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Newton Stewart Flood Protection Scheme — Summary of Objections

No.

Summary

There were 24 objections received which were classed as general (ie covering a variety of topics which are listed below as G1 to G24)

G1

| own a property in Creebridge which although it has never flooded, | do understand the risks in that happening due to climate change.

| have seen both the proposals online and visited the office in town to view the proposals more clearly.

| do have to voice my concerns and objections in that if | understand it correctly, a brick wall possibly over 5 ft high is to be built starting approximately at
my property and proceeding south along Creebridge on the eastern bank for some distance.

If , again if | have read the proposal properly the new wall will be built on or very close to the riverside boundary of the metalled road surface, then you
will be creating a strong chance of serious injury to foot traffic, cyclists, children, dog walkers etc.

Creebridge is already very narrow and currently all non-vehicle users have to step onto the grass verge on the river side of the road for every vehicle
using the road. Likewise if two cars meet on the road then one has to drive onto the grass to let each other pass.

The ability to do any of these manoeuvres will cease unless a wide footpath for the hundred or so daily users of Creebridge who use the road to get
access to and fro to the shops and recreational walkers, joggers, holidaymakers who must have some sort of pedestrian refuge to get out of the way of
both commercial traffic and local residents who drive down the road to get to their homes.

Also if a wall is to be built close to the road surface extra expenditure will be needed to build passing places to allow delivery vehicles, refuse
collection, access for fire vehicles and ambulance who currently have to use the grass verge to be sure of access.

| would like my concerns as to public safety and impracticality of the placing of any such wall be noted and officially logged.

G2

| wish to lodge my objection to The Newton Stewart Flood Protection Scheme. As a property owner | am one of the most affected properties. After
several meetings and looking at the plans | formally object to this scheme. We have lived in this property for almost 40 years and never been flooded.
My husband and | have both been brought up in Newton Stewart and have a great deal of local knowledge. Unfortunately the Flood Protection team do
not want to listen to the local people with ideas of different schemes that would have less impact than an absolutely disgusting wall . Unfortunately,
Newton Stewarts Victoria Street did flood but that was because the substandard single brick wall breached, there was no maintenance to it and
unfortunately had devastated consequences. Another case of no maintenance is the drains. This is said in your literature to be a 1 in 200 year event. It
is definitely not worth ruining our town for this. | feel this scheme is being put forward for the gratification of those concerned i.e Scottish Government, D
and G Council and Sweco. Please listen to those concerned. When viewing the plans initially | had to point out that the wall was going through the War
memoarial at the bridge end . | was then told it was a typing error. | am not a planner, surely, they should have proof read their plans. Even in our several
meetings the planners they could not confirm, construction material, final height or width of the wall and how much of my garden would be taken. What
have they actually been doing all this time-wasting millions of pound in an economic crisis when we can’t even give our residents a palative care bed.
When Mr Ferguson originally came, | was disgusted by his bullish attitude and It was very obvious from the first 30 seconds of our meeting it did not
matter what we thought. The engineer (she kept reminding me she was an engineer) was exactly the same. If | asked a question, she obviously could
not answer all | got was, | am an engineer! My fear is that this contract is awarded to a company like Fergusson shipyard, we obviously known the story
of that disaster. We are trying to get National Park status to Improve tourism in our wonderful area. This would certainly not help with that. You would
ruin everything about our town including fishing on the river Cree and it’s hatchery. By raising the water levels in the middle of the river it will cause
devastated damage to our fabulous Cree Bridge. Please look at different schemes for example getting rid of rubbish and trees that is lying on our
riverbed. We are continually told that would not make a difference. Any small difference is fabulous, you are not even willing to try.
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| believe a local contractor offered free of charge to remove river debris after the flood and was point blanking refused. As | also own a business
premises in Newton Stewart, | have an even bigger interest in this scheme. People of Newton Stewart do not want this scheme. Please listen to the
people who pay your wages. Can you please acknowledge you have received my objection. As you will see | see have included The Secretary of State
for Scotland , | have been in constant contact with him and Radio Scotland who are interested in my feedback from you

G3

G4

The wall model is vastly over exagerated and will be a life threatening eyesore on the town.

Although the Penkiln Burn is a steeply falling river, it is prone rise swiftly and if an angler is caught in that rapid rise, how will they exit the river
quickly with such a wall? | fear their lives will be placed in unnecessary danger by this.

It will be an ugly, dirty, Council neglected eyesore.

The handful of houses that DID flood would be better served by individual flood defences, and the balance spent of renovating the Galloway
Arms and Grapes Hotel, both of which are eyesores and dangerous to passers by.

We have lived here for nearly 16 years and can’t even get the Council to repair the road, send a road sweeper, put a salt bin in, fix the manhole
cover around the corner( picture attached)

Tigh na Cree was the only affected property down this side of the road, and that got 14” of water in the GARAGE, so a wall of 2.8 meters outside
is ludicrous and dangerous!

| feel a petition would serve a more balanced view of peoples opinions as to whether the wall is wanted in Newton Stewart.

As far as we're concerned the two major problems have been addressed...the wall across from us has been repaired and re-inforced, and the
new bridge has been raised and moved below the obstruction of the Scottish Water pumping station, receiving flow to natural flood plane.

Who will compensate us for the loss of view of the river from our homes, a significant part of why we bought them in the first place?

In short , | know of no one along this road that wants this scheme, and | would ask for the “hundreds of names” FOR the scheme to be made
public to us please? We do NOT want this monstrosity forced upon us.

This river is a VERY important salmon and sea trout river and MUST be preserved at all costs, and was only given one sentence in your latest
letter. It may not be important to you, but it is very important to hundreds of people in the area, and vitally important to the preservation of the
species, and the town is greatly reliant on the tourism that salmon angling brings to it!

G5

G6

Having received plans outlining the defence proposal at the bottom of our property adjacent to the Penkiln burn, we are concerned that there will be a
wall approximately one third the width of our garden then an embankment adjoining the wall that will cover the rest. We agree that flood defence is of
top priority and a necessity. We are not objecting to the proposal for flood defence, but do not like the idea of having two different defences in view at
the bottom of our garden. Therefore | would like to request that a wall spanning the full width of our property be built as this would be more attractive
and blend in with the landscape and improve our outlook.

