
 
 
  



Technical comments on the WSP "Technical Note" 
"INITIAL ASSESSMENT OF FUNDING POTENTIAL AT GREAT EASTON" 

Dated July 2020. 
 

Dated August 2020 
 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Caveat 
 
The WSP report relies significantly on a different report, that of Mott MacDonald.  
This key source document has not been made available to the GE Parish Council. 
Therefore the comments below must be treated as provisional, until such time that 
the GE PC Flood Alleviation Committee has had an opportunity to review it. 
 
General Concern with the WSP Initial Assessment 
 
Flood issues of significance in GE, and their meaningful / cost effective remedial 
actions revolve almost entirely around very small and very detailed local factors 
associated with surface water run-off from fields above the village.   
They are not associated with factors associated with rising water level in the River 
Welland as it floods recognised flood meadows below the village.   
 
The two most significant issues are (a) the management of water flow in Great 
Easton Brook as it passes through the village, and (b) field water run off down a 
former ditch (now largely blocked) onto the surface of Broadgate. 
 
The position of the weir plate at the exit of Great Easton Flood Storage Reservoir 
(GESFR) is vital to understanding issue (a). Its position, measured in millimetres, 
directly affects flood zones in the village for events more common than 1 in 50 years. 
This variable factor is not recognised on most published the flood maps below the 
village, maps on which WSP rely in their analysis.   
The WSP report entirely fails to consider issue (b). 
 
The fundamental premise upon which the WSP report is based, a high "level 
assessment" appears to be inappropriate to resolution off flood exposures within 
Great Easton village. It therefore seems unlikely offer meaningful paths forwards.   
 
A far more detailed analysis report is needed, one that focusses on the core flood 
issues in the village before producing recommendations. 
 
  



IN MORE DETAIL 
 
The current (July 2020) version of the WSP "Initial" Assessment" contains 
various technical misunderstandings and/or technical/factual errors.  
The more significant ones are listed below. Hopefully these can receive 
attention before the WSP develops into its final form. 
 
WSP Introduction Paragraph 1, Sentence 2.  
 
WSP has produced a "high level" report.  As explained in more detail below, a "high 
level" report will not contribute to development of meaningful or cost effective paths 
forward.  WSP should clarify that a meaningful detailed report, a report that properly 
understands the detailed technical issues affecting GE is needed instead. 
   
WSP Introduction Paragraph 2.  Sentence 1. 
 
WSP's report mis-describes the catchment areas (note - areas in plural), both in 
terms of location and size. Flow control mechanisms differ amongst them.   
Key data are tabulated below.  Back up from the River Welland is not a significant 
flood factor at the return frequencies relevant to the WSP initial assessment report.   
The flow of water from Great Easton Brook into the River Welland is so slight in 
relation to the flow in the River itself, that it has no relevance to meaningful flood risk 
exposures either within Great Easton, or further downstream near the River. 
   

Catchment Areas relevant to Great Easton village 

No. Location  Approx. area 
in hectares 

Flood Control 
method 

Additional 
Data 

1 Just south of west, 
through west, through 
north west, and north. 

600 GESFR (with variable 
height weir plate), plus 
design features in the 
brook within the 
village. 

See Note 1 

2 North, north-east and 
slightly further to the 
east 

50 (or 
possibly 60) 

Largely blocked field 
ditch, discharging 
uncontrolled onto the 
surface of Broadgate 

See note 2, 
plus 
additional 
notes 

3 East of the village Small, (not 
measured) 

None See note 3 

4 East of the village Even smaller None See note 4 

 
Note 1 
The Environment Agency responding to a freedom of information request supplied 
the area quoted (see Appendix B, Q1 and Q2, page 43 of "Draft Report on Flooding 
Events on Wednesday March 9", 2016, previously supplied to WSP).   
 
GESFR protects the village against flooding up to 2% aep (1 in 50 year) events, from 
this specific catchment area, but from no others. The actual performance of GESFR 
for any specific weather return period event depends heavily on the position of the 
weir plate at the exit of GESFR. The WSP report fails to clarify that key fact in the 
flood map data selected for their report 



 
Note 2 
50 hectares is stated in point 6.9 in a report prepared by Woods Hardwick, an 
engineering consultant employed by Mulberry, the developer of Stokes Rise.  
This is slightly less than the area as calculated by local residents after extensive "on 
the ground" observation, plus reference to public data.  Woods Hardwick later, but 
only verbally, confirmed that their estimate was "on the low side", and that the true 
area is "probably nearer 60 ha". As far as is known, they never confirmed that 
correction in an updated report. 
 
Surface water run off from fields forming 
this catchment area runs down the site 
of a former ditch to the east of the new 
"Stokes Rise" building development. 
 
The photo opposite shows water flow at 
the end of the ditch during the roughly 1 
in 5 year event in March 2016.   
Subsequent modifications made by 
Mulberry doubtless changed the 
arrangements (see more notes below).   
 
Numerous other photos are available. 
 

