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We welcome the opportunity given to us to respond the Water Resource Management Plan.  We appreciate the way that you want to involve the general public in consultations and we know that you have funded positive initiatives to support the water environment with our local Cambridge group and that you are well aware of the need to educate people about the nature of our dependence on this natural resource. We commend the work that Daniel Clark, amongst others, has done. 

However, you will recall that Cam Valley Forum members have been vocal in our criticism of CWC from time to time, we think for good reason, and we will not pull our punches if we feel that the truth about our water situation is not transparent. 

Your Questions and our differences in outlook. 

We address your three questions in our response summary at the end of our submision. They are:-

1. Do we (CVF) agree with your guiding principles? 

2. Do we (CVF) think you have got the right approach? Are all the necessary factors for consideration in the WRMP consultation included? What should be our (CWC) priority?

3. Is there something we (CWC) have missed?

Before doing so directly we need to set out or own position on water resources and then respond as best we can to your individual questions. We acknowledge that we do come from rather different standpoints, on water resources, and the picture of CWC and CVF below do explain some of our differences of interest and approach. We really would like, however, to meet you on some positive common areas of concern. 

· The Cambridge Water Company is a business, now owned by a multinational firm KKR, which, however laudable a business it is, still has to satisfy its shareholders and its licencing agencies, etc. . Your customers, who pay the bills for your very good services, quite rightly do want you to operate efficiently and affordably. They very greatly value the abundant, clean and carefully treated water that you supply. You are also well aware that your customers do have environmental conncerns.

· The Cam Valley Forum is a charitable association of local individuals, from diverse environmental and recreational groups that are concerned in some way with the River Cam and its tributary streams. To a very large extent our River depends on healthy and ample groundwater resources. Our mission is to help defend both the River’s health, in every way we can, for the sake of the many people that enjoy the river, for the wetland wildlife of that river and for the cultural importance to Cambridgeshire of that historic riverine environment. 

The Cam Valley Forum’s perception of water resource management
We all depend absolutely upon water, as does the natural environment. Despite the past assurances that have given by the Cambridge Water Company and the Environment Agency we do contend that there has been a long history of unsustainable management of our natural water resources and the position is worsening. There are at least a dozen interrelated areas. 

