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1.0 SUBSTANCE OF INSTRUCTION 

 

1.1 Mason Clark Associates were instructed on 16th March 2008 by Yvonne Terry the Chair 

of Gilberdyke Flood Action Group to undertake a feasibility study of Gilberdyke’s 

existing drainage system and produce an assessment report.. 

1.2 This report is based on information received from the Gilberdyke Flood Action Group 

(GFAG), local residents, Eddy Allen at the IDB and a site visit. 
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2.0 ISSUES 

 

2.1 It was requested by Ms Terry of the Flood Action Group that the following issues were 

addressed: 

2.1.1 Determine positions of all drainage ditches and culverts within Gilberdyke 

village built-up area. This is bounded by Thornton Dam Lane, the Railway, 

Western side of Clementhorpe Lane (including Gilberts Dyke), Sandholme Park 

with a line East to Thornton Dam. 

2.1.2 Once identified particular reference is to be made to the original direction of 

flow, any diversions carried out and ditches which have been filled since 1950. 

2.1.3 Create a map of all these watercourses as an overlay to a street map of this area 

of the village, at a scale to show individual property boundaries. 

2.1.4 Identify problem areas and recommend what action needs to be taken to prevent 

future flooding of the village, in particular Station Road, Westbrook 

Road/Cresent and surround. 

2.1.5 The report is to identify any households and Riparian owners who need to be 

reminded of their duties and responsibilities under Riparian Law in addition to 

advice regarding how individuals can meet these duties. 
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3.0 DOCUMENTATION  

 

3.1 The following documents were provided to Mason Clark Associates and utilised for the 

formation of this report: 

3.1.1 Sewer Records for Westbrook Road and part of Westbrook Cresent. 

3.1.2 Contact List of local residents and contact details who could provide local 

information. 

3.1.3 Plans of the village marked up with comments from a local resident, Nancy 

Rawson on her memories of the drainage around Gilberdyke since the 1940’s. 
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4.0 HISTORY  

 

4.1 Three main dykes were constructed by hand around the twelfth century to drain the 

marshy areas known as Wallingfen, Bishopsoil Common and Oxmardyke Mere. 

4.2 The village used to be mainly pastureland with some cultivated fields which were 

centered on the village hall and playing fields. Housing was along the edges of the three 

main streets: Main Road, Clementhorpe Road and Scalby Lane. A few homes were 

scattered along Staddlethorpe Road and Sandholme Road. 

4.3 Historically the natural drainage method adopted in the village has relied on surface 

water naturally soaking away into the ground. 

4.4 Thornton Dam Drain was dug at the instigation of the monks residing at Thornton Abbey 

for drainage purposes and land reclamation. 

4.5 Three railway lines served the area, namely Hull to Selby, Hull to Doncaster and Hull to 

Barnsley.  

4.6 The railways were constructed in the nineteenth century and divided the area. Large 

delphs can be observed alongside the railway, for example the cutting. The railway was 

constructed on embankments for alignment of the line and as such impedes the natural 

drainage of the land. As a result the railway companies had to construct drainage ditches 

alongside the railway embankments. 

4.7 Historically most fields were divided by hedgerows with small shallow ditches at their 

base to take the field drainage. Local residents remember that these ditches were usually 

dry in the summer months but collected excess water in the winter. 

4.8 During the construction of the village of Newport at the foot of the Yorkshire Wolds 

some drainage was diverted towards Gilberdyke. The natural spring line runs towards 

this area also. 

4.9 Anserdam Drain ran through the centre of the village which has later become known as 

Gilberts Dyke. As the village has grown the central section, alongside Clementhorpe 

Road, has been culverted. The culvert can still be seen at points along Clementhorpe 

Road. 

4.10 At one time the main road through Gilberdyke from North Cave to Cross Keys corner 

was the only route across Wallingfen until other drainage channels were installed. The 

route was embanked to allow passage along the road during winter conditions and as a 

result the road level is higher than the village of Gilberdyke. 
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4.11 Sandholme, Hive and the Newport area naturally drained towards the River Foulness 

until the Market Weighton Canal was dug. This is still in operation with pump 

assistance. 

