





In a second layer of ‘Devo-Water Partners’, there are major stakeholders: water users, water managers, land
users, knowledge / skill providers, design / engineering expertise, infrastructure providers, and finance and
insurance.

In a third layer of a Devo-Water Community, there is a much wider set of organisations with significant but
indirect interests. For example, the housebuilding sector (such as HBF) may have a construction
representative on the Board; the HBF would be a partner in the second circle whilst members of the HBF
(possibly large numbers) would be in the community in the outer circle. In this way, community members
have where needed, direct lines of contact and information through to the partners and board members, and
vice versa.

There is also a place in this outer circle for citizen groups or individuals, in various roles:

e co-producers of green infrastructure
e informal monitoring and reporting on water quality
e citizen science with new technology platforms

In practice, Devo-Water partners and communities will overlap with others, as in the ‘Institutional Spaghetti’
diagram above, including the NCG and the LRF. This will be practical and effective, as long as roles and
structures are clear and transparent, and communications and resources are coordinated.

Figure 8 — Multi-level structure of a DEVO-WATER board and the relationships between various entities.
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8.4 Implications - GM ROLES AND RELATIONS

The detail of the roles and relations within the GMCA structure is a matter for consultation which should be
undertaken if a change in governance was to be adopted. Here we can only suggest a likely and feasible way
to extend the existing organisational structure. Additionally, there will need to be a reflection on whether
any representative sitting on a new structure is an elected member or sits at officer level. This is, essentially, a
political decision.

This sees the Devo-Water Board as an extended and empowered version of the FWMB, sitting alongside the
Natural Capital and other groups, reporting to the Low Carbon Hub, and keeping operational links with the
RFCC and others.

It is important to note that the picture would need to change if the question of re-municipalisation was
followed up, as in the ‘National Case’ above.

DEVO-WATER BOARD: ROLE IN GMCA STRUCTURE

Corporate Issues
and Reform GM Mayor GMCA & AGMA
Overview & Scrutiny

1

Housing, Planning & . -
Environment ?;?‘:‘ijgg Fire é;:?:‘?{:i Audit Committee
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I |
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Statutory Fuctions

Police & Crime
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Local Enterprise
Resources Partnership
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Health & Social Care

Economy, Business Partnership
Growth & Skills Low Calpon Hub Transport for Planning & Housing
Overview & Scrutiny Greater Manchester Commission | M  Partnership | Ao—w===- J
Committee
~
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Scrutiny Group “BOARD” EEEEENEENN
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Figure 9 - Role of the DEVO-WATER board within the existing GMCA structure. The base diagram was sourced from the Urban Pioneer
project and may not reflect current governance structures which are in flux.
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8.5 Implications — EXTENDED VALUE CHAINS

A further justification for the Devo-Water model comes with analysis of value chains, i.e. the cost and benefit
balance for various actions or governance structures. This all requires further investigation, but we can point
towards a likely agenda. This also follows on some case study evidence, for instance in Glasgow a major part
of the flood resilience program was its tangible benefit, in unlocking brownfield land for development.

Overall the Devo-Water program will enable forward investment: with returns on a fiscal, wider-economic and
socio-ecological values basis. It will act over medium to longer time horizons: with catchment wide trade-offs
and returns on investment: taking on board the ecological anticipatory and precautionary principles. A

summary of the benefit-cost investment models includes:

e ECOLOGICAL VALUE: ecosystems services, biodiversity,
SOCIAL VALUE: public health & well-being: leisure & tourism: area regeneration

TERRITORIAL VALUE: flood security & land development value
INSTITUTIONAL VALUE: stake-holding & stake-owning for inter-sectoral collaboration

ECONOMIC VALUE: property values & integrated development:
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Figure 10 - Water benefit-cost & investment models
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8.6

Implications - POLICY INNOVATIONS

Finally, it is important that these proposals are not coming from a blank sheet of paper: they follow and build

on many current initiatives and innovations already in progress.

Each of the seven governance agendas listed above has a particular ‘model’, i.e. a policy or social innovation

which is demonstrated and promoted in various examples (Table 9). These are some of the most common:

e Ecological agenda: ecosystems services model for analysis & management

e Economic agenda: payments and markets in ecosystems services

e Territorial agenda: multi-level governance, and cross-boundary ‘duty of cooperation’

e Social agenda: citizen science & community co-production, for info sharing, management, awareness etc.

e Political agenda: leadership in the form of a champion or ‘water mayor’, with suitable mandate, powers,

resources and accountability

e Functional agenda: digital platforms for knowledge and spatial mapping.

