MEIKLEWALL Scotiand Ltd Oo ‘

Spocialist in o Befence, Sewage Surge, Flood Masagement

Rothesay Dodk East, Dodk Street, CIdebmi. G811 1YP
Website: vy, meik lav all. com

February 13, 2008

Ms. Deborah Garft
Climate Change& Air Division ! J 7 L/ OY
1G(N) Victoria Quay, ' _
Edinburgh ‘

EH6 6QQ

Dear Ms Gartt,

Re; the Future of Flood Risk Management in Scotland Consultation

My family home was flooded in Paisley in 1994; our street was under 14ft of contaminated flood water at
the highest point. After further investigation into flood laws in Scotland | was amazed to find out there
was no abiding laws at that time. | wrote to every MP in Great Britain for flood laws to be changed and
went to Parliament to meet, the now, Lord Michae! Forsyth, the then Secretary of State for Scotland.
After discussions a new Scotish Law was legisiated and passed in 1897 and implemented in 1998. This
was, | feel, a great achievement but still wouldn't stop flcoding from occurring again and causing the
devastation that it does and this spurred me on to invent and patent a buoyant Flood Barrier. Being
flooded told me that the most powerful tool in a flood situation was the water itseff, this was the concept
behind my buoyant Floodwall and from here Meiklewall Scotland Limited was established.

| have associations with Scottish Executive Office, my innovation won a SMART award in 2000 and |
was also a Renfrewshire finalist in the John Logie Baird award as well as the Biggart Baillie Glasgow
Science Centre awards. | also work closely with Scottish Enterprise and Universities in the West of
Scotliand.

We are a company that provides different solutions for Flood Management; you can view some of our
products on our website, www.meiklewall.com . We are the only company in the UK that actually has a
test site; based at the River Clyde, where you can actually view our products being tested here.

We are currently in discussions with the National Grid, US Military, Local Councils throughout the UK as
well as large influential worldwide companies, such as ARUP and John J Casey. Even though we have
all this fantastic interest we are a small company that is at pilot stage and require further development
funding, which takes time and effort.

Meiklewall Scotland Ltd offers an altemative to a brick wall. Rt is flood protection that is only in use when
required and does not require manpower to operate, as you will see from our website. | do feel
Meiklewall Scotiand Limited has products that will benefit the people of Scotland, home-owners,
Councils, Companies, Heritage sights and Tourism for example.

Please fee! free to contact me should you require any further information. ! would be very much obliged
if you could send me, by email or post, a copy of the outcome to the Consultation, when it is published

Sinm_

Fiona Meikle,
Chief executive,
Meiklewall Scotiand Lid.
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Ms Frances Conlan

Water, Air, Soils and Flooding Division
The Scottish Government

1H North

Victoria Quay

EDINBURGH

EH6 6QQ

Our Ref: SM/LH

18" March 2008

Dear Ms Conlan

‘The Futuré of Flood Risk Managément in Scotland’ — Consultation

With reference to the above document | have the following comments.

Q1 Do you believe the definition of SFM Is helpful and of practical benefit to flood risk
management?

There is a need for a common definition of Sustainable Flood Management. | have concern over
the basis use of the term ‘maximum’. Risk is assessed on the basis of likelihood and impact. In
the absence of infinite resources to maximise flood risk protection on all flood risk areas, a
decision will require to be taken as to where resources and effort will be deployed:

Q2 Do you think the definition is clear and simple to understand?

Any definition should be clear and understandable. It should be clear that flooding will occur with
the purpose of management being to mitigate and, if possible, minimise its impact across the
objectives listed. Where there is conflict between the objectives there should be some means
whereby one is given priority. '

Q3 Do you agree with the conclusion as set out in paragraph 3.17?

| agree with the requirement for a single national competent authority for Scotland. Local
authonities should retain the role of implementing local flood defence works within the national co-
ordination arrangemerits.

