Flood estimation calculation record

Introduction

This document is a supporting document to the Environment Agency’s flood estimation guidelines. It
provides a record of the calculations and decisions made during flood estimation. It will often be
complemented by more general hydrological information given in a project report. The information given
here should enable the work to be reproduced in the future. This version of the record is for studies where
flood estimates are needed at multiple locations.
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ABBREVIATIONS

AM Annual Maximum

AREA Catchment area (km?)

BFI Base Flow Index

BFIHOST Base Flow Index derived using the HOST soil classification
CFMP Catchment Flood Management Plan

CPRE Council for the Protection of Rural England

FARL FEH index of flood attenuation due to reservoirs and lakes
FEH Flood Estimation Handbook

FSR Flood Studies Report

HOST Hydrology of Soil Types

NRFA National River Flow Archive

POT Peaks Over a Threshold

QMED Median Annual Flood (with return period 2 years)

ReFH Revitalised Flood Hydrograph method

SAAR Standard Average Annual Rainfall (mm)

SPR Standard percentage runoff

SPRHOST Standard percentage runoff derived using the HOST soil classification
Tp(0) Time to peak of the instantaneous unit hydrograph

URBAN Flood Studies Report index of fractional urban extent

URBEXT1990 FEH index of fractional urban extent
URBEXT2000 Revised index of urban extent, measured differently from URBEXT1990
WINFAP-FEH Windows Frequency Analysis Package — used for FEH statistical method
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1 Method statement

1.1 Overview of requirements for flood estimates

ltem

Comments

Give an overview

which includes:

s Purpose of study

» Approx. no. of flood
estimates required

o Peak flows or
hydrographs?

o Range of return
periods and locations

e Approx. time
available

This document outlines the hydrological analysis of the Black Ditch at the
crossroad of the A280 and Water Lane in the village of Angmering, West
Sussex. The purpose of this study is to produce hydrological estimates for use in
the hydraulic modelling to support the planning documentation for the proposed
roadway modifications at the junction of A280 and Water Lane. The approximate
location of the proposed road construction is shown below in Figure 1
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changes at the junction of A280 and Water Lane in Angmering.

The Black Ditch watercourse constitutes the main potential source of fluvial
flooding near the site and for the purpose of this study, hydrological estimates
are required for the Black Ditch only.

Peak flow estimates are required for the following annual exceedance
probabilities (AEPs): 5% (1 in 20 year), 1% (1 in 100 year), 1% plus climate
change (1 in 100 year +cc), and the 0.1% (1 in 1000 year).

It should be noted that climate change allowances have been determined
according to the latest EA guidance on climate change application to Flood Risk
Assessments, published in February 2016. The hydrological catchment of
interest is located within the boundaries of the South East River Basin District,
according to the river basin maps published by the Environment Agency. The
proposed development is in Flood Zone 1 according to the EA flood maps for
planning (Figure 2). The vulnerability classification of the proposed roadworks is
classed as essential infrastructure (Table 2 of the National Planning Practice
Guidance). Therefore, the ‘Central’ climate change allowance for the South East
River Basin District in Table 1 of the EA guidance should be considered.
Accordingly, for the purpose of this study the 35% climate change allowance has
been applied to the 1% AEP peak estimate to assess the impact of climate
change.
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Figure 2: EA Flood Zones near the site of interest

1.2 Overview of catchment

Iltem

Comments

Brief description of
catchment, or
reference 1o section in
accompanying report

Permeable, rural

The area of interest is located to the east of Angmering, just on the junction of of
A280 and Water Lane. The Black Ditch catchment originates about 9km to the
north and is set in a very rural area.

The Black Ditch catchment downstream of the site of interest at location BD_01
(NGR 506350 104000) in Figure 3 below covers an area of 25.66km2.
Catchment descriptors indicate that the catchment is very rural, but also
somewhat permeable. There are no NRFA river gauges on the Black Ditch, or
reasonably nearby.
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Figure 3: Catchment extent from BD_01

13 Source of flood peak data

Was the HiFlows UK
dataset used? If so,
which version? If not,
why not? Record any
changes made

Version 6, released 22™ February 2018. WINFAP-FEH release of HiFLows-UK
from the NRFA database.

