
M
AY

 2008

Report of 
Flood Review 
Panel
Key Findings and Recommendations of 
the Review Panel 



East Riding of Yorkshire Council will, on request, provide this 
document in Braille, LARGE PRINT or an audio version.

If English is not your first language and you would like a translation of 
this document in any of the following fifteen languages, please 
telephone:- 

Shqip 01430 457340 Albanian

01430 457341 Arabic 

01430 457342 Bengali

01430 457343 Cantonese

Français 01430 457344 French

01430 457345 Kurdish Sorani 

Latviešu 01430 457465 Latvian 

Lietuviškai 01430 457466 Lithuanian

01430 457346 Pashtu 

Polski 01430 457467 Polish

Português 01430 457468 Portuguese

Pycc 01430 457469 Russian

Español 01430 457347 Spanish

Türkçe 01430 457348 Turkish

01430 457349 Urdu  



Contents

Section

1

2

3

4

5

6 

7

8

9

10

11

12 

12.1	

12.2	

12.3	

12.4	

12.5	

12.6	

12.7	

12.8

13 

13.1	

13.2	

13.3	

13.4

13.5	

13.6	

13.7 

13.8	

13.9

14 

14.1

Heading  

Introduction to the Review -	Councillor	Laurie	Cross,	Chairman	of	the	

Review	Panel.

Key Findings

Summary of Key Recommendations 

Background to the Review

National Flood Reviews and Reports

Financial Implications of the Review

Methodology

The Flooding and its Impact

The Geography of the East Riding

Effects on Homes

Effects on the Community, Businesses and Agriculture

Public Perception

The Emergency 

Introduction 

Flood Warnings

Joint Emergency Planning 

East Riding of Yorkshire Council Emergency Planning 

Sandbags 

School Closures during the Emergency

Information to Town and Parish Councils and East Riding Councillors 

Humberside Fire and Rescue Services and Flooding Emergencies

The Recovery Phase in the East Riding of Yorkshire

The Recovery Phase

Real Aid and British Red Cross 

Funding Support to Town and Parish Councils 

Council Tax Relief

Agricultural Recovery

Waste Disposal 

Gully cleaning 

Insurance 

Long-term Recovery Challenges

Waterways and Drainage: Responsibility in the East Riding	

Introduction 

Pages 

Page 1

 

Page 2

Page 3

Page 6

Page 7

Page 7

Page 8

Page 9

Page 11

Page 12

Page 13

Page 14

Page 15

Page 15

Page 15

Page 15

Page 16

Page 17

Page 17

Page 18

Page 18

Page 19

Page 19

Page 20

Page 20

Page 21

Page 21

Page 22

Page 22

Page 23

Page 23

Page24

Page24



Contents

Section

14.2	

14.3	

14.4	

14.5	

14.6	

14.7	

14.8	

14.9	

14.10	

14.11	

14.12

14.13

15 

15.1	

15.2

15.3

16

16.1

16.2

16.3

16.4

16.5

16.6

16.7

17

18

19

Heading  

Waterways Responsibility 

The Environment Agency 

Funding 

Waterways Maintenance and Removal of Obstacles

Internal Drainage Board 

East Riding of Yorkshire Council and Riparian Ownership

Highways, Culverts and Gullies 

Drainage Responsibilities 

Yorkshire Water

Connecting to the Drainage Network

Yorkshire Water

Town and Parish Councils 

Environmental Protection 

Natural England 

Land Management Schemes

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust

Planning and Planning Policy Issues

Planning Policy Issues

Regional Spatial Strategy

Catchment Management Flood Plans 

Local Development Framework

Development Control Issues

Consultation on Planning Applications

Planning Applications

Multi-agency Approach – A ‘Flood Protection Board’

Local Solutions

Conclusions

Appendix A: Scope of the Review

Appendix B: Flood Risk Maps

Appendix C: Submission to the Pitt Review

Appendix D: Local Solutions

Acknowledgements

Glossary

Pages 

Page 24

Page 24

Page 24

Page 25

Page 25

Page 26

Page 27

Page 27

Page 28

Page 28

Page 29

Page 29

Page 30

Page 30

Page 30

Page 30

Page 31

Page 31

Page 31

Page 32

Page 33

Page 33

Page 34

Page 35

Page 35

Page 36

Page 37

Page 38

Page 43

Page 46

Page 68

Page 93

Page 95



INTRODUCTION TO THE REVIEW 

1

It is with a mixture of sadness and optimism that I introduce this Flood Review Panel report: sadness knowing that the lives of thousands 
of people were devastated by the flooding, and many people are still unable to inhabit their homes; delight with the approach taken 
by the organisations involved and their willingness to look to the future and to work together to minimise the devastation on a similar 
scale in the future.

At the heart of those organisations’ concerns, and of myself and the Panel of elected representatives, are the residents of the East Riding.  
We wanted to conduct this Review in a transparent and open fashion, listening to residents and enabling them to listen to us.  In light 
of that we conducted our meetings in public, at locations across the East Riding.  We publicised the work of the Review widely and 
encouraged people to write to the Panel.  

The scale of the task undertaken by the Panel has been significant.  The Review has made recommendations to the Council and 
to partner organisations.  It has also made a number of recommendations that can only be addressed at a national level by the 
Government.  

I would like to take this opportunity to thank everyone who has participated and contributed to this process.  Firstly, to all the people 
that took the time to write to the Panel or to attend one of its meetings.  Secondly to all the organisations that contributed to this 
Review.  There was much work being undertaken in different parts of the region, and the pressure on people to attend and provide 
information was significant.  Finally I would like to thank my colleagues on the Panel, and also our external drainage expert, Peter Kite.  
This task has been an onerous one, and the commitment by colleagues and officers to achieve improvements for residents has been 
tireless.

Thank you for your interest in this Review.

Councillor Laurie Cross
Chairman of the Review Panel 

CoUnCILLoR	LAURIe	CRoss,	CHAIRMAn	oF	tHe	ReVIeW	PAneL





EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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1 KEY FINDINGS
1.1 In June 2007 the East Riding of  Yorkshire was flooded 

on an unprecedented scale causing severe disruption.  The 
event was identified as a 1 in a 150 year occurrence and the 
result was devastation and misery for many communities 
and individuals.  Over 6,000 households were affected by 
water entry into the ground floor in the June 2007 floods 
with many more suffering floods in outbuildings, driveways 
and gardens.  Of these over 3000 householders were 
completely displaced from their homes, and forced to live 
in temporary accommodation with over 900 in caravans.  
By  the end of June 2008 it is estimated that this will be 235 
people.  

1.2 People affected by the flooding showed tremendous 
fortitude and resilience during the flooding with a strong 
community spirit and willingness to help others in need.  
There are many examples of members of the public and 
individuals in the emergency services and local authorities 
who showed courage and dedication in very difficult 
circumstances over and above the call of duty.

1.3 78 East Riding schools were closed as a result of the 
flooding causing disruption to the education of thousands 
of children and young people resulting in 93, 484 pupil days 
lost. 4 schools were severely damaged.  38 schools were 
damaged of which some had severe damage.  

1.4 Some 12,334 hectares (approximately 30,000 acres) 
of land were flooded the majority of which was good 
quality agricultural land resulting in extensive crop loss as 
well as damage and contamination to the soil structure 
with dire consequences for individual farmers and the 
farming industry in the East Riding.  This was a far more 
significant loss than had been previously estimated by 
other organisations.  It has been impossible to calculate the 
financial loss incurred by the farming community.   

1.5 Some 92 businesses and commercial properties were 
affected by the flooding.

1.6 Some 700 km of highways were affected by the flooding 
including culverts and drains.  Spittal Bridge and Tickton 
Bridge were particularly damaged by the flooding.  A 
significant number of local roads were made impassable.

1.7  The current estimated loss or damage to private property 
and businesses in the East Riding is well in excess of £200m.  
A price cannot be placed on the stress and anxiety suffered 
by thousands of people of all ages. 

1.8  The cost to communities and individuals from the flooding, 
which far outweighs the investment required which would 
have alleviated the scale and impact of the flooding which 
occurred.  

1.9 The financial impact on the Council from the recovery 
including the costs of repairing flood damaged schools, 
highways, bridges, culverts, drains, council houses and other 
properties is approximately £45m.  Some £17m of this 
expenditure has already been incurred by the Council.

 
1.10 The scale of the flooding was compounded by a number 

of factors:-

 • Large number of parties involved in flood protection   
 and waterways management

 • Lack of an integrated strategic approach
 • A huge historical lack of investment in flood protection  

 and in maintenance

1.11 Riparian owners were frequently not aware of, or not 
discharging their responsibilities, which meant that many 
stretches of waterway had not been maintained for a 
significant period of time.  This includes stretches of water 
ranging from small back garden ditches to significant 
waterways.  

1.12 The rainfall experienced on 15 June 2007 meant that 
the water table and water levels were so high that the 
subsequent rainfall could not drain away effectively.  The 
volume of rainfall on 25 and 26 June 2007 was a rare 
event, and occurring after 15 June rainfall, the land and 
infrastructure could not accommodate the water.  The 
devastation across the whole of the East Riding, and indeed 
the region was significant.  Figures for the levels of rainfall 
are set out in the body of the report.   

1.13 No organisation had a responsibility to predict or monitor 
the impact of rainfall on flooding in order to issue surface 
water flood warnings.

1.14 The coincidence of unprecedented rainfall, the high water 
table and a series of rising tides contributed significantly 
to the flooding which occurred in June.  Siltation in the 
Humber can also impede the discharge of water and water 
flows, as can the need to have clough doors closed during 
high tides.  

1.15 None of the organisations involved were able to respond 
adequately to the event due to its unprecedented scale 
– responses were focused on the protection of life and 
limb.  Although people felt disappointed by the response 
from the public services it would be impracticable to have 
services on standby to respond to an emergency of this 
enormity.    

1.16 The Panel considered that organisations were working 
together at an operational level, but not as effectively at a 
strategic level in order to prioritise investment.

1.17  There had previously been a number of national flood 
reviews.  The findings from these reviews had not been 
enacted.  These are referred to in paragraph 4.10.

  The NFU has estimated the cost of lost crops to be in excess of £17m, excluding their market value.  
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2 SUMMARY OF KEY
 RECOMMENDATIONS  
2.1 The Panel recommends that a multi-agency Flood 

Protection and Resilience Board should be established 
for the East Riding comprising representatives of the 
Environment Agency,  the Council,  Yorkshire Water,  Internal 
Drainage Boards, Natural England and other relevant 
public agencies and major landowners and farmers.  The 
remit of the board would be to develop an integrated 
and strategic approach to flood management, investment, 
design and prioritisation of expenditure.  This will formalise 
the informal partnership working arrangements that have 
been developed, particularly over the last 12 months.    

2.2  The Panel recommends that the Environment Agency, Local 
Authorities, water companies and other relevant agencies 
should be subject to a statutory duty to co-operate to reduce 
the risk of flooding and to promote multi-agency working.

2.3 The Panel recommends that as a matter of urgency new 
flood protection schemes should be implemented by the 
Environment Agency for Burstwick Drain, the Western 
Drain, and the whole of Haltemprice to protect against 
future flooding. This work should be undertaken in 
conjunction with the Council and other agencies.  Significant 
investment should also take place in the combined drainage 
system covering the settlements bordering the East Riding 
and in Hull, as these are interconnected.      

2.4 The Panel recommends permanent pumping stations 
should be included at critical drains discharging into the 
river Humber which depend on tidal flows.

2.5 The Panel recommends that if the Environment Agency 
retains a local operational role, then it should not hold the 
budget for flood management itself, but should have to 
bid for it in the same manner as Local Authorities do for 
investment in transport and highways to the Department 
of Transport. The proposed multi-agency Board should 
have a role to play in prioritising where the revenue and 
capital investment is to be made in the East Riding by all 
the relevant public agencies.    

2.6 The Panel recommends that the Environment Agency 
capital bid scheme should be revised to fairly reflect the 
need for investment in rural areas.   

 
2.7 The Panel urges the Government to place the Environment 

Agency under a statutory duty to take reasonable steps to 
protect against all forms of flooding where they currently 
only have permissive powers to undertake works.  

2.8 The Panel recommends that the Environment Agency 
should have responsibility for issuing warnings in relation 
to surface water flooding in addition to fluvial flooding.   

2.9 The Panel recommends that all critical infrastructure and 
installations including hospitals, telecoms and IT systems are 
protected against the risk of flooding as the consequences 
of a failure could be catastrophic.  The Panel suggest the 
Council works with businesses to protect their operations 
against flooding and other emergencies as part of their 
wider emergency planning in the East Riding.    

2.10 The Panel recommends that nationally the role of the 
Fire and Rescue Service should be reviewed to include 
provision of rescue and emergency support during flooding 
incidents and that Fire Authorities should be funded and 
equipped accordingly to meet these new responsibilities.   

2.11 The Panel recommends the Council should increase 
investment in Council owned culvert and gully cleaning and 
in the maintenance of watercourses.  It should also increase 
the frequency of maintenance in areas particularly at risk 
of flooding.  It welcomes the Council’s recent decision to 
increase funding.  

2.12 The Panel welcomes the Council’s recent decision to 
appoint an additional drainage engineer to work with, 
educate and where necessary take enforcement action 
against riparian owners.   

2.13 The Panel recommends that details of riparian ownership 
should be included in Home Information Packs and that 
legislation be introduced to require this by law.    

2.14 The Panel recommends that watercourses and the drainage 
system should be adequately maintained over their whole 
length, particularly man-made drainage systems to improve 
capacity and water flow.  

2.15 The Panel recommends that town and parish councils 
consult their communities and engage them in dialogue 
about the development of their own emergency plans and 
that these be integrated into East Riding wide plans.  

2.16 The Panel recommends that a system of monitoring 
ground water levels and soil saturation be put in place to 
provide advance warning of potential pluvial flooding.  This 
would require close working between Yorkshire Water, the 
Environment Agency and the Met Office. 

2.17 The Panel recommends that the proposed Board introduce 
a system to ensure that multi-agency investigations are 
undertaken into the causes of persistent flooding in 
localised areas to help identify solutions to the problem.  

2.18 The Panel recommends that the proposed Board should 
review and monitor the maintenance of waterways and 
ditches that are in parts of the East Riding not covered by 
Internal Drainage Boards.  
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2 SUMMARY OF KEY     
 RECOMMENDATIONS  
Further recommendations are contained in the body of 
this report and are listed below:- 

2.19  The Panel recommends that  legislation be enacted to 
enable the scrutiny of non-governmental organisations 
including the Environment Agency, requiring them to 
provide evidence both orally and in writing, comparable to 
the requirements to which NHS bodies are subject.

2.20  The Panel recommends that critical infrastructure and 
installations including hospitals, telecoms and IT systems are 
protected against the risk of flooding as the consequences 
of a failure could be catastrophic in the event of a future 
emergency.  The Panel suggests that the Council work with 
businesses to protect their operations against flooding and 
other emergencies as part of wider emergency planning 
for the East Riding.

2.21 While it was recognised that staff were deployed in the 
Emergency Call Centre to support the floodline, the Panel 
feels that it would have been beneficial if additional staff 
could have been made available.  The Panel recommends 
that in future large scale emergencies, consideration 
should be given to allocating more Council staff who are 
not involved in frontline service delivery to support the 
emergency response. 

2.22  The Panel recommends that the proposed Board should 
monitor and investigate the causes of localised flooding and 
where practical to take action to prevent road closures at 
key points.  

2.23  The Panel recommends that a flood prevention and flood 
contacts information leaflet is produced in conjunction 
with partners.

2.24 The Panel recommends that the Council stores sandbags 
at key locations around the East Riding to ensure that they 
are easier to transport in the event of an emergency and 
consider that town and parish councils may also wish to 
keep their own stores.  

2.25 The Panel recommends that home owners should be 
informed of alternatives to sandbags to enable them to 
explore other means of protecting their properties against 
flooding.  

2.26  The Panel recommends that technical research be 
undertaken by the Environment Agency into the benefits 
and disbenefits of the use of sandbags as part of the 
measures which householders can take to protect their 
properties. 

2.27  The Panel recommends that information such as road and 
school closures published on the Council’s website should 
be dated and timed.

2.28  The Panel recommends that where information about an 
emergency is distributed it is also provided to town and 
parish councils for display on their notice boards and other 
prominent locations in their areas.  

2.29 The Panel recommends that the Council uses its powers 
of discretionary relief to ensure that residents displaced by 
flooding remain exempt from Council Tax and that there 
should be further promotion of the exemption scheme in 
East Riding News.

2.30 The Panel recommends that the Council’s rural 
development team continue to monitor and respond to 
the agricultural recovery, liaising with agricultural charities 
and the agricultural community to sustain available support 
to those who need it. This should include publicity in the 
Council’s media publications.  

2.31 The Panel further recommends that Street Scene uses 
the information obtained from the flooding to identify a) 
gullies that require specific urgent action, and b) which 
gullies should be cleaned more frequently.

2.32  The Panel recommends that a formal system of 
communication is established between Yorkshire Water and 
the Council to improve the co-ordination of maintenance 
programmes for both gullies and the drainage system.

2.33 The Panel recommends that the Council should encourage 
local contractors to apply for inclusion on the Council’s list 
of approved contractors.  This would increase the availability 
of approved local contractors to undertake work for 
insurance companies in the event of an emergency.   

2.34 The Panel recommends, building on the success of the 
location of insurers within the East Riding during an 
emergency, that the Council establish local premises to 
enable insurance companies to have a presence in the area 
in the event of other major emergencies occurring.  

2.35  The Panel recommends that the Government take action 
to increase the powers of the Environment Agency, Local 
Authorities and Internal Drainage Boards to prevent or 
remove obstructions to watercourses and remove any 
unnecessary legal restrictions.   

2.36  The Panel recommends that Sustainable Urban Drainage 
should either be dealt with by the Environment Agency or 
the Local Authorities so long as resources are allocated 
to enable this work to be undertaken.  The proposed 
Board should be responsible for mapping pluvial and fluvial 
flooding and should be funded accordingly.   

2.37  The Panel recommends that new guidance should be 
issued on the use of reserves and commuted sums held by 
the Internal Drainage Boards.
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2 SUMMARY OF KEY     
 RECOMMENDATIONS  
2.38   The Panel recommends that the proposed new Board 

should review the issue of how levies are raised and how 
funding is applied.  

2.39   The Panel recommends that the remit of Internal Drainage 
Boards should be expanded to consider the effects of their 
work in urban areas.

2.40   The Panel recommends that the Council and Internal 
Drainage Boards should identify riparian ownership of 
critical watercourses and work to ensure that these are 
adequately maintained.  

2.41   The Panel recommends that the Council monitor and 
review the pumping capacity at the West Hull Pumping 
Station in conjunction with Yorkshire Water.  

2.42   The Panel recommends that an update report be provided 
to the Council within a year to indicate what progress has 
been made by Yorkshire Water.  

2.43   The Panel recommends that Yorkshire Water undertakes 
a survey of the condition and capacity of its system and 
reviews the investment required to deal with inadequate 
sewers and drains.  

2.44   The Panel recommends that town and parish councils 
should be encouraged to make use of their precepting 
powers to fund local flood protection projects.  

2.45   The Panel recommends that the Council should use 
Section 106 agreements to fund local flood prevention 
projects.  

2.46   The Panel recommends that the proposed Board 
encourages organisations and individuals to enter 
into agreements with Natural England to undertake 
maintenance works in protected areas.  This should include 
any dredging in the Humber.  

2.47   The Panel suggests that the Council should seek clarification 
from the bodies concerned with the management of the 
Humber Estuary regarding whether moving silt from the 
South Bank to the North Bank of the Humber is impacting 
on water flow and increasing the risk of flooding.

2.48   The Panel recommends that the Stewardship Schemes be 
revised to enable cutting back to be undertaken at other 
times of the year in places that are located in a high risk 
flood area as defined by the Environment Agency.   

2.49   The Panel recommends that information on flood 
prevention measures and associated costs be provided 
regularly to the Regional Flood Defence Committee to 
inform its funding decisions.  

2.50  The Panel recommends that flood resilient design should 
be encouraged in flood risk areas and should be proactively 
promoted to developers.  The Panel further recommends 
that the Council investigates other ways of promoting 
flood resilient design.   

2.51  The Panel recommends that in a future review the 
Regional Spatial Strategy should take into account all types 
of flooding including data that the Council now holds on 
the June 2007 floods. 

2.52  The Panel recommends that the Government either a) 
give additional resources to local authorities in order for 
them to meet the responsibility of undertaking a Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment that includes pluvial risk; or b) the 
Environment Agency’s Flood Risk Map responsibilities 
should be revised to require the inclusion of pluvial flood 
risk assessment.  

2.53   The Panel recommends that the Environment Agency 
should assess the full impact of its various Catchment 
Flood Management Plans on the East Riding.  

2.54   The Panel recommends that there be a statutory 
requirement for multi-agency development of Catchment 
Flood Management Plans and that these be subject to 
public scrutiny prior to adoption.

2.55  The Panel recommends that the Council champions flood 
tolerant land management practices and seeks to avoid the 
use of sacrificial land.  

2.56  The Panel recommends that this report be used to 
advise the Local Development Framework, and where 
appropriate the recommendations be integrated into the 
suite of documents.

2.57  The Panel recommends that planning conditions relating to 
drainage should be proactively enforced by the Council.  

2.58  The Panel recommends that the Environment Agency and 
Yorkshire Water should be required to qualify the nature 
and extent of their comments in response to consultation 
on planning applications.

2.59  The Panel recommends that the proposed Board 
investigates the integrated local land management approach 
along with other flood resilience measures and reports 
to the Council on the potential this has for building local 
solutions to flooding.    

2.60  The Panel recommends that given the concerns raised 
about the possible amount of unadopted drainage for 
large scale developments, developers should be subject to 
interim conditions making them responsible for drainage 
until such time as a system becomes formally adopted.  
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3     BACKGROUND TO THE REVIEW
3.1 The scale of the devastation experienced by East Riding 

residents in June 2007 was unprecedented for the area.  
Thousands of homes and businesses were affected. 
Farmland was inundated with the loss of standing crops 
and serious damage to soil structure.  Many people had to 
move into temporary accommodation, or were forced to 
live on the upper floors of their homes.  Many residents 
have still not returned to their homes.

3.2 The East Riding was not the only area to suffer.  At 
the same time Hull, North Lincolnshire, North East 
Lincolnshire and Doncaster also suffered.  In subsequent 
weeks Gloucestershire was badly affected.

3.3 The East Riding has suffered serious flooding events before, 
most recently in 2000 and 2002. On these occasions the 
damage, although significant was localised.  An example of 
an area previously subjected to serious flooding is Stamford 
Bridge.  This was principally due to the river overtopping.  

3.4 There will always be a risk of flooding from prolonged 
rainfall.  Climate change predictions indicate that the 
frequency of these events may increase.  The Council along 
with other partners has to use the 2007 experience to 
learn lessons for the future and use the experience as a 
catalyst for change. It is important that the risk of flooding 
continues to be seen as a priority even when the sun 
shines.

3.5 In this spirit, looking forward to what improvements and 
changes could be made, the Council set up an Overview 
and Scrutiny Flood Review Panel.  The request to commence 
such a Panel was submitted to the Overview Management 
Committee on 28 August 2007.  The scope of the Flood 
Review Panel is at Appendix A to this report.  

3.6 The Panel has not investigated the tragic circumstances 
surrounding the death of Michael Barnett in Hessle as this 
has been investigated at a Coroners Inquest.  The Panel 
expressed their sympathy with the family and friends and 
others affected.  

3.7 This report summarises the work of the Review Panel and 
the findings and recommendations made by the Panel.

4 NATIONAL FLOOD REVIEWS   
 AND REPORTS
4.1 Parallel to a number of local flood reviews taking place, there 

were also two national reviews.  One was under the auspice of 
an Environment Food and Rural Affairs Select Committee.  

4.2 At the time of writing, that committee was still collecting 
evidence from a range of sources, which included a number 
of representatives from organisations within the East Riding, 
including Internal Drainage Boards and residents.  

4.3 The other review was initiated at the request of Ministers 
to provide an independent analysis of the 2007 floods.   
This was chaired by Sir Michael Pitt.  The scope of the 
review was set out as:- 

 ‘The Review should be wide-ranging and consider all 
available evidence on the flooding that occurred in England 
during June and July 2007, its impacts and what this means 
for the future. It should hear from those involved at the 
local, regional and national level, including the public, their 
elected representatives, public organisations, businesses, 
the farming community and professional associations. The 
Review should focus specifically on issues around: 

 a.  Flood risk management, including the risk posed by   
 surface water flooding and the way in which the public  
 and private sectors might adapt to future risks. 

 b.  The vulnerability of critical infrastructure, including: 

   i. The ability of critical infrastructure to withstand  
  flooding, and what improvements might be   
  made. 

   ii. The resilience of dams and associated   
  structures, and what improvements might be   
  made. 

 c.  The emergency response to the flooding, including social  
 and welfare issues. 

 d.  Issues for wider emergency planning arising from the   
 actual or potential loss of essential infrastructure. 

 e.  Issues arising during the transition period from the   
 response to recovery phases. 

 f.  Issues arising during the recovery phase.’

4.4 Given that the East Riding Review Panel may wish to 
make a number of recommendations which would require 
national change, it was important that the Review Panel 
involved itself with the national review, raised the profile of 
the East Riding and lobbied it for change. 