Q4 Do you agree that there should be a single competent authority with a national
remit for implementing the Floods Directive, and that it shouid be SEPA?

SEPA is the agency best placed to be the single competent authority, within the criteria of the EC
Flood Directive. '

Qs Do you agree that this is a sound basis for the development of Local Flood Risk
Management Plans? If not what altemative do you propose?

The production of Local Flood Risk Management Plans should be on the basis of risk. The criteria
used in determining risk should mirror that used in the Civil Contingencies legislation where risk is
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assessed according to likelihood and impact. That risk assessment process provides. a template
already used by SEPA and othaer emergency responders in contingency planning and it is only
proper that it can be adopted for flood risk planning rather than the introduction of another risk
assessment process. Prioritisation in development of flood risk management plans should be
according to those where the risk is assessed as very high under the preliminary flood risk
assessment process.

Qé Should Ministers or SEPA have the power to designate a lead authority within a
local area, or should it be left to the partners?

The lead authority in a local area should normally be agreed by the partners. Where no such
agreement can be obtained then SEPA should have the authority to nominate the lead authority.

Q7 Do you agree that Local Authorities, Scottish Water, the Forestry Commission, and
SNH should be identified as responsible authorities?

Yes
Qs Which other bodies shouid be identified as responsible authorities?
No suggestions

Qe Do you agree that responsible authorities should have a duty to work together
within Flood Advisory Groups to produce plans?

Yes

Q10 Do you agree the proposals are sufficient to support wider stakeholder and
community engagement in the flood risk management planning process?

While there is a requirement for publicising the work of the Flood Advisory Groups among wider
stakeholder and community groups | am not convinced that the proposed stakeholder forums
provide the most appropriate means, through the establishment of additional quangos.

Q11 Do you agree that the Bill should set out a process similar to that for River Basin
Management Planning for the preparation by SEPA of area flood risk management plans? -

Yes
Question 12 to 29
| do not wish to comment on these issues.

Q30 Do you believe enforcement responsibilities under the Reservoirs Act 1975 should
be transferred to a single national body?

Yes. The current arrangement does not provide for the necessary consistency in evaluating
reservoir safety.

Q31 [f so, should it be SEPA or another as yet unidentified body?

The proposal that SEPA be the national body is supported mirroring as it does the position in
England and Wales.

Q32 Are you content with the proposals for dealing with reservoir fiood maps under the
provisions of the Floods Directive, or do you think that there should be a statutory duty on
reservoir undertakers to prepare reservoir inundation maps and plans, similar to the duty in
the 2003 Water Act for England and Wales?

Reservoir flood maps produced by a single competent authbrity would have the benefit of a
consistent approach to the work involved.
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Q33 Do agree that enforcement powers be extended and post incident reporting
included as an additional requirement?

Agree

Yours sincerely
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~Consultation Questions — .

I The Future of Flood Risk Management in Scotland

In General Yes, however there is currently

N . .. significant confusion with regard to the
Question 1: Do you believe the definition of individual roles and responsibilities of the

SFM 's helpful and of practical benefit to many bodies engaged in SFM and how they
flood risk management? interface with each other with defined
' responsibilities.

As above, No. Some work is required to clarify
the roles and responsibilites of those engaged
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Question 2: Do you think the definition is
clear and simple to understand?

in SFM. There is a need for greater integration
of the respective bodies engaged in SFM and
better definition of responsibilities. There are
grey areas to address. '

Il Question 3: Do you agree with the conclusion
as set out in paragraph 3.17?

Yes I agree that a single competent body
should carry responsibility for meeting the
requirements of the Floods Directive. Local
Authorities should be permitted to consider
innovative approaches towards Flood Risk
Management including: Monitoring, Early
warning. It is vital that innovation benefits may
integrate into the local community so that they
are aware of pending flood risk and offering
sufficient time to be prepared and minimise
damage and risk to life and property.
"Sandbags are useful - but only if available
before the flood" |

Il Question 4: Do you agree that there should be
a single competent authority with a national

Il remit for implementing the Floods Directive,

N and that it should be SEPA?