Rainfall, water table and climate change.  For decades we have had a 56 cm annual rainfall mean. Despite this the water table around Cambridge has fallen steadily over the past century and all the springs sourced from the chalk aquifer and their downstream watercourses are now regularly depleted. This is not publically admitted, despite good historical and recent evidence to the contrary and, additionally, the voiced concern of numerous small river and stream-side communities in South and East Cambs whose streams can run dry. Dozens of water-mills once ran on our rivers, but the last working one, Lode Mill at Anglesey Abbey, has barely enough water to run now.  The river flow deficit cannot be attributed to annual changed rainfall totals or even to ‘climate change’.  The latter is most likely to increase the variability of rainfall year on year, which fact demands managing the environment for a resilience it lacks at present.
Over-abstraction: the nub of the matter. The reason for lowered water tables are simply that we are over abstracting. Both you and the EA know that we are in trouble with the sustainability of public water supplies; we are glad that this is now increasingly admitted in public. You know that almost all (90%) your supplied water comes from the 29 boreholes in the chalk and the ceiling of available water (deployable output) is dangerously low.  You and the EA have recognised the negative impacts of over abstraction. Some licences you may well lose.  There has been remedial augmentation for at least 30 years. But the economic pressures for an unfettered supply and the political pressures to go on allowing the local water pumping are just too great.  Your current practice and your projected requirement from the aquifer is therefore, by any definition, unsustainable. The need to obtain water from further afield or for more recycling of it through the system is thus ever greater. All this you know.
The myth of sustainability. Cambridge Water, understandably, wants to paint a picture of its sustainable management whilst the Environment Agency (under Govt pressure) is seemingly the ‘yes man’ to the over abstraction. The EA has been charged with both monitoring the environment and licencing environmental resource use. The first is very good and honestly done, but they are between a rock and hard place on the second. The facts, their facts, are unfortunately there in evidence against what they (as the authority) seem still to sanction. To give the EA credit they do warn Cambridge Water about the risks.  You have reduced some abstraction. But, in our view, if the Agency’s role is to protect the environment they really should say ‘no’ more emphatically and more often. The reality is that he who pays the piper calls the tune. We are already well beyond the water resource limits for Cambridge - given the growth that is now underway and projected. All this you know. 
River flows. Our calculation (from EA data) of the rainfall sourced water arriving in the river catchment south of Cambridge is well below expectation. We feel that this mean figure is too low and has been reducing demonstrably over past decades. In drought years the flows on streams my cease. Much precipitated water, especially in summer, is lost from its potential to add to ground water by evapotranspiration, but about half of the remaining water goes into the ground-water.  Too much of groundwater is removed for the health of the river. Bear in mind, also, that with the reduced river flow it would be even the less without the addition of treated sewage! This is of prime concern to the Cam Valley Forum.
Efficiency savings and Population Growth    We do give credit to the Cambridge Water Company for their efficiency savings and reduction of wasted water. That you have reduced per capita consumption over 50 years from 210 litres per head to less than 140 litres today is good. But the population that needs this water has risen far faster than your success in reducing demand and wastage! This is the crisis.  Licences are not withdrawn, we understand, when there is no proven wastage by the supplier. That is fair but where ‘the need’ for water is imposed on your region, for new population growth, you will need to look elsewhere for a supply that will not cause a loss of environmental sustainability.  
Augmentation of water sources.  Millions of pounds have been spent locally by the EA, no doubt funded in part or whole through the licence fees, to support dying chalk streams by pumping from supplementary boreholes to augment the depleted flows.  This is 20% of the total water pumped (EA data) from the chalk and comes from 14 sources then is piped to about twice that number of ‘spring heads’. The new Nine Wells scheme is one more case in point. It is welcome to do this, yes, but it is a falsehood. These additions are cosmetic fixes that do not address the degree of the real environmental imbalance. The added water is often insufficient, an example being ‘the support’ for the Little Wilbraham River essential for Lode Mill which in recent years has had too little water to even run. It looks good at ‘the spring head’ but in dry weather may just go back into the ground after being pumped. Augmentation may also cease at times (as in 2015). The present fixes are not solutions and, although expensive, are paid for, we presume, by consumers in their water bills.  These financial supports will need to increase much further if the limits to local human population growth are not recognised. 
Low flows and water pollution. The Cam Valley Forum would like to see a greater and steady flow of really clean water in its River. Greater flows would also mean far less harm by a dilution of the present pollutants. The worst aspect of depleted stream flow is that a great bulk of the water now going downstream is in fact not ‘stream water’ but treated sewage (here phosphate pollution is of greatest concern). For example, as a result of this poor flow the principal tributary streams, the Granta and the Cam, to the south of the City are now classified (by the Environment Agency’s own rating) as of ‘poor’ water quality and in need of remediation on up to 7 different counts. Yet this is after 15 years of EA aegis and monitoring. This is wrong.  (There is of course some additional river pollution from farmland, principally nitrates and metaldehyde). These net harmful effects of pollutants on the aquatic flora and fauna are made much worse by the reduced water flows arising from over abstraction. Biodiversity loss has already been marked at many sites, including SSSIs. The aquatic flora of the River Cam and its wetlands have already lost 35% of their 19th century species. This is bad. 
Improving the catchment for flood and drought resilience.   Cambridge needs a Cam valley rainfall catchment area that will hold on to precipitated water for a longer time. Were this to be achieved, principally with winter rainfall stored in reservoirs, farmers would not have to depend on ground water abstraction for irrigation in the summer. Drought years are a greater threat to the natural environment if water abstraction is uncontrolled. Presently many farmers are still licensed to abstract water, when such permissions might be disallowed by the EA for the River’s sake. Flooding events (which are going to occur again) will not so easily occur, through rapid run off, if the river basin ecosystem basin is re-modelled to hold back more water and then release it more slowly. This would require a reversion to an earlier pattern of flood-plain agricultural land use management with wet meadows and less arable land in the flood plain. Some farmers are already making this change. South Cambridgeshire could develop a wet woodland basin as a buffer against Cambridge City flood events. This would greatly impede inundatory flow, save water and ease soil erosion. If these environmental controls are not managed then we shall increasingly swing between summer droughts and winter flood events. The erratic and more extreme rainfall events, which are real and predictable elements of climate change, could be mitigated through such environmental action. 
Saving water resources.
The health of the River Cam ecosystem should be of prime concern to planners and residents alike. Water recycling needs to be a greater priority. Without that a major import of water to Cambridge from a more distant source (the Ouse or even the River Trent) might sustain the supplies for the development that is now projected.  Perhaps what we most need is a redefinition of resource ownership in the direction of stewardship. Farmers do not “own the land” any more than Cambridge Water Company “own the aquifer”. Such resources are shared between nature and human society. We need to find new ways sustainably manage and conserve them for posterity. 

