusting this data, based on local characteristics such as population density and incomes, would be used.

FM thanked the stakeholders for their comments and suggested that the main focus of the socio-economic assessment should be to capture the significance of the potential impacts, and present these in the context of the local situation at Windermere. The method adopted will need to be based on what data are available. 

JB noted that for EA to sign off any future drought permit application, it would be necessary for UU to demonstrate that this study ensures all possible impacts are thoroughly considered. A key output of the assessment will be to determine whether impacts are minor (or less), or moderate (or greater). Mitigation measures tend to be proposed for predicted impacts with moderate significance or greater. The EA have the power to attach mitigation conditions if they grant a drought permit at Windermere in future.

There was a short discussion on the value of monetising impacts with the general consensus that monetisation of impacts was extremely important.

JB noted that the advantage of applying a monetary value is that people can easily understand it as a way of conveying the outputs of the assessment and the predicted level of impact.

Potential areas of impact and level of stakeholder engagement

NW noted that as the operator of a commercial passenger boat service carrying 1.25million people per year around the lake, there could be major implications if this service cannot be operated:

· Access to other locations may not be possible without large detours by road

· Traffic congestion and car parking availability, especially at certain times of year e.g. during school holidays.

· Associated increase in travel costs if e.g. people needing to travel further by car or bus rather than boat

JD and CS stressed that the tourism season in Windermere is relatively short and peaks during the school holidays. Any problems during these periods could have knock-on effects in terms of businesses’ recovery during the rest of the year. Peaks and troughs in tourism should therefore be taken into account in the socio-economics assessment, as well as short and long term impacts.

This was agreed and JB confirmed that one of the requirements of the assessment is to assess short term/long term and temporary/permanent impacts.

CS re-iterated the need to consider users other than “lake users” as the latter represent only a small part of the economic picture.  Others include: retailers, hoteliers, chandlers, other land transport providers etc.

CS asked if a map of lake users and the onward supply chain could be produced, so that the stakeholders could visualise what will be considered in the assessment.

FM noted that it would be possible to produce tables of the types of organisations directly and indirectly impacted.

ACTION: FM to produce diagram of direct and indirect impacts

It was noted that there may be indirect costs to the supply chain of implementing a drought permit (DP) e.g. it may affect other businesses further down the supply chain such as plumbers and electricians.  There may be knock-on effect on moorings and holiday bookings, and visitors may not return in the year/s after a drought permit, not just during a drought permit.

It was noted that one of the major impacts in 2010 was as a result of UU’s PR campaign leading up to the DP application, and that publicity should be chosen carefully so as to avoid putting tourists off visiting. CS asked if stakeholders would be able to review proposed PR materials prior to their use in future.

In addition, CS noted that education around reducing water usage was needed in a wider sense, not just in the run-up to a DP application. 

JB explained that UU’s application process is necessarily precautionary, and because of the length of the regulatory process it must be started in advance of any potential need for a DP.  It will always be necessary to find a balance in PR material between asking people to reduce water usage and affecting tourism at Windermere.

FM noted that EA makes a distinction between policy/process impacts and the impacts of a DP application, and that this study is focussed on the latter. It will not be possible to consider the impacts of UU’s PR processes within the remit of this study, although UU could discuss that separately with the stakeholders. FM said that this point could be included in the assessment but it would not be quantified or monetised.

ACTION: JB to investigate if stakeholders can be involved in review of proposed future PR materials to ensure appropriate.

IW noted that there may be concerns around fishing on the lake e.g. for trout and coarse fish and that Windermere, Ambleside and District Angling Association (WADAA) should be consulted. Impacts on Charr angling should also be investigated in the socio-economics assessment.

ACTION: LG and FM to contact WADAA and include lake and river angling in socio-economics assessment.

Collation of data for the Socio-economic assessment

[Note:  The aim is to collate all relevant data within the next month (i.e. by early/mid-March)]

FM noted the need to collect visitor data and said that there are accepted guidelines for applying willingness to pay figures and adjusting them to different areas. FM also indicated that as part of the baseline assessment it would be necessary to look at the split of sectors within the assessment and their vulnerability to drought permit impacts. It might be quite difficult to collect data from small companies.