G7

1. Flooding occurred in exceptional circumstances because existing infrastructure was inadequate at the time. Improvements have been made to the
Sparling Bridge and the wall by the park mitigating most of the risk. These improvements have taken away enough risk of flooding for the town's needs.
2. The proposed scheme is extensive. It is much more than what's needed. Construction work will disrupt the day to day business of the town for a long
time and cost a fortune. It will not add to the town's appeal as a destination for shoppers and tourists.
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3. The money would be better spent on planned development of the town centre infrastructure, derelict and underused sites fronting Victoria Street,
improving the town centre by planned development of roads, commercial and residential sites, improving vehicle, pedestrian access layout and
sewerage. The town centre is in great need of improving and tidying up empty, unused shops, and accommodation with better access.

G8 | | am aretired conservationist, lived in Minnigaff for 40 years with a keen interest in birds and bats.

| was rather alarmed at the lack of knowledge of bats in and around the scheme.

I will make a few observations that | hope will help direct the proposed surveys for this year.

The road Bridge in town has a long established Daubenton’s maternity bat roost, most years numbering between 20-40.

The Meal Mill in Minnigaff has the largest Pipistrelle roost known in the region with 1200 counted emerging a few years ago, mainly Soprano’s. Other
buildings have male roosts of both Soprano and Common Pips.

The metal suspension bridge stretch of river is a favoured area for hunting Daubenton’s and the mature oaks to the east of the Bridge at the north end
of Mill island is one of the best places for early emerging Soprano Pips with a few Commons pips as well. | strongly suspect that they roost in these
trees. Audiomoth recording 2 nights ago produced over 900 files of Daubentons, Soprano and common pips near the suspension bridge.

Other bats regularly recorded hunting along the river are Natterer’s, Leisler’s, Brown Long-eared’s, Noctule.
Common Pips are regular around Monnigaff church and roost there.

Otters are regularly seen in town. They regular cross from the Penkiln to the Cree at the north of Mill island. Regularly seen passing under the road
bridge in town. In fact a dense scrubby bush about 30m north of the Bridge on the east bank is used as an occasional laying up site during the day.
They regularly us the dense cover on Mill island.

Reptiles in the area- Slow worms are abundant in most gardens.

In view of the very important bat roost at Meal Mill, along with the bird interest (breeding tawny owls) it is imperative to maintain as many mature trees
around this area as possible. | note in the screening report p15 that the Embankment on the east bank of the Penkiln has been set back to maximise
retention of Mature Trees. It is absolutely essential that this is adhered to and special attention by supervisors is to be made to respect this. Also leave
all of the trees as they are on Mill island.

Kingfishers used to regularly breed on the east back about 40 m south of the A75 with another pair about 1km south of that. 4 pair of Dipper used to
breed in the town but sadly no longer, hopefully with improved water quality they might return. Mallard regularly loaf on the Penkiln under the shade of
the trees.

I shall continue to scan the various reports and hope that these comments are of value.
Amendment (further email 12 June)

| have now had a chance to read the
Flood Management Preferred Option & Economics Appraisal

I note with horror sect 1.4 Geomorphology and Tree Loss
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P13 the proposal to remove and estimated 550 trees. Which | find absolutely appalling. Surely the carbon footprint of this project coupled with the
removal of 550 trees at this time of Global Crisis is abhorrent and to be strongly discouraged.
Have the designers of this scheme looked at removing flood banks north of the town to fully re-instate the old flood plains. These banks stretch from
Boreland farm, include the Wood of Cree, Larg Farm, Brigton and the Holm Farm.
This would considerably increase the holding capacity of flood plains north of the town and removing the banks south of the town would also alleviate
the surge tide effect and should at least be fully considered.

G9 | would like to comment on the recent proposals for a flood prevention scheme in Newton Stewart. | have Salmon fishing's from the East bank ( SSSI)

down stream and extending below Machermore castle. | am not the land owner, but do have the Salmon fishing rights.

The scheme is absolutely necessary in order to avoid the catastrophic flooding the town experienced a few years ago now on 30th Dec. | have made
submissions about this already.

However i have looked at the plans and although i agree with some of these, i think the scheme could negatively impact many people including those
living along side the river, business's and angling interests.

The crux of the problem stemmed from unprecedented amounts of rain and a wall structure at the back of home hardware that was flimsy at best ! .. The
town only flooded when this wall collapsed ! - the wall has been patched up, but as per the flood prevention plan this wall needs to be made higher and
reinforced from the weir down to Aldi.

If this is done this will for the most part alleviate any future negative flood events. This should be the PRIORITY above all others.
Some other observations >>

~ there are a lot of trees on the left bank immediately below the weir- these should be taken away and underneath these perhaps some of the gravel
build up stripped off. (but not the main channel)- this has to be an impediment to flow?

~ at the back of home hardware is a concrete structure (about 4m wide x 2m high) - i understand this is some sort of sewerage pumping point/ hatch ? -
So a cross section of concrete sticking out into the channel 4m x 2m has to massively obstruct the flow ?? this should be relocated away from the river
channel - this will ease the flow ..

~ Massive plantations of Sitka commercial forest on the Cree catchment have massively changed the rivers hydrology over the last 40 years. What was
once boggy land with sphagnum moss has been ditched and drained and now when it rains it goes straight into the river. There needs to be less forestry
and restoration of Bog and Peatlands. Before the forestry the bog lands helped to retain and dissipate the water into the rivers over a period of time -
now in the winter it just drains straight into the river via forest ditches (these need to be blocked to slow the flow)

~ would it not be possible to have some parts of the flood wall that are temporary - ie a well drilled flood prevention team could have a few sections
slotted into place within a couple of hours.

~ any wall would have to allow access via certain gates to the recreational resource of the river - fishing etc
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~ Very little mention of Salmon in the plans......... extreme care needs to be taken not to dig away spawning gravels and loosen it to such an extent it all
washes away and fills in the Salmon pools.
~ Will compensation be given to those recreational and fishing resources effected by this scheme - both in the construction phase and future. Newton
Stewart anglers (and to some degree myself) could be adversely effected and our angling opportunities curtailed. | can envisage a situation where
anglers cant even get to the river because of large flood barriers ??
~ the field below Broomisle cottage acts as a natural flood plain ....... but not sure if any more channels need to be made ? - perhaps some flood plains
could be opened up in the catchment further up the catchment though ..... a scheme could be in place to compensate farmers adversely effected by this
in a flood event ?
~ | agree some sort of reinforcement of the bank at the back of Galloway granite works / Jewsons needs to take place - the bank is badly eroded ..... but
only a section of about 20 metres at slaughterhouse pool - a few gabion baskets would fix this..
In summary i think the flood prevention scheme has gone too far in many respects and that the concerns of the population of Newton Stewart need to be
taken into consideration.
The bottom line is there was an old wall at the back of home hardware that collapsed and only when this happened did the town actually
flood ! ....... if a strong wall that is higher is built from the weir down to Aldi that will be 98% of the solution !