 

4.5 Sir Michael Pitt visited the East Riding on 31 October 2007.  
The visit included a tour of the East Riding, meeting with 
residents as well as a presentation from the Flood Review 
Panel.  This enabled the Panel to represent its views at a 
national strategic level.  The tour visited Anlaby Acre Head 
Primary School, which was badly affected by flooding and 
included discussions with staff and children.



4 NATIONAL FLOOD REVIEWS   
 AND REPORTS
4.6 Sir Michael Pitt also met with representatives from Internal 

Drainage Boards, the Environment Agency, town and 
parish council representatives and East Riding of Yorkshire 
Council.  

4.7 The Panel supplied copies of minutes of meetings to the 
Pitt Review and a draft version of this report was made 
available to ensure that issues being raised in the East 
Riding could be fed into the national review.  The Panel 
also contributed to a formal submission to the Pitt Review 
which was submitted by the Council. This is attached as 
Appendix C to this report.  

4.8 The Interim Review Report published by Sir Michael Pitt in 
December 2007 referred to the East Riding and to issues 
that had been raised with him on his visit.  The final report 
will be published later this year.  

4.9 There were a number of historical flood reports which 
had a bearing on the considerations of the Panel, principally 
because a number of recommendations had been made 
which had not been implemented.  

4.10 An article published by the Institute of Civil Engineers 
‘Learning to Live with Rivers’ in August 2007 summarised 
a number of recommendations made as part of previous 
flood reviews, and the extent to which they were 
implemented.  A table which was included in the article is 
set out below:-

 

4.11 The previous review referred to is principally Learning to 
Live with Rivers, cited above and published in 2001.  

4.12 The Panel was deeply concerned by the number of 
recommendations that had not been implemented, 
particularly as many of the issues raised during the course 
of this Review reflected the recommendations that had 
not been implemented previously.  

5 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS OF 
THE REVIEW

5.1 The recommendations of this review have a number of 
financial implications for the Council.

5.2 In anticipation of the review, the Council agreed on
 14 February 2008 to allocate financial resources to meet 

the emerging recommendations of the review as follows:-

5.3 The Panel identified the need for a flood prevention 
and flood contacts information leaflet to be produced in 
conjunction with partners. 

5.4 The Panel is pleased that the Council has already allocated 
additional funding to meet some of the recommendations 
in this report.    
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Money	to	enable	the	appointment	of	a
drainage	engineer	to	work	with	riparian
landowners	and	undertake	enforcement

Further	resources	for	allowing	additional	
gully	cleaning	to	be	added	to	the	schedule

Additional	one-off	resource	for	gully
maintenance	and	other	drainage	repair	works

	£42,000

£137,500

	
£492,500



6 METHODOLOGY

6.1 The Overview Management Committee agreed that a 
review be undertaken as a priority.  The scope for the 
Review was agreed by that Committee on 7 September 
2007, and is attached as Appendix A.  The Overview 
Management Committee considered that given the     
cross-cutting nature of the Review, its Chairman should be 
co-opted to the Panel and should Chair the Review.

6.2 The membership of the Panel was set at seven members, 
Councillors Cross (Chairman, Labour - Minster and 
Woodmansey), Grove (Conservative - Mid Holderness), 
Jump (Conservative  -  Cottingham North), Kingston 
(Liberal Democrat - Tranby), Lynn (Liberal Democrat 
- South West Holderness), Pickering (Conservative - 
Bridlington South) and Temple (Conservative - Driffield 
and Rural). 

  
6.3 The commitment of the Council to the Review was 

reflected in the provision of additional support to the 
Panel, and a dedicated member of the Support Services 
team was provided to assist in the organisation of the 
Review.  Additionally the Council set aside a small sum 
of money for the provision of an independent drainage 
expert to provide advice on the drainage issues that would 
be raised during the course of the Review.  Mr Peter Kite 
was subsequently appointed to this role. Mr Peter Kite is 
a qualified drainage engineer with significant experience 
of working for a range of organisations, including the 
Environment Agency. He also has a large amount of local 
knowledge, being an East Riding resident.  

6.4 The scope for the Review outlined what issues would 
be considered, and how the Review would be organised.  
Crucial to the Panel was capturing the information and 
views of residents.  There were a mix of informal drop-
in sessions which were used to gather information about 
what occurred and where, and more formal meetings 
where a range of organisations were invited to present 
evidence to the Panel, but at which residents could ask 
questions of the organisations.  

6.5 As one of the most significant features of the June event was 
the scale and spread of the flooding the Panel determined 
that it wished to hold meetings in a range of locations 
across the East Riding.  Meetings were held as follows:

6.6 Scrutiny review panels are normally convened in private, 
and attendance at the meetings is by invitation. Due to the 
level of public interest in the review, the Panel strongly felt 
that the meetings should be held in public.  These were 
all well attended, and enabled the public to ask questions 
of a range of organisations.  In particular information and 
evidence was sought from the following:-
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Approx.
No. 

Attendees

50

50

50

30

30

25

80

15

20

70

70

40

Date

2007

28	september

12	october

19	october

24	october

7	november

28	november

13	December

2008

8	January

10	January

17	January	

23	January

13	February

Location

Cottingham

Hedon

Anlaby

Hessle

Driffield

Withernsea

Beverley

Market	
Weighton

Holme	upon
spalding	Moor

Beverley

Hornsea

Pocklington

Type of Meeting

Drop-in	session

Drop-in	session

Drop-in	session

Meeting	regarding
the	scale	of	the
event

Responsibilities	for
Infrastructure

national	Flood											
Reviews

Yorkshire	Water	and	
Catchment
Management	Flood	
Plans

emergency

Recovery

Rural	Issues

Planning	and
Forward	Planning

summary	and
Conclusions

east	Riding	of		Yorkshire	Council

natural	england

Internal	Drainage	Boards

emergency	services

Residents/Residents	Groups

environment	Agency

Yorkshire	Water

national	Farmers	Union/
Representatives	of	the	
farming	community

Yorkshire	Wildlife	trust

town	and	Parish	Councils



9

6 METHODOLOGY
6.7 The members of the Panel were conscious that many 

organisations were conducting their own reviews of 
the flooding, both within the East Riding and in other 
geographical areas.  These included those conducted by 
Town and Parish Councils, the Hull Independent Review 
and the Environment Agency and Yorkshire Water Reviews.  
In the East Riding elected Members made the decision that 
the appropriate mechanism for the Review was via the 
overview and scrutiny process.  It was felt that elected 
Members, who have a democratic mandate should be 
responsible for holding to account and challenging both 
the Council and partner organisations.

6.8 In addition to the formal meetings, Members of the 
Review Panel were invited to attend town and parish 
council meetings at various locations across the East Riding.  
Members also met with national leaders on flooding, such 
as John Healey MP, Floods Recovery Minister, Shadow 
Floods Minister Ann Macintosh MP, Sir Michael Pitt and 
Graham Stuart MP for Beverley and Holderness. 

6.9 It was the aim of the Panel to raise the profile of the East 
Riding and as some recommendations required action 
at the national level, the panel was seeking to influence 
decisions on flooding taken at that level. 

6.10 It should be noted that aside from the Council, none of 
the organisations involved had a duty to co-operate with 
the overview and scrutiny process, i.e. they did not have to 
attend meetings or provide information.  There are specific 
regulations that apply to the NHS to enable local authority 
scrutiny of health services, but nothing comparable for 
other organisations who are responsible for spending large 
sums of public money at a local level. 

6.11 Whilst the Panel was by and large delighted by the level 
of co-operation that it had received, there had been 
occasional difficulties, notably sporadic attendance by the 
Environment Agency.  These problems would have been 
resolved had there been a statutory framework requiring 
these organisations to be involved.  

6.12 Many non-governmental organisations hold significant 
budgets and have powers invested in them which are in 
the public interest. These organisations are not directly 
democratically accountable and at present there are no 
public checks and balances on their activities. 

6.13  The Panel recommends that  legislation be enacted to enable 
the scrutiny of non-governmental organisations including the 
Environment Agency, requiring them to provide evidence both 
orally and in writing, comparable to the requirements to which 
NHS bodies are subject.

6.14  The Panel recommends that the Environment Agency, Local 
Authorities, water companies and other relevant agencies 
should be subject to a statutory duty to co-operate to reduce 
the risk of flooding and to promote multi-agency working.

7 THE FLOODING AND ITS    
 IMPACT
7.1 On 15 June 2007 there was a significant downfall of rain 

across England, particularly in the East Riding which raised 
the water table to a very high level.  There was further 
heavy rainfall on 25 and 26 June 2007 causing flooding 
on an unprecedented scale.  The event was identified by 
Yorkshire Water as a one in a 150 year occurrence and 
the result was devastation and misery for many of our 
communities and individuals.

   
7.2 Figures recorded by the Met Office indicated that many 

weather stations in Lincolnshire,  Yorkshire and the Humber, 
had their wettest June on record.  Precipitation recorded 
at weather stations across the East Riding and Hull was as 
follows:-

 7.3 Across the Yorkshire and Humber region 22,000 homes 
were affected along with 171 schools and 18,000 hectares 
of land.

7.4 Of these regional figures, 6,142 individual households in the 
East Riding were affected by water entry into the ground 
floor with many more suffering flooding in outbuildings, 
driveways and gardens.  The flood water was in many cases 
contaminated with sewage and drainage water.

 Met Office, http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/climate/uk/interesting/june2007/index.html

24-25 
June 2007 
(mm)
121.2
119.5
118.3
113.2
111.6

Station

Winestead
Keyingham
Great Culvert (Hull)
Hull
Tickton

24 June 
2007 
(mm)
40.4
42.5
50.8
50.2
44.6

25 June 
2007
(mm)
80.8
77.0
67.5
63.0
67.0

24-25 June 2007* 



10

7 THE FLOODING AND ITS    
 IMPACT

7.5 A total of 78 East Riding schools were affected on the first 
two days of the flooding with 34,108 pupils having to be 
sent home on 25 June 2007 and being unable to attend 
the following day.  This decreased to 25 schools and 8,495 
pupils on the third day and 12 schools and 2,968 pupils by 
29 June 2007.  The four schools most seriously damaged 
were  Anlaby Acre Head, Burton Pidsea, Cottingham Croxby 
and Inmans Primary Schools.  Six others were seriously 
damaged at Beeford, Cherry Burton, Kirk Ella, St Andrews, 
St Marys and St Josephs Primary Schools, Willerby Carr 
Lane Infant and Wolfreton Schools.  Another 28 schools 
suffered less serious or isolated damage.  The most severely 
affected schools had to find alternative accommodation 
for a considerable period of time with the last remaining 
pupils returning to their schools at the beginning of April 
2008 some nine months after the flooding occurred.

7.6 Some 93 business or commercial properties were affected 
by the flooding.  

7.7 Some 12,334 hectares (30,000 acres) of East Riding land 
were flooded and the majority of which was good quality 
agricultural land resulting in extensive loss of crops and 
damage and contamination to the soil structure with dire 
consequences for individual farmers. This represents 70% 
of the 18,000 hectares flooded in the area.  Many farmers 
had to move their livestock into sheds and use winter feed 
as the land was too water logged.

7.8 A number of highways in the East Riding were affected, 
with 40 km of A roads, 70 km of B roads and 225 km of 
C roads being underwater.  There were further impacts on 
unclassified roads, culverts and street lighting across the 
East Riding.  Spittal Bridge at Fangfoss and Tickton Bridge 
to the east of Beverley were particularly damaged by the 
flooding.  A significant number of local roads were also 
affected in the Haltemprice area.

7.9 The current estimated loss or damage to private property 
and businesses is well in excess of £200m not including the 
stress and anxiety caused by the flooding to individuals and 
families.  The financial impact on the Council arising from 
the loss or damage to council properties and infrastructure 
is in the order of £45m.  This figure includes future damage 
costs, such as the costs associated with repairing roads as 
damage emerges.  

7.10 DEFRA flood mapping identifies parts of the East Riding 
most susceptible to flooding.  The 2007 flooding broadly 
followed this map, albeit to a much greater scale.  There 

were, however, exceptions to this picture with previously 
unflooded areas experiencing significant surface water 
flooding problems.  The map at Figure 1, Appendix B 
shows the flood plain illustrating areas prone to flooding, 
alongside a map of the flooding that occurred in June 2007 
(Figure 2, Appendix B).

7.11 The flooding experienced on 25 June 2007 was particularly 
significant due to the scale of the event:

 • It affected the whole region, including both Hull and   
 the East Riding;

 • Flooding resulted in extensive road closures across the  
 region, preventing many people from returning home;

 • The emergency services responding, local authorities   
 and other organisations involved were overwhelmed   
 as they did not have the staff or resources to respond   
 immediately to what was taking place and therefore   
 prioritised their efforts to protect life and limb. 

 • Many of the staff working for those organisations were  
 also personally affected by the flooding to their own   
 homes and had to deal with the personal impact of   
 the flooding as well as providing services to others.  

7.12 The long-term impact on the soil structure may be a 
problem for many years.  

7.13 Flood water poses a risk to public health as it contains 
contaminants, notably sewage from the foul water system 
and other contaminants from run off.

7.14 The resulting impact of the flooding on the East Riding is 
still being felt. Over 1,800 households were still displaced 
in February 2008 with many still living in caravans or 
alternative accommodation.  There is considerable fear and 
stress being experienced by individuals because of the high 
risk of flooding recurring whenever there is heavy rainfall.  

7.15 One of the features of the flooding was the strength 
and commitment shown by residents.  During the drop-
in sessions the Panel heard countless stories of human 
kindness, of individuals taking people into their homes, of 
people speaking to their neighbours for the first time in 
years, of people gathering together to help protect the 
properties of their neighbours.  

7.16 The flooding incident galvanised communities, and  
provided an opportunity for town and parish councils to 
engage with, lead and support their communities.  This 
community spirit must be built upon. 
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8 THE GEOGRAPHY OF THE 
EAST RIDING

8.1  The extent to which the East Riding is liable to flooding, 
is shown on the DEFRA’s flood map.  This is included as 
Figure 3 at Appendix B.  

8.2  The East Riding and Hull has one of the largest number of 
homes that are in high risk flood areas second only to the 
Thames Gateway.  It has a large area of agricultural land where 
crops and grazing are vulnerable to extensive flooding unless 
regular maintenance of the drainage system is undertaken.  

8.3  The East Riding of Yorkshire is at a particular and unique 
risk of flooding owing to the topography and geology of 
the area.  The topography is dominated by the chalk Wolds 
ridge which runs in a sweep from Bridlington to Hessle. 
To the east, the chalk is overlaid with glacial clays of the 
Holderness Plain and to the west are the silts and peats 
built up by the flood plains of the river systems which feed 
into the Humber Estuary.

8.4  Early settlement followed the Wolds ridge with occupation 
of the vales and plains and being confined to the higher 
outcrops which occurred within marshland. It was not 
until the 18th and 19th centuries when drainage schemes 
were implemented in these areas, to reclaim the rich highly 
productive land, that significant settlement occurred.

8.5  The land of Holderness and the Derwent valley is primarily 
reclaimed marsh dependant upon artificial drainage 
systems. The fact that it is reclaimed land, and therefore 
very low lying makes it particularly susceptible to flooding.  

8.6  The drainage infrastructure that has been built requires 
maintenance, which in itself creates further challenges for 
organisations operating in the area.  However without 
maintenance the drainage will not operate effectively, and 
if not, flooding will be experienced.  

8.7  The hydrology of the East Riding is dependant on the 
capacity of the Wolds catchment to absorb rainfall. The 
underlying chalk acts as a significant ground water reservoir.  

The ground water levels fluctuate resulting in errant 
streams and springs. When saturated the runoff from the 
watershed rapidly inundates the flat heavy land to both the 
East and West.  The East Riding is particularly vulnerable to 
rapid surface water flooding due to this.

8.8  There are several major rivers such as the Derwent and 
Hull which drain the Vales of York and Holderness to 
the Humber Estuary. There is a history of these rivers 
overtopping and despite major investment in flood 
defences, particularly along the Derwent, the risk remains 
high. There is a similar risk resulting from the numerous 
man made drainage channels such as Barmston, Burstwick 
and Holderness drains.

8.9  The East Riding has the largest stretch of coast line of any 
unitary authority.  Much of the coastline of Holderness 
is low lying and relatively unprotected. It is subject to 
significant coastal  erosion and risk of flooding from the sea. 
The area is at particular risk from East Coast tidal surges 
such as occurred in 1953.  Tidal surges and overtopping 
can also occur along the Humber Estuary.  Some areas, 
such as Goole, are at a high risk, due to both the low lying 
land and from the Humber Estuary  

8.10  It is evident to the Panel that the nature of the multiple 
flood risk in the East Riding and the need for effective 
maintenance of watercourses and drains including man 
made channels and extensive reclaimed land was not fully 
understood by the various public agencies responsible 
for flood management.  This includes DEFRA.  As a 
consequence the Panel felt that insufficient attention has 
been given to the prioritisation for investment in flood 
protection and maintenance in the East Riding.  

8.11  Surface water in large areas of the East Riding is removed 
through a network of drains discharging into the 
Humber Estuary which do not operate at high tides.  The 
Environment Agency indicated that there could have been 
higher tides than those that occurred in June.  Had this 
been the case, the devastation could have been worse.  
The coincidence of unprecedented rainfall and the high 
water table contributed significantly to the flooding which 
occurred in June.  Siltation in the Humber can also impede 
the discharge of water and water flows.  
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9 EFFECTS ON HOMES

9.1 The following section is based on the Panel’s experience of 
holding drop-in sessions at the start of the review process.  
The comments recall the feelings and emotions of many 
of the residents who attended these sessions, and many of 
the people who subsequently wrote to the Council.  

9.2 Flooding brings with it the immediate challenge of trying to 
prevent rising water entering a property, and is extremely 
traumatic. The dilemma is often whether to try to defend 
against the ingress of water or whether to use precious 
time to move valuable possessions to the upper floors.

9.3 The lack of information as to what is happening, how severe 
it is going to be and not knowing if you are making the right 
choices cannot be underestimated. For this reason creating 
temporary defences can become a significant focus of 
activity, which often serves little purpose.  

9.4 Those who are elderly, infirm or absent have no choice. 
The water enters a property.  Once it does any soft 
furnishings or porous materials that come in contact with 
the water are contaminated and will need to be removed. 
The Panel heard of irreplaceable possessions, such as 
photographs and private papers being lost to devastating 
effect. Carpets can be replaced, but the only photo of a lost 
loved one cannot. This loss in some cases has resulted in 
the development of mental health problems.  

9.5 The ingress of water, whether it enters to visible depths 
or slightly enters the sub-floor, damages the fabric of the 
building as well as destroying possessions.  

9.6 There is often no drinking water as there is the possibility 
of the water supply being contaminated. Food and cooking 
facilities kept on the ground floor may not be usable.   
There may be nowhere to eat or drink, or sit down and 
rest.  People become exhausted and have no respite, and 
may be acutely stressed which can exacerbate health 
problems.

9.7 After the waters have subsided the property owner then 
has to clear up the mess.  The property is now covered 
in a layer of stinking contaminated mud.  Carpets, soft 
furnishings, electrical goods and food, have to be removed 
and thrown away.  Skips are not available so the whole 
mess is piled on the driveway.

9.8 There is the stress of not knowing if the insurance 
company has to see the rubbish before it is removed. 
Normal requirements may not apply and the public need 
confirmation but find it difficult to contact insurance 
companies who are inundated with calls. This applies 
for those who were insured. Many however were not.  
Many people did not know how to approach insurance 
companies or how to make claims.  

9.9 The problem then becomes where to live. Hotels are 
damaged or full and there are limited rental properties 
available. The only option in many cases are the upper 
floors of the flood damaged property or to live in a caravan. 
Those with children or pets have added difficulties.

9.10 The property must then be stripped of timber and 
plaster which may be contaminated. In more severe cases, 
wiring, central heating and plumbing may also need to be 
removed.

9.11 Builders are in short supply and the go-ahead from the 
insurance company may be delayed due to the unavailability 
of loss adjustors.  The property then has to be dried out 
before any work can begin which can take months even 
with dehumidifiers and industrial heaters, although in some 
cases it takes significantly less.  

9.12 Once dry the process of rebuilding can begin. Contractors 
and materials are in short supply which adds to the 
delay.  There is nowhere quiet for children to do school 
work during the school exam period.   Families, including 
those with children, the disabled and the vulnerable have 
been forced to live in crowded conditions with some still 
not able to return some 12 months later.  The crowded 
conditions increase stress and family tensions.  Loss of 
sleep and illnesses are easily spread within the family.  
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10 EFFECTS ON THE     
 COMMUNITY, BUSINESSES   
 AND AGRICULTURE
10.1 The communities in the East Riding affected by the flooding 

showed extraordinary fortitude and resilience creating 
a renewed sense of community spirit, comradeship and 
willingness to help neighbours.  The Panel was struck by 
the way in which the emergency brought out the best in 
people.  New social connections were forged, particularly 
in isolated areas where people were more dependant 
upon each other.  The Panel hope that the bringing together 
of communities will continue in the longer term as the 
memories of the flooding begin to fade.  

10.2 The physical effect on business premises is similar as that for 
residential properties. Businesses also faced the disruption 
to trade, loss of stock and business records. Businesses 
are unable to fulfil orders or to take on new work.  The 
costs remain the same but the income is reduced.  Some 
businesses will have lost customers, and will have suffered 
a loss of market share to their competitors.  

10.3 Many businesses insure for the loss or disruption of trading. 
Few have business continuity plans in place to deal with 
emergencies.

10.4 The rural communities of the East Riding were severely 
affected.  A significant number of farms, barns and other 
agricultural buildings were damaged. Agricultural land 
became waterlogged resulting in the loss of crops and soil 
damage. Livestock farming was disrupted.  Vehicles, plant 
and equipment were damaged.  

10.5 The impact of the flooding on farm businesses was 
catastrophic for many farmers.   Farmers in the East Riding 
have borne much of the economic brunt of the flooding 
as the loss of their crops was not insurable and there is 
no compensation scheme in place from the Government. 
There were no major incidences of stock loss due to floods 
although the Panel heard of a stud farm where the owner 
battled in vain to keep a foal’s head above rising waters. 
Losing that battle left obvious emotional scars.

10.6 Summer is the worst time for flooding to occur, as 
crops are growing and have little tolerance to long-term 
inundation. The loss of a crop can represent the loss of the 
entire year’s income from the farm land affected.  Plants 
can survive submersion only for a few days.   

10.7 Longer periods underwater result in the loss of organic 
material in the soils and essential organisms such as worms 
drown. It takes considerable financial investment and time 
for the land to recover.   

10.8 Flood water can bring with it contaminants which cannot 
be readily removed.  They can reduce crop yields in 
subsequent years and in extreme cases render the land no 
longer usable for growing crops or grazing livestock.  

10.9 The psychological effects of loss of crops are significant as 
farmers invest their livelihood in harvesting a good crop.  
The farmer’s income relies upon it and farmers have a 
heavy emotional investment in their land and their ability 
to farm it.

10.10 The physical effect of flooding has an immediate impact 
however the economic effect is delayed. Farm incomes 
tend to follow annual cycles and so the financial losses are 
not felt immediately.

10.11 In the months after the flooding fodder and bedding 
became in short supply and prices for feed have almost 
doubled. Farmers not affected by the actual flood water 
are now having to pay higher prices in conditions where 
profits were already marginal. The secondary economic 
effect is particularly significant to livestock farmers.

10.12 It should be noted that price rises have to some extent 
off-set economic losses, but not for those farmers who 
lost their crops.  The higher food prices for the consumer 
as a result of shortages are not necessarily passed on to 
the producers. The summer flooding came on top of long 
standing problems with the Rural Payments Agency and 
animal movement restrictions.  This is all set in the long-
term context of a decline in agriculture. 
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11 PUBLIC PERCEPTION
11.1 At the start of the review process, the Panel made a 

conscious decision that its work should be conducted 
in public, and that it should seek comments and views 
from the whole community.  The Panels approach was 
to ensure that the views expressed by the public were 
answered by all the organisations which were involved in 
the emergency, regardless of whether these were based on 
fact or perception of the events which occurred.    

11.2 The views and perceptions that were expressed and issues 
raised at Panel meetings fell broadly into a number of 
themes as outlined below:-  

11.3 There was concern expressed by many people that all the 
agencies appeared to be reactive rather than proactive.  
There was also widespread concern that an historic lack 
of investment in and maintenance of infrastructure had 
exacerbated the scale and severity of the flooding

11.4 There was a positive public perception about the Council 
and emergency services where they had a presence on 
the ground.  The public also responded positively to staff 
from the Council and other key organisations who spoke 
at public meetings and answered their questions.

environment	
Agency

Yorkshire	
Water

not	effective	at	communicating	locally	or	
being	involved	in	local	initiatives

Inadequate	flood	warnings	issued

Distant,	unresponsive	and	unaccountable

More	concerned	with	protecting	wildlife	
than	people

Focused	on	river	and	sea	flooding,	and	not	
pluvial	flooding

More	concerned	with	large	cities	and	
urban	areas	than	rural	areas,	e.g.	Leeds,	
sheffield	and	York

Disputed	the	benefit	of	work	such	as	
dredging

Unwillingness	to	engage	fully	in	the	flood	
review	process	and	seen	to	be	remote	and	
aloof

not	sufficient	investment	and	maintenance	
in	its	infrastructure

now	starting	to	take	seriously	its	role	in	
relation	to	flooding

Did	not	have	enough	pumping	stations	in	
operation	when	the	flooding	occurred	nor	
sufficient	capacity	

showed	commitment	to	working	with	
partners	to	resolve	local	problems

Have	shown	commitment		to	the	review	
process,	and	have	set	up	a	project	team	to	
respond	to	the	flooding	

slow	to	respond	to	enquiries	and	resolve	
identified	problems

east	Riding	
of	Yorkshire	
Council	Cont.

