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1. WINEP Biodiversity enhancement 
supporting evidence  

This document is designed to provide relevant and detailed supporting information to the 
arguments presented in Expenditure Allowance – Part 2, Clean Water Enhancement – section 
15 (YKY-PR24-DDR-03). Each section is therefore to some extent self-contained in the provision 
of supporting evidence. 
 
1.1 Key stakeholders 

 
Optioneering against our NERC programme was predominately completed in collaboration with 
our external Biodiversity Advisory Group (BAG). This comprises of representatives of the Rivers 
Trusts, Wildlife Trusts and CaBA partnerships within our operational area.  

Additional consultation took place with other key stakeholders such as the four lead authorities 
for Local Nature Recovery Strategies in the Yorkshire area, representatives of the National 
Parks and national NGO groups such as the RSPB and Freshwater Habitats Trusts.  

The programme was co-developed in iteration with Yorkshire Water specialists, the BAG and 
technical specialists from the Environment Agency and Natural England through a pre-existing 
YW/EA/NE Biodiversity Steering Group (BSG). 

A large list of stakeholder suggestions was received either through direct discussion, email or 
through working groups of the BAG or others (e.g., the North Yorkshire Crayfish Forum or the 
Yorkshire Invasive Species Forum). One key theme running through the majority of suggestions, 
as well as aligning with YW’s corporate aspirations, was recognising that in our role as a water 
company, we have a disproportionate ability to impact on certain key habitats and species, 
particularly wetland and aquatic ones. The Environment Agency amongst others note that as 
well as over 90% already being lost, over 10% of our freshwater and wetland species are 
threatened with extinction, with two thirds of our existing wetland species being in decline and 
note that wetlands make up only 3 percent of the UK but are home to at least 10 percent of our 
species. 

The selected preferred option effectively tackles the challenges outlined above and is designed 
to stop the decline of biodiversity in our operational area. 

 
1.2 Our optioneering process 

 
We implemented a robust optioneering process, consistent with the WINEP and WISER 
guidance encouraging co-design, as follows;  

Stage 1, setting the framework 

  

In October 2021, the BAG was briefed on the WISER and WINEP consultations, PR24 timeline 

and the likely ask of the group to help collaboratively design the YW Biodiversity Programme. 

In October and November, the BSG met to review the developing guidance through the WISER 

and WINEP documentation and draft Options Development Report guidance as well as discussing 

initial expectations around likely content under the NERC driver.  

  

Stage 2, collaboratively identifying risks and issues 

  

In January 2022, the BAG was updated on the new WINEP guidance and options development 

information was shared to enable the groups to consult with internal staff and key partners, leading 

to a workshop in February 2022 where there was a general discussion of ‘risks’ and ‘issues’ 

relating to biodiversity.  

  

https://www.yorkshirewater.com/YKY-PR24-DDR-03-Cost-efficiency-Part-2-enhancementcosts-water
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This workshop produced a longlist of potential solutions for inclusion in the AMP8 programme 

(detailed below) and YW encouraged additional thoughts during a consultation phase that also 

included external partners like Local Authorities and national NGO groups. 

  

In February 2022, the BSG met to produce a similar longlist of risks and issues based on prior 

investigations, policy changes and professional judgement. 

  

The BSG met again in March to refine the longlist into a likely shortlist for presentation to the BAG. 

This BAG meeting took place in March where YW summarised the feedback received and 

reflected what elements aligned with policy drivers and YW’s corporate aspirations for biodiversity, 

to be clear what elements were not likely to be taken forward at this stage and explain why.  

  

Stage 3, proposing solutions 

  

In May the BSG met to discuss learning from AMP7 that could feed into the AMP8 programme, 

updated each other on the expected PR24 timeline and compared feedback received from other 

national and industry colleagues. 

  

In June 2022, the BAG met to discuss the shortlist that had been created from the longlist which 

pinned down the risks and issues being met by the programme. A second meeting in June 

discussed the potential solutions to meet these ‘risks’ and a further meeting in July then defined 

the solutions and the scale of the solution required  

  

A BSG meeting in July allowed YW to update on the recommendations of the BAG to ensure 

regulator acceptance in principle. To help define the solution, the content of draft Action 

Specification Forms was discussed and YW undertook the action of drafting these in advance of 

deadlines for the NERC programme to allow the regulatory outcomes of the programme to be 

defined to give sense to the ODR and OAR. 

  

The programme as a whole, the ASFs and ODRs were then iterated at meetings of the BSG 

between July and October as well as general discussions to share intelligence on good practice 

across the water industry, and guidance from regulators (for example the outcomes of a Water 

UK Conservation Network meeting or the Natural England Nature Recovery List). 

