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Welcome to the conference

This information gives the answers to some of the most frequently raised questions that arise at the conferences we organise.

Conference Outputs



· The Power Point presentations and delegate notes will be available shortly after the event on the CMS www.coastms.co.uk  and CIWEM www.ciwem.org websites.  We will notify you by email when these have been placed on the sites.

· The data from the questions posed and a short report will also be made available.

Questions – Bookings – Receipts – In house information
If you have any questions during the event about bookings, finances, or logistics please see Christina Beech at the registration desk; she will be pleased to help.

Timing  
We will try to ensure that the conference runs on time to allow the allocated time for speakers and as importantly for discussion. A bell will be rung 5 minutes before the start of sessions.

Refreshment Breaks  
In running events in London over the last 15 years we have used  two main refreshment breaks during the day that enable us to split the sessions and breaks more evenly.  A sandwich buffet is available in the first break and sweet course during the second.  

Food        There is always ample food at the events and you can come back for more.  Once you have collected your food could you move away from the serving table.  Catering staff are on hand if you need anything, including extra drinks.

Delegate list   A list of the delegates to 24 May is at the end of the delegate notes.

Evaluation form 
There is a questionnaire and evaluation form in your delegate pack; your views will help us improve future events. Please leave these at the registration desk along with your badge when you leave.  

NB Valuables 
If you have anything you value keep it with you i.e. do not leave laptops unattended.

Before you leave   Check you haven’t left anything in the conference hall. 

Please also take any leaflets or reports.

The aim of this conference is to provide a comprehensive overview of the next steps to be taken in delivering surface water management post the election looking at the key drivers including, changing weather patterns, legislation, delivery, funding, paradigm change, partnership and sectoral perspectives with a view to the short and long term needs in this sector. 

Objectives 

· To understand the direction of the post-election political, policy and funding agenda in relation to surface water management in the urban setting

· To understand the policy, paradigm and practical changes that need to be implemented from different sectoral perspectives

· To focus on major themes that will be the focus of change including the political context, funding, urban design, retrofitting programmes, partnership delivery, SUDs and impermeable surfaces

· To illustrate change with reference to the research evidence base and case study practice 

· To consider the next water planning cycle in terms of research requirements and paradigm change
· The views on each of these sessions will be collated to form the output from the event 
Apart from the first slot all the presentation slots 30 minutes [15 minutes for presentation and 15 minutes for points from the floor and questions and answers]

Programme

9.00   Registration and refreshments
Chairman    Nick Orman Principal Consultant WRc

9.45   Welcome to the conference   Nick Reeves   CIWEM Executive Director and Member of the Early Actions Panel of a Ministerial Advisory Group on Surface Water Drainage

9.50   The strategic and political context – surface water management   
The purpose of this slot is to cover the current strategic and policy context for surface water management and also explore the post-election scenarios that are emerging.

9.50 The Current policy and Strategic Context      Elliot Robertson  
Head of Inland Flooding, Environment Agency
10.05   The post-election – post Bill political context   
   Professor Colin Green   
                Middlesex University

Discussion 10.20 – 10.40

10.40 Understanding Changing Weather Patterns – a key driver    Paul Davies Met Office 
and Joint Flood Forecasting Centre

11.10 Paradigm change for surface water management   Chris Digman MWH
11.40    Refreshments – Break 1

Session 2 Chairman:  Neil Scarlett  IETG & Vice Chairman of The Wastewater  and Planning Users Group (WaPUG)

12.20
SuDS – dealing with the legacy challenge? Paul Shaffer CIRIA

12.50   Partnership working for delivery – lessons from practice     Elliot Gill   Halcrow

13.20    Challenges facing lead local flood authorities      Deborah Fox, Senior Manager, Environment and Economy, Surrey County Council & Member of LGA Inland FRM Group

13.50   Break 2 & refreshments 

Chairman:   Matt Crossman  Defra
14.30   A Highways Authorities perspective     Sharon Walls    Warrington Borough Council 

