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Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP)
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government's (formerly the Department for
Communities and Local Government; MHCLG)
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Non-departmental public body (NDPB)
Non-Government Organisations (NGOs)
North West River Basin District (NWRBD)
North West (NW)
North West RFCC Business Plan (NWRFCC-BP)
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
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Regional Flood and Coastal Committee (RFCC)
Risk Management Authority (RMA)
River Basin Management Plans (RBMP)
Rural Development Programme for England (RDPE)
Rural Payments Agency (RPA)
Special Area of Conservation Interest (SAC)
Special Site of Scientific Interest (SSSI)
Sustainable Catchment Management Programme (SCaMP)
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)
Office for Water Services (OFWAT)
United Utilities (UU)
Water Company (WC)
Water Environment Grant (WEG)
Water Framework Directive (WFD)
Water Industry National Environment Programme (WINEP)
Water Quality (WQ)
Water Resource Management Plan (WRMP)
Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority (YDNPA)

Further description is provided in the Appendices;
•
•

See Appendix A.3.0 for more information regarding organisations.
See Appendix A.4.0 for more information regarding plans and strategies.
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1.0

Introduction

Natural Course commissioned Eunomia Research & Consulting to:
take a high-level look at water governance across the region; look more
specifically at the governance in Cumbria; assess existing work as well as
domestic and international best practice; and recommend a suitable
governance structure which could be trialled in Cumbria.
Natural Course is an EU Life IP funded programme comprised of organisations who all
operate within the North West of England, working together to seek cost-effective
solutions to improve the Water Framework Directive (WFD) Status in the region, by
sharing best practice from across the UK and Europe. Natural Course’s key aim is to
make better use of resources, share ownership of complex issues and reduce barriers
and maximise outcomes, by taking a collaborative approach with others from the public,
private and third sector. This requires a good understanding of how water governance is
operated and how this might be improved.
The research sought to answer the following questions:
1) What are the specific issues facing water management in the North West and
Cumbria specifically?
2) How is water governed in the North West generally, and specifically in the
catchments of Cumbria?
3) What aspects of water governance work well and which do not?
4) What is needed to improve the governance of water in Cumbria?
5) What alternative governance structures would enable better coordination/governance of water in Cumbria and the North West?
6) What do stakeholders feel about alternative governance structures?
7) What would need to be done to trial alternative governance structures in
Cumbria?
To anchor the research against well-established international practices, responses to the
questions were considered in terms of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD)1 framework for assessing water governance.
The research comprised 3 phases, each involving significant stakeholder engagement
(see Appendix A.1.0 for more detail):
•

Phase 1: A desk top high-level study of water governance arrangements in the
North West River Basin District (excluding the Greater Manchester area).

1

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) is a group of 34 member
countries that discuss and develop economic and social policy. OECD members are democratic countries
that support free-market economies.
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•
•

Phase 2: A more in-depth study in Cumbria to provide a more detailed
understanding of the governance arrangements there.
Phase 3: Identification and recommendations on potential structures for
catchment system operation within Cumbria.

This is an interim report which captures the findings from Phase 1. It will be further
developed, checked and clarified, as we undertake research in Phases 2 and 3. The
report provides:
•
•
•

•
•

An introduction to water in the North West.
An explanation of what we mean by water governance and an introduction to the
indicators of ‘good’ water governance from the OECD’s framework.
A summary of water governance in the North West in terms of;
o The decision-making framework as set out in key legislation and plans
o The key funding mechanisms
o The key organisations, their jurisdiction, roles and responsibilities
Initial feedback on how well the current governance works, the key strengths,
weaknesses and areas requiring change.
Reflections on application of the OECD framework and how the findings from
Phase 1 can shape Phases 2&3.

The appendices provide details on: the research approaches, the OECD water
governance framework, plans, funding mechanisms and organisations relevant to water
management in the North West.
The focus of this report is on the governance arrangements for the management of fresh
surface waters within a catchment. We do not discuss the governance of drinking water
treatment and supply, or of wastewater transport, treatment and discharge, other than
in the way they affect catchment management through abstraction for water supply and
discharge for wastewater disposal. We have also not considered governance issues
relating to the management of coastal waters, groundwater, and other responsibilities
linked to navigation, dredging, fishing, and recreation. We do, however, include
reference to land management responsibilities since these have a key influence on water
within a catchment.

04/12/20
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2.0

Water in the North West of England

The focus of the report is on the North West River Basin District (NWRBD), one of nine
river basin districts in England, and includes the counties of Cheshire, Cumbria, and
Lancashire and the metropolitan counties of Greater Manchester, and Merseyside. This
report excludes the Greater Manchester Area, which was the subject of an earlier
review.
The NWRBD is an extremely diverse region. It contains the large urban cities of Liverpool
and Manchester in the south and the rural Lake District in the north. Approximately 80%
of the NWRBD is rural, with livestock farming being the most common land use.2
Water bodies in the NWRBD include many lakes, rivers and sandstone aquifers used for
abstraction, as well as a large coastline to the west.

2.1

Key water issues

The Environment Agency states that there are significant challenges within the NWRBD;
“many watercourses have been heavily modified, and as a result have limited ecological
potential. These tend to be in the more urbanised areas such as Greater Manchester and
Merseyside where growth and industrial development over many centuries has altered
the natural morphology of watercourses. Other pressures on the water environment
come from urban and rural diffuse pollution as well as pollution from waste water.”

2.1.1

Water Framework Directive Status

One third of the poorest quality rivers in England and Wales are currently found in the
NWRBD. The European Water Framework Directive requires all waters to be of good
status but currently, only 22% of surface waters in the NWRBD are meeting this
requirement. The reasons for failing to meet this target vary considerably from
catchment to catchment largely reflecting their geography (which is nicely summarised
on the Natural Course website3) but overall, the most significant reasons for failure are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

pollution from rural areas (43%);
physical modifications (24%);
pollution from waste water (19%);
pollution from towns, cities and transport (12%);
pollution from abandoned mines (2%)
changes to the natural flow and level of water (1%); and
the negative effects of non-native species (<1%).

2

data.gov.uk North West River Basin District - Summary: Environment Agency - Catchment Data Explorer,
accessed 3 February 2020, https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchmentplanning/RiverBasinDistrict/12/Summary
3
https://naturalcourse.co.uk/about/ accessed, February 2020.
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2.1.2

Flooding

The North West region has some of the wettest locations in the UK. The Lake District has
an average of 3,200mm of rain each year,4 which has led, at times, to severe problems
associated with flooding. The nature of flooding varies across the region. In the 2016
Flood Risk Management Plan (FRMP), the Environment Agency, characterise flood risk
for three areas of the RBD as:5
1) In the north (Derwent, Southwest Lakes, and Kent and Leven catchments), the
large rural upland areas with moderate to high rainfall, thin soils and steep
ground combine to produce rapid run-off which can be hazardous locally in
towns such as Kendal, Cockermouth and Keswick, as well as some smaller villages
in the area. Although lakes and reservoirs can reduce flood peaks, the area has
seen significant floods in 2005 and 2009, demonstrating the area’s susceptibility
to winter flooding after prolonged rainfall on saturated ground.
2) In the centre (the Lune, Wyre, Ribble, Douglas and the Alt and Crossens
catchments), the Lune has fast-flowing tributaries draining from steep valleys
into the Irish Sea, creating flood risks to towns and villages. The Ribble is lower
risk as it has a slower flow, although runoff from the West Pennine Moors can
sometimes cause river levels to rise rapidly.
3) The south (the Irwell, Upper Mersey, Lower Mersey, and Weaver and Gowy
catchments) is more urban and the most densely populated and includes the
major cities of Manchester and Liverpool. Many water courses have been
modified (using straightened sections, walls, or culverts - where the river is
directed underground). The combination of urbanisation and river modification
means that these areas are prone to surface water flooding from short, intense
storms which can occur in the large urban areas when drains are overloaded.
Because of the population density, the highest numbers of people at risk of
flooding in the NWRBD are in Manchester, Liverpool and Warrington.
There have been several significant flood events in the NWRBD, notably as a result of the
2013/14 and 2015/16 winter storms. During December 2015, Storms Desmond, Eva and
Frank brought record breaking rainfall levels and significant flooding. More recent events
include flooding in Greater Manchester in July 2019 and in Cumbria February 2020.

2.1.3

Water Resources

The main water supplier in the NWRBD, United Utilities (UU), supplies water to around
3.2 million homes and 0.2 million businesses. Most of the water supplied (>90%) comes

4

Met Office (2016) North West England & Isle of Man: climate, October 2016,
https://www.metoffice.gov.uk/binaries/content/assets/metofficegovuk/pdf/weather/learn-about/ukpast-events/regional-climates/north-west-england--isle-of-man_-climate---met-office.pdf
5
Environment Agency (2016) Flood Risk Management Plan - North West England, March 2016,
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/5071
20/LIT_10208_NORTH_WEST_FRMP_SUMMARY_DOCUMENT.pdf
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from rivers and reservoirs rather than groundwater which compares to an average of
60% for the rest of England. Forty per cent of water used in public supply comes from
outside the NWRBD.
Despite high rainfall, the NWRBD is threatened by drought. Serious droughts occurred in
1975/76, 1984, and 1995/96 and less serious droughts in 2003, 2010, and 2018. 6 Again,
in May 2020, UU applied for several drought permits and a drought order (for powers to
address threat of a serious deficiency of supplies of water).

2.2

The Role of Governance in Key Water Issues

We asked Phase 1 interviewees for views on the key water issues relevant to them and
the extent to which these issues were caused by governance. The feedback provided
suggested that water governance was not necessarily causing the issues to arise, but
that in some cases, water governance was making it more difficult to address the issue.
Specific situations are further explored in Section 5.0.
One governance issue for water management in the NWRBD, as for the rest of England,
is that of overlapping geographies.

2.2.1

River Catchments and Overlapping Geographies

Water management is divided across many organisations, some of whom operate
nationally, some regionally and some locally. Some of the organisations who operate
locally do so at a river catchment level whilst others operate along county boundaries.
There are 12 river catchments, two flood risk areas (as defined in the Flood Risk
Management Plan for the North West)7 and 629 water bodies in the NWRBD. As
illustrated in Figure 2-1, the river catchment boundaries do not align with county
boundaries (or operational catchment boundaries). The issue of differing geographies
will be further detailed in Phase 2.

6

https://www.unitedutilities.com/globalassets/z_corporate-site/about-us-pdfs/water-resources/finaldrought-plan-2018-amended-august-2019a.pdf, accessed May 2020
7
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/north-west-river-basin-district-flood-risk-managementplan, accessed May 2020
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Figure 2-1 Catchments8 and counties in the North West River Basin District
Counties in the North West RBD

River catchments and flood risk areas9

8

Management catchments are the unit of geography for which action plans are drafted in implementing
the WFD. Operational catchments are a way of grouping WFD waterbodies together for the purposes of
economic appraisal. There are ten operational catchments: Alt; Alt Estuary; Bela; Big Ribble; Bollin Dean
and Mersey Upper Canals; Bollin Dean Mersey Upper; Brock and Tributaries; Calder; Cheshire South and
Staffordshire North Permo-Triassic Sandstone Aquifers; and Cocker
9

Extracted from the Flood Risk Management Plan for the North West,
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/north-west-river-basin-district-flood-risk-managementplan, accessed May 2020
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3.0

What do we mean by Water
Governance?

To set the scene for the rest of the report, this section outlines the scope of the report in
terms of:
•
•

the aspects of ‘governance’ that have been included; and
the framework we have used in considering what is good governance of water.

As mentioned in the introduction, the focus of this report is on the governance
arrangements for the direct management of fresh surface waters within a catchment
and the indirect land management responsibilities that influence the water status.

3.1

How we have considered governance

The OECD Water Governance Initiative is a policy forum of over 100 delegates from
public, private and non-profit sectors who come together to share good practices on
water governance. They define water governance as the set of rules, practices, and
processes (formal and informal) through which decisions for the management of water
resources and services are taken and implemented, stakeholders articulate their interest
and decision-makers are held accountable10.
In the North West, the rules, practices and processes by which decisions on water
management are made are defined by:
•
•
•

the institutional framework – i.e. the roles, responsibilities and powers of the key
players in water management as set out in primary legislation;
the decision-making framework – ie the laws, policies, strategies, plans and
guidance which create boundaries within which these players can make
decisions;
the funding- framework – i.e. the key funding mechanisms which provide the
investment for many of the decisions to be acted upon.

Maps to explain these more formal arrangements is outlined in Section 4.1 with
additional information in Appendix A.3.0.
Beyond this formal framework, the decision-making process is affected by a wide range
of factors including:
•
•

10

the available information, knowledge and understanding of the local situation;
formal and informal collaborative arrangements that have been established
locally and more broadly; and

http://www.oecd.org/water/water-governance-initiative.htm, accessed May 2020
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•

inter-personal relationships.

These aspects of governance will be explored in more depth in Phase 2 which focusses
on Cumbria.

3.2

What is Good Governance of Water?

Water governance can be approached in many ways with no one approach being
perfect. Each has its strengths and weaknesses and has usually evolved to reflect
prevailing local situations at points in time.
The OECD has developed 12 principles of good water governance, to support collective
action to water challenges clustered around three drivers, as shown in Figure 3-1
(further detailed in Appendix A.2.0.)
Our methodology has been framed around using these themes to assess water
governance in the North West. Our initial reflections on the success of this in the phase 1
analysis is provided in Section 5.2.
Figure 3-1. Overview of OECD Principles on Water Governance

04/12/20
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4.0

Water Governance in the NWRBD

As outlined in Section 3.0, this section provides a description of:
•
•
•

the institutional framework – i.e. the roles and responsibilities of the key players
in water management.
the decision-making framework created by laws, policies, strategies, plans and
guidance which creates boundaries within which decisions must be made;
the funding framework – i.e. the key funding mechanisms which provide the
investment for many of the decisions to be acted upon; and

For each of these aspects of governance we provide a short summary of the key
elements and a high-level picture to indicate how the many elements of each framework
relate to each other across the thematic areas of water management:
•
•
•
•
•

water quality (in inland surface water bodies);
water resources (levels in inland surface water bodies);
flood risk management11;
biodiversity; and
land-use.

Further details are provided in Appendix A.3.0.
Since Phase 1 is a broad overview, we have focussed on the formal arrangements that
influence decision-making. There are numerous informal arrangements that also play a
part and will be included in the more detailed analysis in phase 2.