4.12 The land at Blacktoft, Faxfleet and Yokefleet is slightly higher than at Gilberdyke. Much 

of the farmland was warped up to improve soil fertility. River tides were allowed to 

flood selected areas and flood waters brought nutrients from the river water. This was 

allowed to settle every tide for a period of months which formed nutrient enriched land 

to farm potatoes. 

4.13 The Lower Ouse Internal Drainage Board includes the villages of Gilberdyke, Blacktoft, 

Eastrington and Laxton. 

4.14 A grant was provided to the Lower Ouse Internal Drainage Board to undertake works to 

maintain and improve drainage ditches serving the M62. The funding was issued at the 

time of the construction of the M62. The IDB are allowed to utilise any interest accrued 

on these monies to maintain their drainage network. Unfortunately the funding is ring 

fenced purely to benefit the M62 as this is a main transport network. It should be noted 

that there is an overflow arrangement from the drainage network of the M62 which 

discharges into the Bellasize Drain. This drain is significant in the drainage of 

Gilberdyke. 

4.15 Properties in the area are largely devoted to farming but also contain key infrastructure 

including road and rail links to Hull and high voltage power lines. Land is drained by a 

system of ditches flowing to the estuary by gravity or to the Market Weighton Canal 

which itself flows into the estuary by gravity through Weighton Lock. A series of 

drainage ditches are also pumped into Market Weighton canal near Newport. 

4.16 Flooding in Gilerdyke has been ongoing and getting steadily worse over the last 30 

years, possibly due to the increase in hard surfaces as a result of urban development and 

the location of drainage systems within the village. 
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5.0 JUNE 2007 FLOODS AND SUBSEQUENT ACTIONS/INVESTIGATIONS 

 

5.1 In June 2007, very heavy rainfall resulted in surface water entering the foul water 

drainage network. As a result the pumps at the pumping station were surcharged and the 

entire foul network in the village backed up resulting in many residents suffering with 

floodwater and water ‘backing up’ the drainage system. As part of our assessment and 

study we have contacted YWS on several occasions but we have had no response. 

5.2 More than 50 properties were affected by floods in June 2007. 

5.3 During the 2007 floods the area south of Gilberdyke and the railway, including the dykes 

in front of the farms on Bellasize Lane, into which the surface water from the west side 

of Gilberdyke discharges were found to be overtopped, with water across the road in 

places. 

5.4 At the same time the three large dykes taking surface water down to the River Ouse had 

a normal level of water at the river end giving the implication that the dykes between the 

flooded area and the river were blocked or poorly maintained. A number of fields were 

flooded in the Bellasize and Bennetland areas and south towards the river. 

5.5 31 houses were still not habitable before Christmas 2007 and the residents of 13 of these 

were living in small touring caravans. 

5.6 Network Rail cleared a key Dyke in Gilberdyke for the first time in approximately thirty 

years during September 2007. This dyke allows surface water to drain out of the west 

side of Gilberdyke to the main Lower Ouse Internal Drainage Board dyke down to 

Blacktoft. 

5.7 The priority areas within the village are Westbrook Road and Station Road as this was 

where the majority of the residential flooding arose in June 2007 and was close to 

subsequent flooding in January 2008 and again in July 2008. 

5.8 Key issues that have to be addressed are building on land that had historically been 

marshland, householders filling in dykes over the years to obtain more land, the over 

development of the village without careful consideration of the surface water drainage 

system and ensuring that the foul and surface water systems are separated 

5.9 As part of this study a walk over survey of the village of Gilberdyke was undertaken on 

Wednesday 16th April 2008. The purpose of which was to identify the location and 

condition of any drainage ditches within the village. A plan showing this information has 

been produced with an associated key (drawing no 3795-01). The survey evaluated both 

the shape and condition of the drains in addition to the level and movement of water. 
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5.10 Treasure House in Beverley was visited on Wednesday 16th April 2008 and a study of 

archived information undertaken to establish the position of historic drainage ditches and 

housing developments. The results of our findings are included on drawing 3795-01. 