A single competent body holding the correct
level of expertise in delivering a National remit
for implementing the Floods Directive is wise
and desirable. However such a body must have
the ability to extend its interest to all aspects of
flood risk from Coastal to Major Rivers and -
flood plains and extend to the impact of
localised flooding risks in small water courses
in all communities. Such responsibility should
work with rather than outwith Local Authority
resources. '

it Question 5: Do you agree that this is a sound
il basis for the development of Local Flood Risk

Il do you propose?

Better integration of a body such as SEPA and ||
local authorities. There needs to be a lifting of
restrictions on Councils to move forward with
use of innovation to address localised flooding
with improved local awareness, early warning,
monitoring and updates on a localised level as
well as the bigger picture. Where it is deemed .
necessary to deliberately flood land as part of
flood alleviation, if this is to be long term, then
leisure pursuits should be considered. Such
activity could include wild life / bird sanctuary
and Tourism value interlinking with canal
infrastructure to provide boating / sailing
activity and other water based sports.
(Commonwealth Games and Beyond)

Question 6: Should Ministers or SEPA have
the power to designate a lead authority within
a local area, or should it be left to the

Ministers should have overall visibility of
SEPA recommendations and best practices but
not impose restrictive practice with

unnecessary legislation. SEPA should have
deeper integration with partners and closer co-
operation. Effort must be placed on erradicating
grey areas of responsibility.

20/02/2008
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Question 7: Do you agree that Local
Authorities, Scottish Water, the Forestry
Commission, and SNH should be identified as
responsible authorities?

Yes.

Question 8: Which other bodies should be
identified as responsible authorities?

Emergency Services,

Question 9: Do you agree that responsible
authorities should have a duty to work
together within Flood Advisory Groups to
produce plans?

-with early warning and monitoring technology.

Yes, this is important. Plans must be flexible
and extend to a local level and not restrict use
of innovation to address localised flood risk

Question 10: Do you agree the proposals are
sufficient to support wider stakeholder and
community engagement in the flood risk
management planning process?

There is significant room for improvement in
this area and those at the technology end should
be included as required.

Question 11: Do you agree that the Bill
should set out a process similar to that for
River Basin Management Planning for the
preparation by SEPA of area flood risk
management plans?

Yes this would be beneficial and should run all
the way to a rural level.

Question 12: Do you agree that Ministers
have the power to approve, reject or modify
Area Flood Risk Management Plans?

Yes but with significantly improved flexibility

Question 13: Do you think that integrated
urban drainage plans should be included as
part of a Local Flood Risk Management
Plan? ‘

This would be beneficial and in some areas a
definite requirement. Urban difficulties can
often impact significantly on a Flood Risk
Management Plan.

Question 14: Should Flood Risk Management
Plans inform the way that development plans

\|| are prepared, or should there be a stronger
linkage such as a requirement on planning
authorities to show that they have regard to
the FRMPs?

There is a need for reduced restrictions
imposed on development planning. The
Planning authority process needs to be less
restrictive on urgent requirements.

Question 15: Do you think that the granting
of deemed planning permission at the end of
||| the statutory process for flood risk
management will deliver a more streamlined
approach to the delivery of flood risk
management?

Unlikely and could hold back urgent projects.

Question 16: Should Ministerial confirmation
be made necessary even where features of a
scheme do not require planning permission?

Do not see this as being necessary on anything
other than very large scale projects that may
significantly impinge on the local environment
or infrastructure and transport links.

Question 17: Is the present procedure for
Ministerial confirmation satisfactory for this
il new purpose or are there revisions e.g. to

lt timescales which should be considered?

All timescales in all areas should be targetted
for improvement.

20/02/2008
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Question 18: Do you think that the option to
rely on a local authority based process in a

il similar way as other local authority
development activity should be taken forward?

