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Agenda Item 2

Minutes of the RFCC meeting 
held on 19 July 2024 and 

matters arising



Agenda Item 3
Recent Flooding Incidents





Report from the RFCC Finance & 
Business Assurance Sub-group

Presented by Neville Elstone and Andy Tester

Agenda Item 4



North West RFCC Investment Programme Overview: 2024-25

Are we spending the funding we have secured?

What outcomes are we delivering?



Capital Efficiencies Claimed 
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Scheme Area RMA
Efficiency
Value (FDGiA)

Kendal FRMS
CLA Environment 

Agency
£464,279

Lower Risk Debris Screens GMMC 
Assessments

GMMC Environment 
Agency

£360,701

River Mersey (South Manchester 
Catchments) Strategy Project

GMMC £285,611

Skirting & Whangs Beck FRMS
CLA Environment 

Agency
£94,807

River Roch, Rochdale & 
Littleborough Flood Risk 
Management Scheme

GMMC
Environment 
Agency

£50,570

Recovery and Reconditioning
CLA Environment 

Agency
£26,000

Preston & South Ribble FRMS
CLA Environment 

Agency
£17,973

Total £1,299,941



North West Overview: 
2024-25

Maintenance Programme

EA Revenue Programme financial summary 2024-25 

(inc. Asset Maintenance,Staff Costs and Revenue Projects)



2022-2023 

Resource budget of 

£6.81million 

2023-2024

Resource budget of  

£6.48million 

2024-2025 
Resource budget of 

£6.2million

Maintenance is costing more and we canôt 

deliver the same scale of maintenance 



Re-focus our maintenance priorities 
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Maintenance 

Obligations 

Legal 

Compliance 

EA high risk 

assets

Assets 

under notice 

in Land 

Drainage 

Areas 

Watercourse 

Maintenance 

in high flood 

risk areas



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.

North West RFCC Risks ς2024/25



North West RFCC Risks ς 2024/25

ÅThe National Capital Programme has seen high levels of Over-

Programme throughout Q1 and Q2 

ÅThe National Programming team have given a directive to actively 

manage the Area capital programme to 5% over-programme or below 

by the end of Q2.



Weather disruption: 

Wk beginning 30 September...

ôThe EA have been working round 

the clock monitoring river levels, 

issuing flood warnings and taking 

action to reduce flood risk .õ

North West RFCC Risks ς 2024/25

EA staff checking flood storage basin at Croston 

in Lancashire 



Recommendations from the Sub Group 

ÅNote the progress on delivering the 2024/25 Capital and 

Resource programmes

ÅNote the risks to the North West Programme in 2024/25



Local Levy Programme Update

Presented by Andy Tester



NW RFCC Local Levy Programme ð 2024/25 
and Beyond

Local Levy Income & Expenditure Scenario 



Local Levy Income and Expenditure Scenario 
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NW RFCC Local Levy Programme ς 2024/25 and Beyond



RFCC Business Plan

Presented by Sally Whiting



Programme update

Å Good progress overall with more projects 
complete.

Å Of 21 projects which have been progressed:
Å 3 were completed previously
Å 2 are reported as newly completed this 

quarter
Å 13 are progressing well (Green)
Å 2 are behind schedule (Amber)
Å 1 is under review and not currently 

progressing (Red)



Programme update



Projects complete

ÅID8 Flood Poverty Project
(£134K Local Levy contribution)

ÅID21 Highways SuDS Design 
Guide
(£20K Local Levy contribution)



Project proposal

ÅID12 Unpave the Way ς Project extension



Recommendations from the Sub Group 

ÅTo formally recognise the completion of projects ID8 and ID21

ÅTo 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 ς (March) 2025



Business Plan Refresh Approach

Å Option A - Extend the timeframe of the plan by one year to March 2026

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

Pros Cons

More time for policy changes from new government and to 
consider how Business Plan could support

Limited continuity across RFCC Chair 
transition

Aligns to end of capital investment programme

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

Next RFCC Chair shapes the next Business Plan



Recommendations from the Sub Group 

ÅTo extend the timeframe of the plan by two years to March 2027, 
with light-touch consideration of the strategic aims and actions 
by lead partnerships



Agenda Item 5
Local Levy for 2025/26



Agenda Item 6
Asset and Data Mapping Project

Presented by Jill Holden, Sarah Wardle and Tom Doyle



Collaborative approaches to 

asset management & maintenance

RFCC Meeting 18 October 2024



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

ÅProject leads Jill Holden, GM and Sarah Wardle, Merseyside.

ÅJoint venture by GM and Merseyside partnerships funded through the NW RFCC to be delivered July 2023 

to March 2025. 

ÅRFCC BP identified two Strategic Aims:

Å Accessing Investment and Funding- GM led

Å  Achieving Climate Resilient Planning Development and Infrastructure- Merseyside led.

ÅUnder 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.  

Å Identified crossovers with the two projects in terms of deliverables/Strategic Aims.

