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Executive Summary
This Flood Investigation Report has been compiled by Hampshire County
Council as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA). As LLFA it has a duty to
investigate significant flood events as defined under the Flood and Water
Management Act 2010.
Upon becoming aware of a flooding event within the County, Hampshire
County Council will consider whether an investigation should be carried out
under the requirements of Section 19, Part 3 of the Flood and Water
Management Act 2010. This investigation will determine which risk
management authorities have a responsibility for managing flooding at the
identified flood site and will ensure that there is an appropriate response to the
flood incident.
It was deemed necessary to undertake an investigation into the flooding
incident at Thornford Road due to a fatal incident that occurred whilst the river
was in flood and the ford was submerged.
This report provides a summary of the extent and consequences of the
flooding and actions undertaken or proposed by each of the identified
authorities with a responsibility for flooding at the identified site. This includes
information relating to improvement works or general maintenance carried out
at the site.
Whilst this report has sought to identify causes of flooding at Thornford Road
and has made recommendations as to how the risk and / or impact of flooding
may be reduced, this does not provide Hampshire County Council with the
mandate or funding to implement any measures to reduce or remove the risk
of flooding at this site.

1. Introduction
1.1.

Requirement for Investigations

Hampshire County Council, within their role as Lead Local Flood Authority,
have a responsibility to record and report flood incidents, as detailed in
Section 19 of Part 3 of the Flood and Water Management Act 2010.
Part 1
FLOOD AND COASTAL EROSION RISK MANAGEMENT
3. Supplemental powers and duties
Section 19: Local authorities: Investigations
1) On becoming aware of a flood in its area, a lead local flood authority must, to the
extent that it considers it necessary or appropriate, investigate –
(a) which risk management authorities have relevant flood risk management
functions, and
(b) whether each of those risk management authorities has exercised, or is
proposing to exercise, those functions in response to a flood.
2) Where an authority carried out an investigation under subsection 1) it must –
(a) publish the results of its investigations; and
(b) notify and relevant risk management authorities

This report investigates the flooding incident at Thornford Road Ford as the
impacts to people, property and infrastructure were deemed significant, within
identified criteria, to trigger an investigation in line with the approved
guidelines.
This report aims to provide details of the flooding incident that occurred with a
review of the roles and responsibilities of all risk management authorities
having a responsibility for flooding at the identified site. It will also include an
overview of any works undertaken or proposed at the site in order to reduce
the risk of flooding at the identified site.
1.2.

Site Location and Description

This site is located at the border between Hampshire County Council and
West Berkshire Council near the village of Headley.
The incident occurred on the C111 Thornford Road, Headley where there is a
ford crossing of the River Enbourne. The County boundary follows the centre
line of the river in this location.
A location plan indicating the flood site is included in Figure 1 below.
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Location of
Site

Figure 1: Site Location Plan
The area is rural and Thornford Road serves as access to a small number of
properties as well as access to agricultural land. Thornford Road is for most
part, a single track road with few passing places and which is unsuitable for
large volumes of traffic.
2. Flooding Incident Triggering Investigation
On the 30 April 2012, significant levels of rainfall fell in this catchment as
identified by the Met Office and Environment Agency. The River Enbourne,
which is within a fast acting catchment, rose significantly in response to this
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rainfall leading to the water level at the ford rising to the point that it became
impassable to traffic.
During this time, a vehicle attempted to cross the ford and was swept away as
a result of the speed and depth of water, resulting in a single fatality.
Hampshire Constabulary and eye witness reports have confirmed that the
water was extremely high at this time with a depth of approximately 5’ at the
centre of the ford. The Environment Agency have a river gauge at Brimpton
Road, located upstream of the ford, which recorded a maximum depth of
water at 00:32 on Sunday night into Monday morning at which time the river
had burst its banks. The accident occurred at approximately 09:12 on Monday
29 April.
Depth markers were in place within the ford illustrating the river depth up to a
maximum of 6’. Therefore, these signs would have been visible above the
level of the water at all times. In addition to this, numerous signs were in place
along the length of Thornford Road in the direction the vehicle was travelling
giving warning of the ford and the potential for deep and fast water flow.
At the time of the incident, the flood water is thought to have extended some
distance from the ford itself so it may not have been possible to view the
depth markers at the time of entering the flood water. However, they would
have been visible before the vehicle entered the deep water of the ford. The
image below illustrates the extent of water that occurs with a depth of 5’ at the
centre of the ford.
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The image below was taken with a water depth of 2’ at the centre of the ford
which is still considered to be too deep for normal vehicles to pass. The
vehicle in the image is equipped for travelling through water of this depth.

