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Calderdale Catchment Plan, Planning 
Workshop, 18.6.16, Halifax 
These notes are a write up of the material produced at the workshop. There has 

been no editing, analysis or synthesis of what was produced on the day. The work 

below represents what was written on flip charts and recording sheets during the 

workshop. The workshop findings will be used to inform the design of the catchment 

plan Planning process. 
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1 Workshop aims 
Overall aim: 

Set out and agree a broad planning process for the production of the Calderdale 

Catchment Plan. 

By the end of the session we will have: 

 Set out the scope and purpose of the Catchment Plan and what we expect it 

to achieve. 

 Collectively written a draft vision statement for the Catchment 

 Worked up a set of principles that will guide our work 

 Explored how we can best work together and on what themes as the plan is 

developed over the next 2-3 months (and beyond) 

 Shared the work everyone is doing and identified areas of agreement and 

contention. 

 Set out the immediate next steps. 
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2. One Positive change 
Each participant was asked to think about one positive change they would like to see 

happened as a result of good water management in Calderdale. They then 

discussed this with others. 

One Positive change you would like What could get in the way? 

Better use of historic water management facilities / 
infrastructure, millponds, reservoirs, turn-bys, 
drainage channels, culverts, etc. to control the flow 
of water from the tops down to the valley bottom. 

Poor maintenance and lack 
of funding. 

Restrict / stop building on flood plain – better 
understanding of casual (??) impact which may 
impact flooding – i.e. saturation etc and impact 
throughout catchment area and not just localised. 

Government mandate for 
affordable housing. 

Better river management starting with upland land 
management and going through to the wider 
stretches downstream. 

Money, will, differences of 
opinion. 

Reductions of flooding events and severity of them Lack of money. 

Better support for businesses and information with 
regard to more flood resilience. Infor for buildings. 

Lack of money and lack of 
information regarding 
resilience. 

Ensure uplands and water courses and repaired 
and maintained. The rivers must be cleared of all 
vegetation and gravel in order that they can 
accommodate the maximum amount of water in 
the same way as the Dutch programme the river 
must flow. 

 

Opportunities for funding integrated catchment 
leading to reduced flood risk and improved water 
quality and other benefits. 

Change resistance, 
partnerships, relationships. 

Maximum flood alleviation potential (MFAP) 
achieved in the uplands in order to reduce the 
amount of FAP that otherwise has to be achieved 
in channel. 

Extended timescale required 
to achieve upland FAP and 
absence of land use / 
ownership regulatory 
controls. 

Dredge the Calder and Elphin river near 
confluence. 

 

I would like to see better management in the upper 
catchment. This would include: 

 Better management of peat moorlands; 

 Sowing the flow in rivers and streams using 
leaky dams 

 Slowing the flow in brooks using plate weirs 

 More riparian planting 

Landowners compliance 
quangos – Natural England / 
RSPB/ Woodland 
management EA not funded 
with this as a priority. 

Farmers are compensated for NFM interventions Existing policy on basic farm 
payments (farmers lose 
money if they fence off land). 

Water Quality and ecological aspects of the river 
more thoroughly integrated into FRCM. 

Silo thinking in EA / LA’s 
mismatching deadlines and 
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time pressures (concerned 
that the timescale for this 
project mitigates against 
doing it well). 

Better communication between all parties so that 
the community as a whole knows what is going on 
and is engaged in the process to the extent they 
desire. 

Staff time, resources, 
methods of communication, 
requiring efforts on both 
sides to inform and be 
informed. 

Creation of  

 Collective understanding, 

 Shared responsibility, 

 Collective ownership. 
Broad church range of measures. 

People forget the fateful day  
Money gets diverted / 
infrastructure delayed. 

Being prepared for future flooding events in terms 
of community resilience, flood defence 
infrastructure and environmental management 

Lack of investment 
Poor communication 
Diverse opinions 

Local knowhow and governance and control over 
decision making, priorities, budget spend and 
schedule with spend on fast immediate river 
maintenance and upper catchment drainage. 

The EA and CMBC not 
letting go of control. 

River bed cleared would enable bigger volume of 
water to flow and (illegible) flooding. 

EA refusing to dredge. 

