
Cornwall Local Flood Risk Management Strategy.  Summary of comments on the public consultation June-July 2014 
 
The public consultation ran from 20 June to 31 July 2014.  A press release was issued at the beginning of the consultation period and again 2 
weeks before the end.  The media contacted included BBC Spotlight / ITV Westcountry, Radio Cornwall, Pirate FM, Heart FM, Western 
Morning News and the weekly papers.  It was also included on the rolling banner on Cornwall Council’s Home Page throughout the consultation 
period. Notification was sent directly to all Parish Councils that are registered on the Cornwall Community Flood Forum and some specific local 
organisations were targeted. Hard copies of the Strategy were made available at New County Hall Reception in Truro and at libraries 
throughout Cornwall.  The Call Centre was briefed to handle enquiries. 
 
An on-line form was made available on the Cornwall Council website to make submission of comments easy.  The form asked the respondent 
the 8 questions below: 

• Question 1 - Are you satisfied with the structure and overall vision of the Strategy? If not, what improvements would you suggest? 

• Question 2 - Are the different roles and responsibilities of the Risk Management Authorities clearly defined and explained? If not, what do you think 

needs further clarification? 

• Question 3 - Are there any additional stakeholders that you think should be included in the Strategy? 

• Question 4 - Do you feel that the Strategy links in with other appropriate plans, strategies and reports? If not what do you believe is missing? 

• Question 5 - For each of the themes A to G:  

o Are there aims or measures that should be deleted?  

o Are there aims or measures that should be amended?  

o Are there aims or measures that should be added? 

• Question 6 - Are there any other comments that you would like to add to your response? 

• Question 7 - Do you feel that the Summary Leaflet gives a clear overview of the Strategy and provides all of the necessary basic information for the 

reader? If not, what changes would you suggest? 

• Question 8 - Do you agree with the findings of the Sustainability Assessment? If not, what would you change? 

 
The comments received and Cornwall Council’s assessment and responses to those comments are provided in the table below. 
 
  



Comment Response 
 
Question 1 - Are you satisfied with the structure and overall vision of the Strategy? If not, what improvements would you suggest? 

Overall the structure of the strategy seems to sum up all current 
thinking about flood risk very well taking in to consideration the most 
up to date information available. 
 

 
Noted 

Generally good structure and overview, pleased to see that catchment 
scale interventions are highlighted. It is important that there are real 
examples of this and that all stakeholders fully understand what is 
involved and how it works, rather than reverting to traditional flood 
defence techniques as alternative techniques are poorly understood. 
 

 
Noted 

To the extent that runoff is at last recognised as a hazard the strategy 
is good. 
 

 
Noted 

To the effect that only towns are included in the high priority areas the 
strategy is fundamentally flawed. Cornwall has a distributed pattern of 
settlement and development so only addressing towns leaves the 
majority of people, and their dwellings and business premises, out of 
the strategy. 
 

The risk based approach set out within the Flood Risk Regulations will 
inevitably identify the larger communities as these are where the 
greater numbers of people at risk of flooding will be located.  However, 
smaller communities are not excluded or ignored from the strategy. 
Eventually we would like to see smaller communities benefitting from 
Flood Risk Profiles and assessments. The majority of Cornwall 
Council’s flood risk management work actually tends to be based in 
rural areas. 
 

The document says that Cornwall has steep sided valleys and small 
catchments which cause flooding. Surely the situation is of steep 
sided valleys and large catchments which concentrate water into the 
valleys thereby raising flood risk? 
 

Cornwall has relatively small catchments, which means that they 
respond much more rapidly than the larger catchments that are more 
common in inland authority areas. 



The vision statement would be improved if it were to read as follows 
(changes and additions highlighted in yellow) Surely the vision should 
be: ‘We will work with communities and other Flood Risk 
Organisations to minimise the likelihood and manage the impact of 
flooding and coastal change for the benefit of our communities, 
visitors business and the environment at all levels including policy, 
regulatory, enforcement and reaction and response’? 
 

The panel reviewing the comments prefers the original wording as 
there may be cases whereby increased flooding of some locations 
(such as wet woodland or marshes) can be desirable if it reduces 
flooding elsewhere. 
 