B
All processes should be targetted for improved
efficiency.

Question 19: What would be the appropriate
timescales for notification and response?

Improvements on all current timescales is
desirable.

Question 20: Would it be appropriate for such
a process to carry deemed planning consent?

Only where it is absolutely necessary and much
more flexibility is required.

! Question 21: How should the issue of
Il technical expertise and capacity be addressed?

Use of innovation should be considered and old
labour intensive techniques of manual
monitoring and logging should give way to |
Web based automated data collection,
monitoring and early warning. This is required
on all aspects of Flood Risk from Coastal to
Major water courses and extending to a local
level to include small water courses drains and
culverts.

: Question 22: How could such a process
ensure the necessary technical standards are
observed?

Recognised contractors currently engaged in
Flood Risk Management should be encouraged
and a forum of technology partners should be
formed under SNIFFER to share best practice
and innovation under the remit of technical

Question 23: Are there any additional
alternatives to the options outlined above
il which would simplify procedures?

standards.

==

Reduce the need for Local Authorities to have
to go to tender on small projects.

the CAR and flooding/planning processes, can
be managed through better guidance?

Yes

Question 25: Do you think there is anything
Jfurther SEPA, the Scottish Government or
others should be doing to promote joined-up
regulation?

Encourge better integration and sharing of
responsibilities for FRM. Give consideration of
strategy for localised flooding which needs to
be enhanced.

Question 26: Do you think that there is an
alternative approach to simplifying the
process of promoting flood measures to those
discussed above which the Government
should consider?

Technology and innovation has improved and
those currently on the periphery of
consideration in effective Flood Risk
Management should be encouraged to show
how innovation can make a difference and
deliver significant impact. New approaches and
innovation need to be given better
consideration rather than continuing with out of
date processes requiring manual attendance and
data collection. Local Community broadcast
messages should also be considered to give
ample warning of pending flood situations and
on going with essential information. (Very
happy to discuss this area)

20/02/2008
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Question 27: Do you agree that the form and
content of the biennial reports should be more
systematic, and subject to direction from
Ministers?

Yes

Question 28: Do consultees agree that the
proposals as outlined will improve flood risk
management and ensure Scotland is equipped
to implement sustainable flood management?

Yes this appears to be an improvement and a
positive step.

Question 29: Do consultees feel that this is
enough to ensure that flood risk is addressed
or should local authorities have a new duty to
promote measures to alleviate flooding?

Local Authorites are often best placed to
understand the needs of Local communities
especially those in remote and rural
conurbations. It is important that such local
communities are included in allocation of
resource and innovation benefits. SEPA as -
provider of flood information should share and
discuss best use of captured data and also
consider others willing to contribute to the
collection of Data on a localised basis. The
provision of such information could prove very
beneficial to local and rural communities as a
means of early waming. A Community
Broadcast facility is also a very useful way to
enhance the personal safety of rural
communities at low cost.(Very happy to
discuss this area)

Question 30: Do you believe enforcement
responsibilities under the Reservoirs Act 1975
should be transferred to a single national
body?

Yes this would benefit the overal effective
management of FRM sharing resource and ‘
expertise rather than segmentation.

Question 31: If so, should it be SEPA or
another as yet unidentified body?

YES, SEPA beter integrated with Local
Authorities with the sharing of knowledge and
expertise.

Question 32: Are you content with the
proposals for dealing with reservoir flood
maps under the provisions of the Floods
Directive, or do you think that there should be
a statutory duty on reservoir undertakers to
prepare reservoir inundation maps and plans,
similar to the duty in the 2003 Water Act for
England and Wales?

Not qualified to comment on this question

J

Question 33: Do agree that enforcement
powers be extended and post incident
reporting included as an additional
requirement?