5.11 The Environment Agency was contacted as part of our evaluation. As already established 

they confirmed that much of Gilberdyke is shown to be in Flood Zone 3 as a result of 

tidal flood risk. Flood zones are mapped areas depicting the probability or likelihood of 

flooding without flood defences in place. The flood mapping system and associated 

flood zones only shows flooding from rivers, estuaries and the sea. It does not show 

other sources of flooding such as surface water, ground water, sewers, canals and 

reservoirs. Flood zone 3 generally comprises land assessed as having a 1 in 100 or 

greater probability of river flooding (>1%) or a 1 in 200 or greater annual probability of 

flooding from the sea (>0.5%) in any year. The probability or likelihood of flooding is 

described as the chance that a location will flood in any one year. If a location has a 1.3% 

chance of flooding each year, this can also be expressed as having: 

·  A 1 in 75 chance of flooding in that location in any year 

·  Betting odds of 75 to 1 against a location being flooded in any year. 

However, this does not mean that if a location floods one year, it will definitely not flood 

for the next 74 years. Nor, if it has not flooded for 74 years, will it necessarily flood this 

year. The lower the percentage then the less chance there is of flooding in any one year; 

the higher the percentage then the more chance there is of flooding in any one year. 

5.12 The EA is a consultee on planning applications within the flood risk area and has already 

commented on various planning applications for development in this area. As 

Gilberdyke is an area with an active Internal Drainage Board (IDB) the EA very rarely 

gets involved in detailed drainage matters. Therefore the EA has very little information 

about the small watercourses and drainage issues in Gilberdyke. 

5.13 The Lower Ouse Internal Drainage Board (IDB) was contacted and a meeting held on 

site on Tuesday 13th May with Eddy Allen. The IDB maintained watercourses were 

assessed and maintenance discussed. The IDB stated that it maintains its watercourses 

and responds well when problems are flagged up, for example if residents feel a 

watercourse is blocked. The vegetation surrounding the IDB drains has grown 

substantially and we understand will be cut back in July. No work can be undertaken 

prior to this date due to bird breeding season and individuals can be prosecuted if it is 

found that nesting birds have been affected. De-silting of the drainage system occurs 

every two years or as required. Inspection on site showed that water was free flowing in 



Mason Clark Associates – J3795 Report FINAL 14/10/08 

 

the IDB maintained watercourses and it was running clear therefore there was not a 

problem with silt build up at the time of inspection. 

5.14 The following photographs are a few examples of the flooding experienced by residents 

in Gilberdyke. The pictures are from Councillor Paul Robinsons blog dated Tuesday 

June 26th 2007. 
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5.15 It was established that in the new developments soak away systems were installed 

despite the ground not being suited to such installations. As a result individuals took it 

upon themselves to disconnect the surface water connection to the soak away and 

connected to the public foul sewer to alleviate private property flooding. These works 

were thought to have been undertaken some time prior to the June 2007 floods. As a 

result the foul water system is becoming overloaded by the additional surface water 

flows. It is unknown as to whether YWS are aware of the number of private surface 

water connections that they have into their foul system and whether the foul pumps can 

cope with the additional flow. Additional to these connections there is a secondary major 

contribution of surface water into the foul system via the back entry gulleys in the 

flooded gardens and footpaths of residential properties.  
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6.0 RESPONSIBILITIES FOR LAND DRAINAGE  

6.1 RIPARIAN OWNERSHIP  

 

6.1..1 If you have an ordinary watercourse or a main river running through your 

land or along the boundary of your property you are likely to be the riparian 

owner or joint riparian owner, unless the watercourse is known to be owned 

by someone else.  

6.1..1.1 Main rivers  are usually larger streams and rivers. 