GOVERNANCE
AGENDAS

Ecological

agenda

Economic
agenda

Territorial
agenda

Social agenda

Political
agenda

Functional
agenda

Institutional
agenda

Table 9 - Models for synergistic governance

DEFINITION

Integrated approach to
ecosystems: anticipatory (forward
looking), precautionary, multi-
functional.

Entrepreneurial approach, with
service models, benefit-cost
balance, resource stewardship and
long term investment.

Spatial units to be integrated
across boundaries, multi-scale or
locally-focussed on bio-regions
incorporating a wider set of
stakeholders in the community:
transparent, participatory,
inclusive.

Collaborative partnership working:
transparent, participative,
mediative, and with active
leadership

Technical skills and capacities, for
functional efficiency,
effectiveness, or policy efficacy

Organizations and regulatory
frameworks to be multi-functional,
multi-sector, or multi-level.

CURRENT
POLICY
MODELS
Climate
Adaptation &
resilience

Ecosystem
services

Multi-level
governance

Community
enterprise:
social well-
being
leadership &
accountability
Public
participation
Information &
spatial mapping
platforms

Policy
evaluation

EMERGING POLICY MODELS

Integrated climate adaptation model:
looks for creative solutions with
whole value-added to all
stakeholders, shorter / longer term
Social return on investment model;
Socio-eco-enterprise service model;
stakeowning/ crowd-sourcing model.

Active territorial definitions,

e.g. eco-neighbourhood / bio-
community model

Active network / social / adaptive
learning model

‘Deliberative inclusive participatory’
model

‘Champion’ or ‘mayor’ leadership
model.

Round table governance model
Participatory budgeting

Foresight model

Deliberative evaluation model
Collaborative regulation / negotiated
consent

Design thinking innovation models
Agile organizational learning
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9 CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall, the situation and the international context is summed up by this quote:

"...there is a need to understand the different institutional layers involved and how they relate to
administrative and geographical boundaries. Our analysis emphasized the particular role of the meso-
institutional layer in that respect. We argued that meso-institutions provide the essential link between the
macro-level at which rule framing activities of water service are decided by policy-makers and/or the judiciary
and the micro-level at which operators implement these rules through the actual delivery of services" (Menard
et al. 2018, p. 28).

Whilst there are several aspects of water governance in GM that currently work well, there is a gap in the
integration of water quality and water quantity as well as acknowledged gaps in data and real-time
information sharing across certain organisations, as noted in the review of the Boxing Day Floods in 2015
(GMCA 2017). Further, certain organisations who are involved in managing water and in helping to implement
technical responses to address quality and quantity issues (such as the transport sector) are not well-
represented in existing structures. There are several ways of addressing this but action is, naturally,
constrained by national level legislation and regulation. This report posits that there are certain powers within
GM'’s remit to coordinate and integrate water management at the meso-level.

9.1 OVERVIEW

This project is limited by being a small scale pilot which aimed to review best practice, establish a baseline and
demonstrate the range of options that could be taken. However, there are research limitations which mean
that the conclusions should be underpinned by a larger project to examine diverse views across the range of
stakeholders working with GM’s water governance.

The analytic framework is developed from current best practice, for the water governance agenda: it could
also be useful for other themes in the environmental area.

The UK case studies showed various examples of best practice. For instance in Glasgow a major part of the
flood resilience program was its tangible benefit, in unlocking brownfield land for development. In Newcastle
a multi-layer circle structure was developed to include all stakeholders.

The proposals reviewed 5 options for water governance. Each links to the Natural Course economic modelling
scenarios for water quality.

e (A) ‘Status quo’: the current picture, with projected deterioration in water quality & flood resilience.

e (B) ‘Marginal change’: in advance of a major improvement, these are incremental improvements, which
can be made at shorter notice (with only moderate water quality outcomes).

e (C) Devo-Water: this is the main proposition, for a city-region integrated platform for water policy
coordination and forward investment. Here the expected water quality outcomes would include all
economic improvements.
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(D) ‘National change’ : the case for national policy to support the Devo-Water level of city-region water
governance (with the water quality outcomes as more than what the city-region can do on its own). There
is a further question for debate on the potential ‘re-municipalisation’ of the water sector.

(E) ‘Blue skies’: the overall goal, with a fully integrated city-region environmental governance. With that
on the table, then we can step back to various stages of practicality:

The proposals then reviewed the preferred option Devo-Water, and its implications, including:

9.2

Structure of a water governance circle: this highlights the benefits of a multi-layer circle format, as inclusive,
transparent, responsive, combination of formal and informal interests.

Options for institutional design: from a review of the possible range, this highlights the combination of
‘agency’ with ‘coordinating board’, with delegated powers and resources (This is separate from the question
of ‘re-municipalisation’ above).