In the event of flooding (either surface or river) the 
aftermath is co-ordinated, quicker and lessons 
learned. 

All partners need to work 
together. 

Dredge the Calder river from Hawksclough to 
Brierley and clear the river banks of vegetation and 
silt. 

The Environment Agency 

Upland, clough and mill lodge maintenance by 
volunteer working as equals with like-minded 
statutory bodies to locally agreed modes and 
results. 

Bureaucracy 

I want to know that we understand where the 
(illegible) are in the future and I can be confident 
that we have done all that is realistically possible to 
mitigate them. 

Resources and 
organisational barriers 

Better understanding and control of upper 
catchment water flow. 

EA,,, Govt. Planning process 

With reference to upland management – need for 
an effective way to be put in place to work with 
landowners so that they become an active part of 
the solution. 

Self-interest and 
unwillingness to engage. 
Private and public 
landowners do not see 
outcomes for them. Too 
many different people 
involved with different ideas 
in how to manage the 
uplands. i.e. not one 
cohesive joined up approach. 
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Money 

Speak to local people at the top of the valley i.e. 
Todmorden (last town in valley – far from Halifax 
so gets left out) – but top of the catchment area. 

History / attitude 
Takes longer to include more 
people 
Less daily contact? 

Good and joined up communication from all 
organisations and agencies involved 

Not working in partnership 

Good working partnerships between the differing 
organisations represented in Calderdale. 

Sticking to company lines, 
not discussing. 

A predictive model that identifies sources and 
receptors in the catchment as a whole. Get 
Yorkshire Water to adopt sustainable drainage 
systems. 

Rain forecasting in a sub 
catchment is not that 
accurate (yet)! Need for 
greater gauging data. 

Management of upper moor catchment to produce 
a co-ordinated approach for long term gain (?). Co-
ordination of different sources of water 
management. 

Personality and trying to co-
ordinate landowners and 
authorities to agree to 
actions. 

A vibrant and co-operative network of locally 
based, knowledgeable and committed community 
groups who are actively involved in building the 
resilience of the landscape, economy, built 
environment and the community – with support 
from central agencies where necessary and 
appropriate. 

Disagreements that are not 
worked through in an honest, 
inclusive and participatory 
process. Hierarchies and 
abuse of power. 

Local people able to understand how there can be 
ongoing dialogue with corporate organisation about 
water management outside emergencies 
Permeable communications  

 

Slowing the flow of water from the upper 
catchment and high ground. 

Landowners and funding. 

A more joined up approach to land management in 
the upper reaches of the valley. 

People not enjoying the 
same vision as each other. 

Stop building in the flood plain valley bottom. 
More transparency in the planning process. 

Calderdale council / 
developers. 

Integrated catchment management bringing 
together flood risk management and use of the 
river as a resource for people and wildlife. 

Re-organisations and short 
term thinking. 

A more resilient dale – security for residents and 
businesses (ability to sleep at night) 

Complexity of issues causes 
inertia and loss of 
momentum. 

Change in law to ensure both moorland 
management and Yorkshire Water reservoir usage 
are required to consider flood risks. 

Objections by both 
landowners and Yorkshire 
Water. 
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3  25 year vision –how do we want it to be? 
Participants considered what the catchment would look like / be like if the Catchment 

Plan is successfully implemented and updated over 25 years. 

6 themes were explored by everyone. There are flip chart notes that now need 

further work to develop an overall draft vision statement. The ticks give an indication 

of support while the “?” indicate an area that needs more discussion. 

Natural Flood Management 

Governance 

Resolve tension between NFM and flood defences 

Clear understanding of one (quantitative) role of NFM can actually play.  

What is happening in upper catchment Share data etc. and review legislation 

Incentives for Farmers play 

Integrated into mainstream farm thinking and funding 

Legal changes in land management. 

Assessing what flow we need and compensation flows 

Interventions 

Bog restoration / sphagnum 

Leaky dams / slow drainage / implement legislation.  

Plate weirs on brooks.  

Golf courses into forests 

Tree planting.  

No grips? 

Balsam control 

Erosion control 

Prompt treatment of landslides 

Solis stay on land 

Better clearance / mapping of drains? & potential interventions 

Reintroduce ditch and Rhyne maintenance by farmers and paid for? 