1.4 Gauging stations (flow or level)

(at the sites of flood estimates or nearby at potential donor sites)

Water- Station Gauging NRFA Grid Catch- Type Start and
course name authority number reference | ment area (rated / | end of flow
number (used in (km?) ultrasoni record
FEH) c/
level...)

41023 Lavant at | 41023 41023 SU870064 | 87.2 Flat-V 01/1970-
Graylingw Weir present
ell

41018 Kird at | 41018 41018 TQO044256 | 66.8 Crump 01/1969-
Tanyards Profile 10/2001

Weir

41014 Arun at | 41014 41014 TQ046229 | 379 Flat-V 10/1960-
Pallingha Weir present
m

41022 Lod at | 41022 41022 SU931222 | 52 Crump 01/1970-
Halfway Profile present
Bridge Weir

Give link/reference to any further | None

data quality checks carried out
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15 Data available at each flow gauging station

Station Start and | Update | Suitable | Suitable Data Other comments on station
name end of for this tor for quality and flow data quality — e.g.
data in study? | QMED? | pooling? | check information from HiFlows-UK,
HiFlows- needed? trends in flood peaks, outliers.
UK
Lavant at | 01/05/198 | NA Yes Yes NA Gauged above QMED
Graylingw | 1-
ell 30/09/201
6
Kird at | 14/07/197 | NA Yes No NA Hydraulic model simulates
Tanyards | 0 - QMED well
02/09/200
1
Arun at | 01/03/197 | NA Yes No NA Some scattering in gauging
Pallingha 7 - evident, but gauged to 12% of
m 30/09/201 QMED
6
Lod at | 01/05/198 | NA Yes Yes NA Gauged to within 19% of
Halfway 1 - QMED
Bridge 30/09/201
6
Give link/reference to any further | NA
data quality checks carried out
1.6 Rating equations
Station Type of rating Rating Reasons - e.g. availability of recent flow gaugings,
name e.g. theoretical, review amount of scatter in the rating.
empirical; degree of needed?

extrapolation

Give link/reference to any rating

reviews carried out

Outside scope

1.7 Other data available and how it has been obtained

Type of data Data Data Source of Date Details
relevant | available data and obtained
to this ? licence
study? reference if
from EA
Check flow gaugings (if None
planned to review ratings) availabl
e
Historic flood data — give | No Yes,
link to historic review if recorded
carried out.
Flow data for events NA
Rainfall data for evenis NA
Potential evaporation NA
data
Results from previous Yes No
studies
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Other data or NA
information (e.g.

groundwater, tides)

1.8 Initial choice of approach

Is FEH appropriate? (it may not be for very
small, heavily urbanised or.complex
catchments) If not; describe other methods to
be used.

As the catchment is described as being rural, of a
medium size, and permeable, The FEH Guidelines
suggest that the FEH approach is an appropriate
approach for the hydrological analysis of the Black Ditch
at Angmering. As the catchment is permeable, the FEH
Guideline suggest that the ReFH methods may be less
representative of such a catchment, so the Statistical
Method will likely be more acceptable of an estimation.

Outline the conceptual model, addressing

questions such as:

e Where are the main sites of interest?

o What is likely to cause flooding at those
locations? (peak flows, flood volumes,
combinations of peaks, groundwater, snowmelt,
tides...)

o Might those locations flood from runoff
generated on part of the catchmentonly; e.g.
downstream of a reservoir?

o Isthere a need to consider temporary debris
dams that could collapse?

High peak flows on the Black Ditch are considered to be
the main source of fluvial flood risk in the area of the
proposed roadworks. Inflows are to be provided for the
1D/2D hydraulic model of this watercourse.

While the FEH Guidelines discourage the ReFH method
in permeable catchments, both the Statistical method
and the ReFH method will be carried out: Statistical
Method for estimation of peak flows, and the ReFH
method for the development of a hydrograph. Final
hydrographs will be derived by implementing the ReFH2
model hydrographs scaled to fit the Statistical method
peak flow estimates.