G10 | In 2002 | purchased the property known as.....which is a unique building and only one of two which have river frontage and landscaped gardens. | am
concerned that your plans are directly going to affect my property therefore the following objections | wish to place on record.
The construction of a reinforced concrete/sheet piled wall at a height f 0.8 — 1.4m above ground level,
A) will be near the gable end of the property hence will restrict daylight into my lounge
B) denied access onto the river garden to carry out gardening tasks ie grass mowing/weeding/hedge-cutting
C) recreational usage; entertaining friends; fishing for the elusive salmon
D) the loss of mature oak trees and beech hedge
D) privacy enjoyed from my garden
F) loss of land/value to property

G11 | I wish to express my very deep concern regarding the removal of trees and other forms of habitat to make way for the flood protection scheme. Once

again the natural environment has to pay the price for the benefit of a few humans. Trees ,that support so many living things ( including us ) are more
essential than ever given the decline in bird, bat and insect populations due to man’s interventions, including the exacerbation of climate change , to be
axed to make way for man-made structures yet again.

Urbanisation at a huge cost to flora and fauna yet one of the best natural flood and erosion preventers are trees. The preferred option indicates a pretty
large removal of existing trees with their replacement and landscaping at an estimated cost of £60,000 when most of the existing trees are an
invaluable, developed habitat with an anchoring effect of their root systems.

Any replacements ( if absolutely necessary) should be native broad-leaf and close scrutiny of any work an ongoing process as there is no opportunity, in
such a natural environment, to rectify the damage that can be done by carelessness , after it's been done.
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The preferred option indicates a pretty large removal of existing trees with their replacement and landscaping at an estimated cost of £60,000 when
most of the existing trees are an invaluable, developed habitat with an anchoring effect of their root systems.

Any replacements (if absolutely necessary) should be native broad-leaf and close scrutiny of any work an ongoing process as there is no opportunity, in
such a natural environment, to rectify the damage that can be done by carelessness, after it's been done.

G12

G13

Following on from our visit on 14th June to the Flood Protection information meeting at McMillan Hall,Newton Stewart, we are lodging our areas of
concern and interest regarding the above scheme.

Due to the lack of detail presented regarding the proposed wall (height, position and material construction) we are expressing our concerns. We have
approximately 90 metres of river frontage and as such our house is the most affected in Newton Stewart/Minnigaff.

Our main concerns are:
1. Material construction and position of the wall.

2. Accessibility of the river for guests and ourselves. We have certain fishing rights and many guests choose to step down into the water for
various activities.

3. We have a minimum of 15 trees on the riverbank, all of which are protected by a conservation order. No details regarding these trees have been
made available.

4. There is no detail in the proposal regarding maintenance of both sides of the wall and bank.

5. We are very concerned regarding the affect of the wall on our business. Guests enjoy sitting on the riverbank. It is important that we will maintain the
views which draw them to Minnigaff.

We look forward to being fully informed by the Management Team as and when more information and details become available.

G14

I would like to strongly object to the proposed Newton Stewart Flood Protection Scheme.

The Scheme will only benefit a small number of people and property owners. It will totally destroy the aesthetic appeal of the town and drive away
tourists and visitors to the area who will then go elsewhere.

This in turn will start an economic downturn to the area. It will affect every type of accommodation provider. That is to say Hotels and caravan sites etc.
This in turn will obviously affect the turnover in all the local shops as well.

People believe that to raise the height of existing walls slightly plus a few strategically placed additions would be adequate.

I would also like to point out to you that this Scheme would have a vastly destructive effect on the banks of the river Cree and the river bed. This will ruin
angling in the area for Brown Trout, Sea Trout and Salmon. This would add to the economic downturn of the area as well as destroying the habitat and
spawning areas for several native fish species.
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Let me make it clear to you that the Atlantic Salmon is now a declining and threatened species which is protected by law. Vast amounts of work have
been carried out locally to try to increase the numbers of these fish and to improve their habitat at no small investment of both time and money to those
involved. Lampreys are also in decline and are a threatened species which are present in the river Cree. Sparlings are a declining and threatened
species found in the river Cree as is the European Eel. Both of these are protected by law. It is very probably illegal to adversely affect or destroy the
habitat or spawning areas of all these fish. The proposed Scheme would undoubtedly do this.
If you were to actively ask people living in the Newton Stewart area then you would find that very few want this Scheme to go ahead. Please do not
destroy the ecology of the river Cree.

G15 | I should like to raise an objection to the flood protection proposed plans for the river Cree.
In the interest of conservation of endangered species in the Cree these proposals are totally unacceptable.
In the interests of safety what if a fisherman is fishing and it floods they would not be able to get out.
The plans do not take into consideration the social and economic impact on the town. Many visitors come to Newton Stewatrt, the sight of large stone
walls and ugly screens blocking the lovely views, the ability to sit and have lunch by the river no longer an option is hardly inviting the visitors to come
back.
In these times of a cost of living crisis can spending this vast amount of money be justified, whilst children are hungry and nurses are using food banks,
surely this money should be diverted to those in the area who need it far more than diverting a flood that happens occasionally.
Please reconsider this decision and listen to the many reasons not to do this.

G16 | I am writing to you as the owner and occupier of the above property.

| object to the proposal to build an embankment / wall across the back of my garden, taking out an 8mts strip across its width of my property adjacent to
the Penkiln Burn.

This will destroy a natural wood land area | have created nurtured and planted since my family have been resident here. It will mean the loss and
damage to many trees and woodland bulbs and bee nesting sites we have encouraged over the years.

As well as adjacent to my property and this area is Meal Mill, which is inhabited with bats and includes special nesting boxes for them put in after its
recent restoration of the building. My garden area here acts as a feeding ground for them and has been monitored by RSB for species type for which
there are many.

The Cree is the wildlife corridor for the wood of Cregan with many nesting sites and mammal life along it's banks. The destruction caused by these
construction activities as well as its carbon footprint is unacceptable when the solution requires less evasive work up river where old flood plains should
be restored.

Compensation due for my loss of land will not make up for the destruction of the biosphere and who will be responsible for maintaining it / upkeep of this
bank / wall? | will also be losing the fencing | have bordering my ground to keep the deer out from destroying my garden and vegetable patch.
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G17

Further to attending the recent Newton Stewart Flood Protection Scheme Community Engagement Event held at the McMillan Hall on Saturday 25th
September 2021 | am writing at the request of your team to draw your attention to my concerns regarding how the proposed plans will impact upon
the above property and would ask that you take the following information into account and hopefully adjust the works accordingly to help protect our
home and not as | will indicate exacerbate the potential flood damage.