 

 
Note 3 
Run-off from this much smaller (but 
not definitively measured) catchment 
area does not enter Great Easton 
Brook until after the brook has left the 
village.   
There are no known engineered water 
run-off control measures.  
 
On March 2016 (less intense than a 1 
in 5 year event) water from here 
flooded Caldecott Road.  See photo 
opposite courtesy of Mr. A Murdoch. 
Numerous other photos of this area 
are also available. 

 

 
 
Note 4 
This catchment area is even smaller, and is not known to have any significant impact 
on flooding in the village.  However, it is mentioned for record so that authors of the 
WSP report can make informed corrections to it, should they so wish. 
 
 
  



Additional notes on Catchment Area 2 in more detail 
 
Surface water run off from Catchment Area 2 does not enter GESFR and never has. 
For reasons never explained by the EA, this catchment area was not included when 
GESFR was designed in the nineteen eighties.   
 
Most of the water from Catchment area 2 (approaching 10% of all surface water run 
off entering the village) collects at the top of a former field ditch, at a point that is now 
midway down the eastern boundary of the new Stokes Rise development.   
From there, as is accurately shown on Figure 1 in Appendix A in the WSP report, the 
run off flows south west, down the former field ditch. However, for no obvious 
reason, the flow on the WSP Figure mysteriously disappears about 2/3 of the way 
down this ditch.  As a matter of historical record, it was flow from this ditch, not Great 
Easton Brook that caused the majority of the flood damage in both 2012 and 2014. 
 
Perhaps one to two years before the 2014 event, an unknown proportion of the run 
off flow down the former ditch had been diverted via an unauthorised privately 
created connection into Anglian Water's Surface Water Sewer (SWS) in Broadgate. 
However, quite early during the 2014 event, clay captured on tree roots nearly 
blocked the AW SWS in Broadgate.  The blockage occurred a few metres 
downstream of the unauthorised connection.    
Due to greatly reduced flow in the mostly blocked AW SWS, water flow in the 
unauthorised connection stalled, and all the water running down the former ditch 
then spilled from the ditch, onto the former drive way of 28 Broadgate, and from 
there onto the surface of Broadgate.  (See photo above, one of many). 
 
Since the 2014 event, conditions in the ditch have changed considerably.  
A large earth barrier has been created soon after the start of the ditch.  
A small pipe has been installed beneath the earth barrier, adequate one supposes 
for very minor events.  But clearly inadequate for any meaningful rain fall event.   
It seems possible, but not confirmed, that the previous unauthorised connection may 
have been removed.  
The bottom of the ditch, the exit of the original ditch, has now been filled in, 
landscaped and planted with decorative bushes/flowers.  The developer of Stokes 
Rise (Mulberry) did some of this work, but has not revealed how much.   
The current condition however is clear.  There is now no clear discharge path for 
surface water from Catchment Area 2 (±60 hectares), approximately 10% of run off 
discharged through the village, and responsible for the majority of damage in 2012 
and 2014.   
 
Resolution of the flood issues presented by ditch is possibly the most critical flood 
alleviation issue in Great Easton. It is a problem that for modest cost (subject to 
consent being gained from landowners and the EA) could easily be solved.   
It would appear helpful for proper consideration of the issues if WSP could contribute 
a more useful response then just ignoring it, and assuming that the water simply 
disappears by magic, as shown on their Appendix A Figure 1. 
 
Village residents with clear and detailed technical knowledge of the issues remain 
convinced that (subject to permissions), the creation several new culverts beneath 
Stockerston Lane, and work to enhance existing field ditches, at remarkably low 



cost, possibly as much as 90% of the water from Catchment Area 2 could be 
diverted to GESFR. The remaining approximately 10% could be safely discharged 
from the now blocked bottom of the former ditch to great Easton Brook, via AWs 
SWS in Broadgate and Pitchers Lane.    
 
WSP Report "Flood Mechanisms" - Items 1 and 2 -Page 2 of the report 
 
WSP seem confused as they consider primary sources of flooding. "Surface Water 
(Run off)" and "fluvial" in the context of Great Easton appear to mean the same. 
 
In fact there is one and one only primary source of flooding, surface water run off 
from the two main catchment areas above Great Easton, plus to a much lesser 
extent from Catchment Area 3.  The combination of GESFR and the modified Great 
Easton Brook as it runs through the village form a single surface water run off 
management system, designed and constructed in the nineteen eighties for 
Catchment Area 1 as far downstream as Little London.  At Little London, 
uncontrolled surface water from Catchment Area 2 joins it. 
The brook in effect is no more than the discharge channel from GESFR augmented 
at Little London by water from Catchment Area 2. For the rest of its passage through 
and out of the village, the brook continues to serve only as a surface water discharge 
channel.  
As far as is known, within the village, GE Brook has never experienced water flow 
stalling due to high water level downstream (if that is what WSP mean by "fluvial")  
 
Flooding in the village since the 1980s has always resulted from issues associated 
with management of surface water run off overtopping its banks.  Various issues 
cause this; inadequate maintenance of roadside gullies (responsibility of the LCC 
Highways Authority), and (both permanent and temporary) blockages in the brook 
being the main contributors.    
 
