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Introduction 
 

This report is part of project to improve passage and access by migratory fish including eels between 
the Thames and the Wandle thereby improving ecological functionality, diversity and populations of 
migratory fish species in the Wandle. It was funded by the Heritage Lottery Fund as part of the Living 
Wandle Landscape Partnership Scheme (LWLPS), a programme that involves the local community in 
the understanding, restoration and enhancement of the River Wandle landscape. 
 
Objectives 

 
The objective of this report is to assess the weir structure, in regards to fish passage and make an 
assessment of the current outline options for addressing any issues identified, at Watermeads on the 
River Wandle, Morden, South West London. The report proposes the next steps required for option(s) 
development, in order for a solution to be taken forward to address the Wandle’s current failing status 
as classified by the Water Framework Directive (WFD). Doing so will improve the resilience of the 
Wandle’s fish community. 
 
Site Location 

 
Watermeads weir (Grid Reference: TQ 2744 6778) is located in the grounds of Watermeads Nature 
Reserve, a National Trust property in between Morden and Mitcham, South West London (Figure 1).   
 

 
Figure 1. Location map of Watermeads structure (red dot) with in Watermeads nature reserve, South 
West London. 
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Site Description 
  
The site is designated as a ‘local nature reserve’ and contains a number of different waterbodies and 
aquatic habitats which are a legacy from the Wandle Flour Mill which operated here. The layout of 
these is shown in Figure 2. and briefly summarised below: 
 
The River Wandle runs for 600 m around the eastern boundary of the site with 400 m of this being 
impounded by Watermeads weir. This main channel carries approximately 80% of the flow under 
normal conditions with the remaining 20% conveyed by the Paper Mill Cut. 
 
A control structure near the entrance to the Paper Mill Cut and a series of sluices allows for water 
levels in channels A & B to be managed as wetland habitat. The main river channel upstream of the 
weir is heavily impounded with water depths of 1.5 m and a significant depth of deposited silt. 
Downstream of the weir the channel has concrete bed and banks, and the river is much faster flowing 
with water depths of c. 400 mm under mean flow conditions. 
 
A fixed crest weir (TQ 27282 67759) with a head drop of c. 1.5 m also maintains the head of water in 
the Paper Mill Cut and a 0.5 acre pond.  
 
 

 
Figure 2: Site map showing location of Watermeads Weir and the River Wandle at Watermeads Nature 
Reserve. 
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Watermeads Weir 
 
The current structure was constructed in 1964 and comprises a counterbalanced sluice gate and a 
fixed crest over-fall side weir. The sluice gate head comprises of a pair of wire ropes and rope drums 
supported by an overhead steel superstructure.  A float located in an adjacent chamber automatically 
controls the sluice gate, which is regulated by upstream water levels. Upstream water levels are also 
monitored and logged via telemetry. 
 
The fixed-crest weir provides fine control of upstream water levels during periods of low flow. The 
counterbalance sluice gate provides the bulk of the structures discharge capacity during periods of 
high upstream water levels. The sluice gate is of steel construction, 1220 mm high by 4570 mm wide 
and has an accompanying concrete counterbalance weight (9 tonnes). A concrete footbridge provides 
access to the structure for operational and maintenance requirements. (Environment Agency (2004) 
Watermeads Weir Operations Manual, EA, London). 
 
The structure may not provide any flood risk benefits. Modelling has been undertaken by FCRM to 
test the impacts of the weirs failing opened and closed, although the results are yet to be published. 
(Environment Agency Operations Team & FCRM pers. comm.) It’s likely that its only apparent function 
is to maintain historic upstream water levels, which are a legacy of milling at the site, and support 
water levels in adjacent waterbodies. 
 
Ownership of the weir is still to be determined, although the Environment Agency Operations Manual 
(2004) states “The Environment Agency owns the land occupied by the structure and wholly owns the 
assets associated with Watermeads Weir”. It is therefore understood that the Agency is the asset 
owner. Maintenance by the Environment Agency’s Operations Team is undertaken every two months, 
which includes management of the surrounding vegetation for access and a manual test of the sluice 
operation. 
 
The counterbalance sluice gate can be fully opened in five minutes and the upstream head of water 
can be drained down within one hour. A full inspection is undertaken annually. The current setup 
means the sluice gate begins to operate at a minimal increase in upstream water level. 
 