4.1

Key Organisations Responsible for Water
Management in the NWRBD

The institutional framework for water management in England is complex. Figure 4-1
provides an overview of the key organisations responsible for water management at
national, regional and local levels. The roles of each organisation are summarised in

11

Useful information on many aspects of flooding in the North West can be found at
https://thefloodhub.co.uk/ a website funded by the North West Regional Flood and Coastal Committee
and a joint initiative developed by the Environment Agency, United Utilities, Newground, and the Cumbria,
Lancashire, Greater Manchester, Merseyside and Cheshire Strategic Flood Partnerships

Natural Course Regional Water Governance Study Phase 1

9

04/12/20

10

Table 4-1 with further detail on each the jurisdiction, roles and responsibilities provided
in Appendix A.3.0. The aim of these figures and tables is to provide an introduction to
the key organisations actively involved in managing water. They seek to illustrate how
water governance in the NWRBD sits within the national institutional framework and
how the organisational responsibilities broadly relate across geographic levels and
thematic areas rather than detail the numerous relationships and interdependencies.
Key features of the institutional arrangements are:
•
•

•
•
•
•

A high level of responsibility for policy at national levels through the Department
of the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) and its agencies.
Considerable integration of water and land management responsibilities
institutionally (within Defra and the Environment Agency) with only minor
aspects relating to development and planning falling to other government
departments (in contrast to the decision-making framework (see Figure 4-2).
Private companies providing water and sewerage services at a regional level.
A limited role for Local Authorities in water governance, one that is focussed on
flood risk management and controlling land-use development.
Some formal roles shared across multiple organisations, for example roles such
as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) and Risk Management Authority (RMA).
Regular partnership working across many organisations with several coordination mechanisms focussed on the catchment level (with Catchment Based
Approach (CaBA) partnerships operating since 2013 and Catchment Flood
Partnerships (CFP) operating since 2018). There is also the Cumbria Strategic
Flood Partnership (CSFP) which operates across the county of Cumbria, and
specific projects, such as the Cumbria Pioneer which have bought organisations
together to find integrated solutions.

There are numerous informal arrangements that also play a part. These informal
arrangements have not been examined in Phase 1 due to the breadth of scope but will
be included in the more detailed analysis in Phase 2 when the focus is on Cumbria.
There is a high level of consistency in terms of the formal governance arrangements
across the North West Region, reflecting the dominant lead from the national level,
however, the way in which both the formal and informal co-ordination mechanisms are
structured and their ways of working vary from catchment to catchment.
When the Catchment based approach (CaBA) and the CaBA partnerships were
introduced, a conscious decision was made to allow these local partnerships to develop
independently in a way that best suited the local situation (in terms of, for example the
specific local history of partnership working, geography and priorities). Similarly, the
catchment flood partnerships have evolved reflecting local circumstances. The Cumbria
Strategic Flood Partnership (CSFP) has a greater community involvement at strategic
level whereas others involve communities at a more tactical level.
The specific situation in Cumbria arose following the events of Storm Desmond in 2015.
Rory Stuart, then the Local Member of Parliament for Penrith and The Border, sought to
involve more people in discussing flood risk issues, to develop a Cumbria flood plan, and
Natural Course Regional Water Governance Study Phase 1
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created a wider partnership including Community Groups and Non-Government
Organisations (NGOs). Initially the wider partnership sat alongside a group with
professional membership, but was later integrated to create one inclusive group (which
was a hybrid of the two original groups.
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Figure 4-1 Map Summarising the Key Institutions for Water Management at National, Regional and Local Levels
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Table 4-1 An Overview of the Key Water Management Institutions at National, Regional and Local Levels
Water Resources

Status

Water Quality

DEFRA

Government
Department

Defines the legal and policy framework for all aspects of water management (water quality,
water resourcing and flood management); biodiversity and rural land management

Defines
agricultural policy
including CSS
grant scheme

MHCLG
(formerly
DCLG)

Government
Ministry

All to be considered in making decisions about planning and development

Biodiversity net
gain will be a
requirement of
development

Sets the National
Planning Policy
Framework on
land-use and
sponsors Local
Authorities

Environment
Agency

Regulator –
sponsored by
Defra

Lead agency for water
quality planning,
consenting discharges
and enforcing pollution
controls within
framework set by Defra

1

Statutory
consultee (but no
powers of veto)
on all
development
proposals relevant
to water

Lead agency for
water resource
planning, consenting
abstractions within
framework set by
Defra

Flood management

Biodiversity1

Organisatio
ns/
partnerships

Strategic oversight
including planning and
funding within the
framework set by
Defra
LLFA for main rivers

Other

National Level

Works with NE and Ofwat to agree WINEP (requirements for water companies to fulfil
environmental obligations)
Natural
England

Regulator
sponsored by
Defra

Forestry
Commission4

Nonministerial
department
sponsored by
Defra

Powers in respect of protected areas (SACs and
SSSIs)

04/12/20

Designates SACs &
SSSIs and develops
policy in relation
to biodiversity

Advising land-use
policy in relation
to biodiversity and
implementing CSF

1

Forest
management on
publicly owned
land and

14

Organisatio
ns/
partnerships

Status

Water Quality

Water Resources

Flood management

Biodiversity1

Other

regulation of
forestry.
Ofwat

Regulator and
nonministerial
department
sponsored by
Defra

Highways
England

Government
company

Canal and
Rivers Trust

Charity

United
Utilities2,

Private
Company

The economic regulator of the water sector in England and Wales. Acting under the direction of
Defra, ensures water companies fulfil their duties efficiently by auditing and approving the
business plans of water companies every 5 years finding the balance between price increases
and investment. It requires water companies to consider the impacts on the environment,
biodiversity, and natural capital when setting their performance commitment levels and ODIs
Flood risk
management authority
for highways

Collecting and treating
wastewater, drafting and
implementing business
plans to meet quality
improvements which
increasingly focus on
catchment approaches
to prevent pollution.

Abstracting and
treating water for
drinking
Developing a water
resource
management plan
and a drought plan.

RMA with duties to
effectually draining the
North West area in
terms of the public
sewer drainage system
including surface
water, foul effluent
and combined sewers

1

1

Responsible for
caring for 2,000
miles of navigable
canals and rivers,

1

UU owns 57,000
hectares in the
NW and adopts a
sustainable
catchment
management
programme

Regional Level

Commitment to developing Drainage and Wastewater Management plans
RFCC

Committee
sponsored by
EA &
independent
chair

Approving flood
management schemes
for NW enabling them
to be funded
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Organisatio
ns/
partnerships

Status

Water Quality

Water Resources

Flood management

Biodiversity1

Other

Local Level

appointed by
Floods
Minister.
Environment
Agency

Area offices
reporting to
Head Office
operations

Local EA offices are very active in all of these areas and involved in the development of many
local plans and projects, administering and enforcing abstraction, discharge and works licences
(for all operational works in rivers).
Supports CaBA partnerships through catchment co-ordinators and works in partnership with
many others.

Statutory
consultee on
planned local
developments
with respect to
flood risk

Natural
England

Area offices
reporting to
Head Office
operations

Responsible for monitoring operations in SSSIs to
ensure status is maintained.

Lead on
biodiversity in
protected areas
(SSSIs and SACs)

Operate CSF to
support farmers
with measures to
reduce pollution
Provides advice to
Local Authorities

Local
Authorities

Elected body

Considerations in the planning process

Implement CIL and
in the future
Biodiversity Net
Gain requirements
for development

Develop local
spatial plans and
permitting
development

National
Parks (Lake
District/
Yorkshire
Dales)

Independent
bodies funded
by central
government

LLFA, RMA

Responsible for conserving and
enhancing the park’s natural beauty,
wildlife and cultural heritage as well as
to promote opportunities for the
understanding and enjoyment of
national parks by the public. Planning
authority in park.
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Water Resources

Flood management

Biodiversity1

Organisatio
ns/
partnerships

Status

Water Quality

Other

CaBA
Partnerships

Partnership
sponsored by
Defra

Diverse roles focussed on enhancing stakeholder engagement and building consensus across the many organisations
working at a catchment level. Originally bought in to help deliver WFD objectives, specific focus varies from catchment
to catchment. The balance of strategic planning to delivery of local projects also varies.

Strategic
Flood
Partnerships

Partnership
sponsored by
Defra

Local Nature
Partnerships

Partnership
supported by
NE

Brings together the
key agencies/
authorities and others
to deliver an
integrated and
collaborative approach
to manage flood risk
Brings together local organisations, businesses and people who want to improve their local natural environment.

Notes:

1
2

Direct responsibility
Significant influencing role (although many other organisations will input and influence these policy areas to some extent).
Under the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 all public authorities must work to protect and enhance the natural environment. For
example, UU have developed its own Natural Environment Strategy
Water Companies have also committed to developing Drainage and Wastewater Management plans (DWMPs) by 2022 seen as a new way to plan for the
future of drainage, wastewater and environmental water quality in a more collaborative, integrated long-term way
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4.2

The decision-making framework

Water policy in England is led from the national level. Policy and guidance cascade from
the national level through regional and local levels creating a framework within which all
decisions on water management must be made.
The key instruments providing direction and/or guidance to decisions about water
management in the North West are:
•
•
•
•
•

National legislation – which defines the powers, duties, objectives, roles and
responsibilities of the key players;
National policy and guidance – which provides interpretation of how roles and
responsibilities should be applied, including many rules governing how funding
mechanisms are applied;
Plans and strategies, created at several levels, which establish priorities and
provide further guidance;
Regional decisions – for example on which flood schemes will be funded; and
Local decisions on the conditions (timing, location and nature of individual
activities) set down in individual permits/consents.

Figure 4-2 provides an overview of the laws, strategies and plans which set the
framework for decision making at different spatial scales. It also shows where the plans
align to funding mechanisms. Further details are provided in Appendices A.3.0 and A.5.0.

04/12/20

18

Figure 4-2

Map Summarising the Key Laws, Strategies and Plans Governing Water Management in the NWRBD
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Notes to figure:
1
2
AMP
AONB
CIL/s108
CSF
CSS/ELMS funding
EA
FCERM
NE
NERC
UU
WEIF/WEG
WFD
WINEP

Derived primarily from Council Regulation European Union Regulation No. 1257/1999 and the related successive implementing Commission
Regulations
River Basin Management Plan and Catchment Plans focus on meeting the needs of the WFD to enable good status in all waters by 2020. This
includes elements related to water resources and good ecological quality.
Asset Management Planning
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Community Infrastructure Levy/ Section 108
Catchment Sensitive Farming
Countryside Stewardship Scheme soon to be replaced by Environmental Land Management Scheme
Environment Agency
Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management
Natural England
Natural Environment and Rural Communities
United Utilities
Water Environment Improvement Fund/ Water Environment Grant
Water Framework Directive
Water Industry National Environment Programme
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4.3

Key Water Management Funding Mechanisms

As Figure 4-2 illustrates, there are numerous funding mechanisms supporting water
management actions (see Appendix A.5.0 for more detail). These are focussed on the
specific objectives of those administering the funds and are therefore usually used to
address single aspects of water management, e.g. flooding, or water quality. Although
moves to increase co-ordination across funding streams have been made (e.g. flood
partnership funding requirement and scoring under WEG), a report from the consultancy
Indepen, which looked across funding mechanisms to assess how much is spent on
catchment management each year12, illustrates the potential for more benefit to be
gained. Indepen’s report estimated that annual spend on catchment management across
England exceeded £13 billion. The analysis indicates that significant investment in
catchment management comes from the public and private sector as directed by:
•
•
•
•

Water company business plans
Rural land management initiatives
Flood management programmes
Pollution control schemes

Table 4-2 Annual spending on England's catchments (£m) in 2016- by
purpose (from a report by Indepen9)
Purpose
Pollution control and enhancing natural capital of land
Rural land management
Water company - sewage treatment
Pollution control
Green infrastructure
Conservation management
Catchment regulation
Green growth
Flooding, drainage and raw water supply
Water company - drinking water collection and initial treatment
Flood damage
Water company - sewage and drains
Drainage and irrigation
Inland flooding - capital
Inland flooding - operations
Research
Inland Waterways
Grand Total

Total England (£m)
7653
2444
1877
1831
761
354
302
84
5699
1389
1280
1195
931
412
230
165
97
13353

12

http://indepen.uk.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/water-works_what-else-can-the-water-industrymodel-deliver_22-june2016.pdf, accessed 10/02/2020.
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5.0

Initial Feedback on the Performance of
Current Water Governance

This section provides initial feedback from the phase 1 interviewees on water
governance in the North West. It also summarises experience on how useful the OECD
framework has been in providing a framework for analysing governance in Phase 1.
Please note that the views expressed reflect the comments given by stakeholders
intimately involved in water governance and have not been critically assessed by the
authors other than to gauge which views were most commonly voiced. The section does
not therefore provide an objective or independent assessment of water governance in
the North West. Instead the aim was to gather a broad view on how water governance
works across the NWRBD and to obtain initial views on the strengths and weaknesses
which will be further developed in the Phase 2 and 3 reports. Phase 2 will include a
wider consultation, through an online survey.

5.1

Key Messages from Phase 1 Interviewees

Phase 1 Interviewees did not identify governance as the source of any specific problem,
but indicated that “people work around it”, finding existing governance arrangements
more of a hindrance than a barrier to efficiently addressing issues, particularly in finding
the best solutions quickly. An example provided was that of phosphorus pollution.
Although there is legislation aiming to prevent phosphorus pollution from farms, this is
often difficult to enforce. An alternative way to reduce the phosphorus levels is to
remove phosphorus from urban wastewater discharges. However, this increases
treatment costs (paid by the public) and also results in greater use of chemicals and the
creation of more sludge. Better policy coherence at national level was indicated as the
solution.
There was a universal sense of the need for more policy coherence to tie together siloed
action and the importance of partnership working in enabling this to happen. Comments
such as “We can achieve much more together” were common.
There was a sense that despite the ‘messiness’ around roles and responsibilities, the
existing organisational structures “worked well enough” with no desire to make major
changes in organisational boundaries. Instead, the preference was for levers (objectives,
incentives and investment criteria) to drive better policy coherence. A comment
reflecting this sense was “There will always be a partnership job to do, to join the
divisions, but you can tidy up by having the right drivers in the system, by having the
right levers and incentives in place”.
Table 5-1 provides a summary of the comments made by interviewees about the
strengths, weaknesses and improvements, clustered in line with the OECD themes of
water governance. A summary of key messages is provided below.
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5.1.1

Strengths

A general point made was that when looking for improvements, it will be important that
the positive aspects of the current approaches are not lost. Although some considered
water governance as something that hindered efficient working, many countered this by
noting that they felt water governance was generally of a high standard and “doing what
it should be doing” recognising that no system is perfect. Particular strengths noted
included:
•
•

•

•

•
•

•

5.1.2

Involvement of a diverse and appropriate range of organisations demonstrating
high levels of transparency, professionalism, and a willingness to work in
partnership and develop good personal working relationships;
Managing the catchment as a system. A good example of this is in Manchester,
where Andy Burnham, as Mayor of the Greater Manchester Combined Authority,
has helped to develop a good overview of issues, and has bought water into
wider conversations;
Mechanisms such as CaBA, the flood risk partnership funding and other local
Initiatives like Natural Course and the Pioneer project, have encouraged
conversations with others and provided opportunities to work collaboratively in a
different way (i.e. working as equals);
The role of CaBA in enabling communities to access government data and
become involved in decision making. There have been many good initiatives to
improve engagement with community and local organisations, e.g. Defra CaBA;
the EA Catchment Co-ordinators, and Flood Catchment Groups who are feeding
in views to the RFCC;
WINEP was praised as a mechanism which directly connects requirements (from
the EA, NE and DWI) to funding;
Other funding schemes were praised for giving local flexibility to address local
priorities (e.g. CSF to compensate farmers in catchments without stewardship
(public funding for public good); the Local Levy; and LENS to bring in private
sector funding);
Enforcement was stated several times as a strength but noted as an issue by
another interviewee.