We have owned the property as a second home for approximately 14 years now and unfortunately we were severely impacted by the major flood
occurrence of 30th December 2015. During this flood the lower level of our house flooded internally by approximately one to one and a half feet of
river water.

Externally the river was flowing past three feet up the patio doors. The lower floor consists of a small staircase leading to a corridor serving a
bedroom and then the main bedroom which has a triple patio door leading to a balcony which projects out over the Brewery Pool of the River Cree.
The weed debris when the flood subsided was a third of the way up the balcony railings. | was notified of the flood and arrived to observe the above
standing in the main bedroom looking out towards the river. The river also partially flooded the bottom corner of our rear drive having risen through a
drain hole in the lowest corner adjacent to the river wall. On the opposite bank the observable height of the river was up to the facing brick/harling
level on the bungalow directly opposite on the far bank.

The insurance bill to repair was approximately £17,500.00.

At this time the river was unobstructed on the opposing bank and therefore could and did dissipate a huge mass of its volume up the far bank.
Having studied your proposals which indicate the building of a 1.9m wall and glass panel containment feature on the opposing bank but also indicate
that your containment on our side of the river starts way down river of our property with no intended works to protect it .1 would thus voice that | am
deeply concerned that this will actually exacerbate the potential flood level at our property by channeling the water to an even greater level as it will
not now have the opportunity to level out on the far bank and the volume will thus be compressed to an even higher level because of this. This could
indeed risk the flooding of the next and main level of our home, which includes our kitchen, dining room, a small bathroom, the main bathroom,
summer room, a large bedroom, boiler room and main reception hall, thus leading to an enormously increased amount and thus value of damage.
This would also exaggerate the effect of a lesser flood than in 2016 on our property and cause it to flood with less water and sooner than previously
occurred.

| am, therefore, expressing my deep concerns regarding your present proposals and hope that you can take cognisance of the above information
and hopefully incorporate some means of protecting our property into the plans. Simple sandbags would not suffice but some form of similar glass
flood prevention barrier and waterproof sealing of the balcony floor and sides and a a door sealing system of some kind could be investigated to be
incorporated into the scheme by you.

G18

| am a long term resident of the Cree Valley. | object to the proposed flood prevention scheme on the following grounds

1) No account has been taken of the likely impacts on the various natural aquatic habitats currently existing within the River Cree. The creation of a hard
engineered canal to replace over half a mile of natural river is bound to have numerous impacts on the life in the river, particularly the salmon and fresh
water mussels. Unintended disturbance to the river bed and contamination of the water are likely to be major issues during the construction phase. The
FPS must not proceed until a full riparian EIA has been carried out.
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2) The river is what makes Newton Stewart a desirable place to live and a pleasant place for tourists to visit. A walled in, glazed in, canal in the centre of
the town could easily destroy the appeal of the place.The socio economic impact of the proposed FPS must therefore be considered before it can
possibly be allowed to go ahead. The final detailed FPS plans need to be presented to everyone and then a comprehensive attitude survey of both
residents and visitors must be undertaken. The FPS may have appeared to be a welcome concept to the fifty odd people who could be bothered to fill
out the initial questionnaire but the views these few people do not necessarily represent those of the many who will be detrimentally affected by the
scheme. If the final design is anything like the most recent plans, | view the Newton Stewart FPS as abhorrent and would like the chance to have a say
in preventing it from going ahead. Thousands of people will have to live with what is decided. They must all be given a chance to stop it.

3) The Main Street of Newton Stewart is slowly becoming derelict. If the council has £10 or £15 million to invest in the town it would be best spent
renovating the Grapes Hotel, the Galloway Arms Hotel, and the empty shops in the town. There is no point building flood defences for 1 in 200 year
floods which can only effect a handful of properties. The town needs investment not a metoo flood scheme

G19

| wish to formally raise an objection to the above scheme. My objection, in general terms, is regarding the scale, scope and cost of the scheme. In
particular, | would most strongly object to the scale of defences proposed for SE of Cree Bridge. The December 2015 flood, the largest in living
memory, caused minimal damage to one property in this area and yet the proposed scheme is showing a hard defence of embankment and wall up
to 2m in height. | cannot believe that level of protection proposed can be justified.

In April and November T2015 Kaya Consulting produced a report which was commissioned by Dumfries and Galloway Council, with an Addendum
following the December 2015 flooding, with a further draft dated May 2017. | found those reports quite easy to understand and the findings and
proposed solutions appeared to be fair and reasonable. | cannot find reference to that report being considered by the Council, or indeed why the
Council appeared to ignore this report and subsequently commissioned SWECO to produce a second report. What was the reason for that? Is it
recorded within Council minutes?

The Sweco report was exhaustive and examined a number of options, most of which were not proceeded with for varying reasons, with the
predominant option being hard defences along both banks of the river Cree, from the Penkiln to the Sparling Bridge, alongside a small number of
other measures such as reprofiling of the land around theA75 bypass bridge. As far as | can make out, the Kaya report came up with pretty much
the same conclusion, albeit with a lower level of protection. In simple terms, following their cost benefit analysis, they seemed to be suggesting
minimal works on the NW side of the Bridge of Cree, property level protection on NE bank, a wall on Riverside Road on SW bank and nothing on SE
(Creebridge) side. They also suggested building a new wall on the road side of the existing wall along Riverside Road and making this road one way
to compensate for the narrowing of the road. Seems to be a cheaper engineering option.

The costs and benefits as identified in both reports seemed to differ substantially with Kaya suggesting that a scheme providing 1 in 200 year level
of protection is unlikely to be economically viable and unlikely to attract grant aid from the Scottish Government. One estimated cost was £25.8M
(2016 figures) for a scheme perceived to be less substantial than that proposed by SWECO. In any day and age that is an enormous sum, but given
the present economic climate asking Scottish taxpayers ( the most heavily taxed in the Uk) and the Council Tax payers of Dumfries and Galloway to
fund the scheme seems to me to be quite shameful. It may be a somewhat cynical view but has any publically funded major engineering project ever
come in on budget?

Kaya, SWECO, Council Officers and Members have worked hard on the Newton Stewart Flood Protection Scheme and should be applauded for
their hard work. | do believe however, that if D&G Council had repaired, strengthened and perhaps lengthened the wall alongside Riverside Road in
the years prior to 2015 we would not be going through this process now. If the wall behind the old town hall had not failed flood damage in Victoria
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Street would probably have been quite minimal and the Kaya reports of 2015 possibly enacted upon. | also believe that the consultation process,
whilst following the protocol dictated by Government, was less than effective. The commercial property and house holders directly affected should
have been much more directly involved in the process. The Regulations dictate that the Community should be heavily involved in whether a scheme
goes ahead or not and | do not believe that the part of the community most affected have been involved as much as they should have been. The
100 or so commercial and residential properties most at risk should have been much more involved than the wider community.