However, they do include smaller watercourses of local 

significance. A main river is a watercourse marked as 

such on a main river map. This is an official document. 

A main river can include any structure or appliance that 

controls or regulates the flow of water in, into, or out of, 

the main river. 

6.1..1.2 An ordinary watercourse is every river, stream, ditch, 

drain, cut, dyke, sluice, sewer (other than a public sewer) 

and passage through which water flows and which does 

not form part of a main river. The local authority or IDB 

has powers for ordinary watercourses that are similar to 

those that the environment agency can use on main 

rivers. 

6.1..2 The riparian owner of any ditch alongside a road is normally the adjoining 

landowner, as the highway boundary invariably lies along the top of the 

bank closest to the road. Although the road may drain into the ditch the 

landowner is responsible for maintaining it. 

6.1..3 If East Riding of Yorkshire Council highway authority or any of its 

predecessors has piped the ditch under their highway they become 

responsible for the maintenance of the culvert. 

6.1..4 An ordinary watercourse can be a river, stream, ditch or passage through 

which water flows but does not form part of a main river. 

6.1..5 If the riparian owner fails to fulfill their duty to maintain the drainage 

system then the local council has the powers to undertake the work 

themselves and recharge the costs to the riparian owner. 
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6.1..6 If there is an ordinary watercourse or a main river running through a piece 

of private land or along the boundary of a property then the individual is 

likely to be the riparian owner, unless the watercourse is known to be owned 

by someone else 

6.1..7 If the land on the other side of the watercourse is not under the same 

ownership it is presumed that there is a joint riparian ownership. 

6.1..8 In the case of joint riparian ownership each party is presumed to own up to 

the centre line of the watercourse and therefore is responsible up to this 

point. 

6.1..9 As riparian owner, individuals have responsibilities in relation to the 

watercourse flowing through or adjacent to their property. 

6.1..10 The legal duties of a riparian owner are as follows: 

·  Pass on flow without obstruction, pollution or diversion affecting the 

rights of others. 

·  Accept flood flows through your land, even if caused by inadequate 

capacity downstream, as there is no common law duty to improve a 

watercourse. 

·  Maintain the bed and banks of the watercourse (including trees and 

shrubs growing on the banks), and for clearing any debris, natural or 

otherwise, including litter and animal carcasses, even if it did not 

originate from your land. 

·  For keeping the bed and banks clear of any matter that could cause an 

obstruction, either on your land or by being washed away by high 

flow to obstruct a structure downstream. Rivers and their banks 

should not be used to dispose of any form of garden or other waste. 

·  For keeping clear any structures that you own such as culverts, trash 

screens, weirs and mill gates. 

6.1.11 Failure to carry out responsibilities could result in possible civil action from 

others. 

6.1.12 Responsibilities as a riparian owner are based on the following legislation: 

·  The Public Health Act 1936 

·  The Land Drainage Acts of 1991 and 1994 

·  Water Resources Act 1991 
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·  National Rivers Authority (now known as the Environment Agency) 

Land Drainage Byelaws 1981. 

6.1.13 As a riparian owner: 

·  You are presumed to own the land up to the centre of the watercourse, 

unless it is known to be owned by others. 

·  You have the right to receive flow of water in its natural state, 

without undue interference in quantity or quality 

·  You have the right to protect your property from flooding, and your 

land from erosion. You may need the consent of the Environment 

Agency for such works. 

·  Without needing a licence, you can abstract a maximum 20m3 of 

water per day for the domestic purposes of your household or for 

agricultural use, excluding spray irrigation, from a watercourse at a 

point that directly adjoins your land. Most other types of abstraction 

will require a licence. 

·  Before starting any work on or adjacent to a watercourse, plans will 

need to be submitted as to what is proposed to the Local Authority 

and the Agency to determine whether an Environment Agency 

Consent is required or indeed planning permission. 

