
 

Blueprint for Water response: Ofwat consultation on The Future of 

RAPID 

31st July 2026 

This consultation response is on behalf of Blueprint for Water’s Water Resources and Water 

Industry Groups. Blueprint for Water is part of the nature and animal welfare coalition 

Wildlife and Countryside Link (Link). 

 

 

1. Would you like your response to be confidential? 

No.  

 

2. What is the name and the organisation you are representing? 

Blueprint for Water, part of Wildlife and Countryside Link.  

 

3. What is your email address? 

eleanor@wcl.org.uk  

 

4. To what extent do you support or oppose national oversight of the programme of 

strategic infrastructure projects from conception to delivery?   

Select one option from the following:  

Strongly support. 

Please briefly explain your answer below. 

Blueprint for Water supports national oversight of the programme of strategic infrastructure 

projects, from conception to delivery. 

Competing objectives that are poorly assessed and managed lead to chronic 

underinvestment in critical infrastructure and natural resilience. Indeed, the Independent 

Water Commission identified the absence of a long-term, cross-sector strategy for water, 

and a clear set of national priorities, as a critical issue preventing effective holistic water 

management.  

https://wcl.org.uk/water.asp
mailto:eleanor@wcl.org.uk


 
This has resulted in a significant supply-demand deficit and a lack of resilience to climate 

change and drought, undermining both water security and environmental protection. To 

safeguard our natural environment and deliver long-term water security, governance and 

regulation of solutions must be integrated, ecosystem-led, and fit for the future planning 

framework.  

Underpinned by a clear strategic vision for water management, national oversight of 

projects should help to deliver this integrated approach, and help to inform transparent, 

comprehensive assessment and management of trade-offs. For example, ensuring that 

national legally-binding environmental targets are fully factored into development and 

delivery decisions, such that infrastructure choices are fully aligned with environmental 

objectives and need.  

When these objectives and needs are properly and fully considered at an early stage, risks 

and delays can be reduced, and unsuitable proposals screened out.  

A national perspective will also be crucial for the oversight of large-scale projects; for 

example, cross-boundary or inter-regional projects, or projects with wider implications for 

water resilience.  

 

5. What benefits and/or limitations, if any, do you consider national oversight brings to the 

development of strategic water resource infrastructure?  

Please provide evidence or examples where possible. 

As discussed, national oversight is a critical component of integrated water management, 

required to align the development of water resources infrastructure with the strategic vision 

and priorities for water and the environment more generally – for example, to achieve 

legally-binding environmental targets, and to build resilience.  

Further benefits include the potential for facilitating improved communication between 

plans and projects across different scales (such as regional and local), identifying cross-

boundary opportunities and dependencies, improving transparency regarding priorities and 

trade-offs, and ensuring a consistent framework for decision making and regulatory activity.  

Potential risks or limitations of national oversight could include overriding or becoming 

detached from the needs, conditions and priorities at the local and regional scale. This must 

be addressed through new, strong regional governance and planning functions – expected to 

be delivered through the Clean Water Bill - and through early, meaningful engagement with 

stakeholders across catchments including local communities and environmental 



 
organisations. This will have the further benefit of helping to address the current 

‘democratic deficit’ in water resources.  

 

6. How should water companies, regional groups and other relevant stakeholder groups be 

involved in setting the national direction for the programme? 

Please set out the principles, barriers, limitations or governance arrangements you believe 

should apply. 

The national direction for the programme should be developed and aligned with the 

national, strategic vision and priorities for water and the environment, including with 

national targets and their delivery pathways.  

Stakeholder groups that should be engaged in the process of setting this national direction 

should include regional water resources groups, new regional systems planners, 

environmental regulators, water companies, eNGOs, catchment partnerships, agricultural 

water users, energy and industrial water users, and representatives from local communities. 

This should help ensure that local and regional knowledge, concerns and priorities are fed 

into and inform the national direction. 