Yes, this would make sense but the key Focus
Must be on flood prevention, Early warning
and minimising the impact of flooding and
Community broadcasting. (Happy to discuss
this whole area and share ideas that we believe
would make a big difference in the reduction of
risk and sustained damage)

Question 34: Views on crown application and

20/02/2008
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any other comments? streamlining and red tape reductions would be
well received. ’
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Consultation Questions -
The Future of Flood Risk Management in Scotland

Question I: Do you believe the definition of
SFM is helpful and of practical benefit to
Slood risk management?

Question 2: Do you think the definition is
clear and simple to understand?

Question 3: Do you agree with the conclusion
as set out in paragraph 3.17?

Question 4: Do you agree that there should be
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I a single competent authority with a national
remit for implementing the Floods Directive,
Il and that it should be SEPA?

Question 5: Do you agree that this is a sound
basis for the development of Local Flood Risk
Management Plans? If not what alternative
do you propose?

il Question 6: Should Ministers or SEPA have
the power to designate a lead authority within
a local area, or should it be left to the

il partners?

Question 7: Do you agree that Local

il Authorities, Scottish Water, the Forestry

il Commission, and SNH should be identified as
!l responsible authorities?

| Question 8: Which other bodies should be
identified as responsible authorities?

il authorities should have a duty to work
Il together within Flood Advisory Groups to
produce plans?

Question 10: Do you agree the proposals are
sufficient to support wider stakeholder and
community engagement in the flood risk

¥ management planning process?

|

Question 11: Do you agree that the Bill
should set out a process similar to that for
River Basin Management Planning for the
preparation by SEPA of area flood risk
management plans?

ll Question 12: Do you agree that Ministers
have the power to approve, reject or modify
Area Flood Risk Management Plans?

Question 13: Do you think that integrated
urban drainage plans should be included as
part of a Local Flood Risk Management
Plan?

Question 14: Should Flood Risk Management
Plans inform the way that development plans
are prepared, or should there be a stronger
linkage such as a requirement on planning
authorities to show that they have regard to
the FRMPs?

Question 15: Do you think that the granting
of deemed planning permission at the end of

20/02/2008
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Il z#e statutory process for flood risk
management will deliver a more streamlined
approach to the delivery of flood risk
management?

Il Question 16: Should Ministerial confirmation
be made necessary even where features of a
scheme do not require planning permission?

Question 17: Is the present procedure for
Ministerial confirmation satisfactory for this
new purpose or are there revisions e.g. to
timescales which should be considered? -

Question 18: Do you think that the option to
rely on a local authority based process in a

A similar way as other local authority

il development activity should be taken forward?

Question 19: What would be the appropriate
timescales for notification and response?

Question 20: Would it be appropriate for such
a process to carry deemed planning consent?

Question 21: How should the issue of
It technical expertise and capacity be addressed?

Question 22: How could such a process
ensure the necessary technical standards are
observed?

Question 23: Are there any additional
alternatives to the options outlined above
which would simplify procedures?

il Question 24: Do you agree that streamlining
the CAR and flooding/planning processes, can
be managed through better guidance?

Question 25: Do you think there is anything
|| further SEPA, the Scottish Government or
others should be doing to promote joined-up
regulation?

Question 26: Do you think that there is an
alternative approach to simplifying the
process of promoting flood measures to those
discussed above which the Government
should consider?

Question 27: Do you agree that the form and
content of the biennial reports should be more
systematic, and subject to direction from
Ministers?

Il Question 28: Do consultees agree that the
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il proposals as outlined will improve _ﬂobd risk
management and ensure Scotland is equipped

{l t0 implement sustainable flood management?

Question 29: Do consultees feel that this is
enough to ensure that flood risk is addressed
or should local authorities have a new duty to
promote measures to alleviate flooding?

Question 30: Do you believe enforcement
responsibilities under the Reservoirs Act 1975
should be transferred to a single national
body?

Yes.

il another as yet unidentified body?