Roles and responsibilities of stakeholders: this explores further the multi-layer partnership and community,
and how this can help to provide the appropriate level of linkage to a wide range of water stakeholders.
Options for GM roles and relations: this situates the Devo-Water Board and community, in relation to its
predecessor body the FWMB, the GMCA LCH and others.

Options for value chains and benefit-cost models: there is clearly value-added in water investment: the
existing AMP and similar can be extended to a wider range of fiscal benefits, wider-economy benefits, and
socio/ecological benefits. All this then provides clear and tangible justification for the Devo-Water scheme.
Synergistic governance policy models: a brief summary of current and emerging models, shows that the
Devo-Water scheme is firmly based on existing policy models, and can build on current trends and skills and
knowledge.

STRATEGIC RESEARCH AGENDAS

This is a brief overview for discussion. These broad agendas reflect many science-policy initiatives at UK and EU

level in research and innovation, here targeted at the city-region level.

- Environment-economic agenda: follow the current ‘nature based solutions’ and ecosystems services
approaches, towards a fully integrated environment-economic strategy. Role of water services in the
circular economy, and effect on the wider economy.

- Social-environment agenda: investigate the effect of water management links to social issues, public
health and well-being, leisure and tourism, community development. There are new directions in
citizen science monitoring, online participation and distributed management.

- Water systems agenda: potential of integrated innovation / enterprise models as above, using the
potential for digital monitoring & management: socio-technical innovation on water harvesting
storage and recirculation.

- Organization-policy agenda: investigate new directions for policy innovation, organizational learning,
and the application of ‘strategic policy intelligence’ for integrated water governance.

Overall, coming from this small scale pilot study, there appears to be a clear and practical case for further R&D

and consultation on a Devo-Water model. This would include an operational Board or similar arrangement

including all major stakeholders, with an institutional design to include active and informed links with a wider

community both formal and informal.
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The next steps include:

e Consultation with stakeholders in GM and regional bodies

e Consultation with national bodies, principally EA, Defra, OFWAT, together with related stakeholders.
e R&D on wider socio-economic benefit-cost & investment models

e R&D on climate change impacts, adaptation & water resilience

Questions for further consultation include:

e  What is the most appropriate / ideal form of governance (and a suitable title)? Should a new body be a
board, circle, commission, forum, panel, platform, hub, agency, unit, or enterprise?

e What are the levers / opportunities for change? (e.g. 25 Year Environment Plan, Brexit, Devo-Manc, or a
possible major incident?).

e  What is the overall will, commitment, and leadership to drive innovation and change?
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10.2  DEFINITIONS

Ideas around integrated water resources management and catchment based approaches have appeared in
policy and literature for a number of years. Therefore, it is important to outline a working definition of the
terms and allied terms such as ‘ecosystem service based approaches’. Governance can also be a slippery term
to define and so we briefly outline the understanding used in this research.

Integrated Water Management (IWM)

The Global Water Partnership (GWO), multi-stakeholder partnership that supports communities and countries
to improve the way they manage water, defines integrated water resources management as a ‘process which
promotes the co-ordinated development and management of water, land and related resources in order to
maximise the resultant economic and social welfare in an equitable manner, without compromising the
sustainability of vital ecosystems’ (GWP 2017: https://www.gwp.org/en/About/why/the-need-for-an-
integrated-approach/)

Catchment Based Approach (CaBA)

There are a number of definitions of the term ‘catchment’. Generally, a catchment is’ a geographic area
defined naturally by surface water hydrology’ (Cascade et al. 2013). However, sometimes it has been necessary
to use administrative boundaries for water abstraction and/or flood issues.

The aim of the Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) is to ‘is to balance environmental, economic and social
demands and align funding and actions within river catchments to bring about long-term improvements’ (lbid).

Governance

Modern governance is characterised by this blurring of lines between state and non-state actors (Rhodes,
1997). Traditional models of command-and-control centralised bureaucracies have given way to networks and
partnerships that are built on trust and, consequently, ‘governance refers to governing with and through
networks’ (Rhodes 2007: 1246).

Water governance

Water governance is a cross-cutting issue across the range of water services and resources such as water
abstraction, water quality, flooding and ecology. ‘Water governance refers to the range of political, social,
economic and administrative systems that are in place to develop and manage water resources, and the
delivery of water services, at different levels of society’ (GWP 2000)
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10.3

CASE STUDY ANALYSIS - GLASGOW

General profile of the case study — basic description of institutions & stakeholders

GENERAL
PROFILE
Name, location,
area, population
Sectors mainly
involved

Powers &
resources

Territory covered

General functions

Metropolitan Glasgow Strategic Drainage
Partnership, Greater Glasgow, Pop:

Public / private / civic / academic / Public/private/civic
citizens

Statutory / delegated / lobby / Public funding
voluntary. Delegated powers
Public funding / private enterprise /

partnership / membership

Region / catchment / water body / Admin unit

landscape body / admin unit

Formal planning / regulation /
investment.