Internal	
Drainage	
Boards

Humberside	
Police

not	effective	enough	at	using	local	
knowledge

not	responsive	enough	to	the	flooding

Insufficient	communication	during	the	
flooding

not	enough	sandbags

Planning	permission	should	not	have	been	
granted	in	certain	places	for	residential	
development

Insufficient	gully	cleaning	in	flood	prone	
areas

not	enough	people	‘on	the	ground’	when	
the	flooding	occurred	

	

Local	knowledge	and	expertise	recognised

Concerned	solely	with	agricultural	
drainage

not	sufficient	police	presence	on	the	
ground	during	and	in	the	aftermath	of	the	
flooding

Perceived	to	be	responsible	for	the	
decision	not	to	move	to	Gold	Command
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12 THE EMERGENCY

12.1 Introduction
12.1.1 The flooding in June in the East Riding of  Yorkshire 

was on an unprecedented scale causing devastation 
and widespread disruption.  There had never been a 
comparable emergency incident which affected the whole 
of the county.  Unlike emergencies focused on a specific 
locality which have occurred previously, the impact of the 
flooding in June 2007 was widespread across the extent 
of the East Riding, with additional areas being declared 
emergencies as more flooding occurred in one or another 
pockets and large scale areas.  

12.1.2 The scale and extent of the floods severely stretched 
resources with responses having to be prioritised to help 
those most at risk such as the vulnerable, the disabled and 
the elderly.    Resources had to be spread across the whole 
of the East Riding, which was a challenge as all major roads 
were closed.  The flooding emergency affected the whole 
of the Yorkshire and Humber region limiting the extent to 
which the Council and other organisations could draw on 
help from neighbouring areas. Many Council and partner 
organisations’ buildings were either flooded or under 
threat.  Many Council employees were themselves affected 
by the flooding, including those working on the front line.  

12.1.3 The flooding gave rise to an emergency on a scale not seen 
in the East Riding of Yorkshire.  Most emergency incidents 
involved a single scene.  Larger flooding events normally 
involved four or five locations.  Pandemic influenza was the 
only comparable area wide emergency threat covered by 
the Emergency Plans in place at the time.

12.2 Flood Warnings

12.2.1 The Environment Agency is responsible for issuing 
emergency flood warnings.  In June 2007 there were three 
warnings issued, these were for the River Hull, Burstwick 
Drain and the Market Weighton Canal.  The Environment 
Agency flood warnings related to river flooding and not to 
pluvial or surface water flooding.  There was, and still is, no 
system for issuing surface water flood warnings.  

12.2.2 Whilst likely river level rises can be predicted the 
complexity of surface water flooding makes predicting 
flooding difficult. It appears to the Panel that the severity 
of the flooding of 25th June was due to the previous heavy 
rainfall on the 15th June which had saturated the ground 
and raised the water table.  There is anecdotal evidence 
that the reappearance of springs and errant streams on the 
Wolds foretold the flooding which occurred in Holderness 
a few weeks later.  The logic of this is that these occasional 
events occur only when the water table is very high.

12.2.3 It was suggested that where Internal Drainage Boards kept 
ground water levels lower through active drainage, there 
was less surface water run off and greater capacity in the 
ground and watercourses to hold and store the water.

12.2.4 The Panel is of the view that the data available from water 
boreholes monitored by Yorkshire Water should be shared 
with the Environment Agency, and used by it to identify 
future potential flooding.  This would help the Environment 
Agency to give advance warning of such events.  

12.2.5 The Panel recommends that a system of monitoring 
ground water levels and soil saturation be put in place to 
provide advance warnings of potential pluvial flooding.  This 
would require close working between Yorkshire Water,  the 
Environment Agency and the Met Office.   

12.3 Joint Emergency Planning

12.3.1 The emergency plan was activated in response to the 
flooding commencing on the morning of 25th June until 
30th July 2007.

12.3.2 Emergency Planning is operated on a multi-agency basis 
across four local authority areas: Hull, North Lincolnshire, 
North East Lincolnshire and the East Riding.  The 
other organisations involved in the Joint Emergency 
Planning are divided into Category 1 and Category 2 
responders.  Category 1 responders include Humberside 
Police, Humberside Fire and Rescue Services, Yorkshire 
Ambulance Service, East Midlands Ambulance Service, 
Maritime and Coastguard Agency, Humber Primary Care 
Trusts, Health Protection Agency, Environment Agency and 
the Port Health Authority.  Category 2 responders include 
the Telecoms Companies, Water Companies, the Strategic 
Health Authority, Highways Agency and the Health and 
Safety Executive.  

12.3.3 Emergencies are dealt with using either a Bronze, Silver 
or Gold multi-agency command structure.  An emergency 
operating under Silver Command would usually be chaired 
by Humberside Police who take a co-ordinating role in 
almost all major incidents.  All responders, including the 
Council, would be represented on a group co-ordinating 
the work.  

12.3.4 Gold Command is called where emergencies have major 
implications, usually affecting more than one unitary 
authority, where a multi-agency response at a strategic level 
is necessary.  This would usually be chaired by Humberside 
Police. All responders would be represented at Gold 
Command at a senior level, with authority to commit 
resources on behalf of their organisations.  

12.3.5  The decision not to move to Gold Command in June 2007 
was taken primarily by Humberside Police with the support 
of other organisations, and this decision has met with some 
criticism.  The reason for this was that Silver Command 
considered the strategic aspects of the emergency, and no 
advantage was seen in moving to Gold Command.  In light 
of this, the Panel wondered if this debate was disguising 
other issues, such as whether the Government had made 
enough resources available to the East Riding and Hull 
during the emergency.  
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12.3.6 The Local Resilience Forum has since reviewed the 

arrangements for moving to Gold Command and it is now 
open to any responder to request that this is done.     

12.3.7 Silver Command identified the risk posed to critical 
infrastructure that was vulnerable to flooding, such as the 
telephone network and Saltend Treatment Works where 
there was some surface water flooding. Nonetheless the 
installations and works continued to operate throughout.  
While there was no damage to any critical infrastructure in 
the East Riding, the flooding which subsequently occurred 
in Gloucestershire and elsewhere, demonstrated the 
importance of keeping key installations safe from flooding.   

 

12.3.8 The Panel recommends that critical infrastructure and 
installations including hospitals, telecoms and IT systems are 
protected against the risk of flooding as the consequences 
of a failure could be catastrophic in the event of a future 
emergency.  The Panel suggests that the Council work with 
businesses to protect their operations against flooding and 
other emergencies as part of wider emergency planning for 
the East Riding.

12.4 East Riding of Yorkshire Council Emergency 
Planning

12.4.1 The Emergency Planning Team activated the Council’s 
emergency plan on the morning of 25 June 2007, and an 
Emergency Control Centre was opened at County Hall.  
A multi-agency task force was established.  All Council 
directorates were represented in the Control Centre 
along with Humberside Police and the Humberside Fire 
and Rescue Service.   The Control Centre had direct links 
with Silver Command where contact was made with the 
Environment Agency and personnel from the Army. 

12.4.2 The Control Centre was operated on a 24 hour basis from 
the Monday until the following Sunday evening when it was 
stood down.  The scale and extent of the floods severely 
stretched the resources of the Council and other agencies 
with responses having to be prioritised to help those most 
at risk, such as the vulnerable, disabled and elderly.  

12.4.3 Relief centres were opened to provide emergency 
accommodation and catering.  Council staff attended 
the worst hit areas where they could get through, and a 
dedicated emergency number was set up for residents of 
the East Riding.  This allowed the provision of information 
about schools and road closures, health advice and 
subsequently emergency funds.  This information was 
replicated on the Council’s website, on the local radio 
and leaflets posted through individual householders letter 
boxes, where possible.   

12.4.4 It was evident during the flooding and its aftermath that 
residents were not aware which organisation should 

be contacted about which issue.  The Panel had seen 
information leaflets produced on a multi-agency basis in 
other parts of the country and considered that it may be 
a useful tool for ‘sign posting’ individuals to the relevant 
agency, and could offer advice about steps that could be 
taken to prevent floodwater entering properties.  

 12.4.5 An emergency call centre was established to take calls 
which could not be handled by the Customer Service 
Centre network.  The call centre operated on a 24-hour 
rota for some three weeks following the flooding. 

12.4.6 A number of residents had informed Councillors that they 
experienced difficulty in getting through on the Council’s 
floodline. 

12.4.7 The call volumes to the Council were significantly higher 
from June until September 2007 compared with the same 
period in the previous year.   The following number of flood 
related calls were made through the Customer Service 
network and the dedicated floodline in the Emergency 
Call Centre:-

12.4.8 More than 1000 Council staff were employed on the 
ground at the peak of the floods along with the police, fire 
brigade, PCT, Environment Agency, and Yorkshire Water; 
and members of the different communities affected.  

12.4.9 The Council contacted residential care homes on its 
register to offer help if any were affected by the flooding 
and helped several evacuations including one or two in the 
early hours of the morning.  Adult Services prioritised their 
resources to help the elderly and most vulnerable adults 
in the community.  This work was vital to protect the most 
vulnerable people. 

Week Commencing Date

25	June	2007

2	July	2007

9	July	2007

16	July	2007

23	July	2007

30	July	2007

6	August	2007

13	August	2007

20	August	2007

27	August	2007

3	september	2007

TOTAL

Flood Related

7429

3578

2901

4123

3106

	662

	800

	768

	368

	247

	186

24168
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12.4.10 There was some criticism that non urgent routine works 

such as grass cutting and planting of roundabouts were 
being carried out whilst the flood waters rose. The 
Panel however accepted that the scale of the event was 
not known at the time but staff were redeployed in the 
emergency response as soon as the scale of the flooding 
became apparent.  

12.4.11 The Panel recognise that the number of road closures 
affected many people who experienced difficulties in 
travelling in the area during the peak of the floods and 
in the aftermath.  The road closures also impeded the 
emergency response and relief efforts, and the provision 
and movement of sandbags.   

12.4.12 While it was recognised that staff were deployed in the 
Emergency Call Centre to support the floodline, the Panel feels 
that it would have been beneficial if additional staff could 
have been made available.  The Panel recommends that in 
future large scale emergencies, consideration should be given 
to allocating more Council staff who are not involved in front 
line service delivery to support the emergency response. 

12.4.13 The Panel recommends that the proposed Board (see later in 
report) should monitor and investigate the causes of localised 
flooding and where practical to take action to prevent road 
closures at key points.  

12.4.14 The Panel recommends that a flood prevention and flood 
contacts information leaflet is produced in conjunction with 
partners.

12.5 Sandbags

12.5.1 Over 100,000 sandbags were provided by the Council to 
residents to help prevent flooding, and were distributed 
across the East Riding.  This in itself was a major operation.  
One of the concerns expressed by some people at Panel 
meetings was that sandbags were not readily available.  The 
Council stored sandbags at a central location and their 
distribution was impeded by the road closures at the peak 
of the flooding.  

12.5.2 The benefit of sandbags to residents can be lost by the 
time bags become available.  In June there were cases of 
people filling items of clothing with garden soil to improvise 
a barrier.  The Panel feels that as flooding is unpredictable 
and may occur rapidly, sandbags should be stored in 
locations more accessible to local communities.

12.5.3 The Panel appreciates that whilst sandbags can give people 
some reassurance, there is little evidence to suggest that 
they are effective to prevent the ingress of water into 

properties.  The Panel also heard that the benefits of 
sandbagging were questionable.

12.5.4 The Panel feels that if technical information about the 
benefits and disbenefits of using sandbags to prevent 
flooding in an emergency were available then the Council 
could decide to purchase larger stocks or to invest in other 
flood protection measures.    

12.5.5 The Panel recommends that the Council stores sandbags at 
key locations around the East Riding to ensure that they are 
easier to transport in the event of an emergency and consider 
that town and parish councils may also wish to keep their own 
stores.  

12.5.6 The Panel recommends that home owners should be informed 
of alternatives to sandbags to enable them to explore other 
means of protecting their properties against flooding.  

12.5.7 The Panel recommends that technical research be undertaken 
by the Environment Agency into the benefits and disbenefits 
of the use of sandbags as part of the measures which 
householders can take to protect their properties. 

12.6  School Closures during the Emergency

12.6.1 Some criticism has been made about the arrangements for 
closing the schools affected by the flooding.  

12.6.2 It is a matter for the headteacher to determine if and when 
a school should close in the event of an emergency.   

12.6.3 The unprecedented scale of the flooding caused the 
closure of many schools across the East Riding.  The 
difficulty for many schools was ensuring that pupils could 
return home safely.  The local radio stations were used 
to provide information to parents about school closures 
and this was replicated on the Council’s website.  Many 
parents had difficulty collecting their children because of 
road closures or because they were at work.   

12.6.4 The Council has issued guidelines to schools regarding the 
circumstances which may give rise to a closure which can 
occur for a wide range of circumstances.  The responsibility 
for deciding whether to close a school rests with the 
headteacher in consultation with the Chairman of the 
Governors.  The Council provide a dedicated hotline for 
headteachers seeking help and guidance, and an emergency 
duty rota is in operation from Monday to Friday with a 
senior officer always available to help headteachers.



18

12 THE EMERGENCY
12.6.5 The Panel recognises the problems faced by schools which 

closed at the peak of the flooding, and in ensuring that 
children were able to return home safely. The feedback 
from headteachers is that the arrangements worked well 
in the circumstances.  

12.6.6 The Council published a great deal of information on its 
website regarding road and school closures as well as advice 
and guidance to residents.  It was not always clear exactly 
when this information was published on the website.  

12.6.7 The Panel recommends that information such as road and 
school closures published on the Council’s website should be 
dated and timed. 

12.7 Information to Town and Parish Councils and 
East Riding Councillors

12.7.1 Some Ward members and town and parish councils have 
expressed concern about the extent to which they were 
kept involved and informed during the emergency. 

12.7.2 In specific wards and parishes that were particularly badly 
affected by the floods, special arrangements were put in 
place to communicate with ward councillors and town and 
parish councils.  There are 167 town and parish councils 
in the East Riding.  All town and parish councils and ward 
councillors were kept informed.  This was largely done by 
email, or by telephone in the worst affected areas.  

12.7.3  These arrangements were subsequently extended to key 
figures at the local level who came to the fore during the 
emergency who were kept up to date on a daily basis in 
the aftermath of the flooding.   

 
12.7.4 The Panel recommends that where information about an 

emergency is distributed it is also provided to town and parish 
councils for display on their notice boards and other prominent 
locations in their areas.  

12.8  Humberside Fire and Rescue Services and 
Flooding Emergencies

12.8.1 The role of the Fire and Rescue Service is to promote 
fire/community safety, fight fires and protect people and 
property, rescue people from road traffic collisions, deal 
with the release of chemicals or contaminants, assist in the 
decontamination of casualties and mass decontamination 
of the public.   They also assist in other specific emergencies 
such as flooding and terrorist attacks. 

 

12.8.2 The Fire and Rescue Service also play a role in developing 
multi-agency arrangements and are represented on the Local 
Resilience Forum.  Dealing with floods and issues arising 
from flooding is not one of the principal roles of the Fire and 
Rescue Service.  Whilst the Fire and Rescue Service respond 
to flooding events, this is not one of the core functions. 

12.8.3 The Service received significantly increased emergency 
calls arising from the flooding.    To deal with the volume of 
calls, the Service opened another control room.  Priority 
was given to the protection of life and limb.

12.8.4 The call volumes on15th June showed a peak between 
6.00 am and 10.00 am.  On 25th June there were a number 
of peaks throughout the day, noticeably between 8.00 am 
to 10.00 am, 12.00 noon to 2.00 pm and 7.00 pm to 8.00 
pm.  A total of 3,054 calls were received in an 18 hour 
period.  A total of 43 pumping appliances were committed 
to the area and reserve pumps from the training section 
were crewed and mobilised.  In total, the Fire and Rescue 
personnel rescued or evacuated 1,500 people.  

12.8.5 The Fire Service had 50 engines available, 43 of which 
were deployed on flooding issues, while the others were 
on call to respond to other emergencies. A significant 
amount of flood rescue equipment was provided by the 
Fire and Rescue Service and included rescue boats/rafts, 
high volume pumps, personal protective equipment and 
4-wheel drive capacity.  

12.8.6 While Humberside Fire and Rescue Service does not 
have a statutory duty to deal with flooding, it does have 
equipment that was utilised during the emergency.  The 
Fire Service had brought in equipment from other parts 
of the country in order to attempt to meet the needs 
of the emergency.  Anecdotally, the Panel was informed 
that the pumps that should have been stored at Driffield 
Fire Station were on loan to other fire services in other 
counties on that day.  

12.8.7 The Panel recommends that nationally the role of the Fire and 
Rescue Service should be reviewed to include the provision 
of rescue and emergency support during flooding incidents 
and that Fire Authorities should be funded and equipped 
accordingly to meet these new responsibilities.
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13.1 The Recovery Phase

13.1.1 The emergency phase for the Council was subsequently 
replaced by the recovery phase led by an interdepartmental 
Recovery Group which also included the Voluntary Sector, 
the PCT and the Police.  The Recovery Group focused on 
providing support and advice to people affected by the 
flooding including the co-ordination of relief through Real 
Aid, council tax, relief and assistance to get people to get 
back on their feet.  

13.1.2 Community policing was extended at the Council’s 
expense during this period to provide reassurance and 
protection against looting from abandoned homes.  The 
Panel is concerned that the additional policing had to be 
funded by the Council and urges the Humberside Police 
Authority to set aside funding to meet such costs in the 
event of major emergencies.  

13.1.3 Family relief activities for those confined in caravans or in 
other temporary accommodation  and unable to return to 
their own homes were provided, including free days out at 
theme parks and leisure centres and for those still affected 
at Christmas, free tickets to pantomimes.

13.1.4 The Council also sought to help individuals in dealing with 
the immense number of insurance claims and invited the 
four largest insurance companies to come and set up 
local offices in Council accommodation in Beverley and 
elsewhere so that they could operate closer to hand than 
from outside the East Riding.  The offer was taken up and 
served not only the purpose of facilitating matters for 
individual householders and businesses, but also resulted 
in good relations, and in obtaining information about the 
scale of the flooding.  As at June 2008 it was estimated that 
235 residents were still displaced.  

13.1.5 Other Council services were deployed on bringing schools, 
sheltered housing and other housing stock back into use 
along with damaged libraries and other Council premises.  

13.1.6 The work was intensive with every effort being made to 
reduce the impact of the flooding on the community, 
including school children and disruption to their 
education. 

13.1.7 The Council immediately reprioritised staff to work on 
the reinstatement of flood damaged properties and 
infrastructure.  Contractors were quickly employed to 
undertake repairs.  By working with the Councils insurers, 
the Council secured temporary classrooms before they 
became in short supply.  The Council was able to delay the 

sale of properties declared surplus that were then able to 
be put into use as operational schools with the start and 
end of the days timetabled to allow for the provision of 
home to school transport. Tremendous co-operation was 
shown between secondary and primary schools, colleges, 
nurseries and the University to find short-term solutions 
whilst reinstatement works to flood damaged schools 
progressed.  

13.1.8 Vacant Council properties were made available to displaced 
householders despite the long housing waiting list.  Those 
in sheltered housing were relocated, sometimes into 
residential care, whilst repair work was undertaken on 
their homes.

13.1.9 The Council also prioritised staff to undertake reinstatement 
works on highways and bridge infrastructure damaged by 
the flooding.  Extensive work had to be implemented in 
clearing drains blocked with silt as a result of the flooding.  
Additionally repair works were undertaken to bridges, 
highways and footways, some of which had collapsed due 
to the strength of the floodwater or the pressure from 
underground water.  

13.1.10 At every opportunity Council staff logged the location and 
data from home visits and surveys, requests for assistance 
and information from insurers and elsewhere to map the 
incidents of flooding and the households and businesses 
affected.  This was supplemented by photographic and 
aerial surveys of the flood affected areas.  This mapping 
exercise was essential to support the recovery work, to 
apply for flood recovery grants and for a multitude of 
other purposes and is now being used for future strategic 
planning purposes.  

13.1.11 Further surveys undertaken by the Council identified a 
significant number of concerns about mobility, disability 
and mental and physical health conditions.  Fire safety risks 
were also identified in respect of  displaced householders 
living in caravans.  

13.1.12 These concerns were taken forward by the Fire Brigade 
review, which carried out fire safety checks on over 300 
static caravans.  They were also provided with carbon 
monoxide detectors.  The police and community safety 
teams provided support to combat theft and vandalism 
to unoccupied homes. Health and well being issues were 
addressed jointly with the Primary Care Trust, Humber 
Mental Health Trust and the Director of Public Health 
resulting in visits by District Nurses and GP referrals.  
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13.1.13   Further surveys 
were undertaken of 
displaced householders with 
the help from volunteers in 
mid February to assist with 
the completion of forms for 
energy grants, to provide 
carbon monoxide detectors 
and energy efficient light 
bulbs supplied by the Red 
Cross and Real Aid.  Follow 
up contacts were also put in 
place with Social Services 

to provide additional social care services to support the 
elderly and vulnerable.  At this point there were some 
1,000 households still unable to return to their homes, 
with a large number still residing in caravans.  

13.1.14 The Council in conjunction with the East Riding Voluntary 
Services and Real Aid are providing support to those 
displaced householders still experiencing difficulties with 
their insurers and contractors.    

13.1.15 To date the Council has received some £6.7million flood 
relief funding from the Government and Red Cross 
with further bids to be made for more assistance.  The 
Council anticipates that the total funding including receipts 
from insurance claims will amount to some £14million.  
However, the Council has estimated the longer term 
cost to be £45million, arising from future damage to the 
highway, footways, bridges and other infrastructure.  No 
commitment has been made by the Government to help 
the Council meet these unmet costs.  

13.1.16 During the emergency  and in its aftermath many Councillors 
were very proactive in assisting both communities and 
individual residents alike.  This was despite the fact that 
quite a number of their homes, and in some cases, their 
own businesses were also seriously affected.  

13.1.17 They demonstrated both their community leadership role 
and their involvement as individuals in the community by 
helping  local people.  Some Councillors helped out with 
the task of filling sandbags along with council staff.  In the 
immediate period after the waters had subsided Councillors 
continued helping the elderly and the vulnerable with 
insurance claims, taking up carpets;  offering shelter ; assisting 
victims with application to Real Aid; contacting other 
agencies (such as the Environment Agency) on behalf of 
residents; trying to find alternative accommodation for 
a school; attending public and parish council meetings to 
answer questions and to listen to concerns about possible 
future flooding.

13.1.18 In addition Councilors also visited residents regularly and 
kept them abreast of flood information and the support 
available for flood victims. 

13.1.19 The Leader and the Chief Executive attended ministerial 
meetings at the local, sub-regional and regional level and on 
many royal, ministerial and other visits by national figures 
to the East Riding.  

13.2.  Real Aid and British Red Cross

13.2.1 Real Aid established an East Riding Flood Relief Fund in 
the immediate aftermath of the flooding.  The Council 
allocated £355,000 of the initial Flood Recovery Grant 
from the Government to Real Aid to help relieve hardship 
and suffering from the flooding and provide other help 
and professional support.  The Relief Fund was increased 
by private donations.  

13.2.2 Financial support had been provided to cover a number 
of issues, including high-energy bills incurred as a result of 
increased heating costs to dry out houses.  

13.2.3 The British Red Cross also allocated £478,000 to the 
Council to help with the relief effort.   A further £131,000 
has so far been allocated by the Council to 900 households 
who were most in need.  

13.3 Funding Support to Town and Parish 
Councils 

13.3.1 East Riding of Yorkshire Council invited bids from town 
and parish councils for sums up to £5,000 to be spent 
on whatever that parish had identified as appropriate to 
respond to the impact of the flooding.   To date 58 town 
and parish councils have submitted applications totalling 
£342,000.  The majority of funding has been used by town 
and parish councils to undertake surveys of their local 
drainage networks and also to identify measures needed to 
address particular problems.  The following are examples 
of how this money was spent:-

Bishop	Burton

Howden

Hutton	Cranswick

Leconfield

Withernsea

Aldbrough

strengthening	of	the	village	pond	wall	
structure

Purchase	of	water	pumps	and	the								
production	of	flood	information	leaflets

Detailed	flood	survey	report

Drainage	improvements	to	the	playing	
field

Purchase	of	water	pumps	and																
reinstatement	works	to	local	pop-in	centre

Creating	flood	relief	channel	to	protect	
homes	against	flooding
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13.4 Council Tax Relief

13.4.1 With regard to Council Tax, if a customer had to move out 
of their home due to flooding then they could apply for 
an exemption of 100% on that property for the period of 
their absence, up to a maximum of 12 months.  Customers 
could initially apply for a class C exemption for six months.  
If they had not returned to their property within that time, 
a further exemption under class A was awarded.  The 
classes are as follows:-  

 Class A: A dwelling which is unoccupied and substantially 
unfurnished, requiring or undergoing structural alterations 
or major repair works to make it habitable (exempt for up 
to 12 months which will include a maximum of up to six 
months after completion). 