 
Water Framework Directive (WFD) classification  

 
Watermeads is in the ‘Wandle’ (Croydon to Wandsworth) waterbody and is classified as ‘Heavily 
Modified’. The waterbody is failing its WFD targets in 2016, due to ecological failures for fish (Poor) 
and macroinvertebrates (Moderate) and a physio-chemical failure for Phosphate (Bad). Fish passage 
at Watermeads is being addressed in the context of providing access for multiple fish species to the 
upper reaches of the Wandle to increase the resilience of the river and its fish populations, to address 
the Fish failure. Confirmed reasons for failure for Fish include ‘Physical modification - Barriers to fish 
migration’.  
 
 
Upstream and downstream context 
 
Watermeads weir is the first barrier downstream of the Beddington sewage treatment works effluent 
channel, which has seen a number of pollution events in recent history. The presence of the weir 
means in the there is no opportunity of natural reconolisation from downstream stock.  

 

http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/so/WaterBody/GB106039023460
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The next barrier upstream of Watermeads is at Goat Bridge, approx. 1.3 km. This tilting gate weir is 
impassable to all fish species, although it is envisaged that this site will be addressed and provide 
passage within the next couple of years. 
 
Ravensbury Mill is a tilting gate weir located approximately 1.1 km downstream of Watermeads weir 
in Ravensbury Park. A pumped bristle pass allows eels/elvers to migrate upstream of this barrier 
although it is also presently impassable to other fish species. In 2015, a small stepped weir was 
removed from a side stream here to improve fish passage at the site, although further improvements 
would be beneficial to maximise the efficiency of the bypass channel.  
 
Addressing fish passage at Watermeads would create a continuous length of river approximately 2.4 
km in length. 
 
Fisheries data 
Environment Agency electric fishing survey data does not clearly demonstrate the barrier caused by 
Watermeads Weir. This true impact is masked by historical fish stocking of upstream and downstream 
reaches. 
 

 
Flow / level data 
Flow data for the South Wimbledon gauging station approximately 3.7 km downstream of 
Watermeads Weir is shown below.  These flows are not reflective of those encountered at 
Watermeads due to the additional inputs further downstream. 
 

 

Period of Record: 1962 - 2016 

Percent Complete: 93 % 

Base Flow Index: 0.87 

Mean Flow: 1.881 m3/s 

95% Exceedance (Q95): 0.753 m3/s 

70% Exceedance (Q70): 1.44 m3/s 

50% Exceedance (Q50): 1.73 m3/s 

10% Exceedance (Q10): 2.82 m3/s 

 
Table 1: Data for South Wimbledon from National River Flow Archive 

 
Survey of structures  
 
The weir structure was inspected, photographed and surveyed on 17th November 2017 during low to 
moderate flows. Dimensions were taken using a laser measure, tape measure and staff. Levels were 
taken using a dumpy level.  
 
 

Utility searches and site observations 
 
A desktop utilities search was undertaken in April 2017 by local Environment Agency staff. All utility 
maps are provided in Appendix B. Some discrepancies were observed between these search results 
and the services observed during the November 2017 site visits. These are discussed below: 

 Electricity - No records are marked on the UK Power Networks utility map. Although an 
electricity kiosk is present on the right bank, 15 m away from the weir (Figure 3 - left). 
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 Internet - Records show a BT Openreach cable running from Riverside Drive to the weir. 

 Water – No records are marked on the Thames Water utility map, although a surface water 
outfall is present 25 m downstream of the weir structure (Figure 3 - right). It is likely this conveys 
surface drainage from the Riverside Drive area. 

 Gas – No records are shown on the Scotia Gas Networks utility map. 

 Others – Linesearch indicates additional Gas providers within the site.  
 

       
Figure 3. Photos of know utilities not highlighted by desk based utility search. 

 
 

Structure dimensions and photographs 
Dimensions recorded during site survey are provided in Figure 4, photographs of the structure are 
provided as Appendix C.



 

Figure 4. Plan view and Long Section from survey data. 

 



 

 

 
 

Fish passage assessment 
An assessment of passability for all species was carried out following the SNIFFER methodology 
(SNIFFER, 2012) on 14th November 2017 (2m/s – low to moderate flows). Water velocities were only 
taken through the fast water down the sloping weir and tail race, as they were observed to be high 
and potentially may limit fish passage by some species. Other sections of the structure were based on 
using water depths and the physical dimensions of the structure. 
 