Informal partnership / networking.
Knowledge, learning, communications.

Formal planning, investment, knowledge,
learning and communications

Which sectors are involved at which levels?? Are these relationships formal / informal ?

STAKEHOLDERS

NATIONAL LEVEL

MESO-LEVEL

LOCAL LEVEL

PUBLIC SECTOR PRIVATE SECTOR

National govt Primary, utilities

Govt agencies Industry,

Public services construction

Local govt Services, utilities
Finance,
development

The Scottish Scottish Water

Government Scottish Enterprise

SEPA Transport Scotland

Forestry Network Rail

Commission

Scotland

Scottish Natural
Heritage (SNH)

Clydeplan
Clyde Gateway

Glasgow City
Council

East
Dunbartonshire
Council
Renfrewshire
Council

North Lanarkshire
Council

South Lanarkshire
Council

CIVIC SECTOR
Research /
innovation
Professions
Culture / media
NGOs & interest
groups

Scottish Canals

Glasgow and the
Clyde Valley Green
Network

Climate Ready
Clyde

Central Scotland
Green Network

CITIZENS

Owners / residents
SMEs, social
enterprise

Special groups
Community groups
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CHARACTERISATION OF PARTNERS IN THE MGSDP. CORE PARTNERS ARE IN BLACK. SECONDARY
PARTNERS ARE IN RED.

Which types of water systems does the case study work with?? What are the factors of success / gaps??

SECTORS INVOLVED | GAPS & CHALLENGES

WATER SYSTEMS
Rivers & water bodies Yes
Ground water, soil etc No

Flood & extreme events Yes

Potable water supply
Industrial / agri supply

Drainage & waste

Yes
Unsure
Yes

SUCCESS & OPPORTUNITIES
Plan includes habitat and
watercourse improvements.
General remit to improve
water quality

Long-term visioning until 2060

Securing funding for drainage
improvements to release land.
Long-term visioning until 2060

Securing funding for drainage
improvements to release land
Long-term visioning until 2060

Which governance systems qualities are shown in the case study? What are the factors of success / gaps?

GOVERNANCE
Territorial agenda

Ecological agenda

Economic agenda

Social agenda
Technical agenda

Institutional
agenda

CAPABILITIES
integrated — multi-scale

Anticipatory; multi-
functional

entrepreneurial

Not clear
efficiency

multi-functional / multi-
level / multi-sector /

GAPS & CHALLENGES

Lack of citizen bodies

SUCCESS & OPPORTUNITIES
Works across local authorities
and different sectors involved
in managing drainage

Looks to reduce flooding and
also to tie into health and well-
bring and economic
improvements

Obtained City Deal funding for
drainage works to permit the
construction of properties on
brownfield land

Supported by regulatory
framework on SuDS
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10.4

CASE STUDY ANALYSIS - NEWCASTLE

General profile of the case study — basic description of institutions & stakeholders

GENERAL
PROFILE
Name, location,
area, population
Sectors mainly
involved

Powers &
resources

Territory covered

General functions

Public / private / civic / academic /

citizens

Statutory / delegated / lobby /

voluntary.

Newcastle Learning and Action Alliance

Public funding / private enterprise /
partnership / membership

Region / catchment / water body /

landscape body / admin unit

Formal planning / regulation /

investment.

Public/private/academic

Partnership

Catchment

communication.

Informal partnership / networking.
Knowledge, learning, communications.

Informal partnership; knowledge learning and

Which sectors are involved at which levels?? Are these relationships formal / informal ?

STAKEHOLDERS

NATIONAL LEVEL

MESO-LEVEL

LOCAL LEVEL

PUBLIC SECTOR
National govt
Govt agencies
Public services
Local govt

Environment
Agency

Newcastle City Council
Newcastle City Council
— Transport
Newcastle City Council
— Flood Risk
Management and
Planning

Urban Traffic
Management
Control(UTMC) centre

PRIVATE SECTOR
Primary, utilities
Industry, construction
Services, utilities
Finance, development

Consultants
Northumbrian
Water

Housing Developers
Land Owners

CIVIC SECTOR
Research / innovation
Professions
Culture / media
NGOs & interest
groups

Blue-Green Cities
Research Group

Academics
Rivers Trust

CITIZENS

Owners / residents
SMEs, social enterprise
Special groups
Community groups

Not-for-profit
groups
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Which types of water systems does the case study work with?? What are the factors of success / gaps??

