
Further to our email exchange of 16 March 2016 OFA members met yesterday (20 March) to 
review the flood maps you left with us after our meeting. We have confined our comments to 
the 1:5 and 1:20 baseline and raised track without mitigation scenarios as we have direct 
experience of what currently happens in this area for a 1:5 and 1:20 scale event and 
therefore feel able to speak with some knowledge. We have a number of comment on the 
maps.

1. The baseline map for a 1:5 event shows the railway flooding (FRA and GRIP3 also say the 
track floods with an indicative level of 0.11m on the track north of Abingdon Rd bridge). We 
are not sure to what extent the track does flood in this level of event. We enclose a 
photograph taken on 19 January 2008 looking down the track which shows water over one 
pair of rails on the right of the photo (presumably set lower than those to the left of the photo) 
but not appearing to actually flow over the railway as a whole (except presumably some via 
the ballast). This might perhaps explain why there is no difference between baseline and 
raised track for a 1:5 (see 3 below). 

We are taking this as being a “1:5” as it's one of the six events not classified as a more than 
1:5; however we appreciate that it could be a “small 1:5” (i.e. say a 1:3) but we can’t know 
that, and see too point 3 below, which raises doubts about the precision and certainty of this 
system of classification, making any such fine differentiation very debatable anyway.

Also, we're not sure when the flood peak happened as it was a low order event and we don’t 
have detailed records. Does NR have records documenting flooding on the track for 1:5 
order events? The model assumes that all culverts and watercourses are fully operational and 
we know they are not. We would therefore expect the model to show lower levels of 
flooding than those we observe but the model appears to show worse flooding for 1:5 
baseline, i.e. water 'on the track'.

2. As mentioned in our earlier email if the line does flood in a 1:5 event but does not flood 
when the line is raised it is difficult to understand why the depth of flooding to the west of 
the railway shows no change. Where is the water which would have crossed the track going? 
We would expect with the track raised that the culverts under Old Abingdon Rd would be 
fully used and water would  start backing up in the fields to the north. If the track is in fact 
only partially flooded, along its margins, this might explain why the baseline and raised track 
scenarios are similar for a 1:5 event. 

3. It is not always clear how specific flood events are being treated with regard to 'return 
period'. In the response to Sophie Williamson NR says that the Jan 2014 flood was between a 
1:25 and 1:35 return period, but in the GRIP3 report, para 3.6 it describes the event as a 
1:20. The 'return period' provided for historical events needs to be consistent and some 
explanation provided as to why it was assessed to be of that magnitude. We're not clear how 
you (or EA) define the 'return period' in the model. Is this using the same methodology by 
which historically the scale of events has been classified? It would be helpful to spell this out.

4. There are several aspects of the 1:20 maps which we would query:
 • The map shows an area west of Kennington Rd south of the ring road which is 
flooded to a depth of around 0.5m. This is at the entrance to Templeton College. The ditch 
along the side of the road certainly floods but we are not aware of flooding occurring further 
to the west. This is a wooded area which slopes gently upwards and as far as we are aware 
does not flood currently. We enclose a photograph of the area taken from the access road 
leading to Templeton at the bottom of the slope. The map showing the difference between 
baseline and raised track suggests that the flood depths in this area are particularly affected 
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by a track raise. We don't see how this would be possible. Historically water builds up on 
Kennington Rd under the ring road and at a point further south where the slip road joins 
Kennington Rd. Water also comes up in the ditch to the west of the road. As the flood event 
builds the water eventually connects along the length of the road and connects with the 
water in the ditch in the area at the bottom of the slip road. This was observed for example in 
2000, 2003, and 2007 . Following work at Munday's bridge the flooding in Kennington has  
reduced. In 2012 and 2014 there was flood water on the Kennington Road but it did not 
connect with the Templeton ditch. 
 • The 1:20 baseline map appears to show flooding occurring on the track at the 
sidings, adjacent to the lake in Hinksey Park, and the raising of the track according to the 
model exacerbates this flooding. The FRA and GRIP3 reports do not mention flooding this far 
north so we are puzzled by this. We have not seen flooding in this area of track. In Jan 2014 
there was no water on the track in this area to our knowledge. If the track does flood here, 
and the flood depths are increased by raising the track to the south one might expect to see 
increased levels east of the track but the model appears to show flood levels to the east are 
reduced. 
 • The map showing the difference between baseline and raised track for 1:20 
shows increased flooding at the entrance to River Mead flats, opposite the junction of Old 
Abingdon Rd and Abingdon Rd, of 0.025-0.05m while showing reductions in flood levels 
everywhere else to east of the track. This seems very odd. Is there independent evidence of a 
flood hot spot here which would support this result in the model?

These anomalies are concerning not only per se but in that they raise doubts about the 
validity of the model more generally. 

Our observations may not be exhaustive, but we have done our best in the limited time 
available. We offer them in an attempt to be as helpful to you as possible prior to publication 
of a further version of the FRA. We hope the revised document is able to answer these 
queries.

Oxford Flood Alliance
21 March 2016
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