
Role of the Environment Agency - Internal
Capital Projects

• Support scheme appraisal 
o demonstrate economic viability (Treasury’s Green Book)
o Damaged assessed using Multi-Colored Manual 

• Modelling underpins the evidence base: 
o Quantifies flood risk and damages
o Assesses scheme benefits and option

• 250 projects:
o Invested £2.65 billion since 2024
o 62,000 homes and businesses are better protected
o Will prevent an estimated £10 billion

Mapping Projects
• National and catchment-scale flood models
• More than 1,000 detailed local flood risk models
• Used to: 

o Inform public understanding of flood risk
o Support policy, planning, and investment decisions



Role of the Environment Agency- External
Planning Applications 

• Produced by developers and consultants
• Assess site-specific flood risk and impacts of development
• Reviewed by EA as a Statutory Consultee
• Statutory Consultee 
• Responses within a 21-days
• Assessment focuses on two key questions:

o Is the development safe for its lifetime?
o Will the development increase flood risk elsewhere?

o Evidence provided through a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA)
o 197 applications reviewed 2025/2026

Evidence & Risk Reviews (Flood Map Challenge) 
• Third-party models used to challenge EA flood mapping
• Provide updated local evidence where appropriate
• EA review to ensure technical consistency
• Third-party submissions to challenge EA flood mapping
• New or improved modelling used to refine flood risk understanding
• 13 applications reviewed 2025/2026 (stop and slow)



How the EA Assures Modelling

• Early involvement is critical
• Review method statement

• Ensure all required deliverables

Final Review and Sign Off

• Define clear, proportionate 
modelling scope and expectations

• Early discussions through Pre-
Application (Pre-App)

Early Engagement

• Role of the model assurer:
o Assess whether the modelling 

approach is appropriate and 
robust

o Identify limitations, risks, and 
uncertainties

o Provide technical advice and 
recommendations (not 
decisions)

Ongoing Technical Support 
• EA local team triages 

applications and determines 
level of technical review

• Complex models are passed to 
specialist reviewers for 
assurance

• Final position provided by the 
local EA team to the Local 
Planning Authority

• Assess the quality and 
robustness of final model 
against guidance

• Work with consultants to ensure 
requirements are understood and 
delivered 

• Technical lead embedded within 
project team 

Internal projects External projects 

External projects Internal projects 

Internal projects 



Strike the right balance in 
responses
 Explain what the issue is and why it 

matters
 Avoid unhelpful comments (e.g. “this is 

wrong”)
 Set out issue impact required action
 Provide direction, not solutions
 Write on behalf of the Environment 

Agency
 Use neutral, professional, evidence, 

based language

Standards and guidance
 Base comments on published 

guidance
 Align with industry best 

practice

Not a tick box exercise
 Proforma is a tool, not the review itself
 Do not rely on checklist order alone
 Use judgement and experience
 Automated tools highlight issues not 

conclusions
 Always explain impact and context of 

findings

Expect robust justification and 
reporting
Expect clear evidence and reporting
“Existing EA model” is not sufficient 

justification
All decisions must be documented and 

justified
Explain checks, methods, and 

implications
If it’s not documented, it hasn’t 

happened
Avoid assumptions ensure a clear audit 

trail

Proportionate
Understand the purpose of the 

modelling
Not all issues are critical reflect this in 

comments
Avoid over-engineering (“gold plating”)
Ensure model is fit for purpose

RAG status
Apply EA RAG definitions consistently
Base status on impact to results and 

decisions
Actions expected only for Amber and 

Red
Status depends on model use, risk, 

and context

Hydraulic Model 
Review

 
Key Principles



Review scoring

OK – Good practice.
No Objection.

Green – Negligible impact on the results that is unlikely to change the 
outcome of the study.
No Objection. Acknowledgement of the comment expected

Amber – Potential impact on the results that may change the outcome of the 
study.
Requires justification of approach or rectification
Planning: Consider objecting to the application based on comments highlighted.