  

The options that were taken forwards were then progressed with the Environment Agency via the 

Action Specification Forms. As a specific example, the workshop process identified the need for 

further action on native crayfish due to the exponential spread of signal crayfish, the impacts of 

our operations and the conservation benefits offered by our assets. Further collaboration with the 

North Yorkshire Crayfish forum helped us to refine the actions against this option, before 

discussions with the Environment Agency led to the specific activity set out in the Action 

Specification Form (WINEP ID08YW103012): 

  
- Crayfish surveys to understand the baseline within and around YW assets – A short list 

of sites that are suitable for crayfish will be drawn up, these will be visited for initial 

habitat suitability surveys and will record potential barriers for crayfish movement with 

further manual searching and trapping being undertaken to understand the distribution of 

native and invasive non-native crayfish in and around our assets. This will include 

reservoirs and proportionate upstream and downstream reaches where access can be 

sought. Any white-clawed crayfish populations can be monitored in the future and any 

negative impacts recorded with potential enhancements. It will also allow us to target 

areas for biosecurity and know if any populations are at high threat from INNS crayfish. 
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- Yorkshire wide forum – to support the existing North Yorkshire Crayfish Forum to expand 

to a Yorkshire wide Crayfish Forum and assist the project officer role in delivering the 

existing strategy. To help develop a sustainable funding model for the Forum. 

- Barriers to non-native crayfish – to assist the EA with investigating how existing barriers 

on East Morton Beck could be adapted to stop American signal crayfish impacting the 

white-clawed crayfish population in Sunnydale Reservoir. This would likely involve 

adapting three barriers with follow up monitoring YW baseline abundance 

- Headwater stream ark sites investigation - To investigate where headwater streams 

above YW reservoirs could be suitable for potential ark sites for white-clawed crayfish, 

and if so, to publicise their availability for future crayfish rescues. 

- AMP7 ark site monitoring to determine whether populations have established and learn 

lessons for future interventions. 

 

The above activity was then costed based on: 

- Crayfish surveys to be delivered at £20k AMP reflecting a mix of in-house resource 

through our own licensed surveyors, supported by consultancy resource in the first year 

of the AMP for suitability surveys (based on costs of c.£10k from our three 

Environmental Framework Partners to undertake an Ark site assessment of 5 sites in 

2020). 

- £41k p.a to run the Yorkshire Crayfish Forum and employ a project officer, based on a 

quote from an NGO partner and expected match funding from the Environment Agency 

and other forum partners (to cover the forum secretariat role, managing data, manage 

external outreach, maintain the Yorkshire Crayfish Strategy, managing volunteer groups, 

managing incident response and undertaking licence applications). 

- £60k to investigate and deliver a barrier to passage for American signal crayfish based 

on indicative costs provided by the Environment Agency and our own fish pass 

programme. 

- £20k to cover eDNA costs associated with ark site and headwater stream monitoring 

based on quotes from two commercial providers (c. £370 per test kit and analysis.). 

 
1.3 An example of external workshop outputs to produce a longlist of measures that YW 

could align with to delivery biodiversity duties under the WINEP: 

 

• Core funding for catchment partnerships as well as funding for projects on the ground is 
crucial for us to be able to prioritise and deliver our common objectives (and work out 
what these are, more below). 

• Producing and implementing YW specific species and habitats recovery plans. Should 
be a definite priority. 

• A partnership-based Yorkshire wide ecological monitoring programme. 

• Funding equipment required for citizen science monitoring. 

• Wetland restoration on a landscape scale – Swale & Ure Washlands. 

• Reconnection of floodplain and wetland creation in Wensleydale. 

• Yorkshire Water help Catchment Partners (CPs) across Yorkshire become more resilient 
by attracting further private/public sector investment into both CPs and projects 
they/their partners deliver on the ground by helping them become more investment 
ready. 

• Map the catchment in terms of Natural Capital and the Ecosystem services that they 
provide.  

• Riparian tree planting.  We currently have a strategic riparian tree planting programme 
on the Ure which we would like to extend across all of our catchments in due course.  
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This could be further extended to include riparian habitat creation via creation of buffer 
strips in areas where tree planting is not a priority. 

• There are no examples of a Stage 0 river restoration project in our catchment, which 
isn’t surprising given the population density and the constraints posed by human 
infrastructure. However, here and there there’s enough space and absence of human 
concerns that there appears to be the potential to deliver a Stage 0 restoration project. 
It’s worth pursuing as such projects result in a much more complete restoration of 
natural river processes, and the resultant heterogeneity of river and floodplain habitat 
leads to increased biodiversity gain. 