Gaps and weaknesses

The weaknesses or gaps in the current water governance that were identified by
stakeholders included:
•
•
•

Overlapping responsibilities and a lack of sufficient clarity regarding who is
making decisions about what.
Geographical boundaries which don’t fit and no place for water management to
be brought together at a political or strategic/regional level (a "missing middle").
Siloed policy and siloed objectives is driving siloed decision making via siloed
planning and funding mechanisms, with insufficient time spent situating issues in
a broader context and enabling more effective measures and efficient funding to
be identified.
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•

•

•
•
•

5.1.3

The timescales for the three key planning mechanisms (Flood Risk Planning,
Water Company business planning process and the River Basin Management
Planning process) governing flooding and water quality are misaligned (as driven
by different policies) making it difficult to discuss problems across silos and, as
above, enable cross-cutting measures and with pooled funding to be identified.
Although partnership working has helped identify trade-offs locally, these do not
sufficiently influence regional level planning meaning that there is still an
insufficient level of meaningful community involvement/consensus driving the
big strategic decisions which direct investment in the water environment (i.e.
through ELMS, flooding, and the Water Industry National Environment
Programme (WINEP). Although these are consulted upon, they are largely driven
by professional partners.
A plethora of local partnerships working across different elements of water
management and with different ways of working has resulted in duplication of
effort, and has also made it difficult for core organisations to engage properly.
Statutory monitoring does not pick up sources of acute pollution so evidence is
not available to support taking actions that would enable progress to be made in
addressing problems.
Related to funding
o Insufficient funding to catchment partnership hosts to engage properly,
and extend their remit.
o WEG funding is unwieldy: it is difficult to understand how it can be
translated to fill local gaps.
o Centrally determined criteria for deciding which flood schemes are
funded are inflexible and too narrow, making it difficult to fund some
schemes even if they seem ‘the right thing to do’ locally.
o Lack of recognition of value of agricultural land and the services it
provides in decision-making on flooding.

Improvements needed

Interviewees suggested a wide range of improvements from a perspective of ‘if you were
in charge’, some of which would require national change. The most common suggestions
included:
•

•

Allow more devolved funding decisions and greater influence from local
partnerships over spending plans. This would include a need to give regional and
local actors freedom to step back from siloed objectives that are set nationally, to
work outside the normal narrow remits and reach compromises best suited to
the local situation.
Breakdown silos by:
o creating a common understanding of the threats and opportunities to
water management and gain high level commitment to an overall strategy
spanning the full range of issues, supported by better financial incentives
and investment criteria to drive integration;
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•

•
•

•

•

o developing an integrated national strategy/plan on water
management/overarching drainage and water plan (not just drainage and
wastewater management plan) to deal with the extremes of water flow
(flood and drought);
o gaining commitment to integration at strategic level (a CaBA approach at
a larger scale for example through a Catchment Systems Operator (CaSO))
that is driven from the top to ensure sufficient organisational time and
commitment;
o creating a more joined-up policy landscape that drives more collaborative
thinking; and
o providing levers and incentives to drive better communication/integration
within and between the different actors, place more emphasis on
generating multiple benefits and establish a clearer focus on co-ordinated
income generation.
Simplify the strategic planning landscape, so timings are more aligned,
particularly the three key strategic planning processes around Flood Risk
Planning, the water company business planning process and the River Basin
Management Planning process.
Tie up the major investment programmes linked to core water management
plans to pool efforts and understand how to use wider funds to gain greater
investment.
Create a system of environment-led management of land that recognises the full
range of services which land can support when appropriately managed, and
encourage land owners to provide these services, and deliver those of greatest
value in specific locations.
Change rules for flood partnership funding to recognise a wider range of values
(to give more recognition to the potential value of agricultural land, farmer
livelihoods, food security and community benefits) to enable more investment in
flood schemes in rural areas and ensure that all benefitting from these services
pay for them.
Embed water into wider discussions on the economy by:
o opening up the public conversation about the value of, and reliance on,
water assets more confidently (to change perceptions that water assets
don’t need protection and investment, but will always be there);
o reaching out to non-public sources to input into FRCM partnership
funding;
o using the opportunities of public interest around Climate Emergency to
engage in other areas. Most LAs now have a Climate Acton Plan (the RFCC
are reviewing those in the North West to see if there is any mention
flooding as a lever);
o joining-up the interface between MHCLG and Defra, for example, around
flood risk and development; and/or
o driving partnerships more strongly to be broader and get community
involvement.
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•

Increase the effectiveness of catchment partnerships by:
o rationalising the large number of groups working locally in small
communities;
o finding a way for all catchment partnerships to act more strategically,
rather than seizing immediate opportunities;
o ensuring that adequate resources are provided, particularly if
responsibilities are extended more widely, to fulfil roles properly;
o using a Catchment Systems Operator approach;
o giving CaBA a more official status and link it to a process that aggregates
the bottom-up work to a larger scale which has impact (to demonstrate
the potential influence so that stakeholders will commit to involvement);
and/or
o giving catchment level approaches more bite through levers and
incentives.

Other suggestions made by interviewees included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Invest in real time water quality monitoring to provide real monitoring evidence
on sources more confidently and enable progress.
Link processes which enable stakeholder engagement more clearly to the funding
programmes.
Incentivise riparian land owners (famers and other land owners) to deliver on
catchment plans via ELMS.
Use a hierarchy of legislative objectives, as in Wales, to guide planners on which
issue is the most important.
Enforce legislation/farming rules with farmers to prevent water pollution.
Impose more rigour about what is expected from local structures such as CaBA,
to spread good practice and get some harder end assurances and challenges.
Encourage all authorities to spend more time understanding, and trying to see
things from each other’s objectives.
Provide more communication on roles to provide clarity.
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2. Appropriate scales

1. Clear roles and
responsibilities

Table 5-1 Summary of the Strengths and Weaknesses/Gaps in Water Governance in the North West Based on the
Views of Phase 1 Interviewees
Strengths

Identified weaknesses/gaps

Suggested Improvements

There are benefits of a diverse range of
organisations.
A good range of organisations is involved
and there is a willingness to work in
partnership.

Overlapping responsibilities and
a lack of clarity regarding who is
making decisions about what.

Several interviewees specifically stated that institutional or legal change was
not desirable. Instead the focus should be on communicating roles to provide
more clarity

Managing the catchment as a system.
The role of Andy Burnham, as Mayor of
Manchester, provided a good overview of
issues in the city including water
management

Geographical boundaries don’t
fit and water management isn’t
bought together at a political
level.
A lack of regional oversight (a
"Missing middle").

Having a Catchment Systems Operator would help.

The bottom up consensus is not
yet properly driving big
strategic decisions and
investment in the Water
Industry and ELMS.

Give people enough influence for everyone to commit to it by giving CaBA
more official status and link it to a process that brings together the bottom
up work at a bigger scale.
Allow more devolved funding decisions and greater influence from local
partnerships.
Give regional and local actors freedom to step back from siloed objectives set
nationally to work outside the normal remit to reach compromises best
suited to the local situation.
Give the catchment level approaches more bite through levers and
incentives.
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3. Policy coherence

Strengths

Identified weaknesses/gaps

Suggested Improvements

Policy driving siloed decision
making and funding allocations.

Create a more joined up policy landscape that drives more collaborative
thinking by getting commitment to integration at strategic level (a CaBA
approach at a bigger scale) that is driven from the top to ensure sufficient
organisational time and commitment.
Break down silos by providing levers and incentives to drive better
communication/integration within and between the different actors.
Create a common understanding of the threats and opportunities to water
management and gain high level commitment to an overall strategy across
silos supported by better financial incentives and investment criteria to drive
integration.

Misaligned planning for
flooding and water quality

Simplify the strategic planning landscape, so timings more aligned,
particularly the 3 key strategic planning processes around FRM Planning, the
Water Company business planning process1 and the RBMPing process.
Tie up the major investment programmes linked to these plans to pool
efforts and work out how to best use the new post-Brexit 'Prosperity Fund'

Lack of recognition of value of
agricultural land and the
services it provides in decisionmaking on flooding.

Create a system of Environment Led Management of Land that recognises
the full range of services land can provide and encourages land owners to
provide the services giving most value in specific locations.
Give more recognition to the value of agricultural land, farmer livelihood,
food security (as well as community benefits), in decisions on flooding.
Ensure all benefitting from services pay for them.

Local partnerships need to work
across different elements of
water management rather
duplicating efforts

See comments under 4 - capacity

Bring in requirements to achieve an integrated investment scheme (for
example to say that if you are doing work to reduce fluvial flooding then
must do related work on surface water and coastal flooding at same time.)
Join-up the interface between MHCLG & Defra for example, around flood risk
and development.
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Strengths

Identified weaknesses/gaps

Suggested Improvements
Embed water into wider discussions on the economy and open up the public
conversation about the value of, and reliance on, water more confidently.
Use the opportunities of public interest around Climate Emergency to engage
in other areas. Most LA now have a Climate Acton Plan (the RFCC are
reviewing to see if there is any mention flooding as a lever).

5. Information

4. Capacity

The personal relationships developed with
many. There has been a lot of time
invested to ‘build up credits in the bank’.
By supporting others, it builds capital,
which can be ‘cashed in’ later to aid cooperation.

CaBA has enabled communities to access
government data and understand how to
get involved in decision making.
NWFlood hub funded through the local
level provides a core source of info that
people can go to understand who to go to
and what to do if they are at risk of
flooding.

Insufficient time spent
understanding others
perspectives, as resources are
stretched so focussed siloed
policy objectives
Too many catchment
partnerships with different
ways of working (plus other
local groups) means core
organisations don’t have time
to engage properly.

Rationalise the large no of groups working locally in small communities.
Find a way for all CPs to act more strategically, rather than seizing immediate
opportunities.
If responsibilities are to be extended, ensure that adequate resources are
provided to fulfil these extended roles properly.
Put more focus on getting multiple benefits.

Lack of funding to catchment
partnership hosts to engage
properly.

Longer term funding is being sought in the 2020 financial review.

Statutory monitoring does not
pick up sources of acute
pollution so problems aren’t
addressed.

Invest in real time water quality monitoring to identify sources more
confidently and enable progress. Evidence (data not modelling results or
perceptions) on the sources of problems, is needed to get past differing
opinion on what is causing water problems and enable progress to made.
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7. Enforcement

6. Mobilise finance

Strengths

Identified weaknesses/gaps

Suggested Improvements

Funding mechanisms are the
key barrier to local action. E.g.
WEG funding is unwieldy and
it’s difficult to understand how
it can be translated to fill local
gaps.

Make sure we don’t lose people and get a clearer focus on co-ordinated
income generation.

Partnership funding works well now we
understand the process. The need to find
partners to enable projects to be funded
facilitated conversations with other
sectors that would not have happened
previously

Criteria for deciding which flood
schemes are funded are too
narrow making it difficult to
fund some measures even if
they seem ‘the right thing to
do’.

Change rules for flood partnership funding to recognise wider range of values
and enable more investment in rural areas.

WINEP – This mechanism directly
connects requirements to funding. With
the right drivers from the EA, DWI etc, its
relatively easy to inform funding review by
Ofwat.

The Water Industry National
Environment Programme
(WINEP) directs the biggest
investment in water but this is
not consulted on.

Link processes which enable stakeholder engagement more clearly to the
funding programmes.

Reach out to non-public sources to input into FRCM partnership funding.

Other useful funding schemes: CSF to
compensate farmers in catchments
without stewardship (public funding for
public good); the Local Levy as a flexible
fund to deliver give greatest local benefit;
and LENS to bring in private sector
funding.

Incentivise riparian land owners (famers and other land owners) to deliver on
catchment plans via ELMS.

Enforcement was stated several times as a
strength

Enforce legislation/farming rules with farmers to prevent water pollution.
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8.
Innovation

Water governance was noted by many as
generally of a high standard and “doing
what it should be doing”, noting high
levels of transparency, professionalism,
and a willingness to work in partnership.

11. Help manage
trade-offs

10. SH Engagement

Initiatives like Natural Course, Pioneer and
CaBA have provided opportunities to work
collaboratively with others in a different
way (i.e. working as equals)

9. Accountability
and Trust

Strengths

Identified weaknesses/gaps

Suggested Improvements

Impose more rigour about what is expected from structures to spread good
practices and get some harder end assurances and challenges.

Working relationships between SH are
good often supported by daily or weekly
engagement

Some processes still don’t make
use of local partnerships to gain
shared understanding

Encourage all authorities to spend more time understanding and trying to
see things from each other’s objectives.

Many good initiatives to improve
engagement with community and local
organisations, e.g. Defra CaBA; the EA
Catchment co-ordinators; and Flood
catchment groups who are feeding in
views to the RFCC:

Still insufficient meaningful
community involvement in all
processes with governance still
driven by the views of
professional partners,

More strongly drive partnerships to be broader and get community
involvement. Currently we play around edges of catchment and other water
governance.

See also points on appropriate scales.

See also points on appropriate
scales
Partnership working has helped
find trade-offs locally but lack
influence on what is planned
and funded.

See also points on appropriate scales
Develop an integrated national strategy/plan on water
management/overarching drainage and water plan (not just drainage and
wastewater management plan) to deal with the extremes of water flow
(flood and drought)
Have a hierarchy of legislative objectives as in Wales to guide to planners on
which issue is the most important
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12. Monitoring
and Evaluation

Strengths

Identified weaknesses/gaps

Suggested Improvements

No comments

No comments

No comments

Notes:
1 Not clarified as to whether this was the main water company business planning process or other planning processes related to WRMP, DP and
DWMPs
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5.2

Reflections on the Use of the OECD Framework

Our methodology suggested using the OECD framework on water governance as a way
of assessing the strengths and weaknesses of water governance in the North West
against an accepted methodology. We wanted to explore whether this framework would
work in a regional situation.
During the phase 1 interviews, we found that only two interviewees were familiar with
the OECD framework. Generally, we found the OECD terminology perhaps overly
theoretical in talking to practitioners about governance issues. It quickly became clear
that asking interviewees their views on the relevance of the indicators, using the
language of the themes, was difficult, and added little value. Interviews were, therefore,
adjusted to focus the limited time on understanding roles, and the systems strengths
and weaknesses, using the interviewee phrasing. We then, with some interpretation of
the issues, collated under the OECD themes during the analysis phase.
In the analysis, the OECD themes were fairly useful in clustering the feedback on water
governance. In particular we found:
•

•
•

All of the issues raised by interviewees could be matched to at least one of the
themes (the only theme where no issues were highlighted was monitoring and
evaluation), so the framework was relevant and able to capture all of the issues
raised.
Clustering under OECD themes enabled a picture of what interviewees perceived
to be strengths and weaknesses in water governance quite quickly (reflecting the
number of comments under each theme).
Using the OECD framework allowed an understanding of the aspects of
governance not being discussed by interviewees, for example it illustrated that
no interviewee raised issues related to monitoring and evaluation.

