FLOODING BILL ADVISORY GROUP

FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT PLANNING SUB GROUP

MINUTES OF THE MEETING: THURSDAY 1ST MAY 2008

Present:
· Debi Garft – Chair (Scottish Government)
· Judith Tracey (Scottish Government)
· Stuart Greig (Scottish Government)
· Martin Johnston (Scottish Government)
· Joyce Carr (Scottish Government)
· Lindsey Henderson (Scottish Government)
· Jean Tsang – Minutes (Scottish Government)
· Arthur Philp (Association of British Insurers)
· Catherine MacCulloch (Forestry Commission Scotland)
· Prof. David Balmforth (MWH)
· Stephen Tingle (Renfrewshire Council)
· Sarah Hutcheon (Scottish Natural Heritage)
· Jim Conlin (Scottish Water)
· Alistair Dyer (Scottish Water)
· Alistair Mackenzie (Scottish Water)
· Dr. Roy Richardson (SEPA)
· Mike Donaghy (WWF)
· Prof. Alan Werritty (Dundee University)
Apologies:

· Matthew Lynch (Scottish Government)

· Jonathan Hall (National Farmers Union Scotland)
· David Campbell (Scottish Borders Council)
· Hugh Clayden (Forestry Commission Scotland)

1.
Welcome and introductions
1.1
Debi Garft (DG) welcomed members and introduced David Balmforth (DB) (who has replaced Charles Ainger), Alan Werritty (AW), Alistair Dyer (AD) and Alistair Mackenzie (AM).

2.
Update on progress

2.1
DG advised that consultation had finished on 23 April and final report on the consultation response is due at the end of May.
2.2
DG reported that she went to the Aberdeen workshop for Flood Risk Planning and found it very worthwhile.  The information gathered from all the workshops will feed back into the consultation exercise.

3.
Revised proposals for flood risk management planning framework – 
presentation and discussion
3.1
Stuart Greig (SG) gave a presentation on the revised Bill proposals and implementation strategies for flood risk management planning.

3.2
Jim Conlin (JC) queried the two tier approach presented, asking what level of detail the local plans should go to before starting to influence the district plan.  SG said this was being considered.  JC raised concerns regarding catchment areas in local plans and how this would feed into the district plan, and MJ asked for a definition of significant flood risk.  SG explained that guidance would be available but significant flood risk would not be defined in the Bill as the definition may change over time..  AW asked about the databases for Scotland and how accurate they were estimating significant risk.  SG acknowledged there were some limitations.  AW said he thought flood hazard was better predicted than flood risk.
3.3
There was discussion on flexibility at local planning level.  AW queried the more localised approach compared to the Water Framework Directive, particularly with regard to consideration of river basins.  SG said basins are considered, but only as far as necessity dictates; flexibility is key in not defining the field of consideration too highly.  DB commented this implied local knowledge was needed.  SG agreed that Local Advisory Groups will have this expertise to help out here.  He also confirmed that SEPA will determine sub-district areas.  SG said that sub-district boundaries would be fixed for the length of the planning cycle, and that local initiatives already in place would not be affected by fixed boundaries, but that it was important to fine tune plans as early as possible.  JC said Scottish Water’s funding cycles work on a different timetable and a level of flexibility needs to be agreed; he also said there are things within the strategic study which may allow flexibility to be built in.  DB commented that this higher level planning will help authorities take a broader view and plan long term.  SG confirmed that non structural measures, such as those managed currently by SEPA, will be included in district and local plans.  

3.6
Members discussed getting stakeholder agreement for the local plans and what ministers might do if there is no local agreement. SG said that they could intervene in a range of ways but it would need to be as a last resort.  Mike Donaghy (MD) commented that there could be a good reason for deadlocks of this nature.  

3.8
Arthur Philp (AP) questioned using the opt-out to exclude mapping of sewer flooding when transposing the EC Directive.  SG said that it is technically difficult to map sewer flooding at the moment.  JC said sewer flooding should not include water that the sewer system has not been designed to cope with such as exceptional rainfall events.  There were concerns modelling could be inaccurate if sewer flooding excluded; SG advised that sewer flooding was only being taken out in terms of reporting to the EU, and that mapping may be available on a national/local basis.  There was further discussion on the role of sewer flooding within the Bill.
4.
Round table discussion on Bill proposals
SG presented a spreadsheet to illustrate a possible timeline for preparing FRMP.  The dates on the presentation are currently indicative.

4.1
Stephen Tingle (ST) asked when funding would be available for new flood prevention schemes; JT advised this would take place over the next six years, as funding under this spending revenue will go towards schemes in progress but these would tail off in this period of time.  JC commented a funding meeting may be needed to allow organisations like Scottish Water to come up with initial plans.  JT said there will be a financial memorandum circulated when the Bill goes to Parliament and CoSLA, SEPA and SW will be engaged in dialogue.  DB commented if the Bill favoured non-structural measures there may be a move away from traditional capital fund schemes.
4.2
SG asked JC and ST if things looked like they were coming together having now seen the spreadsheet.  The group indicated that this revised approach was workable and balanced divergent needs and issues at local and national levels.  JC said he would like to study the spreadsheet in further detail.  ST expressed concern over the funding situation for the next six years and would like something more tangible.  SG suggested formulating implementation plans to get a firmer view on this.  JT added that CoSLA will probably contact Renfrewshire Council regarding funding at some point.  There will be no break in funding, but there will be a transitional period between the new Bill and the 1961 Act.
4.3
AW asked about funding to train people to carry out the new duties.    Members discussed the level of flooding expertise that local authorities and SEPA would require to meet their new duties.
4.4
DG said the role of Community Planning Partnerships in preparing Local Flood Risk Management Plans and engaging with the public would be discussed in further detail at the next meeting.  ST mentioned he had discussed the paper with some of his colleagues and suggested that community planning may well help with community engagement.  AW agreed that this could be a way of raising local awareness.

4.5
DG asked for initial written comments on the timeline by 16 May.

5.
Next steps
5.1
The drafting of the Bill will be in further progress and there may be some amendments.
5.3
There may also be the possibility of running a pilot study in collaboration with SNIFFER based on a real catchment area, but real data may not be used due to time constraints.  ST suggested it might be worth having a word with Chris Jefferies from the University of Abertay about this study.  Roy Richardson (RR) commented that a virtual district plan may be needed as well.
6.
Any other business
6.1
There was no other business.  DG thanked everyone for coming.

CLOSE 16:00
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