New regional systems planners and associated regional groups could provide a vehicle for 

coordinating this engagement.  

 

7. Should RAPID have an enhanced role to identify and facilitate additional resource 

development options for further consideration by regional water system planners and 

water companies?  

Yes. 

Please briefly explain your reasons and any perceived gaps below. 

An enhanced role for RAPID brings potential opportunities to identify options spanning 

across administrative, regulatory and/or regional boundaries, options that might have 

potential if replicated elsewhere, and options that can be taken as inspiration and developed 

following international examples. 

This must include considering the potential role of nature-based solutions alongside 

engineered resource development options, particularly for building resilience.   

 



 
8. What more can RAPID do to assure major projects during early development to help 

reduce delivery risks and enable robust applications to statutory authorities for planning 

and environmental consent? 

On a scale of 1-10, please rate the following options in order of importance (1 = most 

important, 10 = least important) 

a) Strengthen challenge and escalation to resolve important issues earlier. 

Scale rating number: 1  

b) Troubleshoot common problems, share learning and best practice. 

Scale rating number: 4 

c) Increase the frequency, transparency and/or quality of information flows. 

Scale rating number: 3 

d) Engage with wider catchment demands across sectors. 

Scale rating number: 2  

e) Secure government backing to support programme delivery. 

Scale rating number: 5 

Please provide any further comments below. 

 

9. In what ways, if any, should RAPID do more to help determine national priorities, trade-

offs and sequencing across the programme? 

Please set out the principles or arrangements you believe should apply. 

RAPID must explicitly acknowledge the importance of protecting and building natural 

resilience to delivering water security; this must underpin decision-making processes to 

determine national priorities, trade-offs and sequencing.  

 

10. To what extent do you support or oppose the expansion of entry criteria for projects 

entering the RAPID programme?  

Select one option from the following:  

Strongly support.  



 
Please briefly explain your answer setting out your preferences and any reservations 

below. 

Blueprint for Water agrees with the Independent Water Commission that RAPID’s remit 

should be expanded to include projects that do not meet current scale and complexity 

thresholds, but that would benefit from coordinated regulatory oversight. Project size is not 

always a suitable proxy for strategic importance, or complexity. We therefore strongly 

support the proposed expansion of entry criteria in the consultation. 

 

 

11. If the entry criteria are expanded, should this happen as a priority during the transition 

period or in the longer term as infrastructure challenges evolve under a new single 

regulator?  

Please briefly explain your answer. 

The expansion of entry criteria should take place throughout the process of upcoming water 

reforms, to ensure that this can fully take into account the suite of regulatory and policy 

changes that will likely occur through the Clean Water Bill, and any wider and/or subsequent 

water reform. This will also allow plenty of time for proposals to be developed, and to 

ensure that there is sufficient capacity and expertise within RAPID for delivery. 

However, if changes can confidently be introduced earlier within the process, this should 

proceed. This will help to mitigate against the risk that - as with all industry reform - flaws or 

limitations with the current approach will be ‘baked in’ to upcoming planning and delivery 

cycles such as PR29, therefore delaying improved outcomes for people and the environment 

until the next cycle.  

 

12. How important are the following criteria in deciding whether a project should enter 

the RAPID programme? 

On a scale of 1-10, please rate the following criteria in order of importance and provide 

any further comments below (1 = most important, 10 = least important).  

a. The project involves significant multi-party complexity;  

Scale rating number: 4 

b. The project would benefit from early cross-regulator alignment;  

Scale rating number: 3 



 
c. The project involves conflicting policy drivers or trade-offs that require 

regulatory input;  

Scale rating number: 2   

d. The project spans more than one cost control and asset management period;  

Scale rating number: 5 

e. The project may require ring-fenced, phased development funding 

Scale rating number: 6 

f. The project may require in-period adjustment to development funding to 

support long-term planning; 

Scale rating number: 7 

g. The project is nationally or regionally significant for resilience, the 

environment or customers. 

