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RAMSEY UPWOOD & GREAT RAVELEY INTERNAL 
DRAINAGE BOARD 

 

Contact: Polly Tombleson, Senior Business Support Officer 

Email: enquiries@middlelevel.gov.uk 

Telephone: DD (01354) 699377                                                                  

                                                                                                                      

                                                                              

          13th December 2024 

Dear Board Members 

Upcoming meeting of the Board 
Thursday 9th January 2025 

 

Please find overleaf the agenda for the meeting of the Board to be hosted at the Old Nene Golf Club at 2pm 

on Thursday 9th January 2025. 

 

As you’ll be aware, we administer thirty Boards that mostly all meet within similar date ranges. Thank you 

to the majority of Members who already confirm their attendance proactively.  

Please help us manage your Board effectively by proactively letting Polly know as soon as possible, by 

telephone or email, if you can attend the meeting, or not, or if you’re uncertain. This results in less abortive 

time and cost to the running of all Boards. 

It is important that we have early confirmation whether or not the Board will be quorate.  

  

Yours truly 

P BURROWS, FCIWEM C.WEM CEnv 

Clerk to the Board 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Administered by: 
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RAMSEY UPWOOD & GREAT RAVELEY INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD 
Thursday 9th January 2025 – 2pm  

The Old Nene Golf Club, Ramsey PE26 2XQ 

 

Agenda: 

Item No Topic Format Lead 

1 Welcome & apologies Verbal Chair 

2 Declarations of Interest Verbal Chair 

3 Minutes of last meeting and matters arising  Pages 3 - 13 Chair 

4 Constitution & Membership 

• Attendance 

• Vacancies & appointments 

• Composition and amalgamations 

• Training  

Pages 14 - 16 Clerk 

5 Clerk’s Report Pages 17 - 22 Clerk 

6 Environment Officer’s Report Verbal Clerk 

7 Chairman’s items 

• Culverts along the Catchwater/Catchwater Slip 

Verbal Chair  

8 Consulting Engineer’s Reports, including: 

• Capital Programme & FCRM Grant-In-Aid 

Pages 23 - 38 Clerk  

9 Health & Safety Verbal Chair 

10 District Officer’s Report Verbal DO 

11 Governance 

• Banking 

• Review annual return for 2023/2024 

• Review Auditor’s report for 2023/2024 

• Review Policy 

• Consider & approve authorised officers, RFO & DPO 

• Risk Assessment & Insured Values 

• Internal Controls 

• Exercise of Public Rights 

Pages 39 - 43 
 
 
Pages 44 - 48 
Pages 49 - 58 
Pages 59 - 61 

Clerk 

12 Finance Report 

• Finance officer’s summary 

• Budget Monitoring 2024/2025 

• Highland Water Contributions from the Environment Agency 

• Precept 

Pages 62 - 63 
 
 
Page 64 
 
 
 

Clerk 

13 Date of Next Meeting Verbal Chair 

14 Any other business Verbal Chair 
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RAMSEY UPWOOD AND GREAT RAVELEY INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD 
 

At a Meeting of the Ramsey Upwood and Great Raveley Internal Drainage Board 
hosted at the Old Nene Golf and Country Club, Ramsey on Wednesday 4th May 2024 

 
PRESENT 

 
   Andrew Roberts (Chairman)  S Cornwell Esq 

S Bedford Esq    J Edwards Esq 
   L Butler Esq    M Mckenna Esq  
   J Clarke Esq      
            
Miss Samantha Ablett (representing the Clerk to the Board) was in attendance.  
 
Apologies for absence 
 
Apologies for absence were received from T Bedford Esq, R Blackhurst (Vice-Chairman), A Butler Esq, S 
Corney Esq, M Lambert Esq, A Wagstaffe Esq and C Wilkinson Esq 
 
 
B.1423 Inspection of the District 
 
New Fen Pumping Station   

 

Members noted the significant amount of weed at the station and discussed how this could be removed. It 

was agreed that a mini digger could be borrowed or hired and modified with a telescopic boom or rake to try 

and clear the weed and if this proved successful the Board could consider, at the next Board meeting, 

purchasing a mini digger for future use. 

 

The Chairman advised that an automatic weed screen cleaner at the pumping station was too expensive as 

it would likely cost in the region of £150,000. 

 

The Chairman referred to the ongoing subsidence monitoring at the station and members noted the current 

position.  The Chairman informed members that there had been a movement of 11mm since the subsidence 

had been monitored. He advised that although the Board had insurance cover for subsidence a claim had 

been unsuccessful due to there being no drawings available of the pumping station underground.  

 

It was also noted that the pumping station building was started to lean. 

 

The Chairman advised that the Health & Safety consultants had advised that warning signage was required 

and he had previously asked the consulting engineer to action this. Apart from this there were no other 

concerns raised by the Health & Safety consultants. 

 

Green Dyke Pumping Station 

 

The Chairman reported there had been a dead tree across the Middle Level Bank and after speaking with the 

consulting engineer it has since been removed. 

 

He reported further on complaints received from horse riders as they were prevented access to the Great 

Raveley bank due to a gate having been erected on the Middle Level Commissioners access.  

He added that this would be discussed later at the Board meeting. 
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It was noted that the pumping station also had a problem with weed and its removal and the Chairman 

advised that an automatic weed screen cleaner would eventually be required. 

 

The Chairman reported that COPE Safety Management had advised that a chain was required at the entrance 

to the escape ladder to restrict access, but allowing the ladder to be used in an emergency. 

 

The Chairman reminded members that the Pumping Station was nearing the end of its working life and 

advised that the condition of the piles had deteriorated further.   

 

The District Officer reported there were problems with the outfall flap and as there was no syphon breaker 

it could remain open, which would allow water to force the pump to run in reverse. He demonstrated the 

problem by turning the pumps on and off. 

 

He advised this matter would be discussed later at the meeting. 

 

Catchwater Drain 

 

Members inspected the Catchwater drain at points 3 to 4, which had been flailed to remove the build-up of 

small shrubs that had grown along this section. 

 

The Chairman reported that further work would be undertaken to clear the drain on the other side in 

2024/2025 at points 3 to 4 and further down at points 4 – 6, the other side of Stewarts Corner in 2025-2026. 

He added that the Board did receive a Highland Water contribution from the Environment Agency for this 

work. 

 

Miss Ablett asked all Board members to sign the attendance sheet and referred to the schedule attached, 

which recorded the ADA training videos that had been viewed by members. She reported that not all 

members who had viewed the videos had advised the Middle Level Offices and this was important as details 

had to be included in the IDB1 return and submitted to DEFRA. She asked all members to mark on the 

schedule the videos they had watched so a record could be kept. 

 

******************** 
 
The Chairman enquired whether ALL Board members were happy for the meeting to be recorded. All 
members were in agreement. 

 
 
B.1424 Declarations of Interest 

 
The Chairman reminded Members of the importance of declaring an interest in any matter included in 
today’s agenda that involved or was likely to affect any individual on the Board. 
 
Mr L Butler declared an interest (as District Officer) in any matters and payments concerning the District 
Officer and any payments to E M Butler. 

 
 
B.1425 Confirmation of Minutes and Matters Arising 

 
a) Minutes of the last meeting 
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RESOLVED 
 

That the Minutes of the Meeting of the Board held on the 4th January 2024 are recorded correctly 
and that they be confirmed and signed. 
 

b)  Matters Arising 
 

Roadway to Upwood Common pumping station 

 

Further to minutes B.1412, the Chairman reported he had met with Mr Ayres to discuss the 

overhanging trees within the 9-metre maintenance strip along the pump drain and had explained to 

him the pump at the pumping station may have to be removed. He added that Mr Ayres understood 

the Board’s concerns and would be cutting the trees shortly.  

 

The District Officer reported he had asked Mr Ayres to cut the trees last year, but this had not been 

done. He added that access to the pumping station needed to be available at all time, but especially if 

the pump had to be removed. He asked that the consulting engineer gives him notice of a likely date 

for the pump removal so that he can ensure there is access to the pumping station. 

 

RESOLVED 

 

That the consulting engineer gives the District Officer notice of when the pump is to be 

removed for an overhaul, so that he can ensure the trees have been cut back to allow access. 

 

Abbey Farm 

Further to minute B.1412, Miss Ablett advised that due to the confidential nature of the issues relating 

to this item, it was necessary to pass a formal resolution to exclude the public. 

 

RESOLVED 

 

That in pursuance of Section 1 (2) of the Public Bodies (Admission to Meetings) Act 1960, the 

public be excluded from the meeting when the above matters are considered by reason of 

the confidential nature of the business to be transacted. 

 
Tesco Pumped Outfall (Drain adjacent to Tesco at Point 28 

 

Further to minute B.1412, Miss Ablett advised that the lead Clerk was dealing with this and going 

through the small claims court at the moment. 

 
 

B.1426 Constitution & Membership 
 
Miss Ablett reported that during Paul Burrows’ 16 months in his role as Clerk to the Boards, he had attended 

a number of meetings and taken stock of the way in which the Middle Level Commissioners were supporting 

Boards with the right paperwork to ensure they were providing clarity and consistency across Boards. She 

advised that with this in mind Mr Burrows considered the agendas needed a refresh to assist Members with 

the flow and make it easier for minutes of the meetings to be prepared to a better standard and in a timely 

manner. 

She advised that Mr Burrows, having attended several Board meetings during the past year, it was evident 

that some Boards did not have as good attendance as others and were struggling in term of membership and 
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governance, including one Board having to escalate viability concerns to Defra. She added that the purpose 

of this agenda item was to assist in reporting this information to Defra in order to bring greater clarity around 

the strength of Boards in terms of membership. It was Mr Burrow’s intention that those Boards that were 

struggling it may trigger conversations around whether they needed to consider amalgamating with 

neighbouring Boards.  

Miss Ablett also outlined how Mr Burrows had invited all Chairs, Vice Chairs and Board Members who sit on 

more than one IDB within the Middle Level to an informal session recently to share thoughts about the future 

IDB governance landscape within the Middle Level and whether action was needed to ensure this was 

resilient for the future. She added that a small group was identified to draft an initial case for change and 

that this would be shared when ready for wider inputs and views. 

 

Appointment of Clerk 

RESOLVED 

That the Middle Level Commissioners be appointed as Clerk to the Board. 

Training 
 
The Clerk reported that ADA are in the process of updating the Good Governance Guide, and a new version 
is expected with new training materials. Miss Ablett agreed to circulate this once it has been published. 
 
 
B.1427 Clerk’s report 
 
Miss Ablett referred to the Clerk’s comments regarding the procurement of electricity for the Middle Level 

Commissioners and its administered Boards. She reported that an Electricity Committee had been formed 

bringing together a small group of IDB Chairs to review options and ultimately decide on the next contract 

arrangements and advised the Chairman of the Board was a member of the Committee. 

 

She enquired whether the Board would authorise the Electricity Committee to decide the next electricity 

contract on their behalf. 

 
RESOLVED 

 

i) That the report be noted. 

 

ii) That the proposed approach to determining the next electricity contract is supported. 

 
iii) That in determining their valuations for insurance purposes, the Board recognise the 

limitations associated with their current valuations and the risks they hold of being 

underinsured.  

 
 
B.1428 Environment Officer’s report 
 
The Board noted and approved the Environment Officer’s report. 

RESOLVED 

i) That the report be noted. 
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ii) That the Chairman be appointed as the Board’s Environmental Representative. 

iii) That the current BAP will be reviewed. 

iv) That an Ecological Screening Report (ESR) is completed and submitted to the Ecology and 

Environmental Services Manager well in advance of any non-routine work. 

v) That they have noted and will comply with the provided flail mowing, badger, water vole and 

weed screen guidance. 

 
 
B.1429 Chairman’s Items 
 
Horse Friendly Gate 

The Chairman reported he was still waiting for the gate to be made and advised there had been some debate 

as to whether Board had approved for a gate to be erected. He added that he would not have made 

arrangements for one to be made if this had not been approved by the Board. 

The District Officer advised the Board had erected a gate a few years ago to prevent fly tipping, but this been 

stolen and he was sure the Board had voted against installing another. 

The Chairman advised that someone had installed a makeshift gate, which had given rise to lots of complaints 

from horse riders and he had advised them that the gate was not the Board’s responsibility. He enquired 

whether the Board wished to continue with the gate being made and for it to be erected. Members 

considered a gate was not the Board’s responsibility and agreed one should not be made or erected.  

RESOLVED 

That the Board should not erect a horse friendly gate at Great Raveley Bank as this was not a 

matter for the Board. 