• Our rivers are often celebrated as ecological corridors, providing connectivity for wildlife, 
particularly important in urban or intensely farmed areas. Despite this there has to-date 
little effort to systematically push the creation of continuous riparian habitat to ensure 
that the river network functions as an effective river network as is possible.  

• To have a large positive impact on biodiversity it is necessary to work with large 
numbers of landowners. One way of going about this is to provide grants to landowners 
for measures that result in desired outcomes. By all accounts, Severn Trent’s 
Environmental Protection Scheme has been a successful and well-regarded grant-
making programme, and it might be something that YW might consider copying.  

• The biodiversity and climate emergencies ideally require us to make wide-scale changes 
across our landscape. However, project delivery is time-consuming and difficult, and 
often it feels we are scratching the surface of what can be done. Creating more delivery 
capacity within organisations is one way of boosting the rate of project delivery but 
perhaps there are other ways of doing it more cost effectively. Reverse auctions seem to 
offer a way to facilitate large scale delivery as landowners make the interventions 
themselves. Also, I understand that a number of organisations are looking to initiate a 
green investment project in our region, and perhaps that’s a way of bringing in large 
amounts of funding. 

• Implement and complete all 403 issues noted of site walking the Middle Aire Catchment 
(72km) as well as Silsden Beck. Not all of the becks have friends of groups. The project 
would insure all of the Becks have a friends of group, championing their local beck. The 
project would also seek to have monitoring and educational aspects (Figures below). 

• A variety of wetlands connected floodplain and re-meandering the river from Malham to 
East Riddlesden. The project would build upon Leeds FAS 2 NFM, on aspects upstream 
of Apperley Bridge which is the current projects extent. With the ACN on board, the 
project will also connect communities together addressing more of the 6 Yorkshire Water 
Capita than this would if this were an EA project in isolation. 

• Lower Ouse and Wharfe: purchasing and securing floodplain meadows SSSI south of 
York plus purchasing and restoring poorer quality floodplain meadows potentially as part 
of BNG near Wharfe Ouse confluence as part of the Lower Derwent and Lower Ouse 
Valley landscape scheme. 

• YDCP/YWT Lowland wader (especially curlew) Continue expansion of the lowlands 
waders project to create more stepping-stone and breeding habitat. 

• Fish: Brook/river lamprey, eels, brown trout, and maybe burbot reintroduction). 

• Mammals:  water vole.  

• Invertebrates: white clawed-crayfish, tansy beetle, Electrogena affinis (Scarce 
yellowstreak). 

• Plants:  tubular water dropwort, fine-leaved waterdropwort, greater water parsnip. 

• Birds: lowland waders, willow tit, corncrake, SPA/SSSI wildfowl species. 

• Start delivering river reconnection projects if cost effective, currently have a short list that 
need either refreshing partners investigations or investigating feasibility/costings from 
scratch to become spade ready. 



Yorkshire Water PR24 / Draft Determination Representation 

YKY-PR24-DDR-29-CE-Supporting-evidence-for-biodiversity-enhancement-appendix - redacted 7 

• Project to improve people’s access and knowledge of their rivers through waymarked 
permissive paths, interpretation boards about the river at sites throughout the 
catchment, working with schools and stakeholders to do an art/engagement project 
about what the river means to them. 

• Would like to see core funding on a par with EA CaBA catchment hosting funding and as 
longer-term commitment (say the 5 years) for stability of partnerships and ability to 
match funding with other streams. Could discuss and agree with YWS what part of the 
funding would deliver, such as help fund staff time to produce delivery plans/funding bids 
delivering joint ambitions and targets). 

• Re-visit the lowland peat project in Cayton & Flixton Carrs on the Derwent, agricultural 
land change/habitat restoration. 

• Further NFM expansion and targeting in upper headwaters (currently some RFCC 
funding building on Derwent Villages pilot project). 

• Sediment reduction programme extending and building on our current work with EA on 
Upland Streams and the SSSI doing walkovers, identifying agreeing and costing works 
up with farmers and then organising contractors to install the interventions working 
alongside CSF and EA agricultural officers. 

• Strategic programme of works to look at floodplain reconnection and creation of new 
floodplain habitats in middle to lower Derwent and at confluence of the Derwent and 
Ouse at Barmby, (potential removal/realignment of floodbanks). 

• Continue expansion of the lowlands waders project to create more stepping-stone and 
breeding habitat. 

• Start delivering river reconnection projects primarily on the Mid-Derwent, currently have 
a short list that need either refreshing partners investigations or investigating 
feasibility/costings from scratch to become spade ready. 