Any unusual catchment features to take into

account?

e.g.

e highly permeable — avoid ReFH if
BFIHOST>0.65, consider permeable catchment
adjustment for statistical method if
SPRHOST<20%

s - highly urbanised —avoid standard ReFH if
URBEXT1990>0.125; consider FEH Statistical
or other alternatives; consider method that can
account for differing sewer and topographic
catchments

e  pumped watercourse - consider lowland
catchment version of rainfall-runoff method

*  major reservoir influence (FARL<0.90) —
consider flood routing

e - extensive floodplain storage - consider choice
of method carefully

BFIHOST at BD_01 is = 0.863, and thus is considered to
be highly permeable. FEH guidelines suggest that in
catchments with a BFIHOST>0.65 that the ReFH model
is inappropriate, and that the Statistical Method should
be used with caution.

Initial choice of method(s) and reasons

Will the catchment be split into sub
catchments? If so, how?

A lumped inflow will be determined for the Black Ditch
catchment at location BD_01 (see Figure 4) and applied
to the top of the model (upstream of the site of interest).
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node BD_01 and its catchment area

The Statistical Method will be carried out for the
catchment at location BD_01 in order to derive the peak
flows. Typical donor transfer analysis will be carried out
within WINFAP4. ReFH2 will be used only to generate
hydrograph shapes, which will then have the Statistical
peak flows applied to them.

Software to be used (with version numbetrs)

CEH Web Server
WINFAP-FEH v4.0.000
ReFH2 (v2.2) Design Flood Modelling Software
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2

Locations where flood estimates required

The table below lists the locations of subject sites. The site codes listed below are used in all subsequent
tables to save space.

2.1 Summary of subject sites
Site Watercourse Site Easting | Northing | AREA on Revised
code FEH CD- AREA if
ROM altered
(km?)
Inflow estimation nodes
BD_01 Black Ditch Junction of A280 and | 506350 | 104000 25.6575 NA
Water Lane in
Angmering, West
Sussex

Reasons for choosing
above locations

Appropriate to the scale of study and to the requirements of the hydraulic
modelling. Estimation location 1.5km downstream of area of interest.

Comments
22 Important catchment descriptors at each subject site (incorporating any changes made)
Site code | FARL | PROP | BFIHOST | DPLBAR DPSBAR SAAR SPRHOST | URBEXT | FPEXT
WET (kim) {m/km) (mm) 2000
BD_01 0.974 | 0.34 0.863 7.81 84.4 858 11.65 0.0161 0.029
1
2.3 Checking catchment descriptors

Record how catchment
boundary was checked
and describe any changes
(refer to maps if needed)

FEH Catchment boundaries have been checked using topographic
information from the LIDAR DTM. The FEH catchment boundaries have not
been modified.

Record how other
catchment descriptors
(especially soils) were
checked and describe any
changes. Include
before/after table if
necessary.

URBEXT and FARL have been checked against OS Open Data background
maps (1:10000) and have been found to be appropriate.

Source of URBEXT

URBEXT2000

Method for updating of
URBEXT

Equation 5.5 of Technical Report FD1919/TR for URBEXT2000
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3 Statistical method

3.1 Search for donor sites for QMED (if applicable)

Comment on potential donor sites QMED at BD_01 is estimated from catchment descriptors

Mention: and adjusted by donor transfer. Potential donors were

« Number of potential donor sites available selepted ]oy the distance anq hydrological simila.rity to the

«  Distances from subject site subject site as well as physical distance. Potential donors
Rt are listed in Section 1.4. While there were four potential

 Similarity in terms of AREA, BFIHOST, | gonor sites, after a review of the stations, only three donor

FARL and other catchment descriptors sites were deemed appropriate for this study.
¢ - Quality of flood peak data

Include a map if hecessary. Note that donor
catchments should usually be rural.

