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1. MAINS AND NON-MAINS WATER ABTRACTIONS 

To put Water usage in context, the pie charts below show the split between all licenced 
groundwater and surface water abstractions and their relative Mains and Non-mains usage 
within the Study Area. As can be seen, although the total number of Non-mains Water 
licences far exceeds the number of Mains Water licences, the position is reversed in terms 
of the total volume licenced for annual abstraction from those sources. Hence the impact 
of Non-mains Water on the overall water balance is likely to be far less significant than 
that of Mains Water. 
 
It can also be seen from Figure 1.1 that the licenced Non-mains Water abstractions for 
groundwater are nearly four times greater than for surface water. 
 

 
 

 
Figure 1.1  Number and relative volume of licenced water abstractions 

 
It should be noted that an abstraction licence may not refer to a single abstraction point but 
could comprise a number of separate abstraction locations.  
 

Licenced Abstraction within the Ashford Study Area, (by volume) 
[Total volume = 29,776,788 m3/year] 

Groundwater - Non-mains;  11% 

Surface Water - Non-mains;  3% 

Groundwater � Mains;  86% 

Abstraction licences within the Ashford Study Area, (by no.) 
[Total no. = 66] 

Surface Water - Non-mains;  34 

Groundwater - Non-mains;  26 

Groundwater � Mains;  6 
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The pie charts below show the relative usage of the surface water and groundwater 
abstractions for Non-mains Water by reference to the volumes of the annual abstraction 
licences. 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Figure 1.2  Breakdown of Non-mains water abstractions by type and usage 
 

Groundwater - Non-mains, Licenced Abstractions (by volume) 
[Total volume = 3,367,151 m3/year] 

 
Unknown;  2.1% 

Water Bottling;  0.1% 
Spray Irrigation - Direct;  0.3% 

General use;  48.5% 

Effluent/Slurry Dilution;  0.6% 
General Farming & Domestic; 1.4% 

Horticultural Watering;  0.2% 

Mineral Washing;  46.7% 

Surface Water - Non-mains,  Licenced Abstractions (by volume) 
[Total volume = 874,048 m3/year] 

 

Spray Irrigation - Direct;  31.8% 

General Farming & Domestic;  0.2% 

Unknown;  0.0% 

Make-Up or Top Up Water;  1.4% 

Lake & Pond Throughflow;  0.5% 

Spray Irrigation - Storage;  10.7% Fish Farm/Cress Pond Throughflow;  28.7% 
 

General use;  26.7% 
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In practice the consumption data from the EA suggests that few of the abstractors fully 
utilise their licence. Figure 1.3 below shows, for surface water and groundwater 
abstractions, the annual licenced volume in the left hand column, against the utilisation 
recorded by the EA for the period October 2002 to September 2003 in the right hand 
column. In both cases only about a third of the annual licenced abstraction has been 
recorded as having been utilised.  
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Licenced Abstraction 874,048 3,367,151 

Recorded Abstraction 286,839 964,952 

 
 

Figure 1.3 Comparison of annual licenced and recorded abstractions by source 
 
A review of the data for the individual licences shows that many of the individual records 
do not appear to be complete or contain inconsistent readings. As a consequence any 
analysis based on the recorded abstractions has to be viewed with a degree of caution. 
Specifically: 
 

•  Abstraction  records appear to be incomplete 
•  Abstraction records for annual usage from those that are licenced are incomplete 
•  There are suspected to be additional unrecorded abstractions, for example for 

direct spray irrigation 
•  Annual abstraction records show that for one licence the licenced abstraction has 

been exceeded by nearly 46,000%. 
•  Abstraction records appear to be averaged over long periods rather than individual 

monthly reading so it is not possible to get a true representation of seasonal 
variations 

•  Pump and recovery tests during groundwater development often demonstrate that 
volumes of water significantly in excess of licence figures can be pumped for long 
periods. 
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It is therefore considered that there are deficiencies in the data presented by the EA for the 
Ashford area. Of the 60 ground and surface water Non-mains abstraction licences, 65 
percent (39 no.) have no recorded usage between January 1999 and February 2004, 
although a zero is recorded against some of these licences for part or all of the period. A 
significant number of these licences are for agricultural use. Either the licensee has 
returned a zero record, or the EA has assumed or concluded that no return represents zero 
usage. 
 