WATER SYSTEMS

Rivers & water bodies

SECTORS INVOLVED

Ground water, soil etc
Flood & extreme events

Potable water supply

Industrial / agri supply

Drainage & waste

GAPS & CHALLENGES

Needs to have more buy-in
from developers and land-
owners

SUCCESS & OPPORTUNITIES
Adoption of the blue-green
declaration

Close working relations with
the key statutory organisations

Connections across all stages of
the water cycle

Which governance systems qualities are shown in the case study? What are the factors of success / gaps??

GOVERNANCE
Territorial agenda

Ecological agenda
Economic agenda
Social agenda

Technical agenda

Institutional
agenda

CAPABILITIES
integrated — multi-scale

Anticipatory; multi-

functional
entrepreneurial
Participatory, inclusive

efficiency

multi-functional / multi-
level / multi-sector /

GAPS & CHALLENGES

Difficult to move from learning
into action

Difficult to move from learning
into action

Difficult to move from learning
into action

Difficult to move from learning
into action

Difficult to move from learning
into action

Difficult to move from learning
into action

SUCCESS & OPPORTUNITIES
Boundaries of the main players
map onto one another

Sharing and learning about
roles and responsibilities
Possibility for pooling of
finances

Representation from technical
groups

Sharing and learning about
roles and responsibilities
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10.5

GM PARTNERSHIP GROUPS ANALYSIS

10.5.1 GM FLOODS AND WATER MANAGEMENT BOARD

General profile of the case study — basic description of institutions & stakeholders

GENERAL
PROFILE
Name, location,
area, population
Sectors mainly
involved
Powers &
resources

Territory covered

General functions

Public / private / civic / academic /

citizens

Statutory / delegated / lobby /

voluntary.

Flood and Water Management Board

Public funding / private enterprise /
partnership / membership

Region / catchment / water body /

landscape body / admin unit

Formal planning / regulation /

investment.

Public

Delegated

Admin Unit

Formal planning/regulation

Knowledge, learning, communications

Informal partnership / networking.
Knowledge, learning, communications.

Which sectors are involved at which levels?? Are these relationships formal / informal ?

STAKEHOLDERS

NATIONAL LEVEL

MESO-LEVEL

LOCAL LEVEL

PUBLIC SECTOR
National govt
Govt agencies
Public services
Local govt

Environment Agency
GM RFCC Members
NW RFCC Chair

GM CCRU

GM Low Carbon Hub
GM New Economy
GM Planning and
Housing

TfGM

Rochdale MBC
Bolton MBC

Bury MBC
Manchester CC
Oldham MBC
Salford CC
Stockport MBC
Tameside MBC
Trafford MBC
Wigan MBC
Derbyshire County
Council

PRIVATE SECTOR
Primary, utilities
Industry, construction
Services, utilities
Finance, development

United Utilities

CIVIC SECTOR
Research / innovation
Professions

Culture / media
NGOs & interest
groups

CITIZENS

Owners / residents
SMEs, social enterprise
Special groups
Community groups

National Flood Forum
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Which types of water systems does the case study work with? What are the factors of success / gaps?

WATER SYSTEMS

Rivers & water bodies
Ground water, soil etc

SECTORS INVOLVED

Yes

Flood & extreme events Yes

Potable water supply

Industrial / agri supply

Drainage & waste

Yes

GAPS & CHALLENGES

Unconnected to water quantity
agenda

Unconnected to water quantity
agenda

Unconnected to water quantity
agenda

SUCCESS & OPPORTUNITIES

Potential for more private
sector/citizen involvement in an
informal capacity

Potential for more private
sector/citizen involvement in an
informal capacity

Potential for more private
sector/citizen involvement in an
informal capacity

Which governance systems qualities are shown in the case study? What are the factors of success / gaps?

GOVERNANCE
Territorial agenda

Ecological agenda

Economic agenda

Social agenda

Technical agenda

Institutional
agenda

CAPABILITIES

integrated — multi-scale —
localism & bio-regional
anticipatory / precau-
tionary / multi-functional
entrepreneurial / service
model / asset
management
transparent /
participative / inclusive /
associative /

efficiency / effectiveness
/ efficacy

multi-functional / multi-
level / multi-sector /

GAPS & CHALLENGES
Operates at the admin unit
rather than the watershed
Could be connected to the
water quality agenda

Few opportunities to be
entrepreneurial because of
statutory functions

Could include more
representation from private
sector/ citizens in an informal
capacity

Needs to be connected to other
partnerships and groups
(focussed on flood risk only)
Could cover more sectors
Could be connecred to more
functions (i.e. water quality)

SUCCESS & OPPORTUNITIES
Includes representatives from
neighbouring local authorities

Includes representation from
New Economy but the impact is
unclear

Focussed technical agenda

10.5.2 GM IRWELL CATCHMENT PARTNERSHIP

General profile of the case study — basic description of institutions & stakeholders

GENERAL
PROFILE
Name, location,
area, population
Sectors mainly
involved

Powers &
resources

Territory covered

General functions

Public / private / civic / academic /

citizens

Statutory / delegated / lobby /

voluntary.