15.00   A Water Company perspective      

David Bayliss   Welsh Water & Jeremy Jones JRJ Consulting/Welsh Water

10 mins each presenter and 15 for Q&A  

15.30   Chairmen’s views – Reflections and discussion of next steps
16.00   Conference ends and refreshments
Current policy and Strategic Context  

Elliot Robertson  

Head of Inland Flooding, Environment Agency 
Email:  elliot.robertson@environment-agency.gov.uk
The images and impacts from the major flooding in the summer of 2007 remain fresh in the mind.  Surface water was a significant factor.  But surface water flooding of homes and roads has been a recurring problem over the years and it has been estimated that surface water flooding, impacting to varying degrees on people and property, has happened somewhere in England and Wales virtually every month since.  Our estimates of surface water flood risk, published last year in the Long Term Investment Strategy show that this is a significant source of flood risk. 

The events of 2007 and Sir Michael Pitt’s subsequent report shone a light on surface water flood risk. We now have new legislation, the Flood Risk Regulations 2009 implementing the European Floods Directive and the Flood and Water Management Act 2010. Both these pieces of legislation have recognised the significance of surface water flood risk and, for the first time, provided clarity on the roles and responsibilities of those organisations involved.

The Environment Agency has new roles under this legislation, to have an overview of all sources of flood risk and to support Lead Local Flood Authorities as they also take on new roles to lead the management of local flood risk.  For the Environment Agency this includes developing a national strategy for flood and coastal risk management whilst Lead Local Flood Authorities will have similar responsibilities for local strategies.

The Environment Agency and many local authorities and other partners have been progressing their new roles ahead of legislation but challenges remain regarding long term funding and linkage to the Flood Risk Regulations.  Some funding has already been made available for Surface Water Management Plans in priority locations.

The new arrangements place a strong reliance on partnership working that brings challenges and opportunities. For many organisations this is a new technical area of work where skills and experience are limited and where capacity and funding for flood risk management must compete with priority areas including, education, health and social care.

The new legislation does provide some clarity on roles and responsibilities and the national strategy will provide greater clarity and direction. 

Next steps:

· To develop the national strategy for flood and coastal risk management , approved by the Secretary of State and laid before parliament.

· To continue to progress the management of all sources of flood risk and ensure local authorities are supported effectively in their new roles.

· To work with government and local authorities to ensure funding arrangements for flood risk are risk based and continue to deliver benefits for communities and the environment.

The post-election – post Bill political context    

Colin Green

Professor of Water Economics, Flood Hazard Research Centre, Middlesex University,
Mansion House, Trent Park, Bramley Road, London, N14 4YZ

Tel No:  07864280228    Email:  colin.green.fhrc@gmail.com
I have been asked to address the fatalistic question of what will happen with regard to legislation. I am not a despairing fatalist but rather a strategic opportunist.  That is, there has to be a vision but then it is necessary to take advance of opportunities as they arise to move towards that vision.  So, the two questions I will address are;

· What ought to happen? and

· How can we make it happen?

What will happen is then what will happen if we don’t do anything.

That vision is obviously sustainable water management; the focus today is on the surface water management side but it is not possible to treat this in isolation from the rest of the water cycle.  Embarrassingly, England is about 30 years behind Germany in delivering sustainable water management. Thus, in Germany;

· An estimated 35% of new buildings are fitted with rainwater harvesting.

· Some 13.5 million m2 of green roofs were constructed in 2001; for example, an estimated 22-25% of the roofs in Stuttgart are green.

· In North-Rhine Westphalia, between 1996 and 2004, some 6 million m2 of surface area was disconnected from the sewer system, including 825,000 m2 of green roofs.  The current plan is to reduce by a further 15% the impermeable area connected to the sewers.

· There are an estimated 500,000 SUDs installations in Germany.

· Household water consumption is now 122 l/p/d and falling (Future Water’s aspiration is for 130 l/p/d in England by 2030) and around 90 l/p/d in the former eastern states.