In terms of an analytical approach, the biggest challenge was that some issues raised by
interviewees fell across several of the themes simultaneously, for example:
•

•

Feedback that “Partnership working has helped find trade-offs locally, but lacks
influence on what is being planned and funded” – this point was relevant under
the themes: appropriate scales; policy coherence; mobilising finance;
accountability and trust; stakeholder engagement; and finding trade-offs.
Similarly, the expressed view, to “Give people enough influence for everyone to
commit to it by giving CaBA more official status and link it to a process that brings
together the bottom up work at a bigger scale”, could be interpreted as relating
to: appropriate scales, policy coherence, stakeholder engagement and managing
trade-offs.

The picture that emerged, which reflects the views of the Phase 1 interviewees, is
summarised by Figure 5-2, but the main points were:
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•
•
•

There was considerable positivity about the existing water governance system
and particularly about recent initiatives to increase stakeholder engagement and
collaborative working.
The OECD themes of governance most commonly raised by stakeholders were
linked to: policy coherence, governance at appropriate scales, mobilising
investment and stakeholder engagement.
Overall, comments suggested a need for more central direction to drive
integration and bring policy coherence, but at the same time, more devolved
power to allow regional decision-making forums the freedom to find the right
balance for different aspects of water management reflecting their specific
situations, and stronger links between meaningful stakeholder engagement and
the key decision-making processes which set priorities for action and funding.

Figure 5-2 Governance issues from the perspective of Phase 1
interviewees

It is important to understand that this picture reflects the way we have built the
evidence so far, i.e. we have asked operational staff working within the water
governance system, open questions about the strengths, weaknesses and improvements
needed in water governance in the North West. This means the picture provides a useful
snapshot regarding the concerns of these stakeholders, but it is not yet a full or objective
assessment. For example, there is so far no feedback on monitoring and evaluation,
often a lower priority for those actively taking forward action, but, likely to be given
higher profile from an independent reviewer.
Later phases will build on the evidence to derive a more complete picture and Phase 2,
in particular, includes a survey where we will ask stakeholders to evaluate performance
against each OECD theme.
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5.3

Next steps

So far, the OECD framework has been useful (in that it allows a view across all aspects of
water governance to be considered) and caused difficulties (in terms of the language
being unfamiliar to practitioners). It is not clear whether having 12 themes is
manageable, or focussed effectively for analysis of a regional system but Phase 2, in
particular, should enable us to explore this further.
Key points:
•
•

•

•

In designing the survey and interviews for Phase 2, it will be important to ensure
that the language used will be meaningful to Phase 2 stakeholders to enable
them to feedback effectively against the OECD indicators.
The outputs from Phase 2, where we focus on governance in Cumbria but with a
wider range of stakeholders, will provide a stronger evidence base and more
objective feedback against the OECD indicators to enable a more robust
assessment both of the governance in Cumbria and also on the suitability of the
OECD indicators as a framework for the assessment.
The outputs from Phase 2 will provide more robust feedback on the strengths
and weaknesses of water governance in Cumbria and therefore a good
foundation for exploring potential alternative approaches that might address
these weaknesses in Phase 3
In identifying alternative approaches in Phase 3, it will be important to assess
approaches that the North West Region would have the power to trial.
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Appendices
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A.1.0 Methodology
An overview of the methodology for the three phases of research is provided in Table
A1- 1. Further detail on the methods used in Phase 1 is provided in the subsequent text.
Table A1- 1 Summary of research tasks and outputs
Phase

Tasks

Output:

•

Complete a desk top high level study of North West water
governance arrangements (Excluding GMCA area)

Report explaining what
the different governance
arrangements are across
the North West and how
the different areas
approach this

•

Complete appropriate face to face interviews as needed to capture
required details

High level map of the
different governance
arrangements

•

Complete a more in-depth study in Cumbria to provide a more
detailed understanding of the governance arrangements there. (In

1

the Eden Catchment but expanded to include the Derwent, Waver
Wampool, South West Lakes, Kent and Leven, Lune)

2

•

More detailed interviews with stakeholders in the catchment (CaBA
Partnerships, LLFAs, Catchment Pioneer, Cumbria Strategic Flood
Partnership, Lake District National Park, Yorkshire Dales National Park,
Environment Agency (catchment director), UU (Catchment Manager and
Catchment Asset Manager), Natural England, National Trust / Other
Landowners, Forestry Commission, Local Authorities

•
•
•

•
3
•
•
•

Identify and recommend potential structures for catchment system
operation within Cumbria
Interviews with the same groups as identified in Phase 2 (this
should be done in 1 interview)
Additional interviews with further higher-level stakeholders:
National Environment Agency Team, United Utilities, Defra, Rivers
Trust (CEO)
Assess current ongoing pilots to understand successes and
weaknesses including (Cumbria, Wyre, Cheshire, GMCA, Catchment
Pioneer)
Look at domestic and international best practice
Recommend and critique a proposed structure for Cumbria
including interviews with relevant people currently using a similar
model
Assess the best geographic scale for the governance structure to
work (e.g. Eden, Cumbria or North West River Basin District etc.).
Within this boundary how would the distinction be made (e.g. in
the case of the Lune is it Lancashire as that is where most of the
people affected are based or should it be Cumbria as that is where
most of the catchment is and the potential to intervene)
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Additional section to the
report giving more in
depth detail on
governance currently in
place in Cumbria

Review of governance
arrangements from other
places and a
recommendation for how
this should be structured
in Cumbria including a
view for how this would
be implemented.
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Phase 1 consisted of:
•
•

a desk top high-level study of North West water governance arrangements
(Excluding GMCA area); and,
face to face interviews as needed to capture required details, and explore with
interviewees the strengths and weaknesses of existing governance arrangements.

A.1.1

Review of recent research

We undertook a Rapid Evidence Assessment to explore literature that:
•
•
•

Describes water governance in the North West, Cumbria and its catchments.
Assesses governance frameworks e.g. outlining differences, strengths,
weaknesses or areas for improvement.
Identifies reported attitudes and perceptions of the governance frameworks.

All references were recorded using Zotero to capture all evidence expected to be used in
the study and coded (e.g. by author, source, coverage, vintage, scope, peer review and
alignment to research questions) to create a searchable, fully referenced database.
To supplement the review, we held interviews with the following researchers active in
the area to capture the latest findings on governance in the North West:
•
•
•
•
•

Damian Crilly, National Lead on the Cumbrian Pioneer; Environment Agency
Natalie Foster, Researcher; Open University
Anna Lorentzon, Researcher; Environment Agency
Ana Mijic, Researcher on Cumbrian Systems; Imperial College London
Simon McCarthy, Researcher on flood management water governance,
Middlesex University.

The scientific literature exploring the governance arrangements in the North West
region, generally contained high level analyses of governance, rather than a description
of arrangements. The search strategy was therefore changed to focus on relevant
websites and news articles steered by the information gained during the interviews with
researchers and later with practitioners.

A.1.2

Phase 1 interviews

In discussion with Natural Course the following interview questions and participants
were agreed.
•
•
•
•

Executive Director for Economy and Infrastructure; Cumbria County Council
Senior Manager of Water; Cumbria County Council
Environment Agency Lead on Regional Flood and Coastal Committee (RFCC);
Environment Agency
EPE Manager (Cumbria), Environment Agency
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Chair of the RFCC
Integrated Catchment Strategy Manager (Water); United Utilities plc
Integrated Catchment Strategy Manager (Wastewater); United Utilities plc
Natural Course GM Team Leader (also involved with the Greater Manchester
Flood Board); Greater Manchester Metropolitan Borough Council
Operations Director; Rivers Trust
Lancashire County Adviser; National Farmers Union
Delivery Manager (Cumbria); Natural England
Cumbrian LEP; Lake District Foundation

During January to March 2020, interviews of between 40-60 minutes were held, face to
face where possible, using the following template to guide discussions:
1) What role does your organisation have in managing water.
a. What are the main areas where your role overlaps with others (does this
work well or not so well)?
2) What do you think are the priority issues in water management in the North
West/Cumbria, linked to your jurisdiction?
a. To what extent are these issues caused by governance?
b. What could help resolve this governance issue?
3) What do you think the key governance issues are for water (in the North West
and Cumbria), in particular:
a. What key water problems are being caused by these governance issues?
b. Is there a particular aspect of governance that needs addressing to solve
these water problems (prompt for example, legal frameworks,
institutional set-ups, planning mechanisms, funding mechanisms, data
sharing, or would you describe it as something else?)
4) If you were in charge, what governance issues do you feel should be addressed as
a priority to make a positive change (either because they are easy to change or
they will have a major impact)?
a. Are there specific changes you would make to improve the governance of
water in Cumbria (if yes what are they)?
b. What is stopping these governance issues from being addressed?
5) Are there particular aspects of water governance that work well in practice – that
we could learn from?
6) What type of alternative governance approaches do you feel would enable better
co-ordination/governance of water in Cumbria/ and the North West?
7) How relevant are the OECD indicator is assessing water governance in the North
West. (Background material on each indicator was sent ahead of the interview.)
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A.2.0 More about the OECD Framework for
assessing water governance
The OECD Water Governance Initiative (a stakeholder platform of over 100 delegates
from public, private and non-profit sectors) has developed 12 principles of good water
governance, to support collective action to water challenges clustered around three
drivers, as shown in Figure A2- 1 and described in Table A2- 1. These indicators have
been defined and used to create a framework for assessing water governance which we
intend to use in helping analyse the strengths and weaknesses of existing and potential
alternative governance structures for water management in Cumbria.
Figure A2- 1 Overview of OECD Principles on Water Governance (OECD,
2015)

A key focus for our analysis is to consider how water governance could enable
organisations from the public and private sector to collaborate to make optimal use of
resources, share ownership of complex issues, and maximise (positive) outcomes.
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Table A2- 1 12 OECD Principles of Water Governance (OECD, 2015)
Driver

Principles
1. Clearly allocate and distinguish roles and responsibilities for
water policymaking, policy implementation, operational
management and regulation, and foster co-ordination across
these responsible authorities.

Enhancing the effectiveness of
water governance relates to the
contribution of governance to
define clear sustainable water
policy goals and targets at all
levels of government, to
implement those policy goals,
and to meet expectation targets

2. Manage water at the appropriate scale(s) within integrated
basin governance systems to reflect local conditions, and
foster co-ordination between the different scales.
3. Encourage policy coherence through effective crosssectoral co-ordination, especially between policies for water
and the environment, health, energy, agriculture, industry,
spatial planning and land use.
4. Adapt the level of capacity of responsible authorities to the
complexity of water challenges to be met, and to the set of
competencies required to carry out their duties.
5. Produce, update, and share timely, consistent, comparable
and policy-relevant water and water-related data and
information, and use it to guide, assess and improve water
policy.

Enhancing the efficiency of
water governance relates to the
contribution of governance to
maximize the benefits of
sustainable water management
and welfare at the least cost to
society

6. Ensure that governance arrangements help mobilise water
finance and allocate financial resources in an efficient,
transparent and timely manner.
7. Ensure that sound water management regulatory
frameworks are effectively implemented and enforced in
pursuit of the public interest.
8. Promote the adoption and implementation of innovative
water governance practices across responsible authorities,
levels of government and relevant stakeholders.

Enhancing trust and
engagement in water
governance relates to the
contribution of governance to
building public confidence and
ensuring inclusiveness of
stakeholders through

9. Mainstream integrity and transparency practices across
water policies, water institutions and water governance
frameworks for greater accountability and trust in decisionmaking.
10. Promote stakeholder engagement for informed and
outcome-oriented contributions to water policy design and
implementation.
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democratic legitimacy and
fairness for society at large

11. Encourage water governance frameworks that help
manage trade-offs across water users, rural and urban areas,
and generations.
12. Promote regular monitoring and evaluation of water
policy and governance where appropriate, share the results
with the public and make adjustments when needed.

Using these principles, the OECD have created the Water Governance Indicator
Framework as a self-assessment tool to assess the state of play of water governance
policy frameworks (what), institutions (who) and instruments (how), and how they need
to be improved over time. The primary objective is to stimulate a transparent, neutral,
open, inclusive and forward-looking dialogue across stakeholders on what works, what
does not, what should be improved and who can do what (see Figure A2- 2).
This provides a semi-quantitative approach for assessing the strengths and weaknesses
and defining areas for improvement that we think will be useful in the assessment of
water governance in Cumbria.
Figure A2- 2 OECD Water Governance Indicator Framework
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A.3.0 Key Water Management Players
This section summarises the key players involved in governing water management in the
North West, their jurisdiction, roles and responsibilities.
We have divided the key players into:
•
•
•
•
•

National Government Departments and their regulatory agencies
Regional Water Company
Local Authorities
Partnerships
Land-owners and managers (and their representatives).

We also outline:
•
•

Statutory roles (roles fulfilled by several organisations in specific situations)
Pilots and trials on water governance.

A.3.1

National Government Departments and their
Agencies

A.3.1.1

Defra

The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) is a department within
the UK government responsible for environmental protection, food production and
standards, agriculture, fisheries and rural communities. As such Defra is responsible
setting policy on all aspects of water management, water quality, water resourcing and
flood management. It also sets policy on biodiversity and rural land management:
Defra’s 25 Year Environmental Plan (25YEP) set out many goals and proposals including
those to improve water quality, sustainable supply and reduction of flooding to the year
2042 and beyond.
Defra is the sponsoring organisation for the Environment Agency and Natural England,
and in this role sets their objectives, and provides core funding through Grant-in-Aid.
Defra set up the Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) and provides funding for the
administration of catchment partnerships. It also funds other environmental
organisations and commissions and funds research projects with the purpose of
exploring options for water management, flood mitigation and pollution prevention.
A.3.1.2

The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government

The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government's (MHCLG; formerly the
Department for Communities and Local Government) purpose is to create great places
to live and work, and to give more power to local people to shape what happens in their
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area. MHCLG sponsor Local Authorities and provide most of the funding that Local
Authorities receive in the form of grant funding, although some funding comes from
other departments. MHCLG is responsible for publishing the National Planning Policy
Framework which provides direction to the Local Development plans produced by Local
Authorities setting out local land use. MHCLG also has a role in creating strong
communities, socially, economically and through a sense of place.
A.3.1.3

Environment Agency

The Environment Agency (EA) is an executive non-departmental public body sponsored
by Defra. The EA is responsible for the protection and enhancement of the environment
in England with key responsibilities including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

regulating major industry and waste;
treatment of contaminated land;
water quality and resources;
flood risk management;
fisheries;
inland river, estuary and harbour navigations; and
conservation and ecology.