Yes, SEPA seems appropriate, providing that a
special "cell" is formed whose duties are
clearly for the enforcement of the Reservoirs
Act, and not diluted or compromised by other
requirements, whether legally imposed or
otherwise.

|
l
1 Question 31: If so, should it be SEPA or
|
}
|

Question 32: Are you content with the

| proposals for dealing with reservoir flood

|| maps under the provisions of the Floods

i Directive, or do you think that there should be
|| @ statutory duty on reservoir undertakers to

{l prepare reservoir inundation maps and plans,
1l similar to the duty in the 2003 Water Act for
England and Wales?

The present proposals appear to be better than
those for England & Wales.

Question 33: Do agree that enforcement

reporting included as an additional
requirement?

Yes, this seems reasonable.

i
|
|
il powers be extended and post incident

i
i
|

Question 34: Views on crown application and
any other comments?

This email was received from the INTERNET and scanned by the Government Secure Intranet anti-
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certificates dating from before the removal of
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where an inspection had to be done
"immediately" because the previous inspection
(before removal of immunity) was deemed not
relevant. '
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Consultation Questions T e T e e

i The Future of Flood Risk Management in Scotland
[ '

' . The word "resiliance", as defined, does not
Question 1: Do you believe the definition of | include PREVENTION despite the fact the
SFM is helpful and of practical benefit to government "uses it to deliver the four "As",
JSlood risk management? ' the second of which is AVOIDANCE. Hence
' the definition does NOT flag up
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| PREVENTION which should be at the heart

of flood risk management.

|| Question 2: Do you think the definition is
A clear and simple to understand?

See above

Question 3: Do you agree with the
|l conclusion as set out in paragraph 3.17?

| management measures in Scotland.

3.17 The Scottish Government therefore
believes that a single competent authority with
a national remit for implementing the Floods
Directive should be identified, and that the
important role of local authorities in
implementing flood defence works and
engaging at a local level should be
maintained. This approach will ensure that the
national and catchment focused approach to
flood risk management planning is
underpinned by local co-ordination and
delivery of measures by those bodies with
direct experience of implementing flood risk

YES.... provided the single authority has teeth
to compel the local authority to respect
environmental/flood risk guide lines and co-
ordinate with relevant local authorities.

| Questlon 4: Do you agree that there should
be a single competent authority with a
national remit for implementing the Floods
Directive, and that it should be SEPA?

YES... SEPA with the above proviso. "

Question 5: Do you agree that this is a sound
basis for the development of Local Flood
Risk Management Plans? If not what
alternative do you propose?

Question 6: Should Ministers or SEPA have
the power to designate a lead authority

Nl within a local area, or should it be left to the
il partners?

Leave to local authority

! Comm:sszon, and SNH should be identified
as responsible authorities?

- YES

Question 8: Which other bodies should be
identified as responsible authorities?

The Association of Scottish District Fishery
Boards/ASDFB. Especially important as the
"New Approach’ to flood risk management
will gbe CATCHMENT based: inseperable
from river systems hence fish.

27/02/2008
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il Question 9: Do you agree that responsible
|\l authorities should have a duty to work

Il together within Flood Advisory Groups to
| produce plans?

Page 3 of 7

compulsion when the activity of one local
authority impacts that of another local
authority or authorities. This is much more
likely when there is a 'catchment focused
approach to flood risk management' .

Example: The Highland Region/Nairn and the
Moray Council are currently

examining proposals by six developers of
windfarms: five are in the Highland region
and one in Moray (Berrybum) yet ALL ARE
IN THE CATCHMENT OF THE RIVER
FINDHORN which includes the peat-based
Dava Moor. Moray, however, is the area that
will be damaged (Forres, in

particular) should the river Findhorn break
through flood defences, a future certainty
based on past history.

The unprecedented industrial development in
the River Findhorn CATCHMENT should
have triggered the co-ordinated application of
SNH's notice on the 'cumulative impact'

of wind energy development where it relates
to 'environmental effects.’