Red – Has an impact on the results that may have a significant impact on the 
outcome of the study.
Thorough justifying of the approach from applicant based on evidence or update the 
model in accordance with the comment.
Planning: Objection - Application to be objected if comments are highlighted in this 
category.



Main Tools to Support 
Assurance

Hydrology
• LIT 11832 Flood Estimation Guidelines
• LIT 66039 Flood Estimation Calculation Review Template
• LIT 65087 Flood Estimation Report Template
• LIT 72793 - Flood Estimation for Reservoir Safety Calculation Review Template

Hydraulic Modelling
• LIT 56326 - Fluvial Modelling Standards
• LIT 74721 - Non-real time Hydraulic Model Method Statement Review Template
• LIT 17617 - Non-real time Hydraulic Model Review Template
• LIT 56342 - Fluvial Model Assessment Tool

Coastal Modelling
• LIT 56561 Coastal Standards
• LIT 56562 Estuary Hydraulic Modelling Assessment
• LIT 65994 Estuary Model Assessment Tool



Method Statement Review

Sections
• Project Aims and Data Review 
• Model Approach
• Methodology
• Events & Scenarios
• Deliverables and Limitations



Model Scenarios



2D Model Build



Iterative Process



Fluvial Model Assessment Tool



©Jacobs 2025

Project Example:
Thames Flood Mapping



Thames Flood Mapping

• Safeguarding 1.51M people & $546B in 
property

• 100km of most complex modelling in the 
Europe

• 10,000+ unique high-resolution 2D 
simulations on Flood Platform; derived from 
large scale 1D modelling.

• Collaboration with Jacobs, JBA and Client (EA)
• Significant improvement to evidence base to 

provide better value and efficiency of flood 
protection spending.



Project Challenges

• Multiple stakeholders from several 
consultants with varying skillsets.

• Technical stakeholders – reviewing models 
for modelling correctness

• Area teams – comparing multiple models 
to check that it matches their local 
expertise and expectations

• Must ensure that the produced models 
and their outputs are of a high quality.

• Consider size of input datasets and 
produced results.

• Consider sheer quantity of simulations.

• High security requirements.

How to enable different (non-technical) 
stakeholders to do their own checks? 

How do we undertake our QA processes 
for something of this scale?

How do you ensure that the QA is done 
to the same standard as any other 
model?



Use of Flood Platform
• Specifically for QA, we’re using Flood 

Platform to allow users from different 
companies to review modelling 
results.

• Remove hardware/software barriers 

• Consistent presentation of results.
• Easy to compare results between 

simulations and expected results



QA Tool Design Ethos

• Concerns:
• Not enough automation - Doesn’t help 

reduce workload much.

• Too much automation - Oversimplifies, 
removes nuance, might hide something 
critical.

• Benefits:
• Can produce consistent and reproducible 

outputs.

• Easy to repeat when iterating; and scalable 
across thousands of independent models.

Focus on aggregating and presenting 
model data.

Some checks are more suited to 
automation.

Help modellers without doing the job for 
them.



Example – Manual

• EA’s non-realtime Hydraulic Model Review 
spreadsheet, items 5.1-5.6:

• What structures are represented?

• Are the invert levels correct to survey?
• Is orifice mode enabled?
• Do structures have overtopping/bypass spill 

units?

• Are movable structures modelled correctly?
• Do structures use default coefficients?



Example - Automated

• Python script collects all structure 
data.

• Grades individual structures against 
simple criteria for RAG grade.

• Configurable criteria.



Future – Integration with
Flood Platform

• Currently these are internal tools as we 
develop them both as part of TE2100 and 
as efforts to improve our modelling 
processes across Jacobs.

• Working with the Flood Platform team to 
eventually turn these tools into features 
that any Flood Platform user can use.

Images from Rob D
Contact details for FP



Summary

• Single source of truth
• Standardised file formats, naming 

conventions and result visualisation
• Automated model checks on upload
• Standard & scalable tools available to all 

that are commercially supported
• Repeatable & transparent automation

Want to have your say? Got a feature request/feedback?
hello@floodplatform.com 
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Q&A

Chris to update
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