Cost and Values
There is presently something of a crisis in environmental economics. You rightly talk about what is ‘affordable’ and ‘provides good value for money’. However this discussion is in an area where we need to think far more about ecosystem services. Water is a classic example of a resource needed by both people and the environment. People also need a high quality environment, as a local resource, not least when packed together in in a crowded urban centre in need of green space and recreation. The Cambridge Water Company could become a great leader in better ecosystem services thinking if they grasp this nettle properly. The University City of Cambridge is extremely well equipped to support you with expert opinion in this new field of thinking about resources, as well as in the fields of geology, hydrology, etc. where in the past you have called upon such expertise to help your business. 

Cam Valley Forum Response to your questions.
Do we agree with your guiding principles? 
Broadly, yes: we applaud your long term strategic approach, developing resilience and flexibility to meet the contingences of drought and climate change. Of course your plan must be ‘affordable’ but the water supply cost for local developments may need to be paid for by more than water bills alone, for the environmental reasons we have given.  

Do we think you have got the right approach?
Broadly, yes: your approach to WRMP is absolutely appropriate. We have too little confidence in the Environment Agency being an adequate regulator. (Seemingly it has been the present Government policy to weaken them!). The EA need to be a real partner with the water industry or we are all losers. You need to network with the EA and all the other resource abstractors to manage the reduction of abstracted water together.  Please acknowledge that there has been considerable damage to the natural spring fed water supplies from the chalk aquifer for over a century. To pretend otherwise is a nonsense.  In 2013 you engaged a ‘Local Water Forum’ of individuals with constituencies of different sorts. They told you then what was needed. You should consider that once again and make sure that you involve sufficient new thinking on development resource planning and thinking-through ecosystem services.

Are all the necessary factors for consideration in the WRMP consultation included
Frankly, No: 

· The cost of sustainable management of this resource is, possibly, beyond the capacity of local people to pay for in its entirety.  If projected developments are to go ahead we need a political cultural shift so that local and central Government in particular support the ecosystem services infrastructure. 

· Could you consider local water re-cycling from sewage treatment works? This would ease the present water pollution of the Cam. It is again expensive but needed for the sake of the River.

· You are presently tapping a groundwater source that is of relatively pure and high quality base-rich drinking water (Lucky Cambridge!)  Given the cost of removing the present contaminants, are you happy to see the ground water pollution we do have increasing? 

· Please remember that the ground water springs are not as pristine as they once were. We must ensure sustainable development so how can we ensure together that the polluter pays? 

What should be our priority?
· The Cambridge water company, as the greatest local chalk aquifer abstractor, MUST reduce abstraction or face legitimate legal challenges (perhaps under the Water Framework Directive). 

· The next highest priority must be to look to alternative sources of water supply (water transfer from Ouse/Trent, or local water-recycling)

· Being more open about the fact that we are going to get this right only by working better together.  All tap water users are guilty!
Is there something we have missed?
· If groundwater pollution continues then there will be even less high quality water available for use and water resources will be put under even more stress. 

· Nationally we need to ensure that we have the right regulatory tools to protect groundwater into the future. Weakening the powers of the EA will not help. 

· Although it is not ‘your role’ you do need to assist others in working to improve the Cam catchment for flood and drought resilience. This will require all catchment land owners (especially farmers) and all water users to cooperate and work strategically together.
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