(evidence based) 

Attenuation ponds.  

Reconnection of flood plain. 



6 | P a g e  
 

Community 

Individual households drainpipes etc. 

Flush toilets with rain / grey water 

Many small scale SUDS – retrofit 

 

Strengthening defences 

Joined up approach (in partnership with NWR) 

Defences all linked 

Maximise opportunities for partnership funding e.g. habitat creation around flood 

defences 

Railway embankment to be designated as defence. 

Resolve issues / argument on dredging.  

Not huge walls.  (would take out our old bridges) 

Sympathetic landscaping of defence and urban design / public realm.  

Defences not to prevent access to river. 

Use defences to improve regeneration / positive impact on (illegible)  

Msximise contribution of NFM to minimise defence.  

Water storage areas – creativity.  

Recognition and acceptance that there is not a 100% solution. Design for 1:100, 

1:200, 1:1000? And changing patters due to climate change. 

Linking defence and maintenance in channel 

Activate data for modelling. 

Volunteers for installing demountables – demountable / deploying design and flood 

defence? Localised v’s main river? Needs exploring? 

Keep roads open and not get cut off. 

Keep comms going BT / Mobile, better communications.  

Better emergency response planning – understand roles 

Improved resilience of essential services 

Insurance companies – funding to reduce risk 

Resilience energy infrastructure.  

Mobile banking if flood issues. 
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Community resilience 

Funding and Reform 

Mechanisms to strengthen networks (solidarity / mutual support) 

Funding e.g. DEFRA pathfinder, ERDF, Local Growth fund 

Insurance industry reform e.g. for businesses. 

Dependent on adequate catchment plan.  

Robust infrastructure.  

Sustainability 

Emergency planning / Co-ordination 

Emergency training for schools, rehearsals.  

Each community needs community hub with facilities.  

Emergency services need a fast response route and keep that access open 

Community emergency planning 

Urgent all school resilience and emergency plans 

Emergency evacuation plans for all community services and buildings. 

Community infrastructure, schools, doctors, cash points.  

Community “Ownership” of defence and resilience assets – implies 

community taking on management and not relying on the “Authorities” to do 

the work & 

Strongly organised and empowered volunteer group.  

Personal and active responsibility. 

Ideas listened to and investigated and actioned.  

Resilience / understanding takes time.  

Understand / involve other infrastructure groups – e.g. Northern. 

Education 

Calder Canal to ensure walkie-talkies to all flood wardens 
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Involving young people.  

Education for farmers and landowners.  

Education of multi-generational – simple not too much information & incorporated 

into school curriculum.  

 

Maintenance 

Specifics 

Regular maintenance of all surface water assets.  

Ditches and field drains linked to attenuation systems – maintenance. 

Remove pinch points 

Focussed dredging 

Better reservoir maintenance. 

Maintain road network to minimise run-off and damage to road 

Funding for canal maintenance improved 

NFM 

Who maintains NFM assets – uplands mainstream funding mechanism. ? 

Organisation and Responsibility – governance 

(illegible) priorities for maintenance (grouse/people/ livestock) and not shifting blame 

Maintenance of accountability and legalities (on transfer of assets / ownership) 

Maintenance of cross boundary / cross owners 

Evidence and prioritisation – capital v’s maintenance budget flexibility 

Way to compensate / incentivise landowners.  

Enhanced wayleave for farm structure maintenance? & (might be an additional 

payment to a landowner intended for maintenance of an asset on their land backed 

up by random checks) 

Community and business catchment plan and organisations database 

Asset register for all structures numbered and tracked e.g. leaky dams etc.  

Including maintenance document for each asset with recorded ownership.  

L /T maintenance scheme 

Use local knowledge.  
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Maintain links between community and business and catchment plan and 

organisations doing work.  

Planned maintenance not reactive over long term 

At the same time 

Sensitivity to biodiversity 

Top down management of problem species of plant 

Use of existing infrastructure 

Asset Management 

Understanding our asset base – where it is, what it does, capacity etc. 

Reservoirs and impounding structures and Canal 

Role of reservoirs and historic dams (used / un-used in flooding).  

Historic Structures e.g. millponds, goits, weir structures 

S/T management of reservoirs / canal levels 

Role of the canal in flooding?? 