No change. 

Surely the Aim should be: ‘That flood risks from all sources as they 
apply to all communities in Cornwall are managed to best advantage 
at least cost taking likely environmental changes into account.’? 
 

This is a general aim that is implicit throughout the Strategy. 
 
No change. 

Why does this strategy only address flooding? There are other 
hazards, for instance wind, electrical storms, earthquakes, fire, 
shipwreck, disease and drought? 
 

The Local Strategy for flood risk is a requirement of the Flood and 
Water Management Act, which specifically applies to flood risk.  
Community flood plans, however, may also be applicable to other 
forms of hazard and emergency. 
 

  



Ten flood risk areas identified nationally, nearest is Bristol. What were 
the criteria? 
 

The criteria in England were for there to be at least 30,000 people in 
domestic properties at risk of surface water flooding within at least 5 of 
9 contiguous 1 km2 grid blocks.  In Wales the threshold was 5,000 
people.  We expect the threshold to be lowered in the next round of 
assessment in 2017. 
 

We would like to see a longer time period for the Strategy and a wider 
focus on water management than just address flood risk. 
 

The Strategy is not limited to a six year lifetime. It will be reviewed 
after this period in order to ensure that it continues to be relevant. A 
six year cycle is also consistent with reviews required under the Flood 
Risk Regulations. 
 

Yes, very comprehensive study but written in a peculiar form of 
language which I found difficult to understand. It felt remote from my 
real life experiences. It seemed as though it wasn't being written for 
me. 
 

We have strived to make this policy document concise yet 
comprehensive and to avoid technical detail, which is a difficult 
balance. The next level of the Strategy, the Community Profiles and 
Action Plans may be more descriptive. 

 
Question 2 - Are the different roles and responsibilities of the Risk Management Authorities clearly defined and explained? If not, 
what do you think needs further clarification? 

I believe that Cornwall Council needs to have its role in the 
implementation of the SMP 2 very clearly defined as it appears there 
is some confusion over the separate roles of the Council and the 
Environment Agency. 
 

We consciously included coastal flood risk within this Local Strategy, 
though it was not a legal requirement to do so. The Shoreline 
Management Plan (SMP2) is a standalone policy document that 
complements this Strategy. SMP2 actions will be incorporated into the 
Community Profiles, as relevant. The situation can be confusing as 
Cornwall Council is the Coastal Authority but the Environment Agency 
is responsible for managing flooding from the sea. 
 

Although this is quite complex it is generally well defined. 
 

Noted. 



The organisations and their responsibilities are reasonably well laid 
out. It is unclear how the various entities are intended to combine their 
efforts. Figure 1 shows the various parts and, apart from one unclear 
block which cuts across national and regional boundaries, 
demonstrates clear compartmentalisation between the national 
regional and local elements. 
 

No change. 

Para 1.6 speaks about key messages. The term is not then repeated 
in the document, anywhere. What are the key messages? Where are 
they spelled out? 
 

The aims and measures within Section 3 of the Strategy document are 
all considered to be key messages, 

The criteria and standards for riparian maintenance are not clearly 
specified. CC as the authority responsible for ordinary watercourses 
needs to elucidate these and bring them to the attention of the 
relevant stakeholders.  
 

Key responsibilities for riparian owners are listed in Table 4 on the 
bottom of Page 16. Further detail is provided on the Council’s website 
along with a link to the Environment Agency’s “Living on the Edge” 
publication. 

Yes, we believe these are clearly defined. 
 

Noted. 

This is also a bit like my feelings on Q1. I wondered if it was being 
written so that people in the future would be able to have lots of 
reasons for inaction rather than action. 
 

The main purpose of the Strategy is to promote and publicise actions. 

 
Question 3 - Are there any additional stakeholders that you think should be included in the Strategy? 

It is essential that landowners/land managers are involved from early 
on, they need to understand that their actions are likely to have the 
greatest effect on run-off and flooding. It is also important that they are 
involved in direct catchment works if they are the landowner and need 
to be kept onside. 
 