 

1.4 Cost efficiency Example 1: River Resilience WINEP action - £3.2m 

 
Previous quotes from our countryside management supply chain, and Tier 1 partners working on 

habitat creation for BNG, have resulted in the order of £50,000 - £100,000 per ha (e.g Swinsty 

reservoir Biodiversity Enhancement Management Plan creation and implementation, or Rodley 

wastewater treatment works, Duck Marsh wetland creation scheme).  

Through this WINEP measure we have a regulatory commitment to deliver 130 ha of priority 

habitat conservation, 100 km of river habitat restoration, to unlock £2m in match funding and to 

facilitate 15,000 volunteer hours. 

Delivering this through our existing supply chain would therefore lead to costs in the order of £5-

10m. 

Instead, the programme is costed (£3.2m) to be delivered via our Yorkshire CaBA partnerships, 

with funding being provided to employ project officers to work across partners to help us deliver 

these regulatory targets. Providing £40k per annum to a partnership host allows the facilitation 

not just of our required outcomes, but encourages cross organisational working, brings in 

significant external funding, and allows delivery of greater environmental, financial and social 

outcomes for customers. The cost is based on quotes received from 2 of the main 8 Yorkshire 

CaBA partnerships and sense checked with the Environment Agency who also provide core 

CaBA funding. 

A case study providing more detail is given below. 

Case Study; S.41 habitats and species WINEP conservation programme – Calder and Colne Rivers 

Trust and Calder Catchment Partnership 
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Whilst there is often strong overlap between Rivers Trusts and Catchment Partnerships, these are separate, 

with the Partnerships being a collaboration of organisations working as a network to improve a specific 

catchment (https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/). In this case, the Calder and Colne Rivers Trust (CCRT) is 

the host of the Calder Catchment Partnership (CCP) and to do this role, receives £7500 from Defra via the 

Environment Agency on an annual basis. Full catchments receive an annual payment of £15,000, but due to 

scale, the Aire and Calder run two separate Catchment Partnerships and therefore the two hosts split the 

Defra funding in half. Yorkshire Water is a steering group member of the Calder Catchment Partnership. 

Impact of YW funding 2020 – 2025  

Prior to 2020, the CCRT had no permanent staff, and the organisation was managed on a light touch basis by 

trustees and a staff member employed for a single day a week to host the CCP. As such, whilst collaborative 

action did occur and a Catchment Plan was produced (part of the RBMP process requires this document to 

enable public participation in the process), joint action was limited. 

A clear message from our general biodiversity WINEP partner consultations during PR19 was that it is 

relatively straightforward to access capital funding for environmental improvements, but exceedingly hard to 

find core staff time to identify where improvements are needed, gather evidence and develop strategies to 

achieve long term improvements and write funding bids focused on quality outcomes.   

As such, our Partnership agreement with the CCRT and EA was structured to identify outcomes to work 

towards but with flexibility in how this would be achieved. The CCRT in consultation with the EA and 

ourselves identified the most effective approach would be to use our funding to bolster EA funding to employ 

a permanent staff member rather than to spend it directly through trustees commissioning contractors to do 

habitat improvement works. 

Due to the nature of the AMP cycle, we were able to commit to 5 years of funding, which enabled CCRT to 

identify and recruit well against their expectations. Yorkshire Water and the Environment Agency were both 

able to support the CCRT in this recruitment process. 

Since our funding began in 2020, the initial staff member has been able to identify significant alternative 

funding sources and grow the Trust to 7 FTE. In addition, the CCP has continued, expanded and thrived as a 

network, with well attended quarterly meetings of regulator, charity, private business and local authority 

partners, and multiple partnership projects underway and in development. 

Outcomes to date against YW’s WINEP regulatory commitments and our investment of £40k p.a.       

Example ongoing activity 

• £1.16m invested in ecological outcomes through external funding bids led directly by the CP (against 

£3.17 bid for). 

• C.15ha of priority habitat improved. 

• 1200 volunteer hours committed. 

• 35 km of waterway surveyed, and pressures mapped for later action. 

• Replenish water stewardship 7-year programme with multiple benefits for biodiversity, reducing flood 

risk and water quality.  

• Black Brook Restoration and BNG Project river restoration, floodplain reconnection and habitat 

enhancement project due to complete in 2023/ 24 with ongoing maintenance under a BNG 

agreement.  

• Calderdale NFM Grant delivery programme of NFM projects due to be completed in partnership with 

landowners in 2024, working with natural processes for natural flood management.  

• Establishment of Farm and Rural Liaison and South Pennines Farmers Group. 

• Connecting the Calder Weir removal and river restoration programme. 