 Class C:  An unoccupied dwelling substantially 
unfurnished for a period of up to six months. 

 
13.4.2 At the end of February 2008 there were 125 class 

C exemptions currently live with an annual value of 
£152,666.21.  There are also 1187 class A exemptions 
live with an annual value of £1,443,598.44, giving a total 
of £1,596,264.65.  The estimated loss of income to the 
Council based on the current figures is £160,000 per 
month from April 2008, however this will depend entirely 
on the speed of repairs.  A number of these residents 
will finish their exemptions before their properties are 
completed as the exemptions can only be applied for a 
maximum of 12 months.  

13.4.3 In addition to the exemptions described above, a number 
of residents who were able to remain in their homes but 
were likely to suffer  either distress or hardship as a result of 
the work required, were provided with a discretionary local 
discount which initially lasted for three months.  Those who 
had not had the work completed by the end of the initial 
period were able to reapply for a further three months in 
October and another three months in December. By the 
end of January 2008, some 780 cheques totalling £67,261 
had been issued. 

13.4.4 The Panel considered that there were still a number of 
residents who were unaware of the reductions available 
for Council Tax and feel it is important that continued 
efforts are made to assist all those eligible.

13.4.5 The Panel recommends that the Council use its powers of 
discretionary relief to ensure that residents displaced by 
flooding remain exempt from Council Tax and that there 
should be further promotion of the exemption scheme in East 
Riding News.

13.5 Agricultural Recovery

13.5.1 The Council was particularly conscious that the impact of 
the floods upon the farming community had not emerged 
until a few days after 25th June.   

13.5.2 Farmers who had been affected could apply for a number 
of schemes, such as ARC-Addington Fund which gave small 
hardship payments and the Royal Agricultural Benevolent 
Institute which could provide emergency financial assistance 
to those unable to pay domestic bills or buy essential items.  
Where farm residences had been flooded farmers were 
entitled to the same assistance as any other residents, 
including help from Real Aid and the Council.  

13.5.3 In addition, Council Business Support Officers had made 
contact with a number of farmers to offer them business 
advice and support. 

13.5.4 The Addington Fund had distributed support to a number 
of farming businesses, and had liaised with the National 
Farmers Union and the Council to identify businesses that 
might require assistance.  

13.5.5. The Panel heard a number of submissions from farmers 
regarding the impact of the flooding on their land and 
consequently on the viability of their farms.  Additionally, 
the Panel heard from Yorkshire Wildlife Trust, who promote 
a managed landscape approach to flood management.  

13.5.6 The impact on agriculture, land and the farming community 
was two-fold:  

•  the scale of the impact on the farmers was a significant 
feature of the flooding in the East Riding; and

•  nationally the allocation of funding to flood affected 
communities did not adequately reflect or recognise the 
impact on agricultural land and the rural community and 
the associated financial loss and need for new investment 
to replace property, plant and equipment damaged by the 
flooding.  The value of lost crops is uninsurable. 
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13.5.7 The Panel is concerned that once all residents have 

returned to their properties the focus will move from the 
effects of flooding.  There is a danger that the plight of the 
agricultural community will be forgotten. It is important 
to remain focused, prepared and continue to deal with 
the problems as they arise. It is also essential the Council 
continue to make the case for national assistance for the 
agricultural industry in the East Riding.

13.5.8 The Panel recommends that the Council’s rural development 
team continue to monitor and respond to the agricultural 
recovery, liaising with agricultural charities and the agricultural 
community to sustain available support to those who 
need it. This should include publicity in the council’s media 
publications.  

13.6 Waste Disposal

13.6.1 The Council liaised with individual insurance companies and 
loss adjustors to recover the cost of bulky waste collections 
on behalf of residents.  It was estimated that approximately 
1,000 tonnes of contaminated household goods were 
collected by the Council at a cost of approximately 
£154,000.  No charges were made to households affected 
by the flooding.

13.7 Gully Cleaning

13.7.1 The state of gullies has been cited by a number of residents 
as a cause of flooding in their area.  Between 1st April 2007 
and 25th June 2007 15, 000 gullies were cleaned.  

13.7.2 Immediately after the flooding the Council reviewed the 
gully cleaning programme.  Many gullies were blocked or 
damaged as a result of the flooding and had to be cleaned.  
This was particularly important in order to reassure the 
public, especially in the worst hit areas.   Between 25th June 
and September 2007 25,000 gullies were cleaned by the 
Council.  

13.7.3 There was concern locally that gully cleaning would not 
resolve the flooding problems as the water had no where to 
go due to the operational height of major drains and rivers.

13.7.4 The Panel acknowledge that keeping gullies clean will not 
be effective if watercourses and other parts of the drainage 
system are not also fully maintained.  The Panel understood 
that the communication between Yorkshire Water and 
Street Scene Services was not formally established with 
only ad-hoc co-ordination of maintenance. The Panel 

suggest that better communication between Yorkshire 
Water and Streetscene Services would help to improve 
co-ordination of maintenance programmes.   

13.7.5 The 2007 event highlighted the risk of surface water flooding 
as a result of which the gully cleaning programme was revised 
with additional funding made available by the Council.   

13.7.6 It was also noted that in many cases recurring minor 
blockages were in fact warning signs of a more serious 
structural problem relating to the condition or capacity of 
the overall drainage system.

13.7.7 The Panel was disappointed to learn that on many occasions 
there was a long history of residents complaining about 
persistent problems but that no effective action had been 
taken. 

13.7.8 Better coordination will make more effective use of the 
resources of Yorkshire Water and the Council, and more 
effective monitoring will provide an early warning of the 
need to take remedial action. 

13.7.9 One of the difficulties is that parked cars can impede 
gully cleaning and repeat visits can be disproportionately 
expensive.    In urban areas, and areas where there is known 
to be a significant amount of on street parking,  letters are 
sent to residents and signs are put up indicating when the 
gully cleaning is taking place.  

13.7.10 The Panel recommends that the Council increase investment 
in culvert and gully cleaning and in the maintenance of 
watercourses.  It should increase the frequency of maintenance 
in areas particularly at risk of flooding.  It welcomes the 
Council’s recent decision to increase spending in these areas.  
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13.7.11 The Panel further recommends that Street Scene uses the 

information obtained from the flooding to identify a) gullies 
that require specific urgent action, and b) which gullies should 
be cleaned more frequently.

13.7.12 The Panel recommends that a formal system of communication 
is established between Yorkshire Water and the Council to 
improve the co-ordination of maintenance programmes for 
both gullies and the drainage system.

13.8 Insurance

13.8.1 It was during the recovery phase that issues relating to 
insurance started to emerge for residents.  As mentioned 
earlier in the report, many residents were not confident 
in dealing with their insurance companies, were not sure 
what to say and were unclear how to get their claims 
progressed.  

13.8.2 Some residents had experienced significant delays in having 
work done on their properties as insurance companies 
had a relatively small number of contractors available to 
undertake repairs.  The Council had provided their list 
of approved contractors to increase the number of local 
contractors available for use by insurance companies.  It 
was evident that due to the scale of the flooding many of 
the large companies struggled to respond.  The Minister 
for Flooding had lobbied the Association of British Insurers 
to encourage large insurance companies to use reputable 
local contractors rather than bringing contractors into the 
area from elsewhere in the country.  

13.8.3 There is anecdotal evidence suggesting that it was taking 
time for some of the larger insurance companies to pay 
contractors.  This was a problem due to the way that large 
insurance companies to pay their contractors and this 
seems to reflect a national problem.   

13.8.4 Insurance works on the basic principle of replacing ‘like for 
like’.  While the reasons for this are understood by the 
Panel, this appeared to result in missed opportunities for 
residents to flood proof their homes when being repaired.  
Any flood proofing could reduce the risk of future flooding 
and the level of future claims.    

13.8.5 It was also evident that the premium structure for 
insurance lacks transparency.  It is widely known that there 
is a structure for the provision of car insurance, based on 
a number of features including the type of car, whether it 
was parked off road and the location of the residence to 
which it is registered.  Such criteria ensure that people are 
clear about why their car insurance costs what it does.

13.8.6 There are no similar criteria for domestic properties.  The 
development of such a structure would enable insurance 
companies to take account of any flood proofing that 
had taken place.  This would be more transparent to 
householders and prospective purchasers as insurance 
premiums would more clearly reflect the risk of flooding.  

13.8.7 The Panel recommends that the Council should encourage 
local contractors to apply for inclusion on the Council’s list of 
approved contractors.  This would increase the availability of 
approved local contractors to undertake work for insurance 
companies in the event of an emergency.   

13.8.8 The Panel recommends, that building on the success of the 
location of insurers within the East Riding during an emergency, 
that the Council establish local premises to enable insurance 
companies to have a presence in the area in the event of 
other major emergencies occurring.  

13.9 Long-term Recovery Challenges

13.9.1 The Council will face considerable costs in repairing roads, 
bridges and other infrastructure as damage arising from 
the effects of the flooding emerges in the future.  The 
Government has made no additional funding available to 
meet these costs.  

13.9.2 There is concern that the investment made in repairing 
flood damaged schools could be lost if flooding reoccurs.  
The cost of maintaining Council insurance policies has 
risen substantially since the flooding, together with more 
onerous restrictions and limitations on the insurance 
available - a problem also experienced by many residents 
and other local authorities.  

13.9.3 Whilst the Council has incorporated flood protection and 
some resilience measures when undertaking repairs to 
schools and other facilities, these would not be sufficient 
to prevent further flooding should a major event occur as 
the cost of rebuilding is prohibitive.  This is a concern as 
one school in the East Riding has already flooded on two 
separate occasions.  

13.9.4 One of the key long-term issues for the area is the damage 
that was sustained by infrastructure but is not yet visible.  
For example, the substructure of a highway, was damaged 
in many areas, which will lead to the breaking up of the 
surface in the future.  This will particularly impact on the 
Council who will have to meet the cost of such work.  



24

14 WATERWAYS AND DRAINAGE:   
 RESPONSIBILITY IN THE EAST   
 RIDING

14.1 Introduction

14.1.1 In order to establish improvements that could be made to 
infrastructure to mitigate the impact of future flooding, it 
is necessary to identify responsibility for all aspects of the 
infrastructure.  

14.2 Waterways Responsibility

14.2.1 Responsibilities in respect of waterways were identified as 
follows:- 

14.2.2 Essentially waterways responsibility fell to five groups: 
Environment Agency, East Riding of Yorkshire Council, 
Yorkshire Water, Internal Drainage Boards and riparian 
owners.  

14.2.3 Types of watercourses were broadly identified as follows:-

 • Main River – usually larger rivers and watercourses of a  
 strategic importance;

 • Ordinary Watercourse – all other watercourses, except  
 sewerage works, which are not main river (including   
 drainage ditches); and

 • Critical Ordinary Watercourses – non-main    
 rivers which are designated as critical and therefore the  
 responsibility of the Environment Agency.  

14.3 The Environment Agency

14.3.1 The Environment Agency has a wide-ranging remit as 
follows:-

 • Protecting people from flood
 • Working with industry to protect the environment and  

 human health
 • Concentrating effort on higher risk businesses 

• Helping business use resources more efficiently
 • Taking action against those who don’t take their   

 environmental responsibilities seriously 
 • Looking after wildlife 
 • Helping the people get the most out of their    

 environment, including boaters and anglers
 • Working with farmers 
 • Restoring rivers and lakes
 • Influencing and working with Government, industry and  

 local authorities to make the environment a priority

14.3.2 The Environment Agency plays a role both in protecting 
people from flooding and protecting wildlife which was of 
concern to many residents as these roles could conflict with 
one another.  Many contributors expressed concern that 
the Environment Agency gave too much weight to nature 
conservation interests.  The Panel felt that this distorted 
the agencies priorities and was a significant factor in the 
public dissatisfaction of the Agency’s operational activities.  
The Environment Agency maintains that its responsibility 
for conservation is limited to being a consideration only 
whilst undertaking work and not a priority in its own right.

14.3.3 With regard to flooding responsibilities of the Environment 
Agency these are set out in the Land Drainage Act 1991 
and the Waterways Resources Act 1991.  The Environment 
Agency exercises power over the main waterways whilst 
the responsibility for ordinary watercourses fell to other 
bodies.  The Environment Agency has three main powers 
in relation to a main river :- 

 • To maintain existing works;
 • To improve existing works; and
 • To construct new works.   

14.4 Funding

14.4.1 The Environment Agency has its own system for prioritising 
work to be undertaken as part of its capital appraisal scheme.  
Schemes are appraised using a cost benefit system.  

14.4.2 There has been considerable criticism that this provides a 
bias towards urban areas as the cost benefit criteria often 
rules out investment in rural areas.

14.4.3 The people of the East Riding contribute to the cost of 
flood defence works through taxation but the area does 
not receive adequate investment in flood management in 
part due to the low population density.  The Environment 
Agency has consistently explained to the Panel, that the 
criteria used to appraise capital projects is in the public 
realm, however there is a need for this to be made more 
transparent. 

Source

Main	River

non	main	river	
watercourse	or	open	
drain	on	private	land

Public	sewer

Private	sewer

Council	House	sewer

Highway

Responsible Body

environment	Agency	e.g.	Driffield						
Canal,	Driffield	Beck	and	West	Beck.

Internal	drainage	boards	or	outside	
their	areas,	in	many	cases,	east
Riding	of	Yorkshire	Council.

Yorkshire	Water.

Property	owners.

east	Riding	of		Yorkshire	Council						
Housing	Area	office.

east	Riding	of	Yorkshire	Council					
Highway	office.
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14.4.4 The Regional Flood Defence Committee, which sits 

under the auspices of the Environment Agency, has a role 
in agreeing funding at a local level.  Councillor Owen of 
East Riding of Yorkshire Council represents East Riding of 
Yorkshire and Hull City Councils on the Committee.    

14.4.5 The Environment Agency is allocated its budget by the 
Government which it then spends in accordance with 
its own strategies and priorities.  This is different to the 
system adopted where local authorities, for example, apply 
to the Department of Transport for funding for transport 
and highway investment.  This should be reviewed to 
enable local authorities and other partners at the local 
level to have a greater influence on the prioritisation of 
investment.

14.4.6 The Panel recommends that if the Environment Agency retains 
a local operational role, then it should not hold the budget 
for flood management itself, but should have to bid for it in 
the same manner as local authorities do for investment in 
transport and highways from the Department of Transport. 
The proposed Board should have a role to play in prioritising 
where the revenue and capital investment to be made in the 
East Riding by all the relevant public agencies.    

14.4.7 Where national investment in flood related projects is not 
possible there may be an opportunity to bid for National 
Lottery funding specifically for flood related schemes.

 
14.4.8 The Panel recommends that the Environment Agency revise its 

capital bid scheme to fairly reflect the needs of rural areas 
and clarifies the criteria used.    

14.4.9 The Panel recommends that information on flood prevention 
measures and associated costs be provided regularly to the 
Regional Flood Defence Committee to inform its funding 
decisions.  

14.5 Waterways Maintenance and Removal of 
Obstacles 

14.5.1 All Critical Ordinary Watercourses in the Council’s 
area became classified as main rivers with responsibility 
transferring to the Environment Agency on 1 April 2006. 
This included watercourses that had been under the 
responsibility of Internal Drainage Boards.  

14.5.2 Significant criticism was voiced by both lay people and 
drainage professionals regarding the low level and poor 
quality of maintenance undertaken by the Environment 
Agency.  

14.5.3 The Environment Agency controls consent for culverting 
of any watercourse and has enforcement powers related 
to this, or any man made obstruction to watercourse flows. 
It also has permissive powers to remove obstacles in rivers, 
such as sunken boats.  There are a number of such boats 
located in the Rivers Humber and Hull.  

14.5.4 A number of contributors expressed concern that the 
Environment Agency had conducted a survey of the River 
Hull but did not provide it during the course of the Review.  
There is a general public perception that the Environment 
Agency does not wish to take action to remove sunken 
boats.  The Agency claims that the sunken boats do not 
impede the flow of the River Hull nor increase the risk of 
flooding.  The Agency also says that legal restrictions have 
hampered their attempts to remove sunken boats.  

14.5.5 The Panel recognises that there may be complex legal 
issues involved in the removal of sunken boats and other 
obstacles, but feel that the Agency should take effective 
action to secure their removal.  

14.5.6 The Panel urges the Government to place the Environment 
Agency under a statutory duty to take reasonable steps 
to protect against flooding where they currently only have 
permissive powers to undertake works.  

14.5.7 The Panel recommends that the Government take action 
to increase the powers of the Environment Agency, Local 
Authorities and Internal Drainage Boards to prevent or remove 
obstructions to watercourses and remove any unnecessary 
legal restrictions.   

14.6 Internal Drainage Boards 

14.6.1 Internal Drainage Boards were established in low lying 
areas of England and Wales where flood protection and 
land drainage were necessary to sustain both agricultural 
and developed land use. Nationally there are 170 Internal 
Drainage Boards covering an area of approximately              
1.2 million hectares.  There are 18 Boards in the East 
Riding.   

14.6.2 Each Internal Drainage Board is responsible for determining 
its own priorities for expenditure in respect of any stretch 
of waterway for which it is responsible.  The Boards are 
partly funded by levies raised from local authorities. The 
Boards then determine how the levies are spent.  

14.6.3 The Haltemprice area is not covered by an internal 
drainage board, although historically it had been.  
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14.6.4 The Panel noted that the Boards in the East Riding hold 

large financial reserves in the form of commuted sums. 
It was explained to the Panel that these were held in 
reserve in case of significant equipment failure. The Panel 
recognised the need for reserves but feel that the sums 
held are disproportionately high and that there may be 
some scope for utilising the funds to fund urgent works to 
prevent further flooding.

14.6.5 The Panel considered that the levy raising capacity of the 
Boards was underused and could be increased to finance 
new projects.  

14.6.6 The Council is represented by an East Riding of Yorkshire 
Councillor on most Internal Drainage Boards.    

14.6.7 The Panel is impressed by the high level of regard in which 
the Drainage Boards are held, and notes that there had 
been no adverse comment from any source.   In particular 
the Panel is impressed by the local nature of the Boards 
and the fact that they are directly responsive to local 
needs.  The Panel is concerned that the number of Boards 
has decreased in recent years and that the Environment 
Agency has the power to disband or merge Boards without 
proper public scrutiny.  

14.6.8 In some cases the operational boundaries of the Boards do 
not coincide with the full extent of a drainage catchment 
area. It was also noted that the remit of the Boards is entirely 
agricultural and that the standard of drainage required for 
the growing of crops is significantly better than that for 
general flood protection. 

14.6.9 The Panel recommends that new guidance should be 
issued on the use of reserves and commuted sums held by 
the Internal Drainage Boards. 

14.6.10 The Panel recommends that the proposed new Board should 
review the issue of how levies are raised and how funding is 
applied.  

14.6.11The Panel recommends that the remit of Internal Drainage 
Boards should be expanded to consider the effects of their 
work in urban areas.

14.6.12The Panel recognises the excellent work of the Internal 
Drainage Boards and the fact that there is a need to 
maintain a lower water table in the East Riding not only for 
crop production but to act as a reservoir for surface water 
in periods of prolonged rainfall. The Panel is concerned 
however that there are significant areas of the East Riding 

not covered by a board.  The Panel considered that Internal 
Drainage Boards provide an effective best practice model 
for waterways management.  

14.6.13 The Panel recommends that the proposed Board should review 
and monitor the maintenance of waterways and ditches that 
are in parts of the East Riding not covered by Internal Drainage 
Boards.  

14.7 East Riding of Yorkshire Council and Riparian 
Ownership

14.7.1 East Riding of Yorkshire Council is responsible for ensuring 
that regular maintenance is carried out on flood defences 
and channels that it either owns or is responsible for.    

14.7.2 Capital investment will be prioritised in accordance with 
the Council’s capital appraisal scheme.   The Council’s 
maintenance programme is funded separately.  

14.7.3 A significant feature of the flooding is the focus it has placed 
on riparian ownership. Many people were not aware that 
they were riparian owners, or that as a result of this they 
had responsibility for maintaining some or all of a stretch 
of ditch or watercourse.  

14.7.4 The Environment Agency’s website contains information 
about the responsibility of riparian ownership.  Essentially 
riparian owners are required to maintain their watercourses 
to a sufficient standard.  

14.7.5 In many cases riparian ownership is not identified in Deeds, 
nor is it picked up in land charge searches or in home 
improvement packs (HIPs). 

14.7.6 A local land charge search includes a number of standard 
questions, which are always asked.  Additional specific 
enquiries can also be asked if required.  These questions 
do not cover riparian ownership or matters relating to 
flooding.  

14.7.7 The Panel is conscious that unless land owners are 
aware that they have riparian responsibilities then they 
are unlikely to maintain watercourses or ditches in their 
ownership. Furthermore the financial implication of such 
responsibilities should be known to prospective purchasers 
at the time a property is purchased.

14.7.8 The Panel recommends that details of riparian ownership 
should be included in Home Improvement Packs and that 
legislation be introduced to require this by law. 



27

14 WATERWAYS AND DRAINAGE:   
 RESPONSIBILITY IN THE EAST   
 RIDING
14.7.9 The Council has permissive powers in relation to private 

riparian owners and seeks their co-operation to ensure 
that they have discharged their responsibilities.  The Council 
has not used its permissive powers of enforcement under 
the Land Drainage Act 1991.  

14.7.10 The Panel welcomes the Council’s recent decision to appoint 
an additional drainage engineer to work with, educate and 
where necessary take enforcement action against riparian 
owners.     

14.7.11 The Panel recommends that the Council and Internal 
Drainage Boards should identify riparian ownership of critical 
watercourses and work to ensure that these are adequately 
maintained.  

14.8 Highways, Culverts and Gullies

14.8.1 The Highway Act 1980 empowers highway authorities to 
provide for the drainage of highways on land in or adjoining 
the highway, and to take effective action if drainage works 
were interfered with.  East Riding of Yorkshire Council 
is responsible for highways acquired by agreement or 
compulsory purchase.  Where a highway is created by 
dedication, as was usually the case, ownership of the soil 
beneath the highway remained with the owner of the 
land who originally dedicated it, or his successor in title.  
Therefore the highway authority only owned the surface 
of the road and as much of the soil below, and air above, as 
was required for its control, protection and maintenance. 

14.8.2 Culverts under highways are normally the responsibility of 
the highway authority if they are constructed to facilitate 
the maintenance of the highway.  The culvert must be of 
sufficient size and depth to accommodate the normal flow 
from the catchment, however, if development takes place 
upstream there is no statutory responsibility to enlarge the 
culvert to take the increased run off.  

14.8.3 The Highways Act 1980 also provides that the Council has 
powers to drain water from highways, or to fill in or pipe 
roadside ditches.  However consent in writing is required 
from an internal drainage board or the Environment 
Agency prior to any culverting being undertaken.  

14.8.4 Gullies have been discussed elsewhere in this report.

14.8.5 One of the matters raised with the Panel was the impact of 
raising highways levels on the drainage of water from them.  
There is some anecdotal evidence that successive road 
surface treatments has, in some areas, raised the level of the 
highway to an extent where watershed, previously contained 
within the highway, is more likely to overspill into adjacent 
properties.  Whilst it has not been possible to determine 
any areas where this can be confirmed as a contributing 
factor to localised flooding, the Panel recognised that 
relatively minor changes in road level do have the potential 
to increase flood risk to adjacent properties.

14.8.6 Flood risk assessment now routinely aims to establish a 
marked deferential between the surface level of roads and 
the floor levels of adjacent property. 

 
14.8.7 The Panel recommends that where street works which involve 

a change in road surface level are proposed, that formal 
consideration should be given to the effect this has on surface 
water runoff and water attenuation within the highway.

14.9 Drainage Responsibilities

14.9.1 Drainage responsibilities are equally complicated.  Where 
it is a public system, Yorkshire Water is responsible for 
ensuring there is sufficient sewer capacity and pollution 
control in an area, which includes cleaning out any blockages 
within the system and ensuring they are maintained to a 
sufficient standard to perform that function.  

14.9.2 Yorkshire Water is not responsible for open watercourses 
such as rivers, ditches and dykes, culverted water courses, 
private drains and sewers or highways gullies and associated 
pipe work.

14.9.3 Property and landowners are responsible for private drainage 
systems which serve their premises.  Drainage to Council 
houses is the responsibility of the Local Authority.  Legislation 
due to become operational in 2009 could place the 
responsibility for private drains on Yorkshire Water, if these 
meet prescribed standards.  
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14.9.4 The Council liaises with Yorkshire Water to investigate 

and provide advice on the ownership of sewage systems, 
including identifying those in private ownership.  Where 
owners do not adequately maintain their systems then the 
Council can take enforcement action and can recover its 
costs from the property owner.  

14.9.5 The Council is responsible for treatment facilities to deal 
with foul drainage in 110 locations across the East Riding.  
Treatment consisted of either sewage treatment works, 
septic tanks or cesspools.

14.10 Yorkshire Water

14.10.1 A public sewer is the pipeline identified on statutory 
records including those defined under Section 24 of 
the Public Health Act 1936.  In the East Riding and Hull, 
Yorkshire Water has responsibility for approximately 2,100 
miles of sewer ranging from 4 inches to 12 feet in diameter.  
Public sewers discharge into the main sewage works at 
Hull, Beverley and Bridlington.  There are some forty 
medium sized public sewage works and numerous small 
village sewage works.

