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Executive Summary  

 
The Team Valley Flood Alleviation project will provide protection for a regionally important employment 
centre and residential homes; 464 properties are risk from a 1%AEP event including 14 residential and 450 
non-residential properties.  There are over 700 businesses on Team Valley employing over 20,000 people. 
 
Gateshead Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority have identified that it is ‘strategically important to 
protect and enhance Team Valley Industrial Estate … as it continues to be a major economic driver’, 
Gateshead and Newcastle Core Strategy 3. 
 
This Strategic Outline Case has been written to set out the case for additional resources to be made 
available for further development of the Team Valley Flood Alleviation Project.  The original Form A for £90k 
was authorised by the Area Flood & Coastal Risk Manager (AFCRM) for Northumbria, Durham and Tees on 
the 5 November 2014.  Following this Capita were appointed to develop the economic case and the PAR for 
Team Valley.  Their scope of work included:  

 
 Identification and assessment of a shortlist of options to reduce flood risk to Team Valley; 
 Review of previous feasibility reports avoiding a duplication of work where possible; 
 Consideration of a flood warning system for Team Valley; 
 Assessment of the opportunity to boost economic development and examine the negative 

impact of previous flood events; and 
 Evaluation of options providing multiple benefits of options, assessing their contribution to WFD 

outcomes, the provision of green infrastructure and access to local nature reserves, tourism and 
heritage. 

 
Capita have successfully identified a series of schemes that could be implemented across the catchment.  
These projects provide multiple benefits from a flood alleviation and environmental perspective.  However, 
the overall standard of protection provided by this proposed scheme is eroded by climate change and 
surface water issues remain difficult to address. More work is needed to develop additional measures which 
provide a holistic solution across the catchment.  

 
As the approval process for authorisation of expenditure has changed during the development of this project 
from a Form A to the 5 Case Business Model, this Strategic Outline Case is used to set out the detail of the 
works already completed and to put the case for further monies to be approved for the project.  This will 
include FSoD approval of all current expenditure and the expansion of the scope of this study to include the 
development of a master plan and for in principle approval of the first phase of schemes. 
 
As project will mainly protect non-residential properties it is only appropriate that the use of FDGiA be kept to 
a minimum.  To-date, £600k of partnership funding has already been pledged from the Lead Local Flood 
Authority, Gateshead Council and the freehold owner of the Team Valley trading estate, UK Land Estates.  
In addition there is now an open call for European Structural Funding in the North East Local Enterprise 
Partnership area under Priority Axis 5 - promoting climate change adaptation, risk prevention and 
management.  This open call provides an excellent opportunity to bid for 50% matched funding for some 
elements of this project that provide additionality and promote economic growth. 

 
To summarise, the Strategic Outline Case for the Team Valley Flood Alleviation Project sets out the case for: 

 

 Authorisation of existing expenditure on the project to ensure that all expenditure to date on this 
project is covered by the latest approval process; 

 Approval of further resources to extend the scope of the existing study to produce a master plan 
which will guide future applications for funding, setting out the benefits for partners and the 
synergies for joint working with the potential to secure £1,400k of efficiency savings by working 
in partnership with Highways England; and 

 A joint bid with Gateshead Council for £2,714k of ESIF/ERDF funding with Gateshead Council 
as Lead Funding Partner to widen the scope of flood alleviation measures to be delivered which 
increasing the standard of protection to properties in Team Valley. 
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1.1 Introduction 
 
The River Team is a heavily modified tributary of the River Tyne which flows in a northerly direction 
until it discharges into the Tyne at Dunston. The River Team flows through the centre of the Team 
Valley Trading Estate which is of significant strategic importance to the local economy. There is 
considerable flood risk to the trading estate and residential areas in close proximity from both fluvial 
and pluvial flooding.  This Strategic Outline Case provides details of a long list of projects planned to 
address fluvial risk and requests approval to instigate further investigations to alleviate flooding from 
all sources. 
 
Team Valley is of significant importance as a trading estate to the local, regional and national 
economy, supporting over 700 businesses and employing over 20,000 people.  The trading estate 
originally opened over 80 years ago in 1936 and at the time the river Team was heavily culverted to 
provide the first ever government funded industrial estate in the UK. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 1 – Construction of Team Valley Trading Estate in May 1936 including the culverting of the 
River Team. 
 
Today, there are a wide variety of businesses operating on the trading estate including precision 
engineering companies at the forefront of technology, metal fabricators, toolmakers, food 
manufacturing including bread and cheese, components for formula 1 cars and bank note printing 
facilities.  Significant flooding has occurred in recent years in 1969, 1979, 2008 and in 2012. This 
has significantly impacted on businesses in Team Valley, as well as inundating key traffic routes into 
the estate and causing disruption to a section of the A1 nearby.  This has led to certain sites being 
blighted within the trading estate and 5 remain vacant following flooding in 2012. 
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Figure 2 – HSBC flooded for the 2nd time in 2012 and Cromwell Tools 

Both buildings shown in the photographs above remain empty 4 years after the last flooding incident. 

In the Team Valley Trading Estate there are currently no formal flood defences and no formal flood 
warning system.  Many businesses have stated that they are at serious risk of closure if further flood 
events occur.  In 2012, £594,000 of insurance money was paid out to 34 businesses (Allianz 
Insurance PLC records) however the true cost of damage to businesses far exceeded this figure as 
just 9 of those businesses reported the true cost of damage was £1.3million.  This illustrates that 
businesses in Team Valley have paid for the majority of flood damages themselves.  In the long term 
this will not be sustainable. Flood risk has been exacerbated due to a heavily modified river channel 
and loss of the natural flood plain, culvert restrictions and screen blockages. 

The River Team and its floodplain have been heavily modified in the past through urbanisation, 
mining and industry.  The channel has been straightened and shortened in length by 3.5km.  River 
restoration potential is limited by erosion protection, culverting and development on the river’s 
floodplains.  In 2013, under the Water Framework Directive, the River Team had an overall 
classification of moderate with fails for chemical status and moderate for ecological status.  Several 
studies have identified that there is significant potential for river and floodplain restoration in the 
River Team catchment and initial estimates are that up to 10 hectares of new water dependant 
habitat could be created. 

The River Team flows through the Team Valley Trading Estate which is home to a small number of 
residential properties, together with 700 companies employing over 20,000 workers and 1,500 
students. Residential areas bound the trading estate on the east (Low Teams, Saltwell, Low Fell) 
and to the west (Lobley Hill).  Gateshead Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority has identified 
that it is ‘strategically important to protect and enhance Team Valley Industrial Estate given its 
importance in the region as a premier industrial estate; Team Valley Trading Estate continues to be 
a major economic driver in the region providing a wide range of marketable office and industrial 
premises, in a well laid out and attractive environment that benefits from direct access to the A1’, 
Gateshead and Newcastle Core Strategy 3, Spatial Strategy for Neighbourhood Areas, June 2015. 

In order to fully understand the potential future risk to Team Valley, an Infoworks ICM model v6 
model (developed under the Form A approval) has been used. The modelling exercise for the Do 
Nothing scenario shows that 341 properties are at risk in a 10% AEP including 8 residential and 333 
non-residential properties.  This increases to 464 properties for a 1% AEP event, including 14 
residential and 450 non-residential properties allowing for a 20% increase in flows for climate 
change.  The propensity for high level of screen blockages early within a flood event may mean that 
regular maintenance regimes are ineffective during any significant flood events as screens cannot be 
cleared and there are 14 potential points of blockage. 
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Figure 3 – Trash screens as Eslington Culvert under non flood conditions 

Figure 4 – Flood Risk for Team Valley baseline 1% AEP (darker blue 36 hour winter storm, lighter 
blue 1 hour summer storm) 

The key benefits of a flood alleviation scheme for Team Valley will be reduction in flood risk to 
residential, non-residential properties and infrastructure in the Team Valley. This will in turn lead to 
better protection for residents and businesses, improved job security in the area, reduced blight and 
protection of the prospects for economic growth on a local and regional level.   

Works will be carried out to develop a catchment wide Flood Alleviation programme which will 
ensure that flooding from all sources within Team Valley will be better managed.  This work will be 
carried out in partnership with Gateshead Council as the Lead Local Flood Management Authority.   

As part of this SOC, a long list of options has been identified giving full consideration to various 
technical, social, environmental and economic issues. Fluvial flood risk to the Team Valley Trading 
Estate is from a series of other tributaries as well as the river Team.  A series of interventions across 
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the catchment have been examined in order to best address the flood risk from each of these sources.  
Please see below map of the Team Valley watercourses. 
 
 
Figure 5 – Team Valley Watercourses  
 

 
 
 
 

1.2 Strategic Context 
 
Team Valley sits within the region supported by the North East Local Enterprise Partnership 
(NELEP).  The NELEP was initiated in 2010 to support the regional economy and assist economic 
growth.  The NELEP has ambitious plans for the area it covers and has set out those plans in a 
Strategic Economic Plan (SEP).  ‘In order to maximise growth in the North East’s economy, 
strategies, plans and programmes, the NELEP will focus appropriate enabling investment towards 
the key employment locations along the A1, which includes Team Valley as one of the two largest 
industrial estates in the area’ (NELEP, SEP 2014 pg. 11).   
 
