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1.1 Executive summary 

 
This briefing summarises the current state of play regarding the proposed flood relief channel for western 

Oxford, which the Environment Agency, backed by Oxford Strategic Partnership, argue is the optimal 

solution for protecting up to 2500 homes and businesses, and the Botley and Abingdon roads from flooding.  

A summary of the background drivers for this proposal is presented, as is a ‘snapshot’ of the current 

situation. The Environment Agency report of 2009, which forms the technical background for the proposed 

channel, is discussed, including assumptions of/dependencies for the report, as are the new feasibility study 

terms of reference for re-assessing the channel’s feasibility for managing flooding in Oxford and beyond. 

Finally a series of recommendations are made, aimed at national government policy objectives governing 

flood defence improvements, including adaptation and mitigation priorities, the need to assess all available 

options objectively and independently and considerations of Oxford’s needs for long term flood protection 

in the context of sustainable development. 
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2.1 Background 

 
The southern and western areas of Oxford flood during periods of high rainfall because since Victorian times, 

much of the building in these areas of the city has been on the Thames flood plain. As Environment Agency 

(EA) models show, upstream of Oxford floods more extensively than downstream because the upper Thames 

valley is the Cotswolds catchment. This water then has to move downstream, through Oxford and beyond. 

Any properties and infrastructure that are sited directly in the path of the flood water get hit when the water 

rises and moves. There are also a series of ‘pinch points’, which include the gap between Sandford and 

Kennington (which is only 800m wide) and particularly the Redbridge gap where several infrastructure 

elements (including raised roads, rail and tipped land) block and displace flood water. According to the EA: 

 

Flooding is significantly increased due to the man-made restrictions to flow caused by local road / rail 

embankments and landfill sites. (2009b: 12). 

Oxford, along with other parts of the country, has experienced severe floods – in 1947, 2003, 2007, and most 

recently in 2013-4. While in 2007 scepticism was widespread about the impacts of global warming on 

flooding, following the 2013-4 floods there is a wider degree of consensus on the effects of global warming 

in contributing to more extreme weather, including flooding, which need to be addressed urgently as an 

integral part of flood protection schemes going forward. 

The Environment Agency takes primary responsibility for monitoring major river water levels, providing flood 

warnings, ensuring rivers are maintained and modelling and implementing flood prevention infrastructure 

schemes. The County Council also takes front-line responsibility for managing the impact of flooding on local 

communities, including risk management for surface and groundwater, sustainable drainage, rescue, water 

pumping, highways management and supporting local communities to draw up Flood Plans. 

The construction of a western channel to take water away from areas most at risk of flooding in Oxford 

(Botley and Abingdon Roads) has been mooted for years. Following the summer 2007 floods, when 3000 

properties in Oxfordshire were flooded, the EA commissioned a series of reports, published in 2009, which 

explored options:  

 

…to establish the most effective way of managing flood risk in Oxford and surrounding areas over the next 
100 years…. [it is] the Environment Agency’s Flood Risk Management Strategy for the 100 year period to 
2108 for the city of Oxford and its surrounding villages.  (2009b: 7). 
 
The EA presented 9 options, with a recommendation for option 9: 

 

Western Conveyance (medium channel) & Upstream Storage + (Option 3b) – increased flood flow conveyance 
to the west and south west of Oxford by constructing sections of new channel and/or enlargement of other 
channels to convey an estimated maximum in bank flow of 35 – 40 cumecs. Widening pinch-points on Weirs 
Mill Stream. Providing a temporary on-line FSA (controlled by gated structures) upstream of Oxford.(2009b: 
54). 
 
In recent discussions with Oxfordshire Green Party, the EA clarified the 2009 recommendation for a western 

channel is dependent on the following assumptions:  
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 Any evidence that global warming is affecting flooding in the UK would necessitate considering 

upstream management solutions along with the channel. 

 It must be demonstrated there will be no impacts on downstream communities, otherwise the 

channel cannot go ahead. 

