


Sent online as webform 
05 January 2026 
 
Dear Emergency Planning Manager, 
In your email of 25 February 2025 (attached), you stated: 
“The key learning from this incident is that a major incident was not declared.”  
I would appreciate clarification of what is meant by this statement, as it appears capable of 
being understood in more than one way. 
By way of context, at the time of the January 2024 incident I was working for the Land Trust as 
the Estate OƯicer and Community Centre Manager at Marleigh, and was directly involved in 
on-site coordination, communications, and support to residents throughout the period of the 
Do Not Use notice. 
In particular, could you please clarify whether the “key learning” refers to: 

1. a retrospective reflection on whether the incident ought to have been escalated 
diƯerently, or 

2. confirmation that, based on the information available at the time, the decision not to 
declare a major incident was considered appropriate, including in what was an 
unusual and developing situation. 

I would also be grateful for clarification on how this learning was identified, recorded, and (if 
applicable) applied within emergency planning arrangements. 
In addition, I note that contemporaneous emails from Hill and the Land Trust describe the 
incident and responsibilities diƯerently, including inconsistencies in the identification of the 
responsible water company (e.g. references to South StaƯordshire Water / Cambridge Water 
versus Independent Water Networks). Given the relevance of accurate attribution to escalation 
decisions, clarification as to whether this aƯected the assessment would be helpful. 
A written response for clarity and record-keeping would be appreciated. 
Kind regards, 
Hilary Bannerman 
hilarybannerman123@gmail.com 
Attached emails – sender and date 

1. Service Manager – Commercial & Licensing (Shared Waste and Environment), South 
Cambridgeshire District Council 
From: SCDC Service Manager 
Date: 25 February 2025 
Time: 2:59 PM 

2. Health, Safety & Emergency Planning Manager, Cambridge City Council 
From: Emergency Planning Manager (Cambridge City Council) 
Date: 25 February 2025 
Time: 3:29 PM 

3. The Land Trust 
From: Land Trust representative 
Date: 22 January 2024 
Time: 12:45 PM 

4. Hill (developer) 
From: Hill representative 
Date: 22 January 2024 
Time: 2:31 PM 
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From: Service Manager - Commercial and Licensing - Shared Waste and Environment 
Sent: 25 February 2025 2:59 PM 
To: Liz Watts (SCDC Chief Executive); [redacted]; [redacted] 
Subject: SCDC alleged failure to respond to an emergency at Marleigh in Jan2024 (Case Ref: 
PH04021) 

Hi [name] 

Please see below a suggested response: 

1. We can confirm that South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC) was made aware of the 
incident at the Marleigh Estate (postcode CB5) in Jan 2024. 

2. Whilst SCDC is not the regulating authority for mains water supplies, it took an active role in 
confirming that appropriate measures were being undertaken by the responsible bodies 
including the main water supply company IWN (Independent Water Networks).  

3. SCDC also confirmed that the Drinking Water Inspectorate (DWI), whose primary role is to 
oversee the public water bodies, was also engaged. 

4. Nevertheless in the interest of general public health/safety SCDC: 
 1.  Continually liaised with IWN to verify residents (especially the vulnerable) had 

been provided with an alternative wholesome water supply (through the 
supply of bottled water to all premises) while investigations were being 
undertaken. 

 2.  Continually liaised with IWN to verify investigations were being undertaken in 
line with DWI advice and for updates to be communicated to residents. 

 3.  Made direct contact (via the environmental health team) with two 
businesses/operations (Monkey Nursery and Marleigh Primary School 
Academy) to oƯer advice/assistance where needed. 

 4.  Confirmed all necessary agencies were made aware, including the UK Health 
Security Agency (UKHSA), County Council Public Health, the DWI and 
Cambridge Water. (NB IWN purchase their water from Cambridge Water). 

 5.  Continually updated lead/local councillors. 
 6.  Provided oƯicer cover (environmental health) over weekends in the timeframe 

that residents were aƯected. 

5. We can confirm the primary overseeing public body, the DWI, are in the process of providing a 
final assessment report which will reveal the overall outcomes of their investigations and we 
will share it once this has been formally released to us. 

Kind regards  
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From: Health, Safety & Emergency Planning Manager, Cambridge City Council 
Sent: 25 February 2025 3:29 PM   
To: Liz Watts (SCDC Chief Executive); [redacted]; [redacted] 
Subject: SCDC alleged failure to respond to an emergency at Marleigh in Jan2024 (Case Ref: 
PH04021) 

Hi all, 

1. I can confirm that South Cambridgeshire District Council’s Emergency Planning OƯicer (EPO) 
was made aware of the incident at Marleigh in January 2024.  

2. The key learning from this incident is that a major incident was not declared.  

3. The situation was managed at a local level by the developer (Hill) and Cambridge Water (South 
StaƯordshire Water), who held primary responsibility for addressing the disruption.  

4. South StaƯs Water confirmed that the situation was classified as ‘Business as Usual (BAU)’ and 
did not require escalation. 

5. Under the Civil Contingencies Act 2004, local authorities, as Category 1 responders, have a key 
role when a major incident is declared.  

6. This includes coordinating a multi-agency response, supporting aƯected communities, and 
leading recovery eƯorts.  

7. However, in this case, Cambridge Water, as a Category 2 responder, confirmed that the 
situation was under control, and no additional support or mutual aid was required.  

8. At the time, we contacted the duty oƯicer to verify this. 

9. Had the situation escalated to a major incident, the council was prepared to respond 
accordingly. 

10. However, based on the available information, this was not deemed necessary. 

11. It is also important to note that only seven properties were directly aƯected, some of which had 
not yet been handed over for habitable use.  

12. The Do Not Use notice was issued as a precautionary measure, and drinking water was 
provided to all residents on the Independent Water Network (IWN), including those registered 
on the network providers Priority Services Register. 

If any further clarification is required, please let me know. 

Best regards 
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