The EA plays a major role in protecting water resources (quality and quantity). This
includes responding to pollution incidents, prosecuting those causing pollution and
improving water quality along rivers and beaches. The EA regulates the UK’s abstraction
system and is currently playing a major role in abstraction reform to meet the needs of a
changing climate. The EA also allocates a catchment co-ordinator for each Catchment
Partnership (see Appendix A.3.0) with the aim of providing support and high level
engagement through sharing expertise and resource.
The EA has a strategic overview all sources of flooding, including flood risk management
for major rivers and the coastline, working with Defra to develop approaches to Flood
and Coastal Erosion Risk Management (FCERM). It prepares the Flood Risk Management
Plan (FRMP) for the NWRBD and administers the funding for flood schemes approved by
the Regional Flood and Coastal Committee (RFCC). It works in partnership with many
organisations to manage flood risks; aiding Lead Local Flood Authorities (LLFAs) and Risk
Management Authorities (RMAs) to mitigate against risks. In the NWRBD, the
Environment Agency works with 23 LLFAs, local councils, Highways England and United
Utilities to manage flood risk of different types (see Figure A3- 1).
The EA also combines efforts with the Met Office to predict floods and issue warnings to
the public.
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Figure A3- 1 Roles and responsibilities for flooding in the North West RBD 13

13

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/507120/LIT_10208_NORTH_WEST_FRMP_SUMMARY_DOCUMENT.pdf,
accessed May 2020

Natural Course Water Governance Study Phase 1 Report

47

A.3.1.4

Natural England

Natural England (NE) is an executive non-departmental public body sponsored by Defra and
adviser for the natural environment in England. Their main responsibilities include;
•
•
•
•
•

promoting nature conservation and protecting biodiversity;
conserving and enhancing the landscape;
securing the provision and improvement of facilities for the study, understanding and
enjoyment of the natural environment;
promoting access to the countryside and open spaces and encouraging open-air
recreation; and
contributing in other ways to social and economic well-being through management of
the natural environment.

NEs key roles in water management are to;
•
•
•

provide advice, to other agencies (LA and EA) and land managers
designate and regulate operations in protected areas (SACs and SSSIs; Cumbria has
three river SACs in the Eden, Kent and Derwent); and
provide incentive payments for land management to protect water quality under the
CSS administered via RPA).

A.3.1.5

Ofwat

Ofwat is the Water Services Regulation Authority, which acts as the economic regulator for the
water and sewerage sectors in England and Wales. Ofwat ensures that companies under its
jurisdiction provide consumers with a fairly priced, good quality and efficient service.
A.3.1.6

DWI

The Drinking Water Inspectorate (DWI) monitors the quality of drinking water, providing
independent reassurance to consumers in England and Wales that their supply is acceptable.
DWI provides a technical audit of water companies and oversees Local Authority enforcement
of regulations for Private water supplies. DWI have no direct role in catchment management.

A.3.2

United Utilities, the Regional Water Company

United Utilities (UU) is a private company responsible for providing water and wastewater
services in the North West to over three million homes and businesses. It also has duty to
effectually drain its management area and therefore a role as a Risk Management Authority. As
with other water companies, UU must provide five yearly business plans which amongst other
things, sets out how it will achieve the environmental improvements required by the EA and NE
in the Water Industry National Environmental Programme (WINEP). UU is also required to
produce:
•
•
•

A Water Resource Management Plan (WRMP);
A Drought Plan (DP); and
A Drainage and Wastewater Management Plan.
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Over the last 25 years, UU has been working towards sustainable use of water through
investment programmes, joint working and, more recently, by working as part of the Natural
Course team. Last year, UU published an update to their WRMP, which sets out a strategy to
ensure sustainable water management and adequate supply to consumers over the next 25
years.14 The plan divides the North West region into ‘resource zones’, defined as: “an area
within which water sources can be shared effectively. Customers within a resource zone should
experience broadly the same risk of supply failure from a resource shortfall and therefore the
same level of service” (Figure A3- 2 shows the resource zones in 2022, once the installation of a
new water treatment works and pipeline into West Cumbria has been completed). The WRMP
involved consultation with a wide range of stakeholders, as well as input from Defra.
UU owns 57,000 hectares of land across the North West, which includes reservoirs and
surrounding areas; 30% of which are designated sites of special scientific interest (SSSI) due to
their unique and important habitats and wildlife. 15 To help manage this land, in 2005, UU
developed a sustainable catchment management programme (SCaMP) with the specific aim of
improving water quality through investment in habitat restoration and monitoring. This led to
“Catchment Wise” in 2017, which focused more on partnership working, as well as funding
initiatives tackling water quality issues, including Catchment Partnerships. These approaches
have now evolved into Catchment Systems Thinking (CaST). The CaST approach uses natural
capital decision making to consider what is best for the environment and communities,
integrating risks and driving multiple natural capital benefits delivering improvements to
understand the needs of the catchment, identifying what is best for the catchment and
communities.

14

United Utilities (2019) Final Water Resources Management Plan 2019, August 2019,
https://www.unitedutilities.com/globalassets/z_corporate-site/about-us-pdfs/wrmp-2019---2045/final-waterresources-management-plan-2019.pdf
15
United Utilities - United Utilities - Catchment management, accessed 7 February 2020,
https://www.unitedutilities.com/corporate/responsibility/environment/catchment-management/
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Figure A3- 2 Resource zones in the North West from 2022

A.3.3

Local Authorities

The local authorities in the North West of England consist of 39 local government districts, 15
metropolitan districts, 18 non-metropolitan districts and six unitary authorities. Table A3- 1
below shows how each tier is divided, as well as their locations across the North West.
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Table A3- 1 Local Authorities in the North West of England16
Metropolitan/
Ceremonial
County/Unitary Non-Metropolitan
County
Districts

Map

1. Cheshire East Unitary Authority (U.A.)
Cheshire

2. Cheshire West and Chester U.A.
3. Halton U.A.
4. Warrington U.A.

5. Cumbria

a) Barrow-in-Furness, b)
South Lakeland, c)
Copeland,
d) Allerdale, e) Eden, f)
Carlisle

6. Greater Manchester

a) Bolton, b) Bury, c)
Manchester, d) Oldham,
e) Rochdale, f) Salford, g)
Stockport, h) Tameside,
i) Trafford, j) Wigan

7. Lancashire
Lancashire

a) West Lancashire, b)
Chorley, c) South Ribble,
d) Fylde, e) Preston, f)
Wyre, g) Lancaster, h)
Ribble Valley, i) Pendle, j)
Burnley, k) Rossendale, l)
Hyndburn

8. Blackpool U.A.
9. Blackburn and Darwen U.A.

10. Merseyside

A.3.3.1

a) Knowsley, b)
Liverpool, c) St. Helens,
d) Sefton, e) Wirral

Cumbria County Council

The County of Cumbria operates under a two-tier system, with Cumbria County Council as the
first tier, responsible for wider local services in the county, including education, highways,
transport planning, passenger transport, social care, libraries, waste disposal and strategic
planning.
Cumbria County Council is a Risk Management Authority and acts as a Lead Local Flood
Authority (LLFA; see Appendix A.3.0), working with the EA to develop, maintain and apply local

16

Wikipedia (2020) North West England
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flood risk strategies, as well as having the power to form partnerships with other relevant
authorities to prevent flooding.
The council provides guidance on Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) through its Cumbria
Development Design Guide, and plays a part in responding to supply problems with drinking
water to locals, however, outside of its LLFA role and these two functions, the County Council
holds few other water-related roles in the region.
A.3.3.2

District Councils

The second tier consists of the following District Councils; Barrow-in-Furness Borough Council,
South Lakeland District Council, Copeland Borough Council, Allerdale Borough Council, Eden
District Council and Carlisle City Council.
These district councils are responsible for local services; housing, leisure and recreation,
environmental health, waste collection, planning applications and local taxation collections.
District Councils act as Risk Management Authorities (RMAs; see Appendix A.3.0), working in
partnership with the EA, the LLFA as well as other RMAs to manage local flood risks from minor
watercourses.
A.3.3.3

Lake District National Park Authority

The Lake District National Park Authority is an independent body, funded by the government,
and given the responsibility of conserving and enhancing the park’s natural beauty, wildlife and
cultural heritage as well as to promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of
national parks by the public. There is also the requirement of the Authority to foster the
economic and social well-being of local communities within the national park. 17 The Authority
also acts as a Planning Authority for the whole of the Lake District National Park area.
The Lake District National Park Authority works with landowners such as the National Trust,
Forestry Commission and United Utilities to improve habitats which have a positive impact on
water quality and reducing flood risks. The Lake District National Park Authority also invests in
improving access to lakes, rivers and coastlines under its jurisdiction due to the importance of
these features to the tourism industry, which extremely important to the area’s economy. 18
Part of the access requirements are improved water quality as many lakes are used for
recreational activities such as swimming.
A.3.3.4

Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority

As one of the 10 National Parks in England, the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority has the
same responsibilities as the Lake District National Park Authority in its area.

17
18

UK, N.P. National Parks - About us, accessed 4 February 2020, https://nationalparks.uk/about-us
(2013) Tourism, accessed 7 February 2020, https://www.lakedistrict.gov.uk/learning/factstourism
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A.3.3.5

Internal Drainage Boards

The North West region does not have any Internal Drainage Boards (IDBs). Instead, issues
relating to flooding are tackled by Lead Local Flood Authorities, (LLFAs; see Appendix A.3.4.1)
and the North West Regional Flood and Coastal Committee (RFCC; see Appendix A.3.4.4).

A.3.4

Official roles, Partnerships, Committees and Charities

A.3.4.1

Lead Local Flood Authorities (LLFAs)

The role of Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) is performed by County or Unitary Authorities
responsible for managing risks of flooding from surface water, ground water and ordinary
watercourses. They are supported by the Local Government Association (LGA), who produced a
framework to aid development of flood management strategies. LLFAs work with local
communities, other local bodies and RMAs when developing strategies to ensure they meet the
needs of the local area. They lead emergency planning and recovery after flood events and are
legally obliged to have plans for responding to emergencies as well as controlling and
responding to those emergencies as they happen.
They have powers under the Land Drainage Act 1991 to regulate ordinary watercourses to
maintain ‘proper flow’, meaning they are able to issue consent for altering some structures or
features along the watercourse, as well as enforcing obligations of watercourse structures (e.g.
bridges) and features.
LLFAs also act as statutory consultees to provide technical advice to Local Planning Authorities
for any developments of over 10 dwellings.
A.3.4.2

Risk Management Authorities (RMAs)

The role of RMA is fulfilled by the Environment Agency, LLFAs, District Councils, Coastal
Protection Authorities, water and sewerage companies, IDBs and highways authorities. The
Flood and Water Management Act 2010 (FWMA) requires RMAs to co-operate with one
another and exchange information through public sector cooperation agreements. RMAs may
form partnerships or act on behalf of one another. The Association of Drainage Authority (ADA)
is a membership organisation for all RMAs and works with them to provide a forum for
partnership formation, exchange of ideas and discussions as well as providing support and
guidance to RMAs.19
Some RMAs also have responsibilities for reservoirs such as regulation and asset management.
A.3.4.3

CaBA Partnerships

The Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) was introduced by the UK Government as a national
framework to encourage organisations and communities to work together to help identify,
understand and tackle the pressures that are impacting on our water environment. Areas are

19

Association of Drainage Authorities ADA: About us, accessed 6 February 2020, https://www.ada.org.uk/aboutus/
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divided up at a river catchment scale, with the aim of delivering a range of environmental,
social and economic benefits.
Catchment Partnerships, formed under the CaBA, consist of several collaborating organisations,
often including local and county councils, the Environment Agency, conservation charities,
research organisations, angling associations, farming organisations and community groups.
Many are led by a relevant branch of the Rivers Trust, but can be led by any organisation within
the partnership.
Partnerships have the responsibility of identifying local environmental challenges through
consultation with stakeholders, developing catchment management plans, sharing resources
(time, money and expertise) to work on projects beneficial to the catchment area.
Catchment partnerships are groups of organisations with an interest in improving the
environment in the local area and are led by a catchment host organisation. The partnerships
work on a wide range of issues, including the water environment but also address other
concerns that are not directly related to river basin management planning. Government is also
working to strengthen or establish partnerships in the areas most affected by the December
2015 floods to encourage a more integrated approach to managing risk across the whole
catchment, and will look to build on the work of successful catchment partnerships. The
National Resilience Review will align closely with Defra’s work on integrated catchment-level
management of the water cycle in the Government’s 25 Year Environment Plan. Government’s
aspirations for the next cycle of planning (now to 2021) is for more integrated catchment
planning for water, where Flood and Coastal Risk Management, River Basin Management,
nature conservation and land management are considered together.
Figure A3- 3 shows the 12 catchment partnerships in the North West of England.
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Figure A3- 3 Map of Catchment Partnerships in the North West
Key to Catchment Partnerships,
partnership names and host
organisation 2020
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)

A.3.4.4

West Cumbria Catchment Partnership
Saving Eden
Becks to Bay
The Living Lune
Wyre Waters Catchment Partnership
Ribble Life
Alt/Crossens Catchment Partnership
River Douglas Catchment Partnership
Irwell Catchment Partnership
Lower Mersey Catchment Partnership
Weaver Gowy Catchment Partnership
Upper Mersey Catchment Partnership

Regional Flood and Coastal Committee (RFCC)

The RFCC is a committee established by the Environment Agency under the Flood and Water
Management Act 2010 that brings together members appointed by Lead Local Flood
Authorities (LLFA) and independent members with relevant experience. Each RFCC has an
independent chair appointed by the Floods Minister from Defra. Other members of the
committee are chosen to represent RMAs or LLFAs.
There are 12 regional flood and coastal committees (RFCCs), across England, one in each
region. The NWRFCC covers the whole of the North West River Basin District equivalent to the
geography of UU and aligning with the two EA areas for Cumbria and Lancashire; and Greater
Manchester, Merseyside and Cheshire.
RFCCs play an important role in helping to protect communities from flooding and coastal
erosion. Their mission statement is ‘Working together on sustainable management of flood and
coastal erosion risks, we will improve the health and wellbeing of our communities and the
environment in the North West’. They help the Environment Agency and partners to
understand local issues better, and to balance local and national priorities. They have three
purposes:
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•
•
•

to ensure there are coherent plans for identifying, communicating and managing flood
and coastal erosion risks across catchments and shorelines
to encourage efficient, targeted and risk-based investment in flood and coastal erosion
risk management that represents value for money and benefits local communities
to provide a link between the Environment Agency, LLFA, other risk management
authorities, and other relevant bodies to build understanding of flood and coastal
erosion risks in its area.