 

B.1430 Consulting Engineers’ Report  
 
The Board considered the Reports of the Consulting Engineers. 
 
Miss Ablett advised that a District Wide study was due to commence in 2025, to identify future capital works, 

starting with Green Dyke pumping station, which it is assumed needs replacing. She explained that once the 

study had been completed it would highlight what works were necessary, the urgency of the works and the 

estimated costs and this information would be used to update the Capital Programme, which would then 

become more meaningful.  

Miss Ablett advised a Project Initiation Form had been drafted for the Board’s approval, for commencement 

of the study, which itself was fully funded by GIA. 

Miss Ablett further advised that should the Board decide to proceed with any capital works highlighted by 

the study a business case would have to be prepared to claim any Grant in Aid and this would have to be paid 

for by the Board.  

Miss Ablett enquired whether the Board would approve the project initiation form relating to the District 

Wide Study, which all members agreed.  

Miss Ablett warned the Board should bear in mind that all works may not be fully funded by GIA and 

therefore, needed to consider how these works would be funded in the future. 
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Miss Ablett referred to the consulting engineer’s comments regarding maintenance and minor works that 

would be investigated further in the summer and asked whether the Board would consider authorising a sub-

committee to make decisions in relation to pumping plant repairs. 

Miss Ablett warned Members that if it was not possible to replace the thrust bearing in situ, the pump at 

Upwood Common Pumping Station may need to be removed for an overhaul and added the Board needed 

to consider how this would be funded if required. 

The District Officer confirmed that he would lift the motor off, to save the Board additional cost, and would 

liaise with the Mechanical & Electrical consulting engineer to identify what works would be necessary. 

Members agreed for the Chairman and Vice Chairman to decide whether the pump was to be repaired or 

overhauled once the necessary works had been identified. 

The Chairman advised that if a pump overhaul was required this would cost in the region of £30,000 and the 

Board needed to consider this when setting the rate. 

The taking of electricity meter readings was discussed and the District Officer agreed to provide reads 

periodically, but would ensure a read is provided at 30th September 2024. 

RESOLVED 

i) That the Report and the actions referred to therein be approved. 

ii) That the Capital Programme be approved in principle and be developed further when District 

Wide Study had been completed. 

iii) That the project initiation form be approved. 

iv)  That a sub-committee be formed, consisting of the Chairman, Vice Chairman and Leo Butler 

to make decisions relating to pumping plant repairs. 

v) That the Chairman and Vice Chairman be authorised to approve either a repair or pump 

overhaul, once the motor had been lifted at Upwood Common Pumping Station and the extent 

of the problem identified. 

 
 
B.1431 Health & Safety  
 
The Chairman gave a verbal update following his meeting with COPE Safety Management and referred to 

the matters highlighted at the inspection. 

He confirmed there were no other matters of concern. 

RESOLVED 

i) That a chain be fixed to the poles at the entrance to the escape ladder to restrict access but 

allowing the ladder to be used in an emergency at Green Dyke pumping station. 

 

ii) That the consulting engineer be reminded of the supply of warning signage at the pumping 

stations, where necessary. 
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B.1432 District Officer’s Report 
 
The District Officer gave a verbal update to the Board. He referred to the issue at Upwood Common pumping 

station regarding the thrust bearing, which may need replacing or the pump overhauled and which would be 

investigated with the Mechanical & Electrical consulting engineer. 

The District Officer reported the drain maintenance this year needed to be undertaken at Middle Drove. 

The Chairman advised there was a problem as the Board is unable to gain access on one side of the drain, so 

the only solution was for the work to be undertaken on the opposite side, as was done previously, resulting 

in the landowners having to remove spoil again, which wasn’t ideal. 

Leo advised he would send a map to Middle Level Commissioners indicating the works would be undertaken 

at Middle Drove, on both sides of the drain at points 72-73, 70-71, 56-58, 73-77 and 53-56 and he requested 

the landowners be identified and drain works notices sent to them. 

The Chairman advised there had been several meetings in the past with the Middle Level Commissioners, 

Environment Agency and Council Enforcement and the problem areas had been inspected, but no solutions 

had been identified to resolve the issue. He added this matter was resulting in the Board incurring additional 

expenditure and the Board needed to continue to highlight the problem. 

The District Officer suggested he undertake the drain maintenance in conjunction with the digger, which 

would be an additional expense to the Board, but the digger would be able to remove any obstacles.  

The Chairman considered this the best solution at this time and requested drain work notices should be sent 

to landowners/occupiers on both sides of the drain and advised to remove debris within the 9-meter byelaw 

strip, however, should the District Officer encounter any problems he is to leave the site. 

The Chairman referred to the inspection and to the significant amount of weed at New Fen Pumping Station. 

He advised that it had been proposed that a mini digger could be borrowed or hired and modified to include 

a telescopic boom or rake to try and clear the weed. He added the members present at the inspection had 

also discussed whether the Board should consider purchasing a mini digger for future use. 

The Chairman referred to the problem with the outfall flap at Green Dyke Pumping Station. He advised that 

to investigate the problem it would need damming off and he enquired whether the consulting engineer 

could find an engineering solution to enable the door to be repaired without damming off.   

RESOLVED 

i) That a map be sent to the Middle Level Commissioners indicating drain maintenance works to 

be undertaken at Middle Drove, on both sides of the drain, at points 72-73, 70-71, 56-58, 73-77 

and 53-56 and the Middle Level Commissioners be asked to identify the landowners/occupiers 

and for drain works notices to be sent to them.  

ii) That the Clerk advises of any action the Board may take if the Board is prevented from 

undertaking drain maintenance at Middle Drove, due to not being able to gain access, without 

being intimidated. 

iii) That a mini digger be borrowed or hired and modified to include a telescopic boom or rake to 

clear the weed and if this proves successful that the Board consider, at the next Board meeting, 

purchasing a mini digger for future use.  

iv) That the consulting engineer advises of a solution to prevent the outfall flap door at Green Dyke 

Pumping Station from banging when the pump is switched on and off and that the Chairman and 

Vice Chairman be authorised to take any action, they consider necessary. 
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B.1433 Governance 
 
a) Risk Management Strategy 
 
Miss Ablett outlined that the Board’s Risk Management Strategy had been due an update, that the Clerk had 
drafted and published an updated strategy for all IDBs clerked by the Middle Level Commissioners. The new 
strategy will run from 2024 to 2027 and outlines how Members and the Middle Level Commissioners staff 
govern the Board’s risks.  
 
The Board approved their new risk management strategy. 
 
b) Insured Sums 

 

Miss Ablett referred to the insured sums of the pumping stations and reminded Members of the Clerk’s 

comments in his report, when determining their valuations for insurance purposes Members should 

recognise the limitations associated with their valuations and the risks, they hold of being underinsured. 

Discussions followed regarding the valuation of pumping stations and Miss Ablett reported that it was hoped 

a meeting would soon be arranged with a company, recommended by the Board’s insurers, who may be able 

to assist with the valuation of the pumping stations. She advised that once this meeting had taken place and 

further information was available this would be reported to the Chairman. 

RESOLVED 

That the insured sums be increased to £2,000,000 for New Fen pumping station and both Upwood 

Common and Green Dyke pumping stations be increased to £1,000,000 each. 

 

c) Finance Regulations & Finance Code 
 
Miss Ablett reported that the Board’s Finance Regulations and Finance Code Policy were due for review and 
renewal this year. However, she informed the Board that it was intended to carry out a full review of the 
Middle level Service Provision, the introduction of Key Health Indicators and to start a review of the IDB 
landscape of drainage boards within the Middle Level. Further, these reviews would also trigger a review of 
the finance dept. at the Middle Level and all these matters would likely influence areas of delegation regarding 
finance through the Middle Level offices, it would therefore make sense to retain the current regulations and 
policy pending a more in-depth review. 
 
RESOLVED 
 

That the Board’s current Finance regulations and Finance Code Policy be approved for a further year 
and the Clerk and Responsible Finance Officer be authorised to carry out a full review of both and 
report at next year’s meeting. 
 
 

d) Review of Internal Controls 
 
Miss Ablett reported that the financial controls that the Middle Level Commissioners have in place in their 
services to the Board have now been summarised and are available on the Board’s webpage.  
 
The Board considered and expressed satisfaction with the current system of internal controls.  
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e) Exercise of Public Rights 
 
Miss Ablett referred to the publishing of the Notice of Public Rights and publication of unaudited Annual 
return, Statement of Accounts, Annual Governance Statement and the Notice of Conclusion of the Audit and 
Right to inspect the Annual Return. 
 
 
f) Consideration of potential litigation, liabilities, commitments.  
 
Miss Ablett reported that as part of the Annual Governance review the Board were required to consider if 
there were any litigation, liabilities or commitments, events or transactions, occurring either during or after 
the year-end that have a financial impact on the authority. He confirmed that there were no such matters 
that have been raised through the office of the clerk. Members gave consideration to the position.    
 
RESOLVED 
 

That there are no such events that would have an adverse financial impact on the Board that would 
need to be included within the accounting statements for the financial year ended 31st March 2024. 

 
 
g)          Annual Governance Statement 
 
That the Chairman be authorised to sign the Annual Governance Statement on behalf of the Board for the 
financial year ended 31st March 2024. 
 
 
B.1434 Finance Report: looking back 

Miss Ablett referred to the comments concerning the 2023/2024 year, which the Board noted and approved. 

Budgeting 

The Board considered and approved the budget comparison of the forecast out-turn and the actual out-turn 

for the financial year ending 31st March 2024. 

Payments 2023/2024 

The Board considered and approved the Payments amounting to £ 54,652.53 for the financial year ended 31st 

March 2024. 

(NB: Mr L Butler declared interests (as District Officer) in any matters and payments concerning the District 

Officer & payments made to E M Butler.) 

Annual Accounts and Annual Return 2023/2024 

The Board considered and approved the Annual Accounts and Finance Papers for 2023/24 and authorised the 

Chairman to complete and sign the Annual Return 2023/24. 

 
 
 
 
B.1435 Finance Report: Looking Forward 
 
The Board considered and approved the comments concerning the 2024/2025 forecast period. 

 



 
 

12 
 

a) Fees, Remuneration & Subscriptions: 

 

District Officer’s Fee   

The Board gave consideration to the District Officer’s fee for 2024/2025. 

RESOLVED 

That the Board agree that a sum of £4,404 be allowed for the services of the District Officer for 

2024/2025, payable from the 1st April 2024. 

(NB Mr L Butler declared an interest in this item) 

 

Clerks Fee 

The Board gave consideration to the Clerk’s fee for 2024/2025. 

RESOLVED 

That there be an inflationary increase in the fee paid to the Clerk for the year 2024/2025. 

 

b) Precept to the Environment Agency 

Internal Drainage Boards are required to pay a Precept (IDB Precept) to the Environment Agency for their 
expenses managing water passing into main rivers. Predominantly, the Precept funds additional maintenance 
downstream of and/or benefitting IDB districts.  
  
The Anglian (Great Ouse) Regional Flood & Coastal Committee (RFCC) determined that the Precept will 
increase by 3% for 2024 
  
The precept for 2022/2023 was £5,333.       
 
   
c) Determination of land for rating purposes 

 
The Board agreed to the determination of land for rating purposes. 

 

d) Rate arrears  
 

The Board agreed to write-off the rate arrears of £41.40. 

 

e) Estimates & Rate Requirements for 2024/25 

The Chairman advised the rate required to meet the budget was the minimum rate the Board should consider 

as the Board had to be able to meet its expenditure. 

The District Officer proposed 26p, as it was not yet known whether the pump would require an overhaul. He 

added that if an overhaul was necessary, he considered this could be paid from the future works account. 

The Chairman expressed his concern as the Board needed to be responsible to ensure it could realistically 

function going forward. 

Mr Clarke agreed with the Chairman and proposed 28p. 
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Miss Ablett advised that two rates had been proposed, both of which had been seconded so a vote was 

required. Following a vote on the proposals a rate of 26p was set. 

The Board considered estimates of expenditure and proposals for special levy and drainage rates in respect 
of the financial year 2024/2025 and were informed by the Clerk that under the Land Drainage Act 1991 the 
proportions of their net expenditure to be met by drainage rates on agricultural hereditaments and by special 
levy on local billing authorities would be respectively 50.29% and 49.71%. 
 