Given existing evidence (Ireland & |
Scotland) of the potential damage to .
watersources by the construction of industrial

- size wind turbines in peatland, the Planning
Authorities of these two councils should be
required to consult and then apply both
accumulation and pre-cautionary principles-
which lie at the centre of FLOOD
PREVENTION. Where sufficient evidence
exists of accumulation's severe impact (as in
the case of Findhorn catchment), legislation
should be retroactive.

Question 10: Do you agree the proposals are
sufficient to support wider stakeholder and

|| community engagement in the flood risk

Il management planning process?

No comment

Question 11: Do you agree that the Bill
should set out a process similar to that for
River Basin Management Planning for the
{l preparation by SEPA of area flood risk

il management plans?

' Yes

]
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Question 12: Do you agree that Ministers
| have the power to approve, reject or modify
|| Area Flood Risk Management Plans?

Page 4 of 7

Yes... subject to SEPA's advice

|| Question 13: Do you think that integrated
urban drainage plans should be included as
|| part of a Local Flood Risk Management

{| Plan?

No comment

Question 14: Should Flood Risk
|l Management Plans inform the way that

|| development plans are prepared, or should
Wl there be a stronger linkage such as a

{| requirement on planning authorities to show
{| that they have regard to the FRMPs?

There must be requirement that planning
authorities respect FRMPs

1l Question 15: Do you think that the granting

|l of deemed planning permission at the end of
|l the statutory process for flood risk

|| management will deliver a more streamlined
il approach to the delivery of flood risk

il management?

YES... but there must some system of
APPEAL to SEPA.

| Question 16: Shoutd Ministerial
|l confirmation be made necessary even where
|| features of a scheme do not require planning

NO... provided SEPA approves.

|l permission?

Il Question 17: Is the present procedure for

It Ministerial confirmation satisfactory for this
{| new purpose or are there revisions e.g. to

|| timescales which should be considered?

No comment

|l Question 18: Do you think that the option to
|l rely on a local authority based process in a

| similar way as other local authority

|| development activity should be taken

|| forward?

YES. Assuming SEPA and other statutory
guidelines are followed.

Question 19: What would be the appropriate
timescales for notification and response?

Where river catchments are involved, all
interested parties should be given

90 days.

Question 20: Would it be appropriate for
such a process to carry deemed planning
consent?

NO.

Question 21: How should the issue of
technical expertise and capacity be
addressed? ‘

All interested parties need to have a right to
technical expertise input.

.Question 22: How could such a process
ensure the necessary technical standards are
observed?

Maybe SEPA could adjudicate on this.

27/02/2008
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il Question 23: Are there any additional
alternatives to the options outlined above NO comment
it which would simplify procedures?

YES.

Given that the "new approach"” to Flood Risk
Management is CATCHMENT based, it is
logical that strict guidelines be prouced and
followed concerning any development in
catchment areas. Example:

Question 24: Do you agree that streamlining
the CAR and flooding/planning processes,
can be managed through better guidance?

The Highland Region and Moray Council

are subject to multiple requests by windfarm
developers/proprietors to "scope"
development sites in the cathcment of the
River Findhorn. Each are time consuming and
expensive. If firm guidelines stated no
development in peat-based catchment

areas, Scotland's renewable energy policy
would be considerably clearer and much time,
energy, money saved.

\ YES. By recognising that at the heart of

Il Question 25: Do you think there is anything | PREVENTION of flooding lie the PRE-
f Jurther SEPA, the Scottish Government or CAUTIONARY and ACCUMULATION
others should be doing to promote joined-up | principles. If all Councils were required to
regulation? . adopt these principles AS A RULE, that
would be a start to "joined-up regulation.

Question 26: Do you think that there is an
! alternative approach to simplifying the
process of promoting flood measures to those | See above/25
discussed above which the Government
|| should consider?