Useful data:

From LDNPA - joint reports with lake users – including the number of people that register boats each year.

From SLDC - data for all moorings from 1995/95 including:

· Number of launches and boats counted

· Location of moorings including a summary of those considered at risk of stranding in 1995/6

· Water bus landing stages

· Privately owned jetties – with lets being managed either privately or via a commercial agent

· Swinging moorings

· Mooring occupancy

· Mooring chain length data (see discussion point below on how many boats/moorings could be affected by a drop in lake level)

· Encroachment maps are also available.

From WMV – privately owned moorings

JDl informed us that there is a Windermere Lake Management Plan which will include basic data on land ownership etc. 

Outdoor centres should also have logs of when and how many people are taken onto the lake (for H&S purposes etc).

ACTION: FM to contact the above organisations regarding obtaining the above data

Mooring chain length data would be useful to determine which moorings (and boats) might be affected by a reduced lake level, for example LG asked if there was a typical “spare depth” of water under a typical boat’s keel. SP noted that the depth does vary considerably even in a normal year – SLDC request contractors to leave 3m extra chain on moorings to allow for water level variation. JD noted that in terms of how many boats will be affected by a 0.5m drop in water level this will depend on boat draft.

SP noted that in 1995/96 approx. 104 boats were considered at risk which was approx 10% of boats on the lake, which might be similar today depending on whether keel depths have changed.  Also, numbers should theoretically reduce given the proposed maximum drawdown is 0.5m rather than the 0.76m drawdown in 1995/6.

However, JD noted that the development of moorings on the lake has largely occurred since the level at Newby Bridge was raised in 1972 to impound more water. Thus problems begin to occur if/when the level is drawn down below the Newby Bridge weir crest level. CS agreed and stated that biggest impacts would be for marinas and jetties.

FM queried which would be the best baseline year to compare potential impacts against.

It was agreed that data from a variety of years should be used to incorporate effects such as the introduction of the speed limit on Windermere in 2005 and also the fact that all droughts are different and that a DP could be implemented at any time of year.

JD queried how landscape impacts would be accounted for.

JB noted that UU’s bathymetry survey data for Windermere would be compared against lake level data to produce exposure maps. This will be used to assess potential landscape impacts as well as “at risk” moorings.

ACTION: stakeholders with photos of Windermere during 1995/6 drought to send copies of photos to LG/FM.

FM asked if the degree of stakeholder engagement was acceptable to the stakeholders (with the aim being for focussed and targeted consultation at key stages in the project).

JB noted that additional meetings could be scheduled if required, and that stakeholder consultation was intended to be a key part of this “refresh” study with a view to improving the application process for any future drought permit e.g. if appropriate mitigation measures can be agreed and arranged in advance.

NW considered that interested parties had already been included for the most part, although some additional potential consultees were identified:

Additional Stakeholders

Cumbria Tourism (were invited initially but not able to attend)

National Trust (were invited initially but not able to attend)

English Lakes Hotels

WADAA – John Wilkinson, Neil Birkenshaw (were invited initially but not able to attend)

Lakes Hospitality Association – Tony Blaney

Chamber of Trade – Barry Butler

Lakes parish council

Windermere council

ACTION: FM to collate data from relevant stakeholders for the scoping report.

ACTION: FM to compile a list of consultee names and contact details

FM asked if the stakeholders had any comments on appropriate mitigation measures.

FM confirmed that one of the key outputs of the assessment will be to determine what mitigation measures are needed and when/where they might need to be applied.  

On initial discussion, the general consensus was that mitigation measures need to be agreed as far in advance of a drought situation as possible.
NW noted that it would be necessary to find a balance between local and strategic measures e.g. quantification of financial impact and provision of equivalent additional promotion to offset damage to brand.

