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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 co-ordination/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 to 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.  

1.1 Approach 

The research comprises 3 phases, each involving significant stakeholder engagement: 

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

• Phase 2: A more in-depth study in Cumbria to provide a more detailed understanding 
of the governance arrangements there.  

 

 

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 3: Identification and recommendations on potential structures for catchment
system operation within Cumbria.

This, Phase 2, report, presents information from a review of literature and views from 
stakeholders, actively involved in water management in Cumbria collected using:  

• Core interviews: Interviews were held with 23 stakeholders representing national
and regional organisations working in Cumbria and local organisations and
partnerships. Interviews explored organisational roles and how activities were
prioritised, funded and co-ordinated.

• An online survey conducted using SurveyMonkey®2: The intention of the survey was
to give all stakeholders a chance to have their say. To this end all interviewees (from
Phases 1 and 2) were asked to encourage colleagues and partners to participate in
the survey. The survey sought views on;

o the strengths and weaknesses of water governance in Cumbria (including
feedback on performance vs the OECD indicators of good water governance
on which this project was structured);

o the need for improvement; and
o preferences for alternative approaches for governing water in Cumbria.

• Follow-up interviews: Additional interviews were conducted to fill specific
knowledge gaps or obtain a better understanding of respondent views.

To ensure the range of stakeholder views captured was as representative as possible, 
responses were assessed against the OECD stakeholder mapping guide and additional 
responses sought from poorly represented groups.  

1.2 The Report 

This document reports the findings from Phase 2 and supplements the Phase 1 report, by 
providing more detail of governance at the sub-regional level in Cumbria; describing both 
the formal and informal ways of working. The report contains the following sections: 

• Section 2.0: An introduction to Cumbria.

• Section 3.0: A summary of water governance in Cumbria describing the key players,
policies, funding and co-ordination mechanisms.

• Section 4.0: An assessment of water governance in Cumbria based on stakeholder
feedback.

• Section 5.0: Summary and next steps.

Appendices provide further details on the methods used, details of the survey results and 
water governance structures. 

2 https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/ 

https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/
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2.0 Water in Cumbria 

The focus of the Phase 2 report is on Cumbria, the second largest county in England (at 
6,767 km2) and located in the North West of England. Cumbria is a largely rural county, with 
a population density much lower than the national average. Populations are more 
concentrated in the city of Carlisle and the towns of Workington, Whitehaven, Barrow-in-
Furness, Kendal and Penrith.3 

Cumbria is divided into six local councils (Figure 2-1), and four water Catchment 
Partnerships (Figure 2-2) which cover four different management catchments of Derwent 
North West, South West Lakes, Kent and Leven and Lune (Figure 2-3). Some catchments 
overlap other counties (e.g. the Lune covers part of Lancashire). 

Figure 2-1 Councils in Cumbria  Figure 2-2 Catchment Partnerships 
in Cumbria 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

3 Cumbria Population Density, Cumbria County Council (2016) 
https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Internet/536/671/4674/17217/17218/43067121949.pdf 
(Accessed December 2020) 

Source: Cumbria County Council Website   Source: CSFP Website 

 

https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Internet/536/671/4674/17217/17218/43067121949.pdf
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Figure 2-3 Catchments in the NWRBD 

 

2.1 Key Water Issues 

2.1.1 Flooding  

Cumbria is one 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. In 
the 2016 Flood Risk Management Plan (FRMP) 5 for the North West River Basin District 
(NWRBD), the Environment Agency characterise flood risk in the Derwent North West, 
South West Lakes, Kent and Leven and Lune catchments. These catchments contain large 
rural upland areas with moderate to high rainfall, thin soils and steep ground combine 
which produces rapid run-off which can be hazardous locally in towns such as Kendal, 
Cockermouth and Keswick, and some smaller villages. Although lakes and reservoirs can 

 

 

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/uk-past-
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/507120/
LIT_10208_NORTH_WEST_FRMP_SUMMARY_DOCUMENT.pdf  

    

Adapted from: NWRBD Catchment Management Plan, 2015 
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reduce flood peaks, the area has seen significant floods in 2005, 2009 and 2015 (following 
Storms Desmond, Eva and Frank in December), demonstrating the area’s susceptibility to 
winter flooding after prolonged rainfall on saturated ground. The 2016 FRMP for the Solway 
Tweed River Basin District characterises flood risk for the Eden catchment as high due to 
runoff from the Lake District fells into the Eamont (flowing into the Eden), coupled with 
runoff from the western and northern Pennines into the Eden6. The catchment also contains 
impermeable rock as well as agricultural land contributing to faster surface run-off.  

2.1.2 Drought 

Despite such high rainfall, drought is also a serious problem faced in Cumbria. Though the 
total population in Cumbria is just under half a million, its waters serve much of the North 
West of England and parts of North Wales; around 4 million people (derived from 2013 
figure of 3.5 million).7 Abstraction points include from reservoirs, rivers and groundwater.  

United Utilities (UU), the water supplier for the region, divides the North West of England 
into four resource zones; Carlisle, North Eden, West Cumbria and the Integrated Resource 
Zone, which also extends into the rest of the North West, including Lancashire and Greater 
Manchester areas (see Figure 2-3). The combined resource zones serve a population of 6.9 
million people, including 200,000 businesses. The majority (90%) of the water in these zones 
come from surface waters (rivers and reservoirs), with 10% from groundwater. As surface 
waters evaporate in hot weather, these sources are sensitive to an increasing annual 
average temperature, contributing to drought risk. This is something that is considered in 
future planning of water resources in United Utilities’ 2018 Drought Plan.8 

The 2015 Water Resources Management Plan identified that West Cumbria faced a 
significant water shortfall in the coming years and put plans in place to build a new water 
treatment works and a pipeline between Thirlmere reservoir and West Cumbria which is 
due to complete in 2022. 

 

 

 

6 Environment Agency (2016) Flood Risk Management Plan – Solway Tweed RBD, March 2016, 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/507130/
LIT_10216_SOLWAY_TWEED_FRMP_SUMMARY_DOCUMENT.pdf  
7 Environment Agency (2013) Managing Drought in the North West, 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/315916/
20132307_NW_drought_plan_revised.pdf (accessed December 2020) 
8 United Utilities (2018) Final Drought Plan 2018 https://www.unitedutilities.com/globalassets/z_corporate-
site/about-us-pdfs/water-resources/2018-drought-plan-final.pdf (accessed December 2020) 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/507130/LIT_10216_SOLWAY_TWEED_FRMP_SUMMARY_DOCUMENT.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/507130/LIT_10216_SOLWAY_TWEED_FRMP_SUMMARY_DOCUMENT.pdf
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Figure 2-4 United Utilities’ Resource Zones in the North West of England (2018) 

 

Source: Final Drought Plan (2018), United Utilities 

 

2.1.3 Water Quality  

Cumbria also suffers from poor water quality; with only around 55% of water bodies 
meeting “good” ecological status, as defined by the Water Framework Directive. Many lakes 
in the Lake District suffer from blue-green algal blooms in summer; with 22 different algal 
blooms suspected in July 2020 across the Lake District.9 These blooms present a threat to 
animal life and human health; although they are naturally occurring, they can be indicators 
of pollution containing high nitrogen and phosphorus, such as runoff from agricultural land 
or sewage sources.10 Sources of pollution include urban areas, agriculture and increases in 
litter and pollution from tourist traffic.  

 

 

 

9 Environment Agency (2020) Cumbria and Lancashire Algal Bloom Status Map https://consult.environment-
agency.gov.uk/cumbria-and-lancashire/blue-green-algae-in-cumbria-and-lancashire/user_uploads/blue-green-
location-map-240720.pdf (accessed December 2020) 
10 Washington State Lake Protection Association (2012) Algae can function as indicators of water pollution, 
http://www.walpa.org/waterline/june-2012/algae-can-function-as-indicators-of-water-pollution/ (Accessed 
December 2020) 

http://www.walpa.org/waterline/june-2012/algae-can-function-as-indicators-of-water-pollution/
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2.2 Summary of characteristics by catchment 

Table 2-111 summarises the characteristics of the areas covered by the four Catchment 
Partnerships operating in Cumbria. These vary in size, degree of urbanisation and water 
status.   

Table 2-1 Catchments in Cumbria and Their Characteristics 

Catchment & 
(Partnership 
Name)12  

Catchment 
Size 

Degree of 
urbanisation 

(%) 

% of water bodies failing to 
meet WFD ecological 

‘good’ status 

Sub-Catchments  
(for maps, see 

Appendix A.4.0) 

Water Issues  

2016 2019 

Eden  
 

2,400 km2 1% 42% 46% Caldew, Earmont, 
Petteril, Upper Eden, 
Irthing, Lower Eden 

High rainfall (2,800mm per 
year) and flooding 
affecting towns and 
agricultural land, 
agricultural pollution.  

Lune  
 
(Living Lune)  
 

1,300 km2 <1% 0% 0% Upper Lune, Greta 
and Rawthey Rivers, 
Lower Lune – 
Rawthey to Greta 
River Keer, River 
Wenning 

High level of protected 
sites (limiting 
implementation of some 
flood mitigation 
measures) and intensive 
drainage on agricultural 
land. 

South West 
Lakes & 
Kent/Leven  
 
(South 
Cumbria/  
Becks to Bay)  
 

1,252 km2 3% 43% 43% Kent, Windermere & 
Leven 
Bela, Coniston & 
Crake 
Duddon 

Importance of water 
quality due to high leisure 
activities in water, high 
tourism and flooding 
affecting towns and 
agriculture. 

Derwent NW 
(West Cumbria) 

2,170 km2 ~3% 38% 44% Waver/Wampool, 
Derwent, Ellen, ‘Wild 
Rivers’ (includes 
seven major rivers 
and two lakes) 

High runoff due to 
impermeable geology and 
waterlogged uplands, 
causing flooding in towns 
and villages, 
tidal flooding risk areas. 

 

  

 

 

11 Although technically not within the NWRBD, the Eden partnership has been included, as there is significant 
overlap in the Local Authorities they work with and with the Lake District National Park 
12 The Lune Catchment Partnership covers a management catchment with the same boundaries. The South 
Cumbria CP covers the Kent/Leven and some of the South West Lakes management catchments. The West 
Cumbria CP covers the Derwent and most of South West Lakes management catchments.  
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3.0 Water Governance in Cumbria  

Water governance in Cumbria sits within the strong national and regional framework 
described in the Phase 1 report. This section focuses on how this framework is applied in 
Cumbria and specifically outlining: 

• the institutional framework and how the roles and responsibilities for water 
management are allocated across organisations in Cumbria; 

• the policy and planning framework showing how national policies and plans and local 
strategies and plans (specific to Cumbria) influence decision making;  

• the funding framework showing how national and local funding mechanisms support 
investment for the decisions made in Cumbria; and 

• key co-ordination mechanisms. 

3.1 Key Players  

There are national, regional and local organisations with key roles for managing water in 
Cumbria. Section 4.1 of the Phase 1 report describes these organisations, their overall roles 
key responsibilities and powers in some detail. This section focuses on how these 
organisations are organised to specifically manage water in Cumbria.  

In addition to central government, players with a key role in co-ordinating and influencing 
the way water is governed locally in Cumbria are:  

• organisations with statutory roles: Environment Agency (EA), Natural England (NE), 
the Forestry Commission (FC), United Utilities and the Local Authorities; and 

• important partnerships, local groups and stakeholders.  

3.1.1 The Environment Agency 

The Environment Agency, is a national regulator sponsored by Defra, with statutory roles 
with respect to water quality, water resources, flood risk management and biodiversity.  

Cumbria was managed within the North West Regional arm of the EA, but since the regional 
level was removed, it is managed by area staff as part of ‘Cumbria and Lancashire’13. The 
area director leads a multi-disciplinary team of about 40014 with teams divided in different 
ways by different functions (see. There are specific lead officers for Cumbria for flood 
management and the WFD.  

For flood management, the Lead Flood Officer is supported by two Flood Leads covering 
North and South Cumbria between them (excluding upper parts of the Lune catchment). 
The EA shares the role for local flood management with Cumbria County Council (see Figure 
3-1). 

 

 

13 Cumbria plays a key role in terms of water resources for the whole of the North West. Interviewees implied 
that there was better co-ordination across the North West when the regional organisational level was in place 
14 The sentiment picked up was that there are insufficient resources for EA staff to attend enough meetings to 
share best practice about projects and prevent duplication of work 
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Figure 3-1 Division of responsibility for local flood risk management 15 

    

 

For water resources, there are four water resources officers covering Cumbria (and 
Lancashire), managing abstraction licences for this area between them, plus a Drought Co-
ordinator for this area. Water Resources staff work closely with the Environment 
Management team dealing with the enforcement of licences.  

Co-ordination roles of the Environment Agency 

In addition to these separate functional roles, the Environment Agency provides three key 
co-ordinating roles in Cumbria: 

1) EA Catchment co-ordinators, who provide a high degree of support to the Catchment 
Partnerships. There are currently (February 2021) three co-ordinators covering: 

o West Cumbria; 
o Eden; and 
o one co-ordinator covering both the Lune and South Cumbria.  

2) An EA Catchment Director (currently unfilled in Cumbria). This strategic role was 
created after Storm Desmond, primarily to oversee three catchment-based pilot 
community groups focussed on flood risk management16, 17.  

3) An EA lead on the Cumbria Catchment Pioneer Pilot Project which applied a natural 
capital approach across Braithwaite, Glenridding and Staveley (the Pioneer Project 
came to an end in March 2020)18.  

 

 

15 From the Cumbria County Council website https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/planning-
environment/flooding/floodauthority.asp accessed 24 July 2020 
16 This post has been vacant Cumbria (from March), but the plan is to fill the role as soon as possible. In the 
meantime, work is covered by the EA Cumbria catchment pioneer lead 
17 Lancashire, to the South of Cumbria, has its own Catchment Director (CD). Unlike Cumbria, where the focus 
has remained on flooding, in Lancashire the role has evolved to encompass health and social care and the 
Local Enterprise Partnership.  
18 https://ecosystemsknowledge.net/natcap-project/cumbria-catchment-pioneer-pilot-project-natural-capital-
assessments-braithwaite accessed on 15 July 2020. 

https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/planning-environment/flooding/floodauthority.asp
https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/planning-environment/flooding/floodauthority.asp
https://ecosystemsknowledge.net/natcap-project/cumbria-catchment-pioneer-pilot-project-natural-capital-assessments-braithwaite
https://ecosystemsknowledge.net/natcap-project/cumbria-catchment-pioneer-pilot-project-natural-capital-assessments-braithwaite
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4) The EA is also invited to participate as a partner (with statutory duties) on various 
other partnerships and groups (e.g. the Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership, 
Cumbria LLFA Strategic Partnership and subgroups). 

Internally, the area leadership team meets regularly to discuss cross functional issues at a 
strategic level. Regular team meetings are held at other levels to tie up working across 
functions and with integrated planning teams. Integration relies upon key staff being able to 
attend these cross-cutting meetings which they do not always have the time or staff 
resources to do due to budget restrictions in recent years, which has also seen reduced 
resource for integrated planning teams. 

Functional area level staff also report upwards to National EA staff who interact with other 
organisations at a regional and national level including with UU, Natural England (NE), the 
Forestry Commission (FC) etc. 

Externally, in Cumbria, the Environment Agency is involved in every water related 
partnership apart from the Flood Action groups (see Appendix A.4.0). The Area Director and 
senior managers provide strategic leadership for major incident responses and recovery, a 
multi-million-pound flood risk infrastructure development programme, the €20m Natural 
Course LIFE IP programme, and the Cumbria Pioneer. The Area Director is a trustee of Lake 
District Foundation and provides an overview of environmental risk and opportunity to the 
Cumbria Local Enterprise Partnership. 

3.1.2 Natural England  

Natural England (NE) is a regulator sponsored by Defra, with powers in respect of protected 
areas.  

An Area Manager covers the whole of Cumbria, with three catchment sensitive farming 
officers covering two of the major catchments (West Cumbria and Becks to Bay) between 
them. 

Natural England is represented in all the Catchment Partnerships. The Environment Agency 
and NE share offices in Cumbria which is reported to have a very positive effect on co-
ordinating activities. 

3.1.3 The Forestry Commission  

The Forestry Commission (FC), also sponsored by Defra, manages forest on publicly owned 
land.  

An Area Director of the Forest Services arm of the Forestry Commission covers the North 
West of England and the West Midlands, with no specific manager for Cumbria. A team of 
18 staff regulate all woodland creation and woodland management across this area 
including Cumbria, working at field or farm level and across all the catchments.  

The Forestry Commission is represented in all Catchment Partnerships. 