 

6.2 INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD  

 

6.2.1 Internal drainage boards (IDBs) are independent bodies, created under various 

statutes to manage land drainage in areas of special drainage need. These areas 

include not only agricultural land but also large urban areas. There are over 

100 boards in England, concentrated in the lowland areas of East Anglia, 

Somerset, Yorkshire and Lincolnshire. Each Board operates within a defined 

area in which they have permissive powers under the Land Drainage Act 1991 

to undertake flood defence works, other than on watercourses that have been 

designated ‘main’. 

6.2.2 The Lower Ouse Internal Drainage Board (LOIDB) is responsible for 

providing a service in land drainage and flood protection around Goole and in 

the area north of the Humber. 
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6.2.3 The drainage district is approximately 14,000 hectares in size and there are 

181km of maintained watercourses. 

6.2.4 Whilst riparian owners are responsible for maintaining some watercourses 

the Council and IDB can carry out work to prevent flooding. They can 

therefore: 

·  Inspect ordinary watercourses 

·  Contact riparian owners where maintenance is required and if 

necessary, serve notice to require maintenance if water flow is 

seriously impaired 

·  Co-ordinate work along a watercourse where a number of residents 

are involved. 

·  Take action to prevent unauthorized piping or culverting of 

watercourses 

 

6.3 THE ENVIRONMENT AGENCY  

 

6.3..1 The Environment Agency was established by the Environment Act 1995 and is 

a Non-Departmental Public Body of DEFRA. It is the principal flood defence 

operating authority in England. Under the Water Resources Act 1991, the 

Environment Agency has permissive powers for the management of flood risk 

arising from designated Main Rivers, and the sea. The Environment Agency is 

also responsible for flood forecasting and flood warning dissemination, and for 

exercising a general supervision over matters relating to flood defence. 

6.3..2 The Environment Agency is required to arrange for all its flood defence 

functions (except certain financial ones) to be carried out by Regional Flood 

Defence Committees (RFDCs) under s106 of the Water Resources Act 1991. 

In order to carry out these functions, the Environment Agency through the 

RFDCs has various statutory powers including the following: 

6.3..2.1 To maintain or improve any watercourses which are 

designated as Main Rivers 

6.3..2.2 To maintain or improve any sea or tidal defences 

6.3..2.3 To install and operate flood warning equipment 

6.3..2.4 To control actions by riparian owners and occupiers which 

might interfere with the free flow of watercourses: and 
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6.3..2.5 To supervise internal drainage boards. 

6.3..3 The RFDCs are required to take an interest in all flood matters in their area and 

in particular to take decisions about the annual programmes of improvement 

and maintenance work to be carried out by the Environment Agency. 

 

6.4 EAST RIDING OF YORKSHIRE COUNCIL  

 

6.4.1 Local authorities have certain permissive powers to undertake flood defence 

works under the Land Drainage Act 1991 on watercourses which have not 

been designated as Main Rivers and which are not within Internal Drainage 

Board areas. Local authorities can control the culverting of watercourses under 

s263 of the Public Health Act 1936. 
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7.0 OPINION AND CONCLUSION  

 

7.1 One of the main reasons for flooding, similar to the flooding that occurred in 

Gilberdyke, is the disappearance and lack of maintenance of watercourses (ditches). 

Whilst individuals may feel that the ditch running beside their property is of no 

consequence, ugly or no longer required it is essential that these ditches are 

maintained to provide storage and a flow path for surface water. 

7.2 All ditches are important and they all serve a purpose. Not all ditches are wet ditches, 

they may only become wet when they are required to drain the surrounding area, be it 

a garden, a field or the highway. Well maintained watercourses reduce the risk of 

flooding. 

7.3 Based on our recent site visit (13/05/08) the two main IDB maintained watercourses 

taking flow away from Gilberdyke appear to be good condition and well maintained. 