 There must be no discernible impact on the environment (conservation areas, groundwater levels, 

wildlife) etc. without adequate mitigation – otherwise the channel cannot go ahead. 

The EA – and the proposed channel’s sponsoring body Oxford Strategic Partnership (OSP) - need to confirm 

how such assessments will be made objectively and how they will be open to independent scrutiny. Further 

details are in the Recommendations section below. 

Following the 2013-4 floods, there is now a significant appetite to begin work on the channel. The EA are 

currently preparing a tender for the feasibility study. It is envisaged this work will take around two years to 

complete. Public funding, already promised in principle, will then be approved subject to approval of the 

recommendations of the feasibility study by the Treasury. 

OSP must clarify that no preparatory work on the channel will begin until the feasibility work has been 

completed, and all stakeholders have had time to respond to its findings. Otherwise the status and value 

of the feasibility study will be completely undermined. 

 

2.2 Current funding plans and investment scenario 

 
One major reason it is claimed work has not begun on the channel sooner is because of costs. In 2009, the 

EA estimated capital and maintenance costs for the channel alone would be over £180m (of which over 50m 

would be to build a new channel and over 50m would be maintenance costs; 2009b: 39). Once costs for an 

upstream management area are included, they could reach over £200m. 

In reality, government has been cutting public funding for flood protection since the Coalition came to 

power in 2010 (Guardian). Indeed, some experts believe the lack of routine maintenance of Oxford’s 

waterways has contributed to the impact of recent flooding, and argue targeted maintenance and upgrade 

work, at known flood pinch points, could be as effective as building a new channel at clearing water from at-

risk areas (see for example, sup4uoxford.com).  

After the national outcry about cuts to flood protection and river maintenance budgets following the severe 

floods of 2013-4, the government announced increases in funding, both for routine maintenance work and 

infrastructure projects such as the channel. It is envisaged the latter will be funded through Local Enterprise 

Partnership (LEP) funds, managed by OSP. 

In his recent visit to Oxford to announce the LEP ‘Growth Deal’ funding package of £106m for the next 

spending period (2015-21), Philip Hammond (now Foreign Secretary) made it clear this is pledged spending 

for infrastructure projects, which has the following conditions attached: 

 It will be expected that any public spend on infrastructure will unlock far more private sector 

investment. 
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 This investment should include foreign investment. Hammond said: “This is about investment in 

infrastructure, flood management, future skills, facilitating access to housing, about creating the 

conditions for prosperity for the future, attracting international investment into the area. I think this 

is crucially important to the future success of Oxfordshire” (Oxford Times). 

 In the case of the Oxford channel, it is expected at least some of the costs will be met by the private 

sector, the exact amount is yet to be determined. £72m of public funds have now been pledged, 

subject to approval of the EA feasibility study. This leaves a considerable shortfall which would need 

to be bridged by private sector investment into the project. 

 The Oxford channel is envisaged to be part of a much larger flood protection infrastructure project 

which, along with the Jubilee channel in Berkshire, will carry water from the upper Thames valley, 

away from urban settlements and eventually disburse it into the tidal Thames beyond London. 

Hammond said: “So long as a scheme like [the Oxford western channel] is done as part of a 

comprehensive scheme for the whole of the Thames valley, and that includes what we are working 

on with the Lower Thames Flood Alleviation Scheme, the Jubilee river, Oxford western conveyance – 

these form part of a system to ensure surges of water get safely past areas of high level 

development where there are lots of houses and businesses, safely down into the tidal Thames, and 

I think this is an important part of the overall package”. 

2.2.1 Calculating cost/benefits – or Return on Investment 

 

Given the proposed public-private funding mix for the scheme, and the potential level of costs it is critical 

the EA and OSP clarify the expected rates of return, or return on investment (ROI) for both private sector 

investors and the tax payer. 

Protecting Oxford properties and businesses from flooding 

 

In the 2009 report, the EA modelled estimates for the numbers of properties protected against each option. 

The baseline is 3600 homes and businesses that are risk from flooding in particularly severe flood scenarios.  