Local options:

Promotional activities to offset damage to the Windermere brand from UU’s general drought communications.

Provision of temporary moorings, access improvements/extensions to jetties and slipway extensions could be considered.

SP noted that no slipways were extended in 1995/6 and that temporary moorings were successfully used. Some boats were also taken off the lake and NWW (now UU) paid for their transport and storage, and some were moved to alternative jetties.  The Swan Marina and the Marina Village had some access problems in 1995/6.

NW noted that there may be additional issues now due to changes in H&S legislation: when water levels reduce, some of the access gangways may be at too steep an angle to allow safe access to the boats. In these instances, JB suggested that the mitigation measures could include works to resolve gangway access issues.

Several stakeholders re-iterated the need for the dredging protocol to be discussed and updated for inclusion in the list of mitigation measures. There were concerns that without this in place, the economic impacts could be much larger. Ecological impacts of dredging will also need to be considered.

JB agreed that the dredging protocol needed to be updated, and that the potential impacts of dredging should be included in the environmental assessment.  

It was also stated that any revised dredging protocol will need to go before the Lake Administration Committee which only meets four times a year, so action would need to be taken on this as soon as possible to ensure that appropriate and practical measures are included in a revised protocol in advance of a drought situation.

All stakeholders agreed that any mitigation measures need to be agreed in advance, and that all the necessary permissions need to be in place prior to a DP application. 

ACTION: UU to set up meetings to discuss and agree new dredging protocol with lake users and ecologists (incl. CEH, NE and EA).

ACTION: UU to approach Lake Admin Committee regarding reviewing and updating the dredging protocol

Next steps:

ACTION: APEM to produce timeline of work and circulate to stakeholders

The proposal is to issue draft scoping report to stakeholders in March for a 3 week consultation period (pending receipt of relevant data).

The next meeting to discuss the scoping report will be held in May (3 alternative dates were selected):

· Thursday 9th May

· Tuesday 14th May

· Monday 20th May

ACTION:  APEM to send Doodle invite to all suggested stakeholders, including extending invitation to EA and NE 

After that, Phase 2 will commence with a progress meeting to be held in autumn 2013 (after the summer holidays).

SUMMARY OF ACTIONS

Background and context to the impact assessment refresh

· APEM to continue to invite NE (Alison McAleer) and EA (Mike Stokes) to future meetings 
· APEM to issue Doodle invitation together with supporting follow-up emails/calls to ensure appropriate representation at future meetings
Introduction to the study and scenarios to be assessed

· UU to agree with EA how releases to River Leven will be managed during a lake drawdown when UU are not abstracting

Proposed approach to the impact assessment (scoping and ecology)

· APEM to contact IW/CEH for any relevant data and reports (including details of known Arctic Charr spawning areas), and compare against lake bathymetry/level/exposure data

Socio-Economics – including discussion, available data and possible mitigation measures

Methodologies and monetisation of impacts

· FM to contact the National Trust and NE to obtain a landownership map. If not available, this can be obtained via the Land Registry

· FM to produce diagram of direct and indirect impacts

· JB to investigate if stakeholders can be involved in review of proposed future PR materials to ensure appropriate

· LG and FM to contact WADAA and include lake and river angling in socio-economics assessment.

Collation of data for the Socio-economic assessment

· FM to contact the above organisations (SLDC, LDNPA, WMV, outdoor centres) regarding obtaining the above data

· Stakeholders with photos of Windermere during 1995/6 drought to send them on to LG/FM

Degree of stakeholder engagement

· FM to collate data from relevant stakeholders for the scoping report.

· FM to compile a list of consultee names and contact details

Mitigation measures

· UU to set up meetings to discuss and agree new dredging protocol with lake users and ecologists (incl. CEH, NE and EA)

· UU to approach Lake Admin Committee regarding reviewing and updating the dredging protocol

Next steps:

· APEM to produce timeline of work and circulate to stakeholders

· APEM to send Doodle invite to all suggested stakeholders, including extending invitation to EA and NE