14.10.2 There are two principal types of sewerage system. Rural 
areas predominantly have a separate surface water system 
which discharges into local land drainage systems and a 
foul water system which discharges into a cesspit, septic 
tank or local treatment works.   In more built up areas 
combined sewerage systems are prevalent, where foul 
and storm water is contained within the same pipe and is 
treated at a treatment works. City sewerage systems are 
essentially combined systems which operate on a larger 
scale. For example; in the Hull and Haltemprice area there 
are main trunk sewers with several branches flowing into 
them.

14.10.3 Yorkshire Water has established a two-year dedicated flood 
recovery team which is focusing exclusively on floods.  In 
the Hull and Haltemprice catchment Yorkshire Water has 
committed £16m towards improvements in infrastructure 
and has provided investment to make equipment more 
flood resilient.  The company has instructed consultants to 
carry out a detailed analysis of need.

14.10.4 Looking specifically at the West Hull pumping station, 
Yorkshire Water stated that all operational pumps were 
operated on both 15th and 25th June.  This was four to 
five pumps in total at various stages.  In 2005 five pumps at 
the West Hull Pumping Station were refurbished.  

14.10.5 There has been much discussion about what was 
operational in terms of pumping stations and what was not.  
The suggestion was that there should have been twelve 
pumps activated within West Hull pumping station.  This is 
disputed by Yorkshire Water.  Yorkshire Water argue that 
its pumping capacity at the West and East Hull Pumping 
Stations and at the Saltend Treatment Plant is adequate, 
although this is much criticised.  

14.10.6 Issues related to pumping stations have been investigated, 
both by Yorkshire Water and the Hull Independent Review.  
The pumping facilities serve not just Hull, but the East Riding 
and need to operate in order to prevent flooding.  This 
Panel notes the findings and recommendations from the 
Hull Independent Review along with the response given by 
Yorkshire Water and welcomes the new investment being 
made by Yorkshire Water to improve the existing pumping 
and drainage facilities, but considers that there is a need for 
this to be monitored and kept under review.  

14.10.7 The Panel recommends that the Council monitor and review 
the pumping capacity at the West Hull Pumping Station in 
conjunction with Yorkshire Water.  

14.10.8 The Panel recommends that an update report be provided to 
the Council within a year to indicate what progress has been 
made by Yorkshire Water.  

14.11 Connecting to the Drainage Network

14.11.1 Residential developers have the automatic right to 
connect their sites the public sewage system once 
planning permission has been granted.  It is for this reason 
that Yorkshire Water seek to secure conditions attached 
to planning consent in respect of foul and surface water 
drainage.  

14.11.2 Any developers whose sites are located within 30m of a 
public sewer have the right to connect to the foul drainage 
system.  For sites not located within 30m, Yorkshire Water 
can insist that developers connect to a point on the sewer 
network that it considers has sufficient capacity.  It can also 
ask developers to fund improvements to the network to 
enable the connection to be made. 

14.11.3 With regard to surface water, there is no right of connection 
except if a site already has drainage discharging to a public 
sewer. An assessment would be carried out to determine 
the existing rate of discharge and any new development of 
the site would be restricted to this value. For undeveloped 
sites, with no previous discharge to sewer, Yorkshire Water 
can determine the rate of discharges and the amount of 
onsite storage required before any connection can be 
made to the public network. 
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14.11.4 The Panel considers that there should be no automatic 
right to connect to the public sewage system to ensure 
that increased discharges can be accommodated.    

14.11.5 The Panel recommends the removal of the right to automatic 
connection, and to include a duty on the water companies 
to improve the system to create the capacity for connection 
subject to financial contribution from developers.

14.12 Yorkshire Water

14.12.1 In June 2007 temporary measures had to be placed around 
the Saltend Waste Treatment Plant to protect it from 
flooding.  Yorkshire Water is now designing permanent 
flood protection barriers for its key infrastructure.

14.12.2 The Panel is concerned that the funding policies of 
Yorkshire Water, in particular for repairs, renewal and 
improvement to existing sewers do not appear to meet 
the needs of the area and to ensure the system is capable 
of accommodating the pressures placed upon it. 

14.12.3 The Panel is concerned that Yorkshire Water appears to 
have little if no data on the capacity of its system and as a 
result is unable to adequately identify or assess the need 
for investment.  This also impacts on their ability to respond 
to planning applications as they cannot identify whether 
the system has the capacity to accommodate additional 
discharges as the result of a new development.  

14.12.4 The Panel recommends that Yorkshire Water undertakes 
a survey of the condition and capacity of its system and 
reviews the investment required to deal with inadequate 
sewers and drains.  

14.13 Town and Parish Council.

14.13.1 Town and parish councils do not have a specific powers or 
duties when it comes to flooding. Nonetheless the Panel 
recognises the extremely important role parishes play in 
the event of emergencies and in providing a source of local 
knowledge.     

14.13.2The Panel is aware that many town and parish councils have 
recently been through the process of preparing emergency 
contingency plans but in some cases these have not been 
related to East Riding wide emergency plans.  In some cases 
the plans are inconsistent.  Nevertheless some town and 
parish councils have been proactive and produced their 
own plans.  The Panel however noted that some town and 
parish councils had still not prepared emergency plans.  

14.13.3 The Panel was aware of some excellent examples of 
parishes working with local communities to address flooding 
problems, both during the emergency and afterwards.  

14.13.4 The Panel recommends that all town and parish councils 
consult their communities and engage them in a dialogue 
about the development of their own emergency contingency 
plans and that these be integrated into East Riding wide 
plans.

14.13.5 The Panel recognises the potential benefits of town and 
parish councils using their precepting powers to fund  local 
flood prevention projects. In addition to this town and 
parish councils need to identify flood related issues which 
can be addressed through Section 106 agreements and 
the funding they can provide.  

14.13.6 The Panel recommends that town and parish councils should 
be encouraged to make use of their precepting powers to fund 
local flood protection projects.  

14.13.7 The Panel recommends that the Council should use Section 
106 agreements to fund local flood prevention projects.  
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15 ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION

15.1 Natural England

15.1.1 Natural England was formed in October 2006 bringing 
together English Nature, elements of the Countryside 
Agency and the environmental land management functions 
of the Rural Development Service.  Natural England is 
grant aided by DEFRA but is an independent public body 
employing approximately 2,500 people in England.  The 
Agency’s purpose is: 

“To ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced 
and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, 
thereby contributing to sustainable development”.

15.1.2 The functions of Natural England include the conservation 
of wildlife and geology; advice on protected sites; the 
designation of special sites including sites of special scientific 
interest (SSSI); advice on wider countryside issues including 
agri-environmental schemes and influencing and working 
with other organisations.

15.1.3 There is a range of legislation that protects wildlife including 
the Wildlife and Countryside Act, Birds Directive and the 
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000.  One of the 
main functions of Natural England is to provide advice 
and guidance about this legislation.  The purpose of the 
legislation is to protect habitats and species, not to prevent 
land management or maintenance from taking place.

15.1.4 The East Riding has several special sites, including 51 
SSSIs.  Some of the sites located in the East Riding are 
of European wide significance.  SSSIs in the East Riding 
include Spurn Point and the River Humber. The Humber is 
a designated  a SSSI under the RAMSAR convention and is 
a Special Area of Conservation. As such it has the highest 
level of protection.

15.1.5 There is a perception locally that being nationally 
designated, e.g. as an SSSI, means that work, such as 
clearing the waterway or dredging, cannot be undertaken.  
Natural England has confirmed that such designation does 
not prevent work from being undertaken providing their 
guidance and the proper procedures are followed.  Natural 
England stated that they have not refused any applications 
to undertake any works in designated areas.    

15.1.6 The framework for de-silting the Humber is highly 
regulated and requires approval from Natural England.  Silt 
can be moved from certain places, upon application, and 
deposited in other specified locations.

  The Panel heard that Associated British Ports had 
permission to dredge on the South Bank and to deposit 
the waste arising on the north bank.   

15.1.7 The Panel is concerned that the depositing of silt on the 
North bank could contribute to flooding problems.  At 
the time of writing this report  it has not been possible to 
establish if this is the case.  

15.1.8 The Panel recommends that the proposed Board referred to 
later in this report, encourages organisations and individuals 
to enter into agreements with Natural England to undertake 
maintenance works in protected areas.  This should include 
any dredging in the Humber.  

15.1.9 The Panel suggests that the Council should seek clarification 
from the bodies concerned with the management of the 
Humber Estuary regarding whether moving silt from the South 
Bank to the North Bank of the Humber is impacting on water 
flow and increasing the risk of flooding.  

15.2 Land Management Schemes

15.2.1 There are a number of environmental stewardship 
schemes available to farmers and landowners nationally.  
There are three schemes, Entry Level Stewardship (ELS), 
Organic Entry Level Stewardship (OELS) and Higher Level 
Stewardship (HLS).  These schemes have been established 
by DEFRA.  The schemes are a means of incentivising and 
facilitating environmental maintenance in farming and land 
management.  

15.2.2 The Panel recommends that the Stewardship Schemes be 
revised to enable cutting back to be undertaken at other times 
of the year in places that are located in a high risk flood area 
as defined by the Environment Agency.   

15.2.3 The Panel understands that since it received information 
regarding such schemes, the Government is proposing to 
revise them, to enable payment to farmers in respect of 
schemes designed to control and alleviate flooding.  The 
Panel supports this change

15.3 Yorkshire Wildlife Trust

15.3.1 The Panel met informally with a representative of Yorkshire 
Wildlife Trust who identified work that is being undertaken  
locally to promote the idea of a ‘living landscape’.  Locally 
the Trust ran a project, Water for Wildlife where it works 
with Yorkshire Water, the Environment Agency, landowners 
and other key partners, ‘to provide a more consistent 
approach to wetland conservation’. 



31

15.3.2 This approach recognised that flooding was inevitable, 
and that by allowing certain agricultural land to flood, this 
could reduce the impact of flooding elsewhere. This also 
recognised that flooding did not benefit wildlife. Given the 
geography of Hull and the East Riding and its susceptibility 
to flooding, this was a realistic option, however, in order 
for this to be successful, landowners had to agree to this 
approach.

15.3.3 The Panel recommends that the proposed Board investigates 
the integrated local land management approach along with 
other flood resilience measures and reports to the Council on 
the potential this has for building local solutions to flooding.    

16 PLANNING AND PLANNING   
 POLICY ISSUES

16.1 Planning Policy Issues

6.1.1  During the course of the Review a number of issues were 
raised regarding planning.  These included forward planning 
matters, which cover planning policy, and development 
control issues, which relate to the suitability of individual 
planning applications.

16.1.2 The planning policy framework determines how planning 
applications are dealt with.  Much of the framework 
emanates from National planning policy, and is identified 
in a number of ways; including Planning Policy Statements 
(PPS). PPS25 sets out planning issues in relation to 
flooding.  

16.1.3 The Environment Agency is responsible for publishing a 
flood risk map which is reviewed on a three-monthly basis.  
This indicates different zones of flood risk.  This identifies 
the risk of fluvial or coastal flooding, but not pluvial 
flooding.  

16.1.4 The Government’s planning policy guidance is set out in 
‘Planning Policy Statement 25: Development and Flood 
Risk’ .  When considering this local authorities refer to the 
Environment Agency’s flood map.    

16.1.5 There is a sequential approach to development in PPS25 
which involves steering new development to areas of the 
lowest probability of flooding.  This is indicated as Zone 1 
within the Environment Agency’s Flood Risk Assessment.  
These areas had a flood risk of less than 1/1000 years.  
Areas of medium risk (Zone 2) are at risk of flooding 
between 1/100 years (river), or two hundred years (sea) 
and 1/1000 years, while those areas of high risk (Zone 3) 
stood a chance of flooding of greater than 1/100 years 
(river) or 1/200 years (sea).  

16.1.6 The Panel is concerned that the sequential approach is 
over simplistic when applied to areas such as the East 
Riding. Within the county the majority of the population 
and strategic infrastructure is located in areas identified 
as at risk. This is reflected in the fact that the regional 
economic development strategy promotes the bulk of the 
employment land in the M62/A63 corridor.  The Wolds 
ridge communities which lie outside risk areas do not meet 
sustainability criteria. The sequential test would, if applied 
literally in the East Riding prohibit much development 
and would be damaging to the economic viability of the 
county.  The test as set out in Planning Policy Statement 25 
does not adequately account for flood tolerant and flood 
resilient design.

16.1.7 The Panel consider that there is a contradiction between 
the Government’s drive to have homes built in the area, 
the Environment Agency’s view that homes should not 
be built in high risk areas and the need to ensure that 
settlements across the whole of the East Riding  
are viable and sustainable.  

16.1.8 Given the need to build in flood risk areas within the East 
Riding the Council needs to establish strong policy and 
advice on flood resilient design and other measures to 
mitigate against flooding.  

16.1.9 The Panel recommends that flood resilient design should be 
encouraged in flood risk areas and should be proactively promoted 
to developers.  The Panel further recommends that the Council 
investigate other ways of promoting flood resilient design.   

16.2 Regional Spatial Strategy

16.2.1 Planning Policy Statement 3: ‘Housing’ sets out the 
Government’s guidance on housing to deliver its housing 
objectives.   Locally the Regional Spatial Strategy identifies 
the number of dwellings that each local authority must build 
each year.  The Regional Spatial Strategy sets the East Riding 
a target of building an additional 1,050 homes in 2007.   

16.2.2 The Panel recognises that the Regional Spatial Strategy is 
based upon data relating to fluvial risk and that the June 
2007 event demonstrated that pluvial and groundwater 
produce significant risk which may not have been taken 
into account. The lessons learnt from the June floods 
include a much better understanding of pluvial risks and 
new data is now available. Strategic planning policy should 
be amended to reflect this greater understanding.

DCLG - Planning Policy Statement 25: Development and Flood 
Risk, http://www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/
planning/planningpolicyguidance/planningpolicystatements/
planningpolicystatements/pps25/  

  DCLG – Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing, http://www.communities.
gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/pps3housing

		Yorkshire	Wildlife	trust,	http://www.ywt.org.uk/waterForWildlife.htm	
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16.2.3 The Panel recommends that in a future review the Regional 
Spatial Strategy should take into account all types of flooding 
including data that the Council now holds on the June 2007 
floods. 

16.2.4 The Environment Agency’s flood risk maps are reviewed 
on a three-monthly basis.  The Environment Agency’s maps 
principally look at river and coastal flooding, however 
PPS25 expected all potential sources of flooding to be 
taken into account, including from land, groundwater, 
sewers, reservoirs and other types of flooding.  The Local 
Authority is undertaking a range of flood modelling to 
enable it to get a better idea of flooding issues.

16.2.5 The Government expects each local authority to develop 
a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment based on river, sea 
and other sources of flooding. Essentially the role of the 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment is to provide more detail 
on the flood risk in an area than the Environment Agency 
does in its flood risk maps.  This gives the Council the 
capacity to consider pluvial flooding.  

16.2.6 The Panel considers the arrangements for the preparation 
of Strategic Flood Risk Assessments to be peculiar.  The 
Environment Agency is the lead organisation, funded 
and responsible for mapping flood risk and is a statutory 
consultee where planning applications are in an area of risk.  
The Environment Agency mapping is inadequate as it does 
not include pluvial and ground water risk.  The Agency 
acknowledges that the task of defining these risks is difficult 
and would be cost prohibitive. It is therefore astounding 
that local authorities should be required to take on this 
work without additional funding. 

16.2.7 The Panel considers that it did not make sense to identify 
the Environment Agency as the lead organisation with 
knowledge and expertise in relation to flood modelling, 
yet to expect local authorities to undertake flood risk 
modelling for the purposes of the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment.

16.2.8 The Panel recommends that the Government either a) give 
additional resources to local authorities in order for them to 
meet the responsibility of undertaking a Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment that includes pluvial risk; or b) the Environment 
Agency’s Flood Risk Map responsibilities should be revised to 
require the inclusion of pluvial flood risk assessment.  

16.3 Catchment Management Flood Plans

16.3.1 The Environment Agency is preparing five specific 
Catchment Flood Management Plans covering each of  
the rivers in the East Riding.  These Plans adopt a broad 
approach to flood risk and its management for the next 
50 to 100 years.  Detailed actions within each area will 
then be set out in a Strategic Flood Risk Management Plan.  
Planning Policy Statement 25: Planning and Flood Risk link 
the Local Authority to Yorkshire Water, the Environment 
Agency and other agencies who would be involved in the 
development of policies relating to the water environment.  
This could include ways of enhancing biodiversity for 
development within flood risk areas. 

16.3.2 The Panel is perturbed to discover that there was no 
coordination between the Plans and that the Environment 
Agency had not assessed the cumulative effect of their 
Plans on the East Riding.

16.3.3 The individual Plans have significant implications for the 
East Riding but combined there is the possibility that 
the resultant effect would be unacceptable. Whilst it 
is appropriate to deal with a single catchment in terms 
of assessing risk, where recommendations include the 
withdrawal of investment in flood defences, taking land out 
of production for use as water storage areas or other such 
measures, the cumulative effect can be unacceptable.  

16.3.4 The Panel is extremely concerned that the Plans have not 
been prepared as a multi agency response to catchment 
management and that there has been inadequate consultation 
or opportunity for the Local Authority to scrutinise the 
proposals or to present alternative suggestions.

16.3.5 The Panel recommends that the Environment Agency 
should assess the full impact of its various Catchment 
Flood Management Plans on the East Riding.  

16.3.6 The Panel recommends that there be a statutory 
requirement for multi-agency development of Catchment 
Flood Management Plans and that these be subject to 
public scrutiny prior to adoption.

16.3.7 The Panel notes that the Environment Agency Catchment 
Flood Management Plans relies heavily upon the principle 
of sacrificial land, i.e. taking land out of production for the 
storage of water. 

16.3.8 The choice is stark.  Is it preferable to allow homes to flood 
or, if possible, direct the water to land? The Panel accepts 
that towns should be protected but feels that taking 
land out of production is detrimental to the wellbeing of 
farmers and damaging to the economy of the East Riding. 
Sacrificial land is considered an easy option by some based 
purely on inappropriate, cost benefit analysis and distorted 
conservation priorities. The Panel feels it is preferable to 
investigate opportunities for water storage on land which 
allows for continued agricultural production.
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16.3.9 Traditional drainage is designed to move rainwater as 
rapidly as possible from the point at which it has fallen to a 
discharge point, either a watercourse or soak away.  

 
16.3.10 Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) endeavour to mimic 

the natural movement of water from a development, 
reducing flood risk, improving water quality and often 
providing attractive features. 

 
16.3.11 Sustainable drainage can only be effectively implemented 

at a site if it is incorporated in a developer’s plans at 
the earliest possible stage, not least because its use may 
influence land purchase and decisions on site layout.

 
16.3.12 The Environment Agency’s policy is simply to recognises 

the potential benefits of the SUDS approach and Planning 
Policy Statement 25, places an increasing requirement 
on local authority planners to facilitate the sustainable 
management of surface water and implement sustainable 
drainage systems.  However the role and responsibilities of 
the Agency and Planning Authority are not clearly defined.

16.3.13 The Panel recommends that the Council champions flood 
tolerant land management practices and seeks to avoid the 
use of sacrificial land.  

16.3.14 The Panel recommends that Sustainable Urban Drainage 
should either be dealt with by the Environment Agency or 
Local Authorities so long as resources are allocated to enable 
this work to be undertaken.  The proposed Board should be 
responsible for mapping pluvial and fluvial flooding and should 
be funded accordingly.  

16.4 Local Development Framework 

16.4.1 The Local Development Framework (LDF), which is in the 
process of being prepared, will include extensive liaison 
with the Environment Agency, Yorkshire Water, Internal 
Drainage Boards and other authorities and agencies.  The 
LDF will supersede the Joint Structure Plan and four current 
Local Plans covering the East Riding.  The LDF will include 
policies on flood risk, drainage and flood resilient design 
and allocate land to meet development needs (including 
housing) to 2026 and provide a robust framework for 
developer obligations.

16.4.2 The Panel is conscious that the issues and options document 
for the Local Development  Framework may not fully 
respond to the issues raised in this report.

16.4.3 The Panel recommends that this report be used to advise the 
Local Development Framework, and where appropriate the 
recommendations be integrated into the suite of documents.

16.5 Development Control Issues

16.5.1 The Planning and Development Control Team has 
investigated whether there is any identifiable pattern to 
where the flooding occurred.  One of the features of the 
flooding is that the worst impact was experienced in older 
developments rather than in new build locations.  There are 
however a number of exceptions to this and the Planning 
and Development Control Team is examining these cases.  
The most significant examples are the modern residential 
estates at Burstwick, Hedon, Leven and Brough.  

16.5.2 Burstwick had seen flooding on a new build estate, and this 
has been investigated by the Planning and Development 
Control Team.  This development was approved by 
Holderness Borough Council.  The National Rivers 
Authority and Yorkshire Water had both been consulted on 
the planning application.  Advice given by them had been 
taken into account when the application was approved.    
At Brough a large housing estate of approximately 
2000 dwellings has been built involving several separate 
developers. In both these examples there was concern 
expressed as to how much drainage infrastructure has 
since been adopted, and the time this takes.  

16.5.3 The Planning and Development Control Team has 
identified that there are parts of the drainage system 
located in the East Riding that have not been adopted.  It 
is not known exactly how much.  New legislation is being 
considered which could result in water companies taking 
over responsibility for the maintenance of private drains 
which could provide a solution.  

Taken from the Environment Agency website, http://www.environment-agency.gov.
uk/business/444304/502508/464710/?version=1&lang=_e 
Taken from the Environment Agency publication ‘ Sustainable Urban Drainage’ http://
publications.environment-agency.gov.uk/pdf/GEHO0308BNSS-e-e.pdf 
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16.5.4 Many contributors had raised the issue as to whether 

flood risk assessment for new development focused on 
the risk for that development itself or whether there was 
a need to assess the implications of that development in 
the wider context.  Yorkshire Water indicated that where 
it was making an assessment of a site it considers both 
the immediate environs as well as the implications of that 
development on the drainage systems downstream.  

16.5.5 The Panel acknowledges that it appears that flooding did 
not necessarily follow a distinct pattern relating to recent 
or long standing development. It is however concerned 
that there is a possible remote or deflected risk posed to 
existing communities where new development is approved. 
This depends on the capacity of individual drainage systems 
and whether the new development drains into the older 
parts of that system. 

16.5.6 This information is important in that it indicates which 
systems are beyond capacity and at risk of flooding at 
lower levels of rainfall than the designed standard. It 
also helps identify where residual works are needed and 
gives a better understanding of the cumulative effect of 
development on existing drainage systems.

16.5.7 The Panel is anxious to ensure that where there is an 
indication that new development is a contributory factor to 
flooding, then the Council should ensure that the developers 
have met their responsibilities. Many correspondents cited 
cases where they believed that conditions had not been 
adequately discharged but enforcement action had not 
been taken by the Council.

16.6 Consultation on Planning Applications

16.6.1 All relevant organisations are consulted by the Local 
Authority at the planning application stage. With the 

Environment Agency and Yorkshire Water, much of this 
consultation is done electronically to enable greater speed 
of response.  Where comments are submitted these are 
considered, and it was indicated to the Panel that last 
year, out of approximately 2300 applications that the 
Environment Agency had been consulted on, only one had 
created any dispute.  This had been resolved. 

16.6.2 The design standards for each of the organisations involved 
is different.  Yorkshire Water operates on the basis of its 
infrastructure being able to withstand a 1/30 year flooding 
event, while the Environment Agency  requires Flood Risk 
Assessments to be on the basis of a 1/100 year and 1/200 
event as well as taking account of global warming issues.  
This creates not only local confusion, but also means that 
there is no design consistency.  

16.6.3 The planning consultation system is dependent on 
Yorkshire Water and the Environment Agency identifying 
risks. In some rural areas the consultation processes also 
includes Internal Drainage Boards.  

 
16.6.4 Planning Policy Statement 25 reinforces the powers of the 

Environment Agency to refer planning decisions to the 
Secretary of State.  This might apply if the Environment 
Agency objects to a development on the basis of flood risk.  

16.6.5 The Panel is astounded to find that the Environment Agency, 
who have responsibility for flooding, only comment on 
flood risk from fluvial sources in the planning consultation. 
This is not generally understood, and the comments from 
the Environment Agency do not make this clear.  The Panel 
concludes that this has inevitably led to genuine local 
objections based on the risk of pluvial or surface water 
flooding being overlooked.  

16.6.6 Similarly the Panel received confirmation from Yorkshire 
Water that its consultation responses do not relate to the 
capacity of a drainage system to cope with surface water 
run off. Yorkshire Water also confirmed that it had little 
understanding of the capacity of its system to cope with 
surface water run off from new development.

16.6.7 Many contributors had complained that their objections 
to new development based on local knowledge that it 
would increase the risk of flooding to existing homes had 
been ignored.  This often appeared not to be supported 
as no objections were raised to the proposal either by 
the Environment Agency or Yorkshire Water as neither 
were responsible for surface water flooding.  In these 
circumstances the Planning Committee might not have 
sufficient grounds to refuse planning permission because 
of such risks and may be concerned that costs could 
be awarded against the Council if this could not be 
substantiated at a Public Local Inquiry.  
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16.6.8 This places the Council as the local planning authority in an 

invidious position as no organisation has responsibility for 
commenting on pluvial flooding, making it difficult to reject 
an application where there may be legitimate concerns.  