WSP Report "Flood Mechanisms" - Item 3 -Page 2 of the report 
 
This refers to a figure in the report on the March 2016 event later included in the 
WSP report (Figure 5, page 3).  Unfortunately WSP have misrepresented the 
purpose of that Figure. It refers absolutely only to what occurred in March 2016.  
This was a relatively mild (say ± 1 in 5 year) event, with blockages in the Anglian 
Water SWS in Broadgate, and the weir plate in the position it was in on that night.  
 
WSP are wrong to believe that it shows any more than that, a single one off event, 
with particular, possibly temporary, negative conditions present. 
 
General Note on the Weir Plate. 
WSP understand the purpose of the GESFR Weir Plate.   
Sadly, they do not explore its operation in any significant way.  
For example, for a meaningful result, the outcomes of the flood in March 2016, and 
the "event" (no flooding), on 27 January 2013 should be explained and documented. 
 
On 27 Jan 2013, water level in GESFR reached 1 ft below the top of the dam (data 
from the EA) but no flooding occurred.  Yet in March 2016, when the water level in 
GESFR peaked at 2 ft below the top of the dam, the village experienced serious 



flooding.  One must ask, could "someone" have raised the weir plate soon after the 
Jan 27 2013 event (to allow more water pass underneath the dam, and thus limit the 
water level in the dam)?  If this is a reasonable assumption, then would this perhaps 
explain why the village flooded in 2016, when the water level in the dam was lower?.  
And if "Yes" to that question, then would it not be reasonable, before WSP makes 
recommendations, for WSP (with backing from LCC) establish whether or not the EA 
may be able to offer any information?   
The EA of course is the only body legitimately authorised to adjust the position of the 
weir plate, and of course the only body to have first hand access to the water levels 
continuously monitored directly upstream, and directly downstream of the dam.   
 
Does WSP have any evidence to support their suspicion (item 6 on page 8), that the 
weir plate may be exposed to malicious height adjustment?  The WSP suggestion 
that defence is needed against trash accumulation is not technically valid.  At worst, 
(if trash did accumulate) then flow through the channel under the dam would be 
reduced.  Water would more rapidly accumulate in the dam itself, which at worst may 
overtop somewhat sooner.  This would not significantly affect the flood risk in the 
village.  Any water bypassing the top of the dam would pass through the purpose 
designed spill way to the north east of the dam, run down the natural slope, and 
promptly return to GE Brook.  The flood risk to GE would be unaffected.  It appears 
that this suggestion has no technical merit. 
 
Funding Potential - Page 4 and 5 of the report 
 
The core of this section appears to be data captured from the Mott Macdonald 
Report, which as stated above, Great Easton residents have yet to see.  
 
Flood Alleviation Options Page 6 -  to the end of the WSP report 
 
Generally, I consider that technical the data presented in the WSP report, in its 
current condition, is insufficient to justify bringing forwards any recommendations at 
this stage.   
I'm particularly concerned by the statement directly after Table 4 on page 7.  WSP is 
wrong to state that "the catchment area responds quickly".  This sentence fails to 
take account of the position of the GESFR weir plate at the time of any particular 
event, and the weather return frequency of that event.  The EA continuously 
electrically monitors the water levels at each end of the channel under GESFR.  
In March 2014, there was a roughly six hour gap between the peak of the rainfall, 
and water starting to rise behind the dam. Also, Anglian Water constantly monitor the 
flow rates in sewers in Brook Lane.  It is reasonable to expect ample time for putting 
well pre-prepared demountable defences in place, on condition that viable alarm 
communication channels are put in place, and needed materials stockpiled. 
  
On one other specific issue, on page 8, Last paragraph in Section 4 "Friends of 
Great Easton Brook" WSP states that  "there is insufficient evidence" to suggest that 
the flooding risk is related to lack of maintenance of ditches and culverts (etc.) In fact 
there is ample evidence.   
  



 
A key ditch that lacks maintenance is the aforementioned former (now filled in) ditch 
directly to the east of former 28 Broadgate, but now Stokes Rise.  In a 1 in 100 year 
+ safety factor event (the EA increased the needed safety factor when Stokes Rise 
development was undergoing planning consent) it is clear that right now, lack of 
adequate maintenance could precipitate an uncontrolled torrent of water, many times 
greater than that shown in the photo above, directly onto the surface of Broadgate. 
 
============================================================= 
 
The above comments cover a number of my concerns about the accuracy of the 
WSP report, but I do have others.    
 
If there seems to be a real prospect that Mohammed will request a discussion on the 
technical accuracy of the WSP report, and if the sub committee considers that I 
could contribute usefully to such a discussion, then I'll be happy to do so.  
If so, please let me know.  
 
But I think that is unlikely, so unless unexpected developments occur, I'll assume I'll 
not be needed.  


