
Objection Letter - Mr & Mrs Stuart 

We wish to register our objection to the proposed Flood Defence Scheme for three principal 

reasons. 

Firstly, the proposed location of the defence wall will sever our existing garden. Over and 

above the area of our land which will be lost beneath the wall (extent of area still to be 

determined) we will lose access to an area of approximately 160m2 which we currently 

enjoy access to. This area of land is located from the current riverbank up to the proposed 

defence wall. 

We have requested that an access gate be installed with the defence wall within the 

curtilage of our property to retain the access we currently have, not least for maintenance 

purposes. We do not consider the reasons given by the Council for not providing access 

gates to be valid.it is noted that the Council are apparently unconcerned about providing 

access gates through the wall at various points to permit access by the general public to 

existing public open space areas. 

We would consider that uncontrolled public access creates a greater risk in the event of 

flooding than an access gate located within private property, which clearly, we would 

ensure was managed effectively in order to protect our own property and neighbouring 

properties. 

Additionally in terms of the Council own Risk Management processes we would presume 

that in the event of a flood alert being issued it would be considered good practice to 

inspect all the flood defence mechanisms to ensure that they were of continued 

effectiveness this would surely include an access points. 

Another option would be for the defence wall to be located against the current river bank 

which would then not sever our property to our disadvantage or create any access issues. 

Presumably this can be achieved quite easily by building a higher wall in the locality. We 

would have no objections to looking out on a higher wall as there is a fairly negligible 

viewpoint form the riverbank currently. 

We consider that despite the powers contained within the Flood Risk Management 

(Scotland) Act 2009 that the development of schemes should be designed in such a way as 

to minimise damage and inconvenience to member of the local community, rather than an 

attitude of casual and flippant disregard when valid concerns are raised. 

Secondly, the land within our back garden has an existing high water tale, presumably in 

part because the houses were constructed on an infilled dam. Water arising from natural 

rainfall precipitation can currently drain off the land into the river. If the flood defence work 

hadn’t been planned it would have been our intention to create improved drainage 

channels between our property and the river back to improve speed of drainage. We are 

concerned that if a solid impermeable foundation barrier of several metres in depth is 

constructed then this will allow the ground water to build up within our property to a 

greater extent than it does currently, as it will have no means of exit. 

Thirdly, in terms of previous flood events we have been advised by those neighbours who 

witnessed the events that the flood risk was not due to flooding form the river but water 

exiting the burn and then flowing to either side of the properties in Dunnottar Avenue, 

before exiting onto the road. 



It is our understanding, as an example, that in the 2012 flood event the tarmac driveway to 

the sides and front of the property was washed away by the flood water and had to be 

replaced as a result. There was no damage or risk to the property from the Rover Carron 

and again it is our understanding that the water within the River Carron has never been 

high enough to overflow the riverbank and threaten our property.  

Whilst steps have been taken by the Council e.g. through the siting of debris screens in the 

Glashie Burn to prevent a reoccurrence of this flooding from this source, albeit with the 

current development envelopment of the locality, there is no absolute guarantee that a 

flood event from the road rather than the river may not occur in future. Particularly as no 

one has yet witnessed what will actually happen in a 200-year flood event. 

Our concern is that should flood water enter the property from the road in any substantial 

quantity it will build up against the solid barrier of the flood defence wall with no easy 

means of escape and is more likely to cause flooding to our property as a result. 

If a gate was provided through the flood defence all this would alleviate the risk as the gate 

could be opened to allow the water to exit the property, presuming that the river itself was 

not also in flood. 

  



Response 

1. Scope of Evidence 
1.1. This is the scope of evidence regarding the objection to Stonehaven Flood Protection 

Scheme (FPS) from Mr & Mrs Stuart. This is a late objection to the scheme as Mr & Mrs 

Stuart purchased the property during the Flood Risk Manage Act advertisement stage. 

Before purchasing the property the proposals for the Stonehaven FPS were explained to 

Mr Stuart.  

1.2. This evidence will explain the hydrological studies undertaken for the scheme, identifying 

the magnitudes of the design flows used in the scheme and describing why upstream 

storage is not suitable.  

1.3. The design flows have been used to derive the heights of the flood walls and evidence will 

describe how this has been undertaken and how modifications to the river corridor have 

been considered to minimise wall heights as well as the use of self-raising barriers. 

2. Location of wall & Gate 
2.1. The Council will not consider installing a gate to allow access from any garden to the River 

Carron. There are many properties throughout the scheme with garden access to the River 

Carron and it would be unrealistic to build a flood scheme with a significant number of 

openings to the River in areas where access is restricted i.e. private gardens. There are 

maintenance implications and it introduces a level of risk the Council feel is unacceptable 

to manage in a flood situation. 

2.2. Gates in the flood wall pose a risk to the operation of the flood scheme.  A gate on private 

land could have access problems and conflict over when it is operated. If a gate is left open 

the scheme will fail and houses will flood. 

2.3. Two gates are proposed as part of the scheme. These close off an area of public land, with 

one at each end of the footpath. The gates will be closed by Council staff in the event of a 

flood warning. 

