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(MPB/1 as presented 14Sep2007)
Mrs Pat Bruce

In the early years of my marriage when we lived on an island with considerable water shortage problems, a sign on our bathroom door read: “In this land of sun and fun we don’t flush for number one.”

I am not trying to be crude or frivolous, but I do wish to establish my “water” and general environmental credentials.  We obeyed the sign on our bathroom door – we had no choice.  I became used to having a meagre shower with the bath plug in so I could then bail out the water and wash my kitchen floor or water plants.  I cleaned my teeth with the plug in the basin and then washed my hands in it.  Our sole water source was a 900 gallon tank under the house fed from rainwater off the roof. We lived like that for three years and those habits have never left me. Just as well perhaps as I live in the driest county in England, described as “semi arid” by the United Nations and considered to be drier than Jerusalem.

Fast forward 35 years.  I am still a “green” person through inclination and for financial reasons.  We have solar panels on our roof, six water butts and a 5 litre can on my kitchen counter into which I pour the water run before the tap becomes hot or the waste from washing vegetables.  Those savings are then used on the garden. My husband is well trained too – under the shower, he turns it off to soap up and then on again to wash off.    I don’t have the bathroom door sign now but we still adhere to it.  I allow myself a meagre 6 ounces of water every time I wash my hands.  It is not a particularly satisfactory way to live and I probably wouldn’t do it but for those early years.  I certainly doubt many others would.  

So theoretically our family should be well placed to reach the important target of 110 litres a day per person of water use. This figure was given to the House of Commons Select Committee on Science and Technology,8th Report, Chapter 6, paragraph 6.6 (Ref. 1) by the Head of the Environment Agency, Baroness Young.   She asserted that this target is needed in order for supplies to be sustainable.  

The same figure has been requested in the amended East of England plan by the former Secretary of State for the Communities and Local Government, Ruth Kelly.  (Ref. CD/76, page 172, paragraph 10.6).

But we as a family cannot achieve that figure and I cannot find anyone who has.  I have canvassed several friends who have voluntarily paid to have water meters fitted and who are therefore already water conscious.    I worked out their usage precisely, calculating the exact number of days billed to get daily usage and then dividing that by the number in the household.  Figures ranged from 115.5 litres per person per day to 289 litres per person per day. With our water saving background we managed 156.6 litres per person per day.  

Table 1

	Name/

Household
	Number in household
	Period of Use
	Exact number of days
	Water Usage for period in cubic metres
	Litres per person per day

	Bruce
	2
	3/10/06 – 3/4/07
	182
	57
	156.6

	2
	2
	19/08/06 – 3/02/07
	178
	73
	205

	3 *
	2.4
	28/07/06 – 4/01/07
	180
	77
	178

	4
	2
	13/10/06 – 16/4/07
	185
	107
	289

	5
	1
	1/11/06 – 13/2/07
	104
	22
	211.5

	6
	2
	31/8/2006 – 2/3/07
	183
	77
	210.5

	7
	1
	11/08/06 – 8/2/07
	180
	47
	261


* 3 – one out all day, one out half day, .4 at home

Table 2

	8 *
	2 adults + 2 children
	25/10/06 – 26/5/07
	212
	98
	115.5

	9 *
	4
	17/7/06 – 25/1/07
	173
	88
	127


* 8  - one adult out all day, one adult and two children out 3 days a week

* 9 – 3 adults out all day, 1 at home

Our consumption is initially unimpressive, but both of us are at home for the majority of each day.  My husband is retired and I work one morning and two evenings a week 36 weeks of the year.  And therein lies the nub of the issue.  

Most of our friends are now retired, therefore spending more time in the house which naturally leads to higher water usage at that location.  However, whether retired or working, I believe overall water usage is much the same per person, whether working or retired. 

Friends who have four working members in the household (Household 9 Table 2) seemed to be the “perfect model.” When they moved five years ago they had a water meter installed, replaced three toilets and two showers with the latest water saving models.  Their usage for the last period amounted to 127 litres per person per day, not the target 110 figure but getting close.