In conclusion, do the flood defences in Newton Stewart need improving? Most certainly. Does the flood protection scheme need to be as extensive
and costly as proposed? Most certainly not. My observations are obviously not scientific, but having lived on the side of the river for 24 years and
seen and experienced every flood over that time, and having absorbed as best as | could, the findings of all the reports, feel as though a smaller,
more cost effective along the findings of the Kaya report should be revisited, ie minimal works NW of Bridge, property level protection NE bank of
Bridge, wall on SW side (not 2metres in height, visual impact on an area much walked by locals and tourists would be awful) and no measures need
on SE side, other than perhaps individual mitigation measures should any householder request it.

| wish to state that my property would be directly affected, albeit quite minimally, by the Scheme.

G20

Statement: | do not believe this scheme will help or benefit the town of Newton Stewart with regards to Tourism or Wildlife Conservation and think that
other less intrusive flood prevention ideas could be explored further upstream and possibly less expensive.

My objections (based on living here and observations) are:-

The Wildlife corridor is definitely going to be massively affected. We have resident wildlife at the bottom of our garden including the following:-
Roosting bats

Kingfishers

Hedgehogs

Herons

Corvids

Ducks with ducklings

Endangered Bee colonies

Wide array of birds including owls, siskens, woodpeckers plus many garden birds

Not to mention (although | have not seen), otters.

Tourism - why would people want to visit anymore?

The river - the walking on either side are one of the main things | see people doing when they get here. If it it aesthetically ugly, why bother coming
here?

Fishing - how will the locals be able to to do this?

I am not in favour at all. Also, you are asking the households directly affected but do not seem to have asked any other residents of Newton Stewart who
may have vaild opinions on how it would affect the whole look and ethos of the town.
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G21

| would like to lodge an objection to the proposed flood protection scheme on the Following Grounds

Visual impact on our property

Disruption to Business

Loss of use of our land located along the banks of the river cree quite a large area

Loss of land use in our field

Loss of soft landscaping and trees on the banks of river cree , these have already been removed and reinstated a number of years back during the
last major works carried out by scottish water a contract which orve ran by approx 2 years, we how have 10 years of growth which we do not wish to
remove

Loss of access to river cree and Banks

G22

The prospect of the removal of so many trees in this area is of grave concern.

Removing any trees on the banks of the Penkiln, Bluebell Island and around the suspension bridge will destroy an irreplaceable ecosystem. This
supports a wide range of birds, bats, animals and insects as well as providing an invaluable recreational amenity for residents and visitors. In
addition the visual impact will be a disaster.

This area is also a key link in the chain of native woodland created by the Millenium "From Source to Sea" project, started by the RSPB in 2000 to
create a corridor of native woodland the length of the river. This has been enormously successful in promoting biodiversity.

| understand the necessity of flood prevention measures but urge a more far sighted approach upstream.

G23

Previous flooding was caused by the rising river reaching above deck level of the Sparling Bridge (the pedestrian footbridge). This resulted in it
being blocked with debris, causing an additional obstruction to the river flow, and therefore to the town and nearby properties.

Sparling bridge was re-built and opened in 2019, to a new design of increased height, and farther down the river, to remove the previous damming
properties of the previous bridge, which contributed to the flooding of nearby properties and the town.

A potential wall being built near the bend by the Villa Cree property would cause a restriction of access, and an obstruction to vehicles waste and
recycling vehicles, delivery vehicles, and more significantly it would potentially prohibit emergency vehicles eg Fire Appliances, from gaining access
to the properties along the road from Villa Cree to Sparling Bridge area.

The potential height of the wall could be 2 Metres. This would detract from the natural environment for fishermen, withdrawing current easy access
to the riverside for fishing rights. | am of the opinion the measures being proposed do not take adequate account of the potential damage to the
integrity of the River Cree, nor to the immediate and ongoing potential impact on those species who's natural habitat is the river Cree, including fish,
otters and voles.

| am also very concerned at the lack of entry and exit points along the proposed works, which gives rise to concerns for the safety of those using the
river recreationally, including anglers who often have to exit the river very quickly when an unexpected spate occurs. It would also have an adverse
effect on the enjoyment of those using wheel chairs, electric scooters etc that aid mobility, as the wall in parts would restrict their enjoyment and
view of the riverside and embankment.
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It would also make it less attractive to tourists and the much needed income brought to the town from visitors, and those with restricted mobility,
which the Sparling bridge was re-designed to include easier access for all.

There is no clear indication on the diagrams or "fly through" of the exact positioning, or height of the wall. These are diagrams not actual plans, as
evidence by it being unclear where the unadopted road is on these diagrams.

The "flythrough" gives the impression of there being a very wide and extensive grassed riverbank, which is not the reality. This further adds to the
lack of clarify as the positioning of a wall or defense embankment.

At the time, Tigh-na-Cree was the only property, on this road, with evidence of water flooding, amounting to a few inches. Subsequently, flood
boards were fitted to the external doors, and air brick flood defences were fitted to protect the property further. This would surely be a sensible flood
prevention plan, more cost effective, and less intrusive to the environment, and impact on the locality and tourists.

Question: Has this option been considered, for properties by the river, as there is no evidence to this effect?

G24

We attended the flood protection scheme meeting at the McMillan Hall on Wednesday 21st June and spoke to a member the Flood Risk
Management Scheme about our concerns around the height of the wall and depth of glass relating to our property. We were instructed and
understand that this level of detail is not yet being discussed at this stage. However, we would like it recorded that although we are in principle
happy for the overall scheme to go ahead, this is very much based on our property getting a proportionate amount of glass as not to obstruct or
block our view with the river or reduce what little terrace space we currently have. We have previously had a meeting with your staff who visited our
property and they saw first-hand that any heightening of the wall above its current position would completely spoil the aesthetics of the property and
have a detrimental effect to its attraction as a self catering holiday let and indeed as our home when we are there. We look forward to having further
discussions at the appropriate time.

There were 34 objections received which were principally about fishing or fishing rights. These were from the Newton Stewart and District
Angling Association, Cree Salmon Fisheries Board, Galloway Fisheries Trust and 29 which were a standard template response from
Members or Supporters of the Angling Association. (The standard template is detailed under numbers F3, F5, and F7 to F34).

F1

| wish to register my objection to the proposed Newton Stewart Flood Protection Scheme.