• River Health Project development; A paid member of staff is now supporting volunteers, extending 

training, recruitment and delivery of quality citizen science in the catchment through the Riverfly 

programme. 

• Local Nature Recovery Strategy; Steering group lead for Water.  

• ‘Eyes on the ground’ - increased identification of impacts.  

• A communication route to stakeholders through the Catchment Partnership and other sector 

networks.  

• Developing BNG evidence base on rivers,  

• Identifying BNG opportunities through catchment knowledge and understanding. 

• Support in identifying suitable catchment-based solutions for the WINEP and engaging with YW’s 

design consultants. 

 

https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/
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1.5 Cost efficiency Example 2: Water and wetland WINEP action - £3.5m 

This programme includes our work to restore Yorkshire’s chalk streams (additional to the 
DEFRA Flagship Chalk Stream which is a separate WINEP line) as well as work including river 
restoration of priority habitat headwaters and lowland wetland creation. 

Our regulatory WINEP targets are to deliver 200 ha of wetland habitat improvements, 85 km of 
river habitat restoration and to facilitate 12,000 volunteer hours.   

During AMPs 4-6, Yorkshire Water had interpreted our WINEP duties in line with our wider 
capital programme, namely through utilising our framework partner supply chain to undertake 
interventions to benefit natural habitats or species. For example, delivery of river restoration 
projects at Swinsty and Ingbirchworth reservoirs and Cudworth Dyke wastewater site during 
AMP5 at a cost of approximately £15m via our Tier 1 frameworks. 

From AMP6 Yorkshire Water took an alternative approach to begin to deliver these duties in 
collaboration with environmental NGO groups rather than Tier 1 frameworks. This led to a 
significant cost reductions, in the order of 70-90% for similar scale projects such as Driffield 
Trout Stream (£50k for 500m chalk stream re-meandering with the Yorkshire Wildlife Trust), 
Black Brook (£48k for 400m of river restoration with the Calder Rivers Trust) and Lindley Wood 
(£10k for 600m of river restoration with the Wild Trout Trust) as well as generating additional 6 
capitals value, for example through community participation in projects. Working with partners 
with a long-term attachment to a project ensures sustainability, multi benefits and longevity of 
project outcomes. This is the model we have followed for the cost build-up of this action. 

Unit costs were provided by a number of groups working on river restoration in the area (e.g. 
The Wild Trout Trust and Yorkshire Wildlife Trust) and from existing pipeline project outlines (e.g. 
from EA WFD MTP costs for the Hull Headwaters SSSI restoration strategy). Using these led to 
the build-up of £800k being required to deliver 150 ha of lowland wetland habitat enhancement, 
£600k being required to restore 40km of headwater stream and £200k being required to deliver 
around 12km of river restoration and 15 ha of habitat creation associated with our Yorkshire 
chalk streams. 

 If required, we can request permission from our partners to share the detail behind these unit 
costs. The reasons these efficient costs can be achieved is through the specialist knowledge 
brought by local NGO groups who provide landowner and recreational group relationships, site 
specific technical expertise and access to trained volunteers. The programme includes 
facilitation costs to allow us to deliver our regulatory outputs, such as the breeding of wetland 
plants at our own Tophill low nursery and with the Lower Ure Conservation Trust, to allow us to 
provide local provenance priority plant species for our restoration work, rather than relying on 
under pressure supply chains focused on batch producing plants for SuDS and similar schemes. 

 

1.6 Cost efficiency example 3: species conservation WINEP action - £2.1m 

Whilst there remain specific species targets aligning with this WINEP action, at a programme 
level additional regulatory targets have been set to deliver works benefiting 30 ha of habitat 
associated with priority species, 30km of river, to work with at least 20 external stakeholder 
groups and to have facilitated 850 volunteer hours. 

Our species conservation obligations set out in the WINEP cover a number of species, but our 
costs assume we will be delivering all of them in partnership with local or regional NGO groups. 
For example, our Freshwater Pearl Mussel conservation is costed on the basis of supporting the 
Freshwater Biological Association’s licensed pearl mussel hatchery, at a cost of £45k p.a. to 
cover the breeding and running costs supporting the Esk pearl mussel population before 
catchment interventions can be completed and the mussels returned.  

Our work on Tansy beetle is based on costs provided by St Nicks Environment Group in York, 
who take a lead on delivering the York Tansy Beetle strategy and already manage adjacent land 
for York Council and Natural England.  