So, how to deliver sustainable water management is known, the technologies are relatively mature, and the only question is why are they not being widely adopted in England? The answer has to be in the differences in the forms of governance in the two countries.  There are things that could be done immediately. One is to take the Energy Service Company (ESCOs) model and apply it to water cycle management in property estates.  A WAMCO would be contracted by the owner of the estate (e.g. Tesco) to deliver sustainable water  management within the owner’s estate whilst buying in some water from the WASCO or WOC and discharging some wastewater to the WASCO.

But I would favour a period of strategic planning before a new Bill is prepared.  The recent Bill showed all the signs of being cobbled together under acute time and resource pressures, and lacked any coherent vision as well as being poorly drafted.  There are some big questions to be addressed which I was disappointed that neither the Cave or Walker reports approached.  In particular, what are the implications in terms of costs and revenues for the WASCOs and WOCs when water consumption has fallen by 30% per capita, with corresponding falls in wastewater and surface water discharges?   How do we provide incentives for the companies in turn to promote sustainable water management?  

Next steps

· To begin, I want to see a coherent vision of what sustainable water management looks like and thus the role of surface water management in that vision.  My null hypothesis is that it looks like Germany now.

· I want to see a clear institutional map of who has what responsibilities and powers now. For example, what exactly is the Common Law duty on riparian owners to maintain channels free from obstruction and more especially what is the duty under the Land Drainage Act 1990 on riparian owners in IDBs to maintain the channel?  When equally does a Highway Drain become a Public Sewer?  This is to assume that the differences between sewers built prior to 1936 and after 1936 is rationalised by the adoption of private sewers by the WASCOs.
· Then I want to see a route map of how to get there from here.  For instance, there is a statutory duty on OFWAT to ensure that well-run companies do not run into financial difficulties, and the collapse of demand in the new lander in Germany is creating big problems in terms of revenues and costs for the water management organisations.  How do we need to change the pricing structure for the industry to create the incentives for the companies to promote sustainable water management? As an economist, I would argue for the possible efficiency advantages of the introduction of competition into the industry in so far that those potential advantages are not outweighed by economies of scale and scope, possible increases in the cost of capital, and in transaction costs.  
· That route map needs to spell what changes need primary legislation, what can be done with secondary legislation, and what can be done without either.  It is desirable to avoid relying on primary legislation as much as possible.
· As to primary legislation itself, the UK habit is to leave lots of critical issues on one side to be sorted out through secondary legislation at a later date.  This is shorthand for ‘we haven’t thought about this yet’.  Secondary legislation is a useful means of adapting to changing circumstances but no provision for secondary legislation should be included without a definition of the limitations of the scope of that legislation and a draft of the initial set of regulations.  
· Acts in the UK are a compendium of the repeal of clauses from past Acts, clauses in existing Acts that are amended, and new clauses.  They look like the floor of a teenage boy’s bedroom.   Is it really necessary to have to look at the Land Drainage Act 1930, Land Drainage Act 1990 and the Floods and Water Management Act 2010 – and that is just the start of the avalanches of legislation.  Germany has a single Federal Water Law which is amended as necessary.  Could we not have a Sustainable Water Management Act that codifies in one place what will be the applicable statute law?  Supplementary documents could then show the linkages to other relevant statute law (e.g. on planning, environment, finance etc) but Acts should be written for the community, not as a job creation programme for lawyers, and currently it is difficult to find out what is the applicable law.
· From a citizen’s perspective, I found the Floods and Water Management Bill quite outrageous: sweeping powers were given with the fundamental rights of appeal being left to be sorted out later.  The democratic and human rights of the citizen should be front and centre; the executive exists for the convenience of the citizens, not the other way round.

Understanding the changing weather patterns

Paul Davies

Chief Hydrometeorologist, Flood Forecasting Centre, London

Gray’s Inn House, 127 Clerkenwell Road, London, EC1R 5LP

Tel No:  0207 204 7466    Email:  paul.davies@metoffice.gov.uk
The common theme running through all types of flooding is excessive rainfall. Rainfall duration is also a key factor: 80% of recent floods were due to intense, short duration rainfall over urban areas; typified by the summer 2007 floods. This problem can only get worse in a warming climate, with increased impermeable urban areas and deterioration of assets.