My reasons are:

1. There is very little DETAIL contained in any of the current documentation

2. There is no detail on access or exit points from the river. With the proposed flood defence scheme in place, it will not be possible to enter (or
more importantly, exit) the river as users currently do. There is a very real risk of someone drowning if they cannot exit the river quickly and
easily

3. The Atlantic Salmon and Seatrout for which the River Cree & Penkiln are rightly famous are only briefly mentioned in the EIA screening report,
and not mentioned AT ALL in the PEAR report — this is completely unacceptable. The Atlantic Salmon is designated as a priority conservation
species and currently considered to be under threat
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4. The Hydrology report has not considered the short, medium or long term effects on the river bed, and the existing pools and riffles which form
important habitat for salmon & seatrout. The pools and riffles also form a very important rod angling fishery (for salmon & seatrout). This is
owned by a local angling association and has a capital value of millions of pounds. The fishery also brings significant community benefit from
visiting anglers and angling tourism. There is no mention of compensation for loss of income during the works (angling will not be possible during
the works) or for any potential future loss of the angling asset due to the existing pool and riffle habitats being destroyed by the FPS

5. The River Cree District Salmon Fishery Board have not been included in the list of statutory consultees — despite several requests. District
Salmon Fishery Boards have statutory powers and duties to protect and improve Salmon & Seatrout fisheries within their district. DSFB’s are
constituted & governed under The Salmon & Freshwater Fisheries (Consolidation) (Scotland) Act 2003.

Please record this email as a formal OBJECTION to the proposed Newton Stewart flood Protection Scheme

F2

| write as Secretary to Newton Stewart & District Angling Association on their behalf in response to the Notice of Newton Stewart Flood Protection
Scheme ( the Scheme). We wish to lodge an objection to the

NSFPS in accordance with the undernoted Statement of Reasons.

I confirm that NSDAA has a relevant interest in the land impacted by the Scheme. We are Riparian Owners of the river Cree over the entire length of
your proposed works in addition to owners of the salmon fishing rights. Our club membership currently stands at 208 including Associate Members
and have an average of 135 rod days per season from visiting anglers. We have a current value of our asset in the region of £750,00.

STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR OBJECTION.

1 As owners of a significant part of the impacted river banking we have not been accorded any involvement in the development of plans to date and
because of that we are concerned that NSDAA’s interests have not been sufficiently considered as part of the process.

2 We have not been contacted by the Schemes developers regarding negotiation of access and egress points to the land in our ownership which is
subject to the Schemes works. Without agreement on access and egress to our land with ourselves as landlord this Scheme should not be
approved.

3 The scheme works will have a material negative impact on the ability of NSDAA members to utilise their fishing rights. This will cause not only loss
of amenity but also outright financial loss. Works are scheduled to be carried out outwith the migratory season of November to May, which means
they will be carried out between June and October. This is precisely the timing of the salmon and sea trout run and when we do the bulk of our
business, and members enjoy the sport. We predict considerable loss of membership and income for the two seasons the work is scheduled to take
place, and fear they will not return. No consideration has been given to how the design and construction of the Scheme can be done in a way that
minimises impact to our members or what level of compensation would be appropriate in the light of the anticipated loss. | would draw to your
attention to section 82 of the Flood Risk Management (Scotland)Act 2009 which DGC are obliged to observe.

4 The engineering works to river banks carries the risk of materially changing the configuration and productivity of pools comprising our fishery. To
date there has been no consideration of how the design and execution of the Scheme may materially alter the behaviour of the river in a way that
may negatively impact upon our fishery. If the works materially impact the capacity of the river to maintain pools suitable for holding salmon then this
may have a significant negative impact on the value of our fishery given that the proposed works impact a significant proportion of our fishery. No
conversation has been had with us as to mitigation or compensation for this potential loss.
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No. Summary
5 NSDAA refute the claim in Environmental Impact Report item 7.6 which states “ that no significant impact is predicted with regards to public
access, recreation or amenity, therefore no further assessment is needed”. There has been no recognition of the contractor’s requirement to
produce a Construction Phase Health and Safety Plan, which will almost certainly exclude the public from working areas.

F3 | object to the Scheme for the reasons mentioned below.

STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR THE OBJECTION

1. | reiterate the reasons mentioned in the objection of Newton Stewart and District Angling Association (“NSDAA”) shown in the Appendix to this
objection. | am a member of NSDAA, which is an unincorporated association. As such, | have an interest in the land (including salmon and sea
trout fishing rights) owned by NSDAA. The Appendix adequately describes which aspects of the proposed operations affect my interest in the
land.

2. The EIA screening report and the PEAR report fail to consider adequately or at all the impact of the Scheme on salmon and sea trout
populations in the River Cree and Penkiln Burn.

3. The proposed operations set out in the Scheme are unreasonably excessive in relation to the flood risks sought to be addressed.

APPENDIX

1 As owners of a significant part of the impacted river banking we have not been accorded any involvement in the development of plans to date and
because of that we are concerned that NSDAA’s interests have not been sufficiently considered as part of the process.

2 We have not been contacted by the Schemes developers regarding negotiation of access and egress points to the land in our ownership which is
subject to the Schemes works. Without agreement on access and egress to our land with ourselves as landlord this Scheme should not be
approved.

3 The scheme works will have a material negative impact on the ability of NSDAA members to utilise their fishing rights. This will cause not only loss
of amenity but also outright financial loss. Works are scheduled to be carried out outwith the migratory season of November to May, which means
they will be carried out between June and October. This is precisely the timing of the salmon and sea trout run and when we do the bulk of our
business, and members enjoy the sport. We predict considerable loss of membership and income for the two seasons the work is scheduled to take
place, and fear they will not return. No consideration has been given to how the design and construction of the Scheme can be done in a way that
minimises impact to our members or what level of compensation would be appropriate in the light of the anticipated loss. | would draw to your
attention to section 82 of the Flood Risk Management (Scotland)Act 2009 which DGC are obliged to observe.

4 The engineering works to river banks carries the risk of materially changing the configuration and productivity of pools comprising our fishery. To
date there has been no consideration of how the design and execution of the Scheme may materially alter the behaviour of the river in a way that
may negatively impact upon our fishery. If the works materially impact the capacity of the river to maintain pools suitable for holding salmon then this
may have a significant negative impact on the value of our fishery given that the proposed works impact a significant proportion of our fishery. No
conversation has been had with us as to mitigation or compensation for this potential loss.
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No. Summary
5 NSDAA refute the claim in Environmental Impact Report item 7.6 which states “ that no significant impact is predicted with regards to public
access, recreation or amenity, therefore no further assessment is needed”. There has been no recognition of the contractor’s requirement to
produce a Construction Phase Health and Safety Plan, which will almost certainly exclude the public from working areas.