3.2 Donor sites chosen and QMED adjustment factors

NRFA | Reasons for choosing or | Method | Adjust- QMED QMED  from | Adjust-
no. rejecting (AM or | ment for | from flow | catchment ment
POT) climatic data (A) descriptors ratio
variation? (B) (A/B)
41023 | Chosen: quality station with | AM NA 1.731 3.255 0.532
good gaugings above
QMED
41018 | Chosen: QMED tested by | AM NA 19.093 17.797 1.073
hydraulic modelling
41014 | Rejected: large difference | AM NA 82.596 69.043 1.196
in size of catchment
(379km?)
41022 | Chosen: quality structure | AM NA 16.260 11.225 1.449
with  high confidence in
British standard structure
derived rating

Which version of the urban adjustment was used for QMED at | Kjeldsen (2010) * urban adjustment was
donor sites, and why? not carried out at donor sites and the
Note: The guidelines recommend great caution in urban | rural estimate of QMED was used to
adjustment of QMED on catchments that are also highly | estimate the adjustment ratio for the
permeable (BFIHOST>0.8). selected essentially rural donor sites
(FEH Volume 3, 4.6.1).
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33 Overview of estimation of QMED at each subject site

Data transfer
NRFA Moderated If more
numbers QMED than one
o Initial for adjustment donor Final
Site 2 estimate donor factor, estimate of
code g of OMED |  sites Distance (A/By g5 QMED
(m’/s) used between Power g S (m/s)
(see 3.3) centroids term; a E 2 -
dij (km) o o g
2 | 8E
58
O =
25
BD 01 | DT 1.365 41023 21.28 1.295 as
41018 21.89 rural
1.446 as
41022 24.84 urban
(adjusted by
UAF=1.117)
Are the values of QMED consistent, for example at successive
points along the watercourse and at confluences?
Which version of the urban adjustment was used for QMED, | Kjeldsen (2010), EA guidelines
and why? recommendation
Notes

Methods: AM = Annual maxima; POT — Peaks over threshold; DT = Data transfer; CD — Catchment descriptors alone.
When QMED is estimated from POT data, it should also be adjusted for climatic variation. Details should be added.
When QMED is estimated from catchment descriptors, the revised 2008 equation from Science Report SC050050
should be used. [f the original FEH equation has been used, say so and give the reason why.

The guidelines recommend great caution in urban adjustment of QMED on catchments that are also highly permeable
(BFIHOST>0.8). The adjustment method used in WINFAP-FEH v3.0.003 s likely to overestimate adjustment factors
for such catchments: In this case the only reliable flood estimates are likely to be derived from local flow data.

The data transfer procedure is from Science Report SC050050. The QMED adjustment factor A/B for each donor site
is given in Table 3:3.: This is moderated using the power term, a; which is a function of the distance between the
centroids of the subject catchment and the donor.catchment. The final estimate of QMED is (A/B)” times the initial
estimate from catchment descriptors.

It more than one donor has been used, use multiple rows for the site and give the weights used in the averaging.
Record the weighted average adjustment factor in the penultimate column.
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34 Derivation of pooling groups

The composition of the pooling groups is given in the Annex. Several subject sites may use the same
pooling group.

Name of | Site code | Subject site Changes made to default pooling Weighted
group from treated as group, with reasons average L-
whose gauged? Note also any sites that were moments, L-CV
descripto (enhanced investigated but retained in the group. and L-skew,
s group single site {before urban
was analysis) adjustment)
derived
BD_01 BD_01 No The default pooling group is | L-CV:0.250

heterogeneous but no site in the default | | -skew: 0.189
pooling group is discordance
(discordancy threshold is 3.0 for the 17
sites). Given the distribution of L-
moments within the pooling group,
various sites were investigated. Site
44008 was investigated and retained in
the pooling group as there is a good
correlation of spot flow gaugings to the
rating curve. Site 44013 was reviewed
and retained as it is gauged to within
25% of AMAX1 with well fitted rating.
Site 22003 was reviewed and removed
from the pooling group due to
uncertainty in high flows due to potential
upstream attenuation. Site 28058 was
reviewed and retained in the pooling
group as the rating has been confirmed
by gaugings. Site 203046 was reviewed
and retained was the NRFA stated that
the measuring authority has a high
confidence in the high flow rating. Site
24006 was reviewed and retained in the
pooling group at this site has a formal
structure and is believed to contain all
flow. Site 49005 was removed from the
pooling group due to a low number of
years of data at the site. Site 36010 was
reviewed and removed from the pooling
group due to very poor correlation
between the spot flow gaugings and the
rating. Site 25019 was reviewed and
retained as there is high confidence in
the modelled rating curve. Sites 24007
and 72014, selected on the basis of their
hydrological similarity with the subject
site (SDM, measured by AREA, SAAR,
FARL, FPEXT), were introduced to the
pooling group to achieve the
recommended total number of years of
flow records ~500. The resulting pooling
group was still heterogeneous but no
further modifications to the pooling
group were required to improve the
extrapolation of peak flow estimates at
the subject site.