3. History of Flooding
It is difficult to consider flooding at this site in the same way as other sites due
to the existence of the ford and its function to be continually flooded. However,
it must be considered in terms of safety to its users, primarily road users. This
ford regularly rises to the point that it is inaccessible to normal vehicles and
local residents have claimed that up to 35 vehicles have become stranded
here previously. No exact data exists to confirm this although there are
records of large 7.5t vehicles becoming stranded.
The River Enbourne is a main river and responds extremely quickly to rainfall.
Although a very minor route, Thornford Road is used by farm vehicles
accessing fields either side of the river and also some cars thought to be
using it as a short cut to reach the main Thornford Road on the Berkshire side
of the County boundary.
4. Roles and Responsibilities
4.1.

Lead Local Flood Authority - Hampshire County Council and West
Berkshire Council

As defined within the Flood Risk Regulations 2009 and the Flood and Water
Management Act 2010, Hampshire County Council (HCC) and West Berkshire
Council (WBC) in their roles as Lead Local Flood Authorities (LLFA) have a
responsibility for taking the lead in flood risk management.
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This incident took place on the Hampshire side of the county border and as
such, HCC will take the lead in discharging the LLFA responsibilities This
report has been prepared as part of that responsibility.
As the Highway Authority in the respective Counties, HCC and WBC have a
responsibility to maintain the highways including the drainage, ensuring safe
passage for all users. They also have a number of permissive powers under
the Land Drainage Act 1991 in relation to ordinary watercourses.
In addition to this, HCC as a Category 1 responder, has a responsibility to
provide the emergency response if and when required. An emergency
watching brief is triggered when certain criteria are met which include, but not
limited to, severe weather warnings, flood warnings and reports from partners
and other stakeholders. The emergency plan is implemented on request or as
a result of information from partners and stakeholders.
Although HCC will provide the lead on undertaking the detailed assessment of
recorded sites of flooding as identified in this report, assistance and
cooperation from other partners and stakeholders will be sought.
4.2.

Basingstoke and Deane Borough

Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council has permissive powers under the
Land Drainage Act for ordinary watercourses and also responsibilities for
managing flood risk enshrined in planning legislation.
4.3.

Environment Agency

The Environment Agency has permissive powers to undertake maintenance
works and a general supervisory role over all aspects relating to flood
defence.
The Environment Agency carries out maintenance works to Main Rivers within
its responsibility. Any third party assets located on these watercourses will be
the responsibility of the third party, or riparian, landowner. The Environment
Agency’s policy on third party assets is to notify owners of the asset forming
part of the flood risk system, assist in inspecting these assets and advising
third party owners of their condition.
The Environment Agency will also encourage third party asset owners to
maintain their property in appropriate condition and take enforcement action
when it is required. The Agency may consider undertaking maintenance or
repair works on third party assets only where it can be justified in order to
safeguard the public interest and where other options are not appropriate.
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4.4.

Residents

There are no residential properties within the flooded area although there are
some properties to the south of the ford on higher ground. None of these are
at risk from flooding.
Some residents may also be riparian owners who also have responsibilities
for drainage as detailed below
4.5.

Riparian Owners

Landowners with a watercourse passing through or adjacent to their land,
known as riparian owners, retain the duties and responsibilities for these
watercourses, as defined in the Land Drainage Act 1991. Riparian owners
have certain responsibilities in relation to watercourses including maintenance
of banks and channel bed, clearance of debris and maintenance and repair of
structures to ensure they function adequately. Legal action can be taken, if
these responsibilities are not carried out.
Although it is not known whether these duties were carried out, it is very
unlikely to have had an impact on this incident due to the volume of water.
5. Actions carried out following the flood event
Following notification of this flooding incident, HCC and WBC initiated an
emergency road closure to ensure that no other vehicles used this route.
Although there was evidence that the river left its banks, flooding agricultural
land, there were no properties at risk and no further action was required at this
time.
A meeting was held on site to assess the risk of other vehicles becoming
stranded in the ford and it was decided that the road closure would remain in
place for the foreseeable future until suitable mitigation measures could be
agreed. Those attending site included representatives from Hampshire County
Council (including Safety Engineering and Highways), West Berkshire
Council, Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council and Hampshire
Constabulary.
Given the nature of this site and the river, it is extremely unlikely that this flood
could have been prevented.
The vehicle entered the ford from the Hampshire side and it has been
determined that there were sufficient signs in place to give warning of the ford
and its depth. The road itself was of a suitable standard given its classification
and width and it is not considered that this would have had an impact on the
incident.
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6. Potential Mitigation Options
To completely prevent this type of flood incident occurring in future would be
extremely difficult but there are measures which could be implemented to
reduce the consequences should this scale of flooding occur in future.
A range of potential mitigation options are detailed below with a 1 – 5 rating
for their effectiveness and cost in order to determine which is likely to be the
most suitable option.
6.1.

Option 1 – Do nothing

Given the recent incident at this site, this is not a realistic option.
6.2.