ÅDecision made to collaborate on a joint Merseyside and GM project looking at a óCollaborative approach to 

asset maintenance and management and data sharing and mapping of flood risk and drainage assetsô - 

sharing the workload and pooling resources and ideas.

Introduction
GM & Merseyside



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

What is the project about?

Developing collaborative approaches to local flood risk management by:

ÅImproving the way data about local flood risk assets is collected, recorded and shared

ÅFacilitating collaboration between RMAs to address issues around complex asset ownership

ÅWorking with public, private and third-party asset owners to identify opportunities for collaborative asset 

management and maintenance that makes efficient use of available budgets



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

S E F T O N

S A L F O R D

B O LT O N

L I V E R P O O L



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

Phase I.
Understanding the baseline

HOW asset registers are being used

WHAT data is being captured

WHAT systems are being used

WHAT challenges currently exist 



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

Phase I.
Understanding the baseline

HOW asset registers are being used

WHAT data is being captured

WHAT systems are being used

WHAT challenges currently exist 

Compliance & legal obligations

Information for planning applications

Understanding past events (flood investigations)

Prioritising maintenance



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

Phase I.
Understanding the baseline

HOW asset registers are being used

WHAT data is being captured

WHAT systems are being used

WHAT challenges currently exist 

ASSET

ATTRIBUTES

ASSET

LOCATION

ASSET

OWNERSHIP



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

Phase I.
Understanding the baseline

HOW asset registers are being used

WHAT data is being captured

WHAT systems are being used

WHAT challenges currently exist 



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

Phase I.
Understanding the baseline

HOW asset registers are being used

WHAT data is being captured

WHAT systems are being used

WHAT challenges currently exist 

RESOURCES

SKILLSCAPACITY

BUDGETS

TIME

PRIORITIES

SOFTWARE COSTS

CONSISTENCY

STANDARDS

FUNCTIONALITY



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

Phase II.
Exploring the problem space

WHAT are the common challenges?

WHO are the stakeholders involved?

WHAT are data practices like?

WHAT data platforms are being used?

WHAT does good look like? 



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

Phase II.
Exploring the problem space

WHAT are the common challenges?

WHO are the stakeholders involved?

WHAT are data practices like?

WHAT data platforms are being used?

WHAT does good look like? 

SEFTON

Buried assets through 

private residencies

SALFORD

Privately owned 

assets

BOLTON

Assets on 

unregistered land

LIVERPOOL

Complex asset 

ownership



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

Phase II.
Exploring the problem space

WHAT are the common challenges?

WHO are the stakeholders involved?

WHAT are data practices like?

WHAT data platforms are being used?

WHAT does good look like? 

HOUSING ASSOCIATIONS DEVELOPERS PROPERTY OWNERS LANDOWNERS



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

Phase II.
Exploring the problem space

WHAT are the common challenges?

WHO are the stakeholders involved?

WHAT are data practices like?

WHAT data platforms are being used?

WHAT does good look like? 

1 2 3 4

DATA QUALITY RESOURCE 
DATA 

INCOMPATIBILITY
SKILLS TRUST

DATA 

INFRASTRUCTURE
RESPONSIBILITIESSTANDARDISATION PERCEIVED VALUE

CULTURAL 

DIFFERENCES

COST

UNCLEAR

 ROI

TECHNICAL

BARRIERS

ORGANISATIONAL

BARRIERS

CULTURAL

BARRIERS

ECONOMIC

BARRIERS

BARRIERS TO SHARING ASSET DATA



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

Phase II.
Exploring the problem space

WHAT are the common challenges?

WHO are the stakeholders involved?

WHAT are data practices like?

WHAT data platforms are being used?

WHAT does good look like? 



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

Phase II.
Exploring the problem space

WHAT are the common challenges?

WHO are the stakeholders involved?

WHAT are data practices like?

WHAT data platforms are being used?

WHAT does good look like? 



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A

Phase III.
Identifying collaborative approaches

WHY collaborate (business case)

WHEN to collaborate (opportunities)

WAYS to collaborate (governance framework)

GUIDANCE on resolution & enforcement

NEXT STEPS for collaboration 



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A



I N T R O D U C T I O N P H A S E  I P H A S E  I I P H A S E  I I I Q & A



Agenda Item 7
Highways SuDS Design Guide

Presented by Jill Holden, CGMA



DǊŜŀǘŜǊ aŀƴŎƘŜǎǘŜǊΩǎ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 
Drainage Design Guide 

Jill Holden 
GM Flood and Water Management Programme Manager



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 .

ÅGreater resilience of Highway network ï support delivery of Bee Network.

ÅProvide an agreed approach to designing and delivering SuDS across 

Greater Manchester - promotes consistency, quality and supports delivery.

ÅBecome a platform for engagement with developers.

ÅIncrease officerôs knowledge, skills, and confidence to promote and deliver 

SuDS.