Comments:
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Name of | Site code | Subject site Changes made to default pooling Weighted
group from treated as group, with reasons average L-
whose gauged? Note also any sites that were moments, | -CV
descripto (enhanced investigated but retained in the group. and L-skew,
rs group single site {(before urban
was analysis) adjustment)
derived
Notes
Pooling groups were derived using the revised procedures from Science Report SC050050 (2008). Amend if not
applicable.
The weighted average L-moments, before urban adjustment, can be found at the bottom of the Pooling-group details
window in WINFAP-FEH.

3.5 Derivation of flood growth curves at subject sites
Site Method If P, ESS Distribution Note any Parameters of Growth
code | (SS, P, | ord,name | used and reason urban distribution factor for
ESS,J) | of pooling for choice adjustment or | (location, scale 100-year
group (3.4) permeable and shape) after return
adjustment adjustments period
BD 01 | P BD_01 General Logistic, | Urban Location: 1 2.867
Z value gave | Adjustment Scale’ 0.859
acceptable fit | Kjeldsen 2010 Shape: 0.213
(1.5341) (1.117) o
Notes

*Permeable adjustments were not made in this process. Four of the sixteen pooling group sites were considered
permeable. After reviewing their AMAX data, the revised number of years with floods (AMAX>QMED/2) was the
same as, or very near to, the number of years of record which would have led to w=1, and would cause the

adjustment process to have no effect.

Methods: SS — Single site; P — Pooled; ESS — Enhanced single site; J — Joint analysis

A pooling group (or ESS analysis) derived at one gauge can be applied to estimate growth curves at a number of
ungauged sites. Each site may have a different urban adjustment, and therefore different growth curve parameters.

Urban adjustments to growth curves should use the version 3 option in WINFAP-FEH: Kjeldsen (2010).
Growth curves were derived using the revised procedures from Science Report SC050050 (2008).

3.6 Flood estimates from the statistical method
Site Flood peak (m*/s) for the following return periods (in years)
code 2 5 10 20 50 100 200 500 1000
BD 01 1.446 2.030 2.451 2.899 3.567 4,146 4.804 5.811 6.698
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4 Revitalised flood hydrograph (ReFH2.2) method

4.1 Parameters for ReFH2.2 model

Note: If parameters are estimated from catchment descriptors, they are easily reproducible so it is not
essential to enter them in the table.

Site Method: Tp (hours) Cinax (mm) BL (hours) BR
code | OPT. Optimisation Time to peak Maximum Baseflow lag Baseflow
BR: Baseflow recession fitting storage recharge
CD: Catchment descriptors capacity
DT: Data transfer (give details)
BD_01 | op 5195 1048.737 72.709 2.316
Comments
Brief description of any flood event analysis
carried out (further details should be given below or
in a project reporl)
4.2 Design events for ReFH2.2 method
Site code | Urban or Season of design Storm duration Storm area for ARF
rural event (summer or (hours) {if not calchment area)
winter)
BD_01 Urban Winter 9:30 -
Are the storm durations likely to be changed in the
next stage of the study, e.g. by optimisation within a
hydraulic model?
4.3 Flood estimates from the ReFH2.2 method
Site Flood peak (m’/s) for the following return periods (in years)
code 2 5 10 20 50 100 200 500 1000
BD 01 | 153 2.02 2.38 2.76 3.33 3.83 4.46 5.60 6.78
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5 FEH rainfall-runoff method

5.1 Parameters for FEH rainfall-runoff model

Methods:

FEA : Flood event analysis
LAG : Catchment lag
DT : Catchment descriptors with data transfer from donor catchment
CD : Catchment descriptors alone
BFI : SPR derived from baseflow index calculated from flow data

