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Report from the RFCC Finance
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Presented by Neville Elstone and Andy Tester




North West RFCC Investment Programme Overvie

What outcomes are we delivering?

]

*North West  North West Actual to

E Target Forecast date
2,840 3,234 366

Are we spending the funding we have secured?

Capital funding Capital forecast

available
£109.911 million £121.743 million




Capital Efficiencies Claimed

Efficiencies Efficiency
Scheme Area RMA Value (FDGIA
CLA Environment £464,279
Kendal FRMS Agency
Lower Risk Debris Screens GMMC GMMC  Environment £360,701
Assessments Agency
River Mersey (South Manchester GMMC £285,611
Catchments) Strategy Project
Target -2024 CLA Environment £94,807
i Skirting & Whangs Beck FRMS Agenc
(10% of actual GiA Actual Left to claim _ o ’ 2o
; River Roch, Rochdale & GMMC £50,570
expenditure) Littleborough Flood Risk Environment
Management Scheme Agency
CLA Environment £26,000
CLA 6’556’600 603’060 -5’953’540 Recovery and Reconditioning Agency
GMMC 80 149 (06 883 ] - 30 266 CLA Environment £17,973
e e T e Y RSN Preston & South Ribble FRMS Agency
North West 9,842,749 1,299,943 -8,542,806

Total £1,299,941
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commmittee (inc. Asset MaintenanceStaff Costs and Revenue Pr

Resource Programme, inc. Budget Forecast | Forecast
Maintenance, Staff Costs and Resource | £k fk Variance to

Projects Budget £k
Cumbria & Lancashire 11,138 16,110 -4,972
Greater Manchester, Merseyside & 9,927 12,387 -2,460
Cheshire

EA Total FCRM GiA Resource 21,065 28.497 -7,432




2022-2023 L 2023-2024 2024-2025
Resource budget Cﬁ-‘ Resource budget 0f = Regource budget of
£6.81million £6.48million £6.2million
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deliver the same scale of maintenance
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Re-focus our maintenance priorities

Legal
Compliance

Watercourse

Maintenance

in high flood
risk areas

Maintenance
Obligations

EA high risk

Assets
under notice
In Land
Drainage
Areas

assets

Environment
W Agency



North West

North WesiRFCC Risk£024/25 &=

u  The EA Resource Maintenance programme must spend to budget with
forecasts landing the programme in -line with budget.

u Inspections to low -risk watercourse and third party owned culverts have been
stopped. Local Authorities and private landowners need to consider options to
fund these activities within their own budget.
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North WestRFCC Risk024/25 =

A The National Capital Programme has seen high levels of Over-
Programme throughout Q1 and Q2

A The National Programming team have given a directive to actively
manage the Area capital programme to 5% overprogramme or below
by the end of Q2.
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North WestRFCC Risk024/25

Weather disruption:
Wk beginning 30 September...

0O0The EA have been
the clock monitoring river levels,
Issuing flood warnings and taking
action to reduce flood risk . &

— — — — — —— —

- —

EA staff checking flood storage basin at Croston
in Lancashire
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Recommendations from the Sub Group
A Note the progress on delivering the 2024/25 Capite
Resource programmes

A Note the risks to the North West Programme in 2024/



Local Levy Programme Update

Presented by Andy Tester




NW RFCC Local LevyProgramme 020
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and Beyond
Local Levy Income & Expenditure Scenario

2024-25

Local Levy income and allocation summary (£ million)

Cash balance at start of year 10.575
Expected interest from 2023724 0.521
Local Levy income (4.412 + 3%) 4.544
Total available balance 15.640
Latest forecast 8.539
Expected remaining cash balance at year end 7.101




Local Levy Income and Expenditure Scenario

Local Levy Income & Expenditure Scenario

11,000
3,000
£k
7000 -
5,000 -
3,000 -
1,000 -
-1,000
2023/24 (£k) 2024/25 (£K) 2025/26 (£k) 2026/27 (£k) 2027/28 (£k)
mmmm Priority capital schemes == £1m [Levy) 3,640 3,500 947 3,613 1,142
mmm Smaller capital schemes 1,009 3,093 2,301 3,316 1,145
mmmm Partnership Quick Wins 490 500 500 500 500
RFCC Business Plan 908 1,442 1,078 1,113 1,059
Sub Total Expenditure 6,047 8,535 4,826 8,542 3,246
= = Local Levv Income 4412 4,544 4,544 4,544 4,544

