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Growth and Prosperity Scrutiny Panel 
 

Date: Monday, 1st March 2021, 6:00 – 7:25 pm 
 
Present:  Councillor Pevitt  –  in the Chair  

Councillors: Brooks, Critchley, R. Garrido, Hesling, Jolley, Lewis, Sharpe, Ward and Weir 
 

Councillor McCusker  –  Executive Support Member for Planning, Housing &  
Sustainable Development 

 
Officers: Sarah Ashurst  – Investment Group Leader 

Steve Mangan  – Team Leader (Maintenance) 
Shoaib Mohammad – Assistant Director Technical Services 
Hayley Nixon  – Commercial Project Manager 
Matt Ryan  – Senior Engineer, Highways Design Team 
Claire Edwards  –  Democratic Services 

  
1. Apologies for absence 

 
Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Dickman and Nkurunziza. 

 
2. Declarations of interest 

 
Councillor R. Garrido made reference to his membership of ForViva Board. 
 

3. GM Regional Heat and Energy De-carbonisation Delivery 
 
Hayley Nixon presented a report of the Strategic Director for Place in respect of the above matter which 
had been considered at the City Mayor’s Property & Regeneration Briefing held on 8th February 2021. 
 
The report provided information on the consortium bid that Salford City Council had been part of, led by 
Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA), for Government funding to deliver installation of heat 
decarbonisation and energy generation technologies across the public estate. The outcome of the 
project would be to decarbonise the heating and increase local renewable energy generation, as well as 
stimulate the spend within the green economy. The outcomes from the proposed project would also 
contribute towards Greater Manchester’s target of becoming a carbonneutral city region by 2038. 
Government funding, through Salix as the funding body and Department for Business, Energy & 
Industrial Strategy (BEIS) as the relevant government department, was being sought from the £1 billion 
scheme which was part of the Chancellor’s ‘Plan for Jobs 2020’ commitment to support the UK’s 
economic recovery from COVID-19. 
 
The bid was being led by the GMCA with the consortium made up of 15 partners including all ten GM 
Local Authorities, GMP, GMFRS, RCNM. A full submission for £80.7m of grant funding had been made 
by the GMCA on 23rd November 2020. 
 
Discussion took place which included reference to the following: 
 
(a) The organisation ‘Salix’ referred to in the report being a different body to Salix Homes. 

 
(b) With regard to the inclusion of the Civic Centre (Phase 1) in the 12 sites identified for Air Source 

Heat Pumps, it was established that Phase 1 referred to the old building located at the front of the 
site. 
 

(c) Hope that there would be further bidding rounds in the future – it was reported that a pipeline of 
sites was being developed that could be brought forward as future funding opportunities became 
available. 
 

(d) The 21 sites that had been put forward having been identified by the Energy Management and 
Property Teams as the most suitable from the estate given their knowledge of the buildings.  
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Information was provided regarding the types of considerations that had been taken into account 
during the identification of the sites. 

 
(e) The long process that would be involved in transforming the entire public estate and the financial 

commitment that would be required from the government for many years in order to achieve this 
target. 

 
(f) If the Council were to install this technology, then would it be committing to keeping the property for 

a certain number of years, or would it be possible for the Council to keep reviewing its estate as 
needed?  It was indicated that a response to this question would be sought and circulated to panel 
members. 

 
(g) Were there other sites near to those that had been included in the bid and if yes, why were they not 

included too to make the most of the opportunity?  It was indicated that a response to this question 
would be sought and circulated to panel members. 

 
RESOLVED:  (1) THAT the content of the report and discussion be noted, with thanks to Hayley 
Nixon for her attendance at the meeting. 
 

(2) THAT responses to the above-mentioned questions be sought and circulated to 
panel members. 
 

4. Flood and Coastal Resilience Programme 
 
Matt Ryan gave a presentation in relation to the above matter, which included information regarding the 
following: 
 

 Safeguarded – How a house can be protected from Expensive Water Damage. 
 A GM Bid into the EA’s Flood and Coastal Resilience Innovation Programme 
 £200m Fund 
 Draft GM Resilience Innovation Bid 
 Quick Check – Fit with Programme and Funder Requirements 
 Howard Street 
 New Bailey 
 East Ordsall Lane 
 Carpino Place 
 Bloom Street & William Street 
 Surface Water Flood Risk 
 Innovations? 

o How will our bid contribute within Salford? 
o How will our bid contribute beyond Salford? 

 Specifics 
 Funding can’t be used for 
 Next Step 

 
Discussion took place which included reference to the following: 
 
(a) Sites not having yet been identified.  Selection would be based on two criteria – the area would 

have to be at risk of surface water flooding, and the scheme would have to benefit United Utilities’ 
sewer network. 
 

(b) In terms of longevity, it being anticipated that, as the performance of the schemes would increase 
with age as the trees matured, 50+ years would be achieved from a well-designed scheme.  It was 
indicated that the funding could not be used for maintenance, however, it was not expected that 
maintenance requirements would be over and above those that would usually be necessary for 
standard highway maintenance in terms of cleaning gulleys and kerb drainage. 
 

(c)  A combined Greater Manchester bid having been submitted due to the Environment Agency having 
strongly advised working together on such schemes. 
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(d) With regard to Work Package 3 (Two neighbourhood/network level IWMP retrofit demonstrators in 

Manchester and Salford), the funding would be divided equally between Manchester and Salford. 
 

(e) The scheme would create capacity in the sewer network, reducing the risk of flooding in the 
immediate location or elsewhere. 
 