3.1.4 United Utilities 

United Utilities Plc (UU) has a wide water management remit. UU is the private water 
company providing drinking water and wastewater services to most of the county of 
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Cumbria19, has a role as a Risk Management Authority, to effectively drain its management 
area (See Appendix A.3.2 in the Phase 1 report); and is responsible for preventing sewers 
from flooding (‘hydraulic flooding’). United Utilities reservoirs must be operated to ensure a 
safe and resilient water supply and dam safety is managed through the Reservoirs Act 1975. 
Water companies have regulated duties to ensure that water resources are maximised, and 
that the environment is protected. In addition to providing water supplies, reservoirs can 
also offer flood mitigation as they can trap some of the water flowing down a valley, and 
can slow the flows reaching areas downstream. However, there are no regulations regarding 
the management of water levels in reservoirs to minimise flooding (indeed water resources 
and environmental regulations encourage reservoir operators to keep reservoirs full). UU, 
working with the EA Water Resources Team and Keswick Flood Action Group, has voluntarily 
agreed to a long-standing arrangement whereby water is discharged from Thirlmere, to 
create flood storage capacity in the reservoir.  

A Catchment Manager for Cumbria and North Lancashire leads a team covering water and 
wastewater strategically, including two Integrated Catchment Strategy Managers and two 
Catchment Asset Managers who work with the community on ‘water’ and ‘wastewater’ 
issues under the framework of the WRMP which integrates water and wastewater.  

UU is represented on all partnership groups in Cumbria apart from the Flood Action Groups. 
UU has undertaken numerous secondments with other organisations working in Cumbria 
which are considered to have been very useful in helping to think about water in a more 
integrated way. 

3.1.5 Local Authorities 

There are three types of local authority in Cumbria: 

• Cumbria County Council; 

• six District Councils (see Figure 2.1); and 

• two National parks (The Lake District National Park Authority, which sits within 
Cumbria, and Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority, which overlaps the 
boundary20).  

Cumbria County Council has recently submitted a proposition and business case for one new 
Council for Cumbria. This proposal would see Cumbria’s existing seven councils replaced 
with one new Unitary Council, bringing these responsibilities together. 

Cumbria County Council (CCC) 

CCC covers the whole of Cumbria. The County Council is the Lead Local Flood Authority 
responsible for planning and a Risk Management Authority (RMA). As the Lead Local Flood 
Authority (LLFA), CCC has powers and duties for managing flooding from local sources, 
namely Ordinary Watercourses, surface water (overland runoff) and groundwater in the 
administrative area of Cumbria. CCC works together with other Risk Management 

 

 

19 A small area along the north west border of Cumbria is not covered for wastewater services 
20 The north west of the Yorkshire Dales NP also lies within Cumbria, including the town of Sedbergh, the 
village of Dent and Garsdale 
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Authorities (including the District Councils) through a Cumbria LLFA Management Group to 
steer local flood risk management activities in Cumbria.  

The Flood and Development Management Team also responds, on behalf of the County 
Council, as a statutory consultee during the preparation of Local Plans and planning 
applications. Other plans produced by CCC include the Minerals and Waste Local Plan for 
Cumbria21 (with the exception of the National Parks) and the Local Transport Plan for 
Cumbria22. 

Until 2019, CCC hosted the Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership (see below). CCC is 
represented on all partnership groups in Cumbria apart from the Making Space for Water 
Groups. 

District Councils 

As planning authorities, the District Councils are required to produce Local Plans for their 
areas for all types of development (other than minerals) such as for housing and 
employment land and are responsible for planning applications. They also act as RMAs to 
manage local flood risks from minor watercourses (see Annex A.3.3.2 of the Phase 1 report). 
The six councils in Cumbria are Barrow-in-Furness Borough Council, South Lakeland District 
Council, Copeland Borough Council, Allerdale Borough Council, Eden District Council and 
Carlisle City Council. All District Councils, apart from Carlisle, sit on the Cumbria Strategic 
Flood Partnership but there is limited representation on the CaBA Catchment Partnerships.  

National Parks 

National Parks have responsibilities for conserving and enhancing the beauty of the NP and 
fostering economic and social well-being of local communities (See Annex A.3.3.3 in the 
Phase 1 report). They also act as Planning Authorities within the park areas. Planning for 
developments in the Lake District National Park (LDNP) area, a heritage site, have to include 
a Heritage Impact Assessment as part of their Environmental Impact Assessments. This gives 
the Lake District National Park Authority (LDNPA) an opportunity to influence 
developments and highlight how their strategies might support projects and vice versa.  

The LDNPA is run by an executive board led by a Chief Executive, with teams working on 
Park Management, Commercial Services, Development Management, Strategy and 
Partnerships. In 2006, LDNP formed a partnership (see Section 3.4.1). 

The Yorkshire Dales NPA (YDNPA) is also run by an executive board led by a Chief Executive 
and has the same responsibilities as the LDNPA, so also plays an important role as a 
Planning Authority (see Annex A.3.3.3 in the Phase 1 report). The YDNPA is organised into 
three directorates: Conservation and Community, Corporate Services and Park Services. A 
Yorkshire Dales National Park Management Plan Steering Group comprises 16 key delivery 
partners, from bodies that implement and monitor the Management Plan. The YDNPA also 
works closely with a range of other partners. 

 

 

21 Cumbria Minerals and Waste Local Plan (MWLP), Cumbria County Council (2015), 
https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/planning-environment/policy/minerals_waste/MWLP/home.asp  
22 3rd Cumbria Local Transport Plan, Cumbria County Council (2011), https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/roads-
transport/public-transport-road-safety/transport/transportplan/3rdcumbriatransportplan.asp  

https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/planning-environment/policy/minerals_waste/MWLP/home.asp
https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/roads-transport/public-transport-road-safety/transport/transportplan/3rdcumbriatransportplan.asp
https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/roads-transport/public-transport-road-safety/transport/transportplan/3rdcumbriatransportplan.asp


 

REGIONAL WATER GOVERNANCE PHASE 2  
  13 

3.1.6 Partnerships and Other Key Stakeholders 

There are a wide range of partnerships and projects operating in Cumbria including:  

• Catchment Partnerships (CPs) which in Cumbria combine water quality issues (a 
traditional focus under the Catchment Based Approach) and flooding; 

• The Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership (CSFP); 

• Flood Action Groups and Community Action Groups; 

• Making Space for Water groups; and  

• The LDNP Partnership and Lake District Foundation.  

These partnerships and groups play a vital role in helping the organisations described above 
to work with each other and with other key stakeholders as part of a co-ordinated 
approach. They are described more fully in Section 3.4.2.  

Key stakeholders involved in some, or all, of these partnerships are:  

• Rivers Trusts (RT), who host the Catchment Partnerships for all the rivers in Cumbria 
and have delivered a wide range of projects in the water environment 

• Other eNGOs actively engaged in Cumbria, particularly via the Catchment 
Partnerships are, the Cumbria Wildlife Trust, the Woodland Trust and the RSPB. 
The Cumbria Wildlife Trust is a key member of the Local Nature Partnership23. 

• The National Trust (NT) is an independent charity and membership organisation for 
environmental and heritage conservation24. The National Trust are the largest 
landowner in Cumbria and riparian owners of many water courses including lakes, 
tarns and rivers. Almost half of all water in Cumbria flows through NT land and they 
have declared their key strategic focus for the next decade as the recovery of nature. 
A Regional Manager covers the North of England including Cumbria (who chaired the 
Cumbria Pioneer project), and an Assistant Director for Cumbria has operational 
responsibility for this area. A long-standing Water Advisor who covered Cumbria for 
15-20 years has recently left. The NT also sit on the Board of the West Cumbria RT, 
are partners in the Catchment Partnerships and the Lake District National Park 
Partnership, but not the Cumbrian Strategic Flood Partnership. 

• Landowners and the NFU, many local recreational groups and a wide range of other 
stakeholders are engaged to varying levels in the Catchment Partnerships. 

• Communities are engaged via events and partnership working. Community 
engagement via the Catchment Partnerships tends to be via newsletters, events, and 
projects such as citizen science and alien species removal. Flood action groups are 
led by community representatives, supported by CCC, town councillors and parish 
councils.  

 

 

23 In 2011 the Cumbria Local Nature Partnership (CLNP) Development Group was formed from the following 
organisations: Cumbria Biodiversity Partnership; Cumbria Wildlife Trust; Cumbria County Council; Lake District 
National Park Authority. It became an official LNP in 2012. 
24 National Trust, Wikipedia (2020) https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Trust (Accessed December 2020) 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Trust
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3.2 Specific Plans, Policies and Strategies  

There are a huge array of plans, policies and strategies which direct water management in 
Cumbria. These have been developed at many different geographic scales, from national 
level through river basin district level to local level. At local level the geographic scales of 
planning include counties, catchments, districts and other local areas depending on the 
policy areas (see Section 2.1 and Appendix A.4.2 in the Phase 1 report).  

3.2.1 National and River Basin District Plans 

Nationally, key water based plans are the 25 Year Environment Plan sets ambitious 
objectives for water (amongst other environmental themes) and the Water Industry 
National Environment Programme (WINEP).  

Regionally the River Basin District (RBD) is a key planning level for water management. Plans 
made at this level, by the EA and UU include: The North West RBD Flood Risk Management 
Plan (2015-2021) and North West RBD River Basin Management Plan (2015-2021)25, United 
Utilities Water Resources Management Plan, and the Asset Management Plan (AMP) linked 
to the WINEP. These regional plans often include sections specific to the four management 
catchments in Cumbria which guide the decisions made about water in these locations. 

3.2.2 Specific Local Plans 

Local plans are developed by a range of organisations and vary in terms of scope and 
geography.  

At the catchment level, important plans for water are: 

• Catchment Abstraction Management Strategies - produced and implemented by the 
EA (by management catchment). 

• Catchment Flood Management Plans - developed by the EA (by management 
catchment).  

• Catchment Management Plans - developed by Catchment Partnerships (by 
partnership catchment but detailed further in sub-catchment plans).  

• Estate management plans for each valley in Cumbria - developed by The National 
Trust. 

• Management plans (for 2019-2024) - focussed on the upper reaches of the Eden and 
Lune catchments developed by The Yorkshire Dales National Park (YDNP).  

At the county level, important plans linked to water are:  

• Local Flood Risk Management Strategies – developed by the EA, LLFA and RMAs to 
define responsibilities for flood management locally. 

• The Multi-Agency Flood Plan – an emergency response plan developed by a Flood 
Planning Subgroup under the Cumbria Resilience Forum.  

 

 

25 A separate FRMP exists for the Solway Tweed RBD, as does a RBMP – which include plans for the Eden 
catchment, but the Eden is included in other planning documents such as the UU Water Resources 
Management plan, discussed further in this section. 
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• The Local Development Plan – which includes a local flood risk assessment, 
developed by CCC. 

Other local plans relevant to water management but linked to different geographies, 
include:  

• A Local Plan for The Lake District National Park (LDNP) Planning Authority (currently 
under review by the Planning Inspectorate) and for by each local council. 

• Strategic plans created by the Forestry Commission for the next 2-3 years in line with 
principles and guidelines in the UK Forest Standard.  

• Management plans for habitats and species across Cumbria26 including plans for: 
o National Character Areas (NCAs) – those in Cumbria include: 06 Solway Basin, 

07 West Cumbria Coastal Plain, 08 Cumbria High Fells, 09 Eden Valley, 10 
North Pennines, 17 Orton Fells, 18 Howgill Fells, 19 South Cumbria Fells27;  

o Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) (278 in Cumbria) – NE monitor their 
status and develop a management plan if their condition is deteriorating; 

o Areas of Natural Beauty (AONBs) (3 in Cumbria) – The Solway Coast, part of 
Arnside and Silverdale, and part of the North Pennines28; and 

o Designated Special Areas for Conservation (SACs) protected for their habitats 
and Special Protection Areas (SPA) protected for birds, designated under the 
Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC).  

3.3 Funding Mechanisms  

A wide range of funding mechanisms are used to deliver water related activities in Cumbria. 
Funding mechanisms commonly used in Cumbria (listed roughly in order of how often they 
were cited by interviewees) are: 

• Defra/Environment Agency Grant in Aid funding, the FRCM programme for flood risk 
(administered by the North West RFCC), CaBA and WEIF funding for WFD projects; 

• European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) for flood management projects; 

• flood risk funding via the Local Levy (administered by the North West RFCC); 

• funding from UU via AMP and WINEP to fund a particular driver; 

• Natural England – Catchment Sensitive Farming grants and Countryside Stewardship 
grants; 

• charitable donors in general e.g. Greggs, Esmee Fairbairn; 

• the Heritage Lottery Fund; and  

• Prince’s Countryside Fund grants. 

 

 

26 For conservation management, Natural England divides England into 159 ‘National Character Areas’ (NCAs) 
(A3.0 lists NCAs in Cumbria). 
27 From: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-character-area-profiles-data-for-local-
decision-making/national-character-area-profiles#ncas-in-north-west-england (accessed 27 August 2020) 
28 Each AONB has its own strategic partnership group with a statutory duty to produce and oversee a 
management plan for the area 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-character-area-profiles-data-for-local-decision-making/national-character-area-profiles#ncas-in-north-west-england
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-character-area-profiles-data-for-local-decision-making/national-character-area-profiles#ncas-in-north-west-england
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Many of these are national and international funding mechanisms and are described in the 
Phase 1 report appendices.  

Additional funding sources, specific to Cumbria, include: Cumbria Natural Flood 
Management funding which is administered by the EA for projects in Cumbria; Grants from 
the Cumbria Waste Management Environmental Trust for environmental projects within 10 
miles of a fee paying landfill site in Cumbria; the Lake District Foundation which allocates 
grants to fund local environmental projects such as habitat restoration and improving water 
quality (See Appendix A.3.4.6 of the Phase 1 report); the Sedbergh Clutterbooks funds for 
projects that benefit the community in Sedbergh; the Derwick Rivers Group which collects 
money from landowners and others with fisheries interest to fund fisheries improvement 
projects.  

The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) introduced in 2015 provides a potential source of 
funding. Councils can impose this levy on new developments to create a fund to deliver local 
infrastructure improvements. Councils can also raise funding for projects through council 
tax and car park income. 

3.4 Co-ordination  

There are numerous co-ordinating arrangements, formal and less formal, in Cumbria that 
supplement the more formal frameworks outlined above and play an important part in 
determining how water is governed locally. However, when we asked local stakeholders 
‘who was in charge of co-ordinating water management in Cumbria’, the views (see Section 
4.0, Box 4-1) indicated there was at least a lack of clarity as to whether there was any 
particular body co-ordinating water governance in Cumbria.  

3.4.1 Formal Co-ordinated Responsibilities for Flooding 

Under the Flood and Water Management Act (2010) responsibility for local flood risk 
management is divided between the EA and the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), Cumbria 
County Council. Figure 3-2 summarises the statutory planning structure that co-ordinates 
flood risk management for Cumbria, from the regional level down to local Flood Action 
Groups or Community Action Groups.  

Funding for flooding is also co-ordinated; the EA and the LLFA work programme is approved 
by the North West Regional Flood and Coastal Committee. The membership of each of these 
groups is summarised in Table A- 6 and further details are provided in Appendix A.4.0). 

The Flood Hub website29 provides information about flood risk management across different 
counties in the North West, including Cumbria, for householders, businesses and 
communities primarily. It is designed to be a one stop shop for flood information and 
resources. The section for Cumbria provides links to ‘future flood risk management 
newsletters’ for specific towns within three catchments (Derwent and West, Eden and 
Kent); these contain information about local flood risk management projects. 

 

 

29 https://thefloodhub.co.uk/your-local-area/cumbria/#section-2 accessed 5 August 2020 

https://thefloodhub.co.uk/your-local-area/cumbria/#section-2
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Cumbria LLFA Strategic Partnership 

The Cumbria LLFA Strategic Partnership, attended by the Cumbria County Council, EA, 
District Drainage Rep and the EPU, sets strategic priorities for FRM work across Cumbria and 
neighbouring authorities. It is funded by the North West RFCC through a local levy and 
reports back to them. It is chaired by Cumbria County Council. This partnership plays a 
strategic role and directs the LLFA Working Group. This partnership is CCCs fundamental link 
to the EA, with the North West RFCC helping to allocate Defra funding for capital works and 
studies. 

LLFA Working Group 

The LLFA Working Group is a professional, multi-agency partnership overseeing the 
operational delivery of FRM across Cumbria. This group reports to the Cumbria LLFA 
Strategic Partnership, with key members of the group being Cumbria County Council, EA, 
UU, Making Space for Water Group (MSfWG) representatives, and District/Borough Council 
drainage engineers. This group develops work programmes for the MSfWGs. 

Cumbria Resilience Forum and Flood Planning Standing Sub-Group 

A Resilience Forum was set up in response to the Civil Contingencies Act of 2004, to plan 
and co-ordinate emergency response at the local level. The Forum discusses new advances 
in flood response, forecasting and risk assessment. The Cumbria LLFA reports MSfWG 
activities to the Forum, including bids for flood defence schemes in Cumbria from Flood and 
Coastal Erosion Risk Management Grant in aid. A Flood Planning Subgroup sits under the 
Forum and owns a Multi-Agency Flood Plan; an emergency response plan. The Subgroup 
members include the EA, Local Authority engineers, Cumbria County Council, County 
Council Highways, UU, Cumbria Constabulary, Cumbria Fire & Rescue, North West 
Ambulance Service, the Royal Air Force, Network Rail and the Met Office. The Subgroup 
meets three times a year to ensure preparedness for flooding emergencies. 

See also the Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership, the Making Space for Water Groups and 
Flood Action Groups below. 