Our white-clawed crayfish conservation work is focused through delivery alongside the Yorkshire 
Crayfish Forum, an organisation bringing together government, local authority, private and NGO 
partners with a shared desire to conserve crayfish. 
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By working through the forum, we have been able to share expertise, data and licenses, for 
example in facilitating multi agency responses to crayfish plague outbreaks, providing our assets 
for use as Ark sites, and using NGO volunteer teams to engage the public and deliver social 
value.  

Employing an officer to run and coordinate this forum is budgeted to cost £40k p.a., however 
this is significantly cheaper than unilaterally progressing our conservation work using consultant 
resource (e.g. from consultant quotes in AMP6 and 7, £2k to attend an angling event to talk 
about biosecurity, £11k to undertake crayfish surveys at a reservoir, all of which have been done 
repeatedly per year by the forum partnership at no cost). 

 

1.7 Stakeholder letters of support 
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Email from the Chair of Trustees, Aire Rivers Trust: 

 
“Regarding Ofwat’s comments suggesting that CaBA is, in your words, inefficient, I’d like to 
make some comments on what CaBA achieves. 
 
Firstly, that CaBA is managed by not-for-profit organisations which provides a greater 
efficiency than were it companies that  top-slice profit from the funding. 
 
Next, that through CaBA, those not-for-profits are able to develop and manage community 
volunteer guardianship of watercourses with detailed local knowledge. 
 
Volunteers and not-for-profit organisations are uniquely able to use our democratic systems 
to continue to press for change and to hold business to account. Without this pressure, 
change would be much slower if it happened at all. It might be uncomfortable for officials 
and politicians but they drink the water, eat and breathe the air too: we all need the 
improvements to green and blue environments. CaBA works in everyone’s interests by 
enabling voluntary organisations to drive momentum for change. 
 
Volunteer guardianship - volunteers include academic experts, retired industrial experts 
and trained citizen scientists observing the streams and rivers that they know well - 
achieves data that feeds into strategic decision making and alerts to incidents on a 
watercourse, enabling early intervention. A consultancy or government department would 
not be positioned to attain what CaBA provides: the thousands of hours of free expert 
generated data and leadership. 
 
Our politicians seem to have woken up to that we might be in the early stages of a crisis with 
crashing insect populations which threatens food security, a biodiversity problem further up 
the food chain, poor water quality, flooding and extreme weather patterns to list the ones 
that come to mind while writing a quick email. As Chair of the Aire Rivers Trust, I receive 
government and local government offers of grants and calls for projects that provide 
improved biodiversity. In each of those calls, there is a growing emphasis on ‘co-benefits’ 
including specified mental health, engagement, flood mitigation, biodiversity uplift, 
sediment control, INNS control and education. CaBA achieves these co-benefits by 
reaching more widely than specific government departments: it joins up the issues to 
create holistic multi partner solutions. To achieve those same co-benefits, a private 
enterprise would have to outsource to the not-for-profits and CaBA or a system like it”. 

 
 

Kind regards, 
 

 
 
Chair of Trustees 
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1.8 Cost breakdown for the SSSI Moorland Management programme (08YW100316a) 

As the largest single action against the biodiversity outcome, we have provided additional 
specific information in relation to our SSSI Moorland management programme (08YW100316a). 
This is in response to Ofwat’s comment that “Options Development Reports (ODRs) and OARs 
present detailed cost breakdowns for preferred options for most schemes, including the ‘Chalk 
Streams Restoration' flagship project and the wider ‘Yorkshire Water Biodiversity Programme’. 
However, for the most material scheme (08YW100316a), no additional cost breakdown has 
been provided in the submission.” 
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Moors for the Future (M4tF) in the South Pennines and Dark Peak and Yorkshire Peat 
Partnership (YPP) in the North are used as our preferred suppliers for moorland restoration 
rather than setting up numerous contracts with other companies able to carry out the works but 
not provide the added benefits. 

Between them, they were pioneers of moorland restoration at scale and have many years of 
experience.  They are also part of a wider network of moorland specialists (i.e. the Great North 
Bog) understanding the scale of restoration over a wider area outside their remit.  Within their 
areas, they work with other water companies, some of which have neighbouring land to YWS 
and therefore manage peatland restoration and the limited number of contractors to cover a 
large area more efficiently and helping us to achieve economies of scale. 

Many moorland contractors are procured by these companies and every job undertaken across 
our estate is tendered for, thereby securing the best price and availability.  These not-for-profit 
organisations can also attract a large amount of funding that we and therefore our customers 
benefit from.  For example, by using match funding, in AMP 7 YPP generated an extra £4m to 
invest in our catchment in the north, and M4tF using our match funding (25%) generated an 
extra £880k to spend at Snailsden.   