There have been numerous studies into extreme rainfall and its relationship to flooding, such as an overview of extreme rainfall events from the British Rainfall Archive 1866 to 1968 (Harvey et al, 2008) and the characteristics of extreme rainfall events in the 20th Century by Hand (2004). The latter investigated the meteorological conditions associated with extreme point rainfalls in the UK. 

The study completed by Hand, was motivated by a requirement for Defra (Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs) to better understand the causes of extreme rainfall in order to eventually provide improved warnings at least 24 hours in advance. Extreme rainfall almost inevitably leads to serious flooding, which in some cases can be catastrophic, with loss of life and widespread damage to property. The investigation involved examining a set of Extreme point rainfall cases in the 20th Century which was plotted on a graph, illustrated in figure 1 below. 
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Figure 1.  Extreme rainfall threshold line for all 20th Century Extreme cases represented by a symbol according to rainfall duration and amount and synoptic type. ‘+’ = convective, ‘X’ = convective with frontal forcing, ж = orographic, ∆= frontal with embedded convection and □ = frontal. 

Some interesting and useful differences were found from Hand’s analysis, particularly for orographic and frontal rainfall events. The number of extreme events in each decade was found to correlate with the phase of the North Atlantic Oscillation (NAO), raising some important questions on the predictability of the frequency of extreme rainfalls. Finally, it became clear from this study that convectively driven rainfalls are very complex meteorologically and that much more work is required to unravel the intricacies involved. However, some useful pointers are provided in this paper. 

Hand’s (2004) definition has been used to define an extreme catalogue of events in the 10 years from 2000 to 2009. Data were collected from a plethora of sources, but namely from Met Office archives, CEH Hydrological records, EA records and academic literature (Royal Met Soc etc.). For the purposes of this paper, the less extreme rainfall criteria was used to captured those events that just fell short of the 1-100 year return period definition, see figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Extreme rainfall threshold line for all 20th Century including those observed during 2000-2009. The envelope curve represents the approximate 1 in 100 year return period statistic

The distribution per decade of extremes, figure 2, indicates a high degree of natural variability with no discernible trend. The overall frequency appears to indicate that two such extreme events affect the UK each year on average.

We know from previous work that there is a correlation between surface water flooding with extreme rainfall stemming from convection. To this end, it is important to resolve the basic ingredients for extreme producing convective storm systems. Hand concluded that an Extreme convective point rainfall event will occur either through the efficient and rapid conversion of a moisture-rich atmosphere into heavy rainfall or by repeated generation of deep convective cells in the same area. My presentation will explore this further and arrive at a more robust definition based on 2000-2009 events.

Future hydro-meteorologists need to understand why various patterns are more favourable than others for extreme rainfall that can lead to the most damaging inland floods we experience in the UK. The paper questions the sole reliance on weather models to predict extremes and suggest an ingredients methodology should be used instead. This methodology relies on the hydro-meteorologist using conceptual ideas, meteorological signals, hydrological information and Numerical Weather Prediction models to maximum effect. 

The ingredients methodology enables recognition of patterns favourable for extreme rains; one largely of maritime origin, based on liquid water and quasi-stationary or back building deep convection overland, and the second that relies on ice processes giving rise to sudden extreme point rainfall totals. The latter is likely to be responsible for many of the surface water flooding events experienced in urban catchments. 

In both of these meteorological situations, termed warm and cold convection, potentially dangerous floods are likely to occur, exacerbated by hail during cold convective rains. Both cases may result in flash floods, characterised by high velocity flows, which in many ways are the most dangerous form of flooding and one that is likely to become more frequent as seas and climate warm.