Better control of opening locks on canal and stop people using barge boards to raise 

canal levels 

SUDS 

Retrospective SUDS – on site, homes and businesses attenuation, water butts & 

mitigation payments from developers to retrofit SUDS 

Combined sewer outfalls – reduce effluence (L/T) 

Maintain infrastructure 

Use of existing infrastructure improve / promote individual property level flood 

resilience (plus built in flood resilience for new developments at risk e.g. 1:100 flood 

risk areas. 

Upland 

Steep roads interventions – e.g. turnbys 

(Green Streets funding possibility) 

Landslip risk on existing roads – management of land at side of roads is needed 

Slower drainage 

Leaky dams 

Hardcastle crags 

Link to treesponsibility 
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Floodplain 

Better use of natural floodplain to attenuate floods.  

Identify flood plains 

Governance 

Continuation of catchment plan past 25 years 

Owners need to be forced by law to clear blockages 

Different ownership and interaction?? 

Communicate more effectively 

Proper budgets to ensure all maintenance can be done and where in community it 

can be done free / low cost. 

 

Decision making and governance 

Post it notes 

Short term 

Need to understand who Is accountable 

LLFA powers 

Maintain drains – and understand whether they help or hinder 

Local decisions.  

Need to understand what happened 

Not enough action from agencies – less talking more movement 

Communication with highways improved and resources to run it 

Existing agencies but overcoming management and co-ordination (too many chiefs 

and not enough Indians)?  

More refined reservoir levels 

YW more accountable / transparency / taking part in conversations 

FRCM no longer operating in a silo, but fully integrated with other aspects of “watery” 

planning such as water quality / ecology. 

Disconnect between policy and this engagement process and official policy-making 

process 

Public access to resource management steering group 

Enforcement to ensure good land management 

Community access to information and decisions 
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Who leads and how 

What / Where is partnership working? 

Timescales to compliment 

Medium Term 

Water management control at local level 

Better planning regulations to stop (inappropriate) building on flood plains 

Long term – law changes 

Re-nationalise YW 

One body responsible for water management ??? 

Reservoir owners to be obliged to consider flooding in resource management 

YW too “big” needs to go back to the old “riding” system 

Regulatory body for land use enforcement 

 

 

Any Other changes? 

Regular channel maintenance / silt, vegetation, gravel? 

Maintain catchment plan and resourced community input.  

Surface water drainage controlled. 

Upper catchment controls 

Make private landowners maintain land 

Annual meeting needed.  

Keep up to date on latest research.  

Better Moorland drainage? 

Area specific action plans urgent. 

Collective landowner and stakeholder groups and forums to support them. 

Better education over local environment in schools. 

Don’t abandon brownfield sites – lower valley 

Start lower valley and work up??? 

Drainage? 

Integrated response to climate change 
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Sustainable upper catchment management 

Co-ordination emergency services and infrastructure, testing resilience plans etc. 

Riparian owners – cost pressures 

Clear communications strategy (flood events) 

Historic mine workings 

Start with quick easy wins 

Planned retreat from valley bottom 

Joined up thought between planning for extremes (drought / flood) 

Redesign of sewers (remove combined) 

Greater education in water use. 

 

4 Principles of the planning process 
Original Principles Comments and additions Priority if 

indicated 

There will be a clear and explicit 
engagement process and timetable 
agreed and set out so that everyone 
is clear where they can contribute, to 
what degree, on what issues and the 
influence their contributions will have  

Transparency 1,1,1,1,1 

The time, resource, expertise and 
budget allocated to the catchment 
planning process will be sufficient to 
achieve the desired outcomes. 

Is this realistic? Honest 
acknowledgement of 
constraints and mistakes. 
Local people will put in 
their expertise and action 
for nothing. 
Time important. 

1,1,1 

The catchment planning process 
aims and the parameters of decision 
making will be agreed and clear to all. 

State if partnerships are 
being help up and by who? 
The local community. 
How and by who? 

1 

Everyone involved in, affected by, or 
who has a contribution to make, will 
have the information they need to be 
able to take part in the decision 
making process. 

Survey maybe? 1 
 

There is a commitment to devolve 
engagement and collaboration in 
planning and decision making to the 
most local level possible. 