RESOLVED 
 

i) That the estimates be approved. 
 

iii) That a total sum of £85,229 be raised by drainage rates and special levy and by way of a 
contribution from Cambridgeshire County Council. 

 
iv) That the amounts comprised in the sum referred to in ii) above to be raised by drainage rates and 

to be met by special levy from Huntingdon District Council - £42,864 and £42,365 respectively. 
 
v) That a rate of 26.00p in the £ be laid and assessed on Agricultural hereditaments in the district. 
 
vi)  That a Special levy of £42,365 made and issued to Huntingdon District Council for the purpose of 

meeting such expenditure. 
 

vii) That the seal of the Board be affixed to the record of drainage rates and special levy and to the 
special levy referred to in resolution iii). 

 
viii) That the Clerk be authorised to recover all unpaid rates and levy by such statutory powers as may 

be available. 
 
 
 
B.1436 Dates of next Meetings 
 
Thursday 9th January 2025 – 2pm. 
Friday 30th May 2025 – Inspection 10am, Lunch 1pm meeting 2pm.  
At the Old Nene Golf club, Ramsey. 
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Provided by the Middle Level Commissioners Item No:   4 

Meeting:  
RAMSEY UPWOOD & GREAT 
RAVELEY IDB 

Subject: CONSTITUTION & MEMBERSHIP 

Date: Thursday 9th January 2025 
Officer  
Responsible:  

Polly Tombleson 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
          The Board is asked to: 

 
A. Note the current status of its membership and the role they each play as members 

serving the interests of the Board.  
B. Review attendance records and identify any resolutions as necessary. 
C. Determine whether there are composition changes and/or amalgamations it wishes to 

progress. 
D. Reinforce the need for members to view all five ‘Good Governance’ videos. 
E. Identify any topic areas for additional training, as well as any inspection/site visit 

requirements. 
 

 
1. Current status 
 
1.1 The table below outline the current composition of the Board and the quorum as detailed in the 

standing orders. 
 

 Elected Members Appointed Members Total Members Quorum 

Composition 12 N/A   
6 Actual 12 2 HDC 14 

Vacancies 0  0 

 

1.2 The table below details the current elected members of the Board 
 

No Name Status (one of four categories) Commentary 

1 Stuart Bedford Ratepayer  

2 Thomas Bedford Ratepayer  

3 Richard Blackhurst Ratepayer Vice-Chair 

4 Ashley Butler Nominee of Ratepayer (J&H Edwards)  

5 Stuart Cornwell Ratepayer  

6 Jason Edwards Ratepayer  

7 Michael Lambert Ratepayer  

8 Mike Mckenna Nominee of Ratepayer (AG Reserves)  

9 Andrew Roberts Nominee of Ratepayer ( D C Roberts) Chairman 

10 Andrew Wagstaffe Ratepayer  

11 Christopher Wilkinson Ratepayer  

12 Leo Butler Nominee of Ratepayer (J&H Edwards) District Officer 

 
1.3 The table below details the current appointed members of the Board.  
1.4 Special levy paying District Councils appoint members to Boards and their role is to be part of the 

Board representing all the non-agricultural interests within the Board’s district. The Council must 
consider appointing members who have relevant knowledge or experience that is relevant to the 
Board and its district.  

1.5 Appointed members do not need to be councillors or employees of the Council, therefore can 
represent wider relevant interests within the district, eg major infrastructure, commerce, 
community groups, environmental interests.  
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No Name Appointing Council Commentary (one of three 
categories) 

1 J Clarke HDC Councillor 

2 S Corney HDC Councillor 

3    

 
1.6 All Members are reminded that have equal status to each-other around the Board table and are 

here to serve the interests of the Board.  
 
2. Attendance 
 
2.1 The table below outlines the attendance record for the last four meetings of the Board. 
 
Elected Members 
 

No Name 08/05/2024 04/01/2024 11/5/2023 05/1/2023 

1 Stuart Bedford Present Present Attended attended 

2 Thomas Bedford Apologies Apologies apologies attended 

3 Richard Blackhurst Apologies present attended apologies 

4 Ashley Butler Apologies Present  apologies attended 

5 Stuart Cornwell Present Present attended  

6 Jason Edwards Present Present attended attended 

7 Michael Lambert Apologies Apologies  attended 

8 Mike Mckenna Present Present n/a n/a 

9 Andrew Roberts Present Apologies attended attended 

10 Andrew Wagstaffe Apologies Present attended attended 

11 Christopher Wilkinson Apologies Present attended attended 

12 Leo Butler Present Present attended attended 

 
Attendance at Chairs Meetings 
 

No Name 6/12/2024 6/10/2023 13/12/2022 12/4/2022 

1 Andrew Roberts Present apologies attended  

 
Appointed Members (current and previous) 
 

No Name (Council) 08/05/2024 04/01/2024 11/5/2023 5/1/2023 

1 J Clarke (HDC) Present Apologies  apologies attended 

2 S Corney ( HDC) Apologies Present   attended 

3      

 
 
3. Elections, vacancies & appointments 
 
3.1 Next Election of the Board will be 2026. 
 
 
4. Composition and amalgamations 
 
4.1 The Board is encouraged to continually monitor and review its membership, financial and climate 

resilience, along with assessing its influence locally, regionally and nationally. These are all factors 
that may lead the Board to consider changing its composition and/or amalgamation with (an)other 
Board(s). 

4.2 Amalgamations and composition changes are not swift processes and can take a number of years. 
They require planning and additional/specialist resourcing by the MLC as your clerk, Environment 
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Agency and Defra. Therefore, the Board is encouraged to think ahead five to ten years in its 
decision making, thinking about the next generation. 

 
5. Training 
 
5.1 All Members are asked to digest the Good Governance Guide for Internal Drainage Boards 

published by the Association of Drainage Authorities and view the five accompanying videos 
intended to bring the guide to life. They are available via https://middlelevel.gov.uk/about/idb-
governance/ 

 
5.2 To date 1 of 14 Board Members have reported viewing all five videos. 
 To date 3 of 14 Board members have reported viewing 2 of the 5 videos. 
 To date 2 of 14 Board members have reported viewing 3 of the 5 videos. 
 
5.3 Members are asked to identify any topics areas they would value further training on as well as any 

site inspections that would help them undertake their role on the Board more effectively. 
 
5.4 Member training is reported to Defra as part of the annual IDB1 return.  
 

Author Name: Polly Tombleson 
Role: Senior Business Support Officer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://middlelevel.gov.uk/about/idb-governance/
https://middlelevel.gov.uk/about/idb-governance/
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Provided by the Middle Level Commissioners Item No:   5 

Meeting:  
RAMSEY UPWOOD & GREAT 
RAVELEY INTERNAL DRAINAGE 
BOARD 

Subject: CLERK’S REPORT 

Date: Thursday 9th January 2025 
Officer  
Responsible:  

Paul Burrows 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
          The Board is asked to: 
 
A.  Note the content of the report and feedback on items as appropriate. 

 

 
1. MLC Services to IDBs 
 
We have made the business decision to focus our clerking and technical services offer to IDBs within the 
Middle Level where there is water management connectivity with the Middle Level Commissioners’ 
catchment.  
 
The continued service offer to IDBs is contingent on their open-mindedness, support and leadership within 
the reform/amalgamation agenda, as this is needed to create a more sustainable medium- long term business 
model between the MLC and IDBs. It also contingent on IDBs taking active decisions to manage their risks 
appropriately to sustain and/or improve their health. 
 
Therefore, the following eight IDBs have been provided with notice that our service offer will be discontinued:  

• Bluntisham IDB 

• Over & Willingham IDB 

• Haddenham Level Drainage Commissioners 

• Swavesey IDB 

• Hundred Foot Washes IDB 

• Hundred of Wisbech IDB 

• Waldersey IDB 

• Feldale IDB (administered by the Whittlesey Consortium of IDBs) 
 

This covers all the services offered by MLC, i.e. clerking (admin, governance and finance), environment, M&E, 
planning & consenting, operations, survey, GIS and capital works. 
 
The ‘consultancy agreement’ for clerkship services between the MLC and each IDB requires no less than 6-
months’ notice by either party expiring on 31st March in any year. Therefore, notice must be given by the end 
of September in any year. To provide each IDB with sufficient time to source alternative suppliers and to 
enable us to work with those suppliers and the IDB on a transition plan, the termination of services will come 
into force on 1st April 2026 at the latest. We will however conclude the year-end accounts and annual returns 
for 2025/26 which happens after 1st April 2026. 
 
It is likely that there will be certain activities or pieces of work that may need to be continued beyond this 
date until a suitable milestone is reached. This will be agreed as part of a transition plan and a bespoke fee 
arrangement will be agreed for each of these. 
 
Our service offer to Sutton & Mepal IDB and Manea & Welney DDC will continue given: 

• The Old Bedford River interrelationship and potential future amalgamation with Upwell IDB.  
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• The Fens Reservoir proposal and Cranbrook/Counterdrain strategy may change the water 
management connectivity between these districts and the Middle Level Commissioners’ system. 

 

We are in discussion with Ramsey IDB with a view to taking on their clerkship. 

 
We are refocussing because: 

• There has been significant incremental change over the last 10-20 years in terms of IDB governance 
standards, financial requirements, health & safety, and environmental legislation.  

• The scale of M&E and capital works is increasing as a generation of assets deteriorate and come to 
the end of their reliable life.  

• Development pressures and the squeeze on Byelaws have intensified over the last 15 years. 

• There is now much more of a need than in the past to work in partnership with a wider range of 
bodies across an increasingly diversifying suite of agendas. 

• The active member inputs around many IDBs have reduced given the changes in farming and age 
demographic and some Boards are now struggling for attendance.  

• The scale of strategic issues facing the Middle Level catchment has and will continue to increase 
exponentially and will require more focussed working with a broader range of partners locally, 
regionally and nationally than ever before (e.g. scale and impact of development, pressure on water 
resources, Fens Reservoir, scale of MLC capital works, impact of climate change on our system, 
lowland peat, environmental enhancement). 

• We are not exploiting the opportunity to maximise sources of income beyond the drainage rate and 
special levy funding base. 

 
All of the above means that MLC staffing resource is currently spread far too thinly and has been for 
some time. We consider that the organisation broadly has the staff capacity to provide a good level of 
service for the Middle Level Commissioners’ responsibilities alone. Many staff are working well beyond 
their contracted hours to provide as good a service as possible for the MLC and the IDBs we currently 
have a service provision relationship with. 
 
This all means that our service provision to IDBs is now having a direct impact on the delivery of the 
Middle Level Commissioners’ responsibilities, therefore increasing their risks, liabilities and costs. The 
quality of service provided to all IDBs is also not where we feel it needs to be, which affects all IDBs. 
 
The shorter-term measures to mitigate this are: 

• Focussing our service provision 

• Creating a new MLC Service Catalogue, including a review of fee arrangements, targeted 
improvements in efficiency, effectiveness and productivity. 

• Introducing Key Health Indicators to better enable IDBs to manage their risks and enable 
comparison across the Middle Level. 

• Targeted increase of staff capacity and use of ‘bought in service’. 

• Developing a ‘case for change’ in terms of IDB reform/amalgamation across the Middle Level 
(this needs resourcing). 

• Ongoing amalgamation of March East & Euximoor IDBs and reconstitutions of Conington & 
Holme IDB and Warboys, Somersham & Pidley IDB. 

    
The medium-term measures to mitigate this are: 

• IDB reform/amalgamation across the Middle Level, including a review of the business model 
between the MLC and IDBs. 

• Increasing and diversifying income, including a review of our charges associated with planning 
and consenting. 

In terms of developing a new catalogue and associated fee structure, this is underway but not yet as 

developed as hoped given workload challenges. New staff are also bringing a new perspective to this. There 
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are a few significant gaps in service provision emerging that need to be explored with the IDBs and would 

require resourcing (finance and people) and training. These include: 

• Consent compliance  

• Enforcement (inc complex cases and legacy issues) 

• Major development and sites of concern (inc, multi-agency working) 

• Authorisations and powers of entry 

• Proactively formalising land registry, easements and agreements 

• Communications and engagement 
 

To ensure no conflict of interests within our service provision to IDBs, we will not undertake private work for 
ratepayers, landowners, developers, or any prospective consent applicant. It is particularly important that 
ratepayers’ and Board Members understand and respect this position within any works they plan or are 
involved in that may need consent from the IDB or MLC. This will support Board Members in managing their 
own conflict of interest and within their code of conduct. There may be exceptions to this that will need to 
be reviewed and agreed between the MLC Chief Executive/Clerk and IDB Chairman.  
 
 
2. The IDB governance future within the Middle Level of the Fens 
 
As previously reported to the MLC Board and IDBs, on 15th February 2024 the Chairs, Vice Chairs and Board 
Members who sit on more than one IDB within the Middle Level (and those outside the catchment that we 
administer) had been invited to an informal session in Ramsey to share thoughts about the future IDB 
governance landscape within the Middle Level and whether action was needed to ensure this was resilient 
for the future.  
 