Plotting the licence locations on an agricultural land classification map of the area shows 
that there is an apparent miss-match between the highest grade agricultural land (Defra 
Grades 1 [excellent] and 2 [Very Good]) and the abstraction points, see Figure 1.4, at the 
end of the report. This is particularly evident at the head of the Aylesford Stream and 
along the Great Stour downstream of Ashford. The limited irrigation to these cultivated 
areas raises concern over how reliable this data is, and the possibility that actual 
abstractions could be significantly greater than recorded by the EA. 
 
Of the remaining 21 for which there are records of usage; 

•  6 records show variation in monthly volumes over the whole period. However, 
they represent a range of non-agricultural uses. 

•  6 records comprise inconsistent records but monthly variation in the reported 
usage. 

•  6 records comprise consistent/repeated numbers in consecutive months inferring 
that the abstraction volume is either estimated or assumed. However these records 
are in varying degrees of completeness. 

•  5 records comprise consistent/repeated numbers in some consecutive months, but 
there are also significant gaps in the records. 

 
It is assumed that the EA carries out spot checks to validate the No and Zero returns and 
where it is clear that estimated figures are being repeatedly used. If these checks are not 
being made, it would be prudent to initiate a comprehensive survey to evaluate the scale of 
the problem and quantify the amount of under-recording.  

. 
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2. SURFACE WATER ABSTRACTIONS 

The locations of the surface water abstractions within the Study Area are shown in Figure 
2.1, at the end of the report. The individual licenced abstractions have been assigned 
reference IDs for the purposes of this report. The size and use of each of the abstractions is 
summarised in Table 2.1 below. 
 
Table 2.1 � Licenced Surface Water Abstractions in the Study Area 
 

Abstraction (m3) 

Licence Recorded ID 
Number Category 

Annual Daily 10/02-9/03 

11 Fish Farm/Cress Pond Throughflow 251000 687 211662 
19 General Farming & Domestic 1659 4.5 1659 
28 General Use  233700 655 7651 
67 Lake & Pond Throughflow 4546 4546 0 
1 Make-Up or Top Up Water 1800 45 820 
6 Make-Up or Top Up Water 8000 200 2156 

15 Make-Up or Top Up Water 2000 150 0 
13 Spray Irrigation - Direct 660 66 0 
14 Spray Irrigation - Direct 3886 388 0 
16 Spray Irrigation - Direct 3609.5 709 0 
25 Spray Irrigation - Direct 8524 341 0 
30 Spray Irrigation - Direct 22730 1590 0 
31 Spray Irrigation - Direct 30386 409 0 
32 Spray Irrigation - Direct 3182 300 0 
33 Spray Irrigation - Direct 61371 1091 0 
35 Spray Irrigation - Direct 11024 366 0 
36 Spray Irrigation - Direct 3055 218 0 
37 Spray Irrigation - Direct 13174 111 0 
39 Spray Irrigation - Direct 9819 1091 0 
43 Spray Irrigation - Direct 5455 382 0 
45 Spray Irrigation - Direct 16436   0 
47 Spray Irrigation - Direct 13636 436 0 
49 Spray Irrigation - Direct 13636 436 0 
54 Spray Irrigation - Direct 16366 409 0 
72 Spray Irrigation - Direct 27276   0 
73 Spray Irrigation - Direct 1382 150 0 
75 Spray Irrigation - Direct 12000 320 0 
10 Spray Irrigation - Storage 22730 820 5253 
17 Spray Irrigation - Storage 11906 2728 0 
26 Spray Irrigation - Storage 0   40390 
63 Spray Irrigation - Storage 22727.5 682 0 
64 Spray Irrigation - Storage 27280 180 17248 
71 Spray Irrigation - Storage 9092 1136 0 
74         

 
 