Site code | Rural Tp(0): Tp(0): SPR: SPR: BF: BF: If DT, numbers of
(R)or | method | value | method | value | method | value | donor sites used
urban (hours) (%) (m%s) | (see Section 5.2)
(U) and reasons
5.2 Donor sites for FEH rainfall-runoff parameters
N | Watercourse Station Tp(0) Tp(0) | Adjustment | SPR SPR Adjust-
0. from from ratio for from from ment
data (A) | CDs (B) | Tp(0) (A/B) data CDs ratio for
(C) (D) SPR
(C/D)
2
5.3 Inputs to and outputs from FEH rainfall-runoff model
Site Storm Storm area Flood peaks (m”/s) ot volurnes {m') for the following return
code | duration tor ARF (if periods (in years)
(hours) not
catchment
area)

Are the storm durations likely to be changed in the
next stage of the study, e.g. by optimisation within a
hydraulic model?
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6 Discussion and summary of results

6.1 Comparison of results from different methods

This table compares peak flows from various methods with those from the FEH Statistical method at
example sites for two key return periods. Blank cells indicate that results for a particular site were not
calculated using that method.

Ratio of peak flow to FEH Statistical peak
Site Return period 2 years Return period 100 years
code ~
ReFH2.2 ReFH2.2
BD 01 1.058 NA 0.928

6.2 Final choice of method

Choice of method
andreasons —
include reference to
type of study,
nature of catchment
and type of data
available.

QMED estimates were calculated from catchment descriptors with donor transfer
adjustment. QMED was adjusted for urbanisation (Kjeldsen 2010) as suggested for
all catchment by the FEH Guidelines. Final peak flows for all return periods are
derived with the statistical method at BD_01, which is recommended by current EA
guidelines and the FEH Guidelines for permeable catchments.

Final design hydrographs for all AEPs are derived from applying the statistical peaks
to the ReFH2 model.

6.3 Assumptions, limitations and uncertainty

List the main assumptions made e Gauges considered for donor transfer for QMED are judged
(specific to this study) according to NRFA information

¢ Suitability for pooling is based on HiFlows classification and
the assessment of the quality of gauges is based on data
and comments in the NRFA.

Discuss any particular imitations, e Statistical methods used up to the 1000 year return period.
e.g. applying methods outside the
range of catchment types or return
periods for which they were

additional work.

developed

Give what information you can on

uncettainty in the results —e.g. Node | QMED | 68% confidence 95% confidence
confidence limits for the QMED (m3/s)

estimates using FEH 3:12.5 or the

factorial standard error from Science Lower Upper Lower Upper
Report 5000050 (2008). BDO | 1446 |1010 |2069 0706 2.961
Comment on the suitability of the Results are suitable for the purpose of the assessment of flood
results for future studies, e.g. at levels and extents at the site of interest.

nearby locations or for different

purposes.

Give any other comments on the The use of local data would improve these estimates if a gauge

study, for example suggestions for | could be installed on the Black Ditch watercourse.
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6.4 Checks

Are the results consistent, for NA
example at confluences?

What do the results imply NA
regarding the return periods of
floods during the period of record?

What is the 100-year growth

factor? Is this realistic? (The 2.867, yes this is realistic

guidance suggests a typical range of

2.1t04.0)

If 1000-year flows have been 1.616, this is within the typical range [1.5-2]

derived, what is the range of ratios
for 1000-year flow-over 100:-year
flow?

What range of specific runoffs Outside scope of this project
{I/stha) do the results equate to?
Are there any inconsistencies?

How do the results compare with No previous reporting to compare results to.
those of other studies? Explain any
differences and conclude which resuilts
should be preferred.

Are the results compatible with the | NA. Outside of scope.
longer-term flood history?