But the fallacy of this statistic is that three of the four are not at home for a large portion of the day.  Two – through travelling longish distances to work – are away for at least 11 hours.  Another is absent for nearly 10 hours and the last one works from home.  

Household 8 gets even closer – not surprising as this is my daughter’s home and she is as fanatical as me.  They have a modern house, built in 2001, with low flush toilets.  The children who are 3½ and 20 months still bathe together.  However, add in their usage and that of their mother when away from home (see *note ) and the 110 litres per day is still far out of reach.

For those two working families, that is just their home use. Recent information from Southern Water offering a meter option for commercial customers estimated water usage of 41 litres per person per day at work. (Ref. 2)  So add that figure to Households 8 & 9’s details and you get a very different and higher figure.

My modest statistics reflect the use of “water conscious” people but I am sure we all personally know of those who have no concern for how much water they use and are afflicted with the modern disease – that the problem is someone else’s responsibility.  After all this is the must have generation, which has no worries about going into debt to acquire what they feel they should have – particularly if they know that people in wetter parts of the country do not operate under the same restrictions.

The Three Valleys Water Authority’s website states that the average person on a water meter uses 162 litres per day – that , of course, is for most, just their home usage.  We can add another 41 litres to that figure.  The Environment Agency is aiming for an 8% reduction from metered users.  On 162 litres a day that is just under 13 litres, bringing the figure down – possibly – to 149.  Add in another 29.5 (41 litres x 5 working days divided by 7) for those employed outside the home and the figure rises to 178.5 – vastly outside the 110 litre target.

(The Environment Agency’s second target is for a 25% reduction in water usage in new homes.  Even if this is achievable, 25% off 162 litres is 121 litres – still above the 110 litre target and does not include the 41 litres – or to be very accurate the 29.5 litres based on a 5 day week mentioned in the previous paragraph - used outside the home.)

These figures challenge the Environment Agency’s assertion (Ref. CD/319, Executive Summary, paragraph 9) that it will be possible to achieve a “step change” in the level of demand management and water efficiency. These two items – demand management and water efficiency – appear to be the main measures to be used to ensure demand does not outpace supply.

In September last year the Environment Agency issued a press release dismissing the idea of a national water grid being the answer to shortages in the south east (Ref. 3).  A grid was thought to be too expensive and not as good an option as building new reservoirs. 

However, no plans for new reservoirs have been announced and such a venture takes at least 15 years. Moreover, CD/75, paragraph 9.35 states that new resource development (such as new reservoirs, desalination) may be technically feasible, but will become increasingly costly and pose additional environmental risks.

Other significant factors will further increase demand.  Among the huge expansion in housing proposed for this area will be a rapidly growing number of single person households.  This factor was raised in the eighth report of the Science and Technology Committee to the House of Commons, Chapter 4, Paragraph 4.9 (Ref. 3) describing this trend as a “particularly worrying component.”

The government has predicted that the number of single person households will grow by 2.5 million from 6.2 million to 8.7 million by 2021.  Given that a large percentage of new housing is currently planned for this area it is not unreasonable to assume that some hundreds of thousands of extra single person households will be located locally. Moreover the same report points out that single person households use an estimated 40% extra water per capita than a two person household, thereby raising demand.

Paragraph 4.10 of the report points out the problem that I raised earlier.  Rising living standards equate with increasing water use – from frequent power showers to dishwashers and washing machines.  Such “problematic social trends” the report says, will make improved water efficiency difficult to achieve. This is borne out by the Three Valleys Water Authority’s website which states that water consumption per head has doubled since the 70’s.

Another feature which decreases the likelihood of achieving the necessary savings is also highlighted in the same paragraph – the public’s demand for the best appliances deters house builders from fitting water saving devices.  And, of course, even if they were being fitted, which they are not, what will stop householders replacing them with what they desire?