 
The 34 recorded licences represent 66 abstraction locations, assuming that the records are 
accurate. Of these records, 23 licences, representing 54 abstraction points, do not have 
recorded returns for the actual usage in the 12 month period October 2002 to September 
2003. The licenced abstraction from these locations is 323,000 m3/year 
(16 m3/day/location). This theoretical average usage may be compared with the 4 licences 
(8 abstraction points) for agricultural use, for which there is a reported actual usage, 
equivalent to 22 m3/day/location. It is accepted that direct comparison is unlikely to be 
appropriate; however it does infer that actual abstraction from the unreported locations 
could be as great as, or greater than their licenced limits. For one  (ID reference 10), the 
abstraction rate for the last 4 months of the records (November 2003 to February 2004) 
shows that the annual licence  has already been exceeded.  
 
More significant however is the correlation between abstraction locations and agricultural 
land classification discussed in Section 2 and shown in Figure 1.4 which shows no 
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apparent means of irrigating some Grade 1 and 2 land, other than by the use of Mains 
Water. 
 
A review of the monthly returns between January 1999 and September 2003 highlights the 
number of licences for which no return has been received (or recorded); 26 out of 34. Two 
abstractions are showing �stretched� returns, and another two do indicate a seasonal 
variation, but figures for 2003, a drought year, do not suggest additional use. The 
remaining two records indicate totally random use.  
 
Figure 2.2 below shows, for each of the usage categories, the annual licenced surface 
water abstractions in the left hand column against the utilisation recorded by the EA for 
the period October 2002 to September 2003 in the right hand column. The most striking 
feature of the data, as highlighted in this graph, is the apparently low recorded utilisation 
of the licences for General Use (2.5%) and Spray Irrigation - Direct (0%).  
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Figure 2.2 Comparison of licenced versus reported surface water abstractions 

 
In the case of the General Use category, this is comprised of a single commercial 
abstractor, located at the northern edge of the Study Area, on the River Stour. The monthly 
abstraction records would appear to be complete with small, infrequent abstractions. This 
abstractor also has a groundwater licence which is in constant use. It is unlikely that the 
surface water source would be of sufficient quality for the licencee�s manufacturing 
processes without further treatment. 
 
For the agricultural users, given that the sample period included the summer of 2003 
which was one of the hottest and driest in recent years, it is hard to believe that no spray 
irrigation took place unless it had been prohibited. But then there has been no recorded 
utilisation by any of the spray irrigators for the past five years. This suggests that the 
method of monitoring and policing abstractions needs review to ensure that representative 
data is available.  
 
Another point to note is that the largest recorded abstraction, for the Fish Farm and Cress 
Ponds, is unlikely to represent a loss of ecological water as it is assumed there will be a 
virtually equivalent discharge (i.e. less evaporation and infiltration) to return the water 
back to a watercourse, albeit perhaps at a lower quality. 
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The recorded abstraction data, if correct and representative of normal usage, would 
suggest that reducing surface water abstraction s would have little effect on the currently 
available ecological water. Between October 2002 to September 2003, the reported figures 
suggest that only a third of licenced surface water abstractions (12% excluding the Fish 
farm/Cress through flow) were utilised � less than 1% of all abstractions. However, the 
above discussion casts doubt on the accuracy of the reported figures and therefore it is 
expected that actual surface water abstractions are greater in absolute terms than the 
figures imply, and would exhibit strong seasonal variations. 
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3. GROUNDWATER ABSTRACTIONS 

The locations of the groundwater abstractions within the Study Area are shown in Figure 
3.1, at the end of the report. The individual licenced abstractions have been assigned 
reference IDs for the purposes of this report. The size and use of each of the abstractions is 
summarised in Table 3.1 below. The Mains Water sources have been included but greyed 
out to show the relative significance of the various abstractions 
 

Table 3.1 � Licenced Groundwater Abstractions in the Study Area 
 

Abstraction (m3) 