We have included within the appendices the detailed breakdown of costs showing the scale of 
works needed in the South Pennines and the Dark Peak.  We believe that currently, this is the 
most efficient way to run this programme of works due to the economies of scale, visibility of 
wider contractor availability, ability to attract external funding, liaison with major stakeholders 
(including tenants and third-party rights owners and expertise in the moorland restoration sector. 

If the efficiency cuts are not reversed, we are putting off the early intervention of restoration.  
The earlier intervention is carried out, the sooner we can see the effects and, the less degraded 
these landscapes are, the more resilient and biodiverse they become exponentially. The moors 
may improve naturally over time, but they need to be able to withstand future extreme events 
and climate change and this can only be done by helping to speed up this healing process. 
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Table 1-1: Sum of total cost per site 

Detailed cost build up for SSSI implementation: 
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Table 1-2: Example cost build up behind the above table (in this case the £55k spend at Higher Moor SSSI Unit) 

 

 

1.9 Example of customer willingness to pay survey 

In our Independent Acceptability and Affordability testing, where we engaged with 1,791 
household, non-household and future customers, PC targets relating to a healthy natural 
environment, including biodiversity, were particularly well supported with 85% of household and 
non-household customers supporting these PCs, and with support from 78% of future bill 
payers. 
 
In research on our long-term delivery strategy, when asked if they are supportive of Yorkshire 
Water’s long-term target on looking after our natural environment and targets to increase 
biodiversity and biodiversity net-gain, over two-thirds of customers (69%) are supportive and just 
7% are unsupportive (we spoke to a representative sample of 793 customers).  
 
In our qualitative Water Resources North engagement research, there was widespread approval 
of the environmental ambition, and most customers said they want to see water companies to 
be ambitious and deliver enhanced protection for the environment, to support nature recovery 
and achieve sustainable abstraction (44 YW customers). Non-household customers and 
stakeholders in this research felt that they want water companies to protect what they have in 
terms of the environment, and once that protection was in place to improve what there is 
through Biodiversity Net Gain.  
 
In our Land Strategy research, speaking with 108 customers quantitatively there were high 
levels of support for both the objectives and initiatives in the strategy although, the protection of 
wildlife and community involvement are two areas raised by customers where they would like to 
see further action from Yorkshire Water. Objectives tackling environmental issues such as water 
quality and climate change, as well as initiatives involving trees received the most support and 
were seen as the most important to customers.  
 
Customers view river and sea health as being important, primarily to support wildlife and so that 
they look clean. Just under 3 in 4 (of 202 customers consulted in our storm overflows 
consultation research) feel it’s important for river/sea health to be improved to provide healthy 
habitats. 
 
Earlier this year, we also conducted an extensive programme of research (engaging with 1967 
household, future and non-household customers) to gauge levels of support and perceived 
value for money for all of our proposed enhancement cases. One of which, was a biodiversity 
non-statutory scheme of local significance under WINEP, our case to further protect the 
Freshwater Pearl Mussels in the River Esk by improving the river water quality beyond the 
‘good’ status it is currently. Both current and future customers were highly supportive of this 
enhancement case, with support levels of 87% from household customers and 96% support 
from future customers and non-households respectively. The majority of all customer groups 
also agreed that the case represented good value for money, with agreement ranging from 56% 
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from household customers to 81% from future customers, around three-quarters (74% ) of non-
household customers agree the case represents value for money.   
 
Customers support the case largely because they feel it’s important to help protect rare and 
endangered species and particularly those that are historically significant to the region. They 
also feel the amount of investment results in a negligible impact on bills and some customers 
also believe that the water quality improvements may help benefit other species and wildlife in 
the Esk too. 
 

 
 
Partnership working 
 
Customers have told us that they want to see us working with and supporting the communities 
we serve and that partnerships are great way for us to achieve that. In our recent brand 
campaign research, we held focus groups with our customers examining messages they would 
like to hear from us. A key theme to emerge was that customers would like to see us engaging in 
community initiatives that use both our expertise and the support or resources of partner 
organisations to tackle big issues at a local level such as supporting flood resilience or working 
with wildlife charities to support environmental projects. ‘Direct link’ projects that utilise our in-
house expertise were the most popular out of all other community initiatives. This approach was 
particularly popular as it included partnerships that had an environmental element, such as 
partnering with the Yorkshire Wildlife trust. 
In our 2020 Land Strategy research (where we spoke to 108 customers quantitatively), 
customers showed very high levels of support for our objective around partnership working, with 
86% of customers supporting efforts to try and ‘unleash the power of partnerships’ and with 83% 
believing this to be an important aspect of our strategy.  
In addition, our previous research shows that customers and stakeholders back partnerships, 
believing they lead to efficiencies, faster delivery, and innovative solutions. This was evident in 
the support for the optional Living with Water investment in Hull within our PR24 business plan - 
our Affordability & Acceptability testing, in this, 78% of customers approved the plan with this 
investment included. Moreover, the Yorkshire Leaders Board highlighted this collaborative 
project as a major factor for supporting our plan.     
 