3. Access to green spaces 
Reference: Appendix E: Environmental Summary Report 

3.1. A large proportion of the scheme is within a conservation area and a number of existing 

walls and structures in the vicinity or directly affected by the scheme are classified as listed 

by Historic Scotland. 

3.2. A screening opinion was sought both under the Town and Country planning (Environmental 

Impact Assessment)(Scotland) regulations 2011 and under the Flood Risk Management 

(Scotland) (Flood Protection schemes, Potentially Vulnerable Areas and Local Plan Districts) 

regulations 2010. It was confirmed that an Environmental Impact Assessment would not be 

required. However a variety of environmental assessments were undertaken to address 

potential effects associated with the scheme 



4. Water table & Flow paths 
4.1. Previous floods caused water to escape upstream of the Green Bridge and travel down Low 

Wood Road and Dunnottar Avenue. This was due to a lack of capacity at the Green Bridge 

and also by debris caught under the Green Bridge on its structure. The proposed scheme 

removes the Green Bridge from its current location where it is constrained by a sewer 

under the bed level to a new location downstream where the bed level is lower and 

widening the bridge increasing the capacity and reducing flood water levels as shown in 

Figure 2.2 of the Appendix F: Hydrology and Hydraulic Report. Aberdeenshire Council have 

also installed debris screens upstream of Walker Bridge which is reducing the build-up of 

woody debris under the Green Bridge.  

4.2. The proposed scheme is designed to reduce the risk of flows leaving the River Carron or 

Glaslaw Burn up to the peak flow of 74m3/s currently the 0.5% annual exceedance 

probability (200 yr event). This will reduce the occurrence of flood water running along 

Low Wood Road, Woodview Court and Carron Gardens. There may still be flows from 

surface run off and local drains and drainage behind the defences will absorb some of this 

water.to alleviate flooding to Low Wood Road,.  

The existing flood mechanism from Low Wood Road and Woodview Court to the front of 

the Dunnottar Avenue properties will be reduced as a result of the scheme unless the 

design flow is exceeded. 

4.3. There is an existing low spot on Low Wood Road next to Green Bridge. Road levels from 

Carron Gardens and Low Wood Road are such that surface water will drain towards the 

low spot near Green Bridge. Therefore surface water run off to the west of the Burn of 

Glaslaw will flow preferentially towards Green Bridge and discharge through road gulleys 

rather than continue to Dunnottar Avenue.  

4.4.  On the east side of the Burn of Glaslaw, the ground is lower on the south side of 

Dunnottar Avenue than the north, so in an exceedance event surface water will 

preferentially flow to the south of the road.  

4.5. Given minimal external surface water is expected to enter the garden of 46 Dunnottar 

Avenue, there is likely to be minimal ponding at the back of wall. In addition, during the 

detailed design of the wall in this area, consideration will be given as to whether back of 

wall drainage is required 

4.6. A ground investigation was undertaken as part of the design process for the flood 

protection scheme. The investigation borehole referenced BH19 was located in the garden 

of 26 Dunnottar Avenue. Water level monitoring within the borehole indicated a normal 

ground water level of 4.2m AoD, which is below the ground level at the proposed wall 

locations (approximately 6m AoD on the topographic survey). This indicates that the 

wetness in the garden may be caused by the soil make up rather than ground water itself.  

4.7. The foundation of the wall at 46 Dunnottar Avenue is a gravity wall as shown on drawing 

MMD-245087-C-DR-00-XX-8113. This type of structure will allow normal ground water to 

flow under the wall and will therefore not be a barrier to ground water passage. 



5. Hydraulic Modelling and Wall Heights 
5.1. Flood water levels on Carron Water have been assessed using a computer model. The 

model was built using TUFLOW hydraulic modelling software, an industry standard 

program. The model represents the river channel, the adjacent floodplain and structures, 

such as bridges and the downstream rock armour. The model was calibrated against the 

2012 flood event.  

5.2. Overall, the TUFLOW model gives a reasonable representation of flood levels for the range 

of flood flows used in the design. 

5.3. The hydraulic model allows a range of options to be assessed and compared with the 

design water levels determined by selecting those works most beneficial in comparison to 

the physical constraints on site.  

5.4. Moving the wall closer together along Carron Terrace would reduce the width of the water 

flow which in turn will increase wall heights on Carron Terrace, a Conservation area. A 

higher wall height would reduce the visibility over the wall. The sensitive nature of the wall 

heights road is highlighted by the number of objectors who raised wall heights on Carron 

Terrace as an issue. 

 

6. Overland flow 
6.1. The proposed scheme will alleviate out of bank flows from Burn of Glaslaw and Carron 

Water, as observed in previous flood events. Previous floods caused water to escape 

upstream of the Green Bridge and travel down Low Wood Road, Dunnottar Avenue. This 

was due to a lack of capacity at the Green Bridge and also by debris caught under the 

Green Bridge on its structure. The proposed scheme removes the Green Bridge from its 

current location where it is constrained by a sewer under the bed level to a new location 

downstream where the bed level is lower and the structure will also be raised around 1m 

from the current elevation which greatly increases capacity. Aberdeenshire Council have 

also installed debris screens upstream of Walker Bridge which is preventing the build-up of 

woody debris under the Green Bridge.  

6.2. A back of wall drain will be installed as part of the works. 

 