The barrier was divided in five separate transversal sections which included (from downstream), a long 
concrete plinth with a fast flow; followed by a small step weir onto a sloping weir; followed by another 
step weir into a turbulent pool; which exits into the upstream reach by another small step weir.  
 
In summary, the SNIFFER assessment rated Watermeads as a partial barrier with high impact for adult 
salmonids and a complete barrier to adult grayling, cyprinids, adult lamprey, juvenile eel and juvenile 
salmonids (Table 2.). SNIFFER assessment forms are presented in Appendix D. 
 
Despite the presence of an eel / elver pass, the assessment indicated that the weir presented a 
complete barrier to juvenile eel due to the high level of turbulence at the entrance and debris blocking 
the upstream exit.  Improvement works were undertaken by SERT in March 2018 as part of the HLF 
Living Wandle Project, although these were after the November 2017 assessment. Conditions for 
passage are now favourable and the weir is now considered passable for eel passage. 
 
 
 

 Upstream migration Downstream migration 

 No 
barrier  

Partial 
barrier 
(low 
impact) 

Partial 
barrier 
(high 
impact) 

Complete 
barrier  

No 
barrier 

Partial 
barrier 
(low 
impact) 

Partial 
barrier 
(high 
impact) 

Complete 
barrier  

Adult 
Salmon 

        
Adult 
Trout 

        
Adult 
Grayling 

        
Cyprinids 
(coarse 
fish) 

        

Adult 
Lamprey 

        
Juvenile 
Eel 

        
Juvenile 
Salmonids 

        
Juvenile 
Lamprey 

        
Adult  
Eel 

        
 
Table 2. Summary table of SNIFFER fish passage assessment of the Watermeads weir/sluice structure.  



 

 

Options Screening 

The screening process aims to justify and select those options that will progress to the appraisal stage. These are highlighted in green. 

 

Option Description Screening Justification 

No Active intervention 
Continue current management regime and 
associated costs for maintenance. 

Remove option Fish passage at this site needs to be achieved to meet WFD objectives/targets. 

Full removal of structure 
 
 

Remove option Although the main objective of fish passage and the removal of the impoundment would 
be achieved, lowering upstream water levels would dry out the existing pond and adjacent 
waterbodies. This would affect the ongoing management on the reed bed habitat 
undertaken by the National Trust. Morden Hall Park Angling Club who have fishing rights 
for the pond would likely have a strong objection. 
 

Permanent raising of sluice Remove option Similar problems to those mentioned above. A significant pre-barrage structure would 
need to be installed downstream of the weir to drown out the main step to achieve fish 
passage. 

Borehole installation with 
(a) Full removal of structure or (b) Permanent 
raising of sluice with pre-barrage. 

Progress to 
appraisal stage 

Main objective of fish passage would be achieved. Additional benefit of removing/reducing 
the impoundment without negative effects on adjacent waterbodies.   

Full removal of structure with rock ramp 
installation 

Progress to 
appraisal stage 

Would address key objective and maintain water levels in adjacent waterbodies, whilst 
potentially un-impounding (approximately 250m of the River Wandle)  

Modification of existing structure Progress to 
appraisal stage 

With some modifications the existing structure provides a good base for a technical fish 
pass. Would address key objective and maintain water levels in adjacent waterbodies. 
There would be no reduction in the impoundment length (approximately 250m of the River 
Wandle) and therefore no further environmental/ecological benefits would be realised. 

Install bypass channel around structure 
Utilising section of adjacent channel. 

Progress to 
appraisal stage 

Would address key objective and maintain water levels in adjacent waterbodies. There 
would be no reduction in the impoundment length (approximately 250m of the River 
Wandle) and therefore no further environmental/ecological benefits would be realised. 

 
Table 3. List of options, screening and justification. 



 

 

Options outline 
The options progressed from the initial screening are assessed in more detail below. Options have 
NOT been fully assessed nor developed to detailed design. Options presented are intended to promote 
further discussion and inform future investigations, which will be required to determine the preferred 
final option. The following options will be discussed: 
 

 Option 1. (a & b). Borehole pump 

 Option 2. Rock ramp 

 Option 3. Modification of existing structure 

 Option 4. Bypass channel 

Option 1.(a) - Borehole pump with full removal of structure 
 
Full removal of the Watermeads weir structure would achieve fish passage, remove the impoundment 
and restore the natural geomorphology to this stretch of the Wandle. However, doing so would likely 
result in the adjacent waterbodies drying out due to the loss of head created by the weir crest which 
currently supplies the required flow.  
 