Delivery will be devolved. 
Recognition that some 
decisions are at catchment 
level but need local 
involvement. This needs to 
be clearer. Take out’ and 

2 
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decision making’. 

The degree to which the Environment 
Agency and others need to be 
involved in decision making across 
themes and issues will be agreed and 
clear to all. 

“The degree to which all 
agencies”. 
Transparency of outcome, 
EA discloses starting 
position and assumptions 
of causes and solutions 
based on catchment level 
modelling. 
How and by who? 

3 

The process will aim to give the 
opportunity to engage in the planning 
process to all those who have a 
contribution to make. 

The process will give the 
opportunity to engage in 
the planning process to all 
those who have a 
contribution to make. 
The process will do our 
best to dive the… 
Newsletter – survey might 
work 
Feedback acknowledged, 
timescale 

 

All contributions to the catchment 
planning process will be 
acknowledged and feedback given as 
to how this input has been used. 

Is this realistic? 
Needs to be actioned fast 
and what local people want 
is what EA should do. 
Need to understand risks 
and agree together. 
At an individual level 
Funding this 

 

All issues are open for engagement 
and collaboration in planning and 
decision making unless there is good 
reason why this is not possible. 

And advertised 
What is a good reason? 
Need evidence 

 

   

At the end of the process the EA 
disclosed how much flood alleviation 
will be achieved and not achieved, 
and where it will be achieved (upland 
v’s river channel) based on quantified 
modelling. 

 1 

Conflict and disagreement – clear 
process to deal with and good 
communication around this. 

 1 

Try to avoid public meetings / 
processes that are not co-ordinated 
or undercut this process (e.g. 
meetings organised unilaterally by 
Craig Whittaker). 

 1 

Need to understand the reasons why 
we flooded. 

 1 
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The catchment plan should be based 
on the best available evidence. 
Whether local, National, international 
or emerging, to take account of 
changing climate, weather, politics, 
social, political, economic. 

 1 

All planning to be based on evidence 
and science. 
 

 2 

Key – Who and how to agree and 
decide – vote? Consensus? 

  

   

 

5. Work theme action planning 
Outline design for how the different work themes can operate efficiently and 

effectively over the next 8 weeks. There will be a need to consider relationships 

between these themes and how planning occurs across themes. 

Natural flood Management 

Aim of the work theme 
To ensure that NFM is at the heart of the catchment plan 

Who needs to be involved in this theme? 
Landowners and managers, commoners, natural England, RSPB, EA, YWS, 
DEFRA, other FWM ACT 2010 parties. Existing partnerships – the SOURCE, flood 
recover / resilience CMBC, businesses and authorities, Calderdale flood science 
group. 

Key issues to address 
(are there areas of particular contention)? 
Moorland burning 
Role of drainage and grips (draining V’s restoration) 
Role of ditches and field drains in in-bye landowner 
Soil / catchment sensitive farming 
Expectation management (NFM not a silver bullet) 
In (ability) to use FDGIA to fund NFM. 

Data / Information / resources needed? 
International learning. 
Lack of data for the middle and lower valley 
Clarity over funding streams. 
“Resources” – includes people! 
Land ownership mapping 
Existing projects – e.g. Moorlife2020 / match funding 
 

How best to work together? 
Make use of existing work and learning. Needs to be co-ordinated / joined up (the 
SOURCE etc…Calderdale partnership board, other parts of catchment plan) 

Blocks to overcome / things that could help 
:Landowners / managers 
Concern over too many strategies / confusion/ inhibiting action 
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Catchment plan and JBA modelling already done for upper catchment 

 

Strengthening Defences 

Aim of the work theme 
To ensure that proposed strengthened defences are necessary (evidence based) 
Prioritise the programme of investment. 
Identify opportunities for additional benefits. 
What are needs by which the priorities are set / agreed. 
Factors: 
Number of properties flooded 
Effect on economy 
Damage to infrastructure 
Environmental damage 

Who needs to be involved in this theme? 
Statutory bodies 
Community groups 
Local residents and businesses 
Landowners 

Key issues to address 
(are there areas of particular contention)? 
Sensitive design of defences. 
What are we trying to achieve? 
What are the design criteria? 
Which communities prioritised? 
Community conflict. 