Team Valley is also identified as a key target area in the ‘Planning for the Future, Core Strategy 
and Urban Core Plan for Gateshead and Newcastle upon Tyne 2010-20301’, which sets an 
ambitious plan for ensuring the economic, social and environmental prosperity for the area up to 
2030. Part of this plan is to ensure that the key employment area at Team Valley is protected and 
enhanced, but the plan also aims to make significant environmental and social improvements to 
make the Team Valley a more sustainable and enjoyable place to live. Part of this concept is based 
around the development of a ‘Green Corridor’ that links ecologically important habitats. 
 
In addition to its critical role as an employment centre, Team Valley is also critical to both road and 
rail connections on a regional and national basis, with the A1 crossing the River Team at the 

                                                 
1 https://www.newcastle.gov.uk/sites/default/files/wwwfileroot/planning-and-buildings/planning-
policy/planning_for_the_future_core_strategy_and_urban_core_plan_2010-2030.pdf 
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Coalhouse roundabout and the East Coast Main line intersecting the flood plain of the River Team.  
There are plans to widen the A1 between J65 and J67 from 2 lanes to 3 lanes in each direction 
with a likely start date on site of 2019 (subject to Government approval).  There are further 
opportunities to work with Highways England to deliver additional environmental and flood risk 
benefits through synergies between the scheme for widening this section of the A1 and increasing 
the connectivity of the flood plain at Lamesley. Highways England are looking to mitigate additional 
surface water created by this upgrade and will require significant fill materials in order to manage a 
change in levels over the East Coast main line.  The scheme at Lamesley Pastures could provide 
these arisings and may provide a significant saving to the project if the schemes can be aligned. 
 
At Eslington Culvert close to Lobley Hill, Network Rail have two railway bridges; one of the bridges 
has been identified as requiring replacement in the near future.  Network Rail are supportive of the 
Team Valley Flood Alleviation project as the schemes will provide increased protection to their 
assets. 
 
Earlier studies have concluded that ‘differing flooding sources and mechanisms within the trading 
estate mean that flood risk cannot be managed by one option alone’, Team Valley Integrated Flood 
Risk Study, JBA Consulting 2014.   It is envisaged that further opportunities to improve flood 
alleviation in Team Valley will be mapped to a masterplan to highlight all opportunities for joint 
working and partnership opportunities. 
 

1.3 Business Strategies  
 
The development of a master plan for flood risk management will be aligned with the strategic context 
set out in section 1.2 above and the national and functional strategies set out below: 

1.3.1 Key Stakeholders and potential partners 
 
Listed below are the key stakeholders and potential partner organisations who could work together 
on the Team Valley project: 
 

 Environment Agency; 
 Gateshead Council; 
 Northumbrian Water; 
 Highways England; 
 Network  Rail; 
 Durham Wildlife Trust; 
 Northern Power Grid; 
 UK Land Estates; and  
 Other key businesses on Team Valley. 

 
These potential partners are currently actively engaged in the project Steering Group which will help 
advise the master planning process.  The development of the flood alleviation proposals for Team 
Valley will reflect the policies set out below: 
 

1.3.2 National or functional strategies 
 

DEFRA Policy 
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Many of DEFRA’s high level policies are relevant to this scheme including: 
 

 Reducing the Threats of Flooding and Coastal Change; 
 Adapting to Climate Change;  
 Protecting and improving people’s enjoyment of the countryside; 
 Managing Freshwater Fisheries; 
 Improving Water Quality; and 
 Maintaining secure water supplies, high standards of drinking water and effective sewerage 

services. 
 
In addition the EA’s Action Plan – Creating a Better Place for Living was published in April 2016.  This 
is part of Defra’s ‘Single Department Plan’.  The key objectives of this plan are: 
 

 A cleaner healthier environment which benefits people and the economy; 
 A nation better protected against natural threats and hazards; and 
 Higher visibility, stronger partnerships and local choices. 

 
The purpose of the action plan is to ‘Protect the environment and promote sustainable development 
helping people adapt to climate change and reducing adverse impacts including flooding. 
 

National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management (FCERM) Strategy 

The National FCERM Strategy, dated September 2011, sets out a national framework for managing 
the risk of flooding. It helps organisations and communities to understand their different roles and 
responsibilities and is particularly relevant to Lead Local Flood Authorities (LLFAs) and Regional 
Flood and Coastal Committees (RFCCs), which have new duties under the Act. It promotes local 
decision-making and engagement, and encourages beneficiaries to invest in flood risk management.  

 

Flood Risk Management Plans (FRMPs) 

FRMPs are a requirement of the Flood Risk Regulations (2009) and cover flooding from rivers, the 
sea, surface water, groundwater and reservoirs. They focus on the reduction of potential adverse 
consequences of flooding for human health, the environment, cultural heritage and economic activity. 
FRMPs are also required to look at reducing the likelihood of flooding through, for example, structural 
initiatives. 
 
In developing FRMPs, the organisations involved must also take account of the European 
Commission’s Water Framework Directive, (WFD), 2000. This is to ensure that, in managing the risk 
of flooding, water resources and aquatic ecosystems are also managed sustainably by ensuring no 
deterioration, a pathway to good WFD status, and wider environmental and social benefits to local 
communities. 
 
The FRMP for the Northumbria River Basin District 2015 sets out how the Risk Management 
Authorities will work together to manage flood risk.  Team Valley is identified as having a history of 
flooding.  The FRMP also acknowledges the significant risk from surface water flooding and 
acknowledges the impact of climate change.  A key objective of the FRMP is to reduce economic 
damage from flooding to non-residential properties. 
 

Biodiversity 2020: A Strategy for England’s Wildlife and Ecosystem Services 

The Biodiversity Strategy, published by DEFRA in 2011, builds on the Natural Environment White 
Paper. It sets out the government’s ambition to halt overall loss of England’s biodiversity by 2020, 
support healthy well-functioning ecosystems and establish ecological networks to benefit wildlife 
and people. Environmental and habitat improvement works will be a critical success factor for this 
project. 
 
Gateshead Council – Strategic Flood Risk Assessment  
 
The Environment Agency are working in partnership with the Lead Local Flood Authority, 
Gateshead Council on Team Valley Flood Alleviation Project.  Gateshead Council are currently 
updating their Strategic Flood Risk Assessment to reflect the latest modelling carried out on Team 
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Valley. The latest published version from October 2013 reflects the extent of flood risk to Team 
Valley and lists the following issues: 
 
 Section 3.3.3 - Team Valley is identified as flooding from a number of sources; surface water, 

sewers, small ordinary water courses and water courses which are impacted from both fluvial 
and tidal flows; 

 Section 3.5 - Significant Structures, the Lady Park Burn which is culverted under Coach Road 
at Lamesley and the Black Burn culverted under the A1 and emerging at Dukesway are both 
listed as having an impact on flood risk in Team Valley; 

 Table 4.4 identifies Team Valley a Critical Drainage Area which is an area with complex 
surface water flooding issues; and 

 Table 2.2 of the Gateshead Council’s Employment Land Flood Risk Review identifies key sites 
within Team Valley which are at risk from flooding.   

 

1.4 Environmental and other considerations 
 
The nature of the urbanisation and industrial and commercial development across Team Valley has 
led to a historic deterioration of the river environment, with culverting of the channel, channel 
straightening, point and diffuse pollution from historical mine works, landfill sites and agriculture all 
having significant adverse impacts. These modifications have led to the River Team in 2013 having 
an overall WFD status of moderate with fails for chemical status and moderate for ecological 
status. 
 
Several studies have identified that there is significant potential for river and floodplain restoration 
in the River Team. The Environment Agency has an objective to contribute to WFD targets for 
rivers and catchments and in this case a pathway to achieving a good status is required. The River 
Basin Management Plan (RBMP) 2009, stated the following recommended measures for the Team 
Valley: 

The following measures are listed in the RBMP 

• Retain marginal aquatic and riparian habitats (channel alteration): 

• Preserve and where possible enhance ecological value of marginal aquatic habitat, banks 
and riparian zone: 

• Improve floodplain connectivity: 

• Increase in-channel morphological diversity: 

 
There are a large number of number of local wildlife sites including Norwood Nature Park, Urpeth 
Bottoms, the River Team Woodlands, Hagg Wood and Michesons Gill, Watergate Forest Park, 
Ravensworth Park and Washingwell Wood within Team Valley which provide excellent habitat and 
which are integral to Gateshead vision of a ‘green corridor’.  
 
The Team Valley Flood Alleviation Project will look at all opportunities to deliver the measures 
listed above and ensure that the flood alleviation measures considered will have multiple benefits 
providing opportunities for improved habitats, water quality, green corridors and channel 
morphology improvements. 