A Paradigm Change for Surface Water Management

Dr Chris Digman

Senior Principal Engineer, MWH,1 Red Hall Avenue, Paragon Business Village, 

Wakefield, WF1 2UL

Tel No:  07766 732 314    Email:  christopher.j.digman@mwhglobal.com

The need for a step change

In the UK, our current approach in urban areas is to remove the water from the surface as soon as possible and pass it underground to sewers and culverts. Predominantly, we are drained through combined sewer systems, and there has been no appetite to retrospectively separate these systems. The subsequent impact has been to increase the size of the combined sewers to convey or store greater and greater amounts of surface water, whether to manage urban flooding or limit water quality impacts on watercourses and rivers. Therefore, is it right or appropriate to continue in such a manner with these existing systems or when building new systems?

The lack of adaptive capacity in these systems means that when failure occurs, the impact is quite significant. The future threat of the impacts of climate change and uncertainty behind predictions leaves a particular challenge. The option to build progressively larger solutions is becoming increasing untenable. This indicates that a fundamentally new paradigm is required if we are to manage surface water proactively and sustainably in the future. 

Our change of approach needs to start with new development and regeneration, particularly following the Flood and Water Management Act (2010). However there are also significant needs to be addressed in existing areas in the short to medium term which offers a major opportunity. 

Our whole approach needs to change to one from defence to resilience. This means that water needs to be managed on the surface and be visible. Surface water needs to be held back at the source. We must maximise the benefits of water being held back to improve water quality, amenity and bio-diversity. This means that urban design must be placed at the heart of what we do to enable water to become an everyday feature that enriches the environment and helps to overcome the health and safety fears associated with water. 

By keeping water on the surface, the management of extreme events may become easier, if we choose to accept the implications that this brings.  Good design is critical and requires engineers to embrace this challenge to provide safe ‘flood’ routes. A critical element to this will be addressing the concerns of highway engineers and ensuring that extreme events in the carriageway can be accommodated and managed, rather than produce ad-hoc flooding. 

To achieve this we will fundamentally need to work differently to implement more holistic ways to manage surface water. Firstly our attention must move away from generally focusing on quantity and address water quality as well as improving the amenity and bio-diversity. Secondly, different professions will not achieve this new approach in isolation, but through joint working. This includes planners, urban designers, landscape architects and engineers using their combined skills to develop and implement a lasting solution. 

Different solutions to our traditional approach need to become common place, and not purely confined to new or re-development – which does afford a great opportunity, but is limited in terms of the ratio of development to existing land. The solutions need to encompass a whole range of measures including sustainable drainage, hard engineered above ground channels, and where appropriate below ground solutions.  Similar approaches in other countries e.g. low impact development in the United States or water sensitive urban design in Australia, have shown how water can be proactively managed in a positive manner whilst addressing the water quality. 

We are likely to see a range of measures either at the source, pathway or receptor level being implemented. However, these solutions will need to manage not only the water, but reduce the surface pollution that is naturally washed off whilst improving the amenity value. Hence, controlling these at source at the site, street or regional level is vital and should be our first target. 

We certainly face a significant challenge and uncertain future. If we are to manage flood risk proactively and reduce pollution, the change needs to happen now.
SuDS – dealing with the legacy challenge

Paul Shaffer

Associate, CIRIA, Classic House, 174-180 Old Street, London, EC1V 9BP

Tel No:  020 7549 3300    Email:  paul.shaffer@ciria.org

The drivers and associated benefits of sustainable drainage are increasingly understood by client and consultants alike. PPS25 Development and flood risk (and its predecessor) promoted sustainable drainage and SuDS are becoming championed by a number of organisations now supported by the Flood and Water Management Act 2010.

Historically, surface water management within our built environment has been viewed as a challenge. However, the best drainage options are likely to be delivered where opportunities have been identified and exploited to manage flood risk and water quality within the context of providing better places to live, play and work

While guidance exists and practitioners’ confidence in the delivery of SuDS for new developments and redevelopments is growing, the challenges of retrofitting SuDS are arguably more entrenched and complex with more stakeholders involved and greater technical constraints. 