16.6.9 The Panel recommends that the Environment Agency and 
Yorkshire Water should be required to qualify the nature 
and extent of their comments in response to consultation on 
planning applications.

16.6.10 The Panel recommends that given the concerns raised 
about the possible amount of unadopted drainage for large 
scale developments, developers should be subject to interim 
conditions making them responsible for drainage until such 
time as a system becomes formally adopted.  

16.7 Planning Applications  

16.7.1 The 1APP system became operational in the East Riding 
in April 2008.  This is a new nationwide system which sets 
adoptable criteria for the validation of planning applications. 
This provides the opportunity to set appropriate standards 
for flood reduction and flood resilience.

16.7.2 This means that the local Authority can identify the need for 
both flood risk and drainage infrastructure to be included 
in the application.  1APP is purely an administrative system 
and does not include any qualitative assessment of the 
submission as this can only be made once the application 
is considered.  

16.7.3 On a practical level, the Panel is aware that the Local 
Authority now has in its possession a significant amount 
of data about which areas were flooded in June 2007.  The 
Council is also looking at what action should be taken to 
address some of the reasons for that flooding in the hope 
that this may mitigate against future flooding.  

16.7.4 The Panel considers that the local Authority has a 
responsibility to use this information when providing advice 
to developers to ensure that appropriately flood resilient 
design is used in areas that are clearly prone to flooding.  

16.7.5 The Panel recommends that the Planning and Development 
Control Team should use information about pluvial flooding to 
inform any discussions with developers.  

17 MULTI-AGENCY APPROACH   
– A ‘Flood Protection and    
Resilience Board’ 

17.1  Throughout the Review it was evident that a principal 
failing was that each agency tended to operate in isolation 
from those others with shared or similar responsibilities. 
This shortcoming has been recognised by all principal 
authorities and the Panel is encouraged that all have 
moved a considerable way to establishing multi agency 
working practices.  

17.2  The multi-agency approach at a local level is being led by 
East Riding of Yorkshire Council and includes Yorkshire 
Water, town and parish councils, the Environment Agency 
and Internal Drainage Boards to discuss specific areas such 
as Hedon and Burstwick.  There will be financial implications 
arising from this work and these will need to be realistic.  
All organisations will need to manage public expectations 
as to what can be achieved. The Panel considers that these 
arrangements should be placed on a formal footing.   

17.3  Water and flooding do not respect administrative 
boundaries.  The public are not concerned about the 
different roles and responsibilities of the public agencies, 
nor of administrative boundaries, but expect the agencies 
to work together to maximise the use of resources to 
prevent or alleviate the risk of flooding.

17.4  The Panel consider that it is vital that any waterway system 
is considered in its entirety.  This includes its impact on 
adjoining waterways and the potential for causing flooding 
elsewhere.  For example, in terms of maintenance, it does 
not matter what work is done upstream to de-silt or 
maintain a watercourse if the water cannot be managed 
effectively in the lower reaches due to the lack of pumping 
stations or poor maintenance.  All aspects of the waterways 
network are interdependent.  

17.5  The Panel is concerned that there is no comprehensive 
mapping or data identifying responsibility for watercourses 
and drainage in the East Riding.  For example, Yorkshire 
Water has information about the sewers which are its 
responsibility but this is not mapped with information 
held by the Council about the waterways for which it is 
responsible.

17.6  The location and structure of the Environment Agency 
does not help to facilitate the required level of engagement 
and multi-agency working.  
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17.7 The Panel believes that a multi-agency Board should be 
established for the whole of the East Riding to provide 
a strategic integrated approach to flood management, 
investment, design, resiliance and prioritisation for 
expenditure.  The Panel recognises that if the Council is to 
take a lead role in respect of the Board it will need to be 
adequately resourced to do so.  The Panel welcomes the 
Environment Agency’s strong support for establishing the 
proposed Board.    

17.8  The Panel recommends that a multi-agency Flood Protection 
and Resiliance Board be established for the East Riding 
comprising representatives of the Environment Agency, the 
Council, Yorkshire Water, Internal Drainage Boards, Natural 
England and other relevant public agencies and major 
landowners and farmers.  The remit of the board would be 
to develop an integrated and strategic approach to flood 
management, investment, resilience, design and prioritisation 
of expenditure.  This will formalise the informal partnership 
working arrangements that have been developed, particularly 
over the last 12 months.    

17.9 The proposed Board should be established with clear terms 
of reference and should keep the public and interested 
parties up to date with its work in the area.  These should 
include elected members in town and parish councils and 
in the East Riding of Yorkshire Council.  

18 LOCAL SOLUTIONS

18.1 During the course of the review the Panel had sought 
information from residents about what flooding occurred 
and where.  Information was provided to the Panel at the 
three drop-in sessions which preceded the formal part of 
the review.  In total around 450 letters were sent direct 
to the Panel.  This information was collated on a parish by 
parish basis and provided to other departments within the 
Council to enable, where appropriate, relevant action to 
be taken.  This breakdown is attached as an appendix to 
this report.   The Panel recognise that the correspondence 
it received from the public does not cover all parts of the 
East Riding which suffered from flooding in June 2007.    

18.2  The summary in Appendix C outlines what residents 
believe contributed to flooding in their areas.  It does 
not reflect a technical analysis of the area, and essentially 
represents unqualified opinion.  It is included in the report 
to demonstrate what action is being taken in some areas 

to address some of the issues raised.  Additionally, as 
mentioned above, this information is not complete.  Many 
more people notified the Council and other agencies 
of flooding in their areas than is represented in this 
Appendix.  

18.3  The Panel is acutely aware that many residents will want 
to know about their particular area.  The Panel is equally 
aware that many residents may prefer not to have it 
publicised that their property flooded, especially if they are 
seeking to sell that property.  

 
18.4 The proposed Board should ensure that enquiries made 

by the public as part of this process have been adequately 
responded to.

     
18.5  In many cases further investigations are required to identify 

the causes of flooding and when this work is complete, 
local solutions can be further considered. 

18.6 The Panel feels very strongly that the Environment Agency 
should undertake urgent flood protection projects for 
Burstwick and Western Drains and for the whole of 
Haltemprice.  The Panel is concerned that whilst consultants 
have been engaged by the Agency to look at options for 
Burstwick Drain, this has not yet been concluded and that 
any future scheme will require formal approval through its 
capital appraisal process. The Panel believes that a scheme, 
including a permanent pumping station, should be brought 
forward as a priority given that Burstwick Drain came close 
to over topping in the heavy rainfall in January 2008.  

18.7 The Panel appreciates that a scheme is being prepared for 
the Western Drain and urges the Environment Agency to 
implement the scheme as soon as possible.  

18.8 The Panel also considers that a flood protection scheme 
should be implemented for the whole of Haltemprice in 
view of the severity of the flooding which occurred in 
June 2007 and that the man-made drainage system which 
serves that area should be reviewed.      

18.9 The Panel recommends that as a matter of urgency new 
flood protection schemes should be implemented by the 
Environment Agency for Burstwick Drain, the Western Drain, 
and the whole of Haltemprice to protect against future 
flooding. This work should be undertaken in conjunction with 
the Council and other agencies.  Significant investment should 
also take place in Hull City Council area, as in order for water 
to drain from the East Riding, much of it has to pass through 
the city.  
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19 CONCLUSIONS

19.1  The unprecedented flooding in June 2007 has revealed 
many significant shortcomings in the arrangements for 
flood management in the East Riding and beyond.  

19.2  It is remarkable that the recommendations from previous 
national flood reviews still have not been implemented.  

19.3   The Panel urges the Government to take immediate action 
to address the shortcomings revealed in this report.  

19.4   The Panel concluded that it was vital that the Council and 
partner organisations incorporated the recommendations 
into an action plan, end embedded consideration of 
flooding issues into relevant policies and strategies.  
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SCOPE OF THE REVIEW: FLOODING REVIEW PANEL

Overview & Scrutiny Committee

Name of the Overview & Scrutiny Committee 
whose terms of reference the review falls within

Proposed Review

An outline of the issue/subject area, which is to 
be reviewed.  The area of activity being
proposed should have strategic significance for 
the authority

Strategic Reasons for Review

The reasons being given should illustrate:

a)  Why the proposal is of strategic
 significance
b)  Why undertaking a review may lead  
 to a significant improvement, focusing  
 on adding value
c)  How it relates to the Community Plan
d)  The relationship to Striding Ahead   
 2006-2011 and top 10% performance
e)  CPA Priorities

Cross cutting – principally environment and transport but
potential relationships to social wellbeing, greater prosperity, 
safer and stronger communities.

To establish:
 1. What national and regional action is being undertaken to address   
 flooding issues (to avoid duplication at a local level);
 2.  who is and who should be responsible for what infrastructure   
 nationally and locally (e.g. sluice gates, drains, gullies, ditches, dykes,   
 pump stations etc) in order to ensure proper maintenance and   
 enable swift resolution should problems occur;
 3.  what improvements could be made to infrastructure in the East   
 Riding to mitigate the scale of flooding that occurred in June 2007;   
 and
 4.  that the Council and partner organisations policies reflect ‘les  
 sons learnt’ from the June flooding (e.g. amendments to the         
 Local Plan/emergency planning response/planning policy/support   
 for vulnerable people/communication).

The focus of the review is what could be done so that in the event of      
significant flooding in the future, the results would not be so catastrophic?

While recognising that for many the impact of June is still being felt, the 
review is not looking at what can be done to immediately support those in 
need – this action is already being done. Rather it is looking strategically at 
the relevant infrastructure to enable a better response in the future.

(a) Depending on the outcome of the review panel, it may affect strategic  
 decisions in relation to investment in infrastructure both by the Council  
 and by partner organisations.  
(b) The Review would enable the Council and partner organisations to   
 undertake necessary action to identify and resolve problems of
 significant local concern. By investing in infrastructure now these
 organisations (and the public) would benefit in the event of flooding on  
 the same scale reoccurring.  
(c) The Community Plan cites a global challenge of climate change 
 resulting in unpredictable weather resulting in risk of flooding as a big  
 challenge affecting the East Riding. A priority outcome for sustainable  
 communities and transport is mitigating the impacts of climate change,  
 particularly flooding.
(d) The review links to SA2006-2011 in a number of ways.  The process of a  
 review panel would engage with communities (Theme 1), hearing what  
 they have to say then proposing changes as a result of their
 engagement. Given the likely level of public interest and support for a   
 thorough and impartial review, this would be a high profile example of  
 this.  Achieving this requires working together with partners (Theme 4)
  and other organisations. Finally the long-term outcome of the panel 
 would be about investing in the future (Theme 5) by ensuring 
 infrastructure was in the best position to respond to flooding.
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SCOPE OF THE REVIEW: FLOODING REVIEW PANEL

Overview & Scrutiny Committee

Name of the Overview & Scrutiny Committee 
whose terms of reference the review falls within

Desired Objectives/Outcomes

The anticipated strategic outcome should be 
SMART:
Specific
Measurable
Achievable
Realistic
Timely, and;
above all add value and aid continuous
improvement  – economically, effectively and 
efficiently

Methodology 

The structured process and manner in which the 
review is to be undertaken and the consultation 
methods proposed should be outlined briefly i.e. 
the Review Panel receiving reports and
presentations, questionnaires, structured
workshops, focus groups, risk analysis etc

Cross cutting – principally environment and transport but
potential relationships to social wellbeing, greater prosperity, 
safer and stronger communities.

(e)  The contribution to CPA would be contributing to capacity  and         
sustainable communities themes.

Additionally, research shows that in the East Riding not all residents agree 
that they can influence decisions affecting their local area. Managed and    
promoted in the right way, given the significant level of public interest in 
flooding the review could enable residents to be involved, influencing the 
views of the panel which would in turn be used to influence decision makers.
To identify a list of improvements to infrastructure, with appropriate costings, 
that if undertaken would reduce the scale of the impact of flooding.

To identify any changes to local plans and procedures to reflect 
‘lessons learnt’ from the June 2007 flooding.

To identify who is and who should be responsible for what infrastructure and 
then to communicate this to local communities to enable quick resolution 
of problems by enabling that community to identify the relevant responsible 
authority.

(1) Scoping session (internal – not public)
 • Draft scope to be presented to facilitate discussion with review panel  
  and all overview and scrutiny Chairmen.
 • Following session this scope to be revised.
(2) Public Meeting (1)
 • To hear what some of the issues are at a local level.
 • Town and Parish Councils to be invited.
 • External parties and ERYC Officers to be notified of session but no  
  expectation of participation – this is not a ‘question and answer’ 
  session but a ‘listen and learn’ exercise for members of the panel.
(3) Public Meeting (2)
 • To hear what some of the issues are at a local level.
 • Town and Parish Councils to be invited.
 • External parties and ERYC Officers to be notified of session but no  
 expectation of participation – this is not a ‘question and answer’ session  
 but a ‘listen and learn’ exercise for members of the panel.
(4)   Historical understanding
 • To understand what work has been undertaken, where and by which  
  organisations/public bodies.
 • To understand the scale of the weather in June 2007 – what the   
  severity was, how this differed from normal storm conditions etc.

APPENDIX A                                                      SCOPE OF THE REVIEW
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SCOPE OF THE REVIEW: FLOODING REVIEW PANEL

Overview & Scrutiny Committee

Name of the Overview & Scrutiny Committee 
whose terms of reference the review falls within

Cross cutting – principally environment and transport but
potential relationships to social wellbeing, greater prosperity, 
safer and stronger communities.

 • To identify where significant flooding has taken place on other 
  occasions prior to June 2007.
 • To receive both written information prior to meeting and verbal   
  evidence from participating organisations to include ERYC, Natural  
  England, Environment Agency, Internal Drainage Boards, Yorkshire   
  Water.
(5)   Who is responsible for what?
 • To understand who is responsible for what parts of the infrastructure,  
  e.g. sluice gates, drains, gullies, ditches, dykes, pump stations etc
 • To receive both written information prior to meeting and verbal 
  evidence from participating organisations to include ERYC,
  Environment Agency, Internal Drainage Boards, Yorkshire Water,
  Natural England.
 • To understand links to the national review and to contribute as ap  
  propriate.
(6)  National and regional action
 • What is happening on a national and regional level?
 • Are there national policy directions that will inform what can be done  
  at a local level.
(7)  Local Solutions
 • Based on information received from local communities at the first   
  two meetings and advice from independent professional advisor, what  
  action could be taken?
 • List of possible action to be identified to enable appropriate 
  organisations to identify costs.
(8)  ‘Lessons Learnt’ – Changes already implemented and action
  underway
 • Information from ERYC and partners regarding how local practices/ 
  policies have changed as a result of ‘lessons learnt’ following the June  
  floods. Issues to be split into emergency/recovery and review and   
  partners to include all those involved with emergency planning. Likely  
  to include:-
   o How to identify vulnerable people at home to ensure they receive  
   support;
   o Communication with town and parish councils and residents
   o Efficacy of the recovery process
   o Links to schools
   o Identification of at risk Council properties
   o Changes that may be made to the local plan/planning policy as a  
   result of areas flooded.
(9)  Recommendations
 • To determine, based on all the evidence received, what
  recommendations should be made and to whom.
(10)  Report writing session – internal only
 • Review panel to meet to agree the contents of the draft report.
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SCOPE OF THE REVIEW: FLOODING REVIEW PANEL

Overview & Scrutiny Committee

Name of the Overview & Scrutiny Committee 
whose terms of reference the review falls within

Who should be consulted and involved in 
the Review

External Partners/Stakeholders/Agencies who are 
to be invited to attend a meeting of the Review 
Panel or can contribute positively to the review 
should be identified and other consultation to be 
undertaken should be identified.

What use would you wish to make of other con-
sultation  -e.g. existing data via feedback/Riding 
Around, commissioning of surveys (if the review 
impacts on young people consider using the ‘Say 
Something’ website to undertake consultation

Cross cutting – principally environment and transport but
potential relationships to social wellbeing, greater prosperity, 
safer and stronger communities.

(11)  Consultation with the Overview Management Committee
 • Draft report to be presented to OMC to enable any proposals for  
  changes from the committee.
(12)   Finalising Report – internal only
 • Panel to meet to sign off report.
(13)  Report submitted to the Cabinet 
 • The Cabinet to determine recommendations.
 • Report to be simultaneously sent to external organisations who have  
  contributed to the review to ask them to confirm which
  recommendations, if any, they are to enact.
(14)  Report submitted to the Council
(15)  One year on – feedback to relevant Overview and Scrutiny  
  Committee
 • Feedback report to identify precisely what action has been taken, by  
  whom and what the impact of that action has been.
  
Chairmen of Overview and Scrutiny Committees to be involved in   
scoping review panel.

Town and Parish Councils and Ward Members to provide written evidence 
and to be invited to participate in public meetings.

Members of the public to be invited to attend and participate in public 
meetings.

Riperian owners and businesses/National Farmers Union to be invited to 
give evidence at specific meetings.

Internal Drainage Boards, Natural England, DEFRA, Fire and Rescue, Police, 
riparian landowners, Yorkshire Water, Environment Agency to be invited 
to provide specific pre-identified written evidence and verbal evidence at  
meetings.

Session 7 to include Primary Care Trust (Public Health Perspective).

Adjacent authorities, including Hull City Council to be invited to participate/
contribute information.

Specialist professional advisor commissioned to work for the review panel.
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SCOPE OF THE REVIEW: FLOODING REVIEW PANEL

Overview & Scrutiny Committee

Name of the Overview & Scrutiny Committee 
whose terms of reference the review falls within

Officers to be consulted

Officers from within the authority who have 
the knowledge to be able to contribute to the 
review should be identified

Project Manager – Helena Coates
Project Sponsor – Alan Menzies

Cross cutting – principally environment and transport but
potential relationships to social wellbeing, greater prosperity, 
safer and stronger communities.

Huw Roberts (Director of Customer Services)
Sally Burns (Head of Housing and Public Protection)
Philip Parker (Head of Planning and Development Control)
John Skidmore (Head of Streetscene Services)
Paul Dalby (Streetscene Manager) 

Alan Menzies (Assistant Chief Executive (Economic Development))
Paul Bell (Economic Development Manager)
Helen Wright (Rural Policy and Partnerships Manager)

Malcolm Sims (Head of Support and Procurement Services)
John Whiteman (Emergency Planning Manager)
Alan Bravey (Principal Emergency Planning Officer)

Steve Button (Head of Finance)
Iain Omand (Finance Manager)
Nigel Leighton (Head of Infrastructure and Facilities)
Mike Ball (Principal Engineer)
Dave Waudby (Construction Services Manager)
Richard Alderson (Senior Engineer)
Manager)
Doug Kermode (Building Facilities Manager)
Annette Curtis (Insurance and Risk Manager)
Nigel Rowe (Transportation Manager)

Rosy Pope (Head of Adult Services)
Paul Bellotti (Head of Community and Sustainable Development)
Kristan Livingston (Head of Asset Management)
Pete Ashcroft (Forward Planning Manager)
Ian Burnett (Team Leader, Transport Policy)
Richard Simpson (Strategic Asset Manager)
Brigette Giles (Head of Resource Strategy)
Mike Weston (ICT and eGovernment Manager)
Kevin Woodcock (eChange Programme
Ann Woodward (Head of Policy and Performance)

Andrew Milner (Assistant Chief Executive (Communications))

Philip Holmes (Head of Improvement and Learning)
Denise Shaw (Head of Inclusion Services)
Julie Jenkins (Head of Childrens Services)
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STRATEGIC FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT:
Areas of risk in Floodzone 3

APPENDIX B                                    FLOOD MAPPING

Figure	1
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ACTUAL FLOODING IN JUNE 2007

Figure	2
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DEFRA:
NUMBER OF HOUSES WITHIN THE FLOODPLAN

Figure	3
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EAST RIDING OF YORKSHIRE COUNCIL

Report to: The Cabinet              22 April 2008                                                   Wards:    All wards

 Pitt Flood Review - Consultation Response

 Report of the Director of Corporate Policy and Strategy    

A. Executive Summary

This report sets out a proposed response to the Sir Michael Pitt review and his interim report on how to progress in respect of the flood 
in June 2008.  A draft response was submitted by the required date of 31 March, with agreement that the final version would be submitted 
following consultation.

Within the recommendations, the main areas of concern are:

- The serious concern over the unacceptable proposal that the Environment Agency withdraws maintenance of rural waterways. 
- The proposed continuation of the current funding mechanisms for flood defences which regardless of the overall number of persons at 
risk are geared towards areas of high urban density rather than dispersed populations.
- The need for appropriate funding for the roles envisaged for local authorities.
- The role of the Environment Agency and its ability to embark on proposals without discussion or agreement with the local authority.
- The proposed roles for the Environment Agency in the light of its current stance on involvement in the East Riding. 

B. Shared Priorities

A Well Managed Authority
Sustainable Communities and Transport
Healthier Communities and Older People
Children and Young People
Safer and Stronger Communities

C.  Portfolio

Key Strategic Issues
Policy Performance and Partnerships
Children and Young People and Schools
Environment, Streetscene and Development Control
Corporate Support Services
Cultural Services, Housing and Public Protection
Adult Services
Community Engagement/Local Economic Development

 
D. Recommendation and Reason for Recommendation

That the proposed response as set out in Appendix A is considered and any additional comments raised be taken on board before the final 
approved version is submitted to the Pitt Flood Review along with the Members’ Flood Review Findings and the consultation response on 
Surface Water Management Plans.

1. Background 
 

As a result of the severe national flooding in June 2007, an independent review panel was set up by Central Government to consider the 
way forward and comment on the experience in respect of the floods.  The findings were published as an interim report with interim rec-
ommendations for consultation. 
There are some 90 recommendations arising from the report and comments on those recommendations are set out for consideration in 
Appendix A.
Some of the proposals will have a severe impact on future development within the East Riding and economic viability in key locations. 
The proposed response has also been submitted to the Flood Review Panel for comment.  The Panel’s comments will be reported orally.

2. Considerations including Options

There are challenges in addressing the difficulties associated with flooding in a rural area of the extent of the East Riding. The current or-
ganisational split in responsibilities for local and central decision-making for dealing with floods between the various bodies does not assist in 
resolving a satisfactory way forward.
The allocation of funding does not appear to adequately reflect the number of people at risk from flooding.  The decision-making bodies are 
not currently accountable to the local democratically elected bodies and there is a lack of directed co-ordination.  Flooding in previous years 
has resulted in many similar recommendations at a national level but the same bodies responsible then and currently responsible now have 
not adopted many of the previous recommendations that would have led to improvements.  There is need for change.

 
 Barry Adams
Director of Corporate Policy and Strategy

Contact Officer: Kristan Livingston , Head of Asset Strategy  Telephone Number:  01482 393900  E.mail: kristan.livingston@eastriding.gov.uk  Background Papers
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APPENDIX D                                  LOCAL SOLUTIONS

Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Overland Flooding occurred from 
adjacent farm land and caravan site.

Location

Seaside Road and the 
Chase

Action Taken / Proposed

Highways have agreed to install gullies 
in lower footway east end of Seaside 
Road.  Local farmer has agreed to the 
construction of a new ditch along field/
road boundary. Residents of the Chase 
have been urged to open out a former 
ditch adjacent to Seaside road and 
install raised platform at the junction to 
divert water to the ditch.
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Beverley Road

Wilson Street

Manor Way

Westborough Way
Saxondale
Moor Green
Norland Avenue
Hawkshead Green
Normanton Rise
 

 Cedar Close

Dalehouse Drive 

These areas were flooded due to the 
run off from agricultural land to the 
west, between Swanland and Kirkella. 
Flow followed natural route along
valley and was channelled towards 
Beverley Road at its junctions with 
Wilson Street and Tranby Lane.           
               
These areas are very low lying and 
form a bowl within Anlaby area, fresh 
water springs known to flow in this 
area, making natural ground water 
levels high. During the floods the whole 
area would be impervious. On outer 
limits of Hull drainage system and 
would surcharge until capacity available 
(Hull system was pumped down)

Possible flooding from school playing 
fields, residents allege former ditch 
along boundary
 
Depth of flooding 600mm, subject to 
water flowing from Swanland - flow 
path continues to Manor Way. Previous 
problems known with combined sewer 
at junction with Wilson Street.

Investigate possibilities for upstream 
storage.

Discuss with Yorkshire Water

 

 Check with EA re permission to fill 
ditch - Investigate run off from school 
fields

Yorkshire Water to investigate
combined sewers at Wilson Street

 

 

 

l 

 

 

l 

l 

 

 l 

l

 

l 

l 

 

Anlaby	the	majority	of	flooding	to	the	Anlaby	resulted	from	the	overland	
flow	of	water	from	swanland	and	high	farmland	to	the	west.		the	floodwaters	
followed	the	natural	route	eastwards	along	valleys	through	Kirk	ella	and	West	
ella,	reaching	the	Western	Drain.		this	main	river	was	already	surcharged,	
due	to	the	discharges	from	the	urban	area	and	extensive	flooding	therefore							
occurred.		Additional	localised	flooding	occurred	due	to	the	surcharging	of	
the	combined	sewers	that	feed	into	the	Hull	system.

the	environment	Agency	has	carried	out	extensive	works	to	Western	Drain.	

Clearing	brash	and	de-silting	the	channel	has	improved	the	on	line	capacity	of	
the	drain.