 

18    01/03/2021 

 

Figure 3-2 Cumbria Lead Local Flood Authority organisation structure (from 
Cumbria County Council, 201530 

 

3.4.2 Less Formal Groups and Partnerships  

There are numerous groups and partnerships in Cumbria that influence water governance. 
Each involves a wide range of partners representing statutory and non-statutory 
organisations as well as individuals. The geographies of the partnerships (see Section 2.0) 
the partners who contribute to them (see Table 3-1) are highly variable creating a complex 
interwoven web of relationships with many people sitting on multiple partnerships.  

The text below describes how the key partnerships are organised with further detail 
provided in Appendix A.4.0.  

 

 

30 Cumbria County Council (2015) Local Flood Risk Management Strategy Annex A: Governance and 
partnership arrangements available to download from: 
https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/view.asp?id=61474 

https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/view.asp?id=61474
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Figure 3-3 Summary of organisations and partnerships governing water 
management in Cumbria  
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Figure 3-4 Overlapping geographies of the Catchment Partnerships the 
Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership31, and local Flood Action Groups 
(indicated with stars) 

 

 

 

 

 

31 From http://www.cumbriastrategicfloodpartnership.org/index.html (accessed 15 July 2020). 

http://www.cumbriastrategicfloodpartnership.org/index.html
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Table 3-1 Organisations represented in groups and partnerships involved in water management in Cumbria 

 Partners/ members 

 Statutory bodies eNGOs Other interests 

Name and level of operation 

EA
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LLFA Working Group ✓  ✓ ✓          ✓
8 

Cumbria LLFA Strategic Partnership ✓  ✓ ✓          ✓
7 

Cumbria Resilience Forum33 Flood 
Planning Standing Sub-Group 

✓  ✓ ✓          ✓
11 

Eden Catchment Partnership ✓
A ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

12 ✓
1 

West Cumbria Catchment 
Partnership 

✓
B ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓

2 

Living Lune Catchment Partnership ✓
C ✓ ✓ ✓    ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓

3 

Becks to Bay Catchment 
Partnership 

✓
D ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓

4 

Cumbria Strategic Flood 
Partnership 

✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓     ✓
6 

Making Space for Water groups34 ✓  ✓  ✓         ✓
9 

Flood & Community Action 
Groups13  

   ✓          ✓
10 

Cumbria Catchment Pioneer ✓  ✓ ✓   ✓ ✓ ✓   ✓ NFU ✓
5 

 

 

 

32 The Catchment Sensitive Farming initiative is run by Natural England. 
33 The Cumbria Local Resilience Forum (CLRF) consists of all organisations and agencies involved with emergency response in the community. 
34 There are 6 area based Making Space for Water Groups across Cumbria. Membership is made up of officers from key RMAs such as UU, EA, Cumbria County Council as well as 
Rivers Trusts. They meet quarterly and their key responsibility is to investigate flood incidents and seek solutions to reducing flood risk. 
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Notes to Table 

A  Specifically, Cumbria & Lancashire Area WR staff, Cumbria WFD lead Catchment co-ordinator 
B  Cumbria & Lancashire Area WR staff 
C  Catchment Co-ordinator, WR staff cover the Lune (but don’t interact with the overarching CP) 
D  Catchment Co-ordinator 
1  Highways England, Lancaster University, Network Rail, Newground, North Pennines AONB, Yorkshire Dales NP 
2  Angling Trust, Freshwater Biology Association, Hesketh Ecology, Monumental, Scottish Natural Heritage, Cumbria FINNISI35, Defra 
3  Arnside and Silverdale AONB, Bentham Anglers, Business Community Rep, Canal & Rivers Trust, Canoe England, Carnforth Anglers, Carnforth Town Council, Forest of 

Bowland AONB, Keer Regeneration, Lancashire County Council, Lancaster City Council, Lancaster Environment Centre (Lancaster University), Love My Beach, Lune & Wyre 
Fisheries Association, Morecambe Bay Partnership, Restoring Roeburn, Tebay Anglers, Wyre Borough Council, Yorkshire Dales NP 

4  Arnside Silverdale AONB, Cumbria Biodiversity Data Centre, Cumbria Freshwater Invasive Non-Native Species Initiative, Freshwater Biology Association, Friends of the Lake 
District, FSC, JBA Consulting, Morecombe Bay Partnership, Natural Course, University of Cumbria, Cumbria FINNISI36 

5  Natural Capital Solutions, Uni of Cumbria, Defra 
6  Carlisle City Council, Cumbria Association of Local Councils (CALC) 
7  District Drainage Rep, EPU 
8  Making Space for Water reps, District/Borough Council drainage engineers 
9  County Highways and partners, major infrastructure providers: Highways England, contractors 
10  Led by community reps, supported by CCC, town councillors and parish councils. 
11  Local Authority engineers, County Council Highways, Cumbria Constabulary, Cumbria Fire & Rescue, North West Ambulance Service, RAF, Network Rail, Met Office  
12  Countryside Landowners Association, Cumbria farm enterprise partnership, Farmer Network, Foundation for Common Land, NFU 
13  There are over 40 flood and community action groups

 

 

35 Cumbria Freshwater Invasive Non-Native Species Initiative a collaborative project currently funded by the EA and Defra to raise awareness of and rid alien species from Cumbria. 
36 Cumbria Freshwater Invasive Non-Native Species Initiative a collaborative project currently funded by the EA and Defra to raise awareness of and rid alien species from Cumbria. 
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Catchment Partnerships 

There are four Catchment Partnerships (CPs) in Cumbria ranging in size from the Living Lune 
catchment at about 6,500km2 within Cumbria, to the Eden Catchment at 2400km2. Each 
Catchment Partnership covers a number of management catchments (see Table 2-1) with 
the areas of the CPs not fully aligning with the 4 ‘management catchments’ in Cumbria 
(Derwent North West; South West Lakes; Kent and Leven; and the Lune).  

The Catchment Partnerships were established as part of the Catchment Based Approach 
(CaBA) and the host organisations (Local Rivers Trusts in Cumbria) are funded by the EA to 
co-ordinate the partnership. The level of funding depends on the number (rather than the 
size) of management catchments covered (£15k per management catchment in 20/21). The 
partnerships aim to deliver cross-cutting improvements to the water environment and have 
considerable freedom to select partners, define priorities and determine their own ways of 
working. Catchment Partnerships have direct links to the EA via EA Catchment Co-
ordinators. Other common partners involved in the partnerships include United Utilities, 
local authorities (but some are closer to CCC as the LLFA), NGOs, businesses, community 
groups, as well as farmers and landowners but there are many others depending on the 
local situation.  

Since 2019, the Catchment Partnerships in Cumbria have combined two groups operating at 
a catchment level, the CaBA partnerships (typically focussed on water quality and 
biodiversity issues) and the flood-based Catchment Management Groups37. They therefore 
have a clear remit to integrate consideration of flood risk and environmental management 
in each catchment. The Flood Action Groups still exist at the community level. Cumbria was 
one of the test areas for recent research to identify how Flood Action Groups (FAGs) and 
CaBA groups could work more collaboratively and why some catchment partnerships either 
struggled, or chose not, to work with Flood Action Groups (FAGs) and vice versa. Overall 
findings suggested that there was little active engagement between CaBA and FAGs with 
misconceptions about purpose being a key barrier.38 

Each Catchment Partnership has developed, and works to implement, an overall catchment 
plan, which is reviewed regularly. The overall catchment plans are made up from multiple 
catchment plans, for example the West Cumbria CP has more than 10 catchment plans in 
place for individual catchments. Catchment plans are generally used by CPs to plan out 

 

 

37 In 2014, CaBA partnerships were introduced across England focusing on improving water quality to deliver 
the WFD. In Cumbria these are all hosted by Rivers Trusts. Following Storm Desmond, separate ‘Catchment 
Management Groups’ (CMGs) were created in Cumbria focussed on flood risk management, these were also 
managed by the Rivers Trusts and co-ordinated overall by an EA Catchment Director. Funding for Catchment 
Management Groups ceased in June 201937, so the CMGs were integrated into the ‘Catchment Partnerships’ 
(CP). This merger was anticipated to help reduce the burden of engagement at the catchment level, as many 
stakeholders attended meetings for both groups, and, it was anticipated that the stronger community element 
of the CMGs would also add value. The Catchment Director role in Cumbria was funded through the Cumbrian 
Pioneer and the role has not been maintained since February 2020 due to resource constraints.  
38 https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Achieving-closer-collaboration-
between-Catchment-based-Approach-CaBA-partnerships-Flood-Action-Groups-1.pdf 
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future work; but some CP hosts highlighted that they are so time consuming to produce that 
often before they are finished they are out of date. 

Catchment Partnerships influence the way water is governed in Cumbria through working 
with their partners (who have their own plans and objectives) and by participating in 
statutory consultations. They take account of a wide range of local plans, for example Becks 
to Bay takes account of the following plans: North West River Basin Management Plan; Kent 
Site Improvement Plan; Kent Diffuse Water Pollution Plan; Lake District National Park 
Partnership Plan (2015-2020); Cumbria Local Nature Partnership Strategy; Arnside and 
Silverdale Management Plan; Windermere Management Strategy (2011); Cumbria 
Freshwater Biosecurity Plan; and the Cumbria Local Enterprise Plan (2014 – 2024). 

Information generated by the Catchment Partnerships is shared publicly (only sensitive 
information is held back) and interactive ‘story maps’ are used to summarise past, present 
and proposed projects in a Geographical Information Systems (GIS) format for each 
catchment.  

Local/Volunteer groups: Under each CP, groups of volunteers work on projects or issues in 
their local rivers led by a member of the RT or by another partner for example Highways 
England. In the Becks to Bay Partnership there are 5 groups of volunteers: Coniston & Crake 
Catchment Partnership, River Bela Association, Duddon River Association, Kent Catchment 
Partnership and Windermere and Leven Association, who play a range of roles including: 
environmental education and engagement with local communities; addressing pressures 
which threaten the catchment such as invasive species control; monitoring water quality; 
river fly and electrofishing surveys (to monitor aquatic ecology, infer water quality and 
identify pollution events); and improving riparian habitat (reinstatement of pool/riffle in 
canalised areas, tree planting, weed cutting, litter picking, stock exclusion fencing to create 
buffer strips between pasture and river).  

The Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership (CSFP) 

The CSFP was established in 2017 with support from Cumbria County Council and the EA. Its 
remit is to play a strategic role in reducing flood risk and its impact in Cumbria, leading on 
the prioritisation of life, livelihoods and community wellbeing for communities in Cumbria. 
Key partners include the EA, Cumbria County Council, District Councils and United Utilities. A 
wide range of representatives from other organisations and community groups, who have 
an interest or responsibility for flood risk management, are also represented. Originally 
chaired by CCC, a new independent chairman was appointed in August 2019. An interim 
strategy published in 2020 outlines proposals for a new structure, aims and directions. The 
CSFP currently does not receive any funding but is looking for funding opportunities. The 
CSFP will influence policies and plans that affect flood risk by contributing to consultations, 
lobbying key people and pushing for change where deemed necessary. 

Making Space for Water groups 

Each of the 6 districts in Cumbria has a MSfWG, which aim to ensure effective integrated 
water management in line with national and local FRM strategies prepared by the EA and 
LLFA. They play an important role in terms of communication and improving understanding. 
The MSfWGs each deliver a work programme to mitigate the effects of flooding. Key 
members are the EA, District/Borough Councils, County Highways and partners, UU, major 
infrastructure providers and contractors. They are each led by a representative from the 
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LLFA Working Group and meet quarterly in each district to work in partnership. They link up 
with FAGs and community groups to facilitate collaboration at a local level. 

Flood Action Groups and Community Action Groups 

More than 40 Flood Action Groups (FAGs) were originally set up by the EA to focus on fluvial 
flooding. In addition, 4 or 5 Community Action Groups (CAGs) formed because of risks other 
than flooding. FAGs link with MSfWGs to collaborate locally. They are led by community 
representatives, often supported by county councillors, town councils and parish councils. 
Their focus is on delivering FRM local projects depending upon the resources available. 

LDNP Partnership and Lake District Foundation 

The LDNP created the LDNP Partnership in 2006. It is led by an Independent Chair and made 
up of 25 representatives of public, private, community and voluntary sectors, agreed a 
Vision for the National Park going forward to 2030. The vision represents a collective 
commitment for the partners to work together to benefit the NP, its environment, 
communities, economy and visitors. They have developed and are co-delivering a 
Management Plan which will be open for public consultation. 

Lake District Foundation 

The Lake District Foundation (LDF) is a charity which supports the LDNPP in delivery of its 
aims. The Foundation is the main fundraising and grant making partner of the LDNPP. It 
aims to encourage partners to work together to ensure a co-ordinated approach to 
fundraising and income generation. It has a board of trustees with senior leaders from: 
Cumbria Tourism, National Trust, Lake District National Park Authority, Environment 
Agency, United Utilities and local business and tourism organisations.  

3.4.3 Co-ordination Projects 

Cumbria Catchment Pioneer Project 

Defra commissioned and funded four ‘Pioneer’ projects across England to test different 
approaches to meeting the objectives of Defra’s 25 Year Environment Plan.  

The Cumbria Catchment Pioneer Project officially ended in March 2020, but some work has 
continued on.  

Under the Cumbrian Catchment Pioneer project which ended in March 2020, 4 different 
ways of working were trialled in Cumbria (see Appendix A.3.6.1 in the Phase 1 report). The 
trials were developed in a collaborative, democratic way with stakeholders which achieved 
good buy in enhanced by local support for those involved to make the collaborative work of 
the Catchment Pioneer a priority. The approaches tested were: 

• a future Environmental Land Management Scheme (ELMS) approach in an upland 
farming (Upper Derwent) and lowland (Waver-Wampool) farming context; 

• a catchment scale systems approach to explain how a catchment works 
(Windermere); 

• place based decision making to engage communities in sustainable management in 
catchments (Stavely); and 

• a natural capital green finance trading system to address phosphorus pollution from 
agriculture through farm interventions (Eden Catchment). 
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Findings from these collaborative trials have helped shape water management approaches 
in Cumbria. UU has adopted the Natural Capital decision support tool that was developed 
into its Catchment Thinking Approach for influencing farming practices as a trading platform 
and an alternative approach to funding. This approach facilitates drawing in new investment 
from the private sector, such as from the insurance and supply chain sectors. Place based 
decision making involving the community in decisions was also successful and the 
community in Stavely is developing its own community plan for the environment.  

The Cumbria Catchment Pioneer Project was quoted as a good example of successful co-
ordination across organisations. The investment in democratic decision making enabled 
good buy-in from the different partners but meant it took longer to make decisions about 
the direction for action. EA staff were told to prioritise the Pioneer Project, which ensured 
that EA staff across functions engaged with the project facilitating effective co-ordination.  

Natural Course 

Natural Course is an EU-LIFE39 integrated project, with the overarching objective to improve 
the water environment in the NWRBD, testing and informing best practice across the UK 
and Europe. The NWRBD is being used as a flagship to establish and share best practice, 
through improving resource efficiency, sharing ownership of complex issues, reducing 
barriers to working and maximising the outcomes of projects.  

“We are bringing together stakeholders to improve and protect water quality across the North West River 
Basin District. Building capacity by working together, we are addressing the barriers preventing the 
achievement of ‘Good Ecological Status’ under the EU Water Framework Directive (WFD).” – Natural Course 
Lay Report 2014-202040 

The collaborative team that forms Natural Course is made up of members from the 
Environment Agency, Greater Manchester Combined Authority, Natural England, the Rivers 
Trust and United Utilities.  

In the six years that the Natural Course project has run, it has addressed 13 strategic issues, 
created 18 FTE jobs, committed or mobilised €21m, creating €13m of savings, completed 
112 interventions across 67 water bodies and also engaged 6,000 stakeholders.  

Figure 3-5 shows the project timeline for Natural Course, which is currently in Phase 3 of 
delivery.  

 

 

39 EU Life IP funding. Project number: LIFE14 IPE/UK/027 
40 The Natural Course Lay Report 2014-2020, October 2020, 
https://naturalcourse.co.uk/uploads/2020/10/Natural-Course-Lay-Report.pdf (Accessed December 2020) 

https://naturalcourse.co.uk/uploads/2020/10/Natural-Course-Lay-Report.pdf
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Figure 3-5 Project timeline for Natural Course 

 
Source: Natural Course Lay Report, 2020 

3.4.4 Co-ordination in Planning 

There are formal consultations on plans that enable a wide range of stakeholders to input 
their views. We asked stakeholders whether they felt they were able to influence the plans 
and strategies of partners and the response was generally positive. The EA Catchment Co-
ordinators and Catchment Partnerships were noted as being important in working with 
partners to lead on and influence plans and strategies across catchments.  

Stakeholders indicated that there were practical barriers to co-ordinating across different 
types of plans due to different timescales and criteria for prioritising actions and funding.  

3.4.5 Co-ordination in Funding 

Due to resource constraints and limited funding being available, many organisations are 
working in partnership to pool resources to deliver projects with multiple benefits. Although 
it takes additional time to submit co-ordinated bids, it was recognised that bids submitted in 
partnership are better received by many funding schemes. For example, the EA FCRM funds 
have a partnership funding element, the WEG funding also has a requirement for match 
funding or a benefit in kind, and the National Lottery Heritage Fund favourably supports 
partnership bids.  

