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The future of RAPID: Consultation response template
Thank you for responding to this consultation. We welcome views on all aspects of the proposals. Where you support a proposal, please explain your reasons and provide any relevant evidence or examples. Where you do not support a proposal, or have concerns, please explain why and, where possible, suggest an alternative approach. We also welcome views on potential benefits, implementation risks and any unintended consequences that should be considered.
Before you start
Please use this template only if you are unable to respond via the online consultation platform.
Please avoid including unnecessary personal or sensitive information in your response. If you are responding on behalf of an organisation, you may wish to provide professional contact details only.
Responses may be published to support transparency. If you would like your response to remain confidential, please indicate this clearly in Question 1.
Before submitting, please remove any tracked changes or comments from this document.
1. Would you like your response to be confidential?
Yes
No
2. What is the name and the organisation you are representing?

3. What is your email address?


RAPID's role alongside systems planning
The water sector is moving towards a new planning framework, with stronger national and regional coordination. RAPID already helps align regional plans with project-level delivery. These questions ask how RAPID’s national oversight role should work alongside future water system planning, including how it can support coherence, manage cross-boundary issues and involve water companies, regional groups and other stakeholders in setting direction.
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
-somewhat support
-Neither support or oppose
-Somewhat oppose
-Strongly oppose. 
Please briefly explain your answer below.



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.



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.



Accelerating delivery of major water infrastructure
Major water infrastructure projects are complex and often need input from several regulators before they enter formal planning, environmental consent and procurement processes. RAPID currently provides assurance, challenge and coordination through its gated process. These questions ask how RAPID could grow a bigger and more diverse pipeline of projects, better support early project development and improve decision making across the programme to support delivery.
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? 
Select: 
-Yes
-Maybe
-No
Please briefly explain your reasons and any perceived gaps below.



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: ___
b) Troubleshoot common problems, share learning and best practice.
Scale rating number: ___
c) Increase the frequency, transparency and/or quality of information flows.
Scale rating number: ___
d) Engage with wider catchment demands across sectors.
Scale rating number: ___
e) Secure government backing to support programme delivery.
Scale rating number: ___
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.



Future entry criteria into the RAPID programme
Projects currently enter the RAPID programme mainly because of their scale and complexity. The Independent Water Commission recommended that RAPID’s remit should be expanded to include projects that may not meet current thresholds but would still benefit from coordinated regulatory oversight. These questions ask whether the entry criteria should change, when any change should happen, and what factors should matter most when deciding whether a project enters the programme.
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
-Somewhat support
-Neither support or oppose
-Somewhat oppose
-Strongly oppose. 
Please briefly explain your answer setting out your preferences and any reservations below.



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? 
Select one option from the following: 
-As a priority
-Over longer term. 
Please briefly explain your answer.



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: ___
b. The project would benefit from early cross-regulator alignment; 
Scale rating number: ___
c. The project involves conflicting policy drivers or trade-offs that require regulatory input; 
Scale rating number: ___
d. The project spans more than one cost control and asset management period; 
Scale rating number: ___
e. The project may require ring-fenced, phased development funding
Scale rating number: ___
f. The project may require in-period adjustment to development funding to support long-term planning;
Scale rating number: ___
g. The project is nationally or regionally significant for resilience, the environment or customers.
Scale rating number: ___
Please provide any further comments below


Scope and remit: wastewater and other strategic water infrastructure
RAPID currently oversees major water supply infrastructure. The Government has asked RAPID to consult on whether its role should extend to some wastewater and other strategically important water infrastructure projects. These questions ask what types of projects, if any, should be brought within scope, what value RAPID could add, and how any extension should avoid duplicating existing regulatory, planning or funding processes.
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.



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? 



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? 



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. 
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