Irwell Catchment Partnership

All sectors

Public funding / private enterprise /

partnership / membership

Catchment

Voluntary/ partnership

Region / catchment / water body /
landscape body / admin unit
Formal planning / regulation /
investment.

Informal partnership / networking.

Knowledge, learning, communications.

Informal partnership, investment, knowledge
and learning, regulatory
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Which sectors are involved at which levels?? Are these relationships formal / informal ?

STAKEHOLDERS

NATIONAL LEVEL

MESO-LEVEL

LOCAL LEVEL

PUBLIC SECTOR
National govt
Govt agencies
Public services
Local govt

PRIVATE SECTOR
Primary, utilities
Industry, construction
Services, utilities
Finance, development

Environment Agency
Natural England

GMEU

GMCA / Natural
Course

Moors for the Future
Partnership

Greater Manchester
Archaeology Advice
Service

NW Regional and
Flood Coastal
COmmittee
Manchester City
Council

Oldham Council
Rochdale Borough
Council

Rossendale Council
Salford City Council
Bolton Metropoilitan
Borough Council
Bury Council

United Utilities

CIVIC SECTOR
Research / innovation
Professions

Culture / media
NGOs & interest
groups

RSPB

Lancashire Wildlife
Trust

Slow the Flow /
Cumbria Wildlife Trust
Irwell Rivers Trust
Healthy Rivers Trust

City of Trees
University of Salford
Manchester Met.
University
University of
Manchester

CITIZENS

Owners / residents
SMEs, social
enterprise

Special groups
Community groups
The Conservation
Volunteers
National Union of
Farmers / Canoe
England

Groundwork MSST
Salford Friendly
Anglers / Mersey Basin
Rivers Trust
Groundwork BBOR
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Which types of water systems does the case study work with? What are the factors of success / gaps?

WATER SYSTEMS
Rivers & water bodies

Ground water, soil etc

Flood & extreme events

Potable water supply

Industrial / agri supply
Drainage & waste

SECTORS INVOLVED
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Unsure
Yes

GAPS & CHALLENGES
Lack of private sector
involvement

Lack of private sector
involvement

Lack of private sector
involvement

Lack of private sector
involvement

Lack of private sector
involvement

SUCCESS & OPPORTUNITIES
Charged with developing and
implementing a plan

Citizen groups involved — could
bring in more

Wide administrative boundary
with representation from
neighbouring public bodies
Charged with developing and
implementing a plan

Citizen groups involved — could
bring in more

Wide administrative boundary
with representation from
neighbouring public bodies
Charged with developing and
implementing a plan

Citizen groups involved — could
bring in more

Wide administrative boundary
with representation from
neighbouring public bodies
Charged with developing and
implementing a plan

Citizen groups involved — could
bring in more

Wide administrative boundary
with representation from
neighbouring public bodies

Charged with developing and
implementing a plan

Citizen groups involved — could
bring in more

Wide administrative boundary
with representation from
neighbouring public bodies
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Which governance systems qualities are shown in the case study? What are the factors of success / gaps?

GOVERNANCE
Territorial agenda

Ecological agenda

Economic agenda

Social agenda

Technical agenda

Institutional
agenda

CAPABILITIES
integrated — multi-scale —
localism & bio-regional

anticipatory / precau-
tionary / multi-functional

entrepreneurial / service
model / asset
management
transparent /
participative / inclusive /
associative /

efficiency / effectiveness
/ efficacy
multi-functional / multi-
level / multi-sector /

GAPS & CHALLENGES
Catchment partnerships do not
match onto GM admin
boundaries

Multi-sector but could include
more private sector
involvement

SUCCESS & OPPORTUNITIES
Looks to work across scales

Takes a broad approach to
maintaining healthy water
environments and is driven by
an ecological agenda
Partnership model allows
funding to be drawn in.

The ICP is relatively inclusive
across most groups and has an
open and participative agenda

Has a multi-functional and wide
remit.

10.5.3 NATURAL CAPITAL GROUP

General profile of the case study — basic description of institutions & stakeholders

GENERAL
PROFILE
Name, location,
area, population
Sectors mainly
involved
Powers &
resources

Territory covered

General functions

Public / private / civic / academic /

citizens

Statutory / delegated / lobby /

voluntary.