We believe that these are covered within Tables 4 and 6. 
 
No change. 



Yes, the riparian owners, especially where the riparian owner is 
Cornwall Council with its Highways Authority hat on. 
 

The public are referred to in Tables 4 and 6. Where Cornwall Council 
is the riparian owner then they have the same riparian responsibilities 
as others. 
 

To date CC does not know who owns which bit of riparian boundary 
much less who is responsible for its maintenance. 
 

This is an acknowledged issue as the Land Registry records are 
unlikely to ever be perfectly complete. 

No. 
 

Noted. 

I was surprised that there was no mention of DECC given their role in 
setting and overseeing the Building Regulations. 
 

An extra box has been added to Table 6, listing Governmental 
Organisations; Department for Energy and Climate Change (DECC), 
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra), 
Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) and the 
Local Government Association (LGA). 
 

 
Question 4 - Do you feel that the Strategy links in with other appropriate plans, strategies and reports? If not what do you believe is 
missing? 
The strategy links all elements well but it must ensure all those 
involved clearly understand their own roles and those of others, All 
separate agencies and departments should be very aware that this 
strategy is in place and that they are obliged to make decisions 
bearing this in mind. 
 

Efforts will be made to make sure that the document is used to best 
effect.  The numbering of Aims and Measures should ensure easy 
reference. 

Yes this is generally good. It should feed into the Catchment Based 
approach work (CABA) and other local initiatives. 
 

Noted. 

Clearly not, as this document itself states that the Environment 
Agency will only be publishing its flood risk management strategy in 
2015. As they are the authority for main rivers and the coast, the lack 
of synchronicity is a major failing. How hard is it to talk to the EA? 
 

The EA has been, and will continue to be, significantly involved with 
Cornwall Council in developing this Strategy. The Strategy forms an 
integral component of the EA’s Flood Risk Management Plans that are 
currently under development. 
 



Like CC, the EA also does not know or publicise the standards and 
criteria which it applies to rivers. On the one hand they cannot tell us 
the criteria for enmaining a river and on the other hand do not have 
standards laid down for the maintenance which they themselves 
undertake directly or through contractors and agents. 
 

Considered to be outside the scope of this strategic document. 
 
No Change. 

EU water framework 2000: does that not bear on water quality, for 
instance beaches and rivers and thereby impact upon SWW? 
Seemingly not, according to this document. 
 

The Water Framework Directive is an important factor (Figures 1 and 
2) and water quality is addressed in Measure E9 on page 23. SWW 
are one of the main partner authorities for Cornwall Council in 
managing flood risks. Working with partner organisations is covered 
on page 19 and multiple benefits on page 25 of the document. 
                                                                                                                             
Water quality benefits have been added as a new Measure G8 on 
page 25: G8 Ensure that flood risk management actions take due 
regard of the Water Framework Directive requirements so that a 
positive impact is achieved for water quality, fisheries and bathing 
waters. 
 

The linkage with planning and EA on flood plains is not effective. 
Planning needs to ensure that flood plains are not encroached upon. 
This is happening now because only developments of over one 
hectare are considered by the EA. Thus two or more developments of 
0,9Ha can occur and their cumulative impact is ignored. The system 
needs to be amended to take account of cumulative impact of smaller 
developments. 
Policy, such as the above costs very little to develop or implement and 
yet can have a profound impact in alleviating risks by ensuring that 
they do not arise. 
 

A Flood Risk Assessment is required for all planning applications on 
floodplains (Zones 2 and 3) irrespective of size and for developments 
greater than 1 ha in Flood Zone 1.  For small developments in Flood 
Zone 1, surface water management systems still have to meet 
standard criteria. Though the Environment Agency no longer provides 
bespoke advice on these, they do still require standing advice to be 
applied when assessing planning applications. 
 



Similarly the linkage with SWW needs to be deepened to reduce the 
amount of water released into the environment. If more water was 
recycled from sewage plants the risk of sewer overflows would be 
significantly reduced. Prompting Anaerobic Digestion not only 
facilitates recycling of water but generates revenue in the process 
while also removing putrescible wastes from the system. 
 