Retrofitting has been explored to some extent in the UK, primarily in Scotland where opportunities have looked at the protection of bathing water quality and managing local flood risk management in Glasgow. These, for the most part, have been desk studies looking at processes and feasibility, and they have resulted in schemes that tend to be end of pipe solutions (generally using piped conveyance and storage). Our experiences are likely to expand during this current AMP period with the delivery of Welsh Water’s surface water management strategy and other pilots being delivered by other sewerage undertakers (including United Utilities).

However, guidance and practice in the UK lags behind that of the USA and our European neighbours, who have developed extensive guidance documents and examples of retrofit SuDS, eg Malmo in Sweden and Portland in the USA. The flexibility of the SuDS approach means that there are many opportunities for their inclusion in our built environment, including retrofit situations that recognise the opportunity to contribute to pollution management, urban design as well as the more traditional goal of local flood risk management. 

While the confidence and competence in delivering SuDS for new developments is increasing, we need to ensure that we can tackle the challenges of managing surface water in our existing developments and deal with challenges presented by our legacy approach to surface water management.

Surface water management:  partnership working for delivery

Lessons from practice

Elliot Gill

Chief Engineer Urban Water Management, Halcrow Group Ltd, Burderop Park, 

Swindon, SN4 7PF

Tel No:  01793 816598    Email:  gillej@halcrow.com   http://uk.linkedin.com/in/elliotgill
The 2010 Flood and Water Management Act establishes a new approach to surface water management in our towns and cities.  The goal is to achieve the sustainable delivery of reduced surface water flood risk so that we can adapt to climate change and ‘make space for water’ within our cities as they undergo regeneration and growth.

The goal can only be achieved through key organisations and people working in partnership. Local Authorities have been positioned in a leadership role but essential contributions are also required from householders, businesses, water and sewerage companies, the Environment Agency, developers and internal drainage boards.  Acting alone no single body can plan and deliver the necessary changes in policy, behaviour and infrastructure. Acting together in partnership is the only way we can plan and deliver an integrated urban drainage system that is effective and affordable; sustainable urban drainage in the truest sense.

The presentation will draw on the author’s experience of partnership working through Defra’s programme of 21 pilot studies (2007-2009) in integrated urban drainage and surface water management.  It will be illustrated with examples published in Defra’s Surface Water Management Plan technical guidance  (March 2010) and others drawn from enterprising partnership arrangements (e.g. in Glasgow, London and Wales).  It will address partnership working through planning stages (e.g. sharing of data) to delivery stages (e.g. co-funding arrangements).

The presentation will describe key success factors for fruitful partnership working and indicate how some of the persistent barriers could be overcome through changed behaviours, further legislation or regulation. 

Some further reading:

http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/flooding/manage/surfacewater/index.htm
http://www.mgsdp.org/
http://www.dwrcymru.com/English/Company/Operations/surfacewater/index.asp
http://www.bournestreampartnership.org.uk/
http://www.qwag.org.uk/home/
Challenges facing lead local flood authorities

Deborah Fox

Senior Manager, Environment and Economy, Surrey County Council, Room 214 County Hall, Penrhyn Road, Kingston upon Thames, KT1 2DN

Tel No:  020 8541 9381    Email: deborah.fox@surreycc.gov.uk
As a new ‘lead local flood authority’, Surrey County Council is, like other two tier and unitary authorities, working out how to implement this new crosscutting role. Coordination will be key, to date relevant services have been delivered by a number of teams and coordination has not been required. With existing strengths in emergency planning, restoration of mineral sites and mapping and dealing with flooding hotspots on highways; what skills and capabilities are missing to deliver the new role – and how will we know? As Sir Michael Pitt concluded, surface water flood risk has previously lacked ownership. An observation by this speaker is that there is no dedicated profession, with the associated leadership and support, to help local flood authorities build up their skills and capabilities.  