Licence Recorded ID 
Number Category 

Annual Daily 10/02-9/03 

2 Effluent/Slurry Dilution 19800 60 0 
18 General Farming & Domestic 7728 114 0 
21 General Farming & Domestic 498 1.36 228000 
22 General Farming & Domestic 8545 23.4 0 
23 General Farming & Domestic 0   0 
40 General Farming & Domestic 2546 7.3 0 
41 General Farming & Domestic 3637 10 0 
52 General Farming & Domestic 777 5.5 0 
61 General Farming & Domestic 18184 196.4 0 
62 General Farming & Domestic 6818.2 109.9 477 
4 General Use 5000 14 985 
5 General Use 98550 270 0 
27 General Use 1509272 4246 679558 
44 General Use 359 1 0 
46 General Use 1250   2100 
48 General Use 18434   8076 
60 General Use 830 2.3 0 
3 Horticultural Watering 7000 30 1658 
12 Mineral Washing 45000 816 44098 
24 Mineral Washing 18000 68 0 
65 Mineral Washing 755068 2700 0 
68 Mineral Washing 755068 3928 0 
34 Spray Irrigation - Direct 9092 318.22 0 
20 Water Bottling 4814 15 0 
7   2700 13.6   
9   68181 568   
55 Potable Water Supply - Direct 4997870   3540939 
56 Potable Water Supply - Direct 1659290 6819 1498491 
57 Potable Water Supply - Direct 227300 2273 1212 
58 Potable Water Supply - Direct 1194689 3273 670232 
59 Potable Water Supply - Direct 4977870   3997498 
69 Potable Water Supply - Direct 12478770   10702924 

 
 
 
 
Many of the issues highlighted in Section 2, related to the records for surface water 
abstractions, are also relevant to the records for Non-mains groundwater abstractions. One 
surprising feature is the apparently small number of licenced Non-mains abstractions, 26, 
in an agricultural area of the size and quality of the Ashford area.  
 
Figure 3.2 below shows, for each of the usage categories, the annual licenced groundwater 
abstractions in the left hand column against the utilisation recorded by the EA for the 
period October 2002 to September 2003 in the right hand column.  
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Figure 3.2 Comparison of licenced versus reported groundwater abstractions 

 
The record of abstractions shows that one category, General Farming and Domestic, 
exceeded the licenced abstraction. However, this was due to a single licencee, for general 
farming, and inspecting the abstraction records there would appear to be an anomaly in the 
recorded data for this abstractor (see Appendix 1 abstractor ID reference 21). The only 
records prior to 2003 were for the year 2000, with monthly readings of 13 m3. In April 
2003 to October 2003 the monthly records show abstractions of 36000 m3 with the 
exception of August 2003 with 18000 m3. For an abstractor with a total annual licence of 
498 m3/year this it would suggest that the records are incorrect. If this abstractor was 
assumed to have utilised its full annual licenced abstraction, only 15% of General Farming 
and Domestic abstraction licences would have been reported as being utilised. 
 
From groundwater sources the category with the highest record use is General Use. This is 
predominately due to a single industrial abstractor located at the northern edge of the 
Ashford study, area next to the River Stour. This abstractor accounts for 92% of the 
licenced abstraction and 98% of the recorded usage in this category. It is likely that much 
of the process water used will, after treatment, be discharged to the river and is therefore 
not a total loss of ecological water. 
 
After General Use the next largest  group for Non-mains groundwater abstraction is for 
Mineral Washing. However, as can be seen from the graph above, very little of the 
licenced abstraction is reported as being utilised. Also it likely that there will be an 
equivalent discharge to return the majority of the water back to a watercourse, albeit 
probably at a lower quality, which will effectively mean that little of this water will 
represent a loss of ecological water. 
 
Given that the reported utilisation of groundwater abstraction licences, other than for 
Mains Water, represent a small proportion of the total abstractions and of that an even 
smaller percentage represents a loss to ecological water there appears to be relatively little 
impact on the overall water balance in the Study Area from groundwater abstractions of 
Non-mains water. Some efficiencies may be possible by the individual abstractors but, 
assuming that the majority of the water is needed, it will either have to be by direct 
abstraction or be replaced by Mains Water, which will still have to come from somewhere 
(within or outside the Study Area), have additional unnecessary treatment and be at 
additional cost to the consumers.. 
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