Option 2 – Additional signage

The signage at this site is already above that recommended by the
Department of Transport guidelines. However, there is scope to provide
additional signage to provide highway users with additional advanced
warning. At the ford itself, additional depth markers could be provided at the
edge of the ford to give prior warning of the maximum depth when water is
outside of the banks.
Signage could also be erected towards the end of the road to highlight that
this route is not suitable for vehicles during high river levels.
Costs for carrying out this work would be relatively minimal however, there is
no guarantee that additional signage would have a significant effect on the
people using this route.
6.3.

Option 3 – Removable barriers

There are a range of barriers that could be provided such as gates, removable
bollards etc and this would prevent general vehicles using this route. Keys
could be provided to those farmers requiring access across the ford and with
vehicles that are suitable to use this route in safety. Again, this would be a
relatively cost effective option although there is no surety that the gates would
be secured at all times. It would require a Traffic Regulation Order, which
would be subject to consultation.
6.4.

Option 4 – Bridge

It is feasible that a bridge could be constructed to completely remove the ford
element however, given the volume of water at the time of this incident, the
bridge would have to be a considerable length and would effectively block the
farm access adjacent to the ford.
Although the bridge could be shortened to retain access to the field, the run
up to the bridge runs the risk of being underwater in exceptional rainfall and
7

would be difficult to locate. In addition, a bridge would be an extremely
expensive option and given the usage of the road, it is doubtful that this option
would be cost effective.
The other risk with this option is that a bridge could encourage additional
traffic to use this route and given that the majority of the road is only wide
enough for a single vehicle, this is not a desirable outcome.
6.5.

Option 5 – Close Road

Given the speed of response of this catchment to rainfall and the volume of
water at the ford, there may not be realistic mitigation options that would lower
the risk to a suitable level. If this is the case then a formal permanent road
closure may be required to physically prevent vehicles using the ford. Access
would be maintained to the south of the ford but for those wishing to access
the north, there would be a relatively long diversion route. However, the level
of access required north of the ford in terms of farmer access must be
determined before a decision can be made about the suitability of a closure.
Alternatives are available such as a ‘soft’ closure with signs highlighting the
ford as inaccessible and showing Thornford Road as a dead end road. This
would have to be reinforced with a hard barriered closure in the short term to
physically prevent vehicles using this route but over time, the barriers could be
removed allowing farmers to access the north side of the ford.
Both of these options would be relatively cost effective and inexpensive to
implement although the hard closure would be more effective in terms of
safety. However, any knock on effects of additional traffic using other routes
should be considered but the evidence obtained to date would suggest a
minimal impact. Again a Traffic Regulation Order would be necessary for
either closure option and both would be subject to consultation.
7. Assessment of Options
The following table gives an assessment of the effectiveness and cost of each
option to allow the most suitable options to be identified. It is considered that
further assessment be undertaken on options 2, 3 and 5.

Option 1

1

5

Overall
Score
6

Option 2

3

4

7

2

Option 3

4

3

7

2

Option 4

5

1

6

3

Option 5

5

3

8

1

Effectiveness Cost
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Rank
3

Effectiveness
Not Effective
1
2

3

4

Very Effective
5

Expensive
1
2

3

4

Inexpensive
5

Cost

8. Recommendations
Following undertaking of this flood investigation report for the identified flood
site at Thornford Road ford, it is recommended that the practicalities of
options 2, 3 and 5 be investigated further.
It is recommended that Hampshire County Council’s Safety Engineering
Casualty Reduction Partnership take the lead in assessing the recommended
mitigation options in conjunction with the other identified stakeholders.
9. Conclusion
This flood investigation was triggered due to a fatality at the Thornford Road
Ford.
The investigation has shown that given the nature of this site and the river, it
is extremely unlikely that the flood could have been prevented. However, it is
felt that some additional measures could be provided to reduce the likelihood
of this type of incident occurring particularly given the speed of response of
this particular river.
A range of potential mitigation options have been identified with some initial
recommendations identified in section 8. The recommendations will now be
taken onto the next stage with additional assessment of these options for
presentation of a report to the Executive Member for Environment, Transport
and Economy.
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Useful Contacts
Environment Agency
General Enquiries
Incident Hotline

08708 506 506 (Mon-Fri, 8am - 6pm)
0800 80 70 60 (24 hrs)

Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council
General Enquiries
01256 844844
Hampshire County Council
Emergency Planning Unit

01962 846846 epoffice@hants.gov.uk

Hampshire County Council Contact Centre 0845 603 5633
Report Road Problems Online Service:
http://www3.hants.gov.uk/index/transport/roadproblems.htm
Lead Local Flood Authority
Hampshire County Council
Economy, Transport and the Environment
West Berkshire Council
General Enquiries

www.hants.gov.uk/flooding

01635 42400 www.westberks.gov.uk

Links
Highways Act 1980:
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1980/66/contents
Flood and Water Management Act 2010:
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/29/contents
Land Drainage Act 1991:
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1991/59/contents
Environment Agency – River and Coastal Maintenance Programmes:
http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/homeandleisure/floods/109548.aspx
Environment Agency – Prepare your Property for Flooding:
http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/homeandleisure/floods/31644.aspx