The consensus from those who attended was that we needed to act and a small working group was identified 
to draft an initial case for change.  The working group met on 5th September 2024 and were joined by Innes 
Thomson, ADA Chief Executive. The group used the ‘Geoff Beel’ vision from 2009 as a starting point to discuss 
the primary drivers for change and the key concerns that any proposed new model would need to take 
account of.  
 
A summary of the discussion:  

• Change is not new within the Middle Level and there has been ongoing evolution of IDBs. 

• We need to locally design and drive future change, proactively taking control of our own collective 
future. IDBs are the decision makers.  

• We need to agree what we need to look like in 5-15 years to be sustainable and efficient for the 
subsequent 25 years.  

• Do Nothing and Do Minimum (continued incremental change) are not considered as options as 
amongst other risks they increase the likelihood of reform being directed upon us. 

• The scope is to develop options and then identify a preferred option for the future IDB model of IDBs 
within the Middle Level catchment ie where we have two tiers of land drainage. 

• Similar discussions are happening elsewhere and currently the new government is in supportive and 
listening mode. We need to develop our approach very much with the Minister (plus Defra and 
Environment Agency) not for the Minister. 

• We risk becoming more of an anomaly if other IDB landscapes drive reform and we do not. 

• Amalgamating IDBs into the Middle Level Commissioners or becoming one very large two tier IDB 
has been ruled out and will not be recommended to the MLC Board (see below for rationale). 

• We think options for one, two, three, four and maybe five IDBs need to be developed to an outline 
design stage. The management and operational delivery model may change for each of these. 

• Any preferred option would need to ensure and ideally enhance value for money and make sense 
from a business point of view.  

• Private Districts are an added complexity that ought to be considered within a detailed design phase, 
once a core IDB preferred option has been determined.  
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• There is a recognition that additional resources are needed to develop and deliver a case for change. 
IDBs will need to make a provision/contribution for this and in doing so increase the likelihood of 
securing funding from others. Seed funding to get us moving is needed ahead of asking 24 IDBs for 
funds.  

• There is a recognition that implementation of a preferred option would need to be resourced, 
managed and led as a change programme. 

 
The Middle Level Commissioners, whilst having the responsibilities and functions of an Internal Drainage 
Board under the Land Drainage Act 1991 and Floods & Water Management Act 2010, have functions and 
responsibilities beyond a ‘normal’ IDB that are specified and catered for within a suite of primary legislation, 
predominantly the Middle Level Acts.  

 
Amalgamating 24 IDBs into the Middle Level Commissioners would likely need new primary legislation and 
similarly becoming one large two tier Middle Level IDB (solely acting under the Land Drainage Act) would 
mean repealing a suite of primary legislation. Both approaches would be significantly more complex, costly 
time-consuming and controversial than recent experience with the Middle Level Act (2018) that introduced 
navigation licensing.  

 
Repealing the Middle Level Acts and becoming a Middle Level IDB would mean new legislation and a new 
body would be needed to take over the MLC’s navigation authority role (or the Environment Agency subsume 
these) and potentially our water transfer role. This would add unwelcomed additional complexity to water 
level management within the Middle Level given how the system and infrastructure serves and balances a 
variety of interests and is likely to be largely unsupported by many of beneficiaries of our system.   
 

The next steps identified: 

• Paul Burrows and Innes Thomson to pitch for seed funding from the Environment Agency’s 
Fens2100+ programme. Paul Burrows to ask the MLC Board to consider a financial contribution at 
their meeting on 7th November 2024. 

• MLC to then act as lead client bringing in local knowledgeable extra hands to develop the scoping 
and outline design. A scope for this will need to be developed. 

• The ambition would be to present outline design options via IDB 2025 meetings. This ambition is 
subject to funding, resources and not having an exceptionally wet winter to contend with again. 

• Working Group to meet again in January 2025 (dependent upon the above). 
 
 
 
3. Electricity 
 
3.1 Electricity Service 

In terms of standing charge policy, our appearance on BBC Countryfile has contributed to ofgem 
consulting on a revised approach. They have no definite timescales as yet unfortunately but have 
reiterated that IDBs remain an important case study for them and one they will continue to raise with 
decision-makers within government. 

 
A group made up of nominated IDB Chairs along with the MLC Chairman and Vice Chair reviewed the 
electricity contract. Having reviewed options, it was agreed by all to enter into a 12 month fully fixed, 
100% renewable power electricity contract with EDF Energy, together with a service level agreement 
with Green Energy Advice Bureau (GEAB), who will manage the contract and validate invoices. 
 
New Unit Rates are within the range of 21-29p. Following the last TCR in 2023/2024 the annual 
standing charges amounted to £155,662.32, these now stand at £130,467.61 before adding St. 
Germans, which at present equates to £49,122.50, being a total of £179,590.11, an annual increase 
of £23,927.79 across the portfolio. The St. Germans quote does not include the Targeted Charging 



 
 

21 
 

Review (TCR) charges, which is not down to GEAB nor EDF, but a supplier wide decision due to the 
EH1V type of meter, which means suppliers will charge the TCR as they are charged from the 
Distribution Network Operator (DNO).  
 
We have been advised that the standing charges will continue to increase due to the TCR charges as 
these are going up year on year. The DUoS (Distribution) and TNUoS (Transmition) charges are set 
each year, and this is the distribution and transportations costs and will be affected by such things as 
oil prices and demand for dealing with Liquified Natural Gas (LNG) shipments. 

 
 
4. Charging for Planning & Consenting 

 
As previously reported, we have for a long time been reactive and had insufficient resources to cater 
for the amount and range of planning and consenting workload for the Commissioners and IDBs with 
an inability to step back and identify and implement improvements. Our reputation has suffered, and 
we receive regular complaints. 
 
With new leadership capacity and capability within Technical Services, we are now in a healthier 
position to identify and drive improvements. A key foundation of improvement is a review and 
implementation of our charging approach for developers and consent applicants. We have identified 
that we are significantly out of sync with neighbours and have likely been missing out on substantial 
income over many years. This is income that could in part be reinvested into developing our capacity 
and capability to improve our service, as well as contributing to asset improvement budgets. 
 
The Board is asked to support the need to review our charging model to maximise income. The intent 
is to present a proposal to the MLC Board for approval in April 2025 with subsequent approval being 
sought by the IDBs thereafter. 
 
 

5. Highland Water & IDB Precept. 
 
On 18th October 2024 we were informed that the Environment Agency has insufficient sufficient 
budget to cover all the IDB Highland Water Claims. Their intent is to make payment capped to their 
budget and then bring IDBs from within the Anglian (Great Ouse) Regional Flood & Coastal 
Committee (RFCC) area together in November 2024 to review options. The Anglian (Northern) 
Regional Flood & Coastal Committee has provided Lincolnshire IDBs with reassurance that the 
shortfall will be met, even if from the RFCC’s local levy funding. At their meeting on 17th October 
2024, the Anglian (Great Ouse) RFCC also voted on a 2% increase in IDB Precept for the year 2025/26. 
 
If relevant to the specific IDB, the Board is asked to delegate the decision to the Clerk in conjunction 
with the Chairman on whether to appeal under (s57 (4) of the Land Drainage Act) any reduced or 
non-payment of its Highland Water Claims. The Board is asked to support the packaging any such 
appeal with similar appeals from MLC administered IDBs and potentially IDBs from the wider Gt 
Ouse catchment. Any appeal must be lodged within 6-weeks of formal notification. 
 
The Board is asked to delegate the decision on whether to appeal the IDB Precept (under s40 of 
the Water Resources Act) to the Clerk in conjunction with the Chairman. Any appeal must be 
lodged within 6-weeks of formal notification. 
 

6. Rating 
 

As previously reported the Water Management Alliance’s (WMA) support for their rating software 
(DRS2005) which we use to manage and issue circa 4000 drainage rates on behalf of the 
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Commissioners and administered IDBs will be discontinued on 31 March 2025. ADA subsequently 
decided not to lead on the redevelopment of DRS. 

 
The WMA have re-written DRS for their members IDBs in Access 365, which will be made available 
for other IDBs to use under licence. This software is known as DRS365 and runs on their Terminal 
Server, which will be securely operated, maintained and supported remotely.  

 
Upgrading to DRS 365 (the software licence, training and transitioning work) will cost circa £10k per 
site (ie covering MLC and our administered IDBs) and the annual support charge will be circa £5k per 
site. This covers their costs and provides a more robust, sustainable and better supported system 
than we currently have, reducing risk to MLC and our administered IDBs. These costs will be reviewed 
next on 1 April 2025 and annually thereafter. The existing DRS2005 maintenance fee is £1k per 
annum. 

 
The only other options we have would be to create our own software (which is impractical) or revert 
to a paper-based system (which would be a retrograde and resource intensive step). In these 
circumstances the WMA would offer a year extension to the DRS2005, hosted on their server, but at 
our risk should Microsoft decide to turn off the Access 2003 platform upon which the existing DRS is 
dependent. 
 

7. Debt Management 
 
Having had limited success with previous bailiffs, we are trialling a new approach to debt 
management. We have issued a suite of legacy drainage rate and developer charges debt held by the 
Commissioners and some IDBs to Glenwood debt management company. They operate on a no win 
no fee basis, and if they prove successful there is opportunity to issue them cases much earlier on in 
the process, at non-payment stage. This could be significantly more efficient in terms of staff time 
and hopefully more effective. 
 

 
 

Author Name: Paul Burrows 
Role: Clerk 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

23 
 

Provided by the Middle Level Commissioners Item No:   8  

Meeting:  

RAMSEY UPWOOD & GREAT 

RAVELEY IDB (Hereafter referred to 

as the Board) 
Subject: 

CONSULTING ENGINEERS REPORT: 
CHIEF ENGINEER’S SUMMARY & 
CAPITAL PROGRAMME 

Date: Thursday 9th January 2025 
Officer  
Responsible:  

Nicola Oldfield 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
          The Board is asked to: 
 

A. Acknowledge the proposed approach to introduce interim charges for responding to 
applicant’s questions. 

B. Confirm whether it wishes to create, adopt and issue standing advice notes for its district 
and instruct the Consulting Engineer accordingly.  

C. Decide how to proceed in light of GiA funding uncertainty, consider how it will fund future 
capital improvement works and develop an investment plan for asset 
refurbishment/replacement. 

 
 
1. Technical Services  
 
1.1 Since Chris Bailey started as our new Head of Technical Services, we have been updating the 

catalogue of services which the MLC could provide. Given the increasing frequency of complex cases 
where Boards consider there may be a need for regulation and enforcement dependant on the costs 
and benefits, we are reviewing and updating training, policies, and capacity to undertake 
enforcement and compliance regulation on behalf of the Boards we represent.  
 

1.2 We are receiving an increased number of questions from developers ahead of planning 
applications/consent applications, with an expectation that we can provide the information freely. 
Until we have completed the review of our charging model, we will be introducing interim charges 
for answering these questions if applicants do not enter into a pre-app agreement. There is already 
provision for this within our existing charging structure. 
 
The Board is asked to acknowledge this approach. 
 

 
2 Summary of Key Planning Issues 

We will, when possible, seek the Board’s input, rather than wait for Board meetings. This will be done 
via correspondence with the Chair, Vice Chair/District Officer and any appropriate sub-committees.  

 
2.1  Proposed reforms to the National Planning Policy Framework and other changes to the planning 

system - Open consultation  
 
Following the change of government in July an open consultation was held between 30th July and 24th 
September 2024 on proposed reforms to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and other 
changes to the planning system.  
  
As the NPPF sets out government's planning policies for England and how these are expected to be 
applied, it is therefore a significant driver and influence on development related planning policy, and 
it was essential that a suitable response be made.  
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During August the Boards’ Chairs were given the opportunity to comment on the issues raised within 
the draft consultation document and provide comments and any other related items of unease that 
the Boards had.   
  
A response, which was primarily providing answers to specific questions, was submitted before the 
deadline.  
  
One of the big issues related to development of the "green belt" and the introduction of the “grey 
belt” but the consultation also included decision making, climate change, flood risk, and 
environmental related issues. Responses to specific questions contained within the consultation 
included:  
  
1. The advantages and disadvantages of restoring the 5-Year Housing Land Supply (5YHLS).  
  
2. Further supporting effective co-operation on cross boundary and strategic planning matters.  
  
3. The LPA’s need to understand, consider and acknowledge the impact of new development on 

their special levy and future funding requests under Defra’s Partnership Funding Policy. Under 
this policy housing built or converted after January 2012 is not included in FCERM government 
grant in aid calculations.  