 

1.5 Investment Objectives  
 
The objectives of this Strategic Outline Case (SOC) are to address the following: 
 

 Develop a master plan for engagement with partners, demonstrating how all potential 
partners can align their objectives to reduce flood risk to people, property and infrastructure 
in the area; 

 Address all forms of flooding in Team Valley providing a standard of protection that is resilient, 
adaptive to climate change and includes the provision of a comprehensive flood warning 
system; 

 Ensure flood alleviation measures which reduce flood risk deliver multiple benefits, creating 
a more sustainable place to work and live; 
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 Maximise environmental outcomes for people and wildlife by improving water quality in the 
river Team and delivering other important measures that will contribute to achieving a ‘good’ 
status under the Water Framework Directive; 

 Provide further opportunities to improve sustainable transport links; 

 Explore all opportunities for funding including European funding and synergies with other 
developments in the area initiated by national and local government and private developers; 

 By addressing flood risk on Team Valley, relieve blight and support increased economic 
growth and activity within Team Valley protecting up to 20,000 jobs in this regionally 
significant employment area; 

 Promote tourism and increased visitor numbers to an extended and improved wetland 
corridor utilising the natural flood plain for the river Team; and 

 Minimise and mitigate any adverse impacts from a health, safety and environmental 
perspective that may result from the programme. 

 

1.6 Current Arrangements  
 
There are no existing formal flood defences in the Team Valley Trading Estate and no Flood Warning 
or Flood Alert service. Measures to reduce the potential for flooding are limited to the maintenance 
regime carried out by the Environment Agency and Gateshead Council.  These works include clearing 
trash screens and channel maintenance, which seeks to maximise the conveyance capacity of 
existing assets.   There are 14 potential points of blockage on the river Team just within the confine 
of the trading estate.  There are employment sites blighted within Team Valley and some businesses 
are concerned about insurance premiums and their ability to continue trade following a future flood 
event. 
 
The study commissioned by Capita in April 2015 has identified a series of schemes that are cost 
beneficial to pursue but these options do not address all forms of flooding and the standard of 
protection from fluvial and pluvial flooding is eroded over time by climate change.   
 

1.7 Main Benefits  
 
The key benefits of a flood alleviation programme for Team Valley including a master plan will be the 
identification of all measures needed to reduce flood risk from all sources to residential, non-
residential properties and to infrastructure in and around Team Valley. This will in turn lead to better 
job security in the area and have associated social and economic benefits on both a local and regional 
level.  It is estimated £288,921k of OM1 benefits will be accrued over the life of the project. 
 
The programme will offer the potential for habitat creation and environmental enhancements which 
could offer significant benefits across the study area.  This will support the local authority’s plans for 
the creation of blue/green infrastructure and the expansion of local tourism opportunities. 
 
Implementation of an initial phase of work and the development of a master plan will provide a 
blueprint to show how potential partners can work together to explore synergies, realise savings and 
efficiencies and add value through partnership working arrangements.  Key beneficiaries will be asked 
to make contributions to all appropriate phases of work. 
 

1.8 Main Risks  
 

The main risks are set out below in Table 1.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1 – Main Risks 
 

No Key project risk Adopted mitigation measure 
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1 

 
Multiple sources of flood risk are difficult 
to address 

 
All sources of flood risk have been incorporated 
into an ICM model.  At present, the overall 
standard of protection that can be achieved by the 
options considered to date is eroded by climate 
change.  Surface water issues specifically remain 
difficult to address.  FSoD approval of this SOC will 
allow effective measures to be delivered without 
delay, external funding measures to be maximised 
and the development of a master plan to address 
surface water flooding and residual fluvial issues. 
 

 
2 

 
Failure to secure partnership funding 

 
Creation of a steering group for early engagement 
and consultation of key stakeholders and potential 
partners is proving an effective means of ensuring 
that all parties fully appraised of flood risk and the 
benefit that they will gain from any scheme.  Form 
E approvals are in place for the negotiation of 
contributions from free hold owner of Team Valley 
Trading Estate and from Gateshead Council. 
 

 
3 

 
Flood alleviation measures for Team 
Valley are likely to be delivered in a series 
of phases with different partners over 
differing timescales.  This may result in a 
complex approval process. 
 
 

 
Early and continued engagement with the National 
Project Assurance Service (NPAS) will highlight 
any issues in terms of alignment of programme 
and project assurance.  A Project Assurance Plan 
has been developed to set out the proposed 
approval processes and timescales for each 
funding partner to secure funding. 

 
4 

 
Failure to secure European Funding
 

 
A bid is being prepared for ESIF/ERDF funding. If 
this bid is successful, it will increase benefits and 
standard of protection for the Team Valley Trading 
Estate supporting economic growth and protecting 
against climate change.   Approval for the outline 
application for funding should be provided by July 
2017.  A further 3 months will then be given to 
develop the full application.  Details for this phase 
of the scheme have been modelled and GI’s works 
undertaken to ensure deliverability.  There is a 
good strategic fit with the scope of the call as 
natural flood management and mitigation for 
reducing flood risk to key employment areas and 
business development districts are a key focus of 
this call.  It is proposed that Gateshead Council will 
be the lead funding partner with the EA as the 
delivery partner. 
 

 
4 
 

 
Cost overruns 

 
60% optimism bias is included in costs at present.  
A geotechnical desk top study and ground 
investigations have been carried out on the options 
looked at to date to check for issues that would 
affect cost and deliverability; this will lead to 
greater certainty regarding cost and programme.
 

 
 

 

1.9 Constraints  
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Authorisation of further expenditure on Team Valley through approval of this SOC will allow further 
work to be done to identify any constraints to the delivery of programme of works to improve flood 
resilience in Team Valley.  From the partners and sites considered to date it is clear that there will 
be number of interdependencies that will have to be considered including the timing of other major 
programmes of work and the approval processes necessary to secure funding to carry out those 
works.  It is envisaged that a master plan for this programme of works will enable all partners to 
understand the synergies and opportunities with their own programmes of work and for the EA to 
identify all key beneficiaries to work with. 
 
Examples of the constraints known to date are: 
 
The river Team passes through Eslington Culvert which in turn has two rail way bridges that span 
the river at this point.  Network Rail are planning works to bridge 17NEC17 (replacement of the 
superstructure and substructure repairs).  Network Rail would prefer to carry out their works prior to 
Eslington being de-culverted.  This may not be possible as Network Rail as this scheme may be 
deferred due to lack of funds. 
 
Highways England have recently completed consultation on the widening of A1 between junctions 
J65 Coalhouse to J67 Birtley from two lanes to three. This section of the A1 crosses the East Coast 
Main Line.  The EA and Highways England are in discussion regarding mutual benefits and 
synergies that can be explored regarding Highways England’s scheme and improvements to be 
made to flood resilience in Team Valley.  There is a potential of up to £1,400k of efficiency savings 
to be secured if Highways England are able to use the arisings from Lamesley Pastures as fill 
material for the A1 scheme.  Approval for Highways England’s capital scheme is expected in 2019 
with construction commencing in 2020.  In addition, a bid has also been made to Highways 
England’s Environment Fund to explore the possibility of working on further flood resilience 
measures on the Lady Park Burn and the Black Burn which feed into the river Team. 
 
The lake at Watergate forest park is a potential upstream storage area for flows from a tributary of 
the Team, the Black Burn.  A housing development of up to 520 homes is currently being 
considered for planning approval by Gateshead Council.  There is an opportunity to work 
Persimmon homes to reduce flows further from the green field runoff rates currently being 
proposed.  An Outline Application for Planning has been submitted by developer.  Discussions are 
ongoing regarding the implications for the scheme at Watergate Forest Park. 
 
In addition, a further development is planned at Kibblesworth.  Pre-planning consultation is ongoing 
with Taylor Wimpey at present.  Natural Flood management and SUDs are being planned for this 
development which may also improve flood resilience downstream. 

 

1.10 Dependencies  
 
There are no other studies that are known to depend on the outcome of this study nor is this study 
known to depend on the outcome of any other studies.  The Infoworks ICM model for the Team has 
recently been updated with revised information from a new model developed for the River Tyne.  
This update has provided greater accuracy in the tidal effect of the River Tyne on the Team and 
has provided greater understanding of the combined effect of tidal and storm risk.  The upper reach 
of the tidal influence from the river Tyne on the River Team is thought to be around Eslington 
Culvert.  The removal of Eslington Culvert has been modelled to check if it provides benefits in 
terms of reduction in tidal risk.  This was not found to be the case.  Hard defences downstream 
around St Omar’s Haugh are thought to be the most likely solution.  This project has been 
separately identified on the Medium Term Plan. 
 
In additional, careful consideration is being given to ground water levels and allowances that may 
need to be made for an increase in ground water levels and the potential for change in the current 
practise of pumping mine waters and discharging them in the River team.  Close liaison with the 
Coal Authority is ongoing. 
 
Authorisation of this SOC would ensure that flood resilience measures are considered throughout 
Team Valley and the Infoworks ICM model developed to underpin the development of the 
programme carefully reflects dependencies on other key parameters. 
 

2. The Economic Case 
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2.1. Introduction 
 
The Team Valley Flood Alleviation Project is currently identified in the Flood and Coastal Risk 
Management Medium Term Programme, with an allocation of £516k of FDGiA and £294k of Local 
Levy.  To date £170k has been spent on developing a programme of schemes across the 
catchment which include a number of measures to reduce fluvial flood risk.  It is proposed that the 
scope of this work is extended to ensure that all sources of flood risk are reduced.  The critical 
success factors for the project and the options to be considered for developing the business case 
further are listed below. 
 