Considered to be outside the scope of this strategic document. 
 
No Change. 

Yes, although as stated above we believe the scope of this Strategy is 
too limited. However, our suggestion would be that the wider and 
overarching Environment Strategy could address the systematic 
issues of water management of which this strategy would form a part 
of the delivery framework. 
 

Noted. 
 
Other strategies (existing and future) are likely to complement this 
one, forming a suite including strategies such as Green Infrastructure 
and Maritime,  

 
Question 5 - For each of the themes A to G: • Are there aims or measures that should be deleted? • Are there aims or measures that 
should be amended? • Are there aims or measures that should be added? 
Overall the themes are very clear and inclusive. 
 

Noted. 

Pleased to see E and G included, with funding often being limited 
multiple benefits are essential and are the best way to tackle these 
issues. A mention could be given to the benefits to ecosystem 
services and WFD, water quality and fisheries. 
 

We think that these are covered in measure E9 and in the new 
Measure G8 that has been added. 

Theme B: Evidence needs to have added to it data and analysis. Just 
having evidence is no use. A stream of data is required along with 
continuous analysis of it to monitor suitable indicators to inform 
management of conditions in order that appropriate action can be 
taken. 
 

We feel that evidence implies both data and analysis. 



Theme D: Planning and regeneration needs to take account of the 
cumulative impact of many small schemes which are currently not 
examined individually for environmental impact and yet, together have 
significant weight. 
 

Planning criteria are generally set out in national legislation. To some 
extent we also consider this to be covered by measure D11. 

We would like to see the catchment approach and multiple benefits 
themes as the leading themes of focus, the other themes then offer 
ways of achieving these. 
 

Noted, but no change as all themes are considered to have equal 
weighting. 

I think that the role of Planning Officers and Building Control Officers 
in advising developers and builders should be both expanded and 
better explained. 
 

We feel that this is adequately covered at a strategic level within this 
document.  Separate documents provide standards and guidelines for 
developers, planners and building control officers. 

 
Question 6 - Are there any other comments that you would like to add to your response? 

The consultation period is from 20th June to 31st July which effectively 
is a window of one Parish Council meeting. A longer consultation 
period would be desirable as so often. 
 

The 6 week consultation period is in line with what most other Lead 
Local Flood Authorities have applied. 
 

Developers are no doubt aware of this management strategy and of its 
implications. Planners should be made aware of the strategies 
existence and should be made cautioned that decisions made now 
could limit future preferred management options, overall forcing the 
hand of strategy development resulting in potentially disastrous 
outcomes. 
 

Once adopted by the Council this Strategy should be applied and 
adhered to. 

Please don't forget that as well as highway authority for roads, 
Cornwall Council is highway authority for most public paths. 
 

Noted. 



Westcountry Rivers Trust are undertaking extensive ecosystem 
service mapping, which identifies surface and fluvial flooding locations 
with a relatively small upslope contributing area, where soft 
engineering options allow for small scale remediation. These tools 
should be utilised by the strategy to provide maximum outcomes from 
catchment works. Westcountry also lead on integrating wider land 
management advice to include slowing down water within catchments 
as part of our approach to improve water quality. These skills should 
be utilised and adopted to gain maximum benefits to the communities 
down stream. WRT are very pleased to be involved with local projects 
and provide assistance. 
 

Noted.  

What it lacks is feet on the ground knowledge and innovations 
relevant to Cornwall. A consultation such as this must demonstrate 
that CC has taken notice of any of the comments and suggestions 
made on it. Previous experience over some years is that getting 
change or even output on these issues is not easy. 
 

Noted. Hopefully the next level, the Community Profiles, will provide 
the “feet on the ground knowledge”. 

Has this consultation been sent to Parish and Town Councils? They 
represent the communities at the first tier level so have the best grass 
roots links. As far as can be seen it has not been so circulated. 
 

Only those that are members of the Cornwall Community Flood Forum 
have been specifically targeted.  We feel that the main involvement 
with Parish or Town Councils will come with the development of the 
community-specific Flood Risk Profiles.  
 