Scale rating number: 1 

Please provide any further comments below 

Projects that are nationally or regionally significant for resilience, the environment and/or 

customers must take priority. Furthermore, as discussed, considering conflicting policy 

drivers and/or trade-offs early will help to reduce risks and delays further down the line.  

 

13. What types of wastewater and other strategically important projects should be 

included within RAPID's national oversight remit? 

Please select one option for each project type in the below table: 

Project type Definitely 

include 

Probably 

include 

Neutral Probably 

exclude 

Definitely 

exclude 

Don’t 

know 

Strategic wastewater 

treatment projects 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Large-scale 

wastewater transfer 

schemes 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 



 
Water recycling and 

reuse schemes 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Desalination 

schemes 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Major 

interconnectors or 

transfer schemes 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Strategic resilience 

schemes, including 

drought resilience 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Other nationally or 

regionally significant 

water infrastructure 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

 

Please explain your answer and/or use the space below to suggest other types of project 

that should be included or excluded. 

In addition to the above, nature-based and catchment-scale interventions should be 

included within RAPID’s national oversight remit where these options would deliver 

nationally and/or regionally significant benefits for water resources, resilience, and/or 

environmental outcomes.  

 

14. Reflecting on how you've responded above, what value, specifically, do you believe 

RAPID could add if its remit was extended to cover the wastewater and other strategically 

important projects you think should be included?  

An expanded RAPID could help to facilitate earlier regulatory alignment, stronger cross-

sectoral coordination, a more consistent framework, improved sharing of best practice, and 

a more integrated approach to water management. 

The purpose of an expanded RAPID across wastewater and other strategically important 

projects should be to facilitate this integrated approach, minimising harm whilst maximising 

environmental and societal benefits, ensuring that delivery is timely and environmentally-

sensitive, and ultimately, securing both environmental and industry resilience.  

 



 
15. Finally, how should any extension to RAPID’s national role be designed to avoid 

duplication with existing regulatory, planning or funding processes and avoid unintended 

consequences?  

As discussed, an expanded RAPID would be complementary to the new regional systems 

planning function and existing catchment planning functions, and would help to realise and 

deliver better-defined national, strategic priorities for water that may be defined through 

the Clean Water Bill.  

 

16. If you have any further comments, evidence or alternative proposals on RAPID’s future 

role, remit, governance or implementation that have not been covered in your responses 

to the questions above, please share them below.  

RAPID – along with all sector options appraisals – must recognise that water is a finite 

resource, and therefore that it is essential to follow environmental principles in decision 

making. Projects must be prioritised to drive water efficiency, leakage reduction, increased 

uptake of nature-based and catchment-scale solutions, and a shift towards ‘pre-pipe’ 

solutions for rainwater and drainage management.  

Ultimately, regulation of infrastructure including through RAPID needs to be a case of joined 

up planning, identifying the right solutions first, and supporting delivery through facilitatory 

regulation mechanisms.  

Though this approach, RAPID must support and reinforce Government commitments to long 

term infrastructure health, water security, and environmental health. This must include 

implementing improved mapping and statutory resilience standards to improve 

understanding and management of infrastructure health and ensuring the funding to meet 

established standards, and optimising monitoring frameworks to assess the water 

environment, identify pressures, and evaluate the ecological and public health impact of 

interventions. 

 

 

Wildlife and Countryside Link (Link) is the largest nature coalition in England, bringing 

together 97 organisations to campaign for nature, climate, animal welfare and a healthy 

environment for everyone. Wildlife and Countryside Link is a registered charity number 

1107460 and a company limited by guarantee registered in England and Wales number 

3889519. 



 
For questions or further information please contact: 

Ellie Ward, Principal Policy Officer, Wildlife and Countryside Link 

E: eleanor@wcl.org.uk  

Wildlife & Countryside Link, Vox Studios, 1 – 45 Durham Street, Vauxhall, London, SE11 5JH 

www.wcl.org.uk  
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