2.2. Critical success factors 
 
Table 2: Critical Success Factors 
 

No Critical Success Factor Measurement Criteria Importance 
(1-5) 

1 Reduce the risk to residential 
properties from fluvial, pluvial 
and tidal flood risk in an area 
of high deprivation 
(Gateshead ranked 63rd most 
deprived out of 326 local 
authorities from Index of 
multiple deprivation 2015). 
 

A reduction in the number 
of residential properties 
from very significant risk to 
moderate flood risk .   
 

 
1 

2 Reduce the risk to business 
properties from fluvial, pluvial 
and tidal flood risk 
 

A reduction in the number 
of business properties from 
very significant risk to 
moderate flood risk 
 

 
2 

3 Secure efficiencies from the 
scheme to contribute to the 
overall target of £235 million of 
efficiencies from the FCERM 
GiA programme 
 

10% of efficiency savings 
for the project.  Cost 
savings, synergies and 
other efficiencies through 
partnership working to be 
explored. 

 
3 

4 Securing of partnership 
funding from all major 
beneficiaries and bid for 
ESIF/ERDF funding to provide 
increased resilience, growth 
and tourism opportunities. 
 

To be raised from partner 
contributions and other 
funding streams.   
An appropriate level of 
partnership funding 
secured. 
 

 
4 

5 Reduction in hard engineered 
solutions where appropriate 
and use of natural flood 
management approaches to 
achieve multiple benefits 
including the improved habitat 
and improved riparian 
boundaries and new river 
reach. 
 

Improvement in the quality 
of the river Team in line 
with the River Basin 
Management Plan (Water 
body ID GB103023075670) 
including improvements to 
channel geomorphology, 
floodplain connectivity and 
riparian habitats including 
 
2km of improved riparian 
habitats 
 
2km of improved channel 
geomorphology 
 
A further 150,000m3 of 
storage from better 
connectivity of the flood 

 
5 
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plain 
 
Further contribution to 
measures listed in the River 
Basin Management Plan 
working towards good 
ecological status by 2021. 
 
12 hectares of wetland 
habitat. 
 
Carbon Sequestration 
through change of use to 
land. 
 

6 Stakeholder collaboration 
 
 

Successful use of the 
Project Board and the 
Project Steering group to 
ensure that the Team 
Valley Flood Alleviation 
Project delivers multiple 
benefits and contributes to 
meeting stakeholder 
objectives and aspirations. 
 

 
6 

7 Carbon reduction during the 
construction of and use of the 
assets delivered by the project 

This will include estimating 
the CO2 in the raw 
materials that are used to 
deliver the schemes.  Direct 
emissions from personal 
travel by employees and 
transportation of raw 
materials, emissions from 
site activities such as 
earthworks and excavation 
and the comparison of 
waste management 
options.  

 

 
7 

 

2.3. Long list options 
 
The long list of options to be considered are set out in Table 3 below. 
 
Table 3: Long List of Options 
 

Description Reason for short list or rejection

Do nothing – this scenario assumes that no 
action is taken and all maintenance, repairs and 
other activities will cease immediately.  A flood 
warning system is not included in this option. 
 

12 residential and 358 business properties 
are at significant risk of flooding on Team 
Valley.  AAD estimated for do nothing 
scenario is £9,520k. 
 
Taken forward as the baseline for 
appraisal purposes 
 

Do minimum – this option is for the existing 
maintenance regime to be continued.  A flood 
warning system is not included in this option 
 

There are 14 potential points of blockage 
within the trading estate area of Team 
Valley.  With only 5 modelled as blocked 
the AAD estimated for the do minimum 
scenario is £1,339k.  Given the nature of 
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Description Reason for short list or rejection

the flood risk within Team Valley and likely 
early blinding of these screens or blockage 
of culverts it is likely damages would reflect 
the do nothing scenario.  These screens 
and culverts could not be cleared safely 
during an event.  At present there is no 
flood warning system in place. 
 
There is also a flood risk to a wide range of 
assets including electricity substations and 
access and egress to the A1.  There is also 
potential for disruption to the East Coast 
Main Line. 
 
The strategic drivers for the key partners 
who are currently working to deliver a 
solution to address flooding resilience on 
Team Valley require action to be taken and 
the current do minimum approach is not a 
viable option.  Over time with the potential 
for climate change even more residential 
properties and businesses in the area could 
be affected. 
 
Continued in line with appraisal 
guidance 
 

Option 1 – Formal Flood Defences within the 
Team Valley Trading Estate 

Predicted water levels within the River 
Team indicate that defence heights would 
need to be 2.3 meters.  However, even at 
this height significant flooding is still 
predicted to parts of the Team Valley 
Trading Estate as flood risk exists from 
multiple sources. 
 
The flooding originates from surface water 
manholes that are shown to surcharge due 
to elevated water levels in the River Team 
that ‘back up’ the surface water system.  As 
a result predicted flood depths in the lower 
part of the Trading Estate are shown to 
increase in the 1% AEP. 
 
Formal flood defences may be required in 
Team Valley but they cannot be considered 
in isolation.  They would need to be part of 
series of measures carefully planned to 
ensure that options with multiple benefits 
are prioritised and formal hard engineered 
defences are kept to a minimum. 
 
This option would only provide limited 
opportunities to introduce further ecological 
enhancements.   
 
 
 

Option 2 – Upstream Storage at Lamesley
 
Re-connection of the floodplain, restoration of 
historic meandering, improvement of riparian 
boundaries. 

There are multiple sources of flooding 
across Team Valley both from fluvial and 
pluvial sources.  Upstream storage of flood 
water by re-connection and extension of the 
natural flood plain provides an excellent 
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Description Reason for short list or rejection

 
The large open site open site at Lamesley 
provides considerable opportunity for 
environmental improvements.  Large parts of 
these pastures are of poor currently of quality in 
terms of habitat.  The site could be significantly 
improved to allow upstream storage of flood 
waters, by excavating additional areas to be 
wetland, re-introducing historic meandering to 
improve the storage capacity of the river and 
improve the riparian boundary facilitating the 
improvement of WFD outcomes. 
 

opportunity to reduce flood depths and 
would reduce the height of any formal 
defences that are required in Team Valley. 
 
This option provides an excellent 
opportunity to introduce environmental 
enhancements including introduction of new 
wetland habitat, species rich grassland and 
hedgerows, improved and new ponds and 
treatment of Himalayan balsam.  The 
pastures are currently used for grazing; it is 
proposed that some areas are protected 
and that rough grassland be left as ‘wildlife 
islands’.  Further bunding/embankments 
could be used to encourage Kingfisher and 
Sand martins. 
 
Storage at Lamesley Pastures could be 
used in a combination with other measures 
in line with JBA’s advice that ‘differing flood 
mechanisms within the trading estate mean 
that flood risk cannot be managed by one 
option alone’. 
 
 

Option 3 – Watergate Forest Park
 
A former re-claimed colliery site, Watergate 
Forest Park has a lake which can be used to 
store additional water in flood conditions.  This 
lake has a weir and waterfall feature which could 
be further throttled and a small flood kerb could 
be installed to attenuate further flood waters.  A 
flood wall could also be installed to protect 
overland flows to the A695. 
 

This option provides an excellent 
opportunity to store water upstream of the 
Team Valley Trading Estate.  The site is a 
locally designated wildlife park and any 
measures taken to attenuate water here will 
be undertaken sensitively to protect the 
ecological value of the park.   
 
The ecological enhancements that would 
be provided as part of this works on this site 
would be morphological improvements 
including coir rolls and willow faggots to 
encourage the establishment of vegetation.  
The planting of reed beds to improve water 
quality, the treatment of Himalayan Balsam 
in channel and the installation of bird and 
bat boxes. 
 
Watergate Forest Park is on the Blackburn 
tributary to the river Team and is only one 
of many sources of fluvial flood risk to 
Team Valley.  Therefore this option cannot 
be taken forward in isolation.  It is therefore 
proposed that Watergate Forest Park is 
taken forward as part of a series of 
measures. 
 
 
 

Option 4 – The removal/part removal of 
Eslington Culvert and the weir directly 
upstream. 
 
The removal/part removal of 350m of culvert at 
Eslington on the river Team and removal of the 
weir immediately upstream of the culvert.  
Eslington culvert is a significant source of flood 

The removal/part removal of 350m of 
culvert will provide multiple benefits.  The 
trash screens at either end of the culvert 
blind early in both heavy rainfall and tidal 
events.  The opportunity to align 
programmes to work with Network Rail on 
the renewal of their bridge 17NEC17 that 
crosses the Team above Eslington Culvert 
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Description Reason for short list or rejection

risk for Team Valley trading estate with trash 
screens on the upstream and downstream ends 
of the culvert.  Eslington Culvert is at the upper 
limit of the river Tyne tidal reach.  The weir 
directly upstream will also be removed. 
 

offers opportunities to deliver further 
efficiency savings. 
 
The removal of the culvert will increase in-
channel diversity by increasing light 
infiltration.  It is proposed that further 
morphological improvements are made 
including the installation of coir matting with 
pre vegetated native marginal aquatic 
species. The removal of the weir will 
improve the passage of migratory species.  
 