  
4. The need to consider the adoption of appropriate measures that consider the whole water cycle 

process such as rainwater harvesting and the re-use of as much water as possible.  
  
5. The need for bodies involved in the planning process but which are not LPAs to be provided with 

suitable compensation, benefit and other incentives for contributing to and enabling the 
aspirational growth and local economy.  

  
The opportunity was taken to raise some issues not covered by the reform consultation as a concern 
by many Boards, in the hope that these points are heard and acted upon.  These included:  
  
A. The Fenland Situation – special requirements needed due to the low-lying topography, 

the  managed flood risk and land drainage systems, the provision of enabling infrastructure to 
allow life to continue and also accommodate current growth aspirations.  

  
B. The flawed methodology used by LPAs and poor decisions made by the LPAs when considering 

and allocating sites often caused by the need to meet government targets.  
  
C. The impacts of growth and climate change and the need to revise nationally accepted design 

standards.  
  
It is understood that several thousand responses to the consultation were submitted and, therefore, 
the implementation of the reforms may be delayed accordingly.  

 
2.2  New developments and the use of SuDS   

 
Analysis of the responses from the last round of meetings revealed that the Board and its members 
had overwhelming concerns about the uses of SuDS Devices from the design, construction, 
ownership, management and maintenance phases.  
    
Despite the new government growth agenda, as partly discussed above, it appears unlikely that the 
previously announced implementation of Schedule 3 of the Flood and Water Management Act and 
the introduction of the SuDS Approval Board (SAB) will occur in the near future.  
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2.3 MLC001: Middle Level System Flood & Drainage Infrastructure Capacity 

 
This is directly relevant to the Boards that drain and/or pump into the MLC system and will be of 
interest to others. 

 
As you will be aware, 2023/24 broke records for rainfall and the amount of water pumped at St 
Germans.  Over 227,000 million litres of water were safely pumped into the Tidal Great Ouse that 
would have otherwise been flooding homes, land, businesses, roads and other critical infrastructure, 
significantly affecting other vital public services. 

 
Our station worked in combination with over 70 smaller Internal Drainage Board stations, hundreds 
of kilometres of drains and raised embankments, to keep our Fens relatively dry and protect local 
communities and the economy from flooding.  We are hoping for a drier 2024/25 but need to plan 
for this being the new normal. This winter really helped highlight the importance of, and also the 
weaknesses, in our infrastructure and operations.   

 
Alongside this, and within the constraints of our limited staff capacity, we are improving how we 
engage as non-statutory consultees in the planning process.  We want to provide planning 
authorities, developers and others with an earlier, much clearer stance from us, to inform plans 
strategically (e.g. within Local Plan development) and tactically (e.g. within individual planning 
applications). 

 
With these factors in mind, we have published our first ‘standing advice note’ which is included as 
Appendix 3 and is available on our website https://middlelevel.gov.uk/standing-advice-2/.  Standing 
Advice Note MLC001 effectively declares our flood and drainage infrastructure ‘at capacity’.  The 
intent is to develop and publish further notes over the coming months.  

 
This note was issued to local Councils and the Environment Agency on Wednesday 8th May 2024 for 
them to consider within their decision making.  Boards will need to appreciate and plan for the 
limitations within the MLC receiving system within their own pumping station improvement 
schemes.  

 
Boards may choose to create, adopt and issue similar standing advice notes for their districts. 

 

The Board is asked to confirm whether it wishes to create, adopt and issue standing advice notes 
for its district and instruct the Consulting Engineer accordingly.  
 
NB – The following entries provide an update since the November 2023 Meeting Report. 

 
2.4 Mixed use development on land opposite Viscount Garage, St Mary’s Road – Abbey Properties 

Cambridge Ltd (MLC Ref Nos 210, 225 & 278); Client of Amazi Consulting Ltd (MLC Ref No 300); MJS 
Construction (March) Ltd (MLC Ref No 359); Greystoke Land (MLC Ref Nos 278, 300, 354, 357, 359, 
402 & 403) & Galliard Homes (MLC Ref No 416) 

 
Following last January’s meeting a complaint was received from CJ O'Shea and Company Limited 
which it submitted reluctantly “... due to the time it is taking for an approval of our surface water 
scheme.” 

  
A response issued at the end of January provided an update on the position following the Board 
Meeting together with comments on the Site Layout; Consent applications; Enhancement of the 
Boards system; Long term ownership, maintenance, and funding of the water management system. 

  

https://middlelevel.gov.uk/standing-advice-2/
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The proposed surface water system was the subject of an independent review by an external 
consultant which raised several issues.  

  
The review was one of the items of discussion at a meeting held in early February attended by 
relevant parties including the Boards Chair and District Officer together with the Planning Engineer. 

  
Also at this meeting: 

  
1. The developer explained that initially the estate roads would be installed together with the 

drainage for the roads with the individual plots being developed on an individual basis at a later 
date.  

  
Concern was expressed at this approach given that the Business Park may take several years to 
complete and may lead to the other developers not consulting with the Board. 

  
2. The Boards Chair expressed several concerns about the surface water design, the use of SuDS & 

payment of the Contribution Fee/Other Compensation.  
  

Being similar to those expressed by members of other Boards the Chairs comments were noted 
and formed the basis of entry that was included in subsequent Board Meetings, including this 
Boards May Meeting, requesting members comments. The results are summarised in item 2.5.1 
New developments and the use of SuDS in this report.  

  
Following the meeting an e-mail concerning the Boards position was issued. This included: 

  
A. A brief resume of Board Meeting entries, Minutes and other salient points between January 

2010 and February 2024.  
  

The resume referred to the response made to the District Council when preparing its Strategic 
Plans which were seemingly ignored. 

  
B. An expression of disappointment that despite suitable correspondence being issued to the 

various applicants the Board had not been involved in any material discussions with any party 
between January 2019 and February 2023.  

  
C. The adequacy of the surface water system and the use of SuDS. 

  
D. A response to a question raised by the Boards Chair concerning the previous means of 

calculating the contribution fee based on an unregulated discharge. Please note that the 
contribution fee is the subject of further discussion, see item 4 in the Clerks report, and payment 
of this contribution figure has not been requested. 

  
E. The increased maintenance costs for the Board as the importance of the Foot Drove Drain 

increases with greater expectations from landowners, residents, occupants, operators and 
promoters of development which requires more regular maintenance operations to alleviate 
flooding. 

  
F. Noting the developers concern about the economic viability of the Business Park it was pointed 

out that the Board, and its rate payers, face a similar challenging time with increasing operating 
costs but also needing to face the challenge of providing value to its ratepayers with an efficient 
water level and flood risk management system that reduces: 

  
i. The risk of endangering local residents/occupants/operators, including adverse impacts 

on people’s wellbeing and mental health;  
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ii. Damage to property and infrastructure;  
 

iii. Wasteful expenditure at the publics expense to undertake remedial works and/or cause 
unacceptable detriment to the environment. 

  
G. The need for an agreed phased drainage strategy. 

  
NB. Upon further reflection it is subsequently considered that, if possible, this needs to be agreed 
with the District Council, the LLFA and if necessary Anglian Water and the Maintenance Provider. 

  
An internal virtual meeting attended by the Boards Chair was held in June to discuss the detail of the 
suggested scheme. At this meeting it was agreed to advise agents of the Board’s concerns that there 
is insufficient information to determine that there will be no increase in runoff and advise them of 
the Board’s suggested way forward.  

  
A letter was received from the Town Council in July advising that: 

 

• It had been approached by the developer asking it to expedite the situation with the 
Board. 

 

• The Town Council had worked with the District Council to “bring the plan to fruition”, a 
simple conversation at this stage highlighting the need to discuss the issues with the Board 
could have avoided the current position and urged “all of you to do all you can to move 
this issue forward.” 

 
The Chair confirmed that he had also received an approach from the Town Mayor and had advised 

that the Board were trying to “prevent flooding of the site”. 

   

Following a further internal “design” meeting held in early August the Board’s Chair was consulted. 
Unable to attend the “round the table meeting” with the developer a few days later, due to other 
commitments, he confirmed the Board’s position.  

  
At the meeting: 

  
a. The applicant’s consultant argued that a pumped discharge would contradict that of the 

LLFA and HDC and is not sustainable. This principle is also held by the Middle Level 
Commissioners, but it is accepted that there are circumstances where their use is 
appropriate.  

  
Examples of sites where the use of pumps had been approved by the LLFA subsequently 
been forwarded to the applicant together with an advisory that the Board and not the 
LLFA are the “approving authority” within its district. 

  
b. As Galliard Homes will remain the freeholder for the lifetime of the project, meaning that 

the Board will only have one applicant to deal with for each phase, rather than several 
unknown purchasers, it was suggested that this will give the Board some comfort that 
their requirements will be met. Galliard will also remain responsible for any maintenance 
company set up.  

  
c. Galliard Homes can prepare a contract/document to state that the agreed discharge will 

be kept to for further development phases, which can be attached to discharge consent 
application document for phase 1. This would enable the Board to take relevant legal 
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action if this were not adhered to, giving the Board some confidence in the phased 
consenting approach. 

  
d. Galliard Homes are prepared to pay a one-off ‘commuted sum’ type of payment on top of 

the contribution fee to the Board to help maintain their system. The figure to be agreed 
between the Board and Galliard Homes. 

  
Some clarification concerning the Boards requirements were made during September/October and 
it was considered that reasonable progress was being made, and a response was awaited but in early 
December, a letter was received from Irwin Mitchell Solicitors.  

 
This letter threatened legal action under the IDB Byelaw appeal process but also suggested a 
compromise regarding discharge contributions. This was handled under the Board’s Complaints 
Procedure.  

 
Investigation into the site history in response to this letter determined that no duly made application 
has been received for the site. An incomplete byelaw consent was received in July 2024, but no 
payment was made by the applicants and a number of other consents including discharge would be 
needed for the site.  

 
The developer has been advised of this several times and a response clarifying this was sent to both 
the applicant and their solicitors to enable further conversation. An interim invoice has also been 
sent relating to post application work to date and we have requested a meeting to agree a way 
forward. Paul Burrows has spoken to the developer on 11th December regarding this matter and a 
further discussion with the Board and meeting with the developer will be arranged. 

  
A Reserved Matters Planning application (HDC 24/00550/REM) was submitted to the District 
Council on the 25th March. At the time of writing this is “In progress”. 

  
During discussions, the developer has been advised that the Boards concerns were the successful 
delivery of an appropriate development that minimises the potential impacts of increased flood risk 
in the area and/or prevents unacceptable detrimental impacts on the environment. 

  
In respect of the latter the relevant documents submitted as part of the above mentioned planning 
application have been reviewed, and the Commissioners Ecologist has provided some comment and 
suggested a condition to be included in the consent documents. 

 
3. IDB Recovery Fund T2B  
 

Funding allocations for Tranche 2A were confirmed in mid-November and work is underway to 
deliver by the end of March 2025. 

 
A bid was submitted on behalf of the Board for Pump overhaul as part of an IDB package totalling 
£2000.00 

 
The bid was successful and work should be completed by the end of March.  
 
At the end of November 2024, we received confirmation of the bidding window for the remaining 
£19m. `Expressions of interest for Tranche 2B are to be submitted between 4th December 2024 and 
31st January 2025, for capital-only works to be delivered in 2025/26. Outcome of the bids is expected 
at the end of February 2025. 
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The criterion for bids is for the modernisation, innovation, and upgrade of IDB assets and waterways, 
making them more effective, sustainable, environmentally friendly for agricultural land, flood risk 
and rural communities. 

 
4. Capital Programme 
 
4.1 In terms of FCRM Grant-in-Aid (FCRM GiA) the current indication is that there will be no further 

funding allocation within the current spending review period.  This uncertainty has curtailed delivery 
of system study. Therefore the 2024/25 allocation will be used to undertake detailed asset 
inspections of the pumping stations to inform future capital works. 

  
The Board is asked to decide how to proceed, and it is recommended that the Board considers how 
it will fund future capital improvement works. 
 