Natural Capital Group

Public funding
Delegated powers

Public funding / private enterprise /

partnership / membership

Region / catchment / water body /
landscape body / admin unit
Formal planning / regulation /

investment.

Admin unit

Informal partnership / networking.
Knowledge, learning, communications.

Public/private/academic

Formal planning, investment, networking
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Which sectors are involved at which levels?? Are these relationships formal / informal?

STAKEHOLDERS

NATIONAL LEVEL

MESO-LEVEL

LOCAL LEVEL

PUBLIC SECTOR
National govt
Govt agencies
Public services
Local govt

Environment
Agency

New Economy
GMEU

GM Environment
Team

CCRU

Planning and
Housing Team

Oldham Council
Salford City Council

PRIVATE SECTOR
Primary, utilities
Industry, construction
Services, utilities
Finance, development

CIVIC SECTOR

Professions
Culture / media
NGOs & interest
groups
Co-operative Group

United Utilities
Trust
CPRE

Research / innovation

CITIZENS

Owners / residents
SMEs, social
enterprise

Special groups
Community groups

Canals and Rivers

The Wildlife Trust

for Lancashire,

Manchester and
North Merseyside

Bruntwood
Manchester

The University of

University of Salford

City of Trees

Which governance systems qualities are shown in the case study? What are the factors of success / gaps??

GOVERNANCE
Territorial agenda

Ecological agenda

Economic agenda

Social agenda
Technical agenda

Institutional
agenda

CAPABILITIES
Integrated — multi-scale

Anticipatory; multi-
functional
entrepreneurial

Not clear
efficiency

multi-functional / multi-
level / multi-sector /

GAPS & CHALLENGES

Focus on championing the
natural environment, so not
specifically focussed on water
per se.

No citizen bodies included

No real technical expertise on
the panel
Multi-functional/multi-sector

SUCCESS & OPPORTUNITIES
Works across local authorities
and different sectors involved
in managing drainage

Has a broad remit which can
bring in a number of issues
under its umbrella

Seeks to enhance the economic
resilience of GM

10.5.4 TECHNICAL FLOOD RISK OFFICERS GROUP

General profile of the case study — basic description of institutions & stakeholders

GENERAL
PROFILE
Name, location,
area, population
Sectors mainly
involved

Powers &
resources

Public / private / civic / academic /

citizens

Statutory / delegated / lobby /

voluntary.

Flood and Water Management Board

Public

Delegated

Public funding / private enterprise /
partnership / membership
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Territory covered

General functions

Region / catchment / water body /
landscape body / admin unit

Formal planning / regulation /
investment.

Informal partnership / networking.
Knowledge, learning, communications.

Admin Unit

Formal planning/regulation
Knowledge, learning, communications

Which sectors are involved at which levels?? Are these relationships formal / informal ?

STAKEHOLDERS

NATIONAL LEVEL

MESO-LEVEL

LOCAL LEVEL

PUBLIC SECTOR
National govt
Govt agencies
Public services
Local govt

PRIVATE SECTOR
Primary, utilities
Industry, construction
Services, utilities
Finance, development

Environment
Agency

GM Assistant United Utilities
Planning Strategy

Manager

GM Strategic Flood

Risk Management

Co-ordinator

Rochdale MBC

Bolton MBC

Bury MBC

Manchester CC

Oldham MBC

Salford CC

Stockport MBC

Tameside MBC

Trafford MBC

Wigan MBC

CIVIC SECTOR
Research / innovation
Professions

Culture / media
NGOs & interest
groups

CITIZENS

Owners / residents
SMEs, social
enterprise

Special groups
Community groups
National Flood
Forum
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Which types of water systems does the case study work with? What are the factors of success / gaps?

WATER SYSTEMS
Rivers & water bodies

Ground water, soil etc

SECTORS INVOLVED

Yes

Flood & extreme events Yes

Potable water supply

Industrial / agri supply

Drainage & waste

Which governance systems qualities are shown

GOVERNANCE

Territorial agenda

Ecological agenda

Economic agenda

Social agenda

Technical agenda

Institutional
agenda

Yes

CAPABILITIES

integrated — multi-scale —
localism & bio-regional

anticipatory / precau-
tionary / multi-functional

entrepreneurial / service
model / asset
management

transparent /
participative / inclusive /
associative /

efficiency / effectiveness
/ efficacy

multi-functional / multi-
level / multi-sector /

GAPS & CHALLENGES
Unconnected to water quantity
agenda
Unconnected to water quantity
agenda
Unconnected to water quantity
agenda

Unconnected to water quantity
agenda

in the case study? What are the factors of success / gaps?