Although there are significant benefits from 
this option, it will not provide the standard of 
protection required across the trading 
estate due to multiple sources of flooding. 
 
 
 

Option 5 – Natural Flood Management 
 
Restoration and wetland creation and re-
introduction of historic meandering in Urpeth 
Wood; In Low Urpeth, the introduction of wetland 
and hedgerows and at Target Wood the 
introduction of a riparian buffer and hedgerows. 
The introduction of leak dams at Lady Park Burn. 
 

This option would allow a number of sites to 
be used to attenuate water contributing to 
the overall level of flood resilience in Team 
Valley.   
 
Each of the sites has its own unique 
opportunities for environmental 
enhancement.  These include 
morphological improvements including 
restoration of historic meandering, 
backwaters, wetlands and two stage 
embankments.  Opportunities to expand 
scub habitat for reptiles, install bird and bat 
boxes, artificial otter holts, species rich 
hedgerows, measures to slow flows and 
reed beds to improve water quality.   
 
This option will allow a number of best 
practise natural flood management 
techniques to be used to good effect to 
provide multiple benefits.  However, this 
option would not be provide sufficient 
protection as a standalone scheme but will 
contribute to the critical success factors for 
the Team Valley Flood Alleviation Scheme. 
 
 
 

Option 6 - Combination of options 3 -
Eslington Culvert and weir removal, option 4 
storage at Watergate Forest Park and option 5 
natural flood management in the catchment, 
with option 2 Lamesley Pastures being put 
forward for an ERDF bid. 
 
Deliver the schemes at Eslington, Water Gate 
Forest Park and the natural flood management 
options across the catchment would allow a swift 
reduction in flood risk to be implemented for 
Team Valley. 
 
In addition bid for ESIF/ERDF funding for 
Lamesley Pastures to ensure additional benefits 

Significant flood risk would be reduced to 
343 properties (332 businesses and 11 
residential).  This option would deliver the 
schemes at Eslington, Water Gate Forest 
Park, together with various natural flood 
management schemes across the 
catchment.  It is also proposed to submit an 
ERDF bid to deliver additional flood storage 
at Lamesley Pastures. 
 
The inclusion of the scheme at Lamesley 
Pastures will provide the additional benefits 
of habitat creation, carbon sequestration 
and improved WFD outcomes.  Extending 
the floodplain at Lamesley reduces the 



Team Valley Flood Alleviation Scheme            Page 22 of 40 

Description Reason for short list or rejection

in terms of flood protection and would ensure that 
any physical defences delivered to address any 
residual fluvial risk would be kept to a minimum. 
 

depth of flood waters across Team Valley 
and would ensure any future interventions 
of formal hard defences and/or property 
level protection more cost effective.  There 
is an opportunity to bid for 50% funding for 
the Lamesley Pastures project through a 
Priority Axis 5 call for ERDF funding – 
Promoting climate change adaptation, risk 
prevention and management. 
 
A masterplan would be developed to 
address residual fluvial and pluvial flooding 
issues providing a coherent vision allowing 
a further programme of schemes to be 
developed with the opportunity to work with 
key partners to exploit synergies and 
deliver multiple benefits in terms of habitat 
creation and improvements in water quality. 
 
 
 

Option 7 
 
Stand alone flood warning system to be 
installed to protect properties across Team 
Valley 

Implementation of a stand-alone flood 
warning system across Team Valley will 
enable residents and businesses to be 
better prepared for a flooding incidents.  
Engagement of businesses in developing 
flood plans may assist in planning for 
business continuity and damage limitation.  
However in raising the profile of flood risk, 
businesses may become more sensitive to 
the issue and it may have a negative impact 
on the area in terms of employment 
opportunities and growth.  Many of the 
businesses operate 27/4 in time critical 
sectors with high value machinery and 
products and will not be able to sustain 
interruptions to their operations.  A flood 
warning system will be considered as part 
of the series of measures but is unlikely to 
provide sufficient reassurance to business 
that further blight would not occur. 
 
 
 

Option 8 
 
Option 8 - Combination of options 3 - 
Eslington Culvert and weir removal, option 4 
storage at Watergate Forest Park and option 5 
natural flood management in the catchment 
 
Delivering the schemes at Eslington, Water Gate 
Forest Park together with the natural flood 
management options across the catchment would 
allow a swift reduction in flood risk to be 
implemented for Team Valley. 
 
Further work is required to address all sources of 
flooding but the measures set out above will 
address the main sources of fluvial risk and will 
ensure that an early intervention is taken. 
 

Significant flood risk would be reduced to 
341 properties (330 businesses and 11 
residential).  This option would deliver the 
schemes at Eslington, Water Gate Forest 
Park, together with various natural flood 
management schemes across the 
catchment. 
 
Lamesley Pastures would not be included 
and the additional benefit of habitat 
creation, carbon sequestration and 
improved WFD outcomes will not be 
delivered.  Extending the floodplain at 
Lamesley has the benefit of reducing the 
depth of flood waters across Team Valley 
and would any future interventions of formal 
hard defences and/or property level 
protection more cost effective.   
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Description Reason for short list or rejection

 

Option 9 - Upgrade of screens, CCTV and 
telemetry 
 
Carry out works across the catchment on all 
potential sources of blockage to ensure all 
screens are compliant with EA design and that 
appropriate supporting telemetry and CCTV is 
installed to support early intervention to blinding 
of the screens to avoid the implications of a full 
blockage. 
 

There are three areas where screens are 
used across the catchment – at Eslington, 
on the Lady Park Burn and on the Black 
Burn.  Eslington Culvert is a local authority 
asset.  Option 4 sets out the case for partial 
removal of the culvert.  As the screens blind 
early in an event and cannot be safely 
cleared it is unlikely that a change of screen 
type would have any impact.  At the Lady 
Park Burn the screen is compliant with EA 
design standards and is monitored by 
CCTV.  In addition, a tree catcher as 
previously prevented early blinding of the 
screens.  On the Black Burn to the side of 
the culvert is a pedestrian subway.  When 
flows in the Blackburn reach a particular 
level, waters by pass the culvert and flow 
under the pedestrian underpass.  It is 
unlikely a change of screen would prevent 
this happening. 
 
 
 

 
 Options 6 and 8 from the long list are the most effective in terms of the properties protected from 
very significant events.  Option 6 provides a wider range of benefits in terms of habitat creation, 
carbon sequestration, WFD outcomes and the opportunity to attract partnership funding.  Option 6 
will also ensure that any hard defences or property level protection needed to address the 
remaining businesses and properties at risk could be more appropriately sized and would not have 
such a significant environmental or aesthetic impact on the trading estate.    A non-strategic 
approach is being taken in relation to the drawdown of FDGiA and it will be possible to draw down 
further FDGiA to look at hard defences and surface water flooding following authorisation as part of 
the OBC. 
 

2.4. Short listing of options 
 

2.4.1   Overview 
 
 
 
The geographic location of the schemes on maps 1, 2 and 3.  The master plan would show how 
further phases of work such as physical defences such as a floodwall or bund within the Trading 
Estate and SUDs and more traditional forms of attenuation could delivered to provide higher 
standards of protection. 
 

2.4.2 Technical assessment  
 
Ground Investigations works have been carried out for the proposed sites, together with costings 
and initial designs.  Consultation took place with statutory undertakers and land owners prior to the 
works taking place. 
 
In addition to the GI works, modelling works were undertaken using an Infoworks ICM model v6.  
This integrated 2D model was extended from the model used by JBA in November 2014 for a 
previous study with further topographical and in channel surveys being provided.  In addition, the 
model was updated to represent the latest sewerage and surface water networks using a model 
developed for Northumbrian Water by Amec in 2012.  This model was licenced to the EA for the 
purposes of project.  The details from this model have been incorporated into the Infoworks ICM 
model to ensure that the ICM model represents the sewerage network as accurately as possible. 
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The Infoworks ICM model was also updated with the new Tyne model (the Team is a tributary of 
the Tyne) to inform the extent of tidal reach from the Tyne into the Team and to highlight any 
exacerbation of tidal risk to the Team.   
 
It is proposed that further GI works would be required for other sites identified as part of the master 
plan to ensure that the options are feasible and deliverable within the cost envelope set for the 
programme. 
 

2.4.3 Environmental assessment  
 
As part of the works carried out by Capita, phase 1 habitat surveys and a Preliminary 
Environmental Assessment were carried out.  This was used to develop the scope of the GI works 
and will provide as bench mark for each of the sites in terms of the current position.    The 
Preliminary Environmental Assessment has also highlighted potential opportunities for 
environmental enhancement.  Each of these opportunities are listed in section 4.2 of the report.  
These enhancements have also been included on initial landscape plans for each of the sites. 
 
The Team Valley Flood Alleviation Project has been screened internally by the Environment 
Agency’s National Environmental Assessment Service (NEAS) who have concluded that statutory 
Environmental Impact Assessment is not required. A ‘Non-statutory’ environmental assessment will 
be undertaken in accordance with internal Environment Agency procedures.  This will assess in 
detail the specific environmental impacts and recommended mitigation proposals for each site.   
 