Describe any other checks on the | No further checks were made.
results

6.5 Final results

Site Flood peak (m”/s) for the following return periods (in years)
code 2 5 10 20 50 100 200 500 1000
BD 01 1.446 2.030 2.451 2.899 3.567 4,146 4.804 5.811 6.698
Site code 1004+35C
C
BD 01 5.597

If flood hydrographs are needed for the next stage of the study, | NA
where are they provided? {e.g. give filename of spreadsheet,
name of ISIS model, or reference to table below)
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7 ANNEX

Table 1 Default pooling group at BD_01 (FEH catchment)

Station Distance Years of data QMED AM L-CV ;KEW Discordancy
44008 (South Winterbourne @ Winterbourne

Steepleton) 0.514 37 0.448 0.416 0.326 1.036
26803 (Water Forlornes @ Driffield) 0.516 17 0.437 0.3 0.112 0.466
44013 (Piddle @ Little Puddle) 0.544 23 1.103 0.463 0.254 1.849
22003 (Usway Burn @ Shillmoor) 0.547 13 16.17 0.282 0.311 1.785
28058 (Henmore Brook @ Ashbourne) 0.574 12 9.006 0.155 -0.064 1.673
27010 (Hodge Beck @ Bransdale Weir) 0.579 41 9.42 0.224  0.293 0.679
203046 (Rathmore Burn @ Rathmore Bridge) 0.658 34 10.788 0.146  0.136 0.558
28041 (Hamps @ Waterhouses) 0.702 31 26.664 0.22 0.295 1.348
41020 (Bevern Stream @ Clappers Bridge) 0.704 47 139 0.205 0.17 0.602
26802 (Gypsey Race @ Kirby Grindalythe) 0.733 17 0.116  0.274 0.24 0.078
24006 (Rookhope Burn @ Eastgate) 0.741 20 2462 0.152 0.117 0.586
49005 (Bollingey Stream @ Bolingey Cocks Bridge) 0.764 6 6.511 0.265 0.063 1.331
36010 (Bumpstead Brook @ Broad Green) 0.766 49 7.585 0.365 0.173 2.002
49004 (Gannel @ Gwills) 0.769 47 15.022 0.258 0.105 0.345
25019 (Leven @ Easby) 0.77 38 5.333 0.338 0.391 1.076
73015 (Keer @ High Keer Weir) 0.796 25 12.239 0.174 0.191 0.455
51003 (Washford @ Beggearn Huish) 0.801 49 6.12 0.19 0.076 1.129
Total 506

Weighted means 0.263  0.197
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Station

Table 2 Final pooling group at BD_01 (FEH catchment)

44008 (South Winterbourne @ Winterbourne

Steepleton)

26803 (Water Forlornes @ Driffield)

44013 (Piddle @ Little Puddle)

28058 (Henmore Brook @ Ashbourne)
27010 (Hodge Beck @ Bransdale Weir)
203046 (Rathmore Burn @ Rathmore Bridge)

28041 (Hamps @ Waterhouses)

41020 (Bevern Stream @ Clappers Bridge)
26802 (Gypsey Race @ Kirby Grindalythe)
24006 (Rookhope Burn @ Eastgate)

49004 (Gannel @ Gwills)
25019 (Leven @ Easby)

73015 (Keer @ High Keer Weir)

51003 (Washford @ Beggearn Huish)

24007 (Browney @ Lanchester)

72014 (Conder @ Galgate)

Total
Weighted means

Years of L-
Distance data QMED AM L-CvV SKEW
0.514 37 0.448 0.416 0.326
0.516 17 0.437 0.3 0.112
0.544 23 1.103 0.463 0.254
0.574 12 9.006 0.155 -0.064
0.579 41 9.42 0.224 0.293
0.658 34 10.788 0.146 0.136
0.702 31 26.664 0.22 0.295
0.704 47 13.9 0.205 0.17
0.733 17 0.116 0.274 0.24
0.741 20 24.62 0.152 0.117
0.769 47 15.022 0.258 0.105
0.77 38 5.333 0.338 0.391
0.796 25 12.239 0.174 0.191
0.801 49 6.12 0.19 0.076
0.82 15 10.981 0.222 0.212
0.871 49 16.646 0.212 0.082
502
955 0.25 0.189

BD 01 PG2 {14-05-2018 12:08}
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Figure 5: L-moments for final pooling group at site BD_01
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BD 01 PG2 (14-05-2018 12:08)
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Figure 6Growth curve for final pooling group at site BD_01
Doc no. 197 08 SDO1 Version 5 Last printed 01/04/2014 Page 21 of 21

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL A/109/20/RES