In practice this means they must: 1. Promote an understanding of flood risk in the North West;
2. Advise and consent the North West investment programme on flood protection. 3. Promote
effective partnership working across RMAs in the North West.
The RFCC has only four formal meetings per year so a lot of work happens outside of meetings.
RFCCs are responsible for deciding on which funding flooding schemes in their region are
funded under the North West Investment Programme on Flood Protection. This is made up of
GiA and the local levy raised by LLFA. The EA manage the fund, as the lead agency and
accountable body for GiA, but the committee is consulted on decisions. In practice Local
Authorities discuss potential schemes to address flood risk with the EA once they have
identified a scheme. They then admit it to programme for consideration by the RFCC. The RFCC
considers the programme as a whole, to ensure it manages flood risk across the region. The
schemes are then overseen on the ground by whoever is the LLFA.
A.3.4.5

Strategic Flood Partnerships and Catchment Groups

Strategic Flood Partnerships (SFP) arose from the Floods and Water Management Act 2010
which required risk management authorities (RMA) to work together in partnership. There are
five Strategic Flood Partnerships, across the North West Region (in Cumbria, Lancashire,
Greater Manchester, Merseyside and Cheshire & mid-Mersey). All the FCERM Partnerships in
the North West bring together the key agencies/authorities and other
organisations/stakeholders to deliver an integrated and collaborative approach to manage
flood risk. As well as the RMAs, the partnerships work with the river catchment management
groups, and community and flood action groups. The aim is that by being more place-based in
their focus they are better positioned to bring organisations and communities together at this
local level. The five SFPs have emerged bottom up, so they include different people and do
different things, but the RFCC tries to interact with each of them in same way. An important
difference in Cumbria, is that communities are represented at a strategic level on the CSFP
whilst in all other areas communities are involved at the lower/tactical level to support
strategic partnerships. In Cumbria, they are relaunching the SFP to give communities a more
meaningful level of input. In 2019, an independent co-ordinator was appointed employed by
CCC using funds from the Local Levy.
Since 2019, to create more synergy between the activities of the CSFP & RFCC, the North West
RFCC have developed a business plan. Each SFP is consulted on the business plan and is
responsible for delivering it. This means the SFPs have some level of ownership for the business
plan.
The make-up of the Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership is shown in Figure A3-4. Unlike other
SFPs, the CSFP combines local organisations with those who have a responsibility for flood risk
management in the county of Cumbria. The partnership’s aim is to work collaboratively to
manage flood risk, resilience and recovery across the county, using a catchment approach, with
solutions designed to benefit both communities and wildlife. The partnership was developed in
04/12/20
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response to the FWMA’s requirement for RMAs to work together but also to flooding caused by
Storm Desmond in 2015 and the need to involve more organisations and address the needs of
the community. The partnership continues to evolve for example, it has recently appointed an
independent chairperson at the request of the community.
As part of these needs, a Cumbria Flood Plan was developed to focus on recovery and
preventative measures. Four catchment management groups sit under the umbrella of the
Cumbria Strategic Flood partnership, chaired and facilitated by the Rivers Trust (funded by the
EA).
Figure A3- 4 Members of the Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership

A.3.4.6

Lake District Foundation

The Lake District Foundation (LDF) is a charity that works within the Lake District National Park,
raising funds from visitors and the large number of tourists that visit the park in order to fund
projects, particularly those to improve sustainable development and sustainable tourism
practices. Their board of trustees includes senior leaders from the following organisations:
• Cumbria Tourism
• National Trust
• Lake District National Park Authority
• Environment Agency
• United Utilities
• Local business and tourism organisations
The LDF works in conjunction with other organisations such as River Trusts to deliver projects,
including those relating to habitat restoration and water quality. One example is the Ullswater
Environment Recovery Fund, set up in partnership with the Ullswater Association (a local
membership group representing tourism businesses) in December 2015 in the aftermath of
flooding in the area in order to reduce flooding risks and improve water management in the
area.20

20

(2017) Ullswater Environment Recovery Fund
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A.3.4.7

The Canal and River Trust

The Canal and River Trust (CRT) is a charity responsible for caring for 2,000 miles of navigable
canals and rivers, together with bridges, tunnels, aqueducts, docks and reservoirs, along with
museums and archive collections, “holding them in trust for the nation forever”. CRT was set up
in 2012 to take over the activities of British Waterways and The Waterways Trust to move
responsibility for navigable waterways from the public to the civil sector and give more local
freedom to take decisions. To facilitate the change, CRT receives a grant from Defra until 31
March 2027 and is accountable to Defra for using these funds properly. The grant amounts to
£800m over the 15-year term of the agreement including £39m/year core grant and £10m/year
conditional grant21. The aim is that CRT will reduce its dependence on the Government Grant
and foster increasing self-sufficiency, by accessing new charitable income streams and
stimulating new efficiencies.
A.3.4.8

The Rivers Trust

The Rivers Trust is the umbrella organisation for 60 local member Trusts. The Rivers Trust is
dedicated to protecting and improving river environments for the benefit of people and
wildlife. Local Rivers Trusts act as the host organisation for many of the catchment partnerships
and the national group administers the CaBA providing advice to all catchment partnerships via
the CaBA National Support Group.

A.3.5

Landowners and Managers

A.3.5.1

National Trust and Forestry Commission

The National Trust is an independent charity that works towards environmental and heritage
conservation across England, Wales and Northern Ireland. The Forestry Commission (FC) is a
non-ministerial government department, responsible for forest management on publicly
owned land. The FC also regulates public and private forestry in England. The FC is divided into
three divisions; Forestry England, Forestry Commission and Forest Research, with the latter
contributing to research projects and programmes. Both the National Trust and the FC are
heavily involved in the promotion and delivery of sustainable outdoor activities and tourism.
In the North West of England, a large proportion of the Lake District is owned by the National
Trust (See Figure A3- 5) and also the Forestry Commission, where they work independently and
in partnership to help improve the natural environment, including to promote sustainable
management of water resources.
An example of some of the work carried out by the National Trust in the North West includes
the restoration of Bassenthwaite Lake in the Lake District to reduce pollution, siltation and nonnative species invasion.22 Using the Water Framework Directive as a guide, the National Trust
tackled the problem by working with public, private and voluntary partners, including;

21

https://www.waterways.org.uk/pdf/crt_funding_notes, accessed May 2020
The National Trust (2008) From Source to Sea: working with water, 2008,
https://nt.global.ssl.fastly.net/heelis/documents/source-to-sea---working-with-water.pdf
22
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•
•
•
•
•

Collaborative efforts with farmers to reduce pollution through a Catchment Sensitive
Farming programme;
Working with UU to improve waste water treatment and therefore reducing phosphate
leaching into the lake;
Floodplain and river restoration efforts with the help of volunteers to reduce flows and
riverbank erosion;
Working with landowners and volunteers to reduce invasive species; and,
Engaging local communities to increase their sense of ownership and giving them the
chance to be involved in the project.

Figure A3- 5 Land in the Lake District owned by the National Trust (Key = Year the
land was acquired)

In the NWRBD, the Forestry Commission is involved as an ‘Operator’; undertaking activities
which influence the water environment, an ‘Influencer’; educating and advising others on their
impact on the water environment and an ‘Project Undertaker’ in that it funds, participates in
and directs projects to improve the environment and water quality. The FC has also produced
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open-source advisory documentation for other operators, to advise on forest management in
the context of improving water resources.
A.3.5.2

The NFU and Farmers

The National Farmers Union of England and Wales (NFU) is a member’s organisation and
industry association for farmers in England and Wales. Their main aim is to represent farmers in
decision making processes that affect them, e.g. policy changes, to protect farming as a way of
life in the present and in response to future challenges. The NFU campaign for sustainable
futures in farming for the livelihoods of farmers. As part of these aims, the NFU often works
with environmental organisations to tackle environmental problems, ensure that
environmental initiatives do not unfairly disadvantage farmers and also acts as a conduit for
information exchange between organisations and the farming community.
The need for proactive participation by farmers in environmental initiatives is vital to the health
of waterways; as mentioned before in Section 2.0, agricultural activities are one of the main
causes of poor water quality. The NFU’s practices are a highly important mechanism for
enabling farmers to receive the right support and information, allowing them to achieve better
water quality and reduce flooding.

A.3.6

Pilots and Trials

A.3.6.1

The Cumbria Catchment Pioneer

In 2016, Defra launched four pioneer projects to inform the development of the 25 year
environmental plan (25YEP); they consisted of an urban pioneer (Greater Manchester), a
marine pioneer (Suffolk), an overlapping landscape/marine pioneer (North Devon) and a
catchment pioneer (Cumbria).23 The four Pioneers were given four ‘Asks’ to deliver during the
trial, to be adapted to their own local context:
•
•
•
•

Applying a natural capital approach to decision-making;
Developing innovative funding opportunities;
Demonstrating integrated approaches to planning and delivery; and
Building understanding of ‘what works’ in practice.

The Cumbria Catchment Pioneer (CCP) then set out its own objectives to deliver to Defra’s four
Asks:
•

Inform future farming and land management strategies
o Support and shape the implementation of the future Environmental Land
Management Scheme (ELMS);
o Test new policy ideas within a catchment context;
o Trial and test components of the ELMS within two different catchment
environments:
▪ Upper Derwent – Upland farming within the National Park

23

ICF Consulting Services Ltd. (2018) Evaluation of the 25 Year Environment Plan Pioneers - Final Report, November
2018
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▪

•

•

Waver - Wampool – Lowland farming outside the boundaries of the
National Park
Catchment scale systems approach (Integrated delivery and Linked to Natural Capital
and economic investment)
o In collaboration with catchment partners, build a common understanding of the
system components and system interactions within a catchment.
o Produce systems mapping to provide visualisation of the system;
o Identify integrated and shared catchment objectives to provide a focused
approach to achieving multiple benefits;
o Steer investment towards these integrated objectives to achieve alternative and
innovative catchment solutions.
Place based decision-making (engaging communities in sustainably managing the
environment within catchments)
o Community planning that is enabled and supported by the availability of natural
capital evidence;
o Bringing together groups within a catchment that may have previously not
connected or in dispute around issues to find common goals and ways of
working.
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A.4.0 Key Plans and Strategies
There are a wide range of plans and strategies which influence water governance in the North
West. These are developed at national, regional and local levels by different players, with
different timescales and objectives. Some plans are broad and cover all areas of water
management, whilst others focus on one or more aspect of water management.
Figure A4- 1 provides a summary of relevant plans and indicates the lead organisation, the
scope of what is contained in the plan, the geographic levels and timescales of the plan and the
extent of stakeholder engagement. The text below provides further details on some of the
plans which provide a central steer to water management in the North West.

A.4.1

National Plans and Strategies

At a national level, key plans are:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

25 Year Environment Plan published in 2018, which aims to leave a better environment
for the next generation and includes goals to achieve clean and plentiful water, reduced
risk of flooding and drought, and using resources from nature more sustainably and
efficiently
National Water Resources Framework; a long-term plan to meet future water needs for
England published in 2020 (see below)
The Water Industry National Environment Programme which sets out the requirements
for water companies to invest in the environment (see below)
National FCERM Strategy which is due to be published shortly and will aim to create a
nation resilient to flooding and coastal change to the year 2100
Surface water management action plan developed by Defra with others in 2018
UK Post 2010 Biodiversity Framework which sets outcomes for delivering international
biodiversity commitments (this will be superseded by the National Nature Recovery
Network and the Environment Bill); and
National Planning and Policy Framework which sets boundaries on land use and
development.

A.4.1.1

Water Industry National Environment Programme

The Water Industry National Environment Programme (WINEP) is a comprehensive set of
actions developed by the EA and NE setting out requirements for water companies in respect of
its environmental obligations (covering themes across water quality, water resources, flooding
and biodiversity24 see Table A4- 1). Under WINEP, £5 Billion will be spent on the natural
environment between 2020 and 202525. Water companies set out how they can meet these
requirements (and other requirements) most cost-effectively in their business plans which they
submit to Ofwat for review. The relationship between WINEP, WISER and strategic policy
statement from Defra is shown in Figure A4- 2. Work to identify sustainable and cost effective

24

Read, M. (2018) Resilient water supplies for the future: a national policy perspective, 2018
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/5-billion-investment-by-water-companies-to-benefit-the-naturalenvironment, accessed November 2020
25
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ways of achieving WINEP and WISER outcomes is an ongoing process and does not end with the
submission of business plans.
The requirements of WINEP are a large element of the water company business plans and are
reflected in specific plans such as the Water Resources Management Plan. The requirements
made in WINEP will also contribute to the actions laid out in the relevant River Basin District
Plan to meet the aims of the Water Framework Directive.
Figure A4- 1 Environmental requirements included in the draft WINEP 2017

Source: Water Industry Forum26

26

http://www.waterindustryforum.com/documents/uploads/Catchment%20Mgt%20WINEP.pdf; accessed April
2020
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Figure A4- 2 Planning elements setting objectives for Water Company
obligations to the environment

Source: Water Industry Forum27

27

http://www.waterindustryforum.com/documents/uploads/Catchment%20Mgt%20WINEP.pdf; accessed April
2020
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Table A4- 1 Summary of plans directing water management in the NWRBD
Planning
Activity

25 Year
Environment
Plan

National
Water
Resources
Framework

Water
Industry
National
Environment
Programme

Acronym

Lead
organisation
and others

Driver

25YEP

Defra

A green
BREXIT: To
protect and
enhance the
environment

WRF

The
Environment
Agency and
partners
from across
the water
industry

Increasing
challenge on
water
resources due
to climate
change and
population
growth.

Water
company, EA

Water
Framework
Directive,
European Eel
Regulation
and Eels
Regulations,
Habitats
Directive

WINEP
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Summary/ Core Delivery

Amongst others… sets
goals and outlines
approaches to achieve
clean and plentiful
water, reduced risk of
flooding and drought,
using resources from
nature more sustainably
and efficiently.
A long-term plan to
meet future water needs
for England. It will help
to reduce demand, halve
leakage rates, develop
new supplies, move
water to where it’s
needed and reduce the
need for drought
measures that can harm
the environment.
Sets requirements for
water company delivery
of environmental
programmes
harmonizing these with
the mismatched
planning timescales of
RBMP etc

Timescale
(last major
cycle start
year)

Key Focus
Geographic
scale

2018 with
progress
reviewed
annually

National,
England

2020

National,
England

2017/18
(continual
revision
until
formalised
as part of
RBMP and
AMP)

National
plan,
covering
each Water
Company
operating
area
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Stakeholder
engagement

Not formally

Water
Resources

Water
Quality

Flood Risk
Management

Biodiversity

WR

WQ

FR

BIO

WQ

FR

BIO

WR

No direct
engagement
but actions
linked to
RBMP etc

WR

Planning
Activity

National
FCERM
Strategy
Surface Water
Management
Plan

UK Post 2010
Biodiversity
Framework

National
Nature
Recovery
Network28

National
Planning and
Policy
Framework

28

Acronym

NFCERM

SWMP

Lead
organisation
and others

EA

To manage
flooding and
coastal
change

Defra

To manage
surface water
flooding

BF

Defra,
various

NNRS

Natural
England

NPPF

Driver

UK
Government

Various Environment
White Paper,
EU
Biodiversity
Strategy, etc.
Improvement
of the Natural
Environment
as legislated
under the
Environment
Bill
Sustainable
Development

Summary/ Core Delivery

To create a nation
resilient to flooding and
coastal change to the
year 2100
Sets out the steps the
government is taking,
with the EA and others,
to manage the risk of
surface water flooding.