Since the 2008 report of Sir Michael Pitt’s independent ‘Pitt Review’, the county council has championed the issue of flood risk management through a Flooding Task Group, Pitt Review Task Monitoring Group and its select committees. A £1 million annual capital budget has been allocated to dealing with ‘wetspots’, as well as approximately £2 million allocated for the maintenance of existing highway gullies and ditches. However, delivery of these existing services and new responsibilities must now be done in the context of the national challenge of reduced public sector budgets. As we plan to implement the new strategic role, how do aspirations fit with likely significant changes in the make up of public services? 
In consulting with other local authorities in the county, Surrey County Council has stated its preferred approach is partnership. This is a challenge, given the scant resource of drainage engineers and emergency planners in Surrey districts as well as other resources. What is reassuring is the willingness of districts to protect their current levels of resourcing, given the likelihood of flood risk in some areas. Understandably local authorities are looking to the county council for leadership and we need to strike a balance between leadership and being perceived as ‘top down’. We also need to collaborate more during flood events, whatever the division of legal responsibilities. 

A collaborative business model
The county council is also considering other scales of working on flood risk, as part of a wider service, and models such as Midlands Highway Alliance (MHA) are interesting. The county council is leading development of a new collaborative highways business model with local and regional partners as part of its work in ‘Rethinking Surrey Highways’. To date regional South East of England highway authorities have developed informal agreements to explore joint working. However, it is proposed to migrate to the next stage of regional collaboration by implementing a new formal organisation currently referred to as the SE6 Highways Alliance, comprised of Surrey CC; Kent CC; East Sussex CC; West Sussex CC; Medway & Brighton. The ultimate objective would be for seven authorities (including Hampshire) to form a fully collaborative alliance to create a regional highway authority with a single contract strategy. We recognise, however, that there is no quick fix involved in such a model, and that local considerations on flood risk management will still need to be at the fore. So a Joint Surrey Highways Board is proposed, to ensure effective coordination of key highways services. The lead on implementation of this would come from Surrey First, a new collaborative body created between the county council and its local partners.
Surface water management planning

Following national research that placed Woking and Byfleet high in the 2009 Defra Rank Order of Settlements, Surrey Highways is developing a surface water management plan for the area. In doing so, we identified that using local authority boundaries to define areas of flood risk is not the best way to focus scarce resources. The team is using its existing mapping of surface water flood risk on the highway network, overlaid with fluvial flood risk identified by the Environment Agency and surface water flood risk identified by geography, to see where problems lie. Another Surrey district, Epsom and Ewell, has also received Defra funding to compile a surface water management plan for its area.

Dealing with flood risk in the highway network

The Surrey County Council ‘wetspots’ database is continually updated to reflect the latest flood risk associated with the highway network in Surrey, see: Flooding and Wetspots in Surrey. It is also used to record completed drainage works and floodplain issues, together with the locations of highway drainage assets including soakaways and gullies. This information is proving invaluable in development of the surface water management plans outlined above, as well as in planning and programming future prioritised works efficiently and effectively. It has helped the county council to identify links between surface water and fluvial flooding and so inform our discussions with the Environment Agency about the interplay between these types of flood risk.  And it provides residents and businesses with an interactive map to see at a glance the flood risks in their areas.
Mapping infrastructure requirements
The county council is a partner in the Surrey Infrastructure Capacity project. The project involves all 12 local authorities in the county. Its purpose is to identify current and future levels of infrastructure needed to manage the growth projected in the South East Plan. Key outputs of phase one have been an audit of infrastructure capacity and condition and a set of costed strategic infrastructure schedules that will form the blueprint for infrastructure provision in Surrey. The infrastructure types covered by the study include flood defence. These schedules can be downloaded from the project website, see: Surrey Infrastructure Capacity Project. This project is one of the first of its kind in local government in England and we believe the Surrey approach may offer a national model of good practice.
Key next steps

· The surface water management plan for Woking and Byfleet will be completed, setting a model for others

· A Surrey flood risk service audit will be completed, following consultation, to steer future partnership arrangements in the county

· Plans will continue to emerge on the ‘SE6(7)’.