They appear to have sufficient capacity to take significant storm flow away from the 

village. Significant vegetative growth had taken place and it was difficult to assess the 

capacity of the ditches in parts but in general they appeared clear and free flowing. The 

authorities are restricted to when growth can be cut back due to protection of wildlife and 

access into farmland due to crops. Due to these restrictions there is very little time 

available to undergo maintenance of the ditches and it always falls at a time later in the 

year when heavy potential rainfalls could have already arisen. Ideally more flexibility 

from regulatory bodies should be given to allow ditches to be cleared earlier in the year 

by for example the IDB. 

7.4 The capacity of the drainage network has not been modelled as this was not part of the 

feasibility study brief. 

7.5 During the floods in June 2007 the foul drainage network could not cope with the 

volume of water entering the system implying that surface water must have been 

entering the system in high quantity. It is important therefore to identify any surface 

water connections into the foul drainage system and remove them where possible. This 

will ensure that the foul and surface water flows are kept separate. The GFAG and Parish 

Council should maintain pressure on YWS to have the foul drainage system assessed for 

capacity. It is essential that the foul and surface water systems are separated in order to 

ensure that if surcharging should occur that foul water is not discharged into the land 

drainage system 
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7.6 The main issue identified in the village is the significant number of private drainage 

systems that are relied upon to take surface water flow to the IDB maintained ditches. 

The condition and capacity of all these systems need to be assessed. This can be 

progressed by initially undertaking a CCTV survey of all piped/culverted sections; this 

would establish the condition and size. Using this information a computer model can be 

produced to calculate the capacity of the current system. The model would highlight any 

areas which are undersized resulting in a bottle neck within the system therefore causing 

flooding upstream. A scheme would then be developed to replace the undersized pipes in 

addition to those that are defective. 

7.7 The private drainage ditches within the village are in varying condition and generally 

poorly maintained. The severity of the flooding of June 2007 was as a result of a number 

of factors, one of which may be the restriction of flow of the poorly maintained open 

dyke running between Scalby Lane and Chestnut Drive; or the undersized outfall from 

Clementhorpe Lane into the silted Network Rail trackside dyke. The flooding 

experienced in Westbrook Road could be partly attributable to the loss of the original 

riparian drainage dyke running between Westbrook Road and Bellasize Park. 

7.8 In our opinion the main IDB drains are of adequate capacity but the growth of vegetation 

during the spring severely restricts their flow capacity. The proposal of widening and 

deepening the IDB drainage ditches would improve their resilience to vegetative growth 

hence providing enhanced storage capacity. The IDB have mentioned they are 

investigating the provision of riverside pumping facilities which would enable water to 

be discharged into the River Ouse at all stages of the tide. This would be of significant 

benefit to the village of Gilberdyke and surrounding areas especially in times of heavy 

and prolonged rainfall. 
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8.0 RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

Based on the findings of the feasibility study our recommendations are as follows: 

8.1 Produce a computer model of the surface water network of Gilberdyke to show the 

critical areas. Different storm conditions can then be simulated to check the capacity of 

the drainage system. To ensure an accurate model is produced all rogue private 

connections to the surface water system would need to be determined. The results of the 

model can assist in sizing pipes and drainage ditches in line with Sewers for Adoption 6th 

Edition. 

8.2 All surface water culverts require cleaning/clearing to an acceptable standard which 

could be something monitored by the Parish Council. An annual or bi-annual clearing 

programme of works should be adopted to ensure the culverts are kept free flowing. This 

is something that Parish Council could organise and monitor. 

8.3 There are two pinch points within the village of Gilberdyke which have been identified 

and are shown on drawing 3795-01. These areas need resolving to ensure that the floods 

of June 2007 are not experienced again to the same extent 

·  The primary pinch point is at the rear of the properties on Scalby Lane. The 

majority of the surface water from Gilberdyke appears to flow down this open 

ditch before discharging into the IDB maintained Bishopsoil Drain. The 

computer model will identify areas which are undersized that require resolution. 