A potential solution to mitigate for this effect could be to install a borehole water pump to maintain 
water levels. Further investigations would be required to determine the flow requirements, in addition 
to whether the groundwater source is a viable donor for the augmentation. A recent quote from a 
nearby site provided indicated costs ranging from £50,000 for 20c/m³ to £150,000 for 1000 c/m³, 
respectively.  The location of the infrastructure, ownership, permission (abstraction license) and 
responsibility for ongoing maintenance costs would need to be agreed.  This option would have the 
added benefits of providing a cleaner water supply to the wetlands with an improvement in invasive 
species control.   
 
Channel narrowing upstream of the weir in the impounded reach would be required in order to adjust 
channel dimensions to suit the lowered water level. In addition to this, a replacement bridge 
(pedestrian access as minimum) and a new bank to seal off the upstream end of the Papermill Cut 
would be required.  
 
If the structure were removed, mobilisation of the silt accumulated over 100+ years in the upstream 
impoundment could be a major concern and a risk to downstream wildlife. Any silt present could be 
used in the channel narrowing works and reduce the need to import new materials to the site. A 
detailed silt survey should be undertaken to inform the silt quantities present. 
 
 

Benefits Negatives 

Fish passage Achieved Associated cost High 

Removal of impoundment Achieved Fine adjustment for flood 
control 

Lost 

Restore natural processes & 
geomorphology 

Achieved Reliance on pumps to maintain 
adjacent waterbodies 

Yes 

Remove responsibility, 
operation and maintenance 
costs of weir 

Achieved Uncertainty of water supply 
required 

Yes 

Potential for improved 
water quality in adjacent 
waterbodies 

Yes Continual running and 
maintenance costs for pump. 

Yes 
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Better control of invasive 
species in wetlands 

Yes Potential impacts on landowner High 

  Access bridge replacement  Yes 

Project work up – 30k, Modelling – 20k, Weir removal – 70k, Bridge Replacement – 20k, New bank to 
close off Papermill Cut – 15k, Channel narrowing – 20k, Borehole installation – 150k  

Total Estimated cost £300-400k 
 
 

Option 1.(b) - Borehole pump with permanent raising of sluice 
 
Permanent raising of the sluice gate would open the left-hand-channel through the structure. Doing 
so would promote fish passage and would remove a significant length of impoundment.  Leaving the 
majority of the structure in place would eliminate the need to replace the access bridge and would 
keep delivery costs to a minimum. 
 
A pre barrage structure similar to that shown in Figure 5 would need to be installed downstream of 
the weir in order to raise the tailwater level above the 0.4 m step which makes up part of the weir. 
 
All the works associated with the borehole pump installation as described in option 1 (a) would be 
required. 
 
Although the costs of weir demolition would be saved, the ongoing liability, operating and 
maintenance costs for the Environment Agency would continue.  
 
 

 
Figure 5: An example of a pre barrage used by Environment Agency to ‘drown out’ a weir - CT 
Construction Ltd. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.ct-construction.co.uk/portfolio/environment-agency.php
http://www.ct-construction.co.uk/portfolio/environment-agency.php
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Benefits Negatives 

Fish passage Achieved Associated  cost High 

Removal of impoundment Partially 
Achieved 

Fine adjustment for flood 
control 

Lost 

Restore natural processes & 
geomorphology 

Partially 
Achieved 

Reliance on pumps to maintain 
adjacent waterbodies 

Yes 

Reduced operation / 
maintenance of weir 

Not Achieved Uncertainty of water supply 
required 

Yes 

Potential for improved 
water quality in adjacent 
waterbodies 

Yes Continual running and 
maintenance costs for pump. 

Yes 

  Potential Impacts on landowner High 

Project work up – 30k, Modelling – 20k, Pre barrage installation – 15k, New bank to close off papermill 
cut – 15k, Channel narrowing – 20k, Borehole installation – 150k = 200k 

Total Estimated cost £250-270k 
 
 
 

Option 2. – Rock ramp with full removal of structure 
 
A large rock ramp structure similar to that shown in Figure 6 could be installed across the full width of 
the channel in order to maintain the water levels in the adjacent waterbodies. The preferred location 
would be directly downstream of the entrance to the Papermill Cut. Delivery this solution would 
enable over 250m of the channel to be unimpounded and restored. 
 
In order to be passable to coarse fish, the ramp would be required to be c.30m in length (gradient 
1:20). The logistics of bringing in such large amounts of material for the construction of a rock ramp 
at this site would be a challenge, likely requiring a temporary trackway. 
 