The partnership meetings (the LLFA Working Group, Catchment Partnerships, the CSFP etc.) 
provide an opportunity for partners to identify where they can work together. This enables 
partners to deliver projects that they would not be able to deliver on their own, including 
work to deliver water quality improvements, for flood risk management and support for 
administering partnership groups. The Catchment Partnerships also report however, that 
although partners work together, they fundamentally all have their own objectives, agendas 
and priorities (also of note, as the Catchment Partnerships are not in themselves ‘entities’ 
and therefore not able to submit funding bids, but instead individual partner organisations 
lead on projects aligned to their priorities).  
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Stakeholders report that these types of incentives mean that they are now working in 
partnership with groups they would previously have been bidding against. However, they 
also highlighted some barriers to effective co-ordination of funding including: 

• limitations in terms of timeframes, for example funding from the EA is not allowed to 
roll over into the next financial year, which can be challenging and sometimes mean 
projects are lost, particularly if it involves fieldwork. Similarly, UU report that the 
way they are regulated sometimes prevents projects from running longer than a 
year; 

• lack of awareness by partners about overlapping objectives and partnership 
opportunities; 

• funding being ring fenced for a particular purpose – for example the EA funding ring 
fenced for defined flood risk management which cannot be used for other purposes;  

• in reality flood risk management measures are not always feasible and expectations 
in local communities have to be managed and/or communities shown how to reduce 
their own flood risk at a local level; and 

• differing requirements on match funding, geographical limits on where the funding 
can be spent, timescales and prioritisation criteria.  
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4.0 Stakeholder views on Water Governance 

in Cumbria  

Stakeholders were engaged through an online survey distributed widely via local 
partnerships and stakeholders. The survey received 54 individual responses, mostly from 
local stakeholders representing a good range of stakeholder organisations. The survey failed 
to gain views from the health and economic sectors, despite numerous attempts to engage 
with them (see Table 4-1). Further detail on the engagement methods is provided in 
Appendix A.1.0. 

Responses were analysed to show overall trends but also by stakeholder organisation to 
show key differences and counter any bias due to the higher number of responses from the 
Environment Agency and Councils. A summary of the results from the survey is provided 
below with further detail on the analysis provided in Appendix A.2.0. 

Table 4-1 Stakeholders engaged in the Phase 2 survey by categorya  

By geographic 
scale and 
location 

Number of 
responses 

National 

Region County Catchment 

Sub-
Catchment 

NWRBDb Cumbria 
West 

Cumbria 
Becks to 

Bay Eden 
Living 
Lune 

3 13 36 24 19 16 10 12 
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 a  As stakeholders often fall into multiple categories, for example, many respondents are active in several local 
groups/partnerships, the row totals exceed the overall number of respondents.  

b North West River Basin District 
c Responses counted here were from EA, NE, Councils and UU who finance their own activities and fund projects 

delivered by a wide range of local delivery bodies.  
d  National Park Authorities 
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4.1 Overall Performance & OECD Indicators 

In the survey, stakeholders were asked whether they agreed that water was well managed 
in Cumbria, overall, and in terms of the OECD indicators of good water governance (see 
Figure 4-1).  

Figure 4-1 Views on how well water is governed in Cumbria generally and vs 
OECD indicators (proportional) 

 

 

Just under half of respondents did not agree that water is well managed in Cumbria (slightly 
more than half of respondents with a view). National Park Authorities (NPAs) and Councils 
showed a more favourable view, whereas flood groups (CSFP&FAG) and most land-owners 
had less favourable views. There were eight respondents who strongly disagreed that water 
is well managed in Cumbria representing flood groups, land-owners, Councils, UU and an 
eNGO (see Appendix A.2.2). 
 

In terms of the OECD indicators, respondents most commonly indicated strengths were 
associated with:  

• clarity of roles for those working in water governance in Cumbria; and  

• having sufficient data and information available.  

Respondents commonly disagreed (most common listed first) that water management in 
Cumbria:  

• helps manage trade-offs across users; 

• allows for innovative practices; 
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• provides sufficient capacity & competence; 

• is effectively co-ordinated with other sectors; 

• divides responsibilities appropriately; 

• is sound and effectively implemented/enforced; and 

• helps mobilise finances. 

4.2 Key Issues in Water Governance  

4.2.1 Co-ordination 

We asked stakeholders ‘who was in charge of co-ordinating water management in Cumbria’, 
the views (see Box 4-1) indicated there was at least a lack of clarity as to whether there was 
any particular body co-ordinating water governance in Cumbria.  

Box 4-1 Who is responsible for co-ordinating water management in 
Cumbria?  

 

Interviewees identified a need for: 

• a committee on integrated water management sitting above Catchment Partnerships 
(equivalent to the RFCC); 

• a new single entity (which could be led by a board or consortium or have another 
arrangement) for water governance with full responsibility and accountability and 
sufficiently funded; and  

• a flood ministry and OFWAT taking more interest in managing water to prevent 
floods. 

No one

•“No central place”

•“Don't think there's any 
one person responsible 
for co-ordination”.

•“Not sure if there's one 
organisation co-
ordinating all aspects of 
water management.”

•“Nobody is in charge

•“Don't think anyone is”. 

•“Think we co-ordinate 
by meeting”

•“Not aware of any 
routine co-ordination”.

•“It varies depending on 
which aspect of water”.

•“Haven't a clue. Think 
we're lumbered with a  
plethora of 
organisations who are 
looking at little bits, 
none of which come 
together.”

The EA plus

•“Environment Agency is 
the key organisation for 
delivering re water 
quality and flooding. 
Then county councils 
also play a key role”.

•“Principle person is EA 
then delivery partners 
under them”

•“EA and UU key 
players”

•“I assume the EA in 
consultation with 
bodies including local 
lead flood authority

•“the Area Environment 
Managers”

•“the Environment 
Agency” x2

•“EA oversees it -
legislator and regulator. 
But the lead on flooding 
is the County council”

•“EA has a lot of power 
but no-one has formal 
authority” 

Councils plus

•“Think it will often fall 
to the county council 
project by project to 
look at their co-
ordination"

•"District councils and 
Cumbria Strategic Flood 
Partnership”

•Cumbria County Council 
and West Cumbria 
catchment partnership

Someone else

•“Cumbria Strategic 
Flood Partnership for 
flooding”.

•“Catchment 
Partnership”.

•In some ways ultimately 
Secretary of State”

•“Making Space for 
Water groups co-
ordinate water 
management but again 
they are led by the 
county council.“

•“Presume OFWAT co-
ordinate water 
governance”

•“Asset management 
director”

•"United Utilities"
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Some stakeholders felt that co-ordination is already fairly good or improving, but many 
thought there was room for improvement in co-ordination, with an associated need for 
more funding to pay for better co-ordination. Other general points raised by interviewees 
about co-ordination were that: 

• at catchment level, CPs and the EA Catchment Directors and Catchment Co-ordinator 
roles make them well placed to work in an integrated way providing they have 
sufficient resources to engage with partners across organisations and water 
functions (WR, WQ, FRM, biodiversity, land use); 

• there are positives of having different types of organisations involved in water 
management highlighting that the Rivers Trusts and Wildlife Trusts are better placed 
to engage with tenant farmers as ‘honest brokers’ than those in a ‘landlord’ role and 
can get better results in terms of water management; 

• although there are formal requirements for co-ordination of flood planning and 
action (see Section 3.4.1), requirements to co-ordinate policies and strategies within 
other functions, and across functions, are limited to formal consultations and 
informal partnership working and meetings;  

• there too many meetings to attend when time and resources are stretched; and 

• there are good examples of co-ordination in Cumbria, noting the Cumbria Catchment 
Pioneer Project and a particularly co-ordinated approach, for example in Lake 
Windermere.  

Interviewees also pointed out that there is much local knowledge and expertise held by the 
people working in catchments which can be used to make expert judgements if it could be 
harnessed through more effective meetings bringing all stakeholders together to base 
decisions on the balance of evidence. A similar sentiment was that generally in Cumbria 
“there is enough knowledge and understanding to make the right decisions” and that 
despite limited resources the current governance “just needs a little tweaking”.  

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that the strengths, weaknesses 
and improvements identified in Phase 1 at regional level were relevant for Cumbria.  

Views on water governance strengths, weaknesses and improvements are shown in Figure 
4-2, Figure 4-3 and Figure 4-4 respectively. 

4.2.2 Strengths 

Respondents agreed with all the strengths identified in Phase 1 with the highest levels of 
agreement about catchments being managed as a system, and that water management 
organisations were willing to work in partnership.  



 

REGIONAL WATER GOVERNANCE PHASE 2  
  33 

Figure 4-2 Views on the strengths of water governance in Cumbria, from those 
highlighted in Phase 1 (proportional) 

 

About a third of respondents disagreed that water management was transparent and 
professional (typically came from ‘Flood Groups’ (CSFP or FAGs) and landowners), that 
funding schemes allowed local priorities to be addressed and that local groups enable 
community involvement (typically from Flood Groups but also one or two respondents from 
a wide range of other stakeholder types). 

Additional strengths of water governance in Cumbria noted were that:  

• the CSFP’s strategy and the LDNP partnership’s plan were well thought out; 

• linking water with the local economy was working well including the Cumbrian 
Pioneer project’s engagement with the Local Economic Partnership (LEP); and 

• many Cumbrian governance structures are formed of partnerships. 

4.2.3 Weaknesses 

Most respondents agreed that the weaknesses identified regarding water governance 
across the NWRBD in Phase 1 were relevant for Cumbria (see Figure 4-3), although about 
40% of respondents disagreed that: 

• there is insufficient clarity regarding who is making decisions about what; and  
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• there is no place for water management to be bought together at a political or 
strategic/regional level.41 

Figure 4-3 Views on the weaknesses in Cumbrian water governance (based on 
Phase 1 findings) (proportional) 

 

The weaknesses with the most widespread support were:  

• centrally determined criteria for flood funding, being too narrow and inflexible which 
created difficulties in tying funds to local schemes; 

• siloed policy objectives (i.e. a lack of integration between different areas of water 
management) drove siloed decisions; and 

• mismatched timescales between the main three strategic planning processes (flood 
risk planning, water company business planning and river basin management 
planning) make it difficult to find and fund cross-cutting measures for water 
management.  

Many respondents used the free text response to express concerns about lack of resources 
and funding (see Appendix A.2.3.3) and noted additional weaknesses associated with: 

• a lack of monitoring and enforcement of pollution from sources such as farms;  

• management of reservoirs such as Thirlmere; and  

• insufficient influence of communities in water governance decisions. 

 

 

41 This may reflect the more local input into the survey. At catchment level, the catchment plans do bring many 
aspects of water management together. 
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4.2.4 Improvements Needed 

There was widespread support for all of the improvements suggested in Phase 1 (see Figure 
4-4).  

Figure 4-4 Views on the improvements needed in water governance in Cumbria 
(proportional) 

 

The most commonly supported improvements were linked to joined-up action:  

• to integrate water into the local economy; and  

• to take a more joined-up policy landscape to create more coherent plans and action 
across individual aspects of water management.  

Specific suggestions provided in free text answers included:  

• considering the water management system more holistically, in a participatory way 
and strategically to highlight interconnections; and 

• connecting land-use (both urban and rural) to water policy more effectively and 
about giving water companies duties to manage their reservoirs to help alleviate 
floods. 

Focus on catchment level approaches 

Another issue emerging from Phase 1 was how to give catchment level approaches more 
influence and increase their effectiveness. Based on views from Phase 1, we presented a 
number of options (see Figure 4-5). 
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Figure 4-5 Views on giving catchment level approaches more influence to 
increase their effectiveness (proportional) 

 

There was strong agreement (>80% of respondents) that catchment level approaches could 
be made more effective by encouraging more strategic working and a broader focus to 
provide an integrating voice across all stakeholders. 

Many stakeholders (65%) felt that catchment level approaches should have more official 
status but the responses to the suggestion of ‘rationalising the number of groups’ were 
mixed (44% agreed, 28% disagreed and 30% had no view).  

Highlighted priorities  

Having provided standard options we then asked stakeholders, “If you had to choose one 
improvement (from the suggestions above, or another that may have greater impact) that 
would bring most benefit to water governance in Cumbria, which would it be?”  

A total of 32 responses were provided (see Appendix A.2.3.3). The most commonly 
prioritised improvements were linked to: Commitment to integration (x3); Aligned planning 
processes (x3); Co-ordinated investment (x2); More joined up policy (x1); Integrating water 
into the local economy (x1); Increasing partnership diversity; both in member stakeholders 
and the breadth of focus (x4); Removing powers from central-government led bodies (x3); 
Creating a system of environment-led management of land including long-term change in 
land use for better environmental outcomes (x3); Increasing accountability of all 
stakeholders and improving enforcement of environmental laws (x3). 
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4.3 Support for Alternative Approaches 

Based on feedback from Phase 1, we provided an initial list of alternative approaches and 
asked respondents to indicate the extent they felt the suggested approach could work in 
Cumbria. We focussed on a range of integration mechanisms and specifically on a potential 
format for a catchment systems operator but stressed that the approaches are not fixed or 
mutually exclusive, and a combination of approaches is likely to be required.  

4.3.1 Views on Integration Mechanisms and Scale  

Stakeholders were asked whether the following mechanisms would be effective:  

• an integrated funding mechanism where funding is pooled to support schemes 
which maximise benefits across water management functions (and potentially other) 
services;  

• an integrated plan which sets out priorities across water management functions and 
possibly creates a hierarchy of objectives to guide decisions in a particular 
location/situation; and  

• a memorandum of understanding (MoU) to agree joint ways of working and make a 
commitment to invest time to better join-up existing governance arrangements with 
respect to planning, funding and communication. 

They were also asked at which scale integration would be most effective (see Figures 4-6 
and 4-7).  

Respondents showed a preference for  

• an integrated plan, closely followed by an integrated funding mechanism; and  

• catchment level integration (although this also elicited the most responses opposing 
the idea) closely followed by county level integration (which had less opposition than 
catchment level, but lower levels of support).  

Additional approaches proposed were: 

1) Better integration of water, as well as widening the breadth of stakeholders to be 
outside of those interested only in water quality and quantity. 

2) Integration of funding and pooling of resources.  
3) Better tools to simulate the benefits of plans would help to increase engagement 

and alignment of perspectives across partners and wider stakeholders, adding value 
to discussions.  

4) Better information sharing to increase understanding of water related issues across 
the wider community to enhance engagement and ‘buy-in’ for a CSO approach. 
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Figure 4-7 Survey results showing stakeholder agreement 
for different approaches (proportional) 

 

 

Figure 4-6 Survey results showing stakeholder 
agreement for different scales of integration 
(proportional) 
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4.3.2 Views on a Catchment Systems Operator 

Stakeholders were asked what form a catchment systems operator (CSO) should take; a 
single person, a single organisation or a board or consortium (see Figure 4-8).  

Figure 4-8 Survey results showing stakeholder agreement for different 
Catchment Systems Operator structures (proportional) 

 

Preferences for these ideas can be considered in three ways: 

• balance of positive and negative views about whether the option is likely to work;  

• proportion of respondents indicating explicit support for the option; and 

• proportion of respondents indicating explicit opposition for the option (in this case, 
follow up interviews were held to understand the reasoning). 

Using all three approaches, the most popular method of operation for a CSO was a board or 
consortium structure (74% of respondents responding positively (i.e. “I think this would 
work” or stronger - 34% of respondents thought it was a beneficial idea and would support 
it)). Over a third of responses (representing most stakeholder groups) indicated explicit 
support for a CSO led by a board or consortium and only 4 respondents indicated they 
oppose this idea (two landowners/NFU, one flood group member and one “other”) 
reflecting concerns about the make-up of the board, and specifically that it might include 
too many scientists focused on their specialist subject.  

By contrast, there were only four respondents who actively supported the idea of a single 
person led CSO (one each from councils, Landowners/NFU, CSFP/FAG and ‘other’ categories; 
and only one respondent explicitly supported a CSO lead by a single organisation (from the 
recreation and tourism category). Opposition for these ideas came from: 
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• for a single person led CSO from 5 respondents (1 each from the council, eNGO, 
land-owner, flood group and ‘other’ (an academic)) reflecting concerns that one 
person would not have sufficient technical knowledge and that a single person may 
have a bias about the priorities for water governance; and 

• for the idea of a single organisation (from 2 respondents) reflecting concerns about a 
lack of community representation that would be unacceptable in Cumbria, that one 
organisation would favour their own priorities/approach problems from their own 
perspective and from a ‘top down’ perspective responding only if concerns impacted 
the organisations image.  

Other points made about how a CSO should be operated included; 

1) A CSO led by one organisation, with its own board and the chair of that board is an 
independent person. 

2) The CSO must hold power to enforce regulations, whether government appointed or 
not. 

3) Mixed views about whether a leader for the CSO should be elected, some favouring 
the democratic process but others feeling that voting would be open to corruption.  

4) CSOs should have an overarching view of all water management activities and not be 
involved in local scale decision making. 