 

 
Author Name: Nicola Oldfield 
Role: Chief Engineer 
 
 
Appendix 1:  Capital Improvement Programme 
Appendix 2:        List of applications since last meeting 
Appendix 3: M&E Report 
Appendix 4:  MLC001: Middle Level System Flood & Drainage Infrastructure Capacity 
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Appendix 1 

 

Ramsey Upwood & Great Raveley Internal Drainage Board

Capital Improvement Programme (2025/2026)

PREVIOUS

YEARS
2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 2032/33

FUTURE

YEARS
ALL YEARS

Pre Yr 0 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10
Post 

Year 10

Total

Expenditure

System Study (100% GiA funded)* 40 0

Green Dyke p/s

Pumping station replacement (includes surveys, detailed 

design, construction)
0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 300.0 2,500.0 2,500.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5300.0

Pumping station pumping and control equipment 

replacement
0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Pumping station automatic weedscreen cleaning 

equipment
0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Pumping station Control building 

refurbishment/replacement
0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Pumping station compound/surrounds improvements 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

New Fen p/s

Pumping station replacement (includes surveys, detailed 

design, construction)
0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 700.0 5,000.0 5,000.0 0.0 0.0 10700.0

Pumping station pumping and control equipment 

replacement
0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Pumping station automatic weedscreen cleaning 

equipment
0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Pumping station Control building 

refurbishment/replacement
0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Pumping station compound/surrounds improvements 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Upwood Common  

p/s

Pumping station replacement (includes surveys, detailed 

design, construction)
0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6,000.0 6000.0

Pumping station pumping and control equipment 

replacement
0.4 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.4

Pumping station automatic weedscreen cleaning 

equipment
0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Pumping station Control building 

refurbishment/replacement
0 0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0

Pumping station compound/surrounds improvements 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Drainage Channels Upwood Common/Green Dyke catchment 0 0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0

Refurbishment of inlets/outfalls 0 0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0

0 0 0 20 5 0 310 3,200 7,500 5,000 0 6,000 22,035

*Detailed asset inspections only
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Appendix 2 
 

The following planning applications have been responded to since the last meeting: 
 

MLC 
Ref. 

 
Council Ref. 

 
Applicant 

Type of 
Development 

 
Location 

416 H/24/00550/REM 
Galliard 
Homes  Commercial 

Ramsey Business Park, St Marys 
Road, Ramsey 

 
417 

 
H/24/01128/FUL 

Messrs T & A 
Knowles 

 
Residence – 1 dwelling 

Ugg Mere Court Road, Ramsey 
St Marys 

418 H/24/01111/FUL Mr C Jarlett Leisure – Paddock to Holiday Let Harpers Drove, Ramsey Heights 

419 Provision of info 
request 

Client of BWB 
Consulting 

  
Site in Upwood 

 
There have been no Byelaw Consent (to undertake works in and around watercourses or to discharge 
to a watercourse) or infiltration device applications processed since the last meeting. 
 
There have been no infiltration device applications acknowledged since the last meeting.  
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Appendix 3 
 

Provided by the Middle Level Commissioners  Item No:    8  

Meeting:   
RAMSEY UPWOOD & GREAT 
RAVELEY IDB (Hereafter referred to 
as the Board)  

Subject:  
CONSULTING ENGINEERS 
REPORT:  
MECHANICAL & ELECTRICAL  

Date:  Thursday 9th January 2025  
Officer   
Responsible:   

Dave Bantoft  

   
1. M&E key messages and advice  
  
1.1 Other than the matters described below or previously reported, only routine maintenance has 

been carried out since the last meeting and the pumping plant at each of the stations is 
mechanically and electrically in a satisfactory condition to operate but the stations, pumps 
and control panels are at an age where reliability is a concern.  

  
In light of uncertainty of GiA funding the Board is strongly advised to consider the 
development of an investment plan for asset refurbishment/replacement. The Board is 
asked to instruct the Consulting Engineer accordingly.  

  
1.2 Electricity Readings   

  
Taking regular and accurate manual electricity meter readings is very important; even for sites 
with meters that are read remotely. There have been cases of significant variances between 
bills and actual usage, regular meter readings and pump hours readings are essential for 
verifying bills and forecasting usage.  
   
Moving forward it is requested that the Pump Attendants/District Officers take electricity 
meter readings and pump run hours readings monthly (as close to the 1st of each month as 
they can) and then forward them onto the M&E Engineer David Bantoft 
on  david.bantoft@middlelevel.gov.uk  or 07768 026119.  
  
If you are unable to provide readings, or would prefer, the MLC can take quarterly readings; 
these will be at a cost to the Board for the time and mileage involved.  Please approve this 
if it is required.  Approximate cost will be £60 per station per quarter.  
  
Since the last board meeting Leo Butler provided meter reads for the RU&GR Pump Stations 
in July and September 2024 on request.  
  

2. Maintenance and minor works  
  
2.1 Upwood Common Pumping Station  

  
The pump noise was investigated further during July 2024.  The motor was removed to allow 
access to the thrust bearing which was found to be worn and was replaced in situ without the 
need for pump removal and complete overhaul.  Onsite assistance by Leo Butler was greatly 
appreciated and allowed the intrusive work to completed in one day.  The works has since 
been granted funding from the T2 fund.  

  
The electrical controls are now over 20 years old and the control panel would benefit from 
overhaul or replacement, which is likely to cost in the region of £8k to £12k.  The pump was 
last overhauled in 2014 and since the thrust bearing replacement has run quietly.  

2.2 New Fen Pumping Station   

mailto:david.bantoft@middlelevel.gov.uk
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The pumps have run well so far through the current pumping season.  
  

2.3 Green Dyke  
  
There have been several issues with the control panel over the last few years, many 
components have been replaced but the unit is over 45 years old and should be 
replaced.  The replacement is likely to cost in the region of £8k to £12k.  
  
The last recorded overhaul of the pump is 1986.  It has recently had issues with noises and 
vibration which are thought to have been caused by something trapped within the pump.  This 
vibration has caused loosening of the motor and gearbox connecting bolts.  The pump has 
been checked over above ground, all connections checked and tightened as necessary and the 
control reset to allow a smoother start.  The pump is currently running but it should be 
removed for complete overhaul which is likely to cost in the region of £40k to £60k. This 
depends on the amount of wear and how complexity of the removal and reinstallation.  
  
The discharge flap door is noisy which to be investigated fully will need the discharge area to 
be dammed to allow full inspection and plan for repair.  

  
2.4 New Fen  

  

 
The discharge chamber continues to show movement with a 1.9mm increase (from 10mm to 
11.9mm measured at the same point) between April and September this year and the control 
building slab is moving.  A plan needs to be put in place for remedial work as the site is 
unstable.   
 Please approve for site levels and measurements to be taken regularly onsite.  
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3. Pumping summary  
  
  

  
  
4. Inspections  
  
4.1  The mandatory site Electrical Installation Condition Reports (due every 5 years) are in date as 

shown below.  
  

Ramsey Upwood & Great Raveley  Green Dyke  12-Jul-2022  12-Jul-2027  

Ramsey Upwood & Great Raveley  New Fen  12-Jul-2022  12-Jul-2027  

Ramsey Upwood & Great Raveley  Upwood Common  12-Jul-2022  12-Jul-2027  

  
  
5.  Pumping Station Key Dates  
  
5.1 Please review the pumping station key dates below, if there are any discrepancies or you 

can add any details, please let me know.  The key dates are an important reference and will 
feed into the upcoming Key Health Indicators, District Studies and development of an 
investment plan for asset refurbishment/replacement.  

  

  Station  

Station  Built  Pump  Pump Overhaul  Controls  

Green Dyke  1954  1977  1986  1977  

New Fen  1949  1964 (1) 2005 (2)  2021 (1) 2005 (2)  2005  

Upwood Common  1966  1966  2014  1994  

  
 

Author Name: Dave Bantoft  
Role: M&E Engineer 
 
 

 
Appendix 4 
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Proudly managing water levels in the Fens since 1862 
 

Standing Advice Note MLC001: 
 

Middle Level Flood and Drainage Infrastructure Capacity 
 

Issued: 01 May 2024 (Version 1) 
Key messages 
 
A. Our flood and drainage infrastructure should be considered as ‘at capacity’ during October 

to April. 
B. Unless there is a compelling exception case, we will not consent surface water discharges 

greater than greenfield run-off rate and/or any new water entering our catchment across a 
watershed. 

C. We consider that the cumulative impact of attenuating surface water from developments 
and timing of discharges has been to elongate the duration that our system is under stress.  
This increases our operational costs and could increase the risk of flooding. 

D. We are concerned that there is seemingly no post-construction review of SuDS against their 
design and performance reviews through their lifecycle. Therefore, even well-designed 
SuDS may not be performing as expected/consented and there may be a cumulative impact 
of this across our catchment. Long term appropriate maintenance and inspection is 
considered a deficiency. 

E. The opportunity to release stored water into our system during May to September should 
be actively explored within strategic flood risk assessments, development masterplans and 
local flood risk management strategies and in consultation with our engineers. 

F. In considering and granting planning permission, Local Planning Authorities need to 
understand, consider and acknowledge the impact of new development upon their special 
levy and future funding requests under Defra’s Partnership Funding policy. It should be 
noted that under this policy housing built or converted after January 2012 is not included 
within FCRM government grant-in-aid calculations.  

G. Prior to granting outline planning permission, Local Planning Authorities must consider 
whether any proposed Biodiversity Net Gain provisions will be compatible with the flood 
risk management activities undertaken by MLC and other IDBs, for the full 30-year 
registration period. If this is not known, the LPA should seek advice from MLC prior to 
granting outline planning permission. 

H. In considering and granting planning permission, Local Planning Authorities ought to secure 
funding from developers towards future capital investment in our water management 
infrastructure. 

I. The Environment Agency needs to understand, consider and acknowledge the impact of 
new development and sub-optimal SuDS upon the Highland Water claims from the Middle 
Level Commissioners. 

J. As statutory consultees and fellow Risk Management Authorities under the Flood & Water 
Management Act, Lead Local Flood Authorities and the Environment Agency need to 
consider and reflect this advice within their responses to Local Planning Authorities so as 
not to increase flood risk within the Middle Level. 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/partnership-funding-for-fcerm-projects
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K. Developers and Local Planning Authorities ought to consider the adoption of measures such 
as rainwater harvesting and re-use to avoid as much water as possible from entering the 
drainage network. 

L. When considering abstraction licences for unrestricted winter fill applications from 
irrigators within the Middle Level catchment, the Environment Agency should take account 
of the potential benefit to the capacity of the system, operational costs, Highland Water 
costs and their responsibility to reduce flood risk within their determinations. 

M. In addressing historic mis-connections to the foul sewer network and within changes to 
discharges of treated effluent water, Anglian Water and Local Authorities need to 
appreciate the potential impact on the surface water drainage network and receiving 
system. 

N. Internal Drainage Boards within the Middle Level catchment may wish to consider adopting 
similar Standing Advice.  They also need to appreciate and plan for the limitations in the 
capacity of the MLC system withing their own pumping station improvement schemes. 

 
Advice Primarily For:  
 

• Local Planning Authorities (LPAs):  Fenland District Council, Huntingdonshire District 
Council, King’s Lynn & West Norfolk Borough Council, Peterborough City Council 

• Lead Local Flood Authorities (LLFAs): Peterborough City Council, Cambridgeshire County 
Council, Norfolk County Council 

• Minerals & Waste Planning Authorities; Peterborough City Council, Norfolk County Council, 
Cambridgeshire County Council 

• Highways Authorities: National Highways, Peterborough City Council, Norfolk County 
Council, Cambridgeshire County Council 

• Environment Agency 

• Developers  

• Internal Drainage Boards within the Middle Level catchment area 

• Anglian Water 
 

About us: 
The Middle Level Commissioners are a public authority comprising agricultural ratepayers (those rated 
on >100 acres of land) who benefit from drainage services provided by their watercourses and assets. 
 
The Commissioners elect a Board and, via an Executive Committee, appoint a Chief Executive who 
leads a staffing structure to deliver their various statutory duties and responsibilities. 
 
The Commissioners are, for all intents and purposes, an Internal Drainage Board (IDB) and therefore 
a Risk Management Authority under the Flood & Water Management Act 2010 and we have a duty to 
enhance the environment under the Environment Act 2021. The Commissioners also have duties and 
powers under bespoke Acts of Parliament, most notable of these is our role as the fourth largest 
Navigation Authority in England. We also provide a summer water transfer service, with legacy rights 
to import water into our catchment from the River Nene.  
 
We are not statutory consultees in the Town & Country Planning Act process, however paragraph 166 
of the National Planning Policy Framework advises that strategic policies “should take account of 
advice from the Environment Agency and other relevant flood risk management authorities, such as 
lead local flood authorities and internal drainage boards.”. Independent from the planning process, 
developers are likely to need consent from us and/or an Internal Drainage Board under the Land 
Drainage Act 1991 and/or Byelaws. 
 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/65a11af7e8f5ec000f1f8c46/NPPF_December_2023.pdf
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We only have a technical team of 2.5 staff inputting and responding as a non-statutory consultee into 
planning applications and consent determinations on behalf of the Middle Level Commissioners and 
over thirty other Internal Drainage Boards in the area. 
 