Timescale
(last major
cycle start
year)

Key Focus
Geographic
scale

Stakeholder
engagement

Water
Resources

Water
Quality

Flood Risk
Management

Due 2020

National,
England

Yes

FR

2018

National,
England

n/a

FR

High level list of
outcomes to deliver
biodiversity strategy by
2020

July 2012,
with
implement
ation plans
in 2013
and 2018

National,
England

Public/
partnership
engagement
is key focus

To be supported by Local
Nature Recovery
Strategies

TBC

National
with county
level

Consultation

WR

WQ

National
Framework
but
promotes
localism

Engagement
is core
element of
the
framework

WR

WQ

Planning system which
encompasses three
pillars of sustainable
development

Biodiversity

BIO

BIO

FR

BIO

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/nature-recovery-network/nature-recovery-network, accessed November 2020
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Planning
Activity

River Basin
Management
Plan

Flood Risk
Management
Plans

Acronym

RBMP

Lead
organisation
and others

EA, Defra

Driver

EU Water
Framework
Directive
EU Floods
Directive,
National
Coastal and
Flood Risk
Management
Strategy
Water
Industry Act
(WIA) 1991 (as
amended) and
the Water
Resources
Management
Plan Direction
2012.

Summary/ Core Delivery

Framework for
protection of
waterbodies

Timescale
(last major
cycle start
year)

6 years
(2015)

Key Focus
Geographic
scale

Stakeholder
engagement

River Basin

Yes, actively
encouraged
and
statutory
consultation

Water
Resources

Water
Quality

Flood Risk
Management

WR

WQ

FR

Overview of defined
flood risk management
objectives and manage
flooding

6 years (-)

River Basin

Active
involvement
encouraged
but not
statutory

Water company plan to
achieve supply-demand
balance (25 year
outlook)

5 years
(2019)

Water
Company
operating
area

Yes,
statutory
consultation

WR

FRMP

EA, Defra,
LLFAs

WRMP

Water
company,
EA, Defra,
Ofwat,
Natural
England

Water
Company
Drought Plan

WCDP

Water
company,
EA, Defra,
Ofwat,
Natural
England

WIA 1991 (as
amended) and
the Drought
Plan Direction
2011

Short term actions water
company plans to take
during drought

3.5 years
(2018)

Water
Company
operating
area

Yes,
statutory
consultation

WR

Water
Company
Business
Plan/Asset
Management
Planning

BP and
AMP

Water
company,
Ofwat

WIA 1991 (as
amended by
the Water Act
2003)

Water Company
investment and price
control

5 years
(2020)

Water
Company
operating
area

Yes and via
Customer
Challenge
Group

WR

Water
Company
Water
Resource
Management
Plan
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Biodiversity

FR

WQ

WQ

FR

BIO

Planning
Activity

Water
Company
Drainage and
Wastewater
Management
Plan (not
statutory)

Regional
water
resources
strategy
(planned)

Catchment
Abstraction
Management
Strategies
Multi-agency
Flood Plan
(voluntary as
needed)
Environment
Agency
Drought Plans
Local Flood
Risk
Management
Strategy

Acronym

DWMP

Lead
organisation
and others

Driver

Water
company

Surface water
action plan
and WIA 1991
duty to
‘effectually
drain’

Summary/ Core Delivery

To improve the longterm planning of
drainage and
wastewater services

Key Focus

Timescale
(last major
cycle start
year)

Geographic
scale

5 years
(2025 with
all Water
companies
will
complete
drafts by
2022)

Water
Company
operating
area

WR

due 2021

5 regions
across
England
(across
existing
water
company
operating
areas

WR

Stakeholder
engagement

Groups of
Water
companies
and other
water users

National
Water
Resources
Framework

Co-ordinated, crosssector plans. The plans
will identify options to
manage demand and
increase supply.

CAMS

EA, Defra

EU Water
Framework
Directive plus
others

Strategies to inform
water availability
assessment and licencing
regimes

no formal
timescale

Subcatchment

No

MAFP

Local
Resilience
Fora

Civil
Contingencies
Act 2004

Plans to respond to flood

n/a

Local

Encouraged

Not a legal
requirement

The steps EA will take to
recognise, monitor and
where possible reduce
the effects of a drought
at a local level

Yearly

14
operational
areas of EA

Not required

Flood and
Water
Management
Act 2010

Defines responsibilities
for managing flooding in
LLFAs

Potentially
6 year
cycle,

Targeted
areas with a
river basin

Not
mandatory

RWRS

EADP

LFRMS

EA

EA, LLFAs,
RMAs
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Water
Resources

Water
Quality

WQ

WR

Flood Risk
Management

Biodiversity

FR

WQ

BIO

FR

WR

FR
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Planning
Activity
Strategic
Flood Risk
Assessment
for the Local
Plan
Surface Water
Management
Plans
Shoreline
Management
Plans1
Coastal Zone
Management
Plans1

Rural
Development
Programme

Nature
Improvement
Areas

Acronym

Lead
organisation
and others

Driver

Summary/ Core Delivery

Timescale
(last major
cycle start
year)

Key Focus
Geographic
scale

Stakeholder
engagement

Water
Resources

Water
Quality

Flood Risk
Management

Biodiversity

Local
Planning
Authority

Planning law

Assessment of flood risk
from all sources

n/a

Local
authority

n/a

FR

LLFAs

Water
Framework
Directive,
Floods
Directive

Establish preferred
approach to managing
surface water flooding

n/a

LLFA area.

n/a

FR

SMP

Coastal
groups (LAs
and EA)

Various

n/a

Coastal
stretches

Not
mandatory

FR

CZMP

LAs

Various

n/a

Coastal
stretches

Not
mandatory

WR

WQ

FR

BIO

RDPE

Defra,
Natural
England,
FSC, LAGs

European
Network for
Rural
Development

Various

No

WR

WQ

FR

BIO

Large,
discrete
'landscape'
areas

Encouraged

.

SFRA

SWMP

NIA

Defra,
Natural
England

National
Environment
White Paper,
Making Space
for Nature,
etc.
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High level assessment of
coastal flood and erosion
risk
Consolidated
information, policies and
strategies
Improve
competitiveness in the
agriculture and forestry
sector; safeguard and
enhance the rural
environment; foster
competitive and
sustainable rural
businesses and thriving
rural communities.
Four key delivery areas:
Biodiversity, Ecosystem
services, Social and
economic benefits and
contributions to
wellbeing, Partnership
working

2007
(initiation)2013,
future
programme

less clear

Various
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BIO

Planning
Activity

Local Nature
Partnership

SSSI
Management
Plan

Catchment
Sensitive
Farming
(target areas)

Local
Industrial
Strategy
Highway
Asset
Management
Strategy

Acronym

Lead
organisation
and others

Various local
government
and NGOs
(support
role for
Natural
England, the
Environment
Agency and
the Forestry
Commission)

Driver

Summary/ Core Delivery

Timescale
(last major
cycle start
year)

Key Focus
Geographic
scale

Stakeholder
engagement

Encouraged

Water
Resources

Water
Quality

National
Environment
White Paper,
also NPPF

Help local areas to
manage the natural
environment as a system
and to embed its value
in local decisions for the
benefit of nature, people
and the economy

Various

Local-scale,
but
encouraged
to link to
NIA scale

Natural
England

SSSI
assessment
shows decline
in status

Evaluates the habitats
and biodiversity of the
site, and sets out the
actions required to
manage the site

Various,
only if
needed

Various,
ecosystembased

Actively
encouraged

CSF

Defra,
Natural
England, EA

Water
Framework
Directive,
Natura 2000,
Site of Special
Scientific
Interest (SSSI)
objectives

Targeted support to
enable farmers/land
managers to take
voluntary action to
reduce diffuse water
pollution from
agriculture

5 years in
line with
RBMP
(2016)

Regional
plans for
farm-scale
actions to
deliver
catchment
scale
improvemen
t

No direct
engagement

.

WQ

LIS

Local
Enterprise
Partnership

Economic

To promote the
coordination of local
economic policy

Varies,
Strategy
for
Cumbria in
developmt

Regional/
Local

Encouraged

wr

Wq

HAMS

Local
Highways
Authorities

National
Transport
Policy

Includes plans to
manage surface water

Varies

Local

LNP

SSSIMP
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Flood Risk
Management

.

Biodiversity

BIO

BIO

frm

bio

FR

70

Planning
Activity

Local Natural
Capital Plan
(nonstatutory)

Notes: 1

Acronym

LNCP

Lead
organisation
and others

Local
Authorities

Driver

25 YEP

Summary/ Core Delivery

Trialled in Defra regions
in 2019 to identify
opportunities to bring
multiple benefits to
natural services

Timescale
(last major
cycle start
year)

Varies
(being
developed)

Key Focus
Geographic
scale

Regional/
local

Included for completeness but not strictly in the scope of this water governance review.
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Stakeholder
engagement

Encouraged

Water
Resources

Water
Quality

Flood Risk
Management

Biodiversity

WR

WQ

FR

BIO

A.4.1.2

National Water Resources Framework

This plan, created by the Environment Agency and partners from across the water
industry, sets out a long-term plan to meet future water needs for England as a result of
climate change and population growth. It will help to reduce demand, halve leakage
rates, develop new supplies, move water to where it is needed and reduce the need for
drought measures that can harm the environment. A key theme is that it sets a greater
level of ambition for restoring, protecting and improving the environment that is the
source of all our supplies.
Five regional groups across the country will work up plans tailored to the specific needs
of their individual area, bringing together the 17 English water companies, industry
regulators, government and other water users. The framework will guide these groups
and deliver a national blueprint for future water resources planning from 2025 to 2050
and beyond.

A.4.2

Regional plans and strategies

For the North West region, the key plans set at a regional level which direct action are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

River Basin District Management plans
Flood risk management plans
Asset management plans
Water resource management plans
Water and wastewater drainage plans
Surface water management plans
Regional water strategies which are planned for 2021.

A.4.2.1

River Basin District / Management plans

The purpose of a river basin management plan (or river basin district plan) is to provide a
high-level framework for protecting and enhancing the benefits provided by the water
environment. To achieve this, and because water and land resources are closely linked, it
also informs decisions on land-use planning. As a management tool in integrated water
resources management, they contain baseline classifications of water bodies, statutory
objectives for protected areas and water bodies, and programmes of measures to
achieve these objectives. Each River Basin District contains multiple management
catchments with specific Catchment Plans or Partnerships (see Appendix A.3.4). A
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strategic environmental assessment and a habitat directive assessment are undertaken
simultaneously with each new river basin management plan29.
River Basin District plans are tailored to specific catchments by the Environment Agency,
who own and develop them as a requirement of the Water Framework Directive. All
sector groups responsible for delivery are outlined within the plan and are designated as
regulators, operators, influencers and stakeholders who undertake projects. The current
plans were published in 2016 and are reviewed and updated in 6-year cycles30. They are
primarily developed by the EA, but a variety of groups and individuals – including the
water industry, local authorities, catchment groups, local wildlife groups, and research
organisations – are invited to participate in an open consultation to shape the direction
of the next cycle’s plan.
A.4.2.2

Flood Risk Management Plans

A Flood Risk Management Plan (FRMP) is a strategic planning document developed by
the Environment Agency together with other main decision-makers within a river
catchment. A requirement of the EU Floods Directive, they are equivalent to Catchment
Flood Management Plans. They are grouped by river basin district (as discussed in
Appendix A.3.1) and encompass all manifestations of inland flooding. A FRMP aims to:
•
•
•
•
•

improve the well-being of people living in and visiting the area
to protect and enhance the environment through appropriate and sustainable
flood risk management
understand the factors that contribute to flood risk within a catchment
recommend the best ways of managing the risk of flooding within the catchment
over the next 50 to 100 years
work with other key decision-makers within the catchment to define and agree
long-term sustainable policies to manage flood risk within the catchment31

As flood risk management has grown to become a significant component of investment
decision-making, scrutiny into effectiveness and cross-discipline breadth of FRMPs has
risen in prominence. The EA is directly responsible for flood risk, and consequently
oversees the development and tailoring of FRMPs to individual catchments. Regional
planning bodies, local authorities, internal drainage boards and land-owners all
contribute to the development of the FRMP through provision of catchment-specific

29

Keith Ashcroft (Environment Agency) (2015) Part 1: North West river basin district. River basin
management plan, December 2015
30
DEFRA (2014) River Basin Planning Guidance, 2014
31
Environment Agency (2016) North West of England, Flood Risk Management Plan, 2016,
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/5071
20/LIT_10208_NORTH_WEST_FRMP_SUMMARY_DOCUMENT.pdf
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knowledge and localised concerns32. The catchment partnerships, as described in
Appendix A.5.0, implement decisions based off their specific FRMP, which is delivered
through being consulted by local policy-makers to influence planning and land
management.
A.4.2.3

Water Company Asset Management Plans

Every five years, water companies submit a business plan to the economic regulator,
Ofwat, as part of its price review process. The most recent plans cover the period 2020
and 2025. The business plan, amongst other things, sets out the investment needed to
meet the regulatory requirements of the Water Industry National Environment
Programme (WINEP). The process seeks to balance the regulatory requirements,
customer views and priorities with investment needs and determines the amount that
customer bills can increase to generate the funding needed.
Ofwat scrutinise the business plans and make final decisions on the services water
companies must deliver and prices they can charge customers. Water companies are
then required to deliver this five-year plan and report to Ofwat each year on progress so
that Ofwat and others can hold them to account for performance.
The AMP can be delivered through partnership delivery approaches that collaborate
with local groups (the most prominent of which are Rivers Trusts) to maximise efficiency
through knowledge sharing and integrated goals33.
A.4.2.4

Water Resources Management Plan

Water companies produce a Water Resource Management Plan which sets out how they
will achieve the right balance between water supply and demand over a 25-year
planning horizon. This is reviewed every 5 years. Some of the actions in the WRMP, for
example relate to sustainable abstraction arising from WINEP but many others address
operational issues such as leakage reduction and metering, which will impact on the
availability of water long term, which impacts on WRMP. The programme is owned and
developed by the individual company, and overseen and enforced by the EA.
A.4.2.5

Drainage and Wastewater Management Plans

Drainage and wastewater plans (DWMPs) are not statutory but water companies have
committed to producing them by 2022, to help them improve the long-term planning of

32

local.gov.uk Managing flood risk: roles and responsibilities, accessed 4 February 2020,
https://www.local.gov.uk/topics/severe-weather/flooding/local-flood-risk-management/managing-floodrisk-roles-and
33
OFWAT (2018) Water Companies Set Out AMP Plans 2020-2025, accessed 7 February 2020,
https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/water-companies-set-plans-2020-2025/
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drainage and wastewater services. DWMPs are seen as a new way to plan for the future
of drainage, wastewater and environmental water quality in a more collaborative,
integrated long-term way. DWMPs will be led by water companies, but many
organisations with responsibilities relating to drainage, flooding and protection of the
environment will have a part to play in their creation.
A framework for developing DWMP was recently published and water and sewerage
companies in England and Wales are expected to publish draft Drainage and Wastewater
Management Plans using this framework in the summer of 2022, to support their
business plans for the 2024 Price Review. The implementation, and where appropriate
refinement, of the DWMP framework is being overseen by a cross-sector steering group,
including representatives from water and sewerage companies from across the UK,
Defra, the Welsh Government, Ofwat, the Environment Agency, Natural Resources
Wales, the Consumer Council for Water, ADEPT and Blueprint for Water.