The Board’s overall position can be summarised into these four 

broad observations: 

(i) Develop a water management strategy, rather than just a flood risk 

one, placing emphasis on the need for flood mitigation as well as 

flood risk management, and on the links between flood risk and water 

quality. 

(ii) Recognise that water management cannot be achieved 

independently of other ecosystem services, and especially land use 

planning. 

(iii) Place upstream thinking at the heart of water management, trying 

to tackle the issue at source rather than in the areas in which 

problems often impact populations. 

(iv) Take a longer term view, because of the time scales on which 

investment in water management occurs, and because of the likely 

impacts of climate change. 

 

All noted.  We believe that these points are generally covered within 
the Strategy. 

We would like to see the duty of such a strategy to protect and 
enhance the natural environment, especially for protected sites 
enhanced through the document. Protected sites are also one of the 
drivers for flood risk management and help shape flood management 
schemes location and design. 
 

Noted.  



The sites identified need to be set out in terms of the timescales 
needed to deliver the required outcomes e.g. works around Natura 
2000 sites will take a lot longer and this needs to be recognised.  So 
for example if there was a coastal realignment scheme to deliver inter-
tidal habitats in the long-term they would need to be planning for and 
implementing replacement fresh water habitat if that was to be lost in 
the process, to ensure that the replacements were in suitable 
condition at the time of any re-alignment when any current habitat was 
lost. These may mean that work would be needed in the current 
strategy period. 
 

Noted. The Habitats Regulations Assessment that accompanies this 
consultation considered that protected sites would need to be taken 
into account at the stage of considering specific schemes rather than 
at this strategic level. 

Also, we would like to see an ambition included in the strategic plan to 
show where the Council is required to produce an opportunities map 
to enhance, create or replace priority habitats in Cornwall to help 
shape flood defence activities and overall delivery as required by 
current planning guidance.  This is quite important because we are 
continually asked by developers “where can we create inter tidal in 
Cornwall”.  As we all know, this is very limited, therefore decision-
makers need to be clear that they could end up driving an overall 
irreplaceable loss of habitats in Cornwall if they are not careful. 
 

Though we consider a habitat opportunities map to be outside the 
scope of this strategy document, hopefully this will evolve as Parts 2 
and 3 (Page 9) of the Strategy develop. 

I thought it seemed to be full of really good stuff but overall came 
away feeling disappointed. The complexity of the situation overawed 
me. Maybe the 'Action Plans' to be produced in Part 3 (?) will be more 
practical and relevant to my needs. Will these be open to 
consultation? 
 

There will be a level of consultation and joint working with partner 
organisations in developing the Action Plans.  The Community Flood 
Risk Profiles are reliant on public participation and engagement. 

 
Question 7 - Do you feel that the Summary Leaflet gives a clear overview of the Strategy and provides all of the necessary basic 
information for the reader? If not, what changes would you suggest? 



The leaflet is very clear but may benefit from a timetable covering 
delivery of parts of it. 
 

The summary leaflet contains links to our website, which will provide 
updates on timescales. There was not space in the leaflet itself to 
include a timetable and this would soon become out of date.. 
 

The summary sheet provides the basic info, although I would like to 
see a greater emphasis on novel and new approach's that shall be 
utilised, perhaps a case study would be good to showcase this and 
provide a more obvious way in which work will be delivered. 
 

We do not consider it practical to include a case study on the 
Summary leaflet because of size constraints. 

The summary leaflet was difficult to download from the website. After 
many tries it eventually materialised. It gives a faithful summary of the 
strategy document. In consequence the several faults and deficiencies 
of the strategy document are faithfully represented in the summary.  
The print version could not be downloaded as a notice popped up 
saying the file is damaged. 
 

We have not found a problem here with downloading. We have tried 
various different computers and browsers and it seems to be working. 
 

It gives a good explanation of the strategy but I do not know if it 
provides ALL the basic information, I am not an expert in this field. I 
would like to know if the strategy has been subject to peer review and 
who is approving it. 
 

An internal (Cornwall Council) and partner (Environment Agency and 
South West Water) consultation was conducted prior to undertaking 
this public consultation. 