 

2.5. Economic appraisal 
 

2.5.1   Benefits  
 
From the economic case developed by Capita, it has been estimated that the level of annual 
average damages for the do nothing option is in the region of £9,520k.  These are the damages 
that are eligible to be counted for FDGiA funding.  They include allowances for damages avoided to 
residential property, non-residential property, vehicles, emergency services, for evacuation and 
temporary accommodation, damage to roads and traffic diversion costs.  This is based on 
estimating the damage to property and infrastructure from flood extents and depths modelled on 
the scenario do nothing 16 hour winter storm without a 20% allowance for climate change with no 
flood warning. 
 
Indirect damage to business and electricity disruption would take the estimated annual level of 
damage to over £10,467k for the same scenario. 
 
In addition to the benefit of costs avoided, the value of ecosystem services benefits will also be 
used to demonstrate the additional benefits that the programme of work could deliver.  These will 
be evaluated in terms of river water quality, habitat creation and greenhouse gas sequestration.   
 

Costs  
 
Cost estimates have been provided by Capita for the schemes included in all the options.  These 
costs are estimates based on SPONs Architects and Builders Price Book 2016 and tendered prices 
submitted to for similar schemes in the last 12 months. 
 
 
 
There has already been considerable support from beneficiaries and stakeholders listed in section 
1.3.1.  There are ongoing discussions with many of these stakeholders to look at the opportunity to 
align programmes of work for mutual benefit and to deliver a wide range of outcomes. 
 
It is proposed to spend a further £281k to develop detailed designs for the schemes in option 6 and 
to develop a master plan for reducing all forms of flood risk to moderate.  It is envisaged that this 
investment will easily be recovered in terms of additional contributions that can be substantiated 
due to higher levels of protection afforded to Team Valley.  Gateshead Council are making a £30K 
contribution to the development of the detailed designs for the scheme. 
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Option ranking & Economic appraisal conclusion  
 
Table 4 – Option ranking 
 

 

      

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     
 
 

Option Description 
Costs Benefits 

Contributions BCR Ranking iBCR 
£k £k 

  Do Nothing 0 0 0       

  Do Minimum £1,305 £243,923 0 186.91   Baseline 

4 

Option 4 – 
Additional 
storage 
Watergate 
Forest Park 

£1,554 £250,029 0 160.89 1 24.5 

8 

Option 8 - 
Core 
Scheme, 
Eslington 
Culvert and 
weir removal, 
storage at 
Watergate 
Forest Park 
and natural 
flood 
management 
in the 
catchment. 

£3,804 £264,871 600 11.03 2 11.0 

3 

Option 3 – 
Removal of 
Eslington 
Culvert and 
weir 

£2,250 £251,627 0 111.83 3 8.2 
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5 
Option 5 – 
Natural flood 
management 

£2,556 £251,692 0 98.47 4 6.2 

6 

Option 6 – 
Core 
scheme, 
Eslington 
Culvert and 
weir removal, 
storage at 
Watergate 
Forest Park, 
natural flood 
management 
in the 
catchment 
and match for 
ERDF bid for 
Lamesley 
Pastures 

£7,874 £268,813 £3,314 33.72 6 2.5 

1 
Option 1 – 
Hard 
defences 

£11,305 £261,990 0 23.17 7 1.8 

2 

Option 2 – 
Upstream 
storage at 
Lamesley 

£6,732 £251,815 0 37.41 5 1.5 

 
 
 
All results show that the BCR is higher than 1 for all do something options.  In line with the FCERM 
Appraisal Guidance (EA, 2010) the incremental cost benefit ratio must be greater than 1 for an 
option to be chosen which is not the most cost beneficial.  All of the options above meet this 
criteria.  These options will all be considered in greater detail in the OBC. 
 
 
 

2.6. Non-FDGiA eligible benefits appraisal 
 

Methodology  
 
An appraisal of the non-FDGiA eligible benefits has also been undertaken.  These include an 
assessment of in river water quality, habitat creation, greenhouse gas sequestration, in-direct 
disruption to business and disruption to power.  These non-FDGiA eligible benefits have been 
monetised to allow direct comparison. 
 
Table 5 Non-FDGiA eligible benefits 
 
 

Option and 
Description 

In river 
quality £k 

Habitat 
creation 
£k 

GHG 
sequestration
£k 

Indirect 
disruption to 
business £k 

Electricity 
disruption 
£k 

Do Nothing 0 0 0 0 0 



Team Valley Flood Alleviation Scheme            Page 27 of 40 

Do Minimum 0 0 0 224 235 
Option 1 – Hard 
defences 

0 0 0 235 238 

Option 2 – Upstream 
storage at Lamesley 

15 16 45 230 237 

Option 3 – Removal 
of Eslington Culvert 
and weir 

17 0 0 231 239 

Option 4 – Additional 
storage Watergate 
Forest Park 

0 0 0 229 235 

Option 5 – Natural 
flood management 

69 3 5 229 243 

Option 6 – Core 
scheme: Eslington 
Culvert and weir 
removal, storage at 
Watergate Forest 
Park, natural flood 
management in the 
catchment and 
match for ERDF bid 
for Lamesley 
Pastures 

101 19 51 243 240 

Option 8 – Core 
scheme: Eslington 
Culvert and weir 
removal, storage at 
Watergate Forest 
Park, natural flood 
management in the 
catchment 
 

86 3 5 242 239 

 
Monetisation of these non FDGiA eligible benefits shows that option 6 provides the highest values 
in terms of eco system services benefits and in terms of economic resilience.  In addition to these 
measures it may also be possible to assess the impact on employment, the disruption to education, 
agricultural damage and risk to life as the business case is developed further. 
 
Extending the scope of the programme of work for Team Valley will help to incorporate more end 
user requirements, provide higher satisfaction for the scheme and maximise on the opportunities 
for partnership working and securing public and private contributions. 
 

2.7. Preferred option 
 

The options set out in the long list will be re-examined and a preferred option selected at OBC. 
 
 

3. The Commercial Case  
 

3.1. Introduction and Procurement Strategy 
 
All options will be considered in further detail at OBC.  It is proposed that the additional work l 
needed to develop the OBC will be procured from the Asset Delivery of the Water and 
Environmental Management (WEM) Framework lot 1 and 2.  The EOI and tender documentation 
will be drafted by the project manager and reviewed by procurement and NEAS prior to issue.  The 
procurement process would be undertaken in parallel to the approval process for this SOC.  No 
appointment will made until the appropriate approvals have been secured.   
 
For works to be carried out deliver the schemes  it is proposed that a WEM Lot 4 framework 
provider would be commissioned to carry out the detailed design work and construction. 
 

3.2. Key contractual terms and risk allocation 
 
For the master planning works, the tender documentation will specify a NEC ECC Professional 
Services Contract with the WEM frameworks amendments.  The Employer’s Risks as set out in the 
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standard NEC PSC contract will apply with the exception of any framework amendments.  Any 
additional risks that are identified as part of the tendering process that are best managed by the 
employer will be set out in the Employer’s Risks section of Contract Data part 1.  All risks that are 
identified for the scheme will be managed collectively and as they materialise will be raised as Early 
Warnings within the contract administration process and where necessary Risk Reduction meetings 
will be held to address/mitigate the risks in order to reduce the impact to minimum in terms of time 
and cost.  Please see section 1.8 in terms of the key risks identified on the project to-date. 
 

3.3. Procurement route and timescales 
 
The tender for the master planning and the detailed design and construction works will be issued to 
the framework suppliers through the procurement portal, ProContract.  Awareness of the bidding 
opportunities will be raised first through the issue of an Expression of Interest providing details 
about the scope of works to be delivered and providing suppliers with time to ready their supply 
chain to prepare a response to the bid. 
 
As funding is being applied for from the ESIF/ERDF Priority Axis 5 call for projects promoting 
climate change adaptation, risk prevention and management, consideration will need to be given to 
any specific requirements from the Operational Guidance for this funding.  The WEM framework 
procurement processes have already been considered for compliance with the Operational 
Guidance and a paper stating compliance has been issued by the EA’s Procurement Team. 
 

3.4. Efficiencies and commercial issues 
 
The Team Valley project will be a complex programme of interventions across the Team Valley.  
The programme of works planned as part of the preferred option reflect an efficient and effective 
solution to alleviating flood risk within Team Valley. 
 
Efficiencies will be constantly sought during the design development and delivery phase of the 
project and the submission requested as part of the tender submission will include ideas for 
developing efficiencies.  This will used as part of the tender evaluation process. 
 
A completed project efficiencies form is enclosed as a baseline in Appendix 4.  This form identifies 
the potential to realise £1,465 of savings and efficiencies. 
 

4. The Financial case  
 

4.1. Financial summary 
 
This SOC requests authorisation to spend £281k in 2017/18 on development of the OBC.  The 
table also shows indicative allocations that may be required for the project from 2018 onwards. 
Development of the OBC will include further economic analysis, design, surveys, GI works, legal 
and estates works.  In addition the funding will include development of further options to address all 
forms of flood risk including SuDs and hard defences. 
 