One of the first things to note about the EA 2009 models is that no account was taken of funding cuts to the 

maintenance service, so options 1, 2 and 3 (‘Do nothing’, ‘do the minimum’ and ‘stay as we are’) provide no 

detailed models of predicted numbers of properties at risk as a result of such cuts. As a result, these figures 

are now out of date as, not only did significant cuts to the EA budget after 2010 result in a reduction in 

services, they also take no account of actions at County Council level.  

Up to date figures provided by County Council Fire and Rescue indicate the following: 

Date Number homes flooded Number homes evacuated 

2007 3000 600 

2013-4 168 32 

 

While there were differences in nature between the 2007 and 2013-4 floods, CC F and R argue the huge 

improvement in service is due to a thorough assessment of what went wrong in 2007 and the development 

of a strategic response:  increased investment into core service provision (an additional £9m); provision of 

proper equipment for staff; improvements in real-time information from the EA enabling emergency 

responses to be mobilised more quickly; liaison with Highways colleagues so sandbags and other defences 

were made available earlier and maintaining a 24/7 service for rescue and pumping. As a result of these 
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improvements, the CC reduced the numbers of homes flooded by 95%, and also ensured the Botley road 

stayed open and the Abingdon road was cleared of water (Members Flood Forum, Oxford, 01 March 2014). 

The County Council have demonstrated that real-time improvements in flood protection can be delivered by 

core local authority services, based on a local, strategic ‘lessons-learned’ approach.  Not only is this 

methodology one that could be rolled out as best practice, the proven ROI on this additional £9m 

investment would appear to be extraordinarily high. 

In contrast, projected plans for a new channel and other measures do not contain evidenced methodologies 

that can be proven to deliver a specified ROI, or that could form the basis for exemplar or best practice 

methods.  Moreover, the estimates for numbers of properties saved – projected ROI - are marginal in 

relation to the reduction levels achieved by CC F and R between 2007 and 2013/4. 

In the 2009 report the EA state that option 9 will protect a further 680 properties than business as usual 

(BAU) scenarios, and that a water channel can only protect railway and key roads during “smaller floods” 

(2009a: 11).  

The cost-benefit ratios of each option in the 2009 report were calculated against the impact of the 2007 

floods.  Given the step change in effectiveness of emergency response witnessed between the 2007 and 

2013/14 floods, if the cost benefit analysis' base line was switched from 2007 to 2013/14, it is highly likely 

that the cost-benefit ratio of any form of conveyance would be unfavourable, particularly as the 2009 report 

already gave it only the most marginal of benefits. As a rule of thumb, any approach would need to deliver 

around £6 of benefit for every £1 spent on flood defence.   It is hard to see how, given the effectiveness of 

the modest investment in emergency flood management of 2013/14 at protecting homes and businesses, a 

coherent financial case for building a relief channel can now be constructed.   

 Given these uncertainties, and relatively marginal associated ROI, and what has been learnt since 2009, it 

is now critical methods for flood protection other than large-scale infrastructure build are thoroughly 

assessed for public funding. As public funding is currently so constrained, it is imperative all best value and 

best practice options are available so all stakeholders including the public can make a real choice. 

 

Given the level of uncertainty built into these marginal scenarios, the costs of the proposed channel and the 

level of private sector funding required, is there also not a case for opening out the entire proposal to wider 

tender with a formal and accountable process for assessing different plans, with individual methodologies, 

TORs and ROIs - including a range of public sector, third and for-profit approaches? 

Private sector ROI 

 

Hammond made it clear that any public spending on flood defences infrastructure in Oxford needs to attract 

a certain level of private sector investment. OSP therefore need to clarify the following points: 

 How will investment in the channel create a return for private sector investors? 

 How will the channel contribute to attracting more foreign investment in the region? Where do they 

see the returns for such investment? 

 In the event of project overspend, would private sector investors be expected to pick up any 

additional costs, or would these all be met by the taxpayer? 
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 Will private sector investors assume any responsibility for ongoing maintenance costs in addition to 

capital build costs or will all these be met by the taxpayer? 

