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Flooding consultation DRAFT
	Question
	

	1. What is your name? (optional)
	Riverside Community Council (RCC), Stirling.

	2. What is your email address? (optional)
	riversidecommunitycouncil@gmail.com

	3. What is your interest in this consultation? Are you responding on behalf of:
	Community body.

	4. This is a joint consultation with local authorities. Are you happy for your responses to be shared with the local authority?
	Yes, can be shared in full.

	5. Do you agree that we have identified the main communities and infrastructure that required flood risk management objectives and actions within the Forth Local Plan District?
	Yes, but please note the we have only considered the plan from the interest of Riverside Community Council (i.e. Riverside, Stirling). We have not considered the whole of the Forth area.

	6. Are you responding on behalf of a Scottish local authority, or other public sector flooding partner?
	No.

	12. What target area objectives are you interested in providing a response to?
	Stirling (Riverside area).

	13. Do you agree with the proposed package of objectives for this target area?
	No. While argue with the five objectives for Target Area 258 (ref Page 62), overall they lack definition and a sense of urgency. 
For example, it is stated (Page 61) that “There are approximately 5,000 people and 2,500 homes and businesses currently at risk of flooding. This is estimated to increase to 8,100 people and 4,200 homes and businesses by the 2080s due to climate change”. However, there is no definition of ‘at risk’, and the level of risk reduction (in terms of homes and business at risk of flooding) being sought and timeframe (e.g. 2030, 2040 & 2080) is not defined.
Also, it is not clear how actual progress can be tracked against the objectives and reported (i.e. what are the key performance indicators associated with each objective), or who is ultimately accountable for fulfilling these objectives.
Specific comments as follows;
2581 – Agree in principle provided ‘avoid inappropriate development…’ really does mean that. Experience in Riverside is that some relatively new flats have been constructed in flood risk areas as proven by recent flooding events.
2582 – Agree in principle. It is important that there is a commitment to maintain Stirling flood prevention infrastructure, especially as maintenance is often the first to be cut back if funding is tight. However, for this reason the scope of this maintenance obligation needs extended to cover all critical infrastructure impacting upon flood risk (e.g. gully and sewer clearing, clearing debris from water courses and culverts, etc). 
2583 – Agree in principle. This objective should also include education and support for private property resilience measures. 
2584 & 2585 – What does ‘reduce flood risk’ mean in practice? Objectives are so vague as to risk being meaningless, with no sense of any materiality in the level of risk reduction being sought. 
In addition, it is noted that the objectives are silent on securing adequate funding, a prerequisite for action. There would also be merit in adding an objective to ensure joined up and aligned policies across all key stakeholders (Scottish Government, SEPA, Scottish Water, Local Authorities, others). For example, will a lack of on street electric car charging result in more paved front gardens for car charging? Can traffic calming / active travel policies also be used as an opportunity to reduce impermeable road surfaces?

	14. Do you agree that the proposed actions for this target area will work towards achieving the long term objectives?
	Yes, all the actions appear sensible. However, this comment is caveated by the fact that the objectives stated lack ambition, pace and are so loosely defined. A more ambitious plan would likely require more extensive and speedier set of actions.
While a series of individual actions have been presented, interdependencies between the various actions (if any) appear not to be acknowledged. A joined up approach is required. For example, how does flood prevention scheme, surface water management plan and integrated catchment studies be joined up to deliver optimum solution. 
Overall it is not clear who is ultimately accountable for progressing and coordinating the actions, reviewing progress, and if necessary refreshing and updating plans such circumstances change. A series of independent actions by different organisation working in their own silos risks a sub optimal solution.
Specific comments as follows;
25801 – Agree, provided a meaningful community consultation on approach as per 25805.
25802 – It is not clear what ‘funding in cycle 1’ means. Also, the quoted construction date for the Stirling Flood Protection Scheme commencing June 2022 is out of date, the current programme indicates a potential timeline of 2026-28. 
25803 & 25804 – Agree, but the key will be what comes out of these studies and timeframe for any action to mitigate risks identified.
25805 – Agree, provided it is done effectively. Riverside Community Council’s experience with this current consultation on the Forth Local Plan District is that the whole area of flooding is complicated and can be a bit daunting to the lay person;
· Documents are substantial, numerous, use technical terminology, and can be difficult to follow. 
· The overlay of various flooding documents (i.e. strategy, plan and local plan) and how they fit together is not clear.  
· Responsibilities and accountabilities of key organisation (Scottish Government, Local Authorities, Scottish Water, SEPA, private land holders) is not clear.
· The technical and environmental factors contributing to flooding are complex and changing (global warming).
Better community understanding of such issues would help towards more effective and meaningful consultation.
25806 & 25807 – Agree.

	15. Do you agree with the identified timescales for progressing the proposed actions?
	No. All actions are reported to start by June 2028 which is some time away and could even be interpreted to mean that nothing will happen until 2028 with no certainty that anything will happen after that date. It is recognised that there is some uncertainty and plans need refreshed from time to time. However, overall the timeframe lacks ambition and definition, does not appear to consider interdependencies and is vague. Better to provide a broad timeframe of when actions will happen.
It is also not clear why an arbitrary ‘June 2028’ date has been chosen, it’s significance (e.g. funding cycle, flooding legislation, lifespan of the plan), and what happens after that date.

	16. Do you see any ways that you or your community can support and contribute to any of the actions set out in the draft FRMP to reduce the flood risk?
	Local knowledge of historical flooding, risk and amenity / land use.
A conduit for effective community engagement, provided issues are communicated in a timely clear and accessible manner. 
To help support this aim it would be helpful if the relevant organisation (e.g. SEPA) could proactive engagement with Riverside Community Council to provide us with a better understanding of the flooding plan and its context (e.g. legislation, strategies and plans, organisation responsibilities, and technical and environmental issues, etc) which should help support more productive consultation exercise.