 
1.10 Example of the historical unit-cost benchmarking applied to WINEP categories 

 
Table 1-3: Example unit costs for common biodiversity activities based on quotes provided as part of the PR24 
build up 

Works Unit Cost from quotes £ (ex. VAT) 

Bracken management (ha) 1236 

Tree planting (ha) 8000 

Lime and Fertiliser (bags) 15 
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Stock Fencing (m) 11.58 

Tree Planting (ha) 8000 

Grip/Gully Blocking: Peat (Dam) 28 

Grip/Gully Blocking: Stone (Dam) 175 

Heather Cutting (ha) 1030 

Rush management (ha) 1030 

Sphagnum planting (@1250 plugs per ha) (ha) 812.5 

Bunding (ha) 839 

Molinia Cutting (ha) 1030 

Rhododendron control 200 

Sedge/dwarf shrub Plug plants (@2,500 per ha) (ha) 2832.5 

Officer time pa FTE 40000 

1 km bankside river restoration 10000 

1 km in channel river restoration (no machines) 17000 

1 km re-meandering 95000 

1 ha meadow management 5000 

 
 
Example outputs from AMP6/7 projects relating to similar outputs that were used to develop 
costs submitted within the ODR/OAR/ASF process. Please note the partner organisation details 
have been removed but these can be supplied out of the public domain if required. All projects 
on the below list were delivered in collaboration with NGO or Local Authority groups rather than 
consultants and/or Tier 1 partners. Given the complexity of biodiversity projects, please note the 
outcome for each project is specific to that project and not directly comparable (e.g 170 ha of 
improved wetland habitat was delivered for £27k YW investment due to the SSSI site 
requirements being related to tree removal and improved grazing regimes whereas the £21k for 
8 ha project was botanically focused and required the collection and then breeding of rare plant 
seed to facilitate species reintroductions). 
 
Table 1-4: Example outputs from AMP6/7 projects 

Project Cost (£) 
Habitat 
(Ha) 

Length of 
river (km) 

External match 
raised (£) 

Tophill Reedbed management 33000 8   

Lundwood wetland scrape 
creation 

30000 15  150000 

Wombwell wetland scrape 
creation 

10000 3   

Darton Wet woodland 
management 

7000 1   

Otter habitat creation - Sheffield 7000 7   

Hay meadow management - 
Humberstone 

39000 15   

Lea Valley Pond creation 48000 2   
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Moss Brook river restoration 5500  3  

Wet Beck river restoration 30000  5 15000 

River Severn restoration 8000  0.5  

Rotherham Rivers restoration 35000 27  45000 

Wet scrape and NFM creation - 
Wharfedale 

50000 5   

River restoration with angling 
groups 

28000  14 33000 

Woodland management 9000 1   

Meadow management 30000 5  44000 

Wetland habitat creation 47000 16  10000 

River Lune river restoration 19000 5 7 8000 

Wader habitat and floodplain 
management 

27000 170  15000 

Wetland creation 2000 1  2000 

Pond creation 28000 1   

Urban beck restoration 31000  10 17000 

River restoration - Dearne 16000  1 8000 

Urban wetland creation 48000 1 1 90000 

Pond creation 37000  1  

River restoration in channel 50000  9 100000 

Wetland habitat creation 39000 2  72000 

Meadow management 40000 60   

Driffield Trout Stream restoration 37000 1 1 35000 

Reedbed creation 3000 1   

Pond creation 39000 5   

Meadow management 46000 150   

River restoration (Wharfe) 48000  2  

Floodplain habitat management 21000 8   

River restoration 8850  1 117004 

Meadow management 2547.2 0.165   

River restoration 36000  7.5  

Moorland restoration 4900 4   

Reed Bed and Reed Fen Creation 5000 5  3800 

Wetland creation 9732 6   

Urban beck restoration 4800 5.1  6237 
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Pond creation 22000 10  2500 

Meadow management 4000 2   

Floodplain habitat management 5700 1 1 14650 

River restoration 45605 2 1 72185 

Pond creation 49690 0.08 0.5  

Wetland habitat creation 47800 1.78   

Urban river restoration 49940 0.05 0.1 5000 

Floodplain habitat management 18040 75  6975 

Pond creation 16193.6 2  2000 

 

 
 