F4 | am writing to you as Chairman of the River Cree District Salmon Fishery Board (RCDSFB)

| wish to register the RCDSFB objection to the proposed Newton Stewart Flood Protection Scheme.
The reasons for the RCDSFB objecting to the scheme as proposed are:

1. There is very little DETAIL contained in any of the current documentation

2. The Atlantic Salmon and Seatrout for which the River Cree & Penkiln are rightly famous are only briefly mentioned in the EIA screening report,
and not mentioned AT ALL in the PEAR report — this is completely unacceptable. The Atlantic Salmon is designated as a priority conservation
species and currently considered to be under threat

3. There is no detail on access or exit points from the river. With the proposed flood defence scheme in place, it will not be possible to enter (or
more importantly, exit) the river as users currently do. There is a very real risk of someone drowning if they cannot exit the river quickly and
easily

4. The Hydrology report has not considered the short, medium or long term effects on the river bed, and the existing pools and riffles which form
important habitat for salmon & seatrout. The pools and riffles also form a very important rod angling fishery (for salmon & seatrout). This is
owned by a local angling association and has a significant capital value. The fishery also brings significant community benefit from visiting
anglers and angling tourism. There is no mention of compensation for loss of income during the works (angling will not be possible during the
works) or for any potential future loss of the angling asset due to the existing pool and riffle habitats being destroyed by the FPS

5. The River Cree District Salmon Fishery Board have not been included in the list of statutory consultees — despite several requests, including
visits by myself to the Open Meetings and providing the required details. District Salmon Fishery Boards have statutory powers and duties to
protect and improve Salmon & Seatrout fisheries within their district. DSFB’s are constituted & governed under The Salmon & Freshwater
Fisheries (Consolidation) (Scotland) Act 2003. | would respectfully request that those involved in the flood prevention scheme familiarise
themselves with this legislation.

The Cree DSFB require a full EIA and PEAR report into the impact of the proposed flood prevention scheme on salmon, seatrout, the aquatic
invertebrates, ecology and habitat of the river.

In addition, a Hydrology report detailing the changes to the river bed, substrate, structure and flow — in the short, medium and long term requires to
be undertaken. The hard engineering proposed WILL change the river. It must be clearly demonstrated that this will not affect the salmon or seatrout
or the river environment

The RCDSFB will support all the fisheries affected by this proposal and also vigorously defend and protect the salmon and seatrout (and their
habitat) within the area of the proposed flood prevention scheme.

Please record this email as a formal OBJECTION to the proposed Newton Stewart flood Protection Scheme
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F5, | wish to object, in the strongest possible terms, to the above proposed scheme. Having studied the published details, | am of the opinion that the

F7 measures being proposed do not take adequate account of the potential damage to the integrity of the River Cree, nor to the immediate and ongoing

to potential impact on those species which inhabit the Cree, including salmon, sea trout and brown trout.

F34 | am also very concerned at the lack of entry and exit points along the proposed works, which gives rise to concerns for the safety of those using the
river recreationally, including anglers who often have to exit the river very quickly when an unexpected spate occurs — this is a known and regular
danger to most locals, but appears to have been overlooked by those involved in the planning of the scheme.

In addition, from the published material available, the visual impact of the scheme on those who live alongside the river and those who spend time
near or on the river, has the potential to spoil the entire area for locals and visitors alike. The River Cree is the centre of Newton Stewart; an iconic
symbol of our area and both the river and its surroundings should be protected as an absolute priority when any Flood protection Scheme becomes
reality.
Thank you in anticipation of my comments being given full consideration.

F6 Galloway Fisheries Trust wish to make the following comments:

e GFT have detailed previously that we consider natural flood management should be an important consideration to reduce flood risk to Newton
Stewart. Land ownership in the Cree catchment is mostly publicly owned and managed by Forestry and Land Scotland making this the perfect
catchment for natural flood management options which could hold back more water for longer in the upper catchment to help reduce flood
peaks. Appropriate use of these options could then mean that the physical works in Newton Stewart could be reduced and have less impact on
the visibility and public use of the Cree. SEPA, NatureScot and the Scottish Government all, via their websites, suggest strong support for the
principle of natural flood management. Natural flood management should be a key part of the solution to reduce flood risk in Newton Stewart.

e GFT have raised previously the sensitivity of the lower River Cree due to the rare and important fish populations resident and migrating through
this river section. There is obviously significant risk that constructing a flood prevention scheme could impact on water quality, habitats and the
ecology of the river unless adequate mitigation is in place. It is unacceptable that the two ‘Environmental Statement’ reports hardly mention fish
at all. Unless there is adequate recognition of the fish species present and their life histories then how can it be properly assessed and
considered at the design and construction stages to ensure the fish populations are adequately protected? It is hard to understand why there is
so much detail on badgers, water voles etc but so little on fish? Key fish populations present in the proposed work area, which may be resident
or migrating through, include many protected fish species including Atlantic salmon, Sea/Brown trout, European eel, Sea lamprey, River
lamprey, Brook lamprey and Sparling. Further downstream in the estuary critically endangered Allis shad and Twaite shad are also found. The
life history and use of the lower Cree by all these fish species needs to be considered to ensure they are protected during any works and long
term impacts — only mentioning when to avoid salmon / trout spawning times is not acceptable.

o There is a lot of angling undertaken within the proposed work area. There appears to be limited consideration and detail regarding how anglers
(or members of the public) will be able to access the river during and after the proposed works. This needs to be addressed.

e Protection of riparian habitats should be prioritised during any design phase and during the construction phase. Riparian habitats are important
ecologically and also to protect banks from erosion. If riparian areas are degraded then this would be expected to impact on surrounding
instream habitats, water quality and aquatic ecology including fish populations.

OFFICIAL




OFFICIAL

Newton Stewart Flood Protection Scheme — Summary of Objections

No.

Summary

A representation was received from SEPA which is detailed below.

Thank you for consulting SEPA on the Newton Stewart Flood Protection Scheme (FPS) on 23 May 2023. We acknowledge the project is identified
as an action within the published Flood Risk Management Plan: Solway Local Plan District (22 December 2021) and that it has been developed with
early engagement with us.

We have reviewed the FPS Statement (dated 27 April 2023), accompanying reports and technical drawing package and can confirm we have no
objection to the FPS. However, the engineering works associated with the project will require a separate authorisation from SEPA under the Water
Environment (Controlled Activities) (Scotland) Regulations 2011 (CAR). We strongly recommend you engage in pre-CAR application discussions
with our Water Permitting Team (waterpermitting@sepa.org.uk) as based on the information currently available to us it is likely this project may
require a derogation determination.