North West
Regional
Flood &
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NW RFCC Local Lérggrammeg 2024/25 and B
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14,000
Local Levy balance of resources under scenarios
0% - 3% year-on-year increase in income
12,000
£k 10,000
8,000
6,000
4,000
2,000
0
-2,000
2022/23 (£k) | 2023/24 (£k) | 2024725 (£k) | 2025/26 (Ek) | 2026/27 (€k) | 2027/28 (£k)
(1% increase 12,000 10,581 7,111 6,829 2,831 3,529
3% iNCrease 12,000 10,581 7,111 6,965 3,108 {ﬁ_
Chart Area

Coastal
Committee
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RFCC Business Plan

Presented by Sally Whiting



Programme update

Project RAG summary

3 Green

Amber

Red

m Complete

Live project - RAG -

Live project - RAG -

m Live project - RAG -

r Regional
(. Flood &
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A Good progress overall with more projects
complete.

A Of 21 projects which have been progressed:

A 3 were completed previously

A 2 are reported as newly completed this
quarter

A 13 are progressing well (Green)

A 2 are behind schedule (Amber)

A 1 is under review and not currently
progressing (Red)
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1,600
1,400
1,200
1,000

Programme Investment Profile

1,441
1,337

1,084 1,024

Local Levy Local Levy Spend Estimated Local Estimated Local
Allocation Forecast 2024/25 Levy funding need Levy funding need
2024/25 (£K) (EK) 2025/26 2026/27

Investment by partnership benefitting

(2024/25) (£K)

m Cumb
m Lancs
m Mers
" GM

m CMM




Projectscomplete

AID8 Flood Poverty Project
(E134K Local Levy contribution)

AID21 HighwaySuDDesign
Guide
(E20K Local Levy contribution)

@

Rochdale Flood Poverty Report

March 2024

4 Summary

g rochoaLE q“”""?’""
Forum
@ @ L ocHoaLE tional
\b E:mm

Rochdale Flood Poverty Report - Executive

@
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Projectproposal

AID12Unpavethe Wayc Project extension
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UNPAVE THE WAY




Recommendations from the Sub Group

ATo formally recognise the completion of projects ID8 and ID21

ATo approve the extension of the Unpave the Way project for a
further three years with additional Local Levy funding of £200K



Business Plan Refresh Approach

Current Plan 2022 (March) 2025

National Strategy Ambitions

RFCC Business Plan Ambitions

Future risk and investment

‘ Accessing investment and funding

A nation ready to respond and adapt
to flooding and coastal change

[

=N

Building community resilience

[

=5

Increasing Risk Management
Authority Capacity and
Collaboration

Climate resilient places

[

Managing Water at Catchment
Scale with Nature

Today's growth and infrastructure
resilient in tomorrow’s climate

=t

Achieving climate resilient
planning, development and
infrastructure

Future Business Plan
investment needs (£K)

1,200
1,000
800
600
400

200

2025/26 2026/27

m Committed Priority need

(G

Regional
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Coastal
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Business Plan Refresh Approach
A Option A- Extend the timeframe of the plan by one year to March 2026

A Option B (Proposed)Extend the timeframe of the plan by two years to
March 2027, with lightouch consideration of strategic aims and actions
by lead partnerships

Pros Cons

More time for policy changes from new government and Limited continuity across RFCC Chai
consider how Business Plan could support transition

Aligns to end of capital investment programme

No current Business Plan commitments beyond 2027
allows full review of investment support

Next RFCC Chair shapes the next Business Plan



Recommendations from the Sub Group

ATo extend the timeframe of the plan by two years to March 202
with light-touch consideration of the strategic aims and actions
by lead partnerships
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Presented by Jill Holden, Sarah Wardle and Tom Doyle
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ollaborative approaches to i,
asset management & maintenance

RFCC Meeting 18 October 2024 ";;
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INTRODUCTION

Introduction
GM & Merseyside

A Project leads Jill Holden, GM and Sarah Wardle, Merseyside.

A Joint venture by GM and Merseyside partnerships funded through the NW RFCC to be delivered July 2023
to March 2025.

A RFCC BP identified two Strategic Aims:
A Accessing Investment and Funding- GM led
A Achieving Climate Resilient Planning Development and Infrastructure- Merseyside led.