More detailed investigations would be required to determine the potential hydraulic implications on 
the adjacent waterbodies if the rock ramp was installed anywhere upstream of the current weir 
location. Potential locations for a rock ramp are shown in Figure 7. 
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Figure 6. Rock ramp structure on the Hogsmill River near Kingston, London. 

 
 

 
Figure 7: Potential locations for rock ramp.  
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Benefits Negatives 

Fish passage Achieved Associated  cost High 

Removal of impoundment Partially 
Achieved 

Fine adjustment for flood 
control 

Lost 

Restore natural processes & 
geomorphology 

Partially 
Achieved 

Delivery Implications Yes 

Remove responsibility, 
operation and maintenance 
costs of weir 

Achieved Potential Impacts on landowner High 

Reliance on pumps to 
maintain adjacent 
waterbodies 

No Access bridge replacement  Yes 

Uncertainty of water supply 
required 

No   

Project work up – 30k, Modelling – 20k, Rock ramp installation – 70k, Weir removal – 70k, Bridge 
Replacement – 20k, Channel narrowing – 30k = £170k 

Total Estimated cost £250-350k 
 
 
 
Option 3. Modification of existing structure 
 
The channel through the structure, along the right-hand-bank created by the fixed crest weir presents 
an opportunity for a potential technical fish pass solution. 
 
The overall slope and channel widths suggest a Hassinger Bristle pass (Figure 8.) would be the 
preferred option.  With some minor modifications to the existing concrete structure (Figure 10), a 
series of bristle rows could be extended all the way through the structure.  

 
If after further investigations the hydraulic considerations prevent its use, a Larinier pass (Figure 9) 
could be explored. This option would require a pre barrage to be installed at the downstream end and 
may also require resting pools within the structure. Although passage could be achieved with a Larinier 
it is less desirable because it would not function for smaller fish species. 
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Figures 8 & 9.  Examples of a Hassinger bristle pass (left) and a Larinier superactive baffle fish 
pass on the Wandle at Carshalton (right). 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 10: Potential modifications to fixed crest spillway. 
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Benefits Negatives 

Fish passage Achieved Removal of 
impoundment 

Not Achieved 

Prohibitive cost Low Restore natural 
processes & 
geomorphology  

Not Achieved 

Delivery Implications Low Remove 
responsibility, 
operation and 
maintenance costs of 
weir 

Not Achieved 

Potential Impacts on 
landowner 

Low   

Project work up – 30k, Modelling – 10k, design 5k, Hassinger bristles & installation – 25k, Weir modifications 
– 35k 

Total Estimated cost £90-130k 

 
Option 4. Bypass channel  
 
A ‘close to nature’ bypass channel around the structure is an option, but due to the required head 
drop to be a stable channel without the need for an engineered hydraulic control this would require 
channel length of c.260 m (at 1:175).  
 
A more viable shorter bypass channel (Figure 11) could be achieved using a more engineered 
approach. This could be using a series of steps/pools, to create in effect a nature like pool pass. The 
majority of the head could be rapidly dropped using a Hassinger pass(esS) with a ‘natural’ channel in 
between.  Additional footbridges to maintain access routes and works to stabilise the newly cut banks 
would be required. 
 
Both of these solutions would require modifications to the adjacent channel which is currently used 
for the wetland management.  Further discussions with National Trust are required to see if this option 
could be explored further. 
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Figure 11: Potential modifications to fixed crest spillway. 
 
 

Benefits Negatives 

Fish passage Achieved Prohibitive cost Potential 

Creation of additional 
habitat 

Achieved Removal of 
impoundment 

Not Achieved 

Prohibitive Cost Medium Restore 
geomorphology 

Not Achieved 

  Reduced operation / 
maintenance 

Not Achieved 

  Potential Impacts on 
landowner 

Medium/High 

  Delivery Implications Yes 

Project work up – 30k, Modelling – 10k, design 5k, Hassinger bristles & installation – 25k, bank – 
40k 

Estimated cost £150-200k 
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Selection of preferred option 
  
A summary of the options appraisal is shown in Table 4 below. Based on the options appraisal the 
preferred option is to modify the existing structure and install a Hassinger bristle fish pass (Option 3).   
This option has been selected as it meets the objectives of the project by achieving fish passage for all 
life stages and species.  
 