Table 7 – Proposed Expenditure 
 

 

Project Summary £k Yr 0 
2015/16

Yr 1 
2016/17 

Yr 2 
2017/18 

Yr 3 
2018/19 

Yr 4+ 
2019/20 

 

 

Total 

EA Staff 
 

4 1 10 13 7 35

Initial investment:    
- Consultants 

fees (appraisal 
and GI) 

110 36 151
  

297
 

- Consultants 
fees (modelling) 

1 17 20
   

38

- Network Rail 1   1
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Project Summary £k Yr 0 
2015/16

Yr 1 
2016/17 

Yr 2 
2017/18 

Yr 3 
2018/19 

Yr 4+ 
2019/20 

 

 

Total 

Capital works: 
Consultancy   100 302 148 550
Prelims 232 113 345
Site clearance 141 69 210
Measured 
works 

2645 1303 3948

Optimism bias 
60% 

1956 963 2919

Ongoing maintenance:  
Assets on 
Gateshead 
Council owned 
land to be 
maintained 
using existing 
budgets. 

 

Project Total 
 115 55 281 5,289 2,603 8,343

 

4.2. Funding sources  
 
The current Authorised MTP has an allocation of £773,500 to the Team Valley Project for 2017/18 
and £170,200 for 2018/19.  This may be re-profiled through the refresh.  It is anticipated that it will 
cost approximately £280k to the OBC. 
 
. 
 
 
Table 8 FDGiA, Partnership Funding, Local Levy and ESIF/ERDF for Team Valley 

 
 

Annualised funding profile 
(£k) 

Yr 0 
2015/16 

Yr 1 
2016/17 

Yr 2
2017/18 

Yr 3 
2018/19 

Yr 4+ 
2019/20 

 

 

Total 

Grant in Aid 82 48 151 2,792 1,708 4,781
Partnership funding       

UK Land Estates   500  500
Gateshead Council   30 70  100

Local Levy 33 7 100 109  249
Other:  
ESIF/ERDF 1,818 895 2,714
 
Project Total 115 55 281 5,289

 
2,603 8,343

 
  
Further partnership contributions will be sought as the project develops.  Discussions have been 
held with UK Land Estates regarding an increase in their contribution of £500k.  It is envisaged that 
they will take a request to their board for further contributions as more detail can be provided 
regarding all the benefits that this the Team Valley Flood Alleviation Scheme will provide to their 
estate.  A full understanding of the commercial interests of UK Land Estates with the longer lease 
holders of some sites on Team Valley will help to provide a more detailed map of all beneficiaries.  
It is envisaged that some companies on Team Valley with a significant commercial interest in the 
site that they have leased from UK Land Estates will also be requested to make contributions.  This 
will further reduce the level of FDGiA required to fund the project.  £600k of partnership funding has 
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been pledged to date. 
 

4.3. Impact on revenue and balance sheet 
 
The options considered to-date will create some assets which will be on land owned by Gateshead 
Council.  It is not anticipated maintenance costs will exceed the budget that that Gateshead 
Council currently allocates to maintaining these assets.  These maintenance arrangements will be 
set out in the Partnership Agreement.  It is proposed that stewardship arrangements are put in 
place for the Natural Flood Management sites. 
 
It is envisaged that further capital works will be identified through the development of a master 
plan.  Any schemes identified through this process will be subject to separate approval process.  
The PF calculator enclosed in Appendix 5 shows the level of FDGiA eligible for a non-strategic 
approach is £7,474k and for a strategic approach would be in the region of £14 million. 

 
4.4. Overall affordability 

Outline and Full Business Cases for this project will be submitted once the outline application for 
ESIF/ERDF monies has been successful. 

 

5. The Management case 
 

5.1. Project management 
 
It is proposed that this project will be led by the Partnership and Strategic Overview Team in 
Tyneside House at Newcastle due to the complexity in partnership funding and the use of 
European funding as match.  Although Gateshead Council will act as the lead funding partner for 
the ERDF bid to deliver Lamesley Pastures, the council has requested that the Environment 
Agency acts as the delivery partner for this scheme.  Also, it is envisaged that further phases of 
work will be developed as a result of the master planning process which will also be delivered with 
a range of partners either with the Environment Agency delivering the scheme or others delivering 
on behalf of the EA and Gateshead Council. 
 
The project will be managed by an experienced project manager using the Prince 2 methodology, 
administering the project through Asite using PPMT.  The WEM framework will be utilised for lot 1 
and lot 2 consultants for development of the master plan and appropriate WEM lot 4 framework 
providers will be used to provide detailed design and construction of the schemes following Full 
Business Case approval.  A detailed procurement strategy will be developed as part of the Outline 
Business Case process and will include reference to appropriate procurement processes to meet 
ESIF/ERDF requirements. 
 

5.2   Project structure and governance 
 
The Project Sponsor is Oliver Harmar, the Project Executive is Leila Huntington and the Project 
Manager is Tina Robinson.  As partnership funding will be used to deliver the project, the project 
will be overseen by a Project Board will be set up to oversee the detailed design and delivery 
phases of the project.  The structure of the Project Board is set out below. 
 

5.3   Project roles and responsibilities 
 

    Table 9 – Project Roles and Responsibilities 
 

Project Board 
Name Organisation/Post Project role and key responsibilities 
Oliver Harmar EA, Deputy Director Chair of the Project Board and Project Sponsor 

 
Leila Huntington EA, FCRM Area 

Manager  
 

Project Board Member, Project Executive and 
Steering Group member 

Phil Marshall EA, PSO  
 

Project Board member and Senior PSO 
representative 
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Paul Dowling Gateshead Council 
 
Strategic Director, 
Communities and 
the Environment 
 

Project Board Member and Chair of the Steering 
Group 
 
Representing Gateshead Council as Lead Local 
Flood Authority, Lead Funding Partner for the 
ERDF bid and provider of partnership 
contributions. 
 

Phil Moorin Investment Director 
– Representing UK 
Land Estates 

Representative on the Project Board for UK Land 
Estates and Steering Group Member 
 
Representing UK Land Estates who are one of the 
main beneficiaries of the scheme and the freehold 
owner of Team Valley Trading Estate. 
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Project Team 
Name Organisation/Post  
Jo Gooding Gateshead Council, 

Project Manager 
Project Team and Steering Group Member 
 
Responsible for the project management of Team 
Valley project from Gateshead Council’s 
perspective liaising with the EA on details of the 
scheme and supporting Paul Dowling in securing 
approvals for the Team Valley Flood Alleviation 
Scheme from Gateshead Council. 
 

Tina Robinson, 
Client Project 
Manager 

EA, PSO Advisor 
and Project Manager 

Project Team Member and Project Manager 
representing the EA on the project.  
Responsibilities include: 
 
Scope of modelling, master planning and full 
business case development; 
Scope of the detailed design works; 
Procurement of the WEM Framework Suppliers; 
Negotiation of Partnership Contributions, 
assistance in drafting the Heads of Terms and 
Partnership Agreements; and 
Drafting of the ESIF/ERDF bid with funding 
partners. 
 

Terry Robson, 
 

EA, Specialist and 
AP representative  

Project Team Member and Senior User 
Representative 
 

Alex 
Bradley/Bruce 
Munroe 

NEAS representative Project Team Member 
 
Supporting the development of scope and delivery of the 
project; providing technical advice and support to 
projects, notably in managing EIA, SEA, WFD and 
habitats; and providing leads in landscape and heritage 
matters. 

Patsy Ryan, 
 
 
 
 
 

EA, Specialist and 
FBG representative 
 

Project Team Member 
 
Responsible for overseeing and advising on 
environmental outcomes and issues in relation to 
the project. 

Peter Shields, 
Ecologist 

Gateshead Council, 
Ecologist 

Project Team Member 
 
Responsible for overseeing and advising on 
environmental outcomes and issues in relation to 
the project. 
 

Robert Carr, 
Specialist 

EA, Catchment 
Partnership 

Project Team Member 
 
Responsible for liaison and integration of the 
project into the wider River Basin Management 
Plan 
 

Rory 
Hunter/Amanda 
McKevitt 
 

EA, PSO 
 
Senior Advisor 

Project Team Member and PSO representative 
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Gayle Wilson, 
Planning Officer 

Gateshead Council Project Team Member and Steering Group 
Member 
 
Responsible for integration of the Team Valley FAS 
to the wider SFRA for Team Valley and lead for the 
development of a Surface Water Management Plan 
for Team Valley.  Member of the Steering Group. 
 
 
 
 
 

Steering Group Member 
Amie Locker Highways England Steering Group Member 

 
Assistant Project Manager for Highways England - 
Coalhouse to Birtley widening scheme.  
Responsible for exploring synergies and 
opportunities with the HE scheme. 
 

Neil Adams Network Rail Steering Group Member 
 
Responsible for exploring synergies and 
opportunities with Network Rail’s bridge 
replacement. 
 

Neil Wilkinson 
 

Gateshead Council, 
 
Spatial Planning and 
Environment 
Manager 
 

Steering Group Member 
 
 
Responsibility for overseeing the strategic fit of the 
flood alleviation project with Gateshead’s spatial 
planning policies. 
 

Linzie Pendleton Northumbrian Water 
Group 
 
 

Steering Group Member 
 
Representing NWG as a RMA dealing with surface 
water and sewer flooding. 
 

 
 

5.4 Project Plan 
 
Table 10 below shows an extract from the Project Assurance Plan.  This is 
enclosed in Appendix 5. 
 