A Under these Aims, 2 projects were being scoped; Collaborative approach to asset maintenance and
management and Data sharing and mapping of flood risk and drainage assets by the individual
partnerships.

A ldentified crossovers with the two projects in terms of deliverables/Strategic Aims.

ADecision made to coll aborate on a joint Merseyside
asset maintenance and management and data sharing
sharing the workload and pooling resources and ideas.



INTRODUCTION PHASE | PHASE II PHASE 111 Q&A

What is the project about?

Developing collaborative approaches to local flood risk management by:

A Improving the way data about local flood risk assets is collected, recorded and shared
A Facilitating collaboration between RMAs to address issues around complex asset ownership

A Working with public, private and third-party asset owners to identify opportunities for collaborative asset
management and maintenance that makes efficient use of available budgets




INTRODUCTION PHASE | PHASE II PHASE 111 Q&A

LIVERPOOL

SEFTON

BOLTON

SALFORD



INTRODUCTION

PHASE | PHASE

PHASE III

Collaborative approach to asset
management and maintenance
Phase | Report

&= & GMCA ARUP @Bl

Collaborative approach to asset
management and maintenance
Phase Il Report

« GMCA ARUP OBl

Collaborative approach to asset
management and maintenance
Phase |l Report

&= & GMCA ARUP @Bl

Q&A




INTRODUCTION PHASE | PHASE 11 PHASE 111 Q&A

Phase I.

Understanding the baseline

HOW asset reqisters are being used

Collaborative approach to asset

WHAT data is being captured

management and maintenance
Phase | Report

)= @ GMCA ARUP @B

WHAT systems are being used

WHAT challenges currently exist




INTRODUCTION PHASE | PHASE 11 PHASE 111 Q&A

Phase I.

Understanding the baseline

N
@ HOW asset registers are being used
Compliance & legal obligations
Information for planning applications ()
Understanding past events (flood investigations)
Prioritising maintenance
J




INTRODUCTION PHASE | PHASE 11 PHASE 111 Q&A

Phase I.

Understanding the baseline

4 N

O

ASSET ASSET ASSET

LOCATION OWNERSHIP ATTRIBUTES @ WHAT datais being captured




PHASE |

Phase I.

Understanding the baseline

4 N

Excel O
Laeme QGIS ®

E' Symology 4( KaarbonTech f:;"g Causeway @ WHAT systems are being used

O



PHASE |

Phase I.

Understanding the baseline

4 N\
CONSISTENCY O
FUNCTIONALITY
BUDGETS PRIORITIES
RESOURCES Q
TIME  sorTwWARE COSTS O
\\ J

@ WHAT challenges currently exist




INTRODUCTION PHASE | PHASE II PHASE III Q&A

Phase Il.

Exploring the problem space

WHAT are the common challenges?

WHO are the stakeholders involved?

Collaborative approach to asset

management and maintenance
Phase Il Report

&= & GMCA ARUP OBl

WHAT are data practices like?

WHAT data platforms are being used?

WHAT does good look like?



INTRODUCTION PHASE | PHASE II PHASE III Q&A

Phase Il.

Exploring the problem space

4 N

? WHAT are the common challenges?

LIVERPOOL
Complex asset

ownership 9)

SEFTON
Buried assets through
private residencies

BOLTON
Assets on
unregistered land

SALFORD
Privately owned C
assets




PHASE II

Phase Il.

Exploring the problem space

4 N

4

Liverpool

C'i[y Conneil Sefton Council ﬂ Salford City Council gg&glocﬁ Q

Un ited e national NetworkRail A Canal § .
Y ke @ highways g == RiverTrust @ WHO are the stakeholders involved?

[M]Mersevtravel —-Merseyrail.  gustrans 4 Metrolink (I cue

% THECROWN

ini NATURAL
gﬂflgz-tfre);lce WESTATE  [HOVRS




INTRODUCTION PHASE | PHASE II PHASE III Q&A

Phase Il.

Exploring the problem space

4 N

BARRIERS TO SHARING ASSET DATA

DATA
DATA QUALITY INCOMPATIBILITY RESOURCE SKILLS

DATA
INFRASTRUCTURE

CULTURAL UNCLEAR
DIFFERENCES ROI

STANDARDISATION RESPONSIBILITIES PERCEIVED VALUE

TECHNICAL ORGANISATIONAL CULTURAL ECONOMIC
BARRIERS BARRIERS BARRIERS BARRIERS C




INTRODUCTION PHASE | PHASE II PHASE III Q&A

Phase Il.