 What will happen if any downstream effects were evidenced as a result of the channel?  How would 

affected citizens claim compensation, and would private sector investors be liable alongside 

government? 

 Do projected costs include funds for Compulsory Purchase Orders for properties, land or other 

infrastructure if owners refuse to sell? If so, how would this impact any potential conflicts of interest 

issues if private sector investors stood to gain from public funds being spent on state-enforced 

property purchases? 

 

2.3 Feasibility, including terms of reference 

 
As we have seen, the 2009 reports made assumptions relating to climate change, downstream impacts and 

environmental impacts. The new feasibility study must now clarify the terms of reference (TOR) by which 

such issues are assessed. It should then provide a genuine and thorough re-assessment of the feasibility of 

flood protection options for Oxford.  Further information is provided in the Recommendations section. 

2.3.1 A changing climate and upstream management options 

 

In the 2009 Technical Report, the EA scope two scenarios in their preferred option – option 9. The first of 

these – a medium sized channel – assumes no evidence for a changing climate has occurred since the 2007 

floods. The second scenario – which assumes we have clear evidence for climate change-related impacts 

since 2007 includes upstream storage along with the channel:  

The key addition with these two options [8 and 9] is that if predicted climate change becomes a reality, we 
would combat the increases in river flows by maximising the use of the existing floodplain in rural areas 
upstream. (2009a: 12). 
 

Since the 2007 floods we have had the floods of winter 2013-4, which were among the most severe in living 

memory. The recent flooding has been explained as an effect of the shift of the jet stream as a result of high 

ocean temperatures and a strong polar vortex. Although the evidence is not yet “definitive”, the clear trend 

is towards higher sea levels, more severe moisture-carrying storms and more intense daily rainfalls as a 

result of global warming (Met Office/Centre for Ecology and Hydrology: 4). One of the distinguishing features 

of the floods in 2013-4 was how much rain fell in a three-month period. December and January were the 

wettest for over two hundred years ((Met Office/Centre for Ecology and Hydrology: 3). In Oxford and 

elsewhere, ground water levels were already so high that, when a sustained period of rainfall continued into 

February 2014, the city experienced flooding on a particularly prolonged basis. The 2013-4 winter rainfall 

also caused severe flooding downstream as communities received run-off from the Chilterns in addition to 

water moving downstream from the upper Thames catchment.  

It is imperative the EA confirm their model now assumes evidence for climate change is real and use the 

feasibility study to undertake a comprehensive re-assessment of predicted rainfall and flooding patterns. 

We need clarity on which option will be chosen on the basis of these predictions, and in particular detailed 

models of how the EA envisage upstream management would work with or without a western channel.  
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If the EA decide upstream options will not be included, they need to clarify how a channel-only option would 

be appropriate given the severity of recent flooding and evidence for a changing climate. The 2009 report 

states the channel and associated schemes will manage flooding in Oxford for 100 years. It is therefore 

critical a channel-only scenario is re-modelled and re-tested given the rapid and increasingly extreme 

weather events we are facing as background global temperatures continue to rise. 

The 2009 report envisaged building embankments round the area south of Witney (known as FSA4, Upper), 

2km in length and 1.5m in height to literally ‘hold’ the water on an enlarged flood plain north-west of Oxford 

(2009b: 45).  Estimated costs for this option were £62m over its whole lifecycle, while in the current LEP 

funding plan it is not clear what funds, if any, have been earmarked for this option. 

We need a detailed analysis of costs for any channel + upstream solution, along with its technical and 

environmental feasibility. OSP will need to clarify from which budgets maintenance costs will be met over 

the 100 year timeframe it is envisaged the channel + upstream holding solution will operate. 

 It is also critical the feasibility study explores other options for more productive and less invasive 

management of upstream water, including managed planting and coppicing and local drainage and 

wetlands solutions. Options for dispersing this responsibility should be explored so that local communities, 

including at parish level, have a far greater say over how water gets held, used and dispersed in their 

community than is currently the case.  