5) The CSO could also review organisational priorities, objectives, funding 
mechanisms/programmes then identify crossovers; disseminating the information to 
relevant parties for further consideration.  

4.3.3 Additional Views Expressed  

Overall, many stakeholders expressed the need for change as urgent. Stakeholder priorities 
were polarised between those who felt flooding was a priority and those who felt nature 
and the environment was a priority. Stakeholders also felt that there is a lot of time and 
effort put into ‘planning’ and ‘piloting’ of projects when efforts should be redirected to ‘on 
the ground’ delivery instead. 
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5.0 Summary and Next Steps  

Phases 1 and 2 have provided useful insights into the strengths, weaknesses and 
improvements sought locally. The extensive consultation, which captures views from a wide 
range of organisations and stakeholder types (according to the OECD guidance) provides 
confidence that the key messages emerging are a good reflection of local stakeholder views.  

Key messages to take forward into Phase 3 are: 

The desire for change 

1) Almost half of survey respondents indicated that water in Cumbria was managed 
well. However, there was widespread support (>85%) that effort should be made to 
improve water governance by (in order of the level of support):  

a. Embedding water into wider discussions on the local economy.  
b. Creating a more joined-up policy landscape with more coherent plans and 

action across silos (individual aspects of water management). 
c. Changing rules for flood partnership funding to recognise a wider range of 

values. 
d. Committing to integration from the top down to ensure sufficient time and 

resources are allocated to achieve better integration. 
e. Simplifying the strategic planning landscape, by aligning the 3 key strategic 

planning processes around Flood Risk Planning, Water Company business 
planning process and the River Basin Management Planning process.  

f. Co-ordinating the major investment programmes linked to flood 
management, farm subsidies and water industry investment, to pool efforts.  

2) There was less, but still a good level of support (>50%) for: 
a. Creating a system of environment-led management of land that encourages 

land owners to deliver services of greatest value in specific locations paid for 
by those benefitting from these services.  

b. Devolving funding decisions and greater influence from local partnerships 
over action and spending plans. 

3) Local preferences for how to achieve more joined up policy reflect the status quo, 
i.e.:  

a. An integrated plan.  
b. At the catchment level. 
c. Lead by a board/partnership. 

This may reflect the role of most survey respondents as members of local partnerships. 
Perhaps more surprising is that there was almost the same level of support for co-ordination 
being at the county level and with an integrated funding mechanism.  

4) Additional suggestions for new structures were: 
a. A CSO led by one organisation, with its own board and the chair of that board 

is an independent person. 
b. A committee on integrated water management sitting above Catchment 

Partnerships (equivalent to the RFCC). 
c. A new body for water governance with full responsibility and accountability 

and sufficiently funded.  
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5) Any recommendations should be for something practical that could deliver 
workable results on the ground quickly and reflect that there are a wide range of 
existing plans and that there can be too many meetings to attend when time and 
resources are stretched. 

 
Key strengths to build on 

6) Stakeholders noted there is much that is good about the current water 
governance system to build on. This provides a good base for development rather 
than requiring large scale change. Specific strengths noted were:  
a. A high level of transparency and professionalism. 
b. Good local relationships and willingness to work in partnership in Cumbria.  
c. Having a diverse range of organisations involved in water management. 
d. Management of the catchment as a whole system.  

 
The important role of catchments 

7) Stakeholders noted that co-ordination at the catchment level is improving, with 
the Catchment Partnerships and the EA Catchment Co-ordinators helping to find 
integrated solutions by working across organisations and water functions (WR, 
WQ, FRM, biodiversity, land use) and working with partners to lead on and 
influence plans and strategies across catchments.  

8) Catchment level approaches could be made more effective by encouraging more 
strategic working and a broader focus to provide an integrating voice across all 
stakeholders. 

9) Consideration should be given as to whether catchment level approaches could 
have a more official status.  

 
Co-ordination across Cumbria 

10) As this report focusses on water, it could be argued that co-ordination should lie 
within the natural boundaries for water, i.e. at a catchment scale. However, the 
priority given for adapted governance to integrate water into local economy, take 
a more joined-up policy landscape to create more coherent plans and action 
across individual aspects of water management and highlight interconnections 
with land-use (both urban and rural) suggests the need for a co-ordinating 
structure at a level that makes sense for the wider range of players that need to 
be involved, i.e. the county level. The county level is the driving force for the 
economy and for nature recovery. The larger size of the county also means that 
senior staff are more likely to be able to attend meetings and directly make 
strategic decisions. Ideally a county based co-ordination structure would also 
reach out to influence decisions on the land in the catchments which drain into 
the county and in any case, the co-ordinating structure would sit above, rather 
than replacing, the co-ordination that already happens at a catchment level. 

11) For co-ordination to be successful, any co-ordinating structure should: 
a. Be properly resourced – this was a common theme.  
b. Have high level commitment to integration. 
c. Link planning to co-ordinated investment.  
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d. Provide a place to make trade-offs and ease local tensions in water 
management. Responses in the survey indicated there are local tensions 
around: 

i. Reservoir water levels for storage and flood alleviation. 
ii. Land-owners and flooding. 

iii. Enforcement with respect to agricultural pollution. 
iv. Resentment of powers of central-government led bodies. 
v. Flood groups and EA/Rivers Trusts. 

vi. The feasibility of flood risk management measures and expectations 
in local communities. 

12) There are good examples of co-ordination in Cumbria to learn from (examples 
quoted include Natural Course, the Cumbria Catchment Pioneer Project, Lake 
Windermere, LDNP Partnership, the CSFP and making space for water groups).  

 
Existing centralised systems can be barriers to integration 

13) For a number of reasons (resource constraints, limited availability of funding, 
requirements from funding streams) many organisations are already looking to 
work together to pool resources to deliver projects with multiple benefits.  

14) Barriers to integration include siloed policy objectives, misaligned planning 
processes and centrally determined criteria for prioritising actions and funding. 
Since these are centrally driven and unlikely to change any local governance 
change should adopt approaches that can work around these within local 
powers. 

15) To overcome these barriers it’s important to get people together earlier before 
plans are formed to influence the content of key plans (RBMP, FRMP, WINEP, 
Local Plan) rather than partnership working being an add-on. 

Knowledge, information and tools 

16) Stakeholders noted that there is enough local knowledge and understanding to 
make the right decisions and local choices.  

17) Governance should be underpinned with better information sharing and tools to 
simulate the benefits of plans to increase engagement and alignment of 
perspectives across partners and wider stakeholders and add value to 
discussions. 

Effective governance must be co-designed with the input and support of local stakeholders. 
These messages will therefore be used to focus the Phase 3 research to search for domestic 
and international good practices that may offer lessons for water governance in Cumbria. 
The messages will also be used alongside the learning from elsewhere to develop 
recommendations on structures for trialling in 2021. 

 

  



 

44    01/03/2021 

 

 

 

Appendices 
  



 

REGIONAL WATER GOVERNANCE PHASE 2  
  45 

A.1.0 Methods 

An overview of the methodology for the three Phases of research is provided in Table A- 1. 
Further detail on the methods used in Phase 2 is provided in the subsequent text. 

Table A- 1 Summary of research tasks and outputs 

Phase Tasks Output: 

1 

• 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 

2 

• Complete a more in-depth study in Cumbria to provide a more 

detailed understanding of the governance arrangements there. (In 

the Eden Catchment but expanded to include the Derwent, Waver 

Wampool, South West Lakes, Kent and Leven, Lune) 

• 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 

Additional section to the 
report giving more in 
depth detail on 
governance currently in 
place in Cumbria 

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) 

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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In addition to the literature review, for Phase 2, information was sought from stakeholders 
using the following methods: 

• Core Interviews: Interviews with selected stakeholders to talk about the Cumbrian 
context  

• Online Survey: A survey sent to wider stakeholders 

• Ad-Hoc Interviews: Interviews with selected stakeholders 

• 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 Phase 2 Core Interviews 

Following discussion with the Natural Course team, the following interview questions and 
participants were agreed: 

• eNGOs 
o Forestry Commission 
o Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority 
o Lake District National Park Authority 
o National Trust 

• Local Authorities 
o South Lakeland Council 
o Allerdale Borough Council 
o Carlisle City Council 

• United Utilities 
o Catchment Asset Manager 
o Catchment Manager for Cumbria and North Lancashire 

• Environment Agency 
o Flood co-ordinators 
o Cumbria Water Framework Director Lead 
o Cumbria Pioneer  
o Cumbria Flood Lead 
o Water Resources 
o Catchment co-ordinators 

• Partnership Hosts 
o Eden Rivers Trust 
o West Cumbria Rivers Trust 
o South Cumbria Rivers Trust 
o Lune Rivers Trust 

Between March and August 2020, 21 hour-long interviews were held, using the Microsoft 
Teams service to enable face-to-face conversations whilst removing the risk of the 
transmission of the COVID-19 virus. The following template was used for the interview 
questions: 

For those operating at regional level or above (e.g. UU, EA, NE)  

1) How is your organisation organised to work at the sub-regional level, specifically: 
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a. Do you have specific roles, policies, plans or funding streams that apply to 
Cumbria  

b. Do you have specific roles, policies or plans or funding streams that apply at 
the catchment levels  
i. For specific roles – who fulfils them across the 6 catchments of interest? 

ii. For specific policies or plans - who develops these (who leads who else 
contributes)? 

iii. For specific funding streams – who controls how these are spent 
 
For those working specifically in Cumbria or in part of Cumbria (e.g. CSFP, Catchment 
partnerships and groups, National Parks) 

2) What area/geography do you work across? 
3) What is the overall aim of the organisation/partnership? 
 

Additional questions for partnerships (to be completed from CaBA database as far as 
possible ahead of the interview) 

4) Who leads/hosts (detail - organisation, name, experience? 
5) Who are the partners (organisation – name)? 
6) How often does the partnership meet as a whole group (record timings for different 

types of meeting)? 

For all core interviewees 

7) What are your priorities for water management in Cumbria 
a. How are they derived? 
b. Where are they recorded and how often are they updated? 
c. Who are these priorities shared with?  
d. How do you obtain funding/resources to address these priorities? 

8) Which key water management decisions are you able to influence – and how? 
9) Which decisions would you like to be able to influence – what prevents this? 

For all core interviewees 

Information: 
10) How is information shared across the key actors? 
11) How much effort is spent on building shared knowledge of differing organisations 

views?  
 
Planning: 

12) Focussing specifically on the priorities and plans you develop … 
How are these co-ordinated or linked:  

a. Across different geographies (catchment, Cumbria, region etc.)  
b. Across different aspects of water management or other organisations  
c. With actions outside of water management field, e.g. with development, land-

use change, economic growth  
 
Funding 

13) Focussing on funding mechanisms 
a. What funding mechanisms are accessible to you and who controls these?  
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b. To what extent do actors ‘collaborate’ on the use of funding,  
c. What encourages actors to co-ordinate use of funding 
d. What prevents co-ordination of funding.  

 
Resolving conflicts  

14) If necessary, how are conflicts resolved 
a. local vs national policy priorities  
b. across different aspects of water management or with other organisations  
c. with actions outside of the water management field, e.g. with development, 

land-use change, economic growth  
 
Incentivising co-ordination 

15) Do you have any specific aims or incentives that encourage you to find trade-offs with 
others rather than focussing on your core objectives?  

16) Who do you think is responsible for co-ordination? 
17) Are you aware of any measures of integration performance?  
18) Are you aware of any formal incentives or co-ordination mechanisms,  

a. If yes, how do these work in practice, who leads and who else is involved 
19) If you were in charge what 3 changes to water governance would you make? 
20) Is there anything else you would like to raise about water governance? 

Please complete the survey to provide an assessment of water governance in Cumbria 
against indicators for good governance developed by OECD and share your views on 
possible alternative structures for governance. 

A.1.2 Phase 2 Survey 

The Phase 2 survey was conducted between March and August 2020 using SurveyMonkey; a 
total of 54 stakeholders responded to the survey from a range of organisations, including 
the EA, UU, local authorities, Natural England, the NFU as well as groups such as the CSFP 
and Flood Action Groups. Stakeholders engaged in the core interviews and Phase 1 
interviews were requested to circulate the survey amongst their peers involved in water 
governance in Cumbria. This included all members of the four Catchment Partnerships in 
Cumbria. Further detail on the survey, stakeholders engaged as well as the results can be 
found in Appendix A.2.3 

Below are the questions given at the survey. Please note the full statements are provided in 
Appendix A.3.0. 

About you 

1) Name 
2) Organisation 
3) Phone number and e-mail 
4) Please indicate which of the following partnerships you are involved with 

a. Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership 
b. Catchment Partnership (please indicate which ones) 
c. Flood group (please indicate which ones) 
d. Other (please specify) 
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Overall how well do you think water is governed in Cumbria? 

5) Please read through the statements below and indicate how well you feel water is 
managed/governed in Cumbria by scoring each statement using the scale provided. 

Options:  
a. Strongly disagree – a key weakness in water governance 
b. Disagree 
c. Agree 
d. Strongly agree - a key strength in water governance  
e. I'm unsure/don't have a view  

 
Statements – see Appendix A.3.0. 

 
Key issues in water governance in Cumbria  

6) Please read through the statements below and indicate the extent to which you 
agree with the suggested strengths of water governance in Cumbria by scoring each 
statement using the scale provided. 

Options:  
a. Strongly disagree – a key weakness in water governance 
b. Disagree 
c. Agree 
d. Strongly agree - a key strength in water governance  
e. I'm unsure/don't have a view  

Statements see Appendix A.3.0. 
 

7) Are there other strengths in the way water is governed in Cumbria that you would 
like to highlight that are more significant than those mentioned above? (Free text 
answer) 
 

8) Please read through the statements below and indicate the extent to which you 
agree with the suggested weaknesses in water governance in Cumbria by scoring 
each statement using the scale provided.  

Options: 
a. Strongly disagree 
b. Disagree 
c. Agree 
d. Strongly agree - a key weakness significantly reducing effectiveness of water 

governance in Cumbria 
e. I'm unsure/don't have a view  

Statements see Appendix A.3.0. 
 

9) If you had to choose one weakness (from those identified above, or another you feel 
has more impact) that should be addressed to improve water management in 
Cumbria, which would it be? (Free text answer) 
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Alternative approaches to improve water governance 

10) Please read through the statements below and indicate the extent you agree with the 
following suggested improvements needed to enhance water governance by scoring 
each statement using the scale provided 

Options:  
a. Strongly disagree – change could have a negative effect on water governance 
b. Disagree – improvement not needed/wouldn’t bring great benefit 
c. Agree - improvement is needed 
d. Strongly agree - a priority area for improvement 
e. Strongly agree – a priority for improvement and one that could easily acted 

upon locally 
f. I’m unsure/don’t have a view  

Statements see Appendix A.3.0. 
 

11) How would you give catchment level approaches more influence through levers and 
incentives to increase their effectiveness... 

Options:  
a. Strongly disagree – change could have a negative effect on water governance 
b. Disagree – improvement not needed/wouldn’t bring great benefit 
c. Agree - improvement is needed 
d. Strongly agree - a priority area for improvement 
e. Strongly agree – a priority for improvement and one that could easily acted 

upon locally 
f. I’m unsure/don’t have a view  

Statements: 
a. ...by giving them a more official status 
b. ...by rationalising the number of groups 
c. ...by encouraging a broader focus to provide an overall integrating voice 

across all stakeholders 
d. ...by encouraging more strategic working 

 
12) Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the way water is governed in 

Cumbria that you think would have a more beneficial effect than those mentioned 
above? (Free text answer) 
 

13) If you had to choose one improvement (from the suggestions above, or another that 
may have greater impact) that would bring most benefit to water governance in 
Cumbria, which would it be? (Free text answer) 

 
14) Please read through the initial list of ideas below and indicate the extent to which you 

think the suggested approach could work in Cumbria by scoring each idea using the 
scale provided. 

Options:  
a. This is unlikely to work or bring benefit and I would oppose this idea. 
b. This is unlikely to work/bring benefit.  
c. I think this would work. 
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d. I think this would work/be very beneficial and I would support this idea. 
e. I’m unsure/don’t have a view either way 

Statements see Appendix A.3.0. 
 

15) Adapted structures to create a more integrated partnership looking across at all 
aspects of water management strategically, to identify priorities for specific locations 
(in an integrated plan) and to bring an overall integrating voice across all 
stakeholders. This could operate at one or more levels: 

Options:  
a. This is unlikely to work or bring benefit and I would oppose this idea. 
b. This is unlikely to work/bring benefit.  
c. I think this would work. 
d. I think this would work/be very beneficial and I would support this idea. 
e. I’m unsure/don’t have a view either way 

Statements: 
a. At catchment level, possibly building on existing catchment and flood 

partnerships. 
b. At county level, possibly building on the Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership to 

bring in other water functions and wider stakeholders. 
c. At regional level, possibly building on Regional Flood and Coastal Committee 

(RFCC). 
 