Consultants	have	been	appointed	to	investigate	the	possibility	of	construct-
ing	a	storage	system	on	Western	Drain	between	Anlaby	and	Hessle	with	the	
intention	of	improving	the	capacity	of	the	system	under	storm	conditions.

Yorkshire	Water	is	undertaking	improvements	to	the	pumping	capacity	of	the	
Hull	sewer	system.		this	should	also	improve	the	capacity	of	the	combined	
sewers	serving	the	Anlaby	area.
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Located on route of Acre Heads Drain, 
possible problems with culverted 
section between Springfield Way & 
Hull Road

On route of Acre Heads Drain. Water 
flowing from Anlaby Common/School 
Playing Fields.

Located on route of Acre Heads Drain, 
possible problems with culverted
section between Springfield Way & 
Hull Road

State of dyke fronting Hull Road. 
Surcharging sewers. 

Residents have concerns regarding the 
sewer system which they consider is 
not joined to the Hull System.

Flooding occurred to a depth of 
450mm.  Manor Way is close to the 
route of Acre Heads Drain and over-
land flow would follow the line of the 
watercourse.  Residents complain that 
ditches are not maintained.

Residents detail former ditch at rear 
of property (Springfield Way) filled in. 
Query cycle path drainage?

Depth of flooding 600mm, subject to 
water flowing from Swanland - flow 
path continues to Manor Way. Previous 
problems known with combined sewer 
at junction with Wilson Street. Gullies 
not cleaned.

Lack of maintenance to ditch on 
Springhead Lane.

Location

Dawnay Drive 

First Lane

Grimston Road

Hull Road 

Kendal Way 

Manor Way  *

North Street 

Pryme Street 

Sherwood Drive

Action Taken / Proposed

EA have funded the investigations of 
the culverted section of Acre Heads 
Drain between Hull Road and 
Springfield Way

Possible construction of Lagoon on 
arable land between Hessle and
Anlaby

EA have funded the investigations of 
the culverted section of Acre Heads 
Drain Between Hull Road and 
Springfield Way

Check ownership of dyke and enforce 
riparian owners to undertake clearing 
works

Check with Yorkshire Water

 
Investigate location of ditches (Possibly 
Springfield Way)

Check position of former ditch - 
H’Ways to check cycle path drainage

Yorkshire Water to investigate 
combined sewers at Wilson Street

Check ownership of dyke and enforce 
riparian owners to undertake clearing 
works
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Gullies not cleaned.

Sewers not cleaned.

Ditches adjacent to agricultural land. 
Trees blocking ditches. Size of bridges 
over ditch, gravel washing into ditch. 
Access to Hull Collegiate School 
flowed like a river, concerns over 
school all weather pitches draining 
towards properties, questions on 
where extension drainage is directed.  
Water flowing from Cemetery. Query 
former Tranby Lane tip. 

Affected by flow from Haltemprice 
Sports Centre/Springfield Way &
possibly Wilson Street. Possible flow 
from Western Drain. Blocked gullies.

Underground springs known to
run - drainage from former railway 
embankment. 

Springs known to operate in area, 
Flooding from Spring Head Golf 
Course surcharged to sewers.

Church Lane/Canham Lane seri-
ously affected by route of former open 
sewer dyke flowing from Cliffe Farm, 
east of Skipsea Road along Church 
Lane and entering the open ditch 
which flows under Canham Lane, piped 
section of this ditch is YW public sewer. 
From Canham Lane the ditch flows 
west to join Stream Dyke eventually 
outfalling to Barmston Drain.

Topography of village results in water 
being channelled towards Main Street 
with Glencoe House being at the 
lowest area.  Surface water within the 
village drains to YW sewers which dis-
charge to watercourse located to the 
southeast of village, this was cleaned by 
owners in the spring. This discharges to 
a sink hole (direct into chalk)

Location

 
Stathers Walk 

Tison Garth

Tranby Lane

Windsor Avenue 

Wolfreton Road

Langford Walk

Calam Villas
Church Close
The Green
Bewholme Road
Vlictoria Avenue

Main Street -
Glencoe House

Action Taken / Proposed

Check ownership of dyke and enforce 
riparian owners to undertake clearing 
works - Check with School’s property 
section on drainage from Pitches - 
Check with EA re water samples from 
former tip

YW to check condition of trunk sewer 
in Springfield Way - Blocked gullies

Check for former ditches along
embankment

Check drainage from Golf Course

Query water levels in Barmston Drain.  
Query storage provision upstream at 
Cliffe Farm.

Surcharged surface water from sewers 
in the village due to the inundation, 
resulted in Main Street becoming a 
river. Joint investigation between YW & 
ERYC to determine if improvement to 
the highway drainage can be under-
taken in the vicinity of Glencoe.
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Owner concerned with YE sub station 
losing power duing storms causing 
sewerage pumps to fail. Concerns over 
capacity of sewers in main street fol-
lowing new development. Flooding in 
previous years.

Request for all drains/gullies/ditches to 
be thoroughly cleaned.

Residents request pump station
overhauled.

Flooding depth 600mm, close
proximity to Braemer Drain,
properties in low lying area.  Concerns 
over amount of new development and 
no improvements to drainage system.

Overtopping from Beeford Beck.

Older properties were flooded, these 
are located in low areas. Lack of main-
tained field drain to the west, should 
connect into Pitwherry Drain.

One property flooded adjacent to 
pond

Flooded due to backing up of Braemer 
Drain.

Adjacent to Pitwwherry Drain which 
overtopped.

Backing up of sewers

Location

 

Sands Lane

Rectory View

Ashleigh Drive

Bridlington Road
Breeze Lane

Church Lane 

Rectory Lane
Glebe Gardens

Main Street 

Pitwherry Bungalow

Eden Road

Action Taken / Proposed

 
 

 

 
Drainage investigation to be
undertaken to determine problems

Undertake investigations

Query drain outfall from pond. Check 
highway drainage in Main Street.

Discuss with IDB
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Beverley  the	combined	sewer	system	surcharged	causing	localised	flooding.
Floodwaters	from	the	Beverley	Westwood,	were	channelled	to	low	level	urban	
areas,	resulting	in	extensive	flooding	to	properties.

the	Council	are	working	closely	with	residents	and	have	appointed
Consultants	to	investigate	and	prepare	feasibility	studies	for	mitigation	works.																		
Funding	for	any	identified	schemes	will	then	be	sought.
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Water flowing from Westwood

Investigate Sister Beck

Water from Westwood

Investigate report dated 7th July 2007

Investigate drainage from Westwood 
and outfall to Keldmarsh.

Concerns over capacity of drainage 
serving new development of 
Scrubwood Lane

Flooding due to flow from Westwood, 
investigate into Walker Beck. Grass 
cuttings blocking gullies.

Problems with overland flow from 
Quarry.

Flow from Westwood and racecourse.

Consult Parish to obtain information

Surface water from Bilton discharges 
to watercourses which are riparian 
owned and had not been maintained.  
Council has contacted owners to 
inform of responsibilities, requesting 
clearance of watercourses. This will al-
low YW sewers to discharge freely.
 
 

Location

 
Bartlett Avenue
St Giles Croft

Manor Road
Copendale Road 

New Walk

Norwood Grove
Laughton Road

Kitchen Lane / Marsh 
Drive

Oak Tree Drive

Pasture Lane

Pasture Terrace

Victoria Road

Seven Corners Lane

Beech View

Parish Council

Beech View
Galfrid Road
Highfield Cres

Action Taken / Proposed

Check inlet along Westwood boundary 

Residents undertaking investigations 
and have employed consultants to 
prepare a scheme to resolve flooding
 

Investigate discharge from ditch
adjacent to Kitchen Lane towards 
Marsh Drive. Water flows from
Westwood  through allotments and 
into ditch
 

Joint investigation to be undertaken 
with Yorkshire Water to determine 
route of drainage from Westwood

 Discuss with quarry owners.

Residents undertaking investigations 
and have employed consultants to 
investigate
 

 The Council has agreed on a without 
prejudice basis to undertake CCTV 
inspection of the riparian culvert along 
Holmes Lane and chase riparian 
owners to maintain ditches.
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Residents raise concerns regarding on 
site sewers and problems of 
recurring flooding.
 

Slippage of soil adjacent to farm access 
constructed by Bridges Section ERYC

Parish detail lack of maintained ditches.

Blocked drains - Assumption that these 
are YW sewers

Surface water running from highway 
down drives. 

Allotments flooded, water remained 
for several weeks

Farm area severely flooded
 
Investigate report of flooding

Investigate clear riparian owned 
culverted sections of Skekling Drain 
which flows through Burstwick. ERYC 
is awaiting the IDB to undertake 
maintenance on Skeckling Drain 
downstream of the village, which will 
lower water levels within the culvert.  
Investigations are currently being car-
ried out rear of Trinity Close regarding 
a piped watercourse.  Root infestation 
has been found and a jetting unit has  
been requested to carry out cutting.  

Location

Lime Tree Lane

Main Road

Preston Lane
 

 

New Road

Leven Road

High Baswick

Headlands School & 
Community Science 
College

Skeckling Close - Trinity 
Close

Action Taken / Proposed

 
YW to investigate sewers.

Riparian owners have been contacted 
to undertake clearing works on south 
side

Bridges Section to undertake works to 
farm access near Barmston Drain

To be raised with the IDB
 
 
 
To be raised with YW

H’Ways to investigate
 
 

 

ERYC to continue with investigations 
and clearing of culverts.
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

The EA are undertaking maintenance 
work on Burstwick Drain but these do 
not include any proposal to dredge.  
The EA have attended meetings with 
Burstwick residents and are aware of 
their concerns.             
 

Consult to confirm any flooding

Correspondence received detailing 
concerns over lack of funding for the 
EA.  Investigate flodding.

Concerns expressed regarding the 
riparian ditches located north of 
Canada Drive.YW responsible for 
sewer on line of ditch. IDB and EA 
responsible for downstream ditches

Surface water flowed from the south 
west valley,  suggested storage lagoon 
south of The Meadows adjacent to Old 
Pit plantation. 

Drains and gullies not cleared.
Concerns over YW pumps.

Gullies blocked, smells from gullies 
in summer. Bridge at end of snicket 
damaged.

Location

Willow Road

No info received

Gemel Road
Glebelands
Main Road

Southfield Lane

Canada Drive

Elm Drive

The Meadows

Awmand Green

Broad Lane Close

Action Taken / Proposed

 

ERYC to carry out further consulta-
tion with the parish, to determine any 
problems within the village drainage 
system.

ERYC to undertake investigations re-
garding the riparian owned ditches to 
ensure that they are maintained. YW to 
check surface water outfalls to ditches 
to ensure they are free flowing.IDB 
and EA to undertake clearing works to 
watercourses
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Cottingham.  Localised	flooding	not	only	occurred	from	the	combined	sewer	
system	but	extensive	flooding	occurred	from	the	land	drainage	systems	that	pass	
through	the	village.

Floodwater	from	as	far	as	Raywell,	skidby	and	areas	south	of	Dunswell	were	
fed	into	Cottingham,	via	Cottingham	Drain,	Creyke	Beck,	Wanlass	Beck	(Mill	
Beck)	and	Broad	Lane	Beck.		Further	flooding	also	occurred	from	culverted															
watercourses	within	the	Village	at	Harland	Way	and	Castle	Hill	Drain.		All	these	
land	drainage	systems	discharge	into	Yorkshire	Water	public	sewers.		During	such	
an	extreme	rainfall	event	these	sewers	were	at	capacity	and	could	not	cope	with	
the	inflow.

Close	liaison,	has	been	undertaken,	with	the	Parish	Flood	Committee.		Riparian	
owners	of	ditches	have	been	contacted	regarding	maintenance	works.		Works	
to	clear	culverts	have	commenced	with	further	work	programmed	this	year.		
Consultants	have	been	appointed	to	undertake	feasibility	studies	for	provi-
sion	of	flood	storage	systems.		Following	a	request	by	the	Council,	the	possible												
diversion	of	land	drainage	from	the	sewer	system	is	being	considered	as	part	of	
the	environment	Agency	river	Hull	strategy.	

the	environment	Agency	have	carried	out	extensive	works	to	the	main	rivers	at	
Wanlass	and	Creyke	Becks,	to	clear	brash	and	de-silt	channels.
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Blocked gullies.

Excessive rainwater discharge from 
nursery into Willerby Low Rd.

Flooding from Creyke Beck, Wanlass 
Beck and Thwaite Hall Lake. Gullies not 
cleaned out. (Culvert under railway 
partly blocked by culvert base of level 
crossing arm.)

Check condition of storage lagoon, 
possible blockage of culvert to beck 
bank.

Reported 1m depth water outside 
property, 300mm inside.

Investigate flooding

Ditches adjacent to bypass not cleaned 
out. High water levels in Barmston 
Drain caused water to back up 
towards St Faiths Church blowing off 
drain cover.

Detailed route of flooding recorded.

Flooded to a depth of 3-4ft, 6ft deep in 
garden. Gullies not cleaned.  Requests 
diversion of culverts away from centre 
of village. Check condition of culvert 
under George St to Crescent St.

Fire Brigade pumping water from 
Castle Hill added to problem.

Open ditch at Snuff Mill Lane block-
ing up, causing flooding to streets and 
down Hall Walk.

Alleged ditch at property filled in 
during new development at rear.
 

Concerns over culvert condition

Concerns over surface water drainage 
at Hallgate School, blockage in culvert 
at Beck Bank. Identifies low spot on 
Hall Gate. 

Location

Brockenhurst Ave

Canada Drive

Castle Road

Cornwall St

Crescent St

Creyke Close

Dene Road

Dunswell Road

Eppleworth Rd

George Street

Green Lane

Hall Walk

Hornbeam Drive

Keswick Gardens

Keldgate Road

King Street

Kirby Drive

Action Taken / Proposed

 

Check with EA re works to be
undertaken by Network Rail on culvert 
under track
 
 
 

 
 

Discuss possible sceme with YW EA
 
 

Check with Planning Dept, EA and
 riparian owners

 
Check condition of culvert

Check with School’s property section 
regarding state of culvert through 
School grounds
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Alleged road gullies covered over from 
Mill House Woods Lane to railway 
line.300mm of flooding within proper-
ties. Lack of maintenance by Rail Track 
to ditches.Possible collapse of Creyke 
Beck culvert under railway crossing
 
Investigate flooding

Check responsibility for maintenance of 
ditches. Beverley Borough Council used 
to undertake clearing of watercourses 
formerly maintained by the IDB.

Investigate flooding

South St blocked highway gullies

Mill House Woods lane water flowed 
from Woods Lane and playing field, no 
maintenance of ditches or drains,
gullies blocked.
 
Investigate flooding

Property floods regularly during rain, 
express concerns over road drainage/
YW sewers

Drainage unable to cope with volume 
of flow from Castle Road.

Flood water from Castle Rd/
Eppleworth Rd

Flooded, up stream and downstream 
no flooding, possible problem with 
localized drainage. Request ditches 
cleared Middledyke Lane, Nth Moore 
Lane.

See Eppleworth Rd
 
 Investigate flooding
 
 Investigate flooding
 

Location

Linden Ave

Kings Court
Market Green
Mallards Reach

Middledyke Lane

North Moor Lane

Northgate

Oakdene

Orchard  Croft

Rydal Grove

Sancton Close

Southwood Road

St Margaret’s Avenue

Stephensons Walk

Stewart Garth

Swallow Court

Tennison Court

Action Taken / Proposed

 
Highways to check gullies - Railtrack to 
be contacted to undertake
maintenance to ditches and check 
condition of culvert under crossing. 
(EA report that a survey of the culvert 
10 years ago detailed faults)
 

Responsibilities being investigated

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Awaiting legal ruling on maintenance 
responsibilities.
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

 Investigate flooding

Concerns raised over the capacity of 
the beck. Bank raising suggested.
Flood waters disappeared
within 24hrs. 

Queries regarding Dunswell Road Lake. 
Creyke Beck banks require raising.

See Eppleworth Rd
 
Investigate flooding

Possible flooding but no details

Possible flooding but no details

Flooding from School field and
surcharged combine sewer.

Possible flooding but no details
 
Flooding of garden only, 750mm deep

Flooding of ditch adjacent to
underpass

Correspondence received detailing 
concerns over village drainage system.

Location

The Dales
The Ridings
The Swallows

Victorias Way

Wanlass Drive

West End Road

West Green
Westfield Close

Bringham ?

Ruston Parva ?

Manorfield Road

Main Street
 
Beverley Road

Dunswell Road
 

Action Taken / Proposed

 

Discuss possible sceme with EA for 
bank raising and investigate screen 
replacement
 
 
 
 
 

Investigate School field run off and 
discuss with YW, capacity of sew-
ers.  Additional ditch outfall found at 
School.(This means that there are 2 
No 150mm Dia outfalls across the 
adjacent field, to Meadow Stream)  
Consultants undertaking modelling of 
School site to determine if additional 
storage should be provided.
 

Contact riparian owner and investigate 
outfall

ERYC to consult with the Parish to 
determine any problems within the 
village, that can be investigated.
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Driffield		Flooding	at	the	Chase	and	Manorfield	Road	resulted	from	overland	
flow	and	run	off	from	Bridlington	Road	being	channelled	through	the	school	
grounds	towards	Meadow	stream.		Localised	flooding	occurred	within	Driffield	
where	low	areas	suffered	as	a	result	of	surcharged	sewers.

extensive	works	have	been	carried	out	to	a	ditch	along	the	southern	boundary	
of	the	school	site	to	create	additional	storage	and	an	additional	storage	system	
within	the	school	grounds	is	being	investigated.
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Concerns raised regarding ditches, 
culverts and gullies

Concerns expressed regarding culverts, 
drainage of A63 and gully drainage.

Concerns that YW pump station failed

Blocked gullies,drains (possibly broken)

These watercourses are riparian 
owned but due to lack of
maintenance weed growth and
rubbish were observed.

Storm tanks overflowed flooding 
gardens.

Blocked gullies. Repeated flooding.

Concerns expressed regarding the 
dykes that need clearing out.

Concerns expressed regarding highway 
drainage and lack of gullies. 

Concerns regarding pond outfall

Possible damaged drain.

Concerns expressed regarding lack of 
maintenance to ditches.

Location

Old Trough Lane, Hive
 

Main Street 

Main Street (North)

Main Drain & Elloughton 
Beck

Buccaneer Way & Sidings 
Court

Church Street
Church Lane

Malton Road
West End
Gardham Road

Chantry Lane
Main Street 
Malton Road
Cherry Corner

Etton Pond

High Road

Parish Council

Action Taken / Proposed

 
Contact owner to identify exact prob-
lems and take necessary action

ERYC consult Parish to determine 
location of problems. Contact to be 
made with HA regarding drainage of 
A63 to determine if improvements can 
be carried out.
 

ERYC to investigate jointly with YW

ERYC has on a without prejudice basis 
cleared these of weeds and rubbish.  
British Aerospace have been contacted 
to clear these drains where they are 
located within their site south of the 
railway.

These tanks are part of the Public 
sewer system. YW will be requested to 
inspect the system.

Check responsibility for drainage in 
this area

ERYC to contact riparian owners to 
inform them of their duty under the 
Land Drainage Act to maintain and 
clear ditches and culverts.

ERYC Highways to investigate the 
drainage and install gullies as necessary.

Investigate drainage outfall

Contact owner and Investigate 

ERYC have already contacted the
owners of ditches.
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

 Parish expresses concerns regarding 
the drainage system in Gembling.  This 
system consists of riparian owned 
ditches and pipelines.  

Parish detail that Bale Drain requires 
cleaning by farmers.

Parish expresses concerns regarding 
the state of ditches and piped sections 
where pipes are not the correct size.       
Investigate Lower Ouse IDB proposed 
scheme for surface water south of 
Gilberdyke.

Dykes fronting Lane to be cleared.
 
 

Investigate flooding

Drains/Ditches covered with debris 
to bridge over River Foulness. Digging 
channels to hedge bottoms is a help 
but not a solution. 

Location

Parish Council

Bale House 

 

Bellasize Lane

Gladstone Terrace

Butt Lane

Action Taken / Proposed

 
ERYC has already undertaken a CCTV 
survey of the pipelines, renewed the 
outfall from the pond across the 
highway and has instructed a frame-
work consultant to model the existing 
drainage system. The results of this 
model are awaited.   There is no duty 
on a riparian owner to improve the 
drainage, only maintain the free flow 
of water.
 

The Lower Ouse IDB are the respon-
sible Authority for land drainage within 
Gilberdyke.  They should be requested 
to investigate the Parish Council’s 
concerns. Anyone seeking to pipe a 
ditch should also obtain the approval 
of the EA, prior to undertaking the 
works.  The ERYC has previously un-
dertaken joint investigations with YW 
to determine the position and state of 
riparian owned land drainage culverts 
within Gilberdyke.  ERYC is currently 
undertaking investigations in Broad 
Lane to determine the reason for 
flooding in fields south of the railway.  
Consultations are being undertaken 
with Network Rail and they have been 
requested to clear culverts under the 
railway.
 
 

Investigate drainage in the area to 
determine the problems and take 
relevant action
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Flooded to a depth of 600mm reported

 

Queries regarding Larvers Lake, 
possible damming of watercourses to 
maintain water in lake. Raising 
embankments along rail side ditch and 
clearing of these ditches.
 
Investigate flodding

Balancing storm water pond, filled in 
past.
 
Investigate flodding
 
 

YW commenced a scheme via a micro 
tunnel in the 90’s. Nothing has happened 
to complete the scheme. Did this 
contribute to the flooding problems?

Sewers surcharged as an alleged result 
of lack of pumping by YW at West Hull 
Station.Other flooding was as a result 
of Western Drain and Acre Heads 
Drain being tide locked and flowing at 
a rate that exceeded the capacity of 
the drains.

Location

Main Street 

Brevere Road

Clough Garth

Cromwell Road
Guy Garth

Haven Garth

Inmans Road
St Michael Drive
Swineburne Close
Sheriffs Highway

Barrow Lane

Cambridge Road
Cottesmore Road
First Lane
Florence Avenue
Northfield Avenue
Penshurst Avenue
Seagran Avenue
Seaton Road
Sunningdale Road

Action Taken / Proposed

 
 

Contact network rail re bank raising 
and clearing of ditch - Investigate lake 
outfall
 
 
 
 
 
 

Discuss with YW

YW currently undertaking scheme 
to improve pumping capacity.  EA 
currently have consultants preparing a 
scheme for the construction of a 
storage lagoon north of hessle to 
store water in Western Drain prior to 
its discharge into the Hessle section
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Hedon		Flooding	within	Hedon	was	associated	with	the	high	water	levels	in	
Burstwick	Drain.
this	caused	localised	flooding	as	a	result	of	surcharged	sewer	and	the	storage	
system	serving	the	Magdalen	estate	being	unable	to	discharge.

the	environment	Agency	are	considering	improvements	to	Burstwick	Drain	
and	Yorkshire	Water	are	preparing	an	emergency	plan	for	the	operation	of	the	
storage	system	serving	the	Magdalen	estate	which	will	be	implemented	during	
extreme	rainfall	events.

Hessle		Unfortunately	for	Hessle,	floodwater	form	Anlaby	and	Willerby	was	
channelled	there	by	the	main	rivers,	Western	Drain	and	Acre	Heads	Drain.	these	
flow	through	Hessle	in	culverted	section	and	discharge	into	the	Humber	via	the	
tidal	outfall	at	Fleet	Drain.	extensive	flooding	was	recorded	on	the	route	of	the	
culverts	that	could	not	cope	with	the	extreme	flows.
Hessle,	similar	to	Anlaby	and	Willerby,	also	suffered	from	surcharged	combined	
sewers,	being	on	the	outer	edge	of	the	Hull	drainage	system.

the	improvements	currently	undertaken	to	the	Hull	pump	stations	will	provide	
additional	capacity	within	the	combined	sewer	system	serving	Hessle.
the	environment	Agency	has	undertaken	a	feasibility	study	for	the	provision	of	
a	storage	system	on	Western	Drain	between	Anlaby	and	Hessle.	their	preferred	
option	is	currently	out	to	public	consultation.		the	Council	have	commissioned	
Consultants	to	carry	out	feasibility	studies	for	similar	storage	provision	on	Acre	
Heads	Drain.		Works	are	soon	to	commence	on	raising	the	bank	of	Fleet	Drain,	
where	low	areas	were	identified	and	overtopping	occurred	in	June	2007.	the	
environment	Agency	is	also	considering	clearing	silt	from	the	bed	of	Fleet	drain.
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

A land drainage culvert (150mm dia) 
was renewed by the owner approx 3 
years ago.  This drain discharges to a 
ditch adjacent to South Carr. 
This followed reports of flooding in 
Northside Road.  Further investigations 
resulted in the location of  a collapsed 
culvert in the highway o/s the entrance 
to Whale Farm.  The culvert was
repaired by the Highways Section.

Parish express concerns regarding 
ponding in South Carr following works 
undertaken by YW.  It is possible that 
ground water will follow the route of 
sewer trenches since the pipe 
surround acts as a land drain.

Parish express concerns at the lack 
of maintenance of field ditches and 
culverts.
 

Investigate flooding

Parish expresses concerns regarding 
the state of River Foulness and Holme 
Canal which they consider contributed 
to farm land flooding.
 
Investigate flooding

Land drain adjacent to Hull Road 
routed along Hull Road to outfall at 
Lelly Bridge. Drain in poor condition 
and size varies.