GAPS & CHALLENGES

Operates at the admin unit
rather than the watershed

Could be connected to the
water quality agenda

Few opportunities to be
entrepreneurial because of
statutory functions

in an informal capacity

Needs to be connected to other
partnerships and groups
(focussed on flood risk only)

Could cover more sectors

Could be connected to more
functions (i.e. water quality)

SUCCESS & OPPORTUNITIES

In-depth technical expertise

SUCCESS & OPPORTUNITIES

Focussed technical agenda
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10.6  LIST OF INTERVIEW TOPICS

Participants were provided with a briefing document that gave an overview of the water governance
project and signed a consent form. Questions were sent to participants in advance. Interviews lasted for
around 60 minutes.

1. Could you describe your role in X organisation?
In what way does your organisation operate within the governance of water in Greater Manchester?
How do you understand the term ‘Integrated Catchment Management’? Could you explain your answer
in more detail?
What currently works well in terms of water governance in Greater Manchester?

5. What currently does not work well in terms of Greater Manchester’s water governance?
What improvements, if any, would you like to see in terms of the way that water is governed in Greater
Manchester?

If not already covered in the discussion by the previous questions, and if there is time:

7. Towhat extent would you say that the management of water quality and the different types of flooding
should be more closely integrated?

8. What potential problems may arise if water quality and flood issues are managed in a more integrated
way?

9. What potential opportunities may arise if water quality and flood issues are managed in a more
integrated way?
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10.7

Natural Course
economic
scenario (other)
GM actors &
governance
structures

GM policy
agendas

Utilities
implications
(OFWAT)

Local authority
implications (CLG)

Regulator
implications
(DEFRA)

Multi-level
implications

Priority actions

STATUS QUO

(1) Business as
usual

Fragmentation,
ineffective, waste
of resources, risk
of extreme events

Commercial
priorities within
OFWAT regime

LA competing
priorities: budget
cycle out of step:

unaccountable

boards

capital program
out of step with
local needs:
revenue shortfalls

Partnerships lack
powers &
resources:

disconnected &

out of the loop

No significant
change, growing
costs & risks

MARGINAL
CHANGE
(2) Protected area
improvements

LCH & FWMB etc
extends remit &
mandate & terms,
with virtual circle

Small change in
the direction of
Devo-water

UU looks for

collaborative

opportunity
spaces

LA & GMCA look
for wider cost
/benefit & value
chains in policy
innovation

EA etc looks for
collaborative
opportunity
spaces

CMP look for
extended remit &
value added:
inter-sectoral,
digital platform,
social networks
etc

Some incremental
changes to terms,
structures,
accountability

SUMMARY OF GOVERNANCE SCENARIOS AND PROPOSITIONS

DEVO-WATER

(5) Improvements
subject to
affordability
Devo-water circle:
democratic,
coordinated,
informed,
resourceful, with
leadership.
Devo-water outer
circle: extended
community of
interest
Strategic inter-
connections of
social,
environmental,
economic values
& objectives
GM influence on
priorities &
programs

GM level
coordination:
forward
investment &
trade-off for
mutual benefit

GM influence on
priorities &
programs

partnerships have
clear mandate,
multi-level
structure,
delegated powers
& resources

Major
consultation
under GM Green
Summit programs

NATIONAL
PROPOSITION
(4) All economic
improvements

National policy to
support
integrated city-
region water
governance

Regulation looks
for inter-
departmental
cost-effective
synergies

OFWAT etc policy
on utilities,
monopoly

providers, mutual

stake-holding etc

CLG fiscal policy,

socio-eco CBA &
investment,

alignment with
water etc,
democratic
renewal

DEFRA policy
integration with
farming, forestry,
fisheries, minerals,
urban env
National policy to
support multi-
level community /
citizen socio-eco-
enterprise &
innovation

GM / NC makes
evidenced
proposition to
DEFRA / OFWAT /
DHCLG etc

BLUE SKY VISION

(3) All non-
economic
improvements
Devo-Water circle
is fully linked with
all GM sectors &
programs.
Devo-water outer
circle: structured
network of
interest & total
added value

Full integration of
all agendas —
social, technical,
economic,
environmental,
policy, spatial
National
coordination of
policies &
programs

GM level
coordination:
forward
investment &
trade-off for
mutual benefit,
economic / social
/ecological
National
coordination of
policies &
programs

New partnerships
emerge with
multi-level
governance
renewal, based on
local socio-eco-
enterprise &
innovation
Explore further
innovation
opportunities
(socio-eco /
policy)
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