Although Options 1a and 1b would achieve a greater number of benefits in terms of river restoration, 
they were not selected due to uncertainties over the viability of installing the borehole pump. Further 
investigations and discussions with stakeholders would be required to determine if this is feasible. 
 
Option 2 was not selected due to the delivery implications of the weir demolition and rock ramp 
construction.  The constraints of maintaining the upstream water levels, may not justify the amount 
of work required.  
 
Option 3 was selected over Option 4 due to the existing structure and slope only requiring some minor 
modifications to create suitable conditions for installation of a technical fish pass. Estimated costs, 
potential risks and impacts on the current site management would also be significantly less. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4. Comparison of options with project requirements.  

 Project Requirements 

Option Fish 
Passage 

Impoundment 
removed 

Weir 
removal 

New 
access 
bridge 

Borehole 
pump 

Pre 
Barrage 

Channel 
narrowing 

Impact on 
landowner 

Impact of 
environment 

Estimated 
Cost 

Option 1.(a)  
Borehole 
pump with 
full removal 
of structure 

 
Achieved 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
High 

 
High 

 
£300-400k 

Option 1.(b) 
Borehole 
pump with 
permanent 
raising of 
sluice 
 

 
Achieved 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
High 

 
Medium 

 
£250-270k 

Option 2.   
Full removal 
of structure 
with rock 
ramp 
installation  

 
Achieved 

 
Partially  

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
High 

 
High 

 
£250-350k 

Option 3. 
Modification 
of existing 
structure 
 

 
Achieved 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Possible 

 
No 

 
Low 

 
Low 

 
£90-130k 

Option 4.  
Bypass 
channel  
 

 
Achieved 

 
No 

 
No 

  
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

 
Medium 

 
Medium 

 
£150-200k 



 

 

 
 
Preferred Option 
 
This section provides additional detail on the implementation of the preferred option (Option 3) and 
presents a conceptual design drawing (Figure 12) to assist with the progression of the options to 
detailed design.  

The existing fixed crest spillway has a suitable structure in terms of width and gradient to allow for the 
installation of Hassinger bristles. If the downstream step of the weir was filled in the slope/gradient  
would be within the required range of 1 in 12.5. 
 
An estimation of 300 l/s would be required for a 0.5m deep 1.3m wide pass which is clearly available 
from the local flow data . The upstream wall would need to be modified or replaced with a control 
structure to throttle the water entering the new pass. 
 
The hydraulic conditions created by the bristles should allow uninhibited passage and habitat for all 
classes and fish species and macroinvertebrates. Water velocities and turbulence are much lower than 
in other fish pass solutions as the energy is dissipated within the brushes.  Up to 30 lines of bristles 
may be required to drop the head over 40-50mm increments. The long side wall of the fixed crest weir 
may need to be raised to prevent water overtopping as it does in the current situation. 
 
No significant changes in maintenance requirements are expected other than occasion litter 
clearance.  Risks of debris jams are low due to the bristles ability to flex. The estimated lifespan of the 
bristles are 10-20 years and can be easily replaced if required. Environment agency staff have 
highlighted the current lack of safe access into the fixed crest spillway which could easily be improved 
as part of the project. 
 
Adjustments would be required to the current setup involving the float chamber and sluice. The local 
Environment Agency hydrology and telemetry team would be able to advise on how much work this 
would involve. 
 
Consultation and agreements would be required with the following key stakeholders: National Trust, 
Environment Agency, Tooting and Micham Community and Sports Club, Morden Hall Park Angling 
Club, upstream landowners,and the General Public.  
 
 
 
 

  



 

 

 
Figure 12: Concept design for preferred option.  



 

 

Next steps 
 
 

 

1. Consultation with stakeholders and landowners. 

2. Input from Environment Agency Regional Fisheries Technical Specialist. 

3. Discuss preferred option with Dr Hassinger, Kassel University, Germany. 

4. Assessment of water requirements of adjacent waterbodies (pond and Channels A & B), 

including wetland response test. 

5. Undertake a detailed silt survey through the main channel upstream of the weir. 

6. Work with local FCRM Environment Agency staff to complete. 

7. Full options appraisal, including flood risk modelling of options to assess impacts/benefits. 

8. Detailed design and costings of preferred option. 
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Appendix B – Environment Agency Utility Search Information - April 2017 
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Appendix C – Watermeads Weir – Site Photos November 2017 
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Appendix D – Sniffer Assessment Forms – Jan 2017 
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