Exploring the problem space

4 N

National Highways use HAADMS (Highway

Asset Drainage Data Management System) as Environment Agency uses AIMS (Asset &
the primary national reposiory of National Information Management System) for

Highways drainage assets and their current managing river and coastal assets. Find out
condition. Find out more here more here or click here to access the public

facing version

Network Rail use Elipse EAM (Enterprise Asset
Management system) to manage its rail assets. Find
out more here. It is not et known how local rail

providers fike Mersey Rail and TIGM manage

Third-party asset owners vary significantly in their
approaches 1o record keeping and management of
flood and drainage assets depending on their size
and the nature of assets they own. This includes.
public bodies (e.g. MoD, Crown Estates, Natural
England), privale asset owners (e.g. developers,
riparian owners, farmers, landowners), and
NGOs/charities (Wildife Trust, National Trust,

RSPB, Sustrans). Find out more here. Local Highways Authorities
typically use GIS-based systems or
Lead Local Flood Authorities use talored asset management software -
various systems for recording asset (e.g. KaarbonTech, Causeway Aloy, United Utilities use a ’)
e o e e e Criar s | - e ata platiorms are pbeing useda:

spreadsheets to GIS-based systems and highways drainage and manage managing different asset
more specialised asset management these assets. Find out more here types — SafeDig, AIMS, GIS,
software (e 9. KaarbonTech, Symology and Excel spreadsheets.
Causeway). Find out more here Find out more here




INTRODUCTION PHASE | PHASE II PHASE III Q&A

Phase Il.

Exploring the problem space

4 )

O

‘ WHAT does good look like?

STEWARD




INTRODUCTION PHASE | PHASE II PHASE III Q&A

Phase lll.

|dentifying collaborative approaches

WHY collaborate (business case)

WHEN to collaborate (opportunities)

Collaborative approach to asset

management and maintenance
Phase IIl Report.

€= & GMCA ARUP @Bl

WAYS to collaborate (governance framework)

GUIDANCE on resolution & enforcement

NEXT STEPS for collaboration



Q&A
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HighwayssuD3®esign Guide
Presented by Jilldiden, CGMA
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Drainage Design Guide

Jill Holden

GM Flood and Water Management Programme Manager
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Purpose of the Guide

A technical guide to support the delivery of more SuDS in complex urban
environments that are buildable, adoptable, maintainable and value for
money

A Greater resilience of Highway network i support delivery of Bee Network.

A Provide an agreed approach to designing and delivering SuDS across
Greater Manchester - promotes consistency, quality and supports delivery.

A Become a platform for engagement with developers.

Al ncrease officerodéds knowledge, skills
SuDsS.

A Transferable to other NW Partnerships.

GREATER
G M CA MANCHESTER Transport for
nnnnnnnn Greater Manchester

TTTTTTTTT



GREATER
MANCHESTER

BEE NETWORK

Applicability and status

Greater
Manchester’s
Streets for All

A SuDS Guide part of adopted GM Streets for All Design Design Guide
Gui dance o0familyo.
A Streets for All approach: contributes to GM vision, people
focused, context sensitive, streets as places in their own right.
A Requirement for SuDS guide to be used by schemes funded by

Afuture An attractive and
GMCA. el b
A NPPF -iPol icies and decisions F] I
streetsaretree-l i ned streetso, right
A Delivery of SuDS is often a planning condition. = *"‘M ﬁ@
A Work ongoing exploring the appetite across GM to take sweetsthat N\ sueetstnarare f Asafeand
the Streets for All guidance further into planning policy rodrivless @) satopiacesto A Srperence
and development management T more weight in

plannlng deC|S|0nS_ A reliable, integrated

and accessible

public transport
network

GREATER
G M CA MANCHESTER | I I Transport for
COMBINED Greater Manchester

AUTHORITY




Development of the Guide

Audience

A 10 GM Local Authorities, particularly in their role as Local Highway Authority,
Local Pl anning Authority and Lead Loc:

A Transport for Greater Manchester.

A Organisations responsible for managing the regulated water and wastewater
net wor k.

A Engineering and design consultants supporting scheme design.

A Developers and other land holders and managers.

A Other NW Partnerships.