In addition all riparian owned surface water ditches and culverts upstream of the 

pinch point are to be cleared. This work would need to be undertaken by the 

individuals. If riparian owners are unwilling to undertake the work ERYC 

should send enforcement letters to ensure the work is completed. The IDB also 

has these powers to send enforcement letters. 

·  The garden dyke of Bellasize Park used to be an open ditch until recently. It is 

almost certainly of benefit to open this ditch once more. Once the model has 

been undertaken the capacity required for this section would be determined and 

hence the size of the ditch can be confirmed. 

·  It is unfortunate that the pinch points and upstream of these points are riparian 

owned. In their current state it will be difficult to get an authority or statutory 

body to take ownership of these areas to ensure remedial and maintenance 

works are carried out. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

PHOTOS OF WALK OVER SITE SURVEY 
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PHOTO A Makeshift bridge crossing ditch to “The Cottage” on Thornton Dam Lane. Ditch 

shows signs of flood debris 

 

PHOTO B Also on Thornton Dam Lane; banks of ditch are overgrown in places with 

overhanging vegetation. 



Mason Clark Associates – J3795 Report FINAL 14/10/08 

 

 

 

PHOTO C Taken from Thornton Dam Lane; culvert under Chapel Meadows Road. 

Illustrates the potential for the buildup of debris in a culverted drain. 

 

PHOTO D The southern end of the open ditch on Thornton Dam Lane. An example of a 

well maintained banks with the culvert passing under Scalby Lane at the far end. 
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PHOTO E Ditch running alongside the eastern end of Scalby Lane. Flow appears stagnant 

with vegetation growth on bed and water surface. 

 

 

PHOTO F Poorly maintained dry ditch at eastern end of Scalby Lane 
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PHOTO G 900mm diameter culvert of IDB maintained Bisopsoil Drain under Scalby Lane 

 

PHOTO H Bishopsoil Drain. Taken looking in a southerly direction illustrating a well 

maintained large drain. 
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PHOTO I Sandholme Road. This section of ditch may have been part of the old Anserdam 

drain (Gilberts Dyke). Well vegetated. 

 

PHOTO J Culvert under the driveway to the Wards Hotel pub car park. Highlighting the 

importance of clearing debris. 
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PHOTO K Clementhorpe Lane. Small pond on the corner of Bennetland Lane, which 

continues into a well maintained field ditch towards the railway down Clementhorpe Lane, as 

shown in Photo L. 

 

PHOTO L As described above 
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PHOTO M Small section of ditch owned by the railway, situated between the rail track and 

the end of Clementhorpe Lane, culverted under road/railway. 

 

PHOTO N End of ditch at southern end of Clementhorpe Lane, there is a 9” diameter pipe 

connection into the railway drain; it was beneath the water level when this photograph was 

taken. 
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PHOTO O Shows private culverted driveways on Clementhorpe Lane. A number of 

properties along this stretch of drain flooded in June 2007. 

 

PHOTO P Field drain running alongside the railway track. Reasonably clear and free of 

obstructions, but was heavily silted during the floods of June 2007 and was cleared in September 

2007. 



Mason Clark Associates – J3795 Report FINAL 14/10/08 

 

 

 

PHOTO Q Well maintained field ditch between Bellasize crossing and Bennetland crossing 

running alongside the rail track, which was cleared September 2007 for the first time in 30 years. 

 

PHOTO R Thornton Dam Drain culverted under a field entrance. Appears to be a 

connection point for a pipe situated north of Main Road on Thornton Dam Lane. 
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PHOTO S Thornton Dam Drain north of Main Road. Well maintained by the IDB. 

 

PHOTO T Bishopsoil Drain, just north of Main Road. Very little water in drain. Quite 

heavily littered and overgrown. 
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PHOTO U Shallow field drain containing little water. Appears to accept pipe discharges 

from land just north of Main Road. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

DRAWING NUMBER: 3795-01: PLAN SHOWING EXISTING AND HISTORIC 

DRAINAGE NETWORKS WITH ASSOCIATED KEY (3795-03) 

 