The recent Flood Forum in Oxford indicated this approach would be popular among, and supported by local 

communities in Oxfordshire. It would also create options for identifying, assessing and rolling out best 

practice schemes such as the wetlands project at Wittenham Clumps created by the Earth Trust (Earth 

Trust). 

The EA report notes that: 

There are some uncertainties regarding the potential adverse impact on designated 
conservation sites and high quality wildlife sites associated with the temporary FSA [Flood Storage Area] and 
further monitoring is recommended….if the monitoring work proposed shows that there would be significant 
impacts to designated nature conservation sites which could not be mitigated or compensated for, then the 
FSA will not be implemented. (2009b: 84). 
 
It is essential any upstream management option is thoroughly assessed for impacts on conservation and 
wildlife. If any adverse impacts are envisaged, there would need to be absolute clarity these criteria would 
not be overridden by Compulsory Purchase Orders, or the equivalent without cast-iron guarantees the 
impacts would be compensated for elsewhere. 

2.3.2 Downstream impacts 

 

The downstream impacts of the channel are among the most controversial aspects of the proposal. The EA 

have stated that if any downstream impacts can be demonstrated the channel will not go ahead. 

It is imperative the feasibility study undertakes a thorough analysis of the impact of the increased water 

the channel will carry away from Oxford and past Sandford. This should include models where high levels 

of floodwater (including peak and near-peak) are to be moved downstream over sustained periods of time 

– a month or more. 
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The likeliest place any impact will be felt is Abingdon. It is vital the local community are involved in assessing 

any likely impacts. If any flood defences are planned to counter this impact, the local community should be 

involved in assessing these too. 

Methods used for predicting the increases in the amount of water moved downstream as a result of the 
channel need to be closely scrutinised. EA statements on this subject need to be credible and far more 
detailed and specific than the following: 

 
In the event of flooding, the level of the Thames to the south of the city will rise by about 5mm (0.2 inches). 
By the time that water reaches the Tollgate Bridge in Abingdon we estimate the level will only be 1mm higher 
than it would otherwise have been (2009a,15). 
 

It should be noted the reason this element of the proposal is so controversial is because elsewhere, EA 

claims for channels of this nature having no impact on communities downstream is robustly contested, both 

by locals and politicians. The obvious example is the Jubilee relief channel, which was built by EA in 2002 at a 

cost of £110m. The Jubilee channel diverts water from the Eton flood plain, where it would otherwise put 

properties in Maidenhead, Windsor and Eton at risk of flooding, and disburses it downstream. Residents 

downstream of the channel’s disbursal point at Datchet – in Datchet , Old Windsor and Wraysbury – say it 

has caused more homes to flood than would have otherwise.  The EA claims that the Jubilee channel has not 

brought water downstream faster onto neighbouring communities during floods – although they have said 

they would like to extend the channel to Teddington, at a projected cost of £256m (Environment Agency). 

In the 2013-4 floods the evidence was unequivocal that wealthy Maidenhead, Royal Windsor and Eton 

largely stayed dry while downstream communities found themselves in the epi-centre of a severe flooding 

crisis. It has been pointed out that Datchet has a large traveller’s community, while until recently, most 

homes in Wraysbury were modest bungalows. Says local flood campaigner Ewan Larcombe:  

“when they divert the Thames at Maidenhead to the Jubilee, it lowers the level upstream straight away. But 

the Jubilee route is shorter and faster than the Thames, so the water races down and rejoins the main stream 

hours before it has gone down here… the river overtakes itself….it spills out…faster and worse than ever”. 

(Mail Online). 

Wraysbury Tory MP Adam Afriyle also disputes EA claims the Jubilee channel has not caused more flooding 

downstream, claiming it unleashes a “fierce mini-wave”, but backs their proposal to continue the channel on 

to Teddington.  

This scenario requires sustained analysis and scrutiny given its complexity and cannot be accepted as a fait 

accompli, to be delivered piecemeal and without any accountability. As one local resident put it:  

“What the EA is doing is like building a motorway bit by bit that stops every few miles. Whoever lives there 

will cop it when there’s a traffic jam. More jubilee rivers might save us, but some other poor devil will get 

water halfway up their lounge instead”. 