Funding the guide:

GMCA

TIGM

United Utilities

NW Regional Flood and Coastal Committee
EU Natural Course project

Reflects shared benefits of delivering SuDS.

To To Do To Do

Market Street, Altrincham

GREATER
G M C A MANCHESTER Transport for
COMBINED Greater Manchester

AUTHORITY




Development of the Guide

Scoping
A 7 workshops held back in 2022 underpin the scope §¥ il
of the guide. Main findings included:
A Generally, lack of confidence in delivering retrofit
SuDS across GM Local Authorities.
A Guide should support de-risking delivery and
maintenance of SuDS.

A Engaged with GM Local Authorities and wider
stakeholders e.g. Environment Agency, City of
Trees, United Utilities, other NW Partnerships.

GREATER
G M CA MANCHESTER I I I Transport for
uuuuuuuu Greater Manchester

Salford i picture courtesy of SCC.




Development of the Guide

Drafting
A Content written by TFTGM/GMCA team, Salford o S
City Council and Civic Engineers. e i
A Steered by multi-disciplinary working group 10 Ly
GM Local Author co-writing and critical friend
review throughout drafting. - Deson
A Content draws on lessons-learned from SuDS
schemes in GM. i) e
A Uses real case studies, costs and maintenance "= plasestornate

advice from those whoobve del il ver ¢

GREATER
G M C A MANCHESTER Transport for
COMBINED Greater Manchester

AUTHORITY



Content

A Tailored to retrofitting SuDS in complex urban
environment.

AProvides standard detail s f
A Scalable and proportionate.
A Using standard materials and components.

A Set out options for designers to consider across different
street types.

A For a technical audience i how to calculate attenuation
volumes, maintenance costs and schedules, planting
schedules etc.

A Focus GM context but all outputs applicable and
transferable to other Partnerships.

Carpino Place, Salford

GMCA

GREATER
MANCHESTER
COMBINED
AUTHORITY

Transport for
Greater Manchester



SuDS components 1
retrofit examples

ABetter use of available space across
the highway, verges and footway.

ARain gardens take run-off from

Before

highway and create buffer between
footway and carriageway.
APermeable paving in car parking
spaces accommodates EV charger.
AEncourages slower driving speeds on
quiet Neighbourhood streets.

GMCA

GREATER
MANCHESTER
COMBINED
AUTHORITY

]

Transport for
Greater Manchester



BaCk to the\/\/hy SuDS Guide future scenario

The SuDS guide will:

Current scenario

A SuDS part of the planning process often as A Inform development of integrated water management
conditions. principles and standards as outlined in the IWMP.

A No independent approval body. A Provide stronger buy by LAs in the absence of

A Developers deliver SuDSbut LLFA/ LHA wchedule 3 bringing in SuDS Approval Bodies.

adopti donot know what sygt %\m has been
installed. Help leverage capltal investment in GM.

A Not B.A.U in retrofit A Support transition of delivering SuDS as B.A.U.
maximising delivery of nature-based solutions as
retrofit in existing urban spaces and inclusion in new
developments in accordance with PFE.

Do nothing future scenario

A Schedule 3 enacted with no GM-wide guidance
or agreed designs.

A LLFA/LHA has weaker position over ask of ADevel opers deliver SuDS t
developers and time wasted agreeing design and influence over design and finish and know what has

maintenance of SuDS. been installed to manage the asset effectively.

GREATER
G M C A MANCHESTER Transport for
COMBINED Greater Manchester

AUTHORITY




Proposed adoption process and timeline

O - -~ -~ @ -

St

COMBINED

Greater Manchester

July 1 October Delegated End of Post-adoption activities
September Endorsement by authority from October A Member briefings 1
Updates to A Transport Bee Network Adopt and part of wider Streets
key Strategy Group ~ Committee publish for All engagement
stakeholder A GM Delivery allows guide A Officer training
groups Group document to be A Public comms/
A GM Highways adopted by engagement
Group TfGM Transport A Continue
A Directors of Strategy conversation on
Place Director gui deos
within planning
framework
GMC A ﬁiﬁ,f:;smg m Transport for

AUTHORITY

a
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l’npa\'('. The \\"ay Garden moved to Rossendale

by Aidan Williams | 07 Oct 24 | Garden Design, News | 0 comments

Lloyds Banking Group are
currently producing a case study
on theUnpavethe Way Garden.