A Highways Authorities Perspective

Sharon Walls

Transport Asset Service Manager, Warrington Borough Council, New Town House,

Buttermarket Street, Warrington, WA1 2FG

Tel No:  01925 442427    Email:  swalls@warrington.gov.uk
Working closer with colleagues from all agencies and other Local authorities will be a key factor going forward particularly given the economic climate we face.

With the emergence of the flood and Water Management Act Local Authorities are expected to take a leading role in surface water management with key partners including Environment Agency and United Utilities and the Community on board.

Following the pilot study that tested the SWMP guidance this presentation will explore and highlight how Warrington is delivering further in this field including 

· Partnership working – in practice and governance arrangements

· Financial aspects including funding sources and matching of resources

· Community involvement 

· Asset management – identification and ownership of drainage assets

· Developing surface water management plans further

· The infrastructure and its linkages

· Affects on local government resources

· Affects on future planning decisions

Dwr Cymru Welsh Water’s Surface Water Management Strategy

Jeremy Jones

Surface Water & Sustainable Drainage Advisor, Dwr Cymru Welsh Water, Pentwyn Road, Nelson, Treharris, Mid Glamorgan, CF46 6LY

Tel No:  07887 837518    Email:  Jeremy.Jones@dwrcymru.com
Dave Bayliss 

Sewerage Network Strategy Manager, Dwr Cymru Welsh Water, Pentwyn Road, Nelson, Treharris, Mid Glamorgan, CF46 6LY

Tel No:  01443 452193; 07785 776995    Email:  dave.bayliss@dwrcymru.com
Website

Green Space Wales
Dwr Cymru Welsh Water’s (DCWW) Surface Water Management Strategy is aimed at tackling the impact that climate change and urban creep will have on sewer flooding and pollution as well as reducing energy and carbon emissions in a sustainable manner. The strategy has focussed on awareness, engagement and communication because the greatest gains will result from changing behaviours, as well as exploring some technical areas and seeking to influence legislation.  

Phase 2 of the strategy has now been completed and already early signs of change amongst developers and local authorities are becoming apparent, some of which will be illustrated in the presentation. Continuation of the strategy has been included in the Final Determination (FD) for AMP5, and DCWW is about to embark on Phase 3 of the work.

The FD also included funding for a £12m programme of sustainable drainage schemes. This programme is identified to receive further support in the form of £6m EU grant funding. DCWW have chosen surface water reduction as the first option for addressing all sewerage problems resulting from hydraulic overload and the approach will be applied to the AMP5 flooding programme.

The messages that the presentation will aim to deliver include:

· Building bigger and bigger sewers is not sustainable.

· The answer is to reduce existing surface water flows and deter the addition of new flows by influencing the behaviour of others.

· Partnerships with stakeholders including communities are key.

· DCWW cannot build a way out of this (as customers will have expected in the past)

· Some personal perspectives (not necessarily DCWW views) of the speakers.

The Next Steps that will be identified include:

· Enshrine Surface Water Reduction as the preferred method of tackling all sewerage problems.

· Coordinate the AMP5 surface water reduction schemes into the main Flooding Investment programme.

· Embed the approach into DCWW Asset Management Framework, and help develop an industry standard approach for surface water removal.

· Work with OFWAT to develop the risk-based approach to flooding registers.
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Analysis of events 2000-2009







1 = Bracknell, 00

2 = Uckfield 00

3    Capel Hermon, 01

4    Oulton 01

5    Chamwood forset 02

6 = Hemel Hempstead,02

7    Cleveland, 03

8    Capel Curig, 03

9 = High Wycombe, 04

10  Huddersfield 04

11  Boscastle, 04

12  Carlisle, 05

13  Hawnby, 05

14  Chieveley 05

15  Albrighton, 06

16  Royston, 06

17  Lightwater, 06

18  Pershore, 07

19  Pont faen, 08

20  Goldscleugh, 08

21  Honister, 08

22  Ottery, 08	

23  St Ives, 09

24  Copley, 09

25  Seathwaite, 09
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Plot of duration versus rainfall amount for Extreme event cases
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