ÅTransferable to other NW Partnerships.



Applicability and status

Å SuDS Guide part of adopted GM Streets for All Design 

Guidance ófamilyô.

Å Streets for All approach: contributes to GM vision, people 

focused, context sensitive, streets as places in their own right. 

Å Requirement for SuDS guide to be used by schemes funded by 

GMCA.

Å NPPF  -ñPolicies and decisions should ensure that new 
streets are tree-lined streetsò, right tree right place.
Å Delivery of SuDS is often a planning condition.

Å Work ongoing exploring the appetite across GM to take 

the Streets for All guidance further into planning policy 

and development management ï more weight in 

planning decisions.



Development of the Guide
Audience

Å 10 GM Local Authorities, particularly in their role as Local Highway Authority, 

Local Planning Authority and Lead Local Flood Authority.

Å Transport for Greater Manchester.

Å Organisations responsible for managing the regulated water and wastewater 

network.

Å Engineering and design consultants supporting scheme design.

Å Developers and other land holders and managers.

Å Other NW Partnerships.

Funding the guide:

Å GMCA

Å TfGM

Å United Utilities

Å NW Regional Flood and Coastal Committee

Å EU Natural Course project

Reflects shared benefits of delivering SuDS.
Market Street, Altrincham



Development of the Guide 

Scoping

Å7 workshops held back in 2022 underpin the scope 

of the guide. Main findings included:

ÅGenerally, lack of confidence in delivering retrofit 

SuDS across GM Local Authorities.

ÅGuide should support de-risking delivery and 

maintenance of SuDS. 

ÅEngaged with GM Local Authorities and wider 

stakeholders e.g. Environment Agency, City of 

Trees, United Utilities, other NW Partnerships. Salford ï picture courtesy of SCC.



Development of the Guide  

Drafting

Å Content written by TfGM/GMCA team, Salford 

City Council and Civic Engineers.

Å Steered by multi-disciplinary working group 10 

GM Local Author co-writing and critical friend 

review throughout drafting.

Å Content draws on lessons-learned from SuDS 

schemes in GM.

Å Uses real case studies, costs and maintenance 

advice from those whoôve delivered in GM.



Content

ÅTailored to retrofitting SuDS in complex urban 

environment.

ÅProvides standard details for SuDS components

ÅScalable and proportionate.

ÅUsing standard materials and components.

ÅSet out options for designers to consider across different 

street types. 

ÅFor a technical audience ï how to calculate attenuation 

volumes, maintenance costs and schedules, planting 

schedules etc. 

ÅFocus GM context but all outputs applicable and 

transferable to other Partnerships.

Carpino Place, Salford



SuDS components ï 

retrofit examples

ÅBetter use of available space across 

the highway, verges and footway.

ÅRain gardens take run-off from 

highway and create buffer between 

footway and carriageway.

ÅPermeable paving in car parking 

spaces accommodates EV charger.

ÅEncourages slower driving speeds on 

quiet Neighbourhood streets.

Before

After



Back to the why

Do nothing future scenario

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

ÅLLFA/LHA has weaker position over ask of 
developers and time wasted agreeing design and 
maintenance of SuDS.

SuDS Guide future scenario

The SuDS guide will:

ÅInform development of integrated water management 

principles and standards as outlined in the IWMP.

ÅProvide stronger buy by LAs in the absence of 

Schedule 3 bringing in SuDS Approval Bodies.

ÅHelp leverage capital investment in GM.

ÅSupport 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.

ÅDevelopers deliver SuDS that LLFA/LHAôs have 

influence over design and finish and know what has 

been installed to manage the asset effectively.

Current scenario

ÅSuDS part of the planning process often as 

conditions.

ÅNo independent approval body.

ÅDevelopers deliver SuDS but LLFA/LHA wonôt 

adopt ï donôt know what system has been 

installed.

ÅNot B.A.U in retrofit



Proposed adoption process and timeline

1

July ï 

September 

Updates to 

key 

stakeholder 

groups

2

October

Endorsement by 

Å Transport 

Strategy Group

Å GM Delivery 

Group

Å GM Highways 

Group

Å Directors of 

Place 

3

Delegated 

authority from 

Bee Network 

Committee 

allows 

document to be 

adopted by 

TfGM Transport 

Strategy 

Director 

4

End of 

October 

Adopt and 

publish 

guide

5

Post-adoption activities

Å Member briefings ï 

part of wider Streets 

for All engagement

Å Officer training

Å Public comms/ 

engagement

Å Continue 

conversation on 

guideôs status/use 

within planning 

framework



Streets for All

www.tfgm.com/strategy/streets-for-all

Get in touch at

gmstreetdesignguide@tfgm.com

Presenter: Jill Holden
jill.holden@greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk

mailto:gmstreetdesignguide@tfgm.com


Agenda Item 8 
Unpave the Way Project
Presented by Lorah Cheyne and Sally Whiting



Garden Opening Ceremony 



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