A.4.3

Local Plans

A.4.3.1

Surface Water Management Plans

Surface water flooding results when rain from major storms overwhelms local drainage,
caused by blockages and inadequate draining provisions as well as high levels of rainfall.
The focus of the Surface Water Management Plan (SWMP) is to clarify risks and
responsibilities in management and mitigation of surface water flooding, with the
purpose of reducing future risk34.
The leadership role on surface water flooding lies with the Lead Local Flood Authorities
(the local authority), who develop a SWMP to delineate their specific approach.

34

Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council, and JBA Consulting (2012) Greater Manchester Surface Water
Management Plan, Final Report, p.67
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Figure A4- 3 An example Surface Water Management Plan process

The contributing stakeholders are usually the relevant council, the Environment Agency
and, if applicable, a major water asset holder (e.g. United Utilities in the North West).
Key local partners who are responsible for surface water management and drainage in
the area also contribute to development of a cross-sector plan. The Flood Risk
Regulations set out a six-year cycle of planning a SWMP, which forms a component of
the more holistic Flood Risk Management Plan35.

35

Atkins, and SNC Lavalin A framework for the production of Drainage and Wastewater Management
Plans, https://www.water.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Water-UK-DWMP-Framework-ReportMain-Document.pdf
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A.4.3.2

Other formal management plans

There are a number of other formal management plans produced at a local level,
notably:
•

•

•

•

•

Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS). These will be developed by
partnerships between local authorities to implement a National Nature Recovery
Network36 a requirement in the upcoming Environment Bill and support delivery
of the 25 YEP ambitions . They will aim to restore protected areas including
freshwater ecosystems and achieve a range of environmental and social benefits
including flood management and clean water.
Catchment Partnership plan. Created by catchment partnerships, working
collaboratively at a catchment scale, the Catchment Partnership plan sets out a
shared vision for water in the catchment focussed on the needs of the Water
Framework Directive and often sets out a road map to deliver this vision. 37
Peatland Restoration Plan. As part of the UK Peatland Strategy it was intended
that Peatland Restoration plans would be drawn up at a country level, and more
locally where needed. In 2015 the National Peatland Plan was produced for
Scotland,38 with Lanarkshire producing a local level plan with advice from habitat
experts.39 The peatland plan outlines objectives, targets and actions for the
maintenance and improvement of peatlands. Wales has a peatland action
programme, but no local level plans.
Nature Improvement Area Plan. Created 12 resilient landscape scale ecological
networks through Nature Improvement Area Partnerships between 2012 and
2015. Plans focused on creating “win-win” opportunities with multiple benefits,
including biodiversity and the water environment. There are 12 located in specific
areas of England.40
Cumbria the Freshwater Invasive Species (CFINNSI) is a collaborative pilot
project currently funded by the Environment Agency, Natural England and DEFRA
as a county-wide, multi-catchment initiative to control freshwater and riparian
invasive non-native species41. It implements the Great Britain Invasive Nonnative species Strategy42, a coordinated strategy to establish a centralised
repository for non-native species, undertake risk assessments and assist local
action.

36

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/nature-recovery-network/nature-recovery-network
https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/learn/developing-your-catchment-partnership-project-plan/
38
https://www.nature.scot/scotlands-national-peatland-plan-working-our-future
39
https://www.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=16567&p=0
40
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/nature-improvement-areas-improved-ecologicalnetworks/nature-improvement-areas-about-the-programme, accessed June 2020.
41
http://cfinns.scrt.co.uk/what-is-the-initiative/
37

42

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/4555
26/gb-non-native-species-strategy-pb14324.pdf
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•

•

•

•

River, lake or wetland restoration strategy 43. Rivers that are designated as SSSI
are increasingly the focus of restoration plans, that seek to work collaboratively
with landowners to implement strategic long-term restoration plans, by detailing
actions.44 Lakes and wetlands can also be the focus of local plans in this way.
Diffuse Water Pollution Plan. Catchment level plans are needed to tackle the
multiple and intermittent sources of diffuse water pollution. Guided by a UK level
Theme Plan, site level plans have been developed for local SSSI. These issues may
be covered by within other plans such as the River Basin Management Plans. 45
Nutrient Management Plan. Nutrient Management Plans seek to identify sources
of nutrients that are entering rivers and steps that can be taken to manage
them.46 For areas that are Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) the Nutrient
management plan can support the conservation objectives for the area.
Currently there are no NMPs in the North West.
Water Level Management Plan. Initiated in 1991, these plans are produced for
areas where water levels are managed, particularly SSSI. 47 Since Defra guidance
in 2004 the Internal Drainage Authorities have had the responsibility for
preparing these plans. The plans provide details of current operational practices
for each area and set out a series of actions needed to sustain the local features.
48

•

•

Shoreline Management Plan. A large-scale assessment of the risks associated
with coastal processes, and steps needed to reduce these risks. Developed by
local councils with the support of the EA, the SMPs set the strategic policy
direction for coastal management and identify the most sustainable approaches
to managing the risks to the coast in the short, medium and long term. 49
Woodland Management Plan. A woodland management plan gives land
managers a structured way to plan and organise the sustainable management of
woodland to a common industry standard.50 Developed at a site level, the plans
are intended to be written by small woodland owners themselves or for larger
sites by a contractor. Funding is available to pay for the development of a plan.

43

https://westcumbriariverstrust.org/projects/river-restoration-strategy
https://www.therrc.co.uk/river-restoration
45
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6564290993586176
46
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/nutrient-management-plans
47
http://www.thornepeatland.org.uk/news/what-is-a-water-level-management-plan.aspx
48
https://somersetdrainageboards.gov.uk/environment/wlmps/
49
https://data.gov.uk/dataset/2f843faa-5296-484c-b580-38a8a3897c7b/shoreline-management-plansmp-2#:~:text=A%20Shoreline%20Management%20Plan%20(SMP,seabed%20materials.
50
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/create-a-woodland-management-plan
44
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A.5.0 Key Funding Mechanisms
A.5.1

Water Company Business Plans/AMP Funding

As part of their business planning, water companies set out the investment needed to
deliver improvements and the impact this will have on prices. Ofwat review the business
plans submitted as part of the AMP process and agree the price adjustments and
investments (see Appendix A.3.3.3). Investment from water companies via this
mechanism enables important catchment improvements. The most recent price review
for 2020-2025 includes:
•
•

£4.8 billion to tackle challenges facing the water environment (as outlined in the
National Environment Programme (NEP) for Wales and Water Industry National
Environment Programme (WINEP) for England)
£469 million for investigating alternative sources of water (see Drought resilience
for customers and the environment). This will mean that as well as reducing the
amount of water wasted, companies can reduce the amount of water taken from
environmentally sensitive sites in the future.

Increasingly, water companies are encouraged to use efficiently delivered nature-based
(or ‘green’) solutions, which provide wider environmental benefits, instead of capital (or
‘grey’) solutions wherever green solutions are suited to the situation. Catchment
management is now more of a mainstream activity, with 1,200 schemes likely to be in
place, as a result of investment from this price review, by 2025. There is more to be
done; in Ofwat’s words “this is still only scratching the surface of what we think is
possible”. In keeping with our new strategy, where we commit to making the
environment integral to all that we do, and building on this price review, we will
continue to play our part in protecting and improving the environment.51

A.5.2

Rural Development Programme for England

The Rural Development Programme for England (RDPE) provides money for projects to
improve agriculture, the environment and rural life. Funding goes to schemes to improve
the environment, increase the productivity of farming and forestry and grow the rural
economy. Farmers in England currently receive £2.2bn of direct support a year; 80% is
Basic Payment Scheme support (Basic Payments) and 20% is funding through the Rural
Development Programme for England (RDPE), which is mainly spent on the Countryside
Stewardship and other agri-environment schemes

51

https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/publication/pr19-final-determinations-overview-of-final-determinations/
accessed February 2020.
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A.5.2.1

Countryside Stewardship and ELM Funding

Countryside Stewardship (CS) provides financial incentives for farmers and land
managers to look after their environment by amongst other things, reducing widespread
water pollution from agriculture; conserving and restoring wildlife habitats and reducing
flood risk management.
The scheme is open to all eligible farmers, woodland owners, foresters and other land
managers who can apply for funding under 4 elements to the scheme: Mid Tier, Wildlife
Offers, Higher Tier and Capital grants.
The Countryside Stewardship facilitation fund, was £7.2m from 2015-2020 across
England and will pay for activities to deliver the environmental priorities set out in the
Countryside Stewardship statements of funding priorities, 19 successful applications
were funded in 201552. The Countryside stewardship statements of priorities, which are
prepared by Natural England with the Environment Agency and Forestry Commission
England and map out the local priorities- in areas such as biodiversity, woodland
planting, water quality, landscape and flood risk - that will inform assessment of funding
applications .
The Environmental Land Management scheme (ELMs) is a new mechanism of funding for
farmers currently in development and is designed to replace the Basic Payment Scheme
and Countryside Stewardship funding from 2025-2027 after trials have been conducted
through 202053. ELMs will be the cornerstone of future English agricultural policy based
on the principle of ‘public money for public goods’ whereby land managers will be paid
for delivering the following public goods set out in the 25 Year Environment Plan.
The 2020 Agriculture Bill, currently in draft form, will outline the full extent,
requirements and mechanisms behind the funding, but the aim for the ELM schemes is
that they are more ambitious than current Countryside Stewardship requirements in
order to achieve a range of environmental targets set by the government in response to
increased concerns about the environment and climate changed in the last couple of
years.54
A.5.2.2

CSF Funding

Catchment Sensitive Farming is another Defra policy initiative, involving officers in
Natural England offering training and advice to farmers on prevention of diffuse water
pollution from agriculture. This includes advice on making applications for agrienvironment grants under CSS. There are Catchment Sensitive Farming farmer groups,

52

http://indepen.uk.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/water-works_what-else-can-the-water-industrymodel-deliver_22-june2016.pdf, accessed 10/02/2020.
53
Farmers Weekly An update on the Environmental Land Management scheme
54
Coe, S. The Agriculture Bill 2019-20, p.78
04/12/20

80

set up in 75 priority catchment areas across England. Regional strategies indicate the
focus of support.

A.5.3

Funding for Flood Risk Management

Figure A5- 1 outlines the sources of national funding in the 2019/2020 budget.
Figure A5- 1 Diagram of Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management
funding55

The majority of funding for flood management is provided by Defra to the EA as Grantin-Aid (GiA) which was £2.3bn 2015-2021. However, under the new Partnership Funding
rule not all schemes will attract full central funding (see below). The EA uses these funds
to maintain existing and build new infrastructure along ‘main rivers’, as well as
administering the capital grant allocations procedure to local authorities/RMAs and IDBs.
Decisions on which schemes will be funded are made by the Regional Flood and Coastal
Committee (RFCC) following criteria established nationally, which require that
Government funding levels for each scheme relate directly to the number of households
protected, the damages being prevented, and the other benefits a scheme would
deliver.

55

Defra (2019) Central Government Funding for Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management in England,
September 2019, accessed 7 February 2020,
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/8324
19/FCERM_Funding_Statistics_Publication_September_2019.pdf
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A.5.3.1

Partnership Funding and the Local Levy

In 201156, a ‘partnership funding’ approach was introduced to encourage wider
investment in flood schemes and thereby allow central government to contribute to a
range of flood schemes rather than meeting the full costs of a limited number of
schemes. Under this mechanism, local communities can raise funding towards a scheme
and either channel it through the EA or use it directly on FCERM projects, with central
government also contributing. This ensures total investment in flood defence
improvements is not restricted to what central government alone can afford over any
period.
Partnership funding can be raised by Local authorities by applying for grants from the
MHCLG (formerly the Department for Communities and Local Government) or fees paid
through the planning system.
Local authorities are free to set their own priorities and are accountable to local
communities for the effectiveness of their spending decisions in respect of partnership
funding.
One way in which funds can be raised is through the local levy. In order to provide local
funding for local priorities and contributions for partnership funding, the RFCC can ask
the Environment Agency to raise a local levy from Local Councils (under the Flood and
Water Management Act 2010 and the Environment Agency Regulations 2011) 57. This
levy is included in the Council Tax bill (under the Council Tax (Demand Notices)
regulations and used to supplement the Grant-in-Aid (GiA) it receives from Defra. The
total Local Levy raised increased from £3,937,888 in 2018/2019 to £4,016,646 for
2019/2020 (an increase of 2%) see Table A5- 1).
Table A5- 1 Funding to manage flood risk for the NWRFCC
North West Regional Flood and Coastal Committee
2018/2019

2019/2020

'000s

'000s

Gross expenditure

£46,481

£83,428

Levies raised

£3,938

£4,017

Total Council Tax base

2,110

2,145

56

? http://www.eacg.org.uk/Docs/PF/What_is_PF.pdf

57

https://www.cheshireeast.gov.uk/council_tax/about-council-tax/environment-agency-flood-protectionlevy.aspx, accessed 10 February 2020
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A.5.4

WEIF and WEG

The Water Environment Improvement Fund (WEIF) is an Environment Agency
administered fund to support projects improving the water environment. It was
originally open for internal and external projects but is now focussed on Environment
Agency driven projects which can be delivered in partnership with others. For externally
driven projects Defra launched a new £27 million scheme to improve the water
environment across rural areas in England in March 2018, the Water Environment Grant
scheme (WEG). This provides £9 million each year (agreed until 2020) to applicants
applying for funding to restore local eco-systems and deliver substantial benefits to
people and the environment. The scheme is designed to support delivery of projects to
improve the water environment focusing on projects which help to meet the objectives
of the River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs) and sites designated to protect their
water habitat 58. Projects funded through WEG are wide ranging and include river
restoration activities, removal of obstacles to help fish moving along rivers and streams,
working with farmers to decrease diffuse pollution and other actions to improve the
water quality.
This scheme is administered by Natural England and the Environment Agency on behalf
of Defra. Decisions on which projects are funded are based on the scheme’s rules and
priorities set nationally. The funding for the scheme comes from the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) and is part of the Rural Development
Programme for England (RDPE) and Payments are made by the Rural Payments Agency
(RPA).

A.5.5

Fisheries Improvement Programme

The Fisheries Improvement Programme (FIP) was established in 2015. It allows the
Environment Agency to reinvest licence payer’s money into projects which benefit
anglers and fish stocks. Over the last 5 years £3.5m was invested via 500 projects often
in partnership with local organisations, clubs and local community groups.

58

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/water-environment-grant-weghandbooks-guidance-and-forms/guide-for-applicants-water-environment-grant
Natural Course Water Governance Study Phase 1 Report

83

04/12/20

84