16) A new overarching structure - A catchment systems operator (CSO). A new entity with 
the function of co-ordinating management across all water functions (abstractions, 
discharges, flood protection and management, agricultural subsidies and supports as 
they impact on the river systems). It would have no regulatory or operational 
responsibilities but would focus purely on achieving co-ordinated management across 
all water functions, possibly developing an integrated plan and investment stream (as 
above). There are three models that could be considered, in all cases powers, 
direction and links to the existing structures would have to be clearly defined: 

Options:  
a. This is unlikely to work or bring benefit and I would oppose this idea. 
b. This is unlikely to work/bring benefit.  
c. I think this would work. 
d. I think this would work/be very beneficial and I would support this idea. 
e. I’m unsure/don’t have a view either way 

Statements see Appendix A.3.0. 
 

17) If you were choosing an approach, or combination of approaches, to enhance water 
governance in Cumbria which would your preference be (please choose from one or 
more ideas above or describe something else if you feel that would bring greater 
benefit and/or be more achievable)? (Free text answer) 
 

18) Do you have any comments about trialling alternative approaches to water 
governance in Cumbria? (Free text answer) 
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A.1.3 Phase 2 Ad-Hoc Interviews 

The Ad-Hoc interview questions were designed to allow interviewees to elaborate on the 
views they gave during the survey, and so there was no common script that was used 
between the interviewees. A total of 15 ad-hoc interviews were completed with a range of 
different stakeholders. These were: 

• A Flood Action Group Chair 

• Catchment partnership hosts 
o Lune 
o West Cumbria 

• Local Authorities 
o Cumbria County Council 
o Carlisle City Council 
o Keswick Town Council 

• Environment Agency 
o Cumbria Pioneer Co-Ordinator 
o Natural Course Co-Ordinator 

• Leisure Activities, covering; 
o Angling 
o Boat cruises 

• Landowners/NFU Members 
o Poultry Farmer 
o Livestock Auction Company 
o Farmers flood group 
o NFU Environment Advisor 

• Academics 
o Imperial College London Water Systems Expert 
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A.2.0 Survey on Water Governance in 

Cumbria: Analysis of Results 

This section provides further information on the survey, it provides:  

• An introduction to the survey 

• Details of respondent profiling 

• A summary of the results to each question  

• Further numerical analysis of the results  

A.2.1 Introduction and Background 

The OECD Water Governance Indicator Framework, which has been used to frame this 
research, is “grounded on a sound bottom-up and multi-stakeholder approach” recognising 
that governance responses to common water challenges are highly contextual and place-
based. Therefore, it was key to gain open feedback from stakeholders across the board on 
what works, what does not, what should be improved and who can do what. 

A wide range of stakeholders were invited to share their views on water governance in 
Cumbria via an electronic survey hosted on SurveyMonkey®.42 The survey was launched on 
9th March and ran until the 14th August 2020. This extensive period was used to enable time 
for input in a period that saw Cumbria suffer from floods, drought and the COVID-19 
pandemic. Views from all OECD categories of stakeholder were sought directly and using the 
existing networks of the Catchment Partnerships, the Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership 
and stakeholders included in Phase 1. Following an analysis of response levels in July 2020, 
further efforts were made to gain views from poorly represented stakeholder groups to 
achieve a balance of views from across the catchments within Cumbria.  

The purpose of the survey was to gain wider feedback on the issues raised in Phase 1 of the 
project and was one part of a wider range of engagement activities.  

Table A- 2 outlines a summary of key considerations for this stage of engagement.  

  

 

 

42 https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/  

https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/
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Table A- 2 Summary of Phase 2 Survey Considerations 

Prerequisites Desired Outcome Method 

Contact details for 
stakeholders. 

Survey is designed, set up and 
tested. 

A high response rate, with 
informative, quality data 

suitable for analysis.  

Following survey design and 
testing, the survey will be e-
mailed to stakeholders. The 

survey will run for 3-4 weeks. 

We intend to use existing 
networks to email a link to the 

survey and send regular 
reminders to encourage 

participation. 

In addition to the survey, information for Phase 2 was collected via: 

• Core interviews with selected stakeholders involved in water governance in Cumbria 
using a standard template 

• Adhoc interviews, to follow up survey responses where further clarification was 
sought (including responses strongly opposing proposed approaches), or where the 
respondents indicated they wanted to discuss their views. 

Both types of interview were conducted by phone. 

A.2.2 Respondent Profiling 

A total of 57 responses to the survey were recorded. Of these, three were duplicate 
responses, meaning 54 individual stakeholders responded in total. 

A.2.2.1 Profiling by OECD Water Governance Indicator Framework 

The stakeholders engaged were categorised by the geographical scale and location at which 
they work and stakeholder type according to the OECD Water Governance Indicator 
Framework (see Table A- 3 and Table A- 4 ). More information on the methodology including 
the rules used to categorise stakeholders can be found in Appendix A.2.2.3).43 As 
stakeholders often fall into multiple categories, for example, many respondents are active in 
several local groups/partnerships, and those with national or regional roles were also 
actively involved in local partnerships or groups, the row totals exceed the overall number 
of respondents (which was 54).  

 

 

 

43 OECD (2018) OECD Water Governance Indicator Framework, Implementing the OECD Principles on Water 
Governance (21 March 2018) OECD, pp.49–105 



 

REGIONAL WATER GOVERNANCE PHASE 2  
  55 

Table A- 3 The number of stakeholders engaged in the Phase 2 survey, 
categorised by geographic scale and location  

Scale 

National 

Region County Catchment Partnership 

Sub-
Catchment 

NWRBDi Cumbria 
West 

Cumbria 
Becks to 

Bay Eden 
Living 
Lune 

Phase 
2 

Survey 
3 13 36 24 19 16 10 12 

i North West River Basin District 

Table A- 4 The number of stakeholders engaged in the Phase 2 survey, 
categorised using the OECD stakeholder categorisation 
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Phase 2 
Survey 

3 3 11 10 2 1 26* 6 10 7 1 

*Responses counted here were from EA, NE, Councils and UU who have a significant financial impact on water 
management in Cumbria; funding their own activities and separate projects delivered by a wide range of local 
delivery bodies. However, despite numerous attempts we were unable attract input from broader financial 
actors such the LEP. 

A.2.2.2 Further Profiling by Organisation Type 

Following an initial analysis of responses, additional analyses were conducted to explore 
whether responses varied by stakeholder organisation type. To eliminate double counting, 
representations from partnerships and interest groups were only used where respondents 
identified this as their ‘organisation’ under the contact details. These categories and the 
number of stakeholders under them can be seen in Table A- 5. 
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Table A- 5 Stakeholder Categorisations for Additional Analysis 
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A.2.2.3 Gap Analysis 

A month before the survey closed, a gap analysis was conducted to highlight where certain 
stakeholder responses might have been lacking. The results showed a gap in respondents at 
the sub-catchment scale, from within the Lune Catchment’s jurisdiction and representatives 
of domestic and commercial users. Following this, further attempts to engage stakeholders 
fitting these descriptions were made, with only marginal success.  

A.2.3 Results 

The following sections outline the responses to each question. Most questions were semi-
quantitative; they provided statements and asked stakeholders to indicate a level of 
agreement (usually a scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”) or respond “I’m 
unsure/don’t have a view”. Graphs show the level of agreement with the statements and 
are followed by a summary of key points. For qualitative questions, the responses are 
summarised as a short discussion. Additional analysis to show responses by stakeholder 
organisation have been included where most relevant. 

The survey was split into three sections, each covering a theme with one or more question 
sitting underneath that section. The Phase 2 report will contain a summary of the key points 
and include the most interesting graphs. 

A.2.3.1 Sur e  Section 1: “O erall, how well do  ou think water is governed 

in  umbria?” 

Section 1 contained one question with the aim of getting a broad idea of how stakeholders 
feel about situation in Cumbria, as detailed below: 

Question 1.1: “Please read through the statements below and indicate how well you 
feel water is managed/governed in Cumbria by scoring each statement using the 
scale provided” 
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Figure A- 1 shows the level of agreement with an initial statement about how well water in 
Cumbria is managed overall and 13 statements derived from the OECD principles of good 
water governance. The response to the initial statement is separated by stakeholder 
organisation in Figure A- 2. 
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Figure A- 1 Views on how well water is governed in Cumbria 
generally and vs OECD indicators (proportional) 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
Figure A- 2 Agreement with the statement “water is well 
managed in  umbria”, a comparison between sta eholder 
types (n of respondents) 
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Key Points: 

1) Just under half of respondents did not agree that water is well managed in Cumbria 
(as some respondents expressed no view, this means that slightly more people 
disagree than agree that water is well managed in Cumbria).  

a. In terms of stakeholder type, National Park Authorities (NPAs) and Councils 
showed a more favourable view. Respondents representing the Cumbrian 
Strategic Flood Partnership (CSFP) and Flood Action Groups (FAGs) and most 
land-owners had less favourable views. Respondents strongly disagreeing 
that water is well managed represented Flood Groups, land-owners, Councils, 
UU and other eNGOs. 

2) Respondents generally agreed that water management roles are clear, data and 
information is sufficient.  

3) Most respondents did not agree water management in Cumbria:  
a. Helps manage trade-offs across users 
b. Allows for innovative practices 
c. Provides sufficient capacity & competence 
d. Is effectively co-ordinated with other sectors 
e. Divides responsibilities appropriately 
f. Is sound and effectively implemented/enforced 
g. Helps mobilise finances 

A.2.3.2 Sur e  Section 2: “ e  issues in water go ernance in  umbria” 

Section 2 contained several questions to examine strengths and issues in Cumbria, some 
were multiple choice as with Question 1.1, and others were free text answers. 

Question 2.2: “What are the main strengths in the way water is managed in 
Cumbria? Please read through the statements below and indicate the extent to which 
you agree with the suggested strengths of water governance in Cumbria by scoring 
each statement using the scale provided.” 

Figure A- 3 shows the level of agreement of respondents for each statement in Question 
2.2. Figure A- 4 and Figure A- 5 show the responses by stakeholder type.  
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Figure A- 3 Views on the strengths of water governance highlighted in Phase 1 
(proportional) 
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Figure A- 4 Sta eholder response to the statement “ Ps and  AGs enable 
communit  in ol ement” (n of respondents) 

 

Figure A- 5 Sta eholder response to the statement “Water management 
organisations are transparent and professional” (n of respondents) 
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Key points: 

1) Most respondents agreed with the strengths identified by Phase 1 stakeholders, 
particularly that key strengths were: 

a. management of the catchment as a system  
b. willingness to work in partnership 

2) There was less agreement that Catchment Partnerships and Flood Action Groups 
enable community involvement, that water governance is transparent and 
professional and that funding schemes allow local priorities to be addressed. 
Analysing these responses by stakeholder type shows that:  

a. Most respondents from Flood Groups and one or two respondents from a 
wide range of other stakeholder types disagreed that CaBA groups and FAGs 
enable community involvement. 

b. All respondents from Flood Groups and many landowners disagreed that 
water management organisations are transparent and professional.  

Question 2.3 “Are there other strengths in the way water is governed in Cumbria that 
you would like to highlight that are more significant than those mentioned above?” 
(Free Text Response) 

There were 17 responses to this question (not counting those who responded with “none” 
or similar). Key strengths highlighted focussed on specific examples of partnership working 
in Cumbria, namely:  

1) The CSFP strategy  
2) The Lake District National Park partnership’s plan.  
3) Links being made between water and the wider local economy, or through gaining 

better representation in the community, with an example given of how the Cumbria 
Pioneer project has engaged the Local Economic Partnership (LEP).  

4) Partnership working generally, with one respondent remarking that the Making 
Space for Water Groups (consisting of Risk Management Authorities within District 
Boundaries) was a successful structure for partnership working at a small scale.  

Question 2.4: “What are the main weaknesses in the way water is managed in 
Cumbria? Please read through the statements below and indicate the extent to which 
you agree with the suggested weaknesses in water governance in Cumbria by scoring 
each statement using the scale provided.” 

Figure A- 6 shows the level of agreement of respondents for each statement in Question 
2.4. 
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Figure A- 6 Views on the weaknesses in water governance (based on Phase 1 
findings) (proportional) 

 

Key points: 

1) Respondents generally agreed with the weaknesses highlighted by Phase 1 
stakeholders (although none of the statements received unanimous agreement that 
they are weaknesses) with most agreed weaknesses being: 

a. Centrally determined criteria for deciding flood funding are inflexible and too 
narrow, making it difficult to fund some schemes even if they seem ‘the right 
thing to do’ locally 

b. Siloed policy objectives (i.e. separate objectives for floods, water quality, 
water resources etc.) drive siloed decisions and make it more difficult to find 
the best solutions quickly and invest efficiently 

c. The different timescales for the three strategic planning processes (Flood Risk 
Planning, Water Company Business Planning and River Basin Management 
Planning) make it difficult to find, and fund, cross functional measures 

2) There was less agreement that “There is insufficient clarity regarding who is making 
decisions about what.” and “There is no place for water management to be bought 
together at a political or strategic/regional level” were weaknesses.  

Question 2.5: “If you had to choose one weakness (from those identified above, or 
another you feel has more impact) that should be addressed to improve water 
management in Cumbria, which would it be?” (Free Text Response) 

A total of 30 respondents answered this question, although many were agreeing or 
elaborating on the weaknesses already suggested. The weaknesses most commonly cited as 
a priority to address, to improve water management in Cumbria were: 
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1) Lack of resources and funding (x7, including 3 specifically mentioning Catchment 
Partnerships; from one partnership host, one council member and one person 
working for a NPA) 

2) Siloed policy objectives and funding (x5) 
3) Insufficient time considering the broader context (x2) 
4) Issues with funding (x4) 
5) Lack of information and understanding (x2) 

There were also strong feelings expressed by individuals about:  

1) Not monitoring pollution from farms or enforcing regulation (x5) 
2) Insufficient influence of communities (x1) 
3) The management of reservoirs (x3, with 2 respondents mentioning Thirlmere 

specifically) 

Question 2.6: “Where should effort most usefully be invested to improve water 
management in Cumbria? Please read through the statements below and indicate 
the extent you agree with the following suggested improvements needed to enhance 
water governance by scoring each statement using the scale provided” 

Figure A- 7 shows the level of agreement of respondents for each statement in Question 
2.6. 

Figure A- 7 Views on the improvements needed in water governance in 
Cumbria (proportional) 

 

Key points:  

1) The suggested changes to water governance, as given in Phase 1, were widely 
supported (although none received unanimous support the level of agreement was 
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>85% for all except “more devolved funding and more partnership influence” at 
76%). 

2) Greatest support was for improvements to: 
a. Embed water into wider discussions on the local economy 
b. A more joined-up policy landscape to create more coherent plans and action 

across silos (individual aspects of water management) 

Question 2.7: “(How would you) give catchment level approaches more influence 
through levers and incentives to increase their effectiveness...” 

Figure A- 8 shows the level of agreement of respondents for each statement in Question 
2.7. 

Figure A- 8 Views on giving catchment level approaches more influence to 
increase their effectiveness (proportional) 

 

Responses on how to make catchment level approaches more effective were mixed but 
broadly supportive of all of the changes proposed, with the exception of ‘rationalising the 
number of groups’, where 28% disagreed and 30% had no view. However, there was strong 
agreement that more strategic working should be encouraged with 18% indicating this was 
a priority that could easily be acted upon locally, of a total 88% in agreement in one form.  

Question 2.8: “Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the way water is 
governed in Cumbria that you think would have a more beneficial effect than those 
mentioned above?” (Free Text Response) 

To this question, 20 respondents added comments about improvements that would have a 
more beneficial effect than those raised in Phase 1. Responses were highly variable and 
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many comments focussed on specific roles or putting more emphasis on the improvements 
already identified.  

There were several comments about considering the water management system more 
holistically, in a participatory way and strategically to highlight interconnections. Related to 
this were comments about connecting land-use (both urban and rural) to water policy more 
effectively and about giving water companies duties to manage their reservoirs to help 
alleviate floods. There were several strong comments about flooding, one each from the EA, 
leisure activity and council stakeholder types, and four from the CSFP/FAGs category. 

Question 2.9: “If you had to choose one improvement (from the suggestions above, 
or another that may have greater impact) that would bring most benefit to water 
governance in Cumbria, which would it be?” (Free Text Response) 

A total of 30 people responded to this question, two respondents covered two themes each 
in their response, giving a count of 32 points represented below. In terms of repeating 
statements given in the previous questions of Section 2, the following improvements were 
cited; 

1) Commitment to integration (x3) 
2) Aligned planning processes (x3) 
3) Co-ordinated investment (x2) 
4) More joined up policy (x1) 
5) Integrate water into the local economy (x1) 

The following themes were identified from comments that did not align with the themes 
covered in the previous questions; 

1) Partnership diversity; both in member stakeholders and the breadth of focus (x4) 
2) Removing powers from central government led bodies including the EA (x3) 
3) Create a system of environment-led management of land including long-term change 

in land use for better environmental outcomes (x3) 
4) Increase accountability of all stakeholders and improve enforcement of 

environmental laws (x3) 
5) Increasing community engagement (x2) 
6) Reservoir management (x2) 
7) Increase information sharing and strategic working (x1) 
8) Empowering the CSFP (x1) 
9) Water utilities company to be more proactive, without waiting for EA instruction (x1) 
10) Increasing the influence of scientific expertise (x1) 
11) Better funding of Catchment Partnerships (x1) 

A.2.3.3 Sur e  Section 3: “Alternati e approaches to impro e water 

go ernance” 

The theme for Section 3 of the survey was ‘alternative approaches to improve water 
governance’, with questions regarding different water governance approaches and 
structures to gauge the respondent’s opinions on these different approaches. 