(f) With regard to financial sustainability, it was indicated that installing this type of measure as a 
standalone scheme could appear to be quite expensive, however, where this type of initiative was to 
be undertaken as part of a wider highway scheme, which had the intention of carrying out drainage 
and landscaping works, then the additional engineering requirement would not be a great deal more 
expensive.   
 

(g) The programme would provide information regarding the effectiveness of the schemes in terms of 
identifying the cost of installing and maintaining the features, and how that balanced against the 
amount of water directed away from the sewers and the cost of the treatment that would have been 
required.  It was hoped that, with United Utilities being involved, it would be possible to monitor the 
before and after effects of the features and how they performed over time, which would provide an 
indication of how many properties would be protected from flooding and the financial effect of that, 
given that the average cost of correcting a property after flooding was approximately £30,000. 
 

(h) Confirmation that learning from previous schemes was used by the Highways Team on new 
schemes moving forward. 
 

(i) When considering locations for these schemes, consideration would be given to the capacity and 
construction of the drains in the area. 
 

(j) With regard to new housing developments, it was reported that United Utilities would adopt certain 
types of SUDs features, providing they were designed to their requirements.  It was indicated that 
the aim of programmes such as this were to provide organisations like United Utilities with 
confidence that the features had the required longevity, with the benefit to them being the resulting 
reduction in the amount of water to be treated. 
 

(k) United Utilities working in partnership with the Council and being very much on board with this 
programme. 
 

(l) Planning/drainage requirements with regard to installing a new driveway in Salford. 
 
RESOLVED: THAT Matt Ryan be thanked for an interesting and informative presentation, the content of 
which be noted. 
 

5. Highways Investment Programme 2021/22 
 
Shoaib Mohammad and Steve Mangan presented a report of the Strategic Director for Place which 
indicated that the financial provision for the Highway Investment Programme (HIP) funding for 2021/22 
had been set at £1,800,000. The budget apportionments outlined in the report, and detailed within the 
background document, set out the 2021/22 scheme proposals as part of the ongoing Highway 
Investment Programme. 
 
Discussion took place which included reference to the following: 
 
(a) The expected lifespan of a micro-asphalt treatment being around ten years, depending on various 

conditions such as volume of traffic, etc.  It was indicated that the lifespan could be extended by 
undertaking treatment(s) at the appropriate time(s). The guarantee would usually be between 12 
months and 2 years. 
 

(b) The Community Committee Devolved Highways Budget. 
 

(c) Work having been identified in respect of the A572 Worsley Road. 
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(d) Members were invited to inform Steve Mangan of any other locations in their ward that required 

treatment and were not included on the HIP draft programme (Appendix A), in order that they could 
be included on a list of schemes to be considered for alternative funding.  

 
(e) As part of the Greater Manchester Devolution Deal, Salford, along with the other ten districts, 

having been allocated Band Three status within the Department for Transport’s self-assessment 
process, as a result of which the city would receive 100% of the Incentive Fund, in addition to its 
“needs based formula” allocation for capital funding.  It was indicated that the asset management 
approach and delivery of the Highway Investment Programme had helped to secure this. 
 

(f) The programme for dropped crossings being a separate programme, funded via the Block 3 Capital 
Programme, in respect of which schemes were in the process of being prioritised. 
 

(g) Table 1 (Carriageway Condition Index Summary) – discussion took place regarding the percentages 
of classification within the green rating having fallen over the years from 82.7% in 2012/13 to 53% in 
2020/21.  It was indicated that this was due to a combination of the following - (i) the Council having 
inherited some roads that had previously belonged to Salix Homes, (ii) some of the early micro-
asphalt treatments having begun to show levels of deterioration and (iii) more recently, there having 
been an emphasis on the condition of footways rather than carriageways. 
 

(h) With regard to the stretches of roads that had not been maintained by Salix Homes since they were 
handed over to them as part of the stock transfer in 2015, it was established that a formal record of 
any trips, falls and claims that had been received in respect of those stretches of road was not kept 
by the Council.  It was indicated that discussions with Salix Homes were ongoing regarding the lack 
of maintenance of the roads concerned. 
 

RESOLVED:  (1) THAT the proposed programmes of work for the Highways Investment 
Programme (HIP) for 2021/22, as outlined in the report, be noted, with thanks to Shoaib Mohammad 
and Steve Mangan for their attendance at the meeting. 
 

(2) THAT it be noted that the report is to be submitted to the City Mayor’s Property & 
Regeneration Briefing for approval. 
 
6.  Minutes of meeting held on 25th January 2021 

 
The minutes of the above meeting were agreed as a correct record. 

 
6a. Matter arising 
 

 Minute 7a – Pendleton Cladding Replacement/Disrepair Claims 
 
It was noted that the above item had not been included on the agenda for this meeting due to the matter 
being the subject of litigation.   
 
Reference was made to the item ‘Progress regarding the winter fuel compensation payment,’ which was 
due to be considered by the panel following the winter period.  It was reported that the information 
would not be available in time for consideration at the March meeting, and that a meeting of the panel 
was not scheduled to take place in April due to the elections taking place on 6th May.  It was agreed that 
arrangements would be made for the information to be circulated to the panel by email by the end of 
April if possible. 
 
RESOLVED: THAT the information be noted.  

 

7. Work Programme 

 
It was noted that a report regarding Salford University Business Park was to be considered at a future 
meeting. 
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It was indicated that a draft work programme would be submitted to the May meeting for the panel’s 
consideration. 

 