Please note our further advice and recommendations below.

Advice for the planning authority

1. Flood risk

1.1 We have no objection to the principle of the scheme development. There is no requirement for schemes to meet a 200 year plus climate change
standard of protection, however the higher the level of protection offered, the more benefit the scheme is likely to provide. It should be ensured that
the works do not result in an increase in flood risk elsewhere.

1.2 We note the supporting Hydrology and Hydraulic Modelling report was undertaken in 2012 and refined in 2017 and 2018, with climate change
flows updated in 2019. In that time there have been updates to policy, guidance and data. Ahead of the scheme construction commencing, we
recommend that the underlying data in the modelling is brought up to date to ensure the best understanding of what level of protection the scheme
will offer.

1.3 As per our climate change allowances guidance, the current level of climate change to be applied in the Solway region is 53% flow uplift for
catchments over 50km2 and 38% rainfall uplift for catchments between 30 and 50km2. The predicted sea level rise is 0.88m by 2100.

1.4 The Hydrology and Hydraulic Modelling report states that the 1 year coastal flood level of 5.81mAOD was taken from the Coastal Flood
Boundary (CFB) dataset and used in the joint probability analysis. This was taken from the dataset point 1524-20-Main-M. The CFB dataset was
updated in 2018. Based on the current extrapolated estuary dataset, the point closest to Newton Stewart is 1524-17-Estuary-Main with a 1 year level
of 6.06mAQOD.

1.5 We also recommend that the observed flow records are brought up to date for undertaking the flow estimation. At present the 2015 flood event
remains the highest on record at the Newton Stewart gauging station. We are aware that the 2015 event damaged the footbridge downstream of the
gauge due to a build of debris against it, the bridge was removed in 2016 (this is also mentioned in the Hydrology and Hydraulic Modelling report).
This may have elevated flood levels during the 2015 event and future floods of the same magnitude may produce a slightly lower peak flood level for
the same flows.

2. Engineering works in the water environment

2.1 The installation of flood walls, embankments and erosion protection will require authorisation from us under the CAR. Given the need to protect
Newton Stewart from flooding we have no objection to the project however due to potential morphological impacts it may be subject to a derogation
determination to assess this further. We have offered further comments on the potential morphological impacts of the FPS in Appendix 1.
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2.2 We strongly recommend you engage in pre-CAR application discussions with our Water Permitting Team as soon as possible to discuss the
licence activities required for this project and regulatory requirements. Please note applications need to be submitted before determination can
commence and the process can take up to 4 months.

2.3 The erosion protection proposed on the righthand bank downstream of the Sparling Bridge (GG5) should be clarified at the regulatory stage. We
previously recommended the use of trees for riverbank protection along this stretch which could be implemented under General Binding Rule (GBR)
25 of CAR. The FPS presents an opportunity to explore greener bank protection which would be more environmentally friendly and beneficial for
biodiversity.

2.4 Further information regarding the reprofiling planned at the A75 bridge (GC6) and Sparling Bridge (SC9) will also be required at the CAR stage
as it is not clear what this will involve.

2.5 Please note this advice is given without prejudice to any decision made on elements of the proposal regulated by us, which may take into
account factors not considered at this stage.

3. Construction management and pollution prevention

3.1 The risk of silt pollution entering the rivers during construction is very high therefore strict well planned pollution prevention measures are
required. We welcome the commitment to prepare and implement a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) to describe the methods
and technigues to be employed to reduce the risk of pollution.

3.2 Construction sites that discharge water run-off to the water environment covering an area greater than 4ha require a licence under CAR. Below
this threshold you need to comply with GBR10 which requires, amongst other things, all reasonable steps be taken to ensure the discharge does not
result in pollution of the water environment. We may also request a Pollution Prevention Plan (PPP) to demonstrate thorough process of mitigation.
It may be advisable to include a PPP with the CEMP. We recommend the regulatory requirements in relation to construction run off are discussed
with our Water Permitting Team.

Disclaimer: This advice is given without prejudice to any decision made on elements of the proposal regulated by

us, as such a decision may take into account factors not considered at this time. We prefer all the technical

information required for any SEPA consents to be submitted at the same time as the planning or similar

application. However, we consider it to be at the applicant's commercial risk if any significant changes required

during the regulatory stage necessitate a further planning application or similar application and/or neighbour

notification or advertising. We have relied on the accuracy and completeness of the information supplied to us in

providing the above advice and can take no responsibility for incorrect data or interpretation, or omissions, in such

information. If we have not referred to a particular issue in our response, it should not be assumed that there is no

impact associated with that issue. For planning applications, if you did not specifically request advice on flood risk,

then advice will not have been provided on this issue. Further information on our consultation arrangements

generally can be found on our website planning pages - www.sepa.org.uk/environment/land/planning/

3.3 The River Cree is the location for the sparling fish to spawn, this occurs around February time. Works should not be carried out around the River
Cree during spawning season (October to May). The Galloway Fisheries Trust will have an interest in this project and should also be consulted.
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3.4 We understand biosecurity measures to prevent the inadvertent spread of invasive non-native species are to be provided in the CEMP which we
welcome. This should include measures such as the check-clean-dry procedure. There is further information on invasive non-native species on our
website and in the Biosecurity and management of invasive non-native species for construction sites and Controlled Activities guidance.

4. Surface water drainage

4.1 We understand a surface water drainage system is to be constructed on the dry side of the FPS to collect and convey water that would
otherwise pool behind the defences. Any discharge of surface water to the water environment must be in accordance with the principles of the
SUDS Manual (C753) and CAR (specifically GBR 10). Further information on this matter can be found on our website and within our CAR Practical
Guide.

5. Site waste management

5.1 Any waste materials imported to the site must be stored and used only in accordance with a waste management licence or exemption under the
Waste Management Licensing (Scotland) Regulations 2011 (WML). Similarly, any waste materials removed from the site must be disposed of in
accordance with these regulations. The applicant should also be fully aware of the relevant requirements relating to the transport of controlled waste
by registered carriers and the furnishing and keeping of duty of care waste transfer notes.

6. Other planning matters

6.1 For all other planning matters, please see the standing advice in Table 2 of our triage framework and standing advice.

7. Regulatory advice

7.1 Details of regulatory requirements and good practice advice can be found on our website. If you are unable to find the advice you need for a
specific regulatory matter, please contact a member of the local compliance team at: SWS@sepa.org.uk.

If you have queries relating to this letter, please contact us at planning.south@sepa.org.uk.
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