The box below contains text from the survey, placed at the beginning of this section for 
context, and explains the section’s purpose further.  
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Question 3.10: “Please read through the initial list of ideas below and indicate the 
extent to which you think the suggested approach could work in Cumbria by scoring 
each idea using the scale provided.” 

Figure A- 9 shows the level of agreement of respondents for each statement in Question 
3.10 and  
 
Figure A- 10; a), b) and c) show how opinions are split by stakeholder type. 

Figure A- 9 Level of agreement with statements in Question 10 (Proportional) 

 

Natural Course is aiming to improve water governance in Cumbria by exploring and 
potentially trialling alternative approaches in 2021/22. 

In the questions below we present initial thoughts for elements of an alternative 
governance approach. These will be developed over the coming months based on the 
feedback you provide. 

The approaches are not fixed or mutually exclusive, and a combination of approaches 
is likely to be required. Our intention is to get a feel for which elements you think are 
most important to potentially trial. Please read through the initial list of ideas below 
and indicate the extent to which you think the suggested approach could work in 
Cumbria by scoring each idea using the scale provided. 
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Figure A- 10 Feel for potential approaches for water governance in Cumbria, by stakeholder type (n of respondents) 
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Key points: 

1) Generally, respondents were supportive of all of the proposals to improve water 
governance in Cumbria but, in all cases, there were also respondents that felt they would be 
unlikely to work and would oppose the idea.  

2) Greatest support, and least opposition, was for an integrated plan (85% felt this approach 
would work and bring benefit), followed by an integrated funding mechanism (70%) and 
then a memorandum of understanding (55%).  

a. An integrated plan had at least two members from each group in favour of the idea; 
suggesting a more aligned agreement across all stakeholder types.  

b. An integrated funding mechanism is favoured by the majority of stakeholder groups, 
with the exception of six respondents representing landowners, flood groups, 
recreation and tourism and one “other” respondent.  

c. An MoU was less favoured by UU, one Rivers Trust member and 2 members of other 
eNGOs, but also CSFP/Flood groups and one landowner/NFU member. 

Question 3.11: “Adapted structures to create a more integrated partnership looking across 
at all aspects of water management strategically, to identify priorities for specific locations 
(in an integrated plan) and to bring an overall integrating voice across all stakeholders. This 
could operate at one or more levels:” 

Figure A- 11 shows the level of agreement of respondents for each statement in Question 3.11. The 
breakdown of responses by stakeholder type is shown in  
 
Figure A- 12 a), b) and c).  
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Figure A- 11 Level of agreement with statements in Question 3.11 (proportional) 
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Figure A- 12 Support for different scales of integration, by stakeholder type (n of respondents) 
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Key points: 

In terms of adapted structures, there was some opposition for all structures. The 
opposition was strongest for creating a more integrated partnership at catchment level 
(13%) but this was overall the option gaining greatest support (76% of respondents 
chose “I think this would work” or stronger; 26% of which said they would support the 
idea). In other words, catchment integration had the most support and most opposition, 
but on average, the support significantly outweighed the opposition. 

Integrating at the county level received least opposition (as only 3% of respondents 
chose “I would oppose this idea”) and 68% of respondents choosing “I think this would 
work” or stronger.. 

Finally, regional level was considered as the least likely to work, although the same 
number of respondents chose one of the “this is unlikely to work” options as the number 
who were unsure or did not have a view (27%). 46% of respondents thought that 
regional level implementation would work. Only half of respondents felt it would work at 
regional level, possibly reflecting the fact that most were local stakeholders. 

The results of the stakeholder breakdown show that, despite catchment level being the 
more popular option, there was some strong disagreement with catchment scale 
integration, coming from one member of the Environment Agency, one CSFP/FAG 
member, two landowner/NFU members and one Rivers Trust stakeholder.  

County level integration was more favoured by the EA despite overall being a less 
favoured option than catchment level integration; the only strong disagreement came 
from a CSFP/FAG member; a similar picture to the regional level integration. Council 
members contributed most to the “unsure/don’t have a view” responses for regional 
level of integration. 

Question 3.12: “A new overarching structure - A catchment systems operator 
(CSO). A new entity with the function of co-ordinating management across all 
water functions (abstractions, discharges, flood protection and management, 
agricultural subsidies and supports as they impact on the river systems). It would 
have no regulatory or operational responsibilities but would focus purely on 
achieving co-ordinated management across all water functions, possibly 
developing an integrated plan and investment stream (as above). There are three 
models that could be considered, in all cases powers, direction and links to the 
existing structures would have to be clearly defined:” 

Figure A- 13 shows the level of agreement of respondents for each statement in 
Question 3.12. The breakdown of responses by stakeholder groups is provided in  
 
 
Figure A- 14; a), b) and c).  
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Figure A- 13 Level of agreement with statements in Question 3.12 
(proportional) 
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Figure A- 14 Support for different scales of integration, by stakeholder type (n of respondents) 
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Key points:  

Preferences for these ideas can be considered in three ways: 

• Balance of positive and negative views about whether the option is likely to work  

• Proportion of respondents indicating explicit support for the option 

• Proportion of respondents indicating explicit opposition for the option. 

Balance of Positive vs Negative Views 

Of the three methods of operation, the board or consortium structure was the most 
popular, with 74% of respondents responding positively (i.e. “I think this would work” or 
stronger - 34% of respondents thought it was a beneficial idea and would support it).  

The least popular method of operation was the CSO led by a single organisation, with 
51% of respondents choosing an option containing “this is unlikely to work”. 

Explicit Support 

There were 13 responses (34%) indicating explicit support for a CSO led by a board or 
consortium, including almost all stakeholder groups. 

Four respondents actively supported the idea of a single person led CSO; one each from 
councils, Landowners/NFU, CSFP/FAG and ‘other’ categories. 

A single organisation leading a CSO was only explicitly supported by one person in the 
recreation and tourism category. 

Explicit Opposition 

Where stakeholders indicated explicit opposition for an option, follow up interviews 
were held to understand the reasoning.  

All options attracted responses indicating explicit opposition. The split across options 
was as follows:  

• the CSO led by a single organisation - 7 respondents (19% of respondents) 
indicated they would oppose the idea (1 each from the EA, councils and eNGOs, 2 
land-owners and 2 flood groups). The reasons for opposing the idea were that a 
lack of community representation would be unacceptable in Cumbria, that one 
organisation would favour their own priorities/approach problems from their 
own perspective and that water is too important and emotive of an issue for only 
one organisation to manage; the worry is that a single organisation would 
manage water from the ‘top down’ and only respond to concerns if the image of 
the company wasn’t affected negatively.  

• a single person led CSO – 5 respondents indicated they would oppose the idea, 1 
each from the council, eNGO, land-owner, flood group and ‘other’ (an academic). 
The reasons for opposing the idea included that one person would not possibly 
have the correct level of technical knowledge needed to properly manage water 
as a system, as well as similar feelings to the idea of a single organisation in that a 
single person may have a bias as to what priorities lie in water governance. 

• board/consortium - 4 respondents indicated they oppose this idea, two 
landowners/NFU, one flood group member and one “other”. The reasons for 
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opposing the idea included a worry that the CSO would be made up of scientists 
rather than people who were used to running businesses; they felt scientists 
were too focused on their specialist subject. One respondent warned that the 
consortium would need careful thinking and approval of each member from 
partners involved.  

Question 3.13: “If you were choosing an approach, or combination of approaches, 
to enhance water governance in Cumbria which would your preference be (please 
choose from one or more ideas above or describe something else if you feel that 
would bring greater benefit and/or be more achievable)?” (Free Text Response) 

The question received 27 written responses. Some responses spanned multiple 
approaches, with calls for:  

1) Better integration of water, as well as widening the breadth of stakeholders to be 
outside of those interested only in water quality and quantity. 

2) Integration of funding and pooling of resources.  
3) Better tools to simulate the benefits of plans would help to increase engagement 

and alignment of perspectives across partners and wider stakeholders, adding 
value to discussions.  

4) Better information sharing and increasing understanding of water related issues 
across the wider community would result in more engagement and therefore 
more ‘buy-in’ for a CSO approach. 

Others commented on specific approaches, for example:  

1) CSO – Single Organisation  
a. Some suggested that the CSFP were well placed to lead the CSO  
b. Some felt that the EA was not best placed to be leader, as they felt they 

were either already afforded too much power or that they had limitations 
such as frequent staff changes meaning their expertise on local problems 
was compromised.  

2) CSO – Board 
a. There were calls for wider representation from outside environment and 

flooding perspectives, including community representatives, engineers, 
hydrologists and land managers.  

b. A Community Interest Company was suggested by some as a possible 
structure to explore for the CSO 

3) CSO – Other approach 
a. One approach suggested was that a CSO could be led by one organisation, 

which has its own board but the chair of that board is an independent 
person. 

b. The idea that the CSO must hold power of enforcement of regulations, 
whether government appointed or not was mentioned by two 
respondents.  

c. One respondent suggested that voting for the lead of the CSO would be a 
good way of choosing, whereas another felt voting would be open to 
corruption. 
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Question 3.14: “Do you have any comments about trialling alternative 
approaches to water governance in Cumbria?” (Free Text Response) 

This question received 21 responses. 

Included in the comments was a suggestion on how the CSO should function, namely 
that it should have an overarching view of all water management activities and not be 
involved in local scale decision making. Another suggestion was that the CSO could have 
an overview of reviewing organisational priorities, objectives, funding mechanisms and 
programmes, identifying cross overs which could then be disseminated to relevant 
parties for further consideration, as it was pointed out that timescales for funding and 
projects were often unrealistic or too rigid. 

Some respondents gave their support for plans currently in place such as the Cumbrian 
Pioneer, the Keswick Flood Action Group memorandum and a desire for forming a 
scientific-based strategy. One respondent suggested that New Zealand’s legislation and 
water governance would be an interesting structure to examine, citing that the structure 
gives water companies the duty to supply water as well as mitigate flood risk.  

A strong urgency for change was felt and comments erring against pilot projects or trials 
and pushing for large scale, rapid change without ‘trying something new’ were common 
themes. One respondent made a similar point regarding what they called ‘plan fatigue’; 
where a great many plans are developed across different scales and partnerships – 
efforts are made to create plans but fail to become fruitful on the ground. Most of this 
urgency was, understandably, felt amongst those more likely to have been affected by 
flooding e.g. CSFP/FAG stakeholders. Similarly, it was mentioned by a small number of 
respondents that they felt that nature was given priority over the lives and livelihoods of 
residents in areas prone to flooding.  

Funding was a common theme amongst respondents, citing a need for adequate funding 
for the plans to work. The idea of blended finances was questioned by one respondent 
as they felt the current structure “water companies’ money and drivers” have been set 
for the next five years. Funding was also described as siloed and inflexible. 

Again, the themes of better integration (of plans, across partnerships, across themes and 
also scales), the need for better regulation and enforcement as well as more 
transparency were raised. 



 

A.3.0 Further Information Supporting the Survey  

A.3.1 Full Statements Used in the Survey Questions 

The survey provided detailed statements and asked respondents to indicate whether they agreed 
or disagreed with these. For the interest of space and readership these have been shortened in 
the main text of the report. Table A- 6 provides the full details of the statements given and the 
abbreviated form used to describe them in the main text. 

Table A- 6 Statements given in the survey, their number of responses, and 
abbreviated statements used in the report 

Full Statements 
No 

responses 
Abbreviated 
Statement 

Question 1.1. Statements   

1) Overall, water is well managed/governed in Cumbria 
47 

Water is well 
managed 

2) The roles and responsibilities for water management in 
Cumbria are clear 

46 Roles are clear 

3) The roles for water management are well co-ordinated 
across the responsible authorities in Cumbria 

45 
Roles are well 
co-ordinated 

4) The responsibilities for water management are divided 
appropriately across national, regional and local levels (to 
reflect local conditions, whilst allowing good co-
ordination/consistency) 

45 
Responsibilities 
are divided 
appropriately 

5) Water management policy is effectively co-ordinated with 
other sectors (e.g. health, energy, agriculture, industry, 
spatial planning and land use)  

46 

Policy is 
effectively co-
ordinated with 
other sectors 

6) Authorities have sufficient capacity and competence to 
carry out their water management roles 46 

Sufficient 
capacity and 
competence 

7) There is sufficient up-to-date and relevant data and 
information available to guide, assess and improve water 
policy  

46 
Sufficient data 
and info 

8) The water management system helps mobilise finance and 
resources (transparently and efficiently) 

46 
Helps mobilise 
finances 
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9) Water management regulatory frameworks are sound, and 
effectively implemented and enforced 46 

Sound and 
effectively 
enforced 

10) The regulatory and policy framework allows for innovative 
water governance practices 46 

Allows 
innovative 
practices 

11) There is a good level of integrity, accountability and 
transparency in water management policies and 
institutions so decisions are trusted 

46 
Good level of 
integrity 

12) There is sufficient stakeholder engagement (right 
stakeholders at the right time) to effectively inform water 
policy design and implementation 

46 
Sufficient 
stakeholder 
engagement 

13) Water management approaches help manage trade-offs 
(e.g. across water users, tourism/recreation and water 
quality, flooding and biodiversity, rural and urban, across 
generations) 

47 

Helps to 
manage trade-
offs across 
water users 

14) Water policy and governance is regularly monitored and 
evaluated 45 

Governance is 
regularly 
evaluated 

Question 2.2 Statements 

1) Water management organisations demonstrate a high level 
of transparency and professionalism 39 

Transparent 
and 
professional 

2) Water management organisations demonstrate a 
willingness to work in partnership 

40 
Willing to work 
in partnership 

3) Managing the catchment as a system helps to develop a 
good overview of issues 39 

Catchment 
managed as a 
system 

4) Catchment partnerships and flood catchment groups have 
enabled local communities to become involved in decision 
making 

39 

CPs and FAGs 
enable 
community 
involvement 

5) Funding schemes which allow local flexibility (such as 
Catchment Sensitive Farming; and the Local Levy) have 
enabled local priorities to be addressed 40 

Funding 
schemes allow 
local priorities 
to be 
addressed 

Question 2.4 Statements 
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1) There is insufficient clarity regarding who is making 
decisions about what. 

40 
Insufficient 
clarity 

2) Siloed policy objectives (i.e. separate objectives for floods, 
water quality, water resources etc.) drive siloed decisions 
and make it more difficult to find the best solutions quickly 
and invest efficiently 

41 
Siloed 
objectives/ 
decisions 

3) There is no place for water management to be brought 
together at a political or strategic/regional level  

40 

Water not 
brought 
together 
strategically 

4) There is insufficient time spent considering the broader 
context, finding cross functional/integrated measures and 
funding improvements efficiently across functions 

41 

Insufficient 
focus on 
broader 
integration 

5) The different timescales for the three strategic planning 
processes (Flood Risk Planning, Water Company Business 
Planning and River Basin Management Planning) make it 
difficult to find, and fund, cross functional measures 

41 

Misaligned 
planning 
hinders cross-
functional 
measures 

6) Communities, through local partnerships, do not 
sufficiently influence the big strategic decisions, on action 
and investment, to tackle water problems (i.e. Flood Risk 
Planning, and the Water Industry National Environment 
Programme (WINEP) which underpins the Water Company 
Business Planning process and helps to deliver many 
actions from the River Basin Management Planning 
process) 

41 
Insufficient 
community 
influence 

7) Having many local partnerships with different ways of 
working has resulted in duplication of effort, and made it 
difficult for some organisations to engage properly  

40 
Too 
many/disparat
e partnerships 

8) Catchment partnership hosts have insufficient funds to 
engage properly across the whole range of water 
management functions  

41 

Insufficient 
funding for 
Catchment 
Partnerships 

9) Centrally determined criteria for deciding flood funding are 
inflexible and too narrow, making it difficult to fund some 
schemes even if they seem ‘the right thing to do’ locally  

41 
Central rules 
for funding 

10) Individual pollution incidents are not always picked up by 
statutory monitoring, so evidence is lacking to support 
actions that would address the causes of pollution 

41 

Insufficient 
evidence on 
pollution 
causes 
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11) The value of agricultural land and the services it provides is 
insufficiently recognised  

41 

Agricultural 
land 
insufficiently 
valued 

Question 2.6 Statements 

1) A more joined-up policy landscape to create more coherent 
plans and action across silos (individual aspects of water 
management) 

41 
More joined up 
policy 

2) More devolved funding decisions and greater influence 
from local partnerships over action and spending plans 

41 

More devolved 
funding and 
more 
partnership 
influence 

3) Commitment to integration from the top down to ensure 
sufficient time and resources are allocated to achieve 
better integration 

41 
Commitment 
to integration 

4) Simplify the strategic planning landscape, by aligning the 3 
key strategic planning processes around Flood Risk 
Planning, Water Company business planning process and 
the River Basin Management Planning process (41) 

41 
Aligned 
planning 
processes 

5) Co-ordinate the major investment programmes linked to 
flood management, farm subsidies and water industry 
investment, to pool efforts (41) 

41 
Co-ordinated 
investment 

6) Create a system of environment-led management of land 
that encourages land owners to deliver services of greatest 
value in specific locations paid for by those benefitting 
from these services (41) 

41 
Beneficiaries 
pay for all land 
services 

7) Change rules for flood partnership funding to recognise a 
wider range of values (41) 41 

Change flood 
partnership 
funding rules 

8) Embed water into wider discussions on the local economy 
(41) 41 

Integrate water 
into local 
economy 

Question 2.7 Statements 

1) ...by giving them a more official status (40) 40 Na 

2) ...by rationalising the number of groups (40) 40 Na 

3) ...by encouraging a broader focus to provide an overall 
integrating voice across all stakeholders (40) 

40 Na 
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4) ...by encouraging more strategic working (40) 40 Na 

Question 3.10 Statements 

1) An integrated funding mechanism where funding is pooled 
to support schemes which maximise benefits across water 
management functions (and potentially other) services. 
This might use an allocated portion of existing funding 
schemes, or bring in new funding, from other beneficiaries, 
e.g. developers and/or businesses. 