The strength of feeling among residents that the Jubilee channel dumps flood water on them must be 

taken seriously before any further similar work is undertaken. 

It should make any piecemeal development of channel systems along the Thames catchment unviable, until 

the case that no community will suffer increased flood effects as a result has been proven.  



Sustainable Flood Plan for Oxford and the upper Thames valley 
Supported by Oxford Friends of the Earth and Oxfordshire Green Party 

9 
 

It should also be noted there is not a consensus on the benefits of dumping increased flood water into the 

tidal Thames, as increased rainwater currently overwhelms the tidal river with sewage (Guardian). 

Alternative scenarios, which must be given due weight, include holding more water in urban as well as rural 

‘upstream’ capture and retention areas including ponds, parks, gardens and wetlands. 

2.3.4 Environmental impacts 

 

As the EA have stated, the Oxford western floodplain is a sensitive environment, with numerous 

environmentally protected areas (2009b: 12). These include the Oxford Meadows Special Area of 

Conservation (Defra), which is groundwater dependent.  

In 2009, the EA recommended that: 

further ground investigations works are undertaken at the location of any hydraulic flow structures and 

infrastructure crossings. This would provide site specific information on ground conditions and geotechnical 

parameters to be used in the detailed design (2009b: 28). 

 

It is to be expected that a detailed analysis of the effects of any proposed channel on groundwater levels is 

undertaken, including modelling for times of drought. It should also be expected that a full investigation of 

potential contamination should be undertaken, as initial findings in 2009 indicated that: 

there were minor elevations of various contaminants across the assessment area. Some samples exceeded 

generic residential assessment criteria, but further qualitative assessment showed there to be only a low risk. 

However, all samples were found to be below industrial/commercial assessment criteria, with the exception 

of two samples from within the historic landfills which exceeded these for lead concentrations (2009b: 29). 

 

2.4 Recommendations 

 
It is clear flooding along the Thames valley has already changed since the EA recommended the western 

channel for Oxford in 2009. The 2013-4 floods appear to have provided increasingly unequivocal evidence 

that climate change impacts are now being felt and that it is inevitable we will be facing unpredictable and 

increasingly severe weather events more frequently as the effects of global warming kick in.  

The EA were tasked with providing a solution to flooding in Oxford that would last 100 years. Given the 

potentially severe and unpredictable nature of future weather events and the need for any proposed 

solution to effectively protect Oxford over the long term from flood risk, a comprehensive and thorough 

analysis of all options should now take place. This should include the following. 

1. Scenarios that enable us to mitigate as well as adapt to global warming. This means that any TOR 

for assessing feasibility, and any projected ROI should account for mitigation effects as an integral 

element of that assessment. This pertains to the policy framework for any flood-based project, 

which would enable it to contribute to the following over-arching policy requirements: 

 Set and meet targets as part of the UK government’s legally binding commitments to keep global 

warming to “safe” levels 

 Incentivise the private sector to transition to low/zero carbon goods and services production 

 Ensure public sector spending is on low/zero carbon initiatives 
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 Recognise that local sustainable development is an integral part of a low carbon transition 

 Adaptation integrates mitigation elements as well as promoting genuine self-reliance and freedom 

from risk. 

 

2. The feasibility study should take the opportunity to re-assess Oxford’s needs. In the context of a 

changing climate, and the amounts of rainfall we can expect, we now have the evidence we need for 

a strategy based on holding as much water upstream, as productively as possible, for as long as 

possible. By contrast, the case for the alternative has not been made – moving water downstream as 

rapidly as possible using artificial channels until it reaches the tidal Thames. It will not be made 

within the feasibility study for the Oxford channel as this is beyond its remit, and it should not be 

expected to do so.  

The feasibility study should be expected to do the following: 

 Model changes in climate over the next 100 years and include realistic scenarios for the increased 

frequency of flooding, longer periods of rainfall, drought, etc. 

 Provide a detailed case for how upstream water management will protect Oxford from flooding over 

this time period. 