Data / Information / resource needed? 
Mapping – modelling 
Historical data 
Current data 
Architectural / public realm / urban design input. 
Meteorological data and projections. 
Planning / land use planning data 

How best to work together? 
Workshop environments. 
Testing of options at an early stage. 
Consensus based decision-making (when possible) 
Discussion within wider forum. 

Block to overcome / things that could help 
Community conflict 
Poor communication / inter-agency working. 

Immediate next steps 
Bringing together the data 
Defining steering group to test options against. 

 

Interaction between and Co-ordination of Work Themes (particularly 1and 2 above – 

NFM and strengthening defences) 

Aim of the work theme 
1. Ensure interaction between other themes (NFM, River model, Surface 
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Water, Infrastructure – CSOS, Roads) 
2. Ensure work themes don’t work in isolation and co-ordinate. Overall 

outcome: maximises impact across (type and locations) the catchment. 

Who needs to be involved in this theme? 
University of Leeds, community groups and landowners, statutory agencies (LLFA, 
EA, YW). 

Key issues to address 
(are there areas of particular contention)? 
Land and asset ownership (and participation)is essential 
Co-ordination between statutory agencies (LLFA, YW, EA, CRT) 
How do we plan and scheme (i.e. Mytholmroyd) in the absence of a catchment 
scale scheme? (i.e. avoid coincidence of flood peaks – it isn’t all about slowing the 
flow. 
When will the catchment scale model be available? (What confidence limits?) 
Need to relate implementation timescales for 1. NFM and 2. S. Defences. 

Data / Information / Resource needed? 
University of Leeds – integrated 
Catchment scale (support for NERC grant). Speak to Jonathan Moxon, re grant. 
Missing data?? 
Co-ordinating data (i.e. cross section river models, infrastructure models…NFM 
surface model (JBA). 

How best to work together? 
EA needs to co-ordinate interaction between themes. 

Blocks to overcome / things that could help 
1. Agency – disclose assumptions (on balance / interaction between (NFM/ 

Defences)) 
2. Data and modelling – absence of data. Data is in different organisations. 
3. Even if the data is there, can it be co-ordinated or processed. 
4. Regulation – how we implement without landownership consent? 

Immediate next steps 
1. Up front on the evolving design of defence and relationship with NFM(if this 

is known) 
2. Compiling all known data sources i.e. EA,YW,CRT, Met Office, highways.at 

different scales. 
3. Support for NERC grant (£5million) for whole catchment model. EA and 

MFFP project in Trawden – quantify NFM benefits – catchment scale 
integrated with flood defence scheme. 

4. Support for community groups i.e. SOURCE and Calder catchment flood 
studies network. 

 

Community Resilience 

Aim of the work theme 
Limit negative impact!! 
Building positive impact. 
Sustainability of group. 
Learn from what happened – positive lessons still to learn 
Clear community conversation – map who this involves? 
Identify gaps and address them. 
Building both self and community resilience. This is areas such as networking, 
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education, emotions, practical, long-term and short-term. 

Who needs to be involved in this theme? 
CMBC, local councils, people who were affected, flood groups, EA, Emergency 
planning, blue lights, flood wardens, CFFC, local charities and groups, businesses 
networking, schools, churches, social housing, farmers, private landowners, 
people who offered emotional support from counselling to health care. 

Key issue to address 
(are there areas of particular contention)? 
Facilitated clearly, training for volunteer groups. Resource and budget. Insurance. 
Where were CMBC, the blue lights, comms, EA defenes etc? Dredging. Balances 
between agencies and the local community. 

Data / Information / Resources needed? (Mapping) 
Volunteer groups, funding / Training. Local accounts of flooding, data of displaced 
people – contacts. Ability of emergency hubs. Space to hold meetings. Database – 
who was affected? Centralised! What is our starting point? Admin support. 

How best to work together? 
TALK TO EACH OTHER! Scheduled meetings – time bound, accountability, 
agenda, minutes. Workshops. Regular updates. 

Blocks to overcome /  things that could help 
Resources. Facts and figures rather than hearsay. Where meetings are held – 
Upper valley, a local place? Who to invite? Facilitating. 