 
Question 8 - Do you agree with the findings of the Sustainability Assessment? If not, what would you change? 
Yes. It is a difficult balancing act to perform and to be perfectly honest 
you are never going to please everyone. 
 

Noted. 

That the sustainability of a 28 page strategy runs to 114 pages is 
somehow topsy turvy? 
 

We have tried to make the main document as succinct as possible but 
the SA content is set within the legal frameworks so is out of our 
hands. 



The findings, on page 59, state amongst other things: 
“In addition by working collaboratively the LFRMS seeks to manage 
water courses to maintain and enhance their natural 
hydrogeomorphological characteristics. 
 
The LFRMS for Cornwall is also departing from taking a minimum 
statutory approach to managing flood risk as it aims to reduce flood 
risk in all its forms. Additionally there is added value to the water 
environment from the strategies approach as a result of enhancing 
water by reducing impacts associated with pollution incidents caused 
from flooding.” 
 
The comments made at questions 2, 3 and 4  above indicate that the 
programmes in hand to implement this most important aspect of flood 
risk management are not adequate to the task in hand, specifically 
and particularly the ‘reduction of flood risk in all its forms’. The 
sustainability assessment has not picked this up and in consequence 
needs to revisit this, as does the strategy development. 
 

Please refer to our responses to Questions 2, 3 and 4. 
 
When the Environment Agency produces its Flood Risk Management 
Plans these will be accompanied by a separate Sustainability 
Assessment. 
 

The sustainability assessment states: 
“Using sound evidence such as information on land classification 
and or areas with particular problems with soil run off will have positive 
effects in terms of highlighting areas for action in a catchment.” 
 
Relying on the land classification is not sufficient. Then land 
classification only considers slope and soil type, largely based on its 
clay fraction. The use to which land is being put needs to be 
considered. If it is permanent pasture, that is a different proposition to 
it being cultivated for winter barley, for instance. 
 

Land classification is only mentioned as an example. Differences in 
land use are recognised within the “land owner” section of the strategy 
document. 
 
 



The sustainability assessment refers under Maritime to; “To 
encourage clean, healthy, productive and diverse waters;” 
 
No reference is made to improving the quality and reducing the 
volume of sewage discharge water as part of this process. The 
comments at Question 4 above about processing are referred to. 
 

This is inherent in the reference to clean and healthy waters. 

Under housing the SA refers to policy impact as follows; “Using robust 
evidence for decision taking should enable appropriate decisions to be 
taken in terms of the delivery of new housing for example using 
evidence of flood risk and management options as part of the 
sequential test and as such should be positive in terms of delivering 
decent housing which is not susceptible to future flood risk.” 
 
The comments under Question 4 above need to be incorporated into 
this assessment. 
 

Please refer to our responses to Question 4, above. 
 
We feel that the issues raised within these comments are too detailed 
for the scope of this strategy document. 
 

The SA under health sport and recreation refers to; “The LFRM 
strategy should contribute to increased health and wellbeing 
outcomes. However, there is no reference to any evidence and so it 
isn’t possible to understand how and what these might be.” 
 
The strategy document makes no reference to Public Rights of Way. 
These are usually the shortest way between two places providing links 
between places which are usable in most conditions. The 
maintenance and upkeep of PRoWs needs to be included in the FRM 
strategy so that they play their part in the safe dispersal of flood water 
and in providing effective communication links. 
 
This also applies to the section under transport and accessibility. 

The role of flood flow pathways is an important aspect of flood risk 
management but is considered to be too detailed for the scope of this 
strategy document. 
 



Yes, the findings are comprehensive for the Strategy as it is, however, 
we would like to have seen more comment on the opportunities for 
flood prevention rather than managing risks of floods. 
 

Noted. Further detail should evolve during the next phase as the 
Community Profiles are developed. 

This was a huge document which covered so much that I lost track. It 
actually had the look of an encyclopaedia of environmental 
management. I think it should be simpler and more focussed on the 
matter in hand. 
 

We have tried to make the main document as succinct as possible but 
the SA content is set within the legal frameworks so is out of our 
hands. 
 

 