40 
An integrated 
funding 
mechanism 

2) An integrated plan which sets out priorities across water 
management functions and possibly creates a hierarchy of 
objectives to guide decisions in a particular 
location/situation. 

40 
An integrated 
plan 

3) A memorandum of understanding agreeing joint ways of 
working and making a commitment to invest time to better 
join-up existing governance arrangements with respect to 
planning, funding and communication. Similar to the vision 
statement and memorandum of understanding created for 
the Cumbrian Catchment Pioneer’s steering group, but may 
develop further sharing resources, joint planning or shared 
funding. 

40 

A 
memorandum 
of 
understanding 

Question 3. 12 Statements 

1) CSO led by a single independent person (possibly elected) 37 Single person 

2) CSO led by a single organisation 
37 

Single 
organisation 

3) CSO led by a board, or consortium, made up of partners, 
possibly in the form of a Community Interest Company 
with membership across all key players. For example, 
Water Resources East which focuses on water shortage in 
East Anglia 

38 
Board or 
consortium 



 

A.3.2 Vignettes of Alternative Approaches  

Those completing the survey were provided the following descriptions of alternative 
approaches:  

1) An integrated funding mechanism where funding is shared/pooled to support 
schemes which maximise benefits across water management functions (and 
potentially other) services. This might use an allocated portion of existing funding 
schemes, or bring in new funding, from other beneficiaries, e.g. developers and/or 
businesses.  

2) An integrated plan which sets out priorities across water management functions and 
possibly creates a hierarchy of objectives to guide decisions in a particular 
location/situation (e.g. Natural Resources Wales has a plan giving primacy to 
otherwise siloed targets). 

3) A memorandum of understanding – agreeing joint ways of working and making a 
commitment to invest time to better join-up existing governance arrangements with 
respect to planning, funding and communication. A similar approach was adopted by 
the Cumbrian pioneer for better communication, but it didn’t cover sharing 
resources, joint planning or shared funding. 

4) Adapted structures to create a more integrated partnership that looks across at all 
aspects of water management strategically: to identify priorities for specific locations 
(in an integrated plan); to bring an overall integrating voice across all stakeholders; 
with clear ways of working to enable flows of decision making. This could operate at 
one or more levels: 

a. At catchment level, possibly building on existing catchment and flood 
partnerships.  

b. At county level, possibly building on the Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership 
to bring in other water functions and wider stakeholders.  

c. At Regional level, possibly building on Regional Flood and Coastal Committee 
(RFCC).  

5) A new overarching structure - A catchment systems operator (CSO) - a new entity 
with the function of co-ordinating management across all water functions 
(abstractions, discharges, flood protection and management, agricultural subsidies 
and supports as they impact on the river systems). It would have no regulatory or 
operational responsibilities but would focus purely on achieving co-ordinated 
management across all water functions, possibly developing an integrated plan and 
investment stream (as above). There are three models that could be considered, in 
all cases powers, direction and links to the existing structures would have to be 
clearly defined: 

a. CSO lead by a single independent person (possibly elected)  
b. CSO led by a single organisation  
c. CSO led by a board, or consortium, made up of partners, possibly in the form 

of a Community Interest Company with membership across all key players. 
For example, Water Resources East which focuses on water shortage in East 
Anglia or the Ullswater Catchment CIC focussing on land-use.  

  



 

84    01/03/21 

A.4.0 Further Detail on Partnerships in 

Cumbria  

Catchment Partnerships  

Overall aims/ 
Ways of 
working 
 

There are 4 Catchment Partnerships (CPs) in Cumbria with broadly 
similar aims but their ways of working, partners and priority issues differ 
to reflect local circumstances.  

Overall Catchment Partnerships bring an integrating voice across a wide 
range of stakeholders and many aspects of water management. Priority 
issues vary across catchments but include: improving water quality, 
enhancing modified rivers, water flows and levels (flooding and drought, 
fluvial flood risk, surface water flood risk, abstraction); and safeguarding 
endangered species, and dealing with invasive non-native species. 

All CPs in Cumbria produce a catchment plan identifying opportunities 
for improving catchments. These are informed by, and help to deliver, 
the strategic priorities identified in plans made by others. Most 
partnerships also develop more detailed action plans which are reviewed 
at least every year. Details of plans and the local projects implemented 
to deliver these plans are listed on the partnership websites44. 

CPs seek to influence the actions of others through their catchment 
plans, by responding to consultations, by partners feeding back into their 
parent organisations and by sitting on other partnerships such as the 
LDNP partnership. 

  

 

 

44https://edenriverstrust.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=df861e4b578146928156728872
e1e9a2 

https://luneriverstrust.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=280d106e9c7747f18db4135422c7
589e 

https://westcumbriacatchmentpartnership.co.uk/ 

https://btob.scrt.co.uk/south-cumbria-catchment-partnership 

 

 

 

 

 

https://edenriverstrust.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=df861e4b578146928156728872e1e9a2
https://edenriverstrust.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=df861e4b578146928156728872e1e9a2
https://luneriverstrust.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=280d106e9c7747f18db4135422c7589e
https://luneriverstrust.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=280d106e9c7747f18db4135422c7589e
https://westcumbriacatchmentpartnership.co.uk/
https://btob.scrt.co.uk/south-cumbria-catchment-partnership
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West Cumbria Catchment Partnership 
 

Established 2015 

Leadership  
Hosted by West Cumbria Rivers Trust who receive annual core funding 
from the Environment Agency to support partnership activities. 

Geographical 
coverage 

This partnership covers 2170 km2 across the boroughs of Allerdale and 
Copeland in Cumbria; a largely rural area containing the north and 
western areas of the Lake District National Park and the flat land south 
of the Solway estuary. The catchment comprises the following key rivers: 
Waver-Wampool; Ellen; Derwent; West Coast 'Wild Rivers' catchments.  
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Becks to Bay Partnership (South Cumbria) 

Established 2015 

Leadership  
Hosted by the South Cumbria Rivers Trust (SCRT) who receive annual 
core funding from the Environment Agency to support partnership 
activities. 

Geographical 
coverage 

Becks to Bay covers five main catchments in South Cumbria: Kent, 
Windermere & Leven, Bela, Coniston & Crake, Duddon. However, within 
these 5 main catchments there are also 12 minor catchments which 
enter the sea separately. This partnership covers an area with 
particularly high environmental value with a high number of designated 
areas (National Park, AONB, SPA/Ramsar site, SAC, SSSI, 8 other SACs, 
79 more SSSIs). 
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Eden Catchment Partnership 

Established  Not available 

Leadership The partnership is hosted by the Eden Rivers Trust  

Geographical 
coverage 

The Eden catchment covers an area of approximately 2400 km2. The 
River Eden flows north from its source in the fells above Hell Gill Force, 
near Kirkby Stephen, through Appleby, past Penrith, through Carlisle, 
then via the Solway Firth out to sea. Its tributaries include the Eamont, 
Petterill, Caldew and the Irthing. Parts of the catchment fall within the 
Lake District National Park (Haweswater and Ullswater), Yorkshire Dales 
National Park, North Pennines Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB) and the Solway Coast AONB. 
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Living Lune Catchment Partnership 

Established 2013 

Leadership The Partnership is hosted by the Lune Rivers Trust 

Geographical 
coverage 

The Lune Catchment covers over 1300 km2, but only about half is in 
Cumbria. The catchment encompasses the River Lune and its many 
tributaries. For management purposes the Lune River Catchment forms 
part of the North West RBD and has been divided into the following sub-
catchments: Upper Lune, Greta & Rawthey Rivers, River Wenning, Lower 
Lune (Rawthey to Greta), River Keer, Pilling Water, Ridgy, River Cocker 
and River Conder. Of these, the Upper Lune, and Greta and Rawthey sub 
catchments are within the county of Cumbria. 
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Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership 

Overall aims/ 
Ways of 
working 
 

CSFP has an advisory role in terms of flood risk management, leadership 
role for the prioritisation of protection of life, livelihoods and 
community wellbeing for communities in Cumbria. Inputs and outputs 
of the CSFP align with 5 key principles: Community-Focused Decision 
Making, Collaborative Working, Catchment Approach, Integrated 
Solutions, and Evolution and Learning.  

Specific aims that were being consulted on at the time of writing 
(2020) include: 
1. Working together to reduce flood risk and its impact in Cumbria. 
2. Working together to reduce flood risk and its impact on people, 
communities and livelihoods in Cumbria. 
3. Reducing the risk of flooding and its impact in Cumbria. 
4. Increasing understanding and teamwork, better control, reduced 
impact. 

There is a Cumbria Flood Plan to focus on recovery and preventative 
measures. 

The CSFP seeks to influence policies and plans that affect flood risk, by 
reviewing and responding to consultations, lobbying key people, and 
pushing for change where necessary. 

Established 2017 

Leadership 
Led by an Independent Chair since August 2019 (previously chaired by 
Cumbria County Council). 

Geographical 
coverage 

Cumbria  

Catchment Management Groups (CMG) 

Overall aims/ 
Ways of 
working 
 

Four catchment management groups were created across Cumbria to 
enable action to be taken across the catchments to reduce flood risks to 
communities and achieve wider environmental benefits. The catchment 
management groups sought to: 

1.Create a pipeline of projects reduce flood risk to communities at risk. 

2.Complete projects that would result in flood risk reduction to 
communities at risk. 

3.Increase information sharing between members of the Catchment 
Management Group. 

4.Increase in information sharing with the public, via the CSF website 
and Rivers Trusts online mapping.  
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Established 
2017 but merged with Catchment Partnerships in 2019 as many partners 
attended both sets of meetings.  

Leadership 
Hosted by the rivers trusts (as for the Catchment Partnerships) with a 
wide range of partners. Each CMG had one community representative 
(appointed through the CSFP). 
 

Geographical 
coverage 

4 groups aligned to the catchments across Cumbria. 

Cumbria Catchment Pioneer Project 

Overall aims/ 
Ways of 
working 

The overall aim was to try different approaches to accelerate 
achievement of the objectives of Defra's 25 Year Environment Plan (see 
Phase 1 report, A.3.6.1), by looking at the catchments in a holistic way. 
Several projects were initiated lead by different partners: 

1. Stavely project was supported by the University of Cumbria;  

2. Windermere project led by Imperial College London;  

3. ELMS trials commissioned by Defra;  

4. Eden catchment CSF/Natural Capital approach project led by Natural 
Capital Solutions and Cumbria Wildlife Trust supported by the EA and 
UU. 

Established 
The initial projects finished in March 2020 but some projects have 
continued as additional phases of funding have been secured.  

Leadership 
The project was co-ordinated by the Environment Agency, however, 
decisions were made democratically which slowed decisions but meant 
that most organisations wanted to remain involved.  
 

Geographical 
coverage 

Cumbria generally but with four projects running in specific areas of: 
Stavely in South Cumbria, Windermere, Waver Wampool and the Upper 
Derwent, and the Eden catchment. 

Lake District National Park Partnership 

Overall aims/ 
Ways of 
working 

To agree a vision for the National Park going forward to 2030 that 
represents a collective commitment for the partners to work together 
to benefit the NP, its environment, communities, economy and visitors. 
They have developed and are co-delivering a Management Plan which 
will be open for public consultation. 
 

Established 2006 
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Leadership 
Created by the LDNP, the partnership is led by an Independent Chair 
and made up of 25 representatives of public, private, community and 
voluntary sectors. 

Geographical 
coverage 

The Lake District NP which sits wholly within Cumbria and is shown in 
green below with the Yorkshire Dales NP shaded green in the bottom 
right hand corner.45 

45 From https://www.visitcumbria.com/map-of-cumbria/ accessed 24 July 2020 

https://www.visitcumbria.com/map-of-cumbria/
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Cumbria Lead Local Flood Authority Strategic Partnership 

Overall aims/ 
Ways of 
working 

Aims to develop a professional partnership providing strategic 
leadership for flood risk management (FRM) across Cumbria. The 
Cumbria LLFA's role is to:  

• Identify and agree strategic objectives 

• Set strategic priorities for FRM work programmes across 
Cumbria and neighbouring authorities 

• Ensure an effective multi-agency approach to FRM 

• Review skills and develop options to build technical capacity 

• Act as link to local authority decision making processes and 
other key groups 

• Represent Cumbria’s interests on the NWRFCC. 

Established After Flood & Water Management Act 2010 

Leadership  

Chaired by Cumbria County Council also involves the EA, District 
Drainage Reps and EPU.  

Funded by, and reporting to, the North West Regional Flood and Coastal 
Committee (NWRFCC) who pay a local levy to the Lead Local Flood 
Authority (LLFA), according to the number of Band D properties in the 
authority. 

Geographical 
coverage 

Cumbria and neighbouring authorities. 

LLFA Working Group 

Overall aims/ 
Ways of 
working 

Oversees operational delivery of FRM across Cumbria  

Serves as a professional, multi agency partnership overseeing the 
operational delivery of FRM across Cumbria. The LLFA Working Group's 
role is to:  

• Identify mechanisms for communication and liaison with 
partners 

• Interpret requirements of flood risk legislation and guidance 
and develop work programmes 

• Lead on the development of data sharing arrangements 

• Identify opportunities to align partner work programmes 

• Provide a holistic approach to FRM  

• Develop work programmes for the Making Space for Water 
Groups (below). 

Geographical 
coverage 

Cumbria 



 

REGIONAL WATER GOVERNANCE STUDY PHASE 2  93 

Leadership 

Chaired by Cumbria County Council, also includes reps from EA, UU, 
Making Space for Water Group reps, District/Borough Council drainage 
engineers. 

Reports to the Cumbria LLFA Strategic Partnership. 

Cumbria Local Resilience Forum 

Overall aims/ 
Ways of 
working 

The Forum discusses new advances in flood response, forecasting and 
risk assessment. The Flooding Sub Group has ownership of a Multi-
Agency Flood Plan which is an emergency response plan. 

Established 
Set up following the Civil Contingencies Act 2004 which established a 
clear set of roles and responsibilities for those involved in emergency 
preparation and response at the local level. 

Leadership 

Report to LLFA Working Group. 

A Flooding Sub-Group sits under the forum and comprises: EA, Local 
Authority engineers, Cumbria County Council, County Council Highways, 
UU, Cumbria Constabulary, Cumbria Fire & Rescue, North West 
Ambulance Service, RAF, Network Rail, Met Office.  

Cumbria LLFA reports MSfWG activities to the CLRF, including bids for 
flood defence schemes in Cumbria from Flood & Coastal Erosion Risk 
Management Grant in Aid. 

Geographical 
coverage 

Cumbria 

Making Space for Water Groups  

Overall aims/ 
Ways of 
working 

Their role is to:  

• Seek and create opportunities for more effective integrated 
water management, in line with national and local FRM 
strategies prepared by the EA and LLFA 

• Ensure good communication, knowledge sharing, problem 
solving and operational working 

• Create a common understanding of roles, responsibilities and 
limitations of organisations 

• Review and respond appropriately to the UK MSfWG strategy 

• Review and respond to the WFD 

• Review and respond to the development and implementation 
of strategic flood management plans (Catchment Flood Risk 
Management Plans, Shoreline Management Plans and Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessments)  

• Deliver a work programme to mitigate the effects of flooding 
incidents. 
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Leadership 

Led by a rep from the LLFA, they also involve EA, District/Borough 
Council, County Highways and partners, UU, major infrastructure 
providers i.e. Highways England and contractors. 

They are guided by the LLFA Working Group and link up with Flood 
Action Groups and community groups (below) to facilitate collaboration 
at a local level. 

Geographical 
coverage 

A Making Space for Water Group operates in each of Cumbria’s the 6 
districts. 

40 Flood Action Groups or Community Action Groups 

Overall aims/ 
Ways of 
working 

Focus on flood risk management mainly and deliver local projects 
depending upon resources available.  

Established Varies 

Leadership 
Led by community representatives and are linked with MSfWGs for 
collaboration at a local level. Often supported by county councillors, 
town councils and parish councils. 

Geographical 
coverage 

Over 40 Flood Action Groups are in place across Cumbria. These were 
originally set up by the EA to focus on fluvial flooding. There are also 
community action groups formed because of risks other than flooding.  
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