In terms of sustainability of supply, the following point to the impossibility of being able to meet future demand:

· 110 litres per person per day is not achievable in the majority of housing. 

·  The Environment Agency has dismissed the idea of a national water grid

·  No alternative large scale water provision (i.e. reservoir) is underway

· Global warming is accepted with hotter drier summers

· Increasing number of single person homes

· Higher water usage in single person homes

· Higher living standards resulting in increased demand

· Builders not fitting economical devices

BAA will say that it has a contract with the Three Valleys Water Authority to provide 3MLD.  It does, but what happens if supplies are inadequate due to drought and increased demand through expanding population and water has to be rationed?  That could lead to two possible scenarios:

· Three Valleys is unable to honour its commitment to the airport 

· The airport is supplied, but local housing is rationed with standpipes on the streets. 

The latter would be socially and politically unacceptable particularly as the majority of the airport’s customers come from other parts of the country.

I have been concerned about the lack of water in the region for several years.  In 2003 I wrote to both Margaret Beckett and Alistair Darling, then Secretaries of State for Defra and Transport respectively, with copies to my MP, Simon Burns.  He was concerned enough to forward the letters to the relevant ministers to ensure they read the correspondence, rather than civil servants.

Mr Burns sent me copies of replies received by him from David Jamieson (Department of Transport) and Tony McNulty, also from the Department of Transport, who answered my letter to Defra.  Defra, under Margaret Beckett, declined to reply and forwarded my letter to Transport.

I quote from David Jamieson’s letter:

“The Seras study found that all of the options at Stansted present a potential impact on water resources as High or High Adverse.”….   “It may be difficult to meet this demand even assuming the appropriate supply and demand management techniques are put into place……”

Tony McNulty’s letter says very much the same thing, including “All options at Stansted put forward in the consultation would require engineering, diverting or culverting work to several rivers.  The Environment Agency is generally opposed to culverting and such works are seen as a significant impact.”  

Finally I had a reply from the Water Supply and Regulations division of Defra. (See SSE/16/C) It admits that the water strategy for the Anglian Region highlights that Essex has “the most pressing challenges in terms of water resource availability.”  It also states “The (regional water) Strategy did not explicitly cover the potential Stansted development or the recent (2003) sustainable Communities proposals from the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister.”  

So Ministers had serious concerns four years ago about the expansion of Stansted yet the number of homes in those proposals has since been extended by Ruth Kelly, the previous Communities Minister and John Prescott’s successor and increased yet again by the new Prime Minister, Gordon Brown.  

Although usage at the airport rose for two consecutive years (in 2005 – 2006 to 32.2 litres per passenger and again in 2006 – 2007 to 32.78) compared with 29.4 in 2004 – 2005, this inquiry has been told the airport is confident that the 29.4 figure can be achieved again and perhaps improved upon. It has not been mentioned that people (passengers/airport workers) are seldom careful with a resource for which they do not pay and that longer waits at airports due to extra security will increase passenger usage.

Even if passenger numbers at Stansted are not increased   it is difficult to believe that an area 34% drier than any other part of the country can, with all the adverse factors mentioned above, sustain the level of development planned, either in terms of housing or airport expansion.  And in common parlance, if push comes to shove, residents are a good deal more important than transient passengers, who are mainly from other parts of the country.

References:

1.
Select Committee on Science and Technology, 8th Report, Chapter 6 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200506/ldselect/ldsctech/191/19110.htm
2.
Southern Water Meter Options for Commercial Customers 2007/08 https://www.southernwater.co.uk/pdfs/customerServices/commercialCustomers/CommercialMeterInfo0708.pdf
3.
Environment Agency Press Release

http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/news/1465091?lang=_e

4.
Select Committee on Science and Technology, 8th Report, Chapter 4 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld200506/ldselect/ldsctech/191/19108.htm
PAGE  
1