 Demonstrate unequivocally there will be no downstream impacts from any flood protection work 

(upstream holding and use models should include delay rates for downstream communities as an 

integral aspect of their design) 

 Deliver realistic ROI assessments based on the real economy (not projected figures including 

notional private sector and foreign investments). 

 Demonstrate there will be no adverse environmental impacts of any work including on wildlife. 

Based on the feasibility findings, Oxford Strategic Partnership should: 

 Provide clarity on how ongoing maintenance funding will be provided. 

 Assure communities that if any adverse effects arise from any work, they can expect to be 

compensated. 

 Assure landowners and managers that there will be no forcible measures undertaken to appropriate 

such land if there are genuine concerns about environmental (including downstream) impacts 

should it be used for development. 

 Demonstrate there is consensus among stakeholders over any proposed work, including transport, 

planning, construction, water engineering/infrastructure and emergency services. 

 Clarify how private sector investment will be secured, what returns can be expected from any such 

investment and what responsibilities and accountabilities are attached to it. 

 Confirm to local communities the plans for ensuring Oxford remains protected from flooding while 

the feasibility study is being carried out. 

Both the EA and OSP need to clarify how the feasibility TOR has been agreed and whether there will be any 

opportunity to feed into/revise this. There also needs to be complete transparency over selecting a supplier 

to carry out the feasibility work. The tender needs to be open and any (potential) conflicts of interest clearly 

declared. 
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3. Most important, it needs to be demonstrated that all options will be assessed, and on what criteria. 

If mitigation as well as adaption can be considered, the cost/benefit analysis of solutions such as 

active coppice management for water take up would include: 

 Take up of so much water in flood scenarios 

 Take up of so much carbon in sequester scenarios 

 Contribution of so much carbon neutral bio-fuel in energy transition scenarios (to local markets, in 

conjunction with government incentives) 

 Creation of so many green jobs in local development scenarios. 

We can see immediately how ROI from public funding can increase dramatically as soon as the assessment 

remit is widened to include a more holistic approach to climate change.  

It is vital appropriate lobbying takes place to ensure government organisations at central as well as local 

level recognise the benefits of a widened remit for assessing any anticipated flood protection scheme. 

This is especially critical given the aim is to provide Oxford with flood protection over 100 year period when 

climate impacts can be expected to change significantly, and any solution must be able to respond to and 

account for this. 

Local protection and relief solutions also need to be assessed rigorously, as it is clear current modelling has 

not made a convincing case a channel can do a better job than alternative approaches. These include 

targeted local (street by street) flood defences and relief of pinch points and blockages to full use of the 

flood plain (particularly at Redbridge and along the Botley Road). Temporary localised defence schemes in 

south and west Oxford have proved highly successful this year. This approach could be particularly effective 

if combined with an integrated traffic management strategy to reduce overall traffic levels and relieve 

traffic pinch points such as the Botley Road as part of a BAU scenario. It is clear any solution needs to 

acknowledge that the Botley and Abingdon roads are part of the flooding problem and develop ways to 

reduce the dependency of local businesses and residents on these roads by building capacity in alternative 

routes and forms of transport, while also focusing effort on reducing flood risk for local residents.  

4. The scale of financial, social and environmental risks associated with ignoring local complexities and 

extending construction of a pan-Thames series of channels through existing flood plains should be 

acknowledged. Government should lead the transition to a low carbon economy, as well as protect 

communities from flooding, in a funding environment that is currently highly constrained. It has not 

been clarified how building such channels will attract private investment, or what its ROI, or 

accountability to local communities, will be. It is also not clear how such investment will serve as a 

catalyst to transition to low carbon, or protect communities from flooding. Instead, the risk is 

hundreds of millions of pounds will be spent on a scheme that could wreak untold havoc on sensitive 

local environments, place an ongoing costly maintenance burden on local tax payers, disrupt the 

lives of communities downstream, and destroy even more of the existing flood plain – nature’s way 

of managing flooding, including manmade flooding - and still the best solution we have. 
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