Immediate next steps 
Regroup quickly! Wide range of invitees. Create a network. Host similar event on 
com.res. 

 

Maintenance 

Aim of the work theme 
Joint long-term maintenance plan with ownership to maximise flood alleviation in 
the future. 
Strategic management group. 

Who needs to be involved in this theme? 
All asset owners and local experts / facilitators. 
Strategic group accountable to oversee and ensure integrated delivery of all asset 
maintenance. 
Affected stakeholders and interest groups e.g. biodiversity. 

Key issues to address 
(are there areas of particular contention)? 
Funding. 
Ownership / responsibility 
Role of assets play in catchment – identify them 
Change to existing activities 
Gravel management V’s Dredging 
Land ownership. 

Data / Information / Resources needed? 
List of viable / require assets – all e.g. NFM ones too. 
Emerging technical improvements and innovation. 

How best to work together? 
Clear auditable account of actions agreed. 

Blocks to overcome / things that could help 
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Open dialogue between asset owners 
Incentives e.g. wayleave 
Legislation / regulation changes 
Local knowledgeable 
Best practice from other areas. 

Immediate next steps 
Priority, value and maintaining what (????) 
Full audit of all current assets and condition. Action. Actions of how to do this(???) 
Identify strategic governance group. 
Funding streams – how? Future? 
Overlaps 
Interplay between different types of asset. 

 

 

Use of existing infrastructure 

Aim of the work theme 
Explore the improvements that need to be made in existing infrastructure. 
Bring together different stakeholders. 
Explain responsibilities and roles – communicate – share knowledge. 

Who needs to be involved in this theme? 
Yorkshire Water 
EA 
Canals and River trust 
Calderdale Council 
Land owners 
Local Flood Groups 
Northern Power grid 
Northern Gas networks 
BT 
Owner of these assets 
Network rail 
Communities 

Key issues to address 
(are there areas of particular contention)? 
Role of reservoirs 
Role of canals 
Educating 
Responsibilities / obligations 
Historic structures and the role they can play 
How structures are used and why – before they are changed 
Separating foul and surface water 

Data / information / resources needed? 
Rainfall data 
Asset ownership 
Responsibilities 
Historical information 
Local knowledge 
Data info that can be shared 
Modelling data and results 
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How best to work together? 
Respect everyone’s time / opinions 
Partnership working 
Being open and transparent as organisations 
Understanding the facts and current situation first 
Planning 
Working out where to focus. 

Blocks to overcome / things that could help 
Lack of knowledge – esp historical assets 
Company / organisation silos 
Commercial sensitivity about data sharing 
Privacy of land owners 
Explain what info is used for  
Making sure we’ve got all the right organisations in the room 
Feeding back – communicate 

Immediate next steps 
Identifying areas of focus 
Invite stakeholders 

 

Decision making and governance – who leads, how organised 

Aim of the work theme 
The whole process of water management decision-making and governance – who 
leads, how organised? 

Who needs to be involved in this theme? 
People at higher level in EA/CMBC/Water Authority/ Canals and Rivers Trust to 
inform us about decision-making / policy process. And flood commissioner 

Key issues to address 
(are there areas of particular contention)? 
Open up Calder resilience steering group / partnership to public so that this Calder 
catchment planning is informed about this 

Data / Information / resource needed? 
Need recently agreed Calder flood policy documents (of steering group). 
Technical data. 
Infor about legal constraints that need changing to change upland management 
and reservoir use. How to change views. 

How best to work together? 
Adopt principles agreed earlier. Clear timetable of work plan – a nominated 
responsible person. 

Blocks to overcome / things that could help 
Disconnect between this engagement process and official policy-making process. 
How to connect? 

Immediate next steps 
Immediate clarity of who is responsible for the different aspects of the catchment 
plan in process. Clear up of confusion between EA / CMBC responsibility. 

 

Notes and queries 
 Notes and queries that emerged during the workshop. 
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 Slippage issues Withens reservoir needs discussing 

 Various farm payments schemes to include payment for contributions to 

flood management. 

 Why such rapid flooding in Mytholmroyd. 

 How do we set planning timescales and deadlines to align with each other 

and with those of other key players (e.g. YW AMP). 

 

Appendix: Workshop attendees 
 

 

 

 