Geographical coverage: 
The Middle Level catchment boundary plus areas where there is the potential through development 
to transfer water across the watershed into the Middle Level. 
 

 
 
Our system: 
We own and operate two major land drainage pumping stations.  These work in combination with 
approximately 190km of waterways and 300km of raised embankments to convey excess water from, 
and provide flood resilience to, land, property and businesses within our 750km2 catchment.  
 
Whilst the Fens is known for being flat, the catchment’s higher land towards and beyond the A1 is 
very responsive to rainfall and funnels water quickly into the lowest land in the country, below sea 
level.  We provide the second tier of drainage along with 25 Internal Drainage Boards and a handful 
of private districts either pumping or gravity draining into our system.  We have no operational control 
over the 70+ pumping stations that add water into our system.  Within the Middle Level 61% of the 
catchment is pumped twice, 19% is pumped three times and 15% is pumped once.  
 
Our booster station at Bevills Leam elevates and transfers water from the lowest land in the country 
(we call this our Bevills Pond) into the main Middle Level drainage system (we call this our St Germans 
Pond).  Bevills Leam Pumping Station was constructed in the 1980s and requires major refurbishment 
in the coming years.  
 
Our pumping station at Wiggenhall St Germans is the largest land drainage pumping station in the UK.  
It came online in 2010 and is the only outfall from our system, pumping excess water from the whole 
catchment into the Great Ouse Tidal River.  It has an 80-year design life.  
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The biggest operational challenge we have in times of flood concern is the ability to get vast amounts 
of water through Bevills Leam Pumping Station and then through the main system (high level carriers 
and embanked watercourses) to St Germans.  Both Stations need to pump early to lower water levels, 
creating a ‘hole’ which then draws water to them, given the fact there is no fall/gradient in their 
respective ponds.  
 
Our system is effectively a giant bowl, with the Bevills Pond being a bowl within that giant bowl. The 
Bevills Pond is a greater concern in terms of capacity than the St Germans Pond and is considered 
particularly vulnerable to intense, repeat and elongated rainfall and run-off.  
 
The standard of protection the system provides to local communities, businesses and agricultural land 
was last assessed prior to 2020.  A strategic assessment recommended significant, complex and costly 
bank raising and desilting works to return the capacity of our system to a 1.51% (or 1 in 66 year) annual 
exceedance probability for a 15-year design life until the next major intervention will be required. 
 
Will there be future increases in the capacity of our system? 
This cannot be, and is not, guaranteed.  The current management approach across the Great Ouse 
Fens is to sustain infrastructure standards of service until a longer-term strategic plan is developed.  It 
should be noted that sustaining standards of service does not keep pace with the impacts of climate 
change on the standards of protection our infrastructure provides. 
 
We are working with the Environment Agency as part of Fens 2100+.  This is a £9.8m programme to 
develop a Fens-wide flood resilience investment strategy that achieves long-term value for money and 
generates regional and national benefits. It’s being developed with, and for, Flood Risk Management 
Authorities so they can plan for the next 20-25 years of flood risk management.  
 
Nicola Oldfield 
Chief Engineer, Middle Level Commissioners 
chiefofficers@middlelevel.gov.uk  
 
 
1 May 2024 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://middlelevel.gov.uk/
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Provided by the Middle Level Commissioners Item No:   11 

Meeting:  
RAMSEY UPWOOD & GREAT 
RAVELEY INTERNAL DRAINAGE 
BOARD 

Subject: GOVERNANCE 

Date: Tuesday 9th January 2025 
Officer  
Responsible:  

Paul Burrows 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
          The Board is asked to: 
 

A.   Consider and approve the Annual Return 2023/2024 
B. Consider and approve the Auditors Report for 2023/2024 
C. Note the continued appointment of Whitings as Internal Auditor. 
D. Consider and approve of authorised officers for operational/regulatory roles 
E. Consider and approve resolutions regarding new Responsible Finance Officer 
F. Consider the pumping station valuation proposal 
G. Review and approve the updated Policy included as appendix. 
H. Consider and approve the Data Protection Officer 
I. Highlight if there are any specific risks or issues not covered within its Risk Management 

Strategy that may need review ahead of the next formal update. 
J. Note the system of financial Internal Controls that are in place and consider whether 

additional controls are required within the running and decision making of the Board. 
K. Exercise of Public Rights 
L. Consideration of potential litigation, liabilities, commitments 

 
1. Annual Governance & Accountability Return (AGAR) and Internal Auditor 
 
1.1 The AGAR provides the framework by which the governance of the Board is assessed. The 

Board’s last AGAR is available on its page via www.middlelevel.gov.uk  
 
1.2 Completion of the Annual Accounts and Annual Return of the Board – 2023/2024 
 

a) To consider the comments of the Auditors on the Annual Return for the year ended on 
the  31st March 2024. (Appendix 1) 

 
b) To consider the Audit Report of the Internal Auditor for the year ended on the 31st 

March 2024. (Appendix 2)  
 
1.3 The Board are reminded that Whitings LLP were appointed as internal auditor for a five-year 

period commencing 1st April 2023 (financial years 2023/24 to 2027/28). 
 
1.3 The Board is asked to act on the advice of the Auditor within its decision making. 
 
 
2. Internal Controls  
 
2.1 Within the financial operations at the Middle Level offices there are a series of controls in 

place to ensure the segregation of duties, so as far as practical within a small workforce, that 
no one person has control of a single operation from start to finish. The Internal Controls are 
available via the website within the ‘Governance’ section on the Board’s page.  

http://www.middlelevel.gov.uk/
https://middlelevel.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/IDB-Internal-Controls-11122023.pdf
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2.2 Note the Financial Code for the Board is included within its ‘Governance Documents’ also 
available on its page via www.middlevel.gov.uk 

 
2.3 The Board needs to ensure there is adequate separation of duties within its running and 

decision making. Members are asked to refresh themselves as to the Member Code of 
Conduct (available within the Governance Documents on the Board’s webpage) and ensure 
their declarations of interests are clear and up-to-date.  

 
2.4 If a Board Member (or their business) undertakes contracted work (or bids for such work) for 

the Board it is recommended that they be excluded from any decision making as a matter of 
course and that appropriate contractual arrangements are in place.  

 
2.5 If the Member also has a lead role for the Board (eg Chairman/Vice Chairman) then it is 

important that the Board puts in place safeguards to ensure a separation of duties, 
particularly being clear on who is acting as lead client for the contractor. 

 
 
3. Authorisations 

 
We have undertaken a review of how we enact our powers of entry and are introducing new 
identification badges for all MLC employees alongside training in conflict resolution and 
creation of a violence and aggression at work policy. Contractors working on our behalf are 
issued with a letter of authorisation. This is an approach that administered IDBs would also 
benefit from.  
 
The Board are asked to confirm the stance that all employees and contractors of the Middle 
Level Commissioners are considered as duly authorised officers and therefore able to use the 
Board’s powers and IDB Byelaws for their operational and regulatory roles on behalf of the 
Board. 
 
The Board are asked to confirm the stance that their Chairman, Vice Chairman, District 
Officer(s), pump attendants and employees (if applicable) are considered as duly authorised 
officers and therefore able to use the Board’s powers and IDB Byelaws for their operational 
and regulatory roles on behalf of the Board. 
 
 

4. Responsible Finance Officer 
 
Robert Hill the MLC Treasurer leaves at the end of January 2025 and Andrew Wool has been 
appointed as MLC Head of Finance. There are a number of resolutions recommended to the 
Board to manage the transition and improve resilience, thus reducing risk to the Board. 
 
The Board are requested to approve, that while there is a Service Level Agreement for the 
provision   of clerking services in place between the Board and the Middle Level 
Commissioners: 
 
a) That the role of the position of Head of Finance to the Middle Level Commissioners is to 

include the appointment as Responsible Financial Officer to the Board. 
 
b) That the person appointed as Head of Finance for the Middle Level Commissioners be 

added to the Barclays Bank PLC mandate and authorised to sign cheques and authorised 
to make payments on behalf of the Board. 

http://www.middlevel.gov.uk/
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c) That the person appointed as clerk to the Middle Level Commissioners be added to the 
Barclays Bank PLC mandate and be authorised to sign cheques and to authorise 
payments on behalf of the Board. 

 
d) That the person appointed as Head of Finance to the Middle Level Commissioners will 

be appointed as the administrator on behalf of the Middle Level Commissioners to the 
Barclays Bank PLC internet banking platform as used by the Middle Level 
Commissioners. 

 
e) That following Mr Robert Hill leaving the employment of the Commissioners that the 

Head of Finance of the Middle Level Commissioners be delegated the authority to 
appoint a member of the finance team to be an additional administrator on the Barclays 
Bank PLC internet banking platform as used by the Board. 

 
5. Risk Assessment and Insured Values 
 
5.1 Our insurance has been arranged using Towergate insurance brokers for the year to 31st March 

2025. AXA offered a 2 year extension of the tri-partite agreement we had previously signed 
and this was accepted as they offered to keep our business combined policy premium at the 
same rate for 2025-2026, subject to there being any changes to the existing cover, i.e. increase 
in valuations. 
 
Having professional valuations of ours and IDB pumping stations for insurance purposes is an 
action identified by our internal auditors. We have received a proposal from a company called 
Kroll and they have offered two options: 

• Sample site visits to a representative set of 15 pumping stations followed by a desk top 
assessment covering the remainder - £30k + VAT and expenses. 

• Site visits to all pumping stations - £55k + VAT and expenses. 
 
This is clearly a sizable project that we would need to oversee as client and facilitate a seamless 
programme of visits with relevant IDB officers to keep expenses reasonable. Within their 
terms and conditions there is also client liability for the quality and completeness of data and 
information they request in order to fulfil their valuations. We will need to review the proposal 
with IDB Chairs and establish how costs would be apportioned. 
 
The Board’s is asked for their opinion on the pumping station valuation proposal. 
 
 

5.2  The insured values for the Board’s assets are detailed below: 
 

 

 

RAMSEY UPWOOD & GREAT RAVELEY IDB

INSURED VALUES OF PUMPING STATIONS

PUMPING STATIONS 

As At

1st April 2025

  New Fen Pumping Station 2,000,000.00

  Upwood Common Pumping Station 1,000,000.00

  Green Dyke Pumping Station 1,000,000.00

4,000,000.00 Index linked
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6. Policy Reviews 
 
We have an ongoing review and update of policies. Within this we are also improving our 
management of Freedom of Information requests. The update to the Privacy Policy has 
identified some area of Data Protection that require further attention. It is timely to schedule 
a Data Audit, which will help to identify any further areas that require updating. Additional 
staff and Board/IDB training will be a likely result, along with some other strengthening of 
procedures across the business. 
 
The Board are asked to note the update and re-publication of their Complaints Procedure 
and Privacy Policy. 
 
The Board are asked to review and approve the publication of an Anti-Bribery policy 
(Appendix 3) which includes the need to log offers of gifts and hospitality. 
 
The Board are asked to approve that the MLC Lead Clerk, currently Ruth Martin, acts as 
their Data Protection Officer and acknowledge that this role will be associated within the 
incumbent employee role of MLC Lead Clerk. 
 
 

7. IDB1  
 
7.1 Defra Reporting  

All IDBs are required to report annually to Defra via an Annual Report called an IDB1 form. 
These reports are copied to the Environment Agency and to the relevant District Councils. 
In September 2024 an updated form has been issued to cover the 2023/24 returns and is 
due for submission by 28 February 2025.  
 
There are new or enhanced questions within the form which indicate increasing 
expectations on IDBs of government.  
 
In summary: 
 

• Breakdown with financial reporting of electricity and fuel cost 

• Reporting on biodiversity enhancement expenditure alongside conservation 

• Value of drainage rate debt 

• Detail of any Public Sector Cooperation Agreements 

• Whether a specific Board Member is focussed on ensuring that health and safety is 
considered within board decision making. 

• Significant new reporting expectations in terms of public engagement, including 
media engagement, public meetings and public events. 

 
 
8. Exercise of Public Rights 
 
8.1 For completion of the Annual Governance Statement the Board is required to confirm that 

they provided proper opportunity during the year for the exercise of electors’ rights in 
accordance with the requirements of the Accounts and Audit Regulations. 