Milestone 
Description 

Estimated 
Start date 

Estimated 
End date 

Asset to 
be 
created?

Budget 
Required 
(£k)

Staff 
Required 
(FTE) 

SOC approval 3 April 
2017 

28 April 
2017 

N N 0.5

Cabinet 
approval 
Gateshead 
Council 

11 April 
2017 

25 April 
2017 

N N NA

ERDF/ESIF 
Outline 
Application 
approval 

25 April 
2017 

30 June 
2017 

N 1.5 0.5
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Procurement 
of master plan 

3 April 
2017 

30 May 
2017 

N 90 0.5

Procurement 
of design and 
build 
contractor and 
additional GI 
works 

3 April 
2017 

30 May 
2017 

N 21.5 0.5

EA OBC 
development 
and approval 

1 July 
2017 

30 August 
2017 

N 30 0.5

ERDF/ESIF 
full application 

1 June 
2017 

30 August 
2017 

N 30 0.5

EA FBC 
development 
and approval 

1 Sep 
2017 

30 
October 
2017 

  

ERDF/ESIF 
outcome of full 
application 

1 Sep 
2017 

1 
November 
2017 

  

Issuing of 
contracts 

1 February 
2018 

28 
February 
2018 

N 8 0.5

Construction 1 April 
2018 

30 Sep 
2019 

Y 7890 1

Project Close 31 March 
2020 

31 March 
2020 

Y 2 0.5

 
5.5. Communications and Stakeholder engagement 

 

As there are a number of external partners that will be involved with the project and a 
project Steering Group has been set up to allow effective communications between all 
parties and to ensure that all opportunities for joint working are explored and maximum 
benefits are delivered.  This Steering Group has been used a means to communicate with 
stakeholders collectively, though separate meetings have been held with each 
organisation as necessary. In addition to the Project Steering Group, a working group 
meeting is regularly held between Gateshead Council and the EA to discuss issues 
regarding the development of assets on the Council’s land and the arrangements for the 
Council to bid as the lead funding partner for the ESIF/ERDF bid. 
 
A Communications and Stakeholder Engagement Plan has been developed and is 
attached in Appendix 6 of this report. 
 

5.6. Change management 
 

Any change to the scope of schemes for the Team Valley or issues that arise during the 
delivery of the schemes that are beyond the day to day matters that should be managed 
by the project team will be discussed at the Project Board and the appropriate decision 
taken.  Partnership Agreements will set out the relationship between the partners 
contributing to the scheme and the in the case of Gateshead Council as lead funding 
partner for the ESIF/ERDF bid will deal with matters which are unique to these 
circumstances.  The Project Board will have oversight of the development of the master 
plan and the future modelling and design works that result from the master planning 
process.  The Project Board will also have oversight of the procurement of the contractors 
to deliver the next phases of work and will be responsible for overseeing any major 
changes of scope.  Once contractors are appointed, the appropriate change mechanism 
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in the NEC contract will be used to instruct changes to the contract.  The roles and 
responsibilities of the Project Board are set out in Table 9 above.  The Project Steering 
Group will also be kept informed of the key issues that arise and any changes to the 
scope of works that affect the project. 

 

5.7. Benefits realisation  
 

Table 11 below shows the categories of benefits that could be realised from the scheme.  
The exact quantities will depend on the preferred option selected at Outline Business 
Case stage.  
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Table 11 – Benefits Realisation 

Benefit Description (inc cost code for 
cashable financial benefits) 

How measured 
and with what 
frequency? 

Measure baseline 
and target 

Benefit Owner 
(named individual) 

When will benefit start and when  
will it be fully realised 

Financial – cashable (cash releasing) 
Reduction in 
maintenance 
costs for 
Gateshead 
Council. 

Gateshead Council 
responsible for maintaining 
Eslington Culvert, clearing 
trash screens and clearing 
any culvert obstruction.  
These costs will be reduced 
in line with  reduced 
maintenance obligations 

Annual revenue 
funding saved 
£k 

tbc Gateshead Council Benefits will be accrued from 
completion of construction of the 
first phase of the scheme. 

Financial – non cashable (cost avoidance) 
Benefits OM1 and OM2 benefits 

including damage to 
residential and non-
residential properties, 
vehicles, emergency 
services, evacuation and 
temporary accommodation, 
Road Damages and Traffic 
Diversion Costs 

Annual Average 
Damages 
avoided £k 

£288,921 UK PLC Benefits will be accrued from 
completion of construction of the 
first phase of the scheme. 

Businesses and 
jobs protected 

Estimate provided by Capita 
based on survey carried out 
after the 2012 floods. 

Methodology 
included in 
Economic 
Appraisal June 
2016 (number of 
businesses and 
jobs) 

332 businesses 
better protected 

Businesses on Team 
Valley at greatest 
risk of flooding 

Benefits will be accrued from 
completion of construction of the 
first phase of the scheme. 

Loss of business 
rate income  

Recurrent flooding may result 
in empty properties on Team 
Valley and a net loss of 
business rate income to 
Gateshead Council if 

Rateable value 
per property, by 
no of 
businesses 
affected. 

tbc Gateshead Council Benefits will be accrued from 
completion of construction of the 
first phase of the scheme 
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businesses close or choose 
to re-locate outside of the 
borough. 

Blight on Team 
Valley business 
units as a result 
of recurrent 
flooding 

Loss of rental income to UK 
Land Estates PLC 

Annual loss of 
income £k 

£400k per annum UK Land Estates Benefits will be accrued from 
completion of construction of the 
first phase of the scheme 

Electricity 
outages avoided 

Willingness to pay to avoid 
disruption to electricity supply 
(stated preference) 

Annual cost of 
electricity 
disruption 

£1,076k 
(willingness to 
pay to avoid 
disruption) 
estimated 3500 
customers 

Northern Power Grid Benefits will be accrued from 
completion of construction of the 
first phase of the scheme 

Non-financial 
Environmental 
improvements 

OM4 – wetland habitat 
creation and increasing 
biodiversity, ecology and 
geomorphology 
improvements to the Team 
Valley catchment including 
floodplain connectivity, 
morphological diversity and 
improved water quality 

Completion of 
the works 

12 hectares of 
wetland habitat 
created, over 1km 
of new river 
reach, 2km of 
riparian 
boundaries, use 
and promotion of 
natural flood 
management 

EA, Gateshead 
Council, Durham 
Wildlife Trust 

Benefits will be accrued from 
completion of the construction of 
the first phase of the scheme 

Opportunities for 
improved local 
wildlife sites  

Improvement to the green 
corridors highlighted in 
Gateshead Council’s Local 
Plan. 

Completion of 
the works 

Norwood Nature 
Park, Urpeth 
Bottoms, River 
Team Woodlands, 
Hag Wood and 
Michesons Gill, 
Watergate Forest 
Park, 
Ravensworth 
Park and 
Washingwell 
Wood. 
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5.8. Risk management 

All risks on the project will be actively managed and regular updates will be made to the 
Project Risk Register by the project team.  The key risks that are currently being 
addressed by the project team are:  

The main risks are shown in Table 1. 

Please see the full risk register listed in Appendix 7. 

5.9. Contract management 

The contracts that are put in place to develop and deliver this project will be managed as 
appropriate.  The Professional Services Contracts to deliver the master planning, 
additional appraisal and modelling works will be managed by the PSO project manager 
ensuring that the scope of the contract and activity schedule are adhered to.  Any 
compensation events will be assessed appropriately. 

The WEM framework lot 4 contract for design and construction of the schemes set out in 
this SOC will be managed by a suitably qualified ECC PM.

5.10. Assurance 

A Project Assurance Programme has been developed to manage the complexity of 
approvals for the project including the appropriate approval routes for public and private 
contributions.  This programme is enclosed in Appendix 8.  This Strategic Outline Case 
has been signed off by the Project Executive after consultation with the Project Sponsor 
and the Senior User.  The SOC will then be submitted to the EA’s National Project 
Assurance Service for approval by representatives of the National Project Approval Board.

5.11. Post project evaluation 

When each section of the programme is completed a post implementation review and 
project evaluation review will be carried out.  This will ensure that each part of the 
programme delivers the appropriate outcomes and will show the contribution made to 
flood resilience for Team Valley.

5.12. Contingency plans 

This master plan for Team Valley will set out a programme of interventions across the 
catchment which cumulatively will deliver an appropriate level of flood resilience.  A 
strategic approach to all forms of flood risk is being taken which will ensure that there is 
no double counting of outputs and no transfer of benefits.  This programme of 
interventions can be delivered overtime to deliver flood alleviation on an incremental 
basis.  The individual schemes can delivered in partnership as opportunities for funding 
and other synergies allow.  As the OBC is developed appropriate alternatives will be 
explored for delivery should all the elements of the preferred option not be capable of 
delivery.
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I confirm that the documentation is ready for submission to NPAS/LPRG/IT TAB/Budget Holder 
(delete as appropriate).  

I, as Project Executive, have ensured that relevant parties have been consulted in the 
development of this project and the production of this submission in particular the Project 
Sponsor and Senior User.   

Name 

Job Title 

Emailed 
approval 

Date 
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