Il Question 27: Do you agree that the form and

i content of the biennial reports should be
more systematic, and subject to direction

|} from Ministers?

i YES. But SEPA will need teeth to ensure

No comment

policy is carried out. And flood risk
management need to take into account the
liklihood of extremes of weather and rain
increasing in the years ahead. That the major
sinks of water are in the catchments of our
rivers- notabley peat-based- which will, if
damaged by industrial development (wind
turbines) fail in their historic roles |
as mitigators of floods. w

Question 28: Do consultees agree that the
proposals as outlined will improve flood risk
management and ensure Scotland is
equipped to implement sustainable flood
management?

{

|

‘ Local authorities are subject to financial
| ' constraints. Developers of all persuasions
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(supermarket, garages, housing, windfarms,
etc/) are often lured by the promsies of
increased revenues if they concede to a
; ‘ developers' scheme without DUE REGARD
|| Question 29: Do consultees feel that this is | TO LONG-TERM EFFECTS of their actions.
|| enough to ensure that flood risk is addressed || Those who succumb in this way will almost
Il or should local authorities have a new duty || certainly have ignored the
| to promote measures to alleviate flooding? PRECAUTIONARY AND
ACCUMULATION principles. Flooding is
often the result. The principles- at the heart of
PREVENTION- must be written into the
NEW APPROACH

|| Question 30: Do you believe enforcement

; responsibilities under the Reservoirs Act
Nl 1975 should be transferred to a single

1l national body?

|| Question 31: If so, should it be SEPA or
1 another as yet unidentified body?

No comment

No comment

I Question 32: Are you content with the

i proposals for dealmg with reservoir flood

t maps under the provisions of the Floods

I{ Directive, or do you think that there should
|l be a statutory duty on reservoir undertakers
|l to prepare reservoir inundation maps and

il plans, similar to the duty in the 2003 Water
i Act for England and Wales?

No comment

Il Question 33: Do agree that enforcement
Il powers be extended and post incident

(| reporting included as an additional

|| requirement?

No comment

No comment

|| Question 34: Views on crown application
|l and any other comments?

:F inally, may I express my gratitude for the opportunity extended to participate in this consultation:g
rocess. _James Stuart, Dunphail, Moray. Feb.26th. 2008 |
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Sent: 20 February 2008 14:34
To: Flooding, Erosion and Reservoir Safety
Subject: Consultation Response

This email has been received from an extenal party and
has been swept for the presence of computer viruses.

The Future of Flood Risk Management in Scotland

- RESPONDENT INFORMATION DETAILS -+~ - - = oot o e

Neme: [

Organisation:  Scottish Borders Council

Council Headquarters Newtown St

Address: . Boswells Melrose

Postcode: TD6 0SA

eoat: [
Telephone

Number:

Responding as: On behalf of a group or organisation

Indvidual
Permission:

Confidentiality: Not Supplied

Not Supplied

Group or
Organisation:
IS,hare Rfesp'onse Yes
| Permission:

No

Consultation Questions —_— - e
The Future of Flood Risk Management in Scotland

Question 1: Do you believe the definition of
SFM is helpful and of practical benefit to
JSlood risk management?

I have only answered the relevant Reservoir
Act questions as that is my role involvement

Question 2: Do you think the definition is
clear and simple to understand? :

Question 3: Do you agree with the conclusion
as set out in paragraph 3.17?
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| Question 4: Do you agree that there should be
|| @ single competent authority with a national

i remit for implementing the Floods Directive,

it and that it should be SEPA?

Il Question 5: Do you agree that this is a sound

Management Plans? If not what alternative
il do you propose?

i basis for the development of Local Flood Risk
V
|

Question 6: Should Ministers or SEPA have
the power to designate a lead authority within
I a local area, or should it be left to the

Question 7: Do you agree that Local
Authorities, Scottish Water, the Forestry
Commission, and SNH should be identified as
responsible authorities?

Question 8: Whi