Water flows down footway towards 
Stream Dyke and causes flooding to 
the rear garden of property.

Residents concerned about the lack 
of effective highway drainage at Long’s 
Corner roundabout which resulted in 
flood water flowing down the avenue 
and flooding properties.

Location

Northside Road

South Carr 

Agricultural Ditches & 
Culverts

Manor Lane

Main Street 

Newbegin

Hull Road

  
Burton Road

Hull Road Avenue
Long’s Corner
Roundabout
Thorpe Road Avenue

Action Taken / Proposed

 
No action required flooding was due 
to pipeline being overloaded and there 
is no other outfall.

YW should be asked to monitor the 
situation and if necessary install water 
barriers in the trenches.

ERYC to contact riparian owners to 
inform them of their duty under the 
Land Drainage Act to maintain and 
clear ditches and culverts.
 

Discussions to be undertaken with 
the EA and IDB to determine if the 
watercourses can be enmained and 
maintained by IDB.
 

ERYC have placed an order to divert 
the drain straight across Hull Road 
and outfalls into a ditch that discharges 
direct to the Mere.

Reinstate ditch adjacent to footway 
that outfalls to Stream Dyke. (Land 
owned by ERYC)

ERYC Highways to investigate the
highway drainage system at Long’s 
Corner and determine if any 
improvements can be made.
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Private drainage system (Not adopted 
by YW). Residents initially sought 
adoption by YW under Section 102, 
but constraints on adoption resulted 
in residents not pursuing this. YW 
required full CCTV survey of drainage 
and confirmation that any remedial 
works identified would be funded by 
the residents. 

Suggestion that surface water sewer 
be constructed between Boothgate 
and Butt Field Rd, road bend fills with 
water. Concerns expressed about state 
of dykes.

Query state of ditches discharging to 
Nothfield Beck

Discussions to be undertaken with 
IDB regarding enmainment of local 
watercourses that are not maintained 
by farmers

Resident commissioned Dyno Rod to 
unblock gullies and pipeline.
 

Investigate flooding

Flooding of road occurs during normal 
rainfall. Flood water contains sewage.  
Ditch rear of Ivy House flow along the 
rear of the Council garage block and 
accepts pumped S W discharge from a 
Barratt estate, but the ditch does not 
have a satisfactory outfall.

Willow Grove flooded to a depth of 
600mm. Willowfield Drive has standing 
water during normal rainfall. Water 
flows off the A1033 into the estate.

Floods on a regular basis. (No reason 
given)

Location

The Meadows

Boothgate

Orchard Lane

Sheepman Lane

Main Street 

Station Road

Main Street

School Lane

Action Taken / Proposed

 
Problem may be resolved when YW 
have to take responsibility for private 
drainage under new legislation.

Discuss scheme with YW and H’ways. 
Contact riparian owners re ditch 
maintenance
 

 

ERYC to investigate drainage system 
in order to determine if the pipeline is 
a public sewer, land drain or highway 
drain.  

 

Discuss drainage arrangements with 
YW H’Ways. Contact riparian owners 
to undertake maintenance works

H’Ways to investigate drainage

Investigate problem
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Concerns raise regarding ditches, 
culverts and gullies
 

Investigate flooding

Flooding occurred as a result of water 
flowing from Swanland along the line 
of Swanland Sewer and from the 
A164.  Investigations of residents have 
identified possible links between land 
drainage intakes and Swanland sewer.  
These are to be investigated by YW. 
Concerns expressed regarding lack of 
maintenance of ditches between Valley 
Drive and A164 together with former 
ditches along South Ella Way.

Overtopping of  Western Drain

Flooding from South Ella Way 
attributed to poor ditch maintenance. 
Concerns expressed regarding 
drainage on cycle lane to school 
adjacent to West Ella Way.

Pond filled in.

This watercourse has been piped over 
several sections, and is riparian owned.  
Complaints have been received in the 
past regarding the lack of maintenance 
undertaken by the owners.

Location

Saltaugh Road

Hill Lane

Valley Drive - The Vale 
- Southella Way

West Ella Road

West Ella Way

Westland Road

Kilham Road and 
Langtoft Beck

Action Taken / Proposed

 
Investigate to determine the extent of 
the problem
 

Joint investigation by YW ERYC and 
Parish to determine problem. 
Riparian owners to be contacted to 
undertake maintenance works

Contact riparian owners and discuss 
drainage of cycle lane with School/
H’ways

Undertake investigations to determine 
need to reinstate pond?

ERYC to contact the owners and try 
to secure maintenance works. 
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Parish request that more highway grips 
are cut to reduce the flow of water 
entering the village.  Most of Langtoft 
drains to a riparian owned beck that 
flows along the rear gardens between 
Kilham Road and Front Street.  Other 
areas of the village are served by 
soakaways.  As a result of the topogra-
phy Langtoft is located within a bowl, 
all the surrounding roads fall towards 
Langtoft and channel water during 
heavy rainfall.

Investigate maintenance of ditches.

Pump Station failed due to flow of 
water from ditch

Possible flooding from ditch.

Concerns expressed over the size of 
the culvert through a recent
development.  

Flooding occurred within the estate 
and along Old Road

Parish have identified problems with 
field drainage discharging to Old Road

Location

Accommodation Road

Sledmere Road

Scarborough Road

Cottam Lane

Back Street 

Church Street 

Metham Lane

Ash Tree Drive Culvert 
& Arram Road Ditches 

Miles Lane

Old Road

Action Taken / Proposed

 
Highways to investigate the provision 
of additional drainage grips and 
soakaways.  The condition of the 
surrounding ditches to be checked 
and any riparian enforcement to be 
undertaken by ERYC.

Contact riparian owners to undertake 
works to restore flow

YW top be requested to flood proof 
station

Contact riparian owners to undertake 
works to restore flow

ERYC to check the planning files and 
locate any information regarding the 
size of the culvert.

ERYC Land Drainage Section are cur-
rently undertaking investigations into 
the drainage system along Old Road 
and through the estate.  Culverts have 
been located and further investigations 
are proposed to determine the points 
of discharge.

Farmer has agreed to a ditch being 
cut along Old Road and ERYC are to 
connect this to a land drainage pipeline 
in Old Road
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Existing riparian owner Land Drain 
Culvert is routed through the estate 
and crosses Main Street. Exact route is 
not known.  

 
Blocked gullies causing flooding on a 
regular basis

Sewage flowing from manholes 
Constant problem during rainfall 
reported.

Flooding from Bolams Ditch reported 
to be as a result of farmer pumping 
flood water into the ditch

Orchard Rd flooded to a depth of 
900-1200mm.  Riplingham Road 
flooded and possible filling in of
ditches

 Flooded from overland flow

Resident identified flooding problem

Excessive overland flow from fields 
- possible problems with outfall ditches

Known problems with Market 
Weighton Beck and flooding from the 
surrounding highways. Flooding occurs 
on a regular basis. Suggestion that
open grill be installed on culverted
section of Beck to alleviate flooding

Condition of Skelfrey Beck through 
Council tenants land and problems 
with farm stewardship schemes

Investigate flooding

No problems identified by the parish 
but consultation to be undertaken to 
confirm

Location

Harthill Avenue
Main Street
St Catherines Drive

 

East Street 

South Parade

The Orchard 

Orchard Road - 
Riplingham Road

Richardson Court

Thorpe /Church Ln

Catwick Ln and Main 
Street

Hawling Road -
Scots Croft,
Croft Close,
Croft View

Skelfrey Park

Croft View

Parish Council

Action Taken / Proposed

 
Drain to be investigated and condition 
determined

 

Reported to Street Scene to check 
gullies

YW to investigate

Possible bank raising of Bolams Ditch 
to be discussed with EA, IDB
 
 
ERYC to investigate drainage

ERYC to meet with Estate Manager to 
investigate

ERYC to meet with Estate Manager to 
investigate

Contact Bethal Estate and investigate 
ditches

ERYC have agreed to install an open 
grill MH cover on the line of the Beck 
to allow water to discharge

ERYC to make contact with riparian 
owners requesting that they attend to 
the ditches
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Parish aware that flooding occurred 
at Woodhall Way.  A major piped 
watercourse known as Sister Beck 
runs along the west side of Woodhall 
Way and outfalls into the open ditch at 
Pighill Lane.  This piped watercourse is 
a major outfall for surface water from 
the surrounding development area.  
Woodhall Way are located in a low 
area hence suffered from the culvert 
surcharging during the extreme event.

Yorkshire Water sewers and Highway 
drainage outfall to non maintained
watercourses.  Problems identified 
with YW sewers within the village
 

Requests for the beck to be dredged 
and the arches under Froscoles Bridge 
to be cleaned. Sewerage flowing from 
the public sewers during heavy rain. 
Alleged los of flood plain during 
construction of Marsdens estate

Concerns regarding lack of surface
 water drainage in Church Street. 
Floods during normal rainfall

Low properties flooded due to run off 
from adjacent fields and road 

Two properties flooded - No cause 
stated. Possible run off from fields
 
 

Location

Woodhall Way

Nethergate

Blanchards Lane

Church Street 

Newport Road

Nordam

Richardson Court

Vicarage Walk

Action Taken / Proposed

 
ERYC to check the condition of Sister 
Beck by CCTV to confirm the
condition and undertake a visual 
inspection of Pighill Lane ditch.

The multi agency group have already 
targeted this village and extensive 
works undertaken by YW and ERYC 
highways. These works have reduced 
the flooding problems within the 
village. 

EA currently undertaking a study of
the beck to determine the extent of 
maintenance works required.
Funding will be sought from the 
Yorkshire Regional Flood Defence
Committee.

H’ways to investigate drainage
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Known historical flooding issues - run 
off from the highway discharges to 
land adjacent to these properties and 
results in flooding

Investigate flooding

Investigate flooding

Parish has detailed that YW are aware 
of drainage problems

Problems with the capacity of
Frodingham Beck, ditches that have 
been piped and lack of maintenance
of field ditches in general.

Standing water during normal rainfall

Resident suggests that senior mem-
bers of the community are contacted 
regarding the former location of filled 
in ditches and ponds. These may have 
resulted in the flooding of some areas.

Resident enclosed correspondence 
from YW rivers section dated 9 May 
1978 detailing incorrect piping of ditch 
at Homeward Farm, Patrington Haven. 

Flowing water form Wireless field 
flooded Humber Villas. State of ripar-
ian ditches between Paull and Hedon 
Haven contributed to the problems. 

YW hydraulic arm in chamber
restricted the excessive flow and
contributed to  the flooding

Concerns re spray from the Humber. 
Request grill cover to manhole to 
intercept spray.

Investigate flooding

Farm stewardship schemes restrict 
ditch maintenance. 

Location

Brickyard Cottages 

Narrow Lane

New Walk

Blue Post Inn
Market Cross

Fields & Carr Lands

Main Street 

Main Road

Haven Road

Drainage Report

Turpit Lane

Town End Road

Maxwell Road

Bartlett Close

Action Taken / Proposed

 
Schemes have been investigated by 
Highway Design Section for the
provision of a highway drain into the 
YW compound and provide storage.
 
 
 

Beverley & North Holderness IDB to 
be contacted regarding Frodingham 
Beck.  Contact local farmers regarding 
state of field ditches.
 
 Undertake investigations
 
Undertake investigations

Undertake investigations

Downstream ditches have been 
cleaned by the riparian owners

YW to check if these chambers are 
adopted

Highways to consider the installation 
of a grill
 
 

Investigate flooding
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Ditch to the north of East End Road 
not maintained.

Preston IDB suggested to the EA, the 
installation of pump at Old Fleet Drain 
outfall to Humber. This would reduce 
the possibility of flooding during the 
system being tide locked.  It would also 
improve the drainage from Bilton.

See comments for East End Road

Ditch flowing from Weghill, East End, 
Manor Road and Peace Walk requires 
cleaning and residents to be informed 
not to dispose of garden rubbish in the 
ditch.

Flooded up to Doctor’s surgery

Flooding of upstream farmland which 
was bunded. The bund breached 
sending a wave of water towards the 
village.  Lack of maintenance of Roos 
Beck with obstructions located on 
route through village. Main St flooded 
to junction with South End

Suffered flooding from adjacent fields

Flooded from Main Street to end of 
Manor Cottages

Flood level recorded at 14.39m AOD

Parish express concerns regarding 
blocked road gullies.

Possible flooding but no details

Condition of Skelfrey Beck

Location

East End Road

Staithers Road

Weghill Road

General

Hodgson Lane

Main Street 

Rectory Road

South End

The Willows
 

Wold View Cottage

Skelfrey Park Farm

Action Taken / Proposed

ERYC to contact riparian owners to 
inform them of their duty under the 
Land Drainage Act to maintain and 
clear ditches and culverts.

Discuss with EA and IDB
 

ERYC have made contact with riparian 
owners requesting that they attend to 
the ditches
 
 
 
Investigate flooding

Investigate flooding

Investigate flooding

Investigate flooding

Investigate flooding

Check with Highways that gullies have 
been cleaned.
 
Investigate flooding

ERYC to make contact with riparian 
owners requesting that they attend to 
the ditches

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

l
 
 

l

 

 

 

 

l

 
 
 

 

 

 l

 

l
 
 

l

l

 

 

 

 

l

 
 

l

l

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

l

 

 

 

 

Further investigations 
required by:

E
nv

ir
o

nm
en

t A
ge

nc
y 

Yo
rk

sh
ir

e 
W

at
er

In
te

rn
al

 D
ra

in
ag

e 
B

o
ar

d

E
RY

C
 D

ra
in

ag
e 

S
ec

ti
o

n

E
RY

C
 H

ig
hw

ay
s 

S
ec

ti
o

n

R
ip

ar
ia

n 
O

w
ne

rs

D
ri

ffi
el

d 
N

av
ig

at
io

n 
A

ut
ho

ri
ty

P
ar

is
h

Sa
nc

to
n

Ro
os

   
  

Pr
es

to
n

Sh
ip

to
nt

ho
rp

e



89

Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Flooding resulting from the river
foulness

Damage to banks of Canal. Driffield 
Navigation Authority are responsible 
for the Canal and repairs to the
damaged banks.

Parish report damaged drains

Unable to discharge due to high level 
of water in Canal

There are known problems in Cleeton 
Lane. Highway drainage is restricted 
and the outfall pipe towards
Bridlington Road is small.

Field House Farm flooding during 
normal rainfall

Outfall for Cleeton Lane - Ditch 
requires regular maintenance

Parish raised concerns regarding lack
of ditch maintenance in general.

Parish detail flooding due to 
Lambwarth Stream overtopping 
 

Parish raise concerns regarding lack of 
maintenance to ditches in general.
 

Location

Town Street

Driffield Canal

Carr Lane

Nafferton Beck

Cleeton Lane

Beeford Road

Bridlington Road

Ditches & Field Dykes 

Vicarage Lane

Main Road

Ditches & Field Dykes 

Addresses but not info
 

Action Taken / Proposed

Investigate flooding

Driffield Navigation Authority are 
aware of the problem

Investigate drainage to determine 
responsibility

Discuss with Driffield Navigation 
Authority

A scheme to increase the drain from 
Cleeton Lane to Bridlington Roadand/
or provide storage is being considered

Investigate problem

ERYC to contact riparian owners

ERYC to determine landowners and 
inform of their duties under Land 
Drainage Act on watercourse 
maintenance.

Consult with EA and IDB to determine 
any remedial works required.
 

ERYC to determine landowners and 
inform of their duties under Land 
Drainage Act on watercourse 
maintenance.
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Concerns regarding lack of gully 
cleaning and EA River Aire Catchment 
Flood Management Plan.

 

Parish raise questions regarding size of 
culvert under A63 and who is respon-
sible for the holding ditch adjacent to 
A63.

Surface water infiltration into foul 
system causing block in toilets in The 
Stray,Highfields and Bridge Road

Concerns regarding operation of 
storage systems and ditch maintenance

Investigate flooding

Parish reported flooding problems 
near the rail trail.

Investigate flooding

Farm land flooded due to break down 
of Pump Station.

Investigate flooding

Requests for additional road grips to 
channel water into ditches

Investigate flooding

Location

 

Butt Lane

South Cave Beck

Culvert Under A63

Holding Ditch Adjacent 
A63

Beverley Road

Bull Pastures and West-
end Farm

Balk Lane

Parish Council

Swine Lane

Old Swine Station/
Rail trail

Coniston Lane

Main Street 

Woodhuuse Farm

Action Taken / Proposed

Inform Highway section of concerns 
re gully emptying.  Parish have already 
contacted EA re the Flood Manage-
ment Plan so no further action is 
required.
 

Contact HA to determine if they are 
aware that holding ditch forms part of 
the drainage system serving A63 and 
should be included in their mainte-
nance programme.  Check ditches 
downstream to determine if they are 
operating satisfactorily.

Discuss with YW
 
 

Highways have already attended site 
with their contractor and resolved 
the issues raised.  No further action 
required.
 
 
 
 Investigate flooding
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

l

 

 

 

 

l 

 

l 

 

l 

 
 

l

l

 

 

 l

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

l

l

 

 l

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Further investigations 
required by:

E
nv

ir
o

nm
en

t A
ge

nc
y 

Yo
rk

sh
ir

e 
W

at
er

In
te

rn
al

 D
ra

in
ag

e 
B

o
ar

d

E
RY

C
 D

ra
in

ag
e 

S
ec

ti
o

n

E
RY

C
 H

ig
hw

ay
s 

S
ec

ti
o

n

R
ip

ar
ia

n 
O

w
ne

rs

D
ri

ffi
el

d 
N

av
ig

at
io

n 
A

ut
ho

ri
ty

P
ar

is
h

Sn
ai

th
 &

 C
ow

ic
k

So
ut

h 
C

av
e 

Sp
ro

at
le

y
Sw

in
e



Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Parish raise concerns regarding the 
amount of new development tak-
ing place in the village.   They are 
concerned that the existing drainage 
system cannot cope with the proposed 
discharge.  Properties within the 
village already suffer from defective or 
overloaded drainage systems. Levels in 
Burstwick Drain affect the village 
drainage system

Investigate flooding

Problems were identified by YW 
regarding the lack of an outfall for a S 
W sewer

Concerns regarding lack of 
maintenance to ditches

Parish request that Gypsey Race is 
cleaned out

Parish detail problems encountered 
with falling trees and bank slippage due 
to high water level in Watton Beck

Flood water drained off fields onto 
Main Street

Broken culvert reported  at Oak 
Square. Repeated flooding during 
normal rainfall
 

Investigate flooding

Location

Parish Council

Main Road

Hooks Lane

Hastings Road

Parish Council

Parish Council

Main Street 

Oak Sq
 

Action Taken / Proposed

Forward details to YW and planning 
section
 

YW have carried out extensive works 
to provide an outfall to the ditch, 
working in conjunction with Area 
Highways

ERYC to contact riparian owners to 
inform them of their duty under the 
Land Drainage Act to maintain and 
clear ditches and culverts.

Consult EA as Gypsey Race is a main 
river under the jurisdiction of the EA

No action required since bank slippage 
has been repaired.

 

Investigate the culvert and determine 
responsibility
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Willerby	Floodwater	from	the	A164	and	high	farmland	west	of	Willerby	was	
channelled	to	the	Great	Gutter	Drain.	this	culverted	watercourse	flows	from	
Great	Gutter	Lane,	through	Main	street,	Well	Lane	and	eventually	discharges	into	
Acre	Heads	Drain.	Acre	Heads	Drain	is	a	main	river	that	is	culverted	for	the	ma-
jority	of	its	length	and	flows	south	along	First	Lane	Anlaby,	First	Lane	Hessle	and	
discharges	into	Fleet	Drain.		the	combined	sewers	that	serve	Willerby	are	on	the	
outer	edge	of	the	Hull	system	and	these	surcharged	during	the	storm	event.	

the	environment	Agency	is	investigating	the	condition	of	Fleet	Drain	with	a	view	
to	improving	the	outfall	of	Acre	Heads	Drain.

Ditch	clearing	works	have	been	undertaken	in	the	upper	catchments	but	some	
riparian	owners	are	required	to	undertake	further	works.
Consultants	have	been	appointed	to	investigate	the	provision	of	off	line	storage	
for	Acre	Heads	Drain	between	Anlaby	and	Hessle.		this	could	have	benefits	to	
both	the	Anlaby	and	Hessle	catchments,	but	this	has	yet	to	be	confirmed	by	the	
feasibility	study.

Yorkshire	Water	improvements	to	the	pumping	arrangements	in	Hull	should	also	
benefit	the	Willerby	catchment.
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Ref:

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Flooding Issues

Investigate flooding

Roadside ditches require clearing to 
restore flow. Depth of flood water 
600mm

Investigate flooding

Flooded to 1.1m flow from 
surrounding fields and A164

Surcharged sewers and run off from 
Great Gutter Lane caused flooding to 
properties.  Flow of water was along 
the natural route of Carr Lane and 
Sand Dyke across the golf course to 
Kingston Road. Residents report having 
to remove grass cuttings from gullies. 
Flood depth 750mm at Norland Ave.

Investigate flooding

Surcharged sewers in road.

 

Investigate flooding

Concerns regarding lack of
maintenance of ditches.

Ditches filled in with no pipes. Accesses 
constructed with no pipes below. Lack 
of maintenance to ditches. Surface 
water drainage in street not working

Location

Brimington Road

Carr Lane

Fulford Crescent

Great Gutter Lane
West

Kingston Road
Prunus Avenue
Southgate Close
Trafford Road
Wolfreton Lane

 

Lascelles Ave

Victoria Avenue

 

Ferry Lane

Clay Hall Farm

Theane Lane

Action Taken / Proposed

Contact riparian owners of ditches
 

Contact riparian owners of ditches. 
H’ways and Land Drainage have 
inspected the Great Gutter Drain and 
no obstructions to flow were found

Investigate the possibility of installing 
storage on line to restrict the flow 
downsteream.

 
 
 
 
 Investigate flooding
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GLOSSARY

GLOSSARY

Catchment – A geographical area in which water collects.
Clough – A sluice used in returning water to a channel after depositing its sediment on the flooded land.
Conduit – A pipe or channel for conveying fluids, such as water.
Critical Ordinary Watercourses (COWs) – Ordinary watercourses have been defined as critical because they 
have the potential to put at risk of flooding large numbers of people and property.  COWs are determined through 
consultation between the Environment Agency and other operating authorities. 
Curtilage – A term to describe the enclosed area of land around a dwelling.
Defra - Department for Environmental, Food and Rural Affairs.
Drainage – A natural or artificial removal of surface and sub surface water from a given area. 
Dyke – An artificial earthern wall, constructed as a defence or boundary.  Usually found along an edge of a body of 
water to prevent flooding on to adjacent lowland.
Environment Agency – A non-departmental public body responsible for implementing government policy relating to 
the environment and flood risk management in England and Wales.
Flood defence – A structure (or series of structures) for reducing or eliminating the risk of flooding from rivers or the sea.
Flood Map – Shows areas at risk of flooding.  Based on flood zones map and including defences and areas benefiting 
from protection of defences.
Floodline – The council help line during a flooding situation or the Environment Agency national help line.
Floodplain – Any area of land over which water flows or would flow if there were no flood defences.  It can also be 
any area where water is stored during a flood event. 
Fluvial – Relating to watercourse (river or stream).
Gully – A landform created by running water eroding sharply into soil.
Highway – A main public road.
Indicative Floodplain Map – A map showing the Environment Agency’s best estimated extent of the natural flood-
plain without taking into account flood defences.  These cover all main rivers and some ordinary watercourses.  The 
floodplain is defined as the area having 1% p.a. risk of fluvial, or a 0.5% p.a. risk of tidal inundation.  The Indicative Flood-
plain Map is being replaced by a new Flood Map.
Internal Drainage Board (IDB) – Internal Drainage Boards are the organisations that operate ordinary watercours-
es.  They are independent public bodies directly controlled by the board members.  They were set up under the Land 
Drainage Act 1991 to supervise all maters relating to drainage in certain districts, except main rivers.  They are funded by 
agricultural drainage rates and special levies.
Land Management – This includes the way land is drained, used and farmed in the rural environment.
Permissive – Allowing discretion, where something may be allowed.
Pluvial – Relating to rainfall.  
Primary Care Trust (PCT) – primary care is the care provided by those professionals the public normally see when they 
have a health problem (e.g. doctor, dentist, optician, and pharmacist).  These services are managed by primary care trusts.
Pumps – A device used to move liquids.
Recovery – The process of rebuilding, restoring and rehabilitating the community following the emergency.
Resilience – the ability of the community services, area or infrastructure to withstand the consequences of an incident.
Riparian Ownership – owning shoreline land or land on the boundary of a river or watercourse.
Risk – risk measures the significance of a potential event in terms of likelihood and impact.
Severe Weather Warning – one of the classifications of the Environment Agency’s flood warning system: sever flooding is 
expected.  There is extreme danger to life and property.
Statutory Duty – an action required by law.
Surface Water – Any body of water that is not groundwater (for example, rivers, estuaries, ponds, etc.) as well as tem-
porary waters resulting from flooding, urban run-off, etc.
Surface water/run off- flooding – occurs when the level rainfall overwhelms the capacity of the drainage system to cope.
Water table – The upper surface of groundwater.  The boundary between saturated and unsaturated soil conditions. 
Watercourses – a channel (natural or artificial) along which water flows.
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