 
8.2 In order to warrant a positive response to this assertation the authority needs to have taken 

the following actions in respect of the previous annual return: 
 

https://middlelevel.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/MLC-IDB-Complaints-Policy-Procedure-2024_29.pdf
https://middlelevel.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/MLC-Privacy-Policy-July-2024.pdf
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Exercise of Public Rights: The authority provided for the exercise of public rights set out in 

Sections 26 and 27 of the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014. Part 5 of the Accounts 

and Audit Regulations 2015 requires the RFO to have published including on the authority’s 

website or other website: 

• Sections 1 and 2 of the annual return 

• A declaration that the status of the statement of accounts is ‘unaudited;’ and 

• A statement that sets out details of how public rights can be exercised, as set 

out in Regulation 15(2)(b), which includes the period for the exercise of public 

rights. 

 

8.3 In addition, a notice of the conclusion of the external auditor’s limited assurance review of 
the annual return, together with relevant accompanying information, has been published in 
accordance with the requirements of Regulation 16 of the Accounts and Audit Regulations 
2015. We also display the ‘Local Authority Accounts – A Summary of Your Rights’ with the 
notice. 

 
8.4 The Clerk to refer to the publishing of the Notice of Public Rights and publication of unaudited 

Annual Return, Statement of Accounts, Annual Governance Statement and the Notice of 
Conclusion of the Audit and right to inspect the Annual Return. 
 
 

9. Consideration of potential litigation, liabilities, commitments: 
 

9.1 The clerk to report. 
 

 
Author Name: Paul Burrows 
Role: Clerk 
 
Appendix 1 Annual Return 2023/2024 
Appendix 2 Auditors Report 2023/2024 
Appendix 3 Anti-Bribery policy  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/Council-accounts-a-guide-to-your-rights.pdf
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Appendix 1 
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Appendix 3 

 

 

And administered IDBs 

Governance 

Anti Bribery Policy  
(includes gifts, hospitality & donations) 

2024 - 2029 

The Bribery Act 2010 is the legislation relating to bribery. Very generally, this is defined as giving 
someone a financial or other advantage to encourage that person to perform their functions or 
activities improperly or to reward that person for having already done so. This could cover seeking 
to influence a decision-maker by giving some kind of extra benefit to that decision maker rather 
than what can legitimately be offered as part of a tender process. 
 
Government guidance summarises that it is illegal to offer, promise, give, request, agree, receive 
or accept bribes – and highlights that organisations should have an anti-bribery policy if there is a 
risk that someone who works for you or on your behalf might be exposed to bribery. 
 
An anti-bribery policy should be appropriate to the level of risk the organisation faces and should 
include: 
 

• your approach to reducing and controlling the risks of bribery 
• rules about accepting gifts, hospitality or donations 
• guidance on how to conduct your business, eg negotiating contracts 
• rules on avoiding or stopping conflicts of interest 

 
Risk Assessment 
 
The Middle Level Commissioners and administered Internal Drainage Boards are considered as at 
minimal risk of bribery given that business is undertaken almost entirely within the UK.  
 
As there is very little risk of bribery being committed on behalf of the organisation it is considered 
that there is no need for extensive written documentation or policies.  
 
The most likely area of MLC or IDB business with a bribery risk are outlined below and these already 
have adequate controls: 
 

• Bribery by others to secure business from the MLC/IDB 

• Bribery by others to secure regulatory decisions from MLC/IDBs 

• Bribery by others to secure operational benefits from MLC/IDBs 

• Bribery by MLC/IDB employees or MLC Board/IDB members of others to influence an 
advantage 
 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/23/contents
https://www.gov.uk/anti-bribery-policy
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Control Measures 
 

• MLC/IDB Board Member declarations of interest and the application by the clerk of these 
within meetings and decision making. 

• Boards, their delegated Committees and/or MLC employees as service providers making 
key procurement and regulatory decisions rather than individuals.  

• Application and review of Internal Controls 

• Within the MLC staff structure there are no procurement/regulatory decisions made 
without more than one employee being involved 

• Application of Member Code of Conduct and employee performance and disciplinary 
procedures 

• Offers of gifts, hospitality and donations to be reported to the Chief Executive/Clerk.  
 
Gifts, Hospitality and/or Donations 
 
Employees and members should treat with extreme caution any offer of a gift, favour or 
hospitality that is made to them personally. The person or organisation making the offer may 
be doing or seeking to do business with the MLC/Board or may be applying to the MLC/Board 
for some decision to be taken in his favour or someone with whom he is connected.  
 
There are no hard and fast rules about the acceptance or refusal of hospitality or tokens of 
goodwill. For example, working lunches may be an appropriate way of doing business provided 
they are approved by the Chief Executive/Clerk and provided no extravagance is involved. In 
the same way it may be reasonable for staff/members to represent the MLC/Board at a social 
function or sporting event organised by outside persons or bodies. Persons attending such 
functions or events as part of an official MLC/Board delegation are exempt from the above 
registration requirement, providing their attendance has been approved by the Chief 
Executive.  
 
Each member or employee is personally responsible for all decisions connected with the 
acceptance or offer of gifts or hospitality and for avoiding risk of damage to public confidence. 
The receipt and detail of gifts and hospitality should always be reported to the Chief 
Executive/Clerk. 
 
When gifts and/or hospitality have to be declined, those making the offer should be 
courteously but firmly informed of the procedures and standards operated by the MLC/Board 
and told why hospitality cannot be accepted. This should be logged within the register in order 
to track any patterns. 
 
Members and employees should not accept significant personal gifts from contractors and 
outside suppliers, although the Board will allow members and employees to keep insignificant 
items of token value such as pens, calendars and diaries of an estimated value below £20. 
These insignificant items do not require recording in the Gifts and Hospitality Register.  
 
Acceptance by members and employees of hospitality through attendance at relevant 
conferences and courses is acceptable where it is clear the hospitality is corporate rather than 
personal and where the member or employee is satisfied that any purchasing decisions will not 
be compromised. Where visits to inspect equipment, supplies or services are required, 
employees and members should ensure that the MLC/Board meets the cost of such visits to 
avoid jeopardising the integrity of subsequent purchasing decisions.  
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Procedure  
 
MLC/IDB Board Members and Employees are required to log the offer and 
acceptance/rejection of a gift, hospitality or donation within the Gifts and Hospitality Register 
by emailing details of the offer to chiefofficers@middlelevel.gov.uk  
 
Dealing with Bribery 
 
Bribery committed by an employee will be considered a disciplinary issue and likely to be 
treated as gross misconduct.  
 
Bribery or attempted bribery committed by a third party may lead to the termination of the 
business relationship. 
 
Bribery committed by an MLC or IDB Member will be considered as a breach of the Member 
Code of Conduct. 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:chiefofficers@middlelevel.gov.uk
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Provided by the Middle Level Commissioners Item No:   12 

Meeting:  
RAMSEY, UPWOOD AND 
GREAT RAVELEY INTERNAL 
DRAINAGE BOARD 

Subject: FINANCE REPORT 

Date: Thursday 9th January 2024 
Officer  
Responsible:  

Andrew Wool/Sam Ablett 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
          The Board is asked to: 
 

A. Consider the Finance Officer’s summary 
B. Note the Budgeting review within Appendix 1. 
C. Note the Highland Water contributions 

D. Note the Precept to the Environment Agency   
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Budget Monitoring 

 
1.1       The current forecast for income/expenditure to 31st March 2025 shows that expenditure could 

be in-line with the budget against which rates were set. Appendix 1 
 

However, members are advised that these figures are estimating pumping costs to be in-
line with the budget proposal against which the rates have been set and should therefore 
also take into account the significant financial implications major storm events can have on 
Drainage Board budgets. 
 
The Highland Water claims have been included, these have been adjusted for the Storm 

Recovery Grant, these funds have now been received and it is the recommendation that the 

balance of the Storm recovery Grant (T1) is held in reserve.  

There will be a full reconciliation of balances at the financial year end.  

2. Highland Water Contributions 
 
2.1 Under Section 57 of Land Drainage Act 1991 the Board can make a claim for funding to the 

Environment Agency for the additional costs of the onward management of water from the 
district’s highland. It is at the Environment Agency’s discretion if they pay the contribution, 
and it is accounted for within the local team’s annual maintenance budget. 

 

Finance Officer’s review and key messages 

Storm Recovery Grant 

Following the setting of the rates for 2024/2025 we were advised of the criteria for submissions of 

claims against the Government announced Storm Recovery Grant and a claim for the first phase of 

funding (T1) was submitted for £21,645.03, which has now been received 

Claims were submitted for combined IDB works against the Storm Recovery resilience works (T2) 

the Environmental Agency have approved these schemes and 50% of the claims have been received. 

Works are underway in order to get these works delivered by the 31st March 2025 deadline. 
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2.2 When completing the budget proposal claims were estimated against the likely out-turn for 
2023/2024 and the budgeted expenditure for 2024/2025. The winter storm events gave claims 
significantly in excess of previous claims but following an understanding that the Environment 
Agency were able to switch funding within their revenue/capital programmes the full 
estimated claims were included in the rating proposals. The highland water claim included 
within the rating estimates was £17,337. Following an earlier Government announcement, 
details were eventually released concerning the Storm Recovery Grant and a claim excess 
pumping costs for the first trance (T1) was submitted in the sum of £21,645.03. 

 
To adjust for this additional funding the relevant elements of the Storm Recovery Grant (T1) 

need to be adjusted against the Highland Water claims. The highland water calculation for 

these additional receipts amounts to £4,092.61, which will be adjusted from the Strom 

Recovery Grant. 

We can confirm that theses adjusted highland water claims have been paid. 

The Highland Water claims totalling £17,337.16 were submitted based on actual out-turn. 

Against this we need to adjust the Storm recovery elements of £4,092.61, leaving a net claim 

of £13,244.55. We have now been notified by the Environment Agency that they will not be 

able to meet all payments in full for this year and the payment will be £11,865.33 a shortfall 

in year of £1,379.22 against the claims.  

The early indications are that for 2025/2026 highland water claims will be capped at around 

£8,125. 

 
3. Precept to the Environment Agency 

 
Internal Drainage Boards are required to pay a Precept (IDB Precept) to the Environment 
Agency for their expenses managing water passing into main rivers. Predominantly, the 
Precept funds additional maintenance downstream of and/or benefitting IDB districts. 
 
The precept for 2024/2025 was £5,658.   

 
Author Name: Andrew Wool/Sam Ablett 
Role: Treasurer/Assistant Treasurer 
 
 
 
Appendix 1 Budget Monitoring 
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Appendix 1 

 

A - Increased premiums higher than Budgeted.

1 Rates and Insurances 1,550 1,951 A 2,051 A B - Includes monitoring Subsidence at New fen £893

2 Repairs and Renewals 5,875 3,055 B 5,875 C - Includes accounts to August, estimated for rest of year to March

3 Fuel 29,000 8,797 C 29,000 D D - Provision based on increased annual pumped volume and

estimate for new contract rates from October 2024

4 Drainworks (including District Officer's

Fee) 27,000 5,442 E 27,000 F E - Includes for :-

Flail  mowing & tree cutting 1,980

5 Administration Charge, Health and Slubbing 0

Safety Contract, Audit Fee, 1,980

Printing, Stationery, Advertising, F - Forecast Includes for :-

Association of Drainage Flail  mowing & tree cutting 8,100

Authorities Subscriptions Etc. 8,800 3,797 8,800 Slubbing 12,000

20,100

6 Environment Agency Precept 5,658 5,658 5,658

G - Future works at pumping stations

7 Plant Refurbishment Funding 20,581 G 0 G 20,581 G

8 Improvement Works 75,000 0 0 H H - Uncertainty over funding for Catchment Study Consultancy

9 Reinstatement Of Balances - Yr 1 of 3 5,487 0 5,487 I

I - Provision for recovery of balances reduced by winter 

178,951 28,700 104,452 2023/24 pumping. Recover over 3 years

LESS: Government Grant, J - Includes Interest Received and Wayleave

Revenue Income Etc. 94,541 3,287 J 20,036 J

84,410 25,413 84,416 J - Includes for:

Highland Water claim receipt (Expected as advised by EA) 15,958

Estimated General Fund Bank interest 3,800

Opening  balance 175,428 175,428     175,428 Grant-in-aid - catchment study 0

Rates raised 85,238 85,238        85,238
Does not include provision for replacement of

Net expenditure 84,410 25,413        84,416 Green Dyke pumping station

Storm Recovery/Balances 17,552 23,039

Close balance 176,256 252,805 199,289 Does not include for possible subsidence works

at New Fen pumping station

BUDGET  2024/2025

RemarksApproved budget Actual to Forecast to

2024/2025 30th Nov. 2024 31st Mar 2025

£ £ `

RAMSEY UPWOOD AND GREAT RAVELEY INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD


