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1 Introduction 
1.1 Background 
Following completion of the North West England and North Wales Shoreline Management Plan 2 
(SMP2) (2010), Cumbria County Council (on behalf of the Cumbria Coastal Protection Authorities 
(CPAs)) identified a need for a more detailed flood and coastal erosion management strategy to cover 
the Cumbrian coastline – the Cumbria Coastal Strategy (referred to as the ‘Strategy’). Coastal 
strategies such as these, form the second tier in the shoreline management planning hierarchy, 
forming an intermediary stage between high-level SMPs and local level coastal flood risk management 
schemes.  

The Strategy, which will identify coastal flood and erosion risk management options in the short-term 
(less than 10 years) and medium to long-term (10 – 100 years) will allow infrastructure planners and 
CPAs to comprehensively quantify the coastal risks and associated damages, facilitating the planning 
of long-term future investment along the Cumbria coastline.  

An overview of the Strategy area is provided in Section 2.1. 

1.2 Need for Strategy 
The requirement for a more detailed Strategy to cover the smaller interacting policy areas of the 
Cumbrian coast was identified in the SMP2.  The Strategy is needed to enable the responsible bodies1 
to manage the risks of flooding and erosion around the Cumbrian coast over the next 100 years, 
particularly because climate change and sea level rise are predicted to increase these risks in the 
future. 

The draft Strategy considers these risks alongside natural changes in coastal processes and movement 
of channels in the estuaries in relation to the condition of existing coastal defences around the 
coastline and in the estuaries, and their risk of failure. 

Additionally, the coastline and estuaries are internationally designated for conservation under the EU 
Habitats and Birds Directives.  This means there are certain legal requirements to ensure that flood 
and coastal risk management actions do not adversely affect the integrity of these sites, which require 
consideration through a holistic, strategic approach. 

 

1.3 Strategic Environmental Assessment 
As part of the Strategy development, a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) has been 
undertaken to systematically appraise the potential environmental effects (both positive and 
negative) of the implementation of the Strategy.  This SEA Environmental Report sets out the results 
of the environmental assessment of the proposed Strategy; identifying potential effects and 
recommending actions to mitigate and monitor these. 

The requirement to undertake statutory SEA in the European Union (EU) came about when the EC 
Directive (2001/42/EC) ‘on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes on the 
environment’, known as the ‘SEA Directive’, came into force in 2004.  The overall aim of the SEA 
Directive is to: “provide a high level of protection to the environment and to contribute to the 
integration of environmental considerations into the preparation and adoption of plans and 

                                                            
1 Project partners with responsibility for coastal risk management include Cumbria County Council, Environment Agency, the 5 Cumbria 
CPAs (Carlisle City Council, Allerdale District Council, Copeland Borough Council, Barrow Borough Council and South Lakeland District 
Council), Network Rail, Highways England and United Utilities 
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programmes with a view to promoting sustainable development.”  

The SEA Directive is implemented in England through the Environmental Assessment of Plans and 
Programmes Regulations (SI 1633 2004) – ‘the SEA Regulations’.  These Regulations provide a 
systematic method to consider likely effects on the environment and ensure environmental 
considerations are addressed as early as possible and in balance with technical and economic factors.  
They also require the delivery of multiple objectives and stakeholder inclusion. 

The SEA Directive and associated Regulations make SEA a mandatory requirement for certain plans 
and programmes which are likely to have significant effects on the environment.  The SEA Regulations 
do not formally require an SEA of flood risk management strategies.  However, in accordance with 
best practice it was decided that an SEA should be undertaken to accompany this strategy and that 
statutory requirements and best practice guidance2 should be followed to ensure that environmental 
factors are fully considered as part of the Strategy development.  

1.4 Structure of Environmental Report 
The report is structured in the following sections:  

• Section 1: Introduction (this section) – sets out the context and purpose of the SEA and the 
content of the report; 

• Section 2: The Proposed Strategy – describes the Strategy area, the objectives, need for, policy 
background the development of, and the key elements of the proposed Strategy which are 
the subject of this SEA; 

• Section 3: SEA Approach and Methodology – describes the approach to the SEA process in 
terms of baseline data collection, screening and scoping, the development of SEA objectives 
and assessment criteria, consultation, reporting, implementation and compliance.  This 
section also describes the uncertainties and limitations in carrying out the SEA, and other 
assessments undertaken in parallel; 

• Section 4: Environmental Baseline – describes the environmental baseline of the coastline; 

• Section 5: Option Appraisal – describes the identification and development of options and 
their environmental appraisal. 

• Section 6: Environmental Effects – describes the potential environmental effects of the 
Strategy including potential mitigation and environmental opportunities that should be 
considered as part of the Strategy’s implementation, and potential of the Strategy for 
cumulative and in-combination effects.  

• Section 7: Implementation and Monitoring – provides a monitoring plan in relation to the 
predicted significant and uncertain effects of the plan. 

• References 

Appendices provide additional information to supplement the main content of this report. These are 
referenced in this document as appropriate.  

1.5 How to Comment on this Report 
Comments are invited on the content of the proposed Strategy and this Environmental Report as part 
of the public engagement on the proposed Strategy. All comments received will be recorded, 
acknowledged and used to influence how the Strategy is finalised and implemented in the future.  

                                                            
2 A Practical Guide to the Strategic Assessment Directive (ODPM, 2015) 
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Public engagement on the proposed Strategy and this accompanying Environmental Report runs from 
15th of November to 13th December 2019. Copies of the proposed Strategy and Environmental Report 
are available on the project website. Please visit www.cumbria.gov.uk/ccs or contact the project team 
at CCS@cumbria.gov.uk.  

Comments should be returned by email to CCS@cumbria.gov.uk.  
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2 The Proposed Strategy 
 

2.1 The Strategy Area 
The proposed Strategy covers the entire Cumbrian coastline from just south of Arnside in the southern 
extent up to the Scottish Border in the northern extent and extends approximately 420km in length. 
For ease of management, and in line with the SMP2 approach, this extensive section of coastline has 
been divided into the following tiers to describe certain areas: 

• Sub-cells: the SMP2 covers 
the entirety of an area known 
as Cell 11.  This area has been 
divided into sub-cells, and the 
Strategy lies within three of 
the SMP2 sub-cells (see 
Figures 1-1, and 2-1 to 2-3), as 
follows:  
o Sub-cell 11c (part) – 
Arnside to Hodbarrow Point 
(Millom,) including the Kent, 
Leven and Duddon estuaries; 
o Sub-cell 11d – Hodbarrow 
Point to St Bees Head 
including Ravenglass estuary 
complex; 
and 
o Sub-cell 11e - St Bees 
Head to Scottish Border 
including Moricambe Bay and 
the Eden. 

• Policy Areas: due to the scale 
of the Strategy frontage, 
which crosses several 
Cumbria districts, each sub-
cell is further broken down 
into policy areas which are 
smaller interacting areas of 
open coast or estuaries; and 

• Policy Unit: for the purposes 
of assessment these Policy 
Areas are divided further into 
Policy Units (PU).   
   

 

The Strategy numbering system for Policy Units matches those in the SMP2. 

Figure 2-2 to Figure 2-4 show the division of the coast into the Policy Areas; those areas not covered 
by the Strategy are shaded out.  

Figure 2-1 Cumbria districts and policy unit overview 
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Figure 2-2 Sub-cell 11c of the SMP2 

 
Figure 2-3 Sub-cell 11d of the SMP2 

Lancashire Part 
of Sub Cell 11c 
NOT included 
in this Strategy 
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Figure 2-4 Sub-cell 11e of the SMP2 

The Cumbrian coast is a large and highly diverse area with historic industrial towns and cities, and 
Victorian holiday retreats, separated by long stretches of open countryside. The coastline itself varies 
from rocky sandstone cliffs to complex estuary systems, with erosion and accretion rates varying 
throughout. Coastal defences exist intermittently along the coastline, with hard engineered defences 
protecting the larger settlements and industrial sites, such as Sellafield Nuclear Site, and extensive 
saltmarsh forming a natural flood defence in many areas. The Cumbrian Coast railway line (Cumbrian 
Coast line) follows the coast for a significant portion of its length, with the railway embankment 
forming a flood defence for many of the small villages and towns along its route. A significant area of 
the Strategy is protected by landscape, nature conservation and cultural heritage designations 
protecting the sensitive environment along the coast.  

Plate 1: South End Haws, Walney Island – Policy Unit 11c14.3 (2015 Aerial 
photograph © North West Regional Monitoring Programme). 
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Plate 2: Ravenglass – Policy Unit 11d3.2 (Photograph © North West Regional 
Monitoring Programme) 

 

Plate 3: Silloth to the Grune – Policy Unit 11e6.2 

 

 

2.2 Policy Background 
Shoreline Management Plans give a large-scale assessment of the risks associated with erosion and 
flooding at the coast and form an important part of the Department for Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs (Defra) and Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) strategy for managing risks from flooding and 
coastal erosion. The SMP2 is the second generation of SMP for Cell 11 and builds upon the 
assessments and conclusions of the first, to ensure that they take account of the latest available 
information and current understanding of the associated risks of flooding and erosion. The SMP2 takes 
account of existing planning initiatives and legislative requirements and is intended to inform wider 
strategic planning. The policies set out in the SMP2 must be taken into account by regional and local 
planning authorities when formulating their statutory land use development plans.  

Strategies such as the Cumbria Coastal Strategy form the second tier of plans that the Environment 
Agency and Local Authorities use to plan their work and manage coastal risks. These aim to identify 
appropriate schemes to put the policies identified in the SMP2 into practice.  
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A summary of the hierarchy of coastal flood and erosion risk management can be found in Table 2-1. 

Table 2.1 Summary of the hierarchy of assessment of coastal flood and erosion risk management 

 

The SMP2 set out broad policies for each of the PUs along the coastline; the descriptions of the policies 
can be found in Table 2-2. The proposed Strategy aims to assess how those policies might be 
implemented within the context of the PU itself and will build on the work undertaken to date. The 
proposed Strategy will also be used to update, where necessary, information contained within the 
SMP2 to incorporate: 

• changes in national guidance and legislation, such as the introduction of the Marine and 
Coastal Access Act in 2009 and Flood and Water Management Act in 2010, changes to 
funding, establishment of new groups such as the Regional Flood and Coastal Committees 
and updated advice with regard to consideration of climate change; 

• new data produced, such as through the North West Strategic Regional Coastal Monitoring 
Programme; 

• updated national mapping of flood and erosion risk; 

• new and updated environmental designations, including historical assets; 

• changes in defence condition, including both natural deterioration where no works have been 
undertaken and areas where defences have been improved or replaced; and 

• completion of various studies, schemes and projects, such as the Walney Island Strategy, 
Whitehaven South Beach Appraisal, Sea Mill Coast Protection Options appraisal and a number 
of others detailed in Strategy document. There have also been various studies carried out 
along the Sellafield coastline.   

Stage Aim Delivers Output Outcome 

Shoreline 
Management Plan (or 

Catchment Flood 
Management Plan) 

To identify policies to 
manage risks 

A wide-ranging 
assessment of risks, 

opportunities, limits and 
areas of uncertainty 

Policies Improved long-term, strategic 
management for the coast. 

Informs local authority 
planning decisions 

Strategy To identify appropriate 
schemes to put the 

policies into practice 

Preferred approach, 
including economic and 
environmental decisions 

Compares the 
different options for 

putting the 
preferred scheme 

into practice 

Management measures that 
will provide the best approach 

to managing flood and 
erosion on the coast for a 

specified area 

Schemes To identify the type of 
work that is needed to 

put the preferred 
scheme into practice 

Type of scheme (e.g. 
seawall) 

Design of work Reduced risks from floods and 
coastal erosion 
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Table 2.2 SMP Policies 

SMP Policy Description 

Hold the Line This policy includes those situations where work is carried out in front of the existing defences (such as beach 
recharge, rebuilding the toe of a structure, building offshore breakwaters and so on) to improve or maintain the 

standard of protection provided by the existing defence line. It also includes work behind existing defences (such as 
building secondary flood defences) where this work would form an essential part of maintaining the current coastal 

defence system. 

Managed 
Realignment 

This policy allows the shoreline to move landward, with management to control or limit movement (such as reducing 
erosion or building new defences on the landward side of the original defences). 

No Active 
Intervention 

There is no further investment in coastal defences or operations and the coastline is allowed to develop and act 
naturally. 

Advance the 
Line 

This policy involves the reclamation of land from the sea through the construction of new defences on the seaward 
side of the original defences. Use of this policy is limited to those policy units where significant land reclamation is 

considered. (NB: this policy is not utilised within the Strategy) 

 

2.3 The Strategy  
2.3.1 Objectives of the Cumbria Coastal Strategy 
The key objectives of the Cumbria Coastal Strategy are: 

• to evaluate the risk of flooding and erosion along the Cumbrian coastline 

• identify properties and infrastructure at risk 

• identify and evaluate potential long-term solutions 

• form a robust and objective evidence base 

• to provide a framework for future infrastructure and development 

The environmental SEA objectives that have been developed for the Strategy are described in Section 
3.3. 

It must be noted that the Strategy forms the second tier of plans for delivery of coastal risk 
management, as identified in Table 2.1. The strategic approaches, interventions and studies proposed 
within the Strategy will be subject to further scheme level assessments and funding availability reviews 
before they go ahead. 

2.3.2 Description of Draft Strategy 
The draft Strategy has been identified through analysis of the SMP policy options, assessment of 
risks related to coastal erosion and flooding and options for managing those risks.  The proposed 
Strategy interventions have been assessed against environmental, engineering and economic 
criteria.  The Strategy includes detailed technical reports assessing the problems related to coastal 
flooding and erosion risk and assessing options for each Policy Area to inform the preferred Strategy.   
The resulting draft Strategy comprises a series of structural and non-structural actions which are 
summarised in Table 2.3 and is supported by a detailed action plan that, once finalised, will be used 
during implementation.  Further summary information on the draft strategy proposals is provided in 
the main strategy options development report, section 6.   
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Table 2.3 Draft Strategy approaches for each policy unit 

Policy Unit Name Next 10 Years Beyond 10 Years 

11c8 Heald Brow to Humphrey Head 

11c8.1  Heald Brow 
to Frith Wood  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible, through implementing no 
active intervention (no new defences).  

11c8.2  New Barns  Allow area to function as naturally as possible, through implementing no 
active intervention (no new defences). Possible need to manage coastal risk 
to access track, subject to necessary consents.  

11c11.3  Grubbins 
Wood  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible, through implementing no 
active intervention (no new defences).  

11c8.4  Ash Meadow 
to the Kent 
viaduct 
(Arnside)  

Maintain existing structures to address 
the flood and erosion risks to the 
community and property in Arnside.  

Capital works (e.g. new revetment 
or wall) may be required as 
defences reach end of life or if 
major changes in saltmarsh extent 
occur. Future appraisal of options 
will be required.  

11c8.5  Kent viaduct 
to Holme 
Island  

Maintain existing structures to address 
the flood and erosion risks to the 
railway line and shoreline assets. 
Consider local environmental 
opportunities to enhance site.  

Capital works (e.g. new revetment 
or wall) may be required as 
defences reach end of life or if 
major changes in saltmarsh extent 
occur. Future appraisal of options 
will be required.  

11c8.6  Holme Island 
to Humphrey 
Head 
(Grange-over-
Sands)  

Maintain existing structures to address 
the flood and erosion risks to the 
community and property in Grange-
over-Sands.  

Capital works (e.g. new revetment 
or wall) may be required as 
defences reach end of life or if 
major changes in saltmarsh extent 
occur. Future appraisal of options 
will be required.  

11c9 Kent Estuary 

11c9.1  Kent viaduct 
to Dick Fell 
Road 
(Sandside)  

Hold the line through proactive 
maintenance of the existing defence, 
whilst additional investigations are 
undertaken.  

Long term approach will depend 
upon outcome of studies and 
availability of funding. Hold the 
line through improving existing 
flood defences, in combination 
with an Regulated Tidal Exchange 
scheme is current preferred 
approach.  

11c9.2  Sandside 
(Dick Fell 
Road to 
Hollins Well 
Road)  

Hold the line through proactive 
maintenance of the existing defence, 
whilst additional investigations are 
undertaken.  

Long term approach will depend 
upon outcome of studies and 
availability of funding and more 
detailed economic assessment. 
Hold the line through improving or 
replacing existing defences, 
dependent on funding and 
satisfying further habitat 
assessments.  

11c9.3.1  Hollins Well 
Road north to 
Levens Bridge 
(east bank)  

Hold the line through proactive 
maintenance of the existing defence, 
whilst additional investigations are 
undertaken.  

Long term approach will depend 
upon outcome of studies and 
availability of funding. Hold the 
line through improving existing 
flood defences, in combination 
with habitat creation schemes is 
current preferred approach.  
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Policy Unit Name Next 10 Years Beyond 10 Years 
11c9.3.2  Levens Bridge 

(east bank) & 
Levens Bridge 
to Kent 
viaduct (west 
bank)  

Hold the line through proactive 
maintenance of the existing defence, 
whilst additional investigations are 
undertaken.  

Long term approach will depend 
upon outcome of studies and 
availability of funding. Hold the 
line through improving existing 
flood defences, in combination 
with habitat creation schemes is 
current preferred approach.  

11c10 Humphrey Head to Cark 

11c10.1  Humphrey 
Head  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible, through implementing no 
active intervention (no new defences).  

11c10.2  Humphrey 
Head to 
Cowpren 
Point  

Continue to reduce flood risk to hinterland assets in the short and medium 
term, whilst opportunities for longer term realignment are explored, 
recognising the potential saline lagoon scheme to the west of Lakeland 
Leisure Park.  

11c10.3  Cowpren 
Point to Cark  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible, through implementing no 
active intervention (no new defences).  

11c11 Outer Leven Estuary 

11c11.1  Cark to Leven 
viaduct  

Continue to minimise risk of erosion 
and flooding to railway. and viaduct 
approaches through maintaining 
existing defences.  

Continue to manage risk of coastal 
erosion and flooding to railway 
line, with works undertaken to 
reduce risk when required. Also 
seek opportunities for habitat 
improvement, such as a regulated 
tidal exchange scheme.  

11c11.2  Leven viaduct 
to Canal Foot 
cottages  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible whilst recognising the need for 
further investigations into possible contamination risk due to erosion or 
flooding of landfill sites. Maintain defences to railway viaduct approaches 
and allow maintenance of existing private defences within existing 
footprints.  

11c11.3  Canal Foot  Hold the line through proactive 
maintenance of existing defences to 
consistently manage flood risk to south 
Ulverston.  

Continue to manage risk of coastal 
flooding and erosion to 
community and amenities by 
upgrading existing defences, 
recognising potential flood risk 
links to wider South Ulverston 
area.  

11c11.4  GSK Factory 
Site (south)  

Implement No Active Intervention (no 
new defences) but continue to monitor 
risk of coastal flooding: investigate 
potential for future set back defences.  

Continue to monitor risk of coastal 
flooding recognising potential 
flood risk links to wider South 
Ulverston area and possible future 
requirements for set-back 
defences.  

11c11.5  Sandhall to 
Conishead 
Priory  

Investigate need for future set-back 
defences to wider south Ulverston 
flood cell in medium or long term. 
Allow for maintenance of existing 
private defences.  

Continue to manage risk to 
hinterland assets from coastal 
erosion and flooding, although 
this may not be along existing 
defence alignments, recognising 
potential flood risk links to wider 
South Ulverston area.  

11c11.6  Conishead 
Priory to 
Bardsea  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible, whilst recognising the need 
for localised defence measures to protect coastal roads and properties at 
Wadhead Hill.  
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Policy Unit Name Next 10 Years Beyond 10 Years 

11c12 Leven Estuary 

11c12.1  Leven viaduct 
to 
Haverthwaite 
(left bank) 
and  

Take opportunities to realign or remove 
defences to enable small to medium 
scale estuarine habitat creation 
through managed realignment with 
further investigations regarding need 
for adaptation to manage wider risks.  

Subject to short term 
investigations allow area to 
function as naturally possible.  

11c12.1  Haverthwaite 
to Greenodd 
(right bank)  

Allow area to function as naturally as 
possible, whilst recognising the need 
for short term management to allow 
time for adaptation/ further 
investigations.  

Possible SMP boundary position 
change depending on 
improvement scheme for A590, 
Greenodd to Russland Pool.  

11c12.2  Greenodd to 
Barrow End 
Rocks (A590)  

Monitor risk of erosion to A590, 
implementing scheme to improve 
defences when necessary, considering 
opportunities for habitat creation 
through managed realignment in the 
adjacent units 12.1 or 12.3.1 to provide 
replacement habitat and suitable set 
back flood risk management for the 
A590.  

Hold the line through proactive 
maintenance of defences.  

11c12.3.1  Old Railway 
Embankment  

Consider SMP policy change to 
introduce new unit.  
Maintain defences while considering 
options for managed realignment and 
habitat creation or improving defences.  

Hold the line to manage flood risk 
to A590 and Ulverston through 
proactive maintenance of 
defences either on current 
alignment or set back with habitat 
creation.  

11c12.3  Barrow End 
Rocks (A590) 
to Leven 
viaduct  

Allow area to function as naturally as 
possible and look for environmental 
opportunities to enhance site with 
further investigations regarding need 
for adaptation to manage wider risks.  

Subject to short term 
investigations allow area to 
function as naturally possible.  

11c13 Bardsea to Piel Island 

11c13.1  Bardsea to 
Newbiggin  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible, but with maintenance of 
localised defences to protect infrastructure and properties.  

11c13.2  Newbiggin to 
Rampside  

Maintain defences to A5087 coast road. 
Repair damage to poor condition 
defences as required.  

Maintain and upgrade defences to 
A5087 strategic transport link and 
hinterland assets, including 
coastal communities.  

11c13.3  Rampside  Monitor saltmarsh and deterioration of 
Foulney Embankment, with minor 
works undertaken to retain existing 
defences as required.  

Continue to monitor risk of 
flooding and erosion to Rampside, 
consider need for works to 
upgrade existing defences should 
risks increase.  

11c13.4  Roa Island  Maintain and repair existing defences 
to causeway and Roa Island, whilst 
longer term solutions are sought.  

Maintain defences on the island 
and causeway. Review need to 
refurbish Foulney Embankment.  

11c13.5  Piel Island  Allow area to function as naturally as possible, whilst allowing for local 
defences to protect shoreline assets such as Piel Castle to be maintained.  

11c14 Walney Island 

(11c14.8)  1 North 
Walney from 
north of West 
Shore Park to 

No active intervention. Monitor coastal 
change. Review erosion risk to 
historical landfill site and need for 
management of contamination risk.  

No active intervention - allow area 
to function as naturally as possible  
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Policy Unit Name Next 10 Years Beyond 10 Years 
Lenny Hill 
(both coasts)  

(11c14.7 
part)  

2 West Shore 
Park  

Maintain the new defences whilst 
planning for relocation of the site.  

Undertaken a review of coastal 
defences for the whole of 11c14.7 
(Units 2 and 3) before the 
temporary defences as West 
Shore Park are removed in 20 
years after relocation of assets at 
risk.  

(11c14.7 
part)  

3 Earnse 
Point to Walk 
Haw Scar  

Maintain existing defences, subject to private funding.  

(11c14.6)  4 Walk Haw 
Scar to Nanny 
Point Scar  

No active intervention. Monitor coastal change. Allow area to function as 
naturally as possible  

11c14.5, 
11c14.2 
(part), 
11c14.1 
(part)  

5 Nanny Point 
Scar to 
Hillock Whins 
(unit 5) and 
Biggar to 
Tummer Hill 
(unit 8)  

Do minimum, with reactive 
maintenance and repair to defences.  

Do minimum to continue to 
maintain defences whilst feasible 
and affordable. Plan for potential 
future relocation of the landfill 
site.  

11c14.4  6 Hillock 
Whins to 
Hare Hill  

Maintain and repair defences. 
Complete ongoing studies to determine 
a long term solution to the erosion risk 
to the landfill site.  

Do minimum – maintain and 
reactively repair rock armour 
defences.  

11c14.3 
and 
11c14.1 
(part)  

7 South 
Walney  

Do nothing and allow area to function as naturally as possible. Consider 
needs for more resilient resident access.  

11c14.2 
(part)  

8 
Vickerstown 
and North 
Scale  

Maintain and repair defences to 
implement the SMP2 preferred policy 
of Hold the line.  

Maintain and repair defences to 
implement the SMP2 preferred 
policy of Hold the line. Consider 
future defence or road raising to 
provide more flood resilient 
access.  

11c15 Walney Channel (mainland) 

11c15.1  Rampside to 
Westfield 
Point  

Allow area to function naturally, through implementing no active 
intervention (no new defences).  

11c15.2  Westfield 
Point to 
Hindpool 
(Barrow in 
Furness)  

Hold the line through proactive 
maintenance of the existing defence, 
subject to private management along 
some frontages.  

Hold the line through proactive 
maintenance of the existing 
defence, subject to private 
management along some 
frontages.  

11c15.3  Hindpool to 
Lowsy Point  

Allow area to function as naturally as 
possible, whilst recognising the risk to 
local properties at Lowsy Point and 
potential contamination risk.  

Allow area to function as naturally 
as possible. Should erosion 
accelerate in the area, works may 
be required to address possible 
contamination risk from former 
cellophane factory.  

11c16 Duddon Estuary 

11c16.1  Lowsy Point 
to Askam Pier  

No active intervention: Allow area to function as naturally as possible and 
look for environmental opportunities to enhance site.  
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Policy Unit Name Next 10 Years Beyond 10 Years 
11c16.2  Askam-in-

Furness  
Hold the line by maintaining existing defences and monitoring shoreline 
change. Review importance of Askam Pier to management of risk of coastal 
flooding and erosion to Askam-in-Furness.  

11c16.3  Askam to 
Dunnerholme  

Allow do minimum maintenance of 
private defences to allow time for 
adaption and roll-back of shoreline 
assets. Review need for defence 
improvements at railway.  

Allow area to function as naturally 
as possible and look for 
environmental opportunities to 
enhance site. Review need for 
defences to the railway line.  

11c16.4  Dunnerholme 
to Sand Side  

Hold the line policy by repairing or 
reinforcing erosion protection to the 
railway embankment.  

Continue to reduce risk of coastal 
erosion and flooding to railway 
line and shoreline assets through a 
proactive strategic approach  

11c16.5  Kirkby-in-
Furness  

Hold the Line by improving existing 
defences to the railway line. Review 
tidal flood risk to properties and 
viability of joint scheme with Network 
Rail.  

Continue to reduce risk of coastal 
erosion and flooding to railway 
line and communities of Sand Side 
and Kirkby-in-Furness through a 
proactive strategic approach  

11c16.6  Herdhouse 
Moss  

Allow area to function as naturally as 
possible and look for environmental 
opportunities to enhance site.  

Review tidal flood risk to railway 
and isolated properties and review 
need for localised or set-back 
defences.  

11c16.7  Galloper Pool 
to viaduct  

Hold the line by undertaking repairs 
and maintenance to the existing 
defences.  

Continue manage risk of coastal 
erosion and flooding to railway 
line and community of Foxfield 
through a proactive strategic 
approach.  

11c16.8  Duddon 
Estuary 
(inner)  

Hold the line by Reactive patch and 
repair (Do Minimum) whilst 
undertaking further investigations on 
future approach.  

Allow area to function as naturally 
as possible and look for 
environmental opportunities to 
enhance site, whilst recognising 
need to continue to reduce risk of 
flooding to the A595, essential 
utilities and railway viaduct.  

11c16.9  Millom 
Marshes  

Hold the line by Reactive patch and 
repair (Do Minimum) whilst 
undertaking further investigations on 
future approach.  

Allow area to function as naturally 
as possible and look for 
environmental opportunities to 
enhance site, whilst recognising 
need to continue to reduce risk to 
railway line.  

11c16.10.1  Millom (old 
railway 
embankment)  

SMP change process to define new 
policy unit and formalise the frontage 
as a 3rd party defence. Study to review 
flood risk from all sources in Millom 
and Haverigg.  

Manage risk of coastal flooding to 
South Millom flood area. Potential 
raising of low spots in existing 
embankment and road crossing 
once formalised as a coastal 
defence if justified.  

11c16.10 Red Hills - 
Millom Iron 
Works 
(industrial 
area) 

No active intervention – monitor levels 
of risk from erosion and flooding and 
from flooding of potentially 
contaminated land.  

Allow area to function as naturally 
as possible and look for 
environmental opportunities to 
enhance site, whilst recognising 
need to continue to reduce risk to 
wider flood area of South Millom.  

11c16.11 Hodbarrow 
Mains 

No active intervention – undertake 
South Millom coastal flood risk study.  

Allow area to function as naturally 
as possible. Subject to short term 
studies possible long term need 
for set back embankment to 
reduce risk to wider flood area of 
South Millom. 
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Policy Unit Name Next 10 Years Beyond 10 Years 

11d1 Hodbarrow Point to Selker 

11d 1.1  Hodbarrow 
Point to 
Haverigg  

Do minimum, with private maintenance 
of defences. Include frontage in review 
of all sources of flood risk to Millom 
and Haverigg.  

Continue to reduce risk to assets 
and property in Haverigg and 
Millom - maintain and monitor 
condition of the Outer Barrier, 
reviewing approach if necessary.  

11d 1.2  Haverigg  Maintain existing defences and review 
standard of protection provided as part 
of Haverigg and Millom flood risk 
modelling study to determine timing of 
possible future defence raising.  

Continue to manage risk of coastal 
erosion and flooding to assets and 
property in Haverigg. Review risk 
of outflanking if dunes erode and 
justification for raising defences.  

11d 1.3  Haverigg to 
Hartrees Hill  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible with the dune systems 
providing natural defence to the low lying area.  

11d 1.4  Silecroft 
(Hartrees Hill)  

Repair and maintenance to the existing 
private defences subject to defences 
causing no adverse effects on coastal 
processes.  

Continue to manage risk of coastal 
erosion to assets and property in 
Hartrees Hill, Silecroft, considering 
potential for setting back the 
defences.  

11d 1.5  Hartrees Hill 
to Selker  

Allow area to function as naturally as 
possible, through a Do nothing 
approach, whilst allowing localised 
measures to manage fluvial risk related 
to blockage of the Annas by the spit.  

Allow area to function as naturally 
as possible but recognising the 
flood risk caused to hinterland by 
the migration of Annaside spit.  

11d2 Selker to Eskmeals 

11d2.1  Selker to 
Stubb Place  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible, through implementing no 
active intervention (no new defences).  

11d2.2 
(part)  

Stubb Place 
and Eskmeals 
dunes (south 
of MoD site 
boundary)  

Along Stubb Place, continue to manage 
erosion risk in the short term whilst a 
longer term solution for relocating the 
road is considered.  

Long term approach will depend 
upon outcome of studies to 
consider relocation of road.  

11d2.2 
(part)  

Stubb Place 
and Eskmeals 
dunes (north 
of MoD site 
boundary)  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible, through implementing no 
active intervention (no new defences), but allow localised management of 
the shingle ridge to minimise risk to Eskmeals Range.  

11d3 Ravenglass Estuary Complex 

11d3.1  Eskmeals 
Dunes to 
Ravenglass  

No active intervention - allow area to function as naturally as possible and 
look for environmental opportunities to enhance site, whilst recognising the 
need to manage risk to the viaduct, railway line and local community.  

11d3.2  Ravenglass  Continue to manage risk of coastal 
flooding and erosion to Ravenglass 
through proactive maintenance of 
existing defences.  

In longer term, works may be 
required if risk of overtopping 
increases. Measures that avoid 
any significant change to defence 
footprint are more likely to be 
environmentally acceptable.  

11d3.3  Ravenglass to 
Drigg Point  

No active intervention - allow area to function as naturally as possible and 
look for environmental opportunities to enhance site, whilst recognising the 
need to manage risk to the viaduct and railway line and local community.  

11d4 Drigg Point to Seascale 

11d4.1  Drigg Point to 
Seascale  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible, through implementing no 
active intervention (no new defences).  
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Policy Unit Name Next 10 Years Beyond 10 Years 

11d5 Seascale to St Bees 

11d5.1  Seascale  Continue to maintain defences 
(through do minimum) whilst a funding 
strategy is developed to enable 
proactive maintenance.  

Continue to reduce the risk of 
coastal erosion and flooding to 
Seascale through improving 
defences when necessary, subject 
to funding being secured.  

11d5.2  Seascale to 
Sellafield  

Undertake local low tech measures to 
address erosion issues, as part of a 
wider asset management plan for the 
railway.  

Continue to reduce the risk of 
coastal erosion and flooding to the 
railway line and shoreline assets 
through improving defences when 
necessary.  

11d5.3  Sellafield  Hold the line: through proactive 
maintenance of defences, as part of a 
wider asset management plan for the 
railway.  

Continue to reduce the risk of 
coastal erosion and flooding to 
Sellafield nuclear site and the 
railway line through improving 
defences when necessary.  

11d5.4  Sellafield to 
Braystones  

Proactive maintenance of existing 
defences to the railway, as part of a 
wider asset management plan for the 
railway. (Do nothing along undefended 
stretches.).  

Continue to reduce the risk of 
coastal erosion and flooding to the 
railway line and shoreline assets 
through improving and extending 
defences to the railway when 
necessary.  

11d5.5  Braystones, 
Nethertown, 
Coulderton  

Proactive maintenance of existing 
defences to the railway, as part of a 
wider asset management plan for the 
railway.  

Continue to reduce the risk of 
coastal erosion and flooding to the 
railway line and shoreline assets 
through improving and extending 
defences when necessary.  

11d5.6  Coulderton to 
Sea Mill  

Proactive maintenance of existing 
defences, as part of a wider asset 
management plan for the railway. (Do 
nothing along undefended stretches.)  

Continue to reduce the risk of 
coastal erosion and flooding to the 
railway line and shoreline assets 
through improving and extending 
defences when necessary.  

11d5.7  Sea Mill to 
Pow Beck  

Proactive maintenance of existing 
defences, as part of a wider asset 
management plan for the railway.  

Continue to reduce the risk of 
coastal erosion and flooding to the 
railway line and properties at Sea 
Mill through improving and 
building new defences (possibly 
seaward of car park) when 
necessary.  

11d6 St Bees 

11d6.1  Pow Beck to 
St Bees 
Promenade  

Allow area to function as naturally as 
possible, through implementing no 
active intervention (no new defences) 
along the majority of the frontage 
whilst allowing continued maintenance 
of private defences.  

In line with the longer term 
approach for 11d6.2, consider 
realignment of defences and 
relocation of cliff top assets. Long 
term approach will depend upon 
outcome of studies for 11d6.2.  

11d6.2  St Bees 
Promenade  

Continue to reduce flood and erosion risk to hinterland assets at St Bees, 
whilst recognising the importance of the beach as a recreational and defence 
asset.  

11d7 St Bees Head 

11d7.1  St Bees Head  Allow area to function as naturally as possible, through implementing no 
active intervention (no new defences).  
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Policy Unit Name Next 10 Years Beyond 10 Years 

11e1 St Bees Head to Whitehaven 

11e1.1  St Bees Head 
to Saltom Pit  

Allow area to continue to function as naturally as possible (no new 
defences).  

11e1.2  Saltom Pit  Retain a Hold the line policy which may 
involve maintaining existing defences 
(if safe to do so) to protect the 
Scheduled Monument of Saltom Pit 
whilst slope stability studies are 
undertaken .  

Consider change in SMP Policy to 
No Active Intervention (allow 
defences to fail) following further 
studies into slope stability  

11e1.3  Saltom Pit to 
Whitehaven  

Allow area to continue to function as naturally as possible (no new 
defences).  

11e1.4  Whitehaven 
South Beach  

Allow area to function as naturally as 
possible, whilst recognising the need to 
maintain Whitehaven Harbour 
structures and with further studies 
required to appraise the potential 
contamination risk.  

Depending on results of land 
contamination studies allow area 
to function as naturally as 
possible, whilst recognising the 
need to maintain Whitehaven 
Harbour structures.  

11e2 Whitehaven To Workington 

11e2.1  Whitehaven 
Harbour and 
north beach  

Hold the line by maintaining and 
repairing harbour walls and gates. 
Consider need for short term scheme 
to refurbish rock armour at toe of 
defences.  

Maintaining and upgrading 
harbour defences, harbour gates 
and rock revetment assuming the 
harbour remains operational.  

11e2.2  Bransty to 
Parton  

Hold the line: through proactive 
maintenance and reinforcing existing 
defences.  

Continue to reduce the risk of 
coastal erosion and flooding to the 
railway line and shoreline assets.  

11e2.3  Parton  Hold the line: through proactive 
maintenance and reinforcement of 
defences  

Continue to reduce the risk of 
coastal erosion and flooding to the 
railway line and shoreline assets.  

11e2.4  Parton to 
Harrington 
Parks  

Hold the line: through proactive 
maintenance and reinforcement of 
defences  

Continue to reduce the risk of 
coastal erosion and flooding to the 
railway line and shoreline assets.  

11e2.5  Harrington 
Parks to 
Harrington 
Harbour  

Hold the line: by maintaining defences 
whilst contaminated land is 
investigated  

Allow area to function as naturally 
as possible in the future but with 
further studies required to 
appraise the potential 
contamination risk from former 
industrial sites.  

11e2.6  Harrington 
Harbour  

Hold the line by maintaining and upgrading harbour defences, harbour gates 
and rock revetment assuming the harbour remains operational.  

11e2.7  Harrington to 
Steel Works 
Site  

Hold the line: provide new defences 
through constructing revetments or 
seawalls  

Continue to reduce the risk or 
erosion and flooding to the 
railway line and shoreline assets.  

11e2.8  Steel Works 
Site  

Hold the line: improve through 
constructing new revetments or 
seawalls. Review location of boundary 
with 11e2.8  

Reduce flood and erosion risk to 
the redeveloped site.  

11e2.9  Steel Works 
to The Howe  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible but with further studies 
required to appraise the potential contamination risk from industrial slag.  

11e2.10  The Howe to 
Workington 
Harbour 
south 
breakwater  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible but with further studies 
required to appraise the potential contamination risk from former industrial 
sites and landfill sites.  
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Policy Unit Name Next 10 Years Beyond 10 Years 
11e2.11  Workington 

Harbour  
Maintaining and upgrading harbour defences, harbour gates and rock 
revetment.  

11e3 Workington to Maryport 

11e 3.1  Workington 
Harbour to 
Siddick  

Allow area to function as naturally as 
possible but undertake further studies 
to appraise potential contamination 
risk from former industrial sites.  

Depending on results of land 
contamination studies allow area 
to function as naturally as 
possible, whilst recognising the 
need for localised intervention to 
manage risk to the windfarm.  

11e 3.2  Siddick to 
Risehow  

Partnership scheme development study 
to manage risk to NR and UU 
infrastructure as well as properties, 
including investigation of beach 
management options to reduce risk of 
tide locking fluvial water courses.  

Hold the Line by maintaining and 
improving defences where 
justified.  

11e 3.3  Risehow to 
Maryport 
Marina  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible but recognising a possible 
long-term risk to the railway in the southern part.  

11e 3.4  Maryport 
Harbour and 
Marina  

Hold the line by maintaining existing 
defences.  

Continue to Hold the line to 
reduce flood and erosion risk to 
Maryport and maintain the 
integrity of the town and marina 
by maintaining and improving 
defences where justified.  

11e4 Maryport to Dubmill Point 

11e 4.1  Maryport 
Harbour to 
Roman Fort  

Continue to reduce erosion risk to 
Maryport through maintaining the 
existing defences. Temporarily hold the 
line, through a do minimum approach 
whilst longer term options for the 
frontage are confirmed. Temporarily 
hold the line, through a do minimum 
approach, whilst developing 
realignment scheme  

Continue to reduce erosion risk to 
Maryport through maintaining 
and, if necessary, upgrading the 
existing defences.  

11e 4.2  Roman Fort 
to Bank End  

If wider benefits and associated funding can be secured, consider hold the 
line through improvement to existing defences, otherwise plan for 
abandonment or realignment of defences.  

11e 4.3  Maryport 
Golf Course 
to Allonby  

Realign the B5300 and allow natural retreat of shoreline (subject to 
identifying requirements for localised protection to heritage assets)  

11e 4.4  Allonby  Hold the line, through a do minimum 
approach.  

If the beach start to reduce in size, 
consider measures to continue to 
Hold the line. Initially this may be 
through erosion-slowing 
measures.  

11e 4.5  Allonby to 
Seacroft Farm  

Along majority of frontage, manage risk 
through a do minimum approach. At 
northern end of unit, temporarily hold 
the line through reinforcing and 
extending existing defences to manage 
the risk to the B5300 and UU 
infrastructure whilst developing 
realignment scheme  

Realign the B5300 and remove 
defences  



CUMBRIA COASTAL STRATEGY – STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 
 

23 

Policy Unit Name Next 10 Years Beyond 10 Years 
11e 4.6  Seacroft Farm 

to Dubmill 
Point  

Temporarily hold the line through 
proactive maintenance to manage the 
risk to the B5300 at the erosion pinch 
points whilst developing realignment 
scheme  

Realign the B5300 at pinch points 
and remove defences south of 
Dubmill Point  

11e5 Dubmill Point to Silloth 

11e 5.1  Dubmill Point 
to Silloth  

Temporarily hold the line through 
maintaining or reinforcing existing 
defences to manage the risk to the 
B5300 at the erosion pinch points 
whilst developing realignment scheme  

Subject to further studies and 
funding, realign the B5300 at 
pinch points and remove the 
temporary defences at Castle 
Corner and the north end of 
Dubmill Point  

11e6 Silloth to The Grune 

11e6.1  Silloth 
Harbour  

Continue to hold the line through maintaining and refurbishing defences 
within current footprints, assuming that the port remains operational.  

11e6.2  Silloth to 
Skinburness 
(open coast)  

Maintain existing structures to address 
the flood and erosion risks to the 
community, property, infrastructure 
and tourist industry in Silloth.  

Continue to reduce erosion risk to 
Silloth, taking account of 
increasing risk from Solway 
channel moving shorewards, 
increasing exposure of shoreline 
and increasing flood risk from 
Moricambe Bay via 11e7.1 and 
11e7.2.  

11e6.3  The Grune  Allow area to function as naturally as possible, through implementing no 
active intervention (no new defences), but with ongoing monitoring to assess 
risk levels.  

11e7 Moricambe Bay 

11e 7.1  Skinburness 
(east)  

Continue to manage flooding risk from Moricambe Bay to Skinburness 
through maintaining flood embankments within existing footprints.  

11e 7.2  Skinburness 
to Wath Farm  

Hold the line in short term by 
maintaining and refurbishing defences 
within current footprints. Monitor 
changes to extents of marsh and 
intertidal areas to allow future 
assessment of the impacts of the 
existing defence on natural behaviour 
of the marsh and consider options for 
future realignment.  

Continue to manage flood risk 
from Moricambe Bay to Silloth 
and Skinburness through 
maintaining existing or set-back 
flood embankments.  

11e 7.3  Wath Farm to 
Saltcoates  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible and look for environmental 
opportunities to enhance designated sites.  

11e 7.4  Newton 
Marsh  

Allow area to function as naturally as 
possible and look for environmental 
opportunities to enhance designated 
sites.  

Managed realignment through 
natural defence management - 
consider opportunities to allow 
natural expansion of the saltmarsh 
alongside increasing the flood 
resilience of the B5307 road in 
future.  

11e 7.5  Newton 
Marsh to 
Anthorn 
including 
Wampool to 
NTL  

Allow area to function as naturally as 
possible and look for environmental 
opportunities to enhance designated 
sites.  

Managed realignment through 
natural defence management - 
consider opportunities to allow 
natural expansion of the saltmarsh 
alongside increasing the flood 
resilience of the B5307 road in 
future.  



CUMBRIA COASTAL STRATEGY – STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 
 

24 

Policy Unit Name Next 10 Years Beyond 10 Years 
11e 7.6  Anthorn  Monitor changes to flood and erosion 

risk to coastal road, UU assets and 
properties in Anthorn. The SMP policy 
allows for the potential need to 
introduce dgefences if the narrow 
marsh protecting the road and adjacent 
properties erodes. Consider 
enhancement of the marsh through 
"Green" low cost shoreline stabilisation 
techniques.  

Continue to monitor changes to 
flood and erosion risk to coastal 
road, UU assets and properties in 
Anthorn If erosion risk increases, 
low cost environmentally friendly 
channel erosion protection 
measures should be considered 
before resorting to a revetment 
and low flood wall or earth 
embankment.  

11e 7.7  Anthorn to 
Cardurnock  

Managed realignment - consider 
opportunities to allow natural 
expansion of the saltmarsh alongside 
increasing the flood resilience of the 
road in future.  

Continue to monitor flood and 
erosion risk to coastal road and 
UU assets. Consider opportunities 
to allow natural expansion of the 
saltmarsh alongside increasing the 
flood resilience of the road in 
future  

11e8 Cardurnock to Scottish Border 

11e8.1  Cardurnock 
to Bowness-
on-Solway  

Managed realignment - Consider opportunities to allow natural expansion of 
the saltmarsh alongside increasing the flood resilience of the road in future.  

11e8.2  Bowness-on-
Solway  

Hold the line in short term by patch and 
repair works, with no increase in 
footprint.  

In longer term, works may be 
required to the toe if the low 
water channel continue to move 
landwards.  
There may also be a need to 
extend the defences eastwards 
around 350 m alongshore to 
extend protection to United 
Utilities assets and coastal road in 
11e8.3  

11e8.3  Bowness-on-
Solway to 
Drumburgh  

Managed realignment - there may be a 
need to move the SMP boundary with 
11e8.2 to the east to include protection 
to the coastal road and United Utilities 
assets  

Green solutions and natural 
defence management to be 
considered if erosion protection is 
required to the road.  

11e8.4  Drumburgh 
to Dykesfield  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible and look for environmental 
opportunities to enhance site.  

11e8.5  Dykesfield to 
Kingmoor 
(Eden NTL)  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible and look for environmental 
opportunities to enhance site.  

11e8.6  Kingmoor to 
Rockcliffe  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible and look for environmental 
opportunities to enhance site.  

11e8.7  Rockcliffe  Consider the introduction of temporary 
defences or support for individual 
adaptation measures to minimise flood 
risk to village.  

Reduce risk of erosion and 
flooding to properties at 
Rockcliffe, whilst minimising 
impacts on the surrounding area 
and natural environment.  

11e8.8  Rockcliffe to 
Demesne 
Farm  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible but continue to monitor the 
potential erosion risk to coastal road (and United Utilities asset).  

11e8.9  Demesne 
Farm to 
Metal Bridge 
(Esk)  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible and look for environmental 
opportunities to enhance site.  



CUMBRIA COASTAL STRATEGY – STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 
 

25 

Policy Unit Name Next 10 Years Beyond 10 Years 
11e8.10  Metal Bridge 

(Esk) to the 
River Sark  

Allow area to function as naturally as possible and look for environmental 
opportunities to enhance site, whilst considering any long term risk to M6 
motorway and railway.  
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3 SEA Approach and Methodology 
3.1 Baseline Data Collection  
Baseline environmental data for the Strategy area was collected to provide a baseline against which 
the significant environmental effects of the Strategy could be measured and assessed for each 
environmental topic (receptor). The baseline data describes the environmental features that 
characterise the Strategy area.  

Economic, environmental and social assets were identified along the coastline, in addition to any key 
issues and opportunities for enhancement that could be implemented as part of the Strategy.  

An overview of the environmental baseline conditions of the Strategy area is reported within the SEA 
Scoping Report (Appendix 1) and summarised in Section 4.  

3.2 Screening and Scoping 
Screening determines whether there is a need for SEA of the Plan or Programme being initiated. In 
this case, the SEA Regulations do not formally require an SEA for flood and coastal erosion risk 
management strategies. However, it was decided that, in accordance with best practice, an SEA should 
be undertaken to ensure that environmental factors are fully considered due to the sensitivity of the 
Strategy area.  

A Scoping Report (CH2M, 2018) was prepared during the development of the Strategy (Appendix 1) 
to identify the key environmental receptors likely to be impacted by the Strategy and requiring further 
consideration in this Environmental Report. Consultation was carried out at the scoping stage with key 
stakeholders, including statutory consultees, to obtain relevant baseline environmental information 
and to understand key concerns and issues. The stakeholders were consulted on both the baseline 
and SEA objectives. A summary of the baseline topics scoped out of further assessment because they 
are not considered likely to be significant are provided in Table 3-1.  

While the SEA takes into account the potential impacts of construction where possible, it is not feasible 
at this stage to fully assess the impacts of specific construction activities, such as compound location 
or exact building materials etc, as these would only be determined at detailed design stage following 
the Strategy’s implementation. These issues are more appropriately assessed in any Environmental 
Impact Assessment (EIA) which would be undertaken at scheme stage. Additionally, it is important to 
note that if a topic has been ‘scoped out’ of this SEA, this does not eliminate the need to assess impacts 
of any resultant scheme on these features at scheme level. 
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Table 3.1 Summary of the SEA scoping exercise undertaken for the Strategy development 

Topic/ sub-topic Scoped 
in 

Justification  

Population, health and local economy 

Population and health Y There are multiple settlements and communities with the study area that could be impacted by 
the Strategy 

Social deprivation Y The majority of the settlements and communities present within the study area are isolated and 
rural with a small economy based on farming and tourism. The Strategy may have impacts on their 
access routes to the wider area. 

Tourism and 
recreation 

Y The presence of beaches, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, two World Heritage Sites, a 
National Park, and numerous environmentally designated sites means that the coastline within the 
Strategy is a desirable tourist destination and the Strategy may have implications on this.  

Economic activity Y The majority of the Strategy area relies on tourism and agriculture, both of which are affected by 
coastal risk and flood risk.  

Noise N No options have been considered that would permanently change the level of noise in the Strategy 
area. The potential impact of implementation of any of the proposed options on noise levels would 
be considered further as part of appraisal of schemes resulting from the Strategy.  

Material Assets 

Transport 
infrastructure 

Y There are multiple instances of road and rail assets in close proximity to the coastline, which could 
be affected by the Strategy. 

Critical infrastructure 
and commercial/ 
industrial services 

Y There are numerous ports and harbours located within the Strategy area, as well as a nuclear 
recycling plant, wind farms, large industrial complexes and commercial buildings that could be 
impacted by the outcome of the Strategy. 

Availability of finite 
resources 

N Long term sustainability and available supply of required materials to construct structures or 
nourish beaches will be considered as part of appraisal of schemes resulting from the Strategy. 

Biodiversity, flora and fauna 

Nature Conservation 
Sites 

Y Presence of international, national and local conservation sites within and adjacent to the Strategy 
area supporting important qualifying habitats and species.  

Nationally and 
Regionally Important 
Habitats 

Y Presence of national and regionally important habitats.  Local priority habitats are important 
factors in the landscape, setting, and ecological value of the environment, however at strategy 
stage, these have been scoped out as it is not possible to identify how local habitats will be 
affected.  

Priority species N At this stage of the Strategy it is not practicable to know the presence/absence of priority species 
within each policy unit. These species will be considered further during appraisal of schemes arising 
from this Strategy.   

Soils, geology and geomorphology/sediment 

Designated earth 
heritage sites 

Y National and international geological designations are important for scientific research and their 
value must be conserved through this Strategy.  

Soils and geology N The strategy is unlikely to have a significant effect on geology or soils, but these may require 
consideration, where appropriate, as part of individual schemes resulting from the Strategy. 

Geomorphology and 
sediment 

Y The options. proposed by the Strategy may impact on the sediment movements along the 
coastline.  

Contaminated land Y There are numerous authorised and historic landfills present along the coastline within the 
Strategy area, in addition to industrial complexes and historic wartime factories which may still 
have areas of contamination.  

Land use and management 

Land use Y Changes to coastal and flood risk management may impact on what the land in the area can be 
used for. 

Water and hydromorphology 

Surface water and 
groundwater quality 

Y Changes to the coastline as a result of flood and coastal erosion risk management has the potential 
to affect the status of the waterbodies present. 

Air Quality and Climate Change 
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Topic/ sub-topic Scoped 
in 

Justification  

Climatic Factors N Though climate change and sea level rise are an important driver for the Strategy, the Strategy 
itself will not affect these changes, only accommodate them.  

Air Quality N Any strategic decisions made regarding future coastal management are unlikely to impact air 
quality permanently. Any temporary effects on air quality may require consideration, where 
appropriate, as part of individual schemes resulting from the Strategy e.g. during the construction 
phase.   

Historic environment 

Contribution to 
heritage and 
landscape   

Y The coastline assessed in the Strategy has a landscape of high heritage value, particularly where 
the 2 World Heritage Sites meet the coastline. 

Designated heritage 
assets 

Y There are numerous designated heritage sites present along the coastline in England and Scotland. 

Non-designated 
heritage assets 

Partly It is not practicable to determine the effects of the strategy on every local site of undesignated 
heritage value. However, significant or ‘clusters’ of known non-designated heritage assets and their 
setting, based on the Cumbria Historic Environment Record (HER) have been considered. The risk 
of encountering previously unknown heritage/archaeological features will be considered, where 
appropriate, as part of individual schemes resulting from the Strategy. 

Landscape and visual amenity 

Designated Landscape   Y There are two Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, two World Heritage Sites, and a National Park 
present along the coastline 

Landscape/ Seascape 
Character 

Y The landscape/seascape could be changed as a result of changing flood and coastal erosion risk 
management 

Visual amenity Y The options will that would be proposed by the Strategy will likely be a significant feature of the 
landscape and so the impacts of changing these must be assessed. This has been scoped in for each 
priority area however as the impacts and reasoning for scoping in will be the same for each priority 
area, this has not been expanded upon for each area.  

All receptors 

Inter-relationships and 
cumulative effects 

Y Along the coastline there are other Strategies in place as well as ongoing or planned developments 
which must be taken into consideration and the cumulative impact of all potential impacts must 
be considered  

 

The Scoping Report was circulated to all consultees (including Statutory Consultees) in January 2018 
and was amended to reflect comments raised. This final report was uploaded to the Cumbria Coastal 
Strategy website for public information.  

 

 



CUMBRIA COASTAL STRATEGY – STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 
 

29 

 

3.3 SEA Assessment Methodology: SEA Objectives, 
Assessment Criteria and Significance 

Following the establishment of the baseline and identification of the key environmental features that 
need to be addressed by future coastal management, a set of environmental objectives and SEA 
assessment criteria were developed to appraise policy options, as shown in Table 3.2.   

The SEA assessment criteria are posed as questions that were addressed to determine the implications 
of the Strategy for the SEA receptors.  The objectives and assessment criteria were developed through 
consultation with the aim of agreeing the objectives with a wide variety of stakeholders to ensure that 
the Strategy is environmentally sustainable.  

Table 3.2 Environmental objectives developed to assess the potential environmental impacts of the Strategy 

SEA Topic SEA Objective Assessment Criteria 

Population and 
Human Health 

To manage the risk to the health of people and 
communities: 
• Minimise the vulnerability of communities  
• Avoid future risk to life  

1. Does the option change the number of properties at risk 
of flooding?  

2. Does the option seek to manage risk with an approach 
that is adaptable to changing risk factors? 

3. Does the option change the level of social and economic 
vulnerability (and viability) of the communities within 
the area? 

To manage the risk to isolated and socially deprived 
areas within the Strategy: 
• Minimise the risk of further isolation to rural 

settlements and communities 

1. Does the option change the level of social isolation 
within the area? 

2. Does the option change the level of impact 
flooding/erosion would have on these settlements? 

To avoid damage and where possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist facilities within the areas 
• Avoid damage to or loss of significant visitor 

attractions and recreational resources 
• Seek opportunities for further investment into 

coastal tourism 

1. Does the option seek to maintain or enhance existing 
amenity facilities?  

2. Does the option seek to maintain or enhance rights of 
ways, cycle paths and access to beaches?  

3. Does the option contribute to the enhancement/ future 
regeneration of local tourism? 

To minimise flood and erosion risk to areas of 
significant economic activity 
• Minimise the vulnerability of significant 

employment or economic interest to coastal 
erosion or flooding 

• Avoid damage, or loss of areas of land used for 
significant economic interest 

• Consider compatibility with planned 
development and regeneration 

• Support or contribute to opportunities for further 
employment/ economic development 

1. Does the option change the level of coastal erosion or 
flooding risk to areas of significant employment or 
economic activity? 

2. Will this option generate opportunities for future 
employment/development? 

3. Are there conflicts between this option and 
ongoing/planned development? 

Material Assets To minimise risk to road, rail, and water infrastructure 
present along the coastline 

• Minimise vulnerability of transport infrastructure 
to coastal erosion and flooding 

• Avoid damage to, loss of, transport infrastructure 
assets at risk of flooding or coastal erosion 

1. Does this option change the level of coastal erosion or 
flood risk to key transport routes (road, rail and water 
links)? 

2. Will the option give opportunity to enhance or improve 
existing assets?  

To minimise risk to critical infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

• Minimise vulnerability of key assets and critical 
infrastructure to coastal erosion and flooding 

• Avoid damage to any critical infrastructure assets 
at risk of flooding or coastal erosion over the 
timescale of the Strategy 

1. Does this option change the level of coastal erosion or 
flood risk to existing facilities and assets? 

2. Does the option seek to reduce the vulnerability of 
these facilities and assets through an adaptable 
approach? 

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

To maintain and enhance where possible the existing 
flora and fauna 

1. Does the option affect conservation/condition status of 
international or national nature conservation sites (SPA, 
SAC, Ramsar sites, MCZ, SSSI, NNR), or support 
achievement of conservation objectives? 
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SEA Topic SEA Objective Assessment Criteria 

• Avoid damage to, and where possible enhance, 
internationally and nationally designated sites 

• Avoid damage to, and where possible enhance, 
priority habitats/habitats of principal importance 
throughout the area 

• Support opportunities to enhance biodiversity 
through habitat restoration or creation within the 
strategy area   

2. Could the option impact on priority habitats/habitats of 
principal importance, or contribute to their 
enhancement? 

3. Are there any opportunities for habitat restoration or 
creation that could be considered further at scheme 
level? 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

To protect existing geological diversity and allow for 
the restoration of natural geological processes 

• Avoid damage to and where possible enhance 
internationally and nationally designated 
geological sites 

• Contribute to the restoration of natural 
geomorphological processes where possible 

1. Does the option impact or contribute to the 
enhancement of geological SSSI or designated earth 
heritage sites?  

2. Does the option work with natural geomorphological 
processes and enable natural evolution of the coastline? 

To minimise the risk of contamination from sites with 
pollution potential 

• Minimise the vulnerability of areas of 
known/potential contaminated land and landfills 
to tidal flooding and coastal erosion 

1. Does the option change the risk of coastal erosion or 
flooding to known and potentially contaminated land 
and licensed/historic landfills? 

Land Use To manage the variety of land uses found along the 
coastline 

• Manage risk to agricultural land, in particular that 
of highest quality, from tidal flooding and coastal 
erosion 

• Manage risk to other land uses (not covered 
under other Topics) from tidal flooding and 
coastal erosion 

1. Will the option change the level of coastal erosion or 
flood risk of tidal flooding to the existing agricultural 
land, affecting its quality or versatility?  

2. Does the option change the level of coastal flood or 
erosion risk on key land uses?  

3. Are there opportunities to consider or promote future 
adaptation to make farmland more robust to future 
climate change impacts, for example by adopting lower 
intensive grazing and accepting more frequent flooding 
or regulated tidal exchange? 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

To support and where possible contribute to existing 
measures proposed under the WFD 

• Maintain and where possible enhance the 
existing chemical, and biological/quantitative 
elements of the waterbodies along the coastline 

• Support, and where possible contribute to the 
achievement of WFD objectives 

• Support and where possible contribute to 
requirements for protected area designations 
under the WFD e.g. Bathing Waters, Shellfish 
Waters, Nitrate Vulnerable Zones etc 

1. Does the option constrain meeting WFD objectives for 
good ecological status/potential for water bodies 
(coastal, river and groundwater) within the strategy 
area?  

2. Does the option present a risk of deterioration of any 
waterbody along the coastline? 

3. Does the option affect or contribute to the delivery of 
morphological mitigation measures for water bodies 
within the strategy? 

4. Will the option affect WFD protected areas, e.g. Bathing 
Water Directive, for water bodies within the strategy 
area? 

The Historic 
Environment 

To conserve and enhance the significance of historic 
features and their settings along the coastline 

• Minimise vulnerability of areas of designated 
heritage, i.e. listed buildings, scheduled 
monuments, registered parks/gardens, WHS, and 
their settings to coastal erosion and flooding 

• Maintain and where possible enhance access to 
the assets of heritage importance as listed above 

• Maintain, and where appropriate enhance, the 
value of the historic environment along coastal 
frontage and seaside resorts 

1. Does this option change the level of coastal erosion or 
flood risk to the existing historic environment, including 
listed buildings, scheduled monuments, registered parks 
and gardens and/or their settings? 

2. Could the option provide the opportunity to enhance 
sustainable, heritage based tourism? 

3. Could the option affect the contribution of the historic 
environment to the tourism economy, sense of place 
and community wellbeing within the strategy area? 

4. Will the option mean works encroach on land which 
may present a risk of encountering archaeological 
remains?   

To conserve the heritage value of the World Heritage 
Sites along the coastline 

• Maintain and where possible enhance the 
heritage value of the English Lake District 

1. Is the option sympathetic to the heritage value of the 
WHSs? 

2. Does the option contribute or constrain the objectives 
of the WHS management plans? 



CUMBRIA COASTAL STRATEGY – STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 
 

31 

SEA Topic SEA Objective Assessment Criteria 

• Maintain and where possible enhance the 
heritage value of the Frontiers of the Roman 
Empire (Hadrian’s Wall) 

Landscape and 
Visual Amenity 

To protect and maintain the national character 
features of the coastline 

• Maintain and where possible enhance the 
present landscape/seascape from adverse 
changes in line with the NCA objectives 

1. Could the option lead to the introduction of features or 
landscapes that would be unsympathetic to the present 
landscape/seascape character? 

2. Could the option improve the value of the existing 
landscape/seascape 

To protect the statutory landscape designations (AONB 
and National Parks) present along the coastline 

• Maintain and where possible enhance the 
present landscape features in line with objectives 
of the AONB management plans 

1. Could the option lead to the introduction of features 
that may impact on the status of the statutory 
landscape designations? 

2. Does the option improve the existing value of the 
coastal features of the existing statutory landscape 
designations?  

Cumulative Impacts To take into consideration the objectives of other 
organisations and authorities 

• Refer to Baseline Information Report for full 
list of applicable plans programmes and 
objectives 

1. Does the option constrain the achievement of the 
objectives of other plans, programmes, or strategies?  

2. Could the option provide opportunities to further the 
objectives of other plans, programmes, or strategies? 

 

An environmental assessment of the policy options was undertaken (see Section 5.2) and recorded 
within detailed technical reports (appended to the main Strategy Report) for each of the Policy Areas.  
These were used in the development of the preferred option for each of the Pus and the resulting 
draft Strategy.  Where the preferred option was not the environmentally preferred option, the 
overriding economic or technical grounds can be found in the proformas of the individual technical 
reports appended to the main Strategy report.  

The predicted effects of the draft Strategy were subsequently described using the SEA objectives and 
criteria in Table 3-2, and with reference to their nature, permanence, spatial scale and duration using 
criteria defined in Scoping Report (Appendix 1).  The significance of the predicted effects of the 
Strategy were identified using the criteria provided in Table 3.3. 
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Table 3.3  Criteria used to determine the significance of the identified effects as a result of the proposed strategy 
options in terms of the SEA objectives. 

+ + 

Major Benefit 

This option would have a significantly positive impact on the achievement of the SEA 
objective by resolving an environmental issue and/or maximising opportunities for 
environmental enhancement.  

This would be considered a significant effect  

+ 

Minor Benefit 

This option would have some positive impact on the achievement of the SEA objective by 
contributing to the resolution of an environmental issue and/or offering some 
opportunities for environmental enhancement.  

This would not be considered a significant effect 

N 

Neutral 

This option would have neutral effect on the achievement of the SEA objective 

? 

Uncertain 

There is insufficient information on the option or the environmental baseline to assess the 
significance of its impact on the achievement of the SEA objective 

- 

Minor Adverse 

This option would have some negative impact on the achievement of the SEA objective by 
contributing to an environmental issue and/or partially undermining opportunities for 
environmental enhancement.  

This would not be considered a significant effect 

- - 

Major Adverse 

This option would have a significantly negative impact on the achievement of the SEA 
objective by contributing to or causing an environmental issue and/or undermining 
opportunities for environmental enhancement.  

This would be considered a significant effect 

 

3.4 Reporting 
The results of the SEA process are documented in this report, which sets out how the options 
considered for each of the PUs were appraised against the environmental objectives.  It also identifies 
and evaluates the likely positive and negative environmental effects of the preferred Strategy. 
Mitigation for potential adverse actions is identified together with opportunities for environmental 
improvement. 

3.5 Implementation and Monitoring 
Once the Strategy has been consulted and agreed upon, it is essential that monitoring is implemented 
to monitor the predicted significant residual environmental effects of the Strategy. Monitoring helps 
to identify any unforeseen effects of the Strategy, and ensure that where these effects are adverse, 
mitigation measures are implemented to reduce or offset them.   

Section 7 discusses the proposed monitoring of the predicted negative and uncertain environmental 
effects of the Strategy.  

3.6 Uncertainties and Limitations 
If there are data gaps, uncertainty will arise in the assessments made in this SEA, the implementation 
of the Strategy and the prediction and management of resultant environmental effects. Where 
uncertainties have arisen within the assessment, they have been highlighted in this Environmental 
Report, along with the further work required to address the uncertainty.  

During Strategy development, the following data gaps and uncertainties were identified: 
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• Baseline environmental conditions have been defined using readily available information.  
Further information would either have been helpful to the SEA or will benefit the future 
assessment of environmental effects at the project level, including information on the extent 
and quality of priority habitats and qualifying interest features. 

Our assessment of the environmental effects of the Strategy and the proposed mitigation measures 
are based on a number of assumptions including: 

• Baseline environmental information – it is assumed that baseline data used in the SEA is 
complete, up to date, reliable, and accurate. 

• Assessment of effects – we have taken a precautionary approach to our assessment, assuming 
a ‘worst case’ scenario to predict the significance of effects.  As projects are developed 
through the implementation of the final Strategy, the environmental effects will need to be 
reviewed and refined. 

• Priority units and preferred strategic approaches - The coastline covered by the Cumbria 
Coastal Strategy is significantly more extensive than would usually be considered at strategy 
level.  For this reason, focus has been on developing measures for stretches of coast (priority 
units) where there is a need to implement a change from current management, either as a 
result of key issues or risks to assets or where opportunities for improvement have been 
recognised.   

• Works planned by other organisations - The strategy incorporates all coastal flood and erosion 
risk management works planned by the strategy partner organisations, particularly Cumbria 
County Council, the five coastal District Councils, Environment Agency and Network Rail.  
Some assumptions have been made with regard to the nature, scale and extent of likely future 
works that are proposed by Strategy partner organisations, particularly with regard to the 
likely habitat impacts of these works.  These assumptions have adopted a precautionary 
approach, for example, assuming that entire stretches of railway embankment may require 
works by the long-term, when in reality, it is likely that only certain sections will require 
improvement. 

The main sources of uncertainty at this strategic level of appraisal relate to:  

• There is potential for buried archaeology throughout the extent of the Strategy area; 

• There are potentially unknown contaminated sites arising from unrecorded landfill and buried 
ordnance; 

• The environmental effects of the Strategy have been considered against a highly dynamic 
environmental baseline and the uncertainties associated with predicting ongoing natural 
coastal change as well as the impacts of climate change and sea level rise.  Further 
assumptions regarding habitat change are outlined in the Habitat Regulations Assessment in 
Appendix 3. 

• There remain some uncertainties (and risks) associated with future adaptation/managed 
realignment sites identified in the Strategy and individual habitat creation/improvement 
schemes going forward, due to uncertainties in the longer-term response required to address 
changes in coastal geomorphology, flooding and erosion, uncertainties over securing 
agreements from landowners and securing funding, and actual timescales for habitat loss. 

3.7 SEA Compliance 
To signpost the requirements of the SEA Directive, a SEA compliance table (Table 3.4) is provided, 
which is sub-divided into sections detailing the key requirements of the SEA Regulations and where 
this information can be located within this report or within other documents within the Strategy.  
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Table 3.4  Summary of the compliance of the SEA undertaken as part of the Strategy development 

Environmental Report Requirements Location of Information 

(a) An outline of: 

- Contents; 

- Main objectives of the plan or programme; and 

- Relationship with other relevant plans and 
programmes 

 

- Start of SEA Environmental Report 

- Section 2.3.1 of SEA Environmental Report 

- Section 6.2 of SEA Environmental Report 

 

(b) The relevant aspects of the current state of the 
environment and likely evolution thereof without 
implementation of the plan or programme 

SEA Scoping Document (Appendix 1) 

Table 4.1 of SEA Environmental Report 

(c) The environmental characteristics of areas likely to 
be significantly affected 

Section 4 of SEA Environmental Report 

SEA Assessment of Alternative Options (Appendix 2) 

Strategy detailed technical reports for Policy Areas 

(d) Any existing environmental problems which are 
relevant to the plan or programme including, in 
particular, those relating to any areas of a particular 
environmental importance, such as areas pursuant 
to Directives 79/409/EEC and 92/43/EEC 

SEA Scoping Report (Appendix 1) 

Table 4.1 of SEA Environmental Report  

Habitats Regulations Assessment (Appendix 3) 

Marine Conservation Zone Assessment (Appendix 4) 

SEA Assessment of Alternative Options (Appendix 2) 

(e) The environmental protection objectives established 
at international Community of Member State level 
which are irrelevant to the plan or programme and 
the way those objectives and any environmental 
considerations have been taken into account during 
this preparation 

SEA Scoping Report (Appendix 1) 

Habitats Regulations Assessment (Appendix 3) 

Marine Conservation Zone Assessment (Appendix 4) 

WFD Assessment (Appendix 5) 

(f) The likely significant effects on the environment 
including issues such as biodiversity, population, 
human health, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic 
factors, material assets, cultural heritage including 
architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape 
and interrelationship between all of these factors. 

Section 6.1 of SEA Environmental Report 

Section 6.3 of SEA Environmental Report 

Habitats Regulations Assessment (Appendix 3) 

Marine Conservation Zone Assessment (Appendix 4) 

WFD Assessment (Appendix 5) 

(g) The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce, and as 
fully as possible offset any significant adverse effects 
on the environment of implementing the plan or 
programme 

Table 6.1 of SEA Environmental Report 

Habitats Regulations Assessment (Appendix 3) 

Marine Conservation Zone Assessment (Appendix 4) 

WFD Assessment (Appendix 5) 

(h) An outline of the reasons for selecting the 
alternatives dealt with, and a description of how the 
assessment was undertaken including as difficulties 
(such as technical deficiencies or lack of know-how) 
encountered in compiling the required information 

Policy Unit Proforma 

Section 3.6 of the SEA Environmental Report 

SEA Assessment of Alternative Options (Appendix 2) 

(i) A description of the measures envisaged concerning 
monitoring in accordance with Article 10 

Section 7 of the SEA Environmental Report 

(j) A non-technical summary of the information 
provided under the above headings 

Separate non-technical summary 

 

3.8 Related Assessments  
A number of specialist assessments have been undertaken to support the assessment of the potential 
environmental impacts of the implementation of the Strategy. These are summarised below, and the 
full reports are appended to this report.  
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3.8.1 Habitats Regulations Assessment 
As part of the Strategy development, a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) has been undertaken 
in accordance with the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 20173, as amended (the 
‘Habitats Regulations’), to assess the effects of the strategy on internationally designated nature 
conservation sites – namely, Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Areas (SPA) and 
sites designated under the Ramsar Convention (Ramsar sites).   

An HRA Screening Report is provided in Appendix 3. 

3.8.2 Marine Conservation Zone Assessment 
A Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) assessment has been prepared to assess the potential of the 
Strategy to affect the protected features of MCZs, and any ecological or geomorphological process on 
which the protected feature is dependent on.  The assessment has been carried out in line with 
Cumbria County Council’s duties to help protect and conserve MCZs under the Marine and Coastal 
Access Act 2009.   

The MCZ assessment is provided in Appendix 4. 

3.8.3 Water Framework Directive Assessment 
A Water Framework Directive (WFD) (Council directive 2000/60/EC) compliance assessment has been 
undertaken as an integral component of the Strategy to assess the impacts of the proposed Strategy 
on the ecology, water quality and hydromorphology of relevant water bodies/Protected Areas4 in 
terms of their defined objectives under the European Union (EU) WFD5.   

The assessment is provided in Appendix 5. 

3.9 Stakeholder and Public Engagement 
3.9.1 Approach 
Effective engagement with stakeholders and the public is central to the development of the Strategy, 
in order to achieve a Strategy that is acceptable to as many parties as possible. Engagement has been 
undertaken at key stages within the development of the Strategy.  

By engaging with stakeholders throughout the Strategy area, the development of the Strategy was 
informed by opinions and knowledge of stakeholders along the coastline. This process also allows the 
public an opportunity to comment on the preferred Strategy options and the environmental appraisal 
of these options. By taking on these comments, the Strategy is able to address, where appropriate, 
concerns raised by stakeholders and, indirectly, this process raises awareness of management issues 
related to tidal flooding and coastal erosion throughout the Strategy area.  

The consultation process has been active from the inception stage and continued throughout the 
development of the Strategy, comprising a number of main activities:  

- Regular collaborative meetings with project review group (PRG) composed of a number of 
statutory and non-statutory bodies and key stakeholders within the Strategy area; 

                                                            
3 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (SI 2017/1012) transpose the requirements of the European Council Directive 
92/43/EEC on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora (the Habitats Directive) and the European Council Directive 
(2009/147/EC) on the conservation of wild birds (the Birds Directive). 

4 Protected Areas are defined under the WFD as areas requiring special protection under existing national or European legislation, either to 
protect their surface water or groundwater, or to conserve habitats or species that directly depend on those waters.  

5 Directive 2000/60/EC, transposed in England and Wales by the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017 (SI 2017/407) 
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- Invitations to provide data and comments on key concerns, material assets, and designations 
throughout the Strategy area; 

- Information on progress of study and documentation provided on the website 
www.cumbria.gov.uk/ccs and in press releases where appropriate;  

- Circulation of documents for comment with the PRG;  

- Stakeholder meetings and workshops;  

- Public meetings; and 

- Review of draft Environmental Statement by SEA Consultation Authorities. 

Responses received during the various stages of the engagement process were used throughout the 
development of the Strategy itself.  

3.9.2 Stakeholders 
The stakeholders that have been engaged during the development of the Strategy are shown in Table 
3-5. 

Table 3.5 Stakeholder summary for the Strategy 

Category Who Method of engagement 

Project Review Group Cumbria County Council 

Carlisle, Allerdale, Copeland, Barrow and South 
Lakeland District Councils 

Environment Agency 

Natural England 

Historic England 

Marine Management Organisation 

Network Rail 

United Utilities 

Highways England 

Solway Coast AONB Partnerships 

Arnside and Silverdale AONB Partnerships 

Lake District National Park Authority 

Cumbria Wildlife Trust 

Sefton MBC 

Quarterly updates 

Workshops/ technical meetings 

Reviews of draft documents 

Partner organisations NuGen 

BAE 

GSK 

Sellafield Ltd 

National Grid 

Scottish Power Electricity Networks (SPEN) 

Cumbria Local Enterprise Partnership 

Historic Environment Scotland 

Scottish Natural Heritage 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) 

National Trust 

One-to-one meetings if required 

Updates via website: 

www.cumbria.gov.uk/ccs 

Formal committees Partnership Councils Cabinets / Local Committees; 

Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership 

Briefings 

http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/ccs
http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/ccs
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Category Who Method of engagement 

LLFA committee 

Members of Parliament, Parliamentary candidates, 
Elected Members 

Coastal Partnerships (Morecambe, Duddon, 
Ravenglass and Solway Firth) 

Local Community including 
landowners and local 
businesses – directly affected 

Town and Parish Councils 

Local community groups 

CCC area support managers 

Local community and resident groups 

Local environmental groups 

Residents 

Updates via various media 

Invite to public engagement 

Updates via website: 
www.cumbria.gov.uk/ccs 

General public Local community – indirectly affected 

Landowners and local businesses – indirectly affected 

General public from the wider area 

Updates via various media 

Invite to public engagement 

Updates via website: 
www.cumbria.gov.uk/ccs 

 

3.9.3 Consultee Comments 
Stakeholder engagement has been ongoing through the development of the Strategy and feedback 
and review has been integral to the creation of the preferred Strategy approach for the coastline. The 
SEA Scoping Report was issued in February 2018 and comments received and summarised in Table 3-
6. Following this, the options development began and following this process, public engagement was 
undertaken in November 2018 and December 2018 to review the draft options for each priority unit. 
Comments received and actions taken have been recorded in the options stage engagement report6. 
The key issues highlighted are summarised below, together with how these have been addressed 
during the development of the Strategy: 

• General agreement with proposed Strategy; 

• Further consideration of the impacts on heritage features along the coastline required – as an 
integral part of the Strategy, actions have now been included in Strategy Action Plans to 
undertake studies in the short term epoch to develop an appropriate approach to assess and 
defend historic assets in the medium to long term, where possible; 

• Concerns raised regarding impacts of repeated ad-hoc and reactive works to the railway on 
the conservation designations of the coastline – Network Rail have been engaged throughout 
the Strategy and actions have been identified under their responsibility for coherent 
management of the railway to minimise requirement for ad-hoc and reactive works; 

• Concerns raised that there was not enough scope given to explore the likelihood of effects on 
heritage assets which are not caused by vulnerability to coastal erosion and flooding – 
baseline was revisited following suggestion and further consideration was given to impacts 
around the northern frontages and additional objectives regarding the potential for 
preserving and enhancing the heritage value of the northern frontages was included; 

• Ensure that any new defences (either arising from the Strategy or privately funded) comply 
with AONB management plans – this has been included as required mitigation in Table 6.1 
and future monitoring of compliance has been included in the Monitoring Plan in Table 7.1; 
and 

                                                            
6 https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Internet/544/17312/43649113645.pdf 

http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/ccs
http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/ccs
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• Need for designated managing bodies to be involved in further studies regarding coastal 
change and identification of managed realignment locations and sites for potential habitat 
creation/enhancement – actions for these further studies identify the stakeholders to be 
included in future studies, as appropriate, across the Strategy area. 

• Proposals for the creation of habitat and habitat improvement in the Strategy area have 
significant potential to help address issues of predicted sea-level rise.
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Table 3.6 Summary of Consultee comments to date in the SEA process and action taken 

Stakeholder Summary of Comments received to date Action 
Copeland Borough 
Council  

Various comments made on a sub-cell/cell basis including 
I don’t think Barrow-in-Furness was linked to coal mining – should this be steel 
making? (Page 13) 
Consistency regarding environmental receptor heading that Ravenglass shellfish falls 
under 
No mention of bathing water sites (Haverigg, Silecroft, Seascale and St Bees). (Page 
20) 
Workington and Silloth are ports not harbours 
Discussion that railway stations are connected by a single railway track, when in fact it 
is actually double track, except for a short section at Lowca and at Whitehaven (as far 
as St Bees). (Page 22) 
Maryport harbour missing in baseline 
Understand that the Eskmeals site contains depleted uranium and blue asbestos 
Baseline states main settlements in this area are Seascale and Nethertown – 
Nethertown is very minor, but if include, should Braystones and Coulderton also be 
included too? (Page 46) 
River Calder and Whitriggs Beck not included as waterbodies.  (Page 47) 
Industrial quarrying at Workington – this appears to have ceased a number of years 
ago. (Page 50) 
Whitehaven Marina included in the wrong baseline section. (Page 52) 
Baseline mentions Eastman chemical plant, which has now closed and demolished (or 
near to being demolished). (Page 52) 
Point 1 in assessment criteria doesn’t include coastal erosion. (Page 65) 

Wording amended, errors addressed and assets 
included as appropriate.   
 
No action taken regarding contamination as this 
level of detail is not included elsewhere and would 
be assumption unless confirmed through 
geotechnical testing 
 
No action taken regarding water bodies – this 
section refers to waterbodies as described in the 
Water Framework Directive. The River Calder 
waterbody is considered to end at the north east 
end of the Sellafield complex, though the Ehen-
Calder operational catchment has been considered 
within the WFD assessment. Whitriggs Beck is not 
a WFD waterbody. 

Historic England We endorse the intention to monitor the impacts of the Strategy during 
implementation 

No action required 

Ensure Conservation Areas are mentioned in the baseline.  List of conservation areas given in the response 
have been included in the baseline conditions  
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Stakeholder Summary of Comments received to date Action 
While we can appreciate that it is not practicable to determine the effects on every 
non-designated site, there are a number of significant clusters which should be 
considered. 

Non-designated sites that have been highlighted by 
HE have been included in the relevant areas.  

The SEA Objective for the historic environment refers only to designated assets, 
however some undesignated assets are being scoped into the assessment.   The 3rd 
bullet refers to enhancing access to the heritage assets, and while we broadly support 
this, it is not always appropriate due to the sensitivity or inaccessibility.  The 4th bullet 
refers to the 'value' of the historic landscape, it would be more appropriate its 
significance.  The assessment criteria refers only to the potential for undiscovered 
archaeology on undeveloped land, however remains can be found on previously 
developed land.  SEA Objective on the WHS should refer to their Outstanding 
Universal Value (OUV) which should also be further referenced within the bullet 
points and assessment criteria 

Wording of the objective changed to that 
suggested in the response. Highlighted the 
improving accessibility where feasible, and 
potential presence of undiscovered archaeology.  
SEA objective reworded to highlight the 
importance of the Outstanding Universal Value of 
the World Heritage Sites 

Section on Landscape and Visual Amenity does not refer to historic landscape or 
significance of 'collective' historical landscape. 

No action taken as this aspect is included in 
heritage and historic environment section.  

Data sources cited for the historic environment should consider relevant plans, 
programmes and policies in our National Advice Note. 

Plans and programmes considered within the SEA  

No wish to comment on draft SEA Environmental Report. No action required 

Historic Environment 
Scotland 

Table 1: Key Stakeholders should include Historic Environment Scotland under 
statutory consultees. Also, Dumfries and Galloway Council should be included as a 
local authority 

Amended table to include these bodies. 

Appears baseline gathering process has not included consideration of historic 
environment of assets on the Scottish side of the border.  

Baseline revisited and additional assets included in 
relevant areas and proformas 

Draft objectives do not provide scope to explore the likelihood of effects which are 
not caused by vulnerability to coastal erosion and flooding. Recommend considering 
additional objective, which seeks to avoid damage to, and, where possible, enhance, 
historic environment assets and their settings.  

Additional objective created to reflect this. 

Data sources should be updated to include Scottish sources of heritage data Report updated to include this source. 
Scottish Environment 
Protection Agency 

Assessment should consider the current condition of inner Solway Estuary and the 
improvements required to ensure that this water body is at good ecological status. 

Ensured that this shared waterbody is assessed in 
WFD assessment and relevant PU proformas 
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Stakeholder Summary of Comments received to date Action 
Review wording of Table 4 (section 3.2.4) to ensure that it does not imply that the 
current status of moderate should be the baseline for assessing impacts. Recommend 
reviewing the wording in Table 6 to avoid confusion. 

Wording amended. 

The groundwater body identified is only on the English side, but is contiguous with 
the Scottish groundwater body; both English and Scottish groundwaters under the 
Solway should be included 

Included the groundwater body of Annan, located 
north of the Scottish border.  

River Sark and Esk are omitted from Table 4 and should be assessed to understand full 
impact of flooding on the Solway. Include River Sark in table in section 4.4.7 11e 7 (3)  

Included these waterbodies.  

Assess potential spread of invasive non-native species (INNS)  No action taken – see previous comment on INNS. 

Recommend specific reference should be made to the Solway Tweed River Basin 
Management Plan.  

Plan considered within the relevant proformas and 
WFD assessment  

Generally content with the information presented in draft ER and Appendix 5  No action needed 

(1) Would be helpful to include a table in the final ER which shows how comments 
made at the scoping stage have been addressed in the assessment and ER. Table 3.6 SEA ER now included. 

(2) Would appreciate clarification on WFD assessment as the strategy proposals in 
table 3.2 suggest that (except for Rockcliffe) the inner Solway sites have been 
screened out because they have been put forward for managed realignment (p25).  
But table 3.3 suggests that the whole of the Solway WFD water body is screened in 
(p28) for WFD assessment. 

Table 3.2 screens in or out the strategy proposals 
per policy unit, whilst table 3.3 screens in or out 
water bodies based on the strategy proposals. As 
at Rockcliffe the strategy proposals could have a 
potential to impact the Solway Transitional Water 
Body, this must be screened in the Table 3.3. 

(3) We would welcome inclusion of a review of the changes that the proposed 
management will have on the next part of the Scottish coast. This could be included in 
Appendix 5 and / or as a discussion in the main body of the ER. 

Amended references to estuary wide study to 
include impacts on Scottish coast in Proforma 
11e8, action plan, engagement summary and 
options report. 

Scottish Natural Heritage Solway Firth pSPA has been omitted. Included in the environmental baseline  

Consultation with key stakeholders should consider Dumfries and Galloway Council. Dumfries and Galloway Council included as a 
stakeholder.  

SEA Objective to manage land uses along the coastline does not accurately reflect the 
Strategy's purpose. Should perhaps refer to maintaining diversity of land uses.  

Objective reworded to better reflect comments. 

https://www.sepa.org.uk/environment/water/river-basin-management-planning/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/environment/water/river-basin-management-planning/
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Stakeholder Summary of Comments received to date Action 
Reference made to the potential impacts of INNS on the Cumbrian Coast and wider 
Solway Firth 

No action taken - without individual habitat 
surveys on the priority areas, it is not possible to 
determine the presence/absence of INNS and 
therefore scoped out of the SEA. 

Managed realignment may benefit qualifying interests of the Upper Solway European 
sites and help address issues of predicted sea-level rise.  Together with the 
acknowledged potential for Managed Realignment to enhance and create coastal 
habitat, there is potential for Minor Benefit.  Recognising such benefit could help 
ensure the important opportunities are realised. 

Words added to assessment table to highlight 
opportunities. 

Ample potential within Strategy for Managed Realignment to mitigate impacts of 
other policies.  Nevertheless, we are keen to promote and contribute to an integrated 
approach to the coastal and nearshore ecosystem of the Firth, which could in future 
include cross-border assessment both of potential impacts and of mitigation.   

Words added to mitigation/monitoring column of 
assessment table to promote collaborative 
approach. 
Estuary wide study action in Action plan and 
proformas amended to include both English and 
Scottish coasts. 

Brief comments provided on the draft HRA on 3 July.  Need to ensure changes are 
made to the HRA. 

HRA screening updated and  Appropriate 
Assessment currently being finalised following 
consultation.  
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4 Environmental Baseline  
Table 4.1 summarises the relevant environmental features of the PUs within the Strategy area.  The 
full description of the baseline can be found in the SEA Scoping Report (Appendix 1) that supports the 
SEA.   

This baseline identifies the key SEA receptors present within each of the Sub-Cells included in the 
Strategy area, describing the natural features, community and material assets, and linking these to 
their importance within the context of the sub-cell. The baseline identifies those features that could 
be significantly affected by the Strategy or affect Strategy implementation.  

Due to the environmental diversity and extensive geography of the Strategy area, the collation of 
baseline environment data was divided into the sub-cells to make the process more manageable.  A 
number of desk-based sources were utilised to compile a summary of the environmental character of 
the coastline, including (but not limited to) Defra’s MAGIC map database, Natural England and Scottish 
Natural Heritage Designation information, the Environment Agency’s flood risk for planning mapping, 
Google Maps, Cumbria Historic Environment Record, National Character Areas, District Council Local 
Plans and Management plans for areas such as World Heritage Sites, National Parks, and Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty.  

Table 4.1 also describes the environmental baseline that would evolve over time in the absence of 
implementing the draft Strategy i.e. a ‘business as usual’ scenario whereby there would be a 
continuation of existing management practices by individual coastal managers but no new holistic 
strategy to manage flood and coastal risk into the future. 

Table 4.1 Environmental baseline and its evolution without the implementation of the Strategy 

Sub-Cell Baseline 
Evolution of baseline under a ‘business as usual’ 
scenario and without implementation of the draft 
Strategy 

Population and Human Health  

11c (Part) 

Predominantly rural coastline with a handful of settlements, including small 
villages, market towns, and tourist resort towns (dating from Victorian 
times). 

Barrow-in-Furness represents the main industrial town within the Sub-Cell, 
with a history linked to the ship building industry, with industry now focused 
on submarine building. 

Ulverston is a market town that includes an industrial area focusing on 
pharmaceuticals and offshore technology.  

A number of villages lie close to the coastline and have properties at risk 
from coastal flooding and/or erosion (e.g. Silverdale, Rampside). 

Tourism is an important component of the local economy within this area, 
with many of the seaside towns and villages hosting tourists seeking rural 
settings and solitude. The proximity to the Lake District National Park and 
World Heritage Sites and the Arnside and Silverdale AONB attracts hikers 
and ramblers to the area. 

Agriculture is an important element of the economy, with grazing pastures 
right up to the high water mark, including several areas of grazing saltmarsh. 

Morecambe Bay is well known for shellfish with several licensed cockle and 
mussel fisheries. 

There would be no strategic management of the 
increasing flood risk to over 4,200 residential and 
non-residential properties currently at risk from a 1 
in 200 chance of flooding in any given year.  There 
would also be no strategic approach to managing 
the increasing risk of erosion to approximately 230 
properties currently exposed to erosion under a NAI 
policy.  These changes will have physical and 
psychological impacts on human health. 

Continued and increasing flood and erosion risks to 
the 8 caravan parks currently at risk. 

Without the Strategy there would be little or no 
collaborative planning between the partner 
organisations and no strategic approach to the 
management of coastal flood and erosion risks to 
human assets. This would likely result in a reactive 
and uncoordinated approach to responding to 
flooding and erosion. 

There would be minimal continued holistic 
management of the coastline and potential 
development in inappropriate coastal locations.  

Due to climatic factors, flooding would likely 
become more regular and result in flood events of 
greater intensity, and some parts of the Strategy 
area are likely to become unsustainable to defend 
with associated impacts on industrial, commercial, 

11d 

Predominantly rural coastline with a handful of settlements, made up mostly 
of villages and small towns including St Bees, Ravenglass, and Millom. 

All of the villages close to the coastline have properties which are threatened 
by coastal erosion and/or coastal flooding 
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Sub-Cell Baseline 
Evolution of baseline under a ‘business as usual’ 
scenario and without implementation of the draft 
Strategy 

There are a number of residential properties located directly on the beach at 
Braystones, Nethertown and Coulderton. 

Tourism is an important component of the local economy within this area, 
with many of the seaside towns and villages hosting tourists seeking rural 
settings and solitude. The proximity to the Lake District and popular 
destinations such as Scafell Pike attracts hikers and ramblers to the area. 

Agriculture is an important part of the economy, with grazing pastures right 
up to the high-water mark, including several areas of grazed saltmarsh. 

Haverigg Prison is located close to the village of Haverigg and protected by 
natural dunes.  

Silecroft Caravan Park is located within this sub-cell on the coastline. 

The Sellafield nuclear site is a significant employment site within the overall 
Strategy area.  

and residential properties and infrastructure. Two 
significant areas of further development in the 
Sellafield Nuclear Site and the GSK Factory site 
could become unviable as future opportunities for 
investment in the area, limiting these areas’ 
economic growth. 

As many of the settlements present along the 
coastline are rural and isolated, the loss of or 
interruption to infrastructure or reduced 
supply/frequency of services may increase their 
social deprivation and impact on the health and 
wellbeing of these communities. Increasingly 
limited connectivity of these settlements would 
limit the accessibility of these areas to emergency 
services. Increased flooding and risk of damage of 
coastal erosion to the land around the Sellafield 
Nuclear Site and the associated Drigg Low Level 
Waste Repository may have direct and significant 
impacts to health related to historic radioactive 
material related the nuclear power station. 

Increasing flood and erosion risk to agricultural land 
would likely reduce the viability of land for livestock 
grazing.  

Tourism and recreation may be affected along the 
coastline by an increasing flood and erosion risk 
with potential damage to tourist facilities and 
commercial properties.   

Improvements to public access including the 
construction of new stretches of England Coast Path 
will continue along the coast.  However, coastal 
defence would not be managed in a strategic way. 
Some existing Public Rights of Way will be 
increasingly disrupted by flooding and may be 
damaged or lost to coastal erosion. Important 
connective routes such as National Trails and the 
Cumbria Coastal Path may be severed, and/or need 
to be relocated landward. Access to the coastline 
for recreation may be limited where existing 
defences have failed, and debris remains on the 
frontage.   

11e 

This is a rural stretch of coastline with a number of post-industrial towns 
gathered towards the southern end of the sub-cell. 

The major settlements are Whitehaven, Workington and Maryport, whilst 
smaller settlements are distributed through the northern part of the Sub-
Cell. 

Tourism is an important component of the local economy within this area, 
with many of the seaside towns and villages supporting tourists seeking rural 
settings and solitude. The proximity to the Lake District and Hadrian’s Wall 
World Heritage Sites as well as the Solway Firth AONB attracts hikers and 
ramblers to the area. 

Agriculture is an important part of the economy, with grazing pastures right 
up to the high-water mark, including several areas of grazed saltmarsh. 

Material Assets 

11c 

The Furness Railway Line runs through Arnside, crossing Morecambe Bay 
along the Kent Viaduct, and runs adjacent to the coast through Grange-over-
Sands to Kents Bank and the Capeshead Embankment and crosses the Leven 
Estuary via the Leven Viaduct.  The Cumbrian coast railway line is located 
within the tidal floodplain around most of the Duddon Estuary, crossing the 
estuary at Foxfield.  Several railway stations are located in the tidal 
floodplain. 

The A590 between the M6 and Barrow-in-Furness is located in the floodplain 
of the inner Kent and Leven Estuaries. The A595 is located on the tidal 
floodplain of the Duddon.  The A5087 runs parallel to the coast from Bardsea 
to Rampside. The B5277 and B5282 runs close to the coast, and in both cases 
are one of the main roads through villages (Grange-over-Sands and Arnside 
respectively). 

Roa Island Road connects Roa Island to Rampside through the Walney Flats.  

A number of gas pipelines come ashore into Barrow-in-Furness. 

Lakeland Leisure Park is located immediately adjacent to the coastline. 

Major dry dock and associated buildings are located within Barrow-in-
Furness, opening out into the Walney Channel. The port is also an important 
support centre for the offshore wind farms and for its connection to the 
railway for transportation of goods to Sellafield. 

The heavy reliance on the road and railway network 
will continue and there will be an increasing tidal 
flooding and erosion risk to these assets. Increasing 
disruption to road and rail services would 
significantly affect the area with loss of 
employment, reduced opportunity for future 
economic growth and increased isolation of the 
settlements along the coastline. For example, loss 
of the Roa Island road would completely disconnect 
Roa Island from road access. This would require the 
managing authorities to consider relocation of these 
assets to avoid impacts of unplanned failure of 
these assets. In many cases relocation would not be 
feasible and so the asset would likely require 
closure and decommissioning.  

There are assets along some transport routes that 
would continue to be repaired and maintained, 
such as railway and highway infrastructure but 
there would be no strategic co-ordination between 
the responsible bodies.  

In the absence of a strategic approach to managed 
realignment in the estuaries there would be 
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Sub-Cell Baseline 
Evolution of baseline under a ‘business as usual’ 
scenario and without implementation of the draft 
Strategy 

There are several industrial estates in close proximity to the coast, e.g. South 
Ulverston, Millom, Barrow-in-Furness. 

 

increased risk to infrastructure such as the railway 
viaducts across the Kent, Leven, Duddon and 
Ravenglass estuaries as well as risks to water supply 
infrastructure crossing the estuaries. 

Continued flood and erosion risk to major industrial 
and commercial sites, water treatment works and 
energy infrastructure. It is anticipated that 
developers/ managers would continue to provide 
individual resilience to these assets or consider 
relocation or decommissioning as appropriate but 
with no or limited opportunities for working 
together to manage risks jointly with partner 
organisations. 

11d 

MoD Eskmeals QinetiQ site is at risk of erosion.  

Eskmeals Railway Viaduct crosses the River Esk northwest of Newbiggin, 
passes through Ravenglass and crosses the estuary to Saltcoats over another 
viaduct. 

The Cumbrian Coast railway line runs parallel to the coast from Seascale to 
St Bees through multiple stations, including the station dedicated to the 
Sellafield site. Several railway stations are located on the seafront: 
Ravenglass; Seascale; Sellafield; Braystones; Nethertown. 

The A595 is in a tidal flood risk zone where it crosses the Esk near 
Muncaster. 

National Cycleway Network (NCN) 72 runs adjacent to the coastline north of 
Seascale. 

11e 

Whitehaven and Maryport harbours and Workington and Silloth Ports are 
located within this sub-cell. 

There are a number of railway stations located close to the coastline: 
Whitehaven; Parton; Harrington; Workington; Flimby. These are connected 
by a single railway track which often borders the high waterline. 

The A596 runs parallel to this railway on the landward side from Flimby to 
Maryport. The B5302 runs from Silloth to Skinburness. The B5300 runs along 
the coastline from Maryport golf course to Bitterlees. An unclassified road 
runs adjacent to the upper marshland of Solway Firth  

Workington Waste Water treatment works is located just north of Siddick. A 
wind farm consisting of nine wind turbines surrounds this treatment works 
and another wind farm consisting of six turbines is located north of Lowca. 

NCN 72 runs adjacent to the coastline at various points from Whitehaven to 
Silloth and runs through the Solway Coast AONB, running eastward to 
Carlisle.  

Biodiversity, Flora and Fauna 

11c 

There are several internationally important sites within the Strategy area: 
Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA, Morecambe Bay (SAC and 
Ramsar); Duddon Estuary (Ramsar and SAC). 

Multiple SSSIs within the study area: Humphrey Head (biological and 
geological); Arnside Knott (biological); Morecambe Bay (biological); South 
Walney and Piel Channel Flats (biological); Duddon Estuary (biological); 
designated for nationally important plant communities, wintering and 
breeding birds and priority habitat assemblages. Sea Wood SSSI is also a 
designated Woodland Trust site 

The coastline is made up of a mosaic of priority habitat including mudflats 
and sandflats; saltmarsh; reedbeds; sand dunes; grazing marsh; saline 
lagoons; vegetated shingle; maritime cliff and slope. 

An area of sea to the west of Roa Island has the only example of sea grass in 
the North West. 

There are large sections of undeveloped coastline within the study area 
characterised by cliffs, saltmarshes, sand dunes, mudflats, sandflats, forests 
and agricultural land. 

There are two National Nature Reserves (North Walney and Sandscale 
Haws).  

Climate change and associated sea level rise poses 
continuing and new challenges to the management 
of designated sites, habitats and species.  There 
may be changes to nature conservation legislation 
in the future brought about through changes in 
Britain’s departure from the European Union. 

Changes to marine, coastal and estuarine habitats 
will continue in response to changes in 
sedimentation patterns, development and sea level 
rise.  As sea levels rise, there may be a gradual 
narrowing of intertidal habitat in the long term due 
to coastal squeeze should changes in ongoing 
accretion take place. 

In some areas, the coastline may develop under 
more natural coastal processes as funding along 
individual frontages is limited. This may benefit 
intertidal habitats and their supporting species as 
they develop and shift dynamically with changing 
sea levels. This is particularly prominent within the 
estuaries along the coastline and the extensive 
saltmarshes and mudflats present that move with 
estuarine channel movements, and sand dune 
habitats that would otherwise be limited in their 
landward migration as sea levels rise in the future. 
However, this would be very uncertain in the 

11d 
There are several internationally important sites within the study area: 
Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA; Morecambe Bay SAC; Drigg Coast 
SAC; Duddon Estuary (Ramsar and SAC). 
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Sub-Cell Baseline 
Evolution of baseline under a ‘business as usual’ 
scenario and without implementation of the draft 
Strategy 

Multiple SSSIs within the study area: Duddon Estuary (biological); Shaw 
Meadow and Sea Pasture (biological); Annaside and Gutterby Banks 
(biological); Annaside (biological); Silver Tarn, Hollas and Harnsey Mosses 
(biological); St Bees Head (biological and geological).  

There is a marine conservation zone: Cumbria Coast, which supports 
intertidal Sabellaria alveolata biogenic reefs. 

The coastline comprises a mosaic of priority habitat including mudflats and 
sandflats; saltmarsh; reedbeds; sand dunes; grazing marsh; saline lagoons; 
vegetated shingle; maritime cliff and slope.  There are large sections of 
undeveloped coastline within the study area characterised by cliffs, 
saltmarshes, sand dunes, mudflats, sandflats, forests, and agricultural land 

There is an RSPB reserve at Hodbarrow. 

absence of a strategic approach to managed 
realignment in the estuaries. 

Potential for increasing risk of flooding and change 
to terrestrial/freshwater habitats including Silloth 
Dunes and Mawbray Banks SSSI, which supports 
Natterjack Toad breeding ponds.  

 

11e 

There are several internationally important sites within and adjacent to the 
Strategy area: Upper Solway Flats & Marshes (Ramsar, SPA); Solway Firth 
(SAC); River Eden (SAC), and the Solway Firth possible SPA.  

Multiple SSSIs within the study area: St Bees Head (biological and geological); 
Maryport Harbour (biological); Upper Solway Flats & Marshes (biological); 
Silloth Dunes and Mawbray Banks (biological); River Eden and Tributaries 
(biological).  There is 1 marine conservation zone and 1 recommended 
marine conservation zone. 

The coastline is made up of a mosaic of priority habitat including mudflats 
and sandflats; saltmarsh; reedbeds; sand dunes; grazing marsh; saline 
lagoons; vegetated shingle; maritime cliff and slope.  There are large sections 
of undeveloped coastline within the study area characterised by cliffs, 
saltmarshes, sand dunes, mudflats, sandflats, forests, and agricultural land 

There is an RSPB reserve at St Bees Head. 

Soil, Geology, and Geomorphology 

11c 

There are a number of historic landfills throughout the area, many within 
200m of the coastline. 

Humphrey Head SSSI is located within the study area, designated for its 
limestone formed at the end of the Lower Carboniferous Period and its 
unusually rich abundance of fossilised marine organisms  

Morecambe Bay mudflats and sandflats are very mobile, channel networks 
within the bay change frequently. 

Increasing wave energy and coastal surges are likely 
to exacerbate the erosion of the coastal cliffs and 
geological exposures of the SSSIs within the 
Strategy area. 

Continued and increasing erosion and flood risk to 
landfills and areas of potentially contaminated land. 

No strategic management of these risks or 
opportunities for partner organisations to work 
together in their coastal management functions. 

11d 

At Sellafield there is an active, authorised landfill present, immediately 
behind the railway on the landward side. 

St Bees Head geological SSSI is located within this sub-cell, designated for 
multiple features of geological interest, including good demonstration of 
fluvial environments in rocks and Triassic age and its considerable 
importance for interpreting Late-Devensian glacial events and Late-glacial 
environmental conditions in north west England. 

11e 

Solway Firth and Moricambe Bay mudflats and sandflats are very mobile, 
channel networks within the estuary change frequently  

There is a historical landfill to the south of Workington that is currently 
eroding. 

Land Use 

11c 

Extensive areas of agricultural land interspersed with urban and industrial 
land.  

There are two golf courses within the vicinity of the coastline (Furness and 
Grange-over-Sands). 

There are areas of Entry Level Stewardship, High Level Stewardship, and 
Entry Level plus Higher Level Stewardship agreements within the sub-cell. 

There is a very large area of agricultural land 
currently at risk from coastal flooding in the 
Strategy area. This land will be at increasing future 
risk due to sea level rise and deteriorating defences.  
Agricultural practices employed currently along the 
coast may change to adapt to an increased 
frequency of flooding. 
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Sub-Cell Baseline 
Evolution of baseline under a ‘business as usual’ 
scenario and without implementation of the draft 
Strategy 

Areas of Morecambe Bay are privately owned down to the low water mark 

There are four areas classified under Shellfish Waters (2014): Morecambe 
Bay East_E; Morecambe Bay (Leven); Roosebeck_E; Walney_E as well as five 
Classified Bivalve Harvesting areas. 

The proposed Moorside new nuclear power site, 
adjacent to Sellafield, which is currently on hold 
may be constructed, but there would be limited 
opportunity for joint and strategic working. 

Non-strategic management of increasing risk of 
flooding and unmanaged coastal erosion would 
likely lead to significantly reduced viability of the 
land along the coast for any built use, and reduced 
opportunities for future investment.  

Coastal recreational sites such as golf courses and 
caravan parks would not benefits from strategic 
approaches and this may require alteration to their 
commercial practices in order to continue 
operation. In extreme cases this may require 
relocation.  

The land use Stewardship Schemes present along 
the coastline may be less viable due to the changing 
conditions if the coastal defences are not managed 
strategically.  

 

11d 

Land use in the Strategy area comprises mostly agricultural land, 
interspersed with villages and towns. 

Sellafield nuclear complex is present in this sub-cell but is in the process of 
being decommissioned. 

There are areas of Entry Level Stewardship, High Level Stewardship, and 
Entry Level plus Higher Level Stewardship agreements within this sub-cell. 

Ravenglass Estuary Complex is designated under Shellfish Waters (2014). 

Various golf courses are present in this sub-cell including Silecroft Golf 
Course and Caravan Park, Seascale Golf Course and St Bees golf course. 

There is an established wind farm site located close to Haverigg Prison. 

11e 

Land use in the Strategy area comprises mostly agricultural land, 
interspersed with villages and towns. 

This sub-cell includes a harbour at Whitehaven and ports at Workington and 
Silloth, which are used for industrial and recreational purposes. 

There are areas of Entry Level Stewardship, High Level Stewardship, and 
Entry Level plus Higher Level Stewardship agreements within this sub-cell. 

There are two offshore areas of Shellfish designated waters off the coast 
between Allonby and Silloth.  

Maryport Golf Course and Blitterlees Bank Golf Course are located 
immediately adjacent to the coastline. 

There is a wind farm located to the north of Lowca. 

Water and Hydromorphology 

11c 

The key waterbodies which make up this sub-cell are: Kent (transitional); 
Leven (transitional); Duddon (transitional); Duddon Sands (coastal); 
Morecambe Bay (coastal); Cumbria (coastal). 

Most of this sub-cell falls into the South Cumbria Lower Palaeozoic and 
Carboniferous Aquifers drinking water protected zone. 

Walney Island and Barrow-in-Furness fall into Furness Permo-Triassic 
Sandstone Aquifers drinking water protected zones. 

There are six designated Bathing Waters: Bardsea; Aldingham; Newbiggin; 
Walney Biggar Bank; Walney Sandy Gap; Walney West Shore. Bardsea, 
Aldingham, and Newbiggin have been de-designated, however Walney 
Sandy Gap, Walney West Shore, and Walney Biggar Bank are all ranked as 
sufficient. 

There are four areas classified under Shellfish Waters (2014): Morecambe 
Bay East_E; Morecambe Bay (Leven); Roosebeck_E; Walney_E as well as five 
Classified Bivalve Harvesting areas. 

There would be no strategic approach to 
management of coastal defences, which may be 
detrimental to the hydromorphological and 
biological status of the coastal and transitional 
water bodies. 

There would be no co-ordinated approach to 
mitigation of impacts from schemes. 

The programme of measures required to achieve 
GES or GEP (which also requires good chemical 
status) would not benefit from strategic 
opportunities for the strategy partners to work 
together and drive improvements in the water 
environment in the short-term and provide for the 
maintenance of this status into future years. 11d 

The key waterbodies which make up this sub-cell are: Haverigg Pool (river); 
Annas (river); Mite (river); Newmill Beck (river); Ehen Lower (river); Pow 
Beck (river); Cumbria (coastal); ESK (W) (transitional); Duddon Sands 
(transitional). 

The sub-cell falls into the West Cumbria Permo-Triassic sandstone Aquifers 
which is a drinking water protected area. 

11e 
The key waterbodies which make up this sub-cell are: Solway; 
Causewayhead (Wath) Beck; Solway Outer South; Black Dub; Crookhurst 
Beck; Ellen Lower; Lowca Beck   
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Sub-Cell Baseline 
Evolution of baseline under a ‘business as usual’ 
scenario and without implementation of the draft 
Strategy 

The sub-cell falls into the West Cumbria Permo-Triassic sandstone Aquifers 
which is a drinking water protected area. 

Historic Environment 

11c 

This sub-cell comprises approximately 100 Listed Buildings and 6 Scheduled 
Monuments immediately adjacent to the coastline.  

The Lake District World Heritage Site includes an area of coastline within this 
Sub-Cell in the Kent and Leven Estuaries.  

6 Conservation Areas fall partially or wholly within the defined area: Grange-
over-Sands; Barrow Island; South Vickerston; Biggar Village; and Millom  

The historic environment will continue to play an 
important role in the region’s economy, particularly 
in the tourism industry.  

There would be an increasing flood and erosion risk 
to heritage assets, as well as increasing 
development pressures, but no strategic approach 
to managing these risks. Partial loss of assets 
associated with the World Heritage Sites would 
impact on their Outstanding Universal Value and 
would undermine the management objectives of 
these designations. The number of archaeological 
features at risk of damage or loss to coastal erosion 
and increased regularity of flooding would increase 
over time. Without works to record or preserve 
these assets, there would be a significant 
irretrievable loss of heritage value along the 
coastline.  

 

11d 

This sub-cell comprises approximately 40 listed buildings, 8 Scheduled 
Monuments and 1 Registered Park and Garden immediately adjacent to the 
coastline. 

St Bees Head is a designated Heritage Coast. 

Lake District World Heritage Site incorporates the coastal frontage between 
Drigg and Silecroft. 

There are 2 Conservation Areas within the defined area: Ravenglass and St 
Bees. 

The Frontiers of the Roman Empire: Hadrian’s Wall World Heritage Site falls 
partially into this Sub-cell and there are related scheduled monuments close 
to the town of Ravenglass. 

11e 

This sub-cell comprises approximately 60 listed buildings, 46 Scheduled 
Monuments and 1 Registered Park and Garden immediately adjacent to the 
coastline. 

Parts of The Frontiers of the Roman Empire (Hadrian’s Wall) World Heritage 
Site core areas and buffer zone are found within this Sub-Cell. 

There are 12 Conservation Areas that fall partially or wholly within the 
defined area: Whitehaven; St Michael’s; Workington; Portland Square; 
Maryport; Allonby; Mawbray; Silloth; Bowness-on-Solway; Port Carlisle; and 
Burgh-by-Sands. 

Landscape and Visual Amenity 

11c 

A section of the coastline in this Sub-Cell falls into the Arnside and Silverdale 
AONB. 

This Sub-Cell falls into the Morecambe Bay Limestone Pavements and the 
West Cumbria Coastal Plain National Character Areas. Morecambe Bay 
Limestones is characterised by a flat lowland landscape dominated by often 
steep-sided limestone hills in addition to wide expanses of sandflats and 
saltmarshes. West Cumbria Coastal Plain is characterised by a mix of 
intertidal flats, beaches, and coastal defence works, the central section of 
the coastline is dominated by red sandstone cliffs of St Bees Head with 
shingle beaches, intertidal sands and mudflats, salt marsh and sand dunes, 
and south of St Bees the pattern is more complicated, sharing sediments 
with the Morecambe Bay Limestones.  

The Lake District National Park and World Heritage Site includes an area of 
the coastline and part of Morecambe Bay 

The existing landscape, seascape and visual 
resources are expected to change significantly in 
the future due to development including urban 
expansion, housing, tourism, recreation and 
infrastructure/energy provision, and through 
changes in habitat as a result of climate change and 
sea level rise. Without an agreed strategy these 
pressures may result in ad hoc coastal defence 
works that would be detrimental to their values. 

The landscape and seascape of the Strategy area 
would develop largely unmanaged through 
increases in tidal flooding and coastal erosion. 
Debris from failing defences may result in an 
unsightly coastline.  

  
11d 

This section of coastline falls within the Lake District National Park and World 
Heritage Site. 

The National Character Area in this sub-cell is the West Cumbria Coastal 
Plain, which is characterised by a mix of intertidal flats, beaches, and coastal 
defence works, the central section of the coastline is dominated by red 
sandstone cliffs of St Bees Head with shingle beaches, intertidal sands and 
mudflats, salt marsh and sand dunes, and south of St Bees the pattern is 
more complicated, sharing sediments with the Morecambe Bay Limestones. 

St Bees Head is a designated Heritage Coast 
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Sub-Cell Baseline 
Evolution of baseline under a ‘business as usual’ 
scenario and without implementation of the draft 
Strategy 

11e 

Parts of the Sub-Cell are located within the Solway Firth AONB.  

This area is located within the Solway Basin and West Cumbrian Coastal Plain 
National Character Area. West Cumbria Coastal Plain is characterised by a 
mix of intertidal flats, beaches, and coastal defence works, the central 
section of the coastline is dominated by red sandstone cliffs of St Bees Head 
with shingle beaches, intertidal sands and mudflats, salt marsh and sand 
dunes, and south of St Bees the pattern is more complicated, sharing 
sediments with the Morecambe Bay Limestones. The Solway Basin NCA is 
characterised by a coastline of sand and pebble beaches backed by low cliffs 
and sand dunes and extensive areas of coastal salt marsh, with a seaward 
edge characterised by dendritic creeks and low soft river cliffs, and fronted 
by intertidal mudflats.  
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5 Options Appraisal 
5.1 Option identification and development 
5.1.1 Identification of priority and non-priority units 
Priority units have been defined according to the geographic Policy Units established in the SMP and 
represent stretches of frontage where:  

• there are key assets at risk from flooding or coastal erosion  

• the SMP policy has been queried, for example due to a change in risk or new information, or  

• where there may be environmental opportunities, which could bring benefits to an area.  

 
The remaining policy units in the Strategy area have been identified as non-priority units, where the 
Strategy has considered if there is justification for a change in SMP2 policy, and has highlighted any 
activities that may be required along those coastal stretches for further review. 

5.1.2 Strategic long list options 
Based around the priority and non-priority units, an iterative process was used to develop options and 
predict their environmental effects. 

Initially, a long list of technically feasible flood and coastal risk management options for the Strategy 
area were identified using the recommended policies in the SMP2 (see Table 2-2).  Building on the 
SMP2 policies, we considered the following long-list of options that could be applied to all PUs: - 

• Hold the line 

o Maintain: Proactive Maintenance 

o Maintain/Sustain: Reinforce Existing Defences 

o Improve existing defences 

o Improve: Construct New Shore Control Structures 

o Improve: construct new revetments or seawalls 

o Improve: beach recharge 

• Managed realignment:  

o Construct Erosion Slowing Defences 

o Construct Defences Once Set Back/Construct Secondary Embankments 

o Remove existing defences 

• No active intervention 

The full option development process is described within the Options Development Report (Jacobs, 
2018).  

A summary of the appraisal process for the Priority Units is shown in Figure 5-1.   
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Figure 5-1 Appraisal process within the priority units of the Strategy 

For non-priority units, a light-touch approach was applied. This involved: 

• Identifying the existing approach to flood and coastal erosion risk management – considering the 
existing SMP2 policies and assumptions and current defences/management. 

• Identifying key strategy considerations – these include changes to the coast, landscape or 
designations since the SMP2, issues highlighted during consultation and any other relevant 
information. 

• Discussion with key stakeholders – this firstly identifies whether there is justification for a change 
in SMP2 policy. Where appropriate, measures to implement the SMP option discussed.  

• Future actions – this section recommends any activities that may be required, focusing mainly on 
the next 10 or so years. At this point the Strategy is likely to be reviewed again and updated, taking 
account of monitoring information and subsequent developments. 

Stage 1: Identification of 
Priority Units

•Entire Cumbrian Coastline reviewed to determine priority PUs for the strategy as locations:
• Where key assets are at risk over the next century
• Where the SMP Policy has been queried
• Where there may be environmental opportunities which could bring a benefit to an area.

Stage 2: Identification of 
Techinically Feasible 

Long List Options

•A long list of options developed that could be applied in all PUs
•Broadly identify range of options to be looked at for each priority unit to determine which are 

technically feasible within that unit.

Stage 3: Short-List 
Development

•Following identification of technically feasible long list options, these options were assessed at 
policy unit level based on technical suitability, economic viability, and potential social and 
environmental impacts.

Stage 4: Identify a 
Preferred Strategic 

Approach

•Following review of short-listed options, a preferred approach was determined.
•This approach was reviewed and agreed upon with stakeholders and preferred Strategy and 

associated action plan was developed.
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5.2 Environmental Appraisal of Alternative 
Approach/Interventions 

Environmental assessment was undertaken throughout the options development process. For each of 
the priority units, an assessment matrix was used to assess the likely environmental impacts of each 
of the short-listed options and the results of this can be found in Appendix 2.  The short-listed options 
aim to manage flood and coastal risk by either changing the frequency, extent and consequences of 
flooding or by reducing the vulnerability of those receptors exposed to flood hazards. 

The short-listed options that were assessed for each PU are shown in Table 5-1, together with a 
summary of their generic environmental impacts. Area specific environmental assessments were 
undertaken for each of the short-listed options within each PU and are provided in the PU Proformas 
within the Strategy documentation.  

These generic impacts together with specific impacts from the alternative policy options/interventions 
described in the PU Proformas informed the choice of the preferred strategic approach.   
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Table 5.1 Summary of potential generic environmental impacts of the strategic long list of options 

SMP Policy Strategic Long-listed Option  Potentially Significant Positive Impacts Potentially Significant Negative Impacts  

Hold the Line Maintain: Proactive Maintenance 

This option assumes maintenance to 
extend the residual lifespan of existing 
defences. However as there are no capital 
works associated with this option then it is 
not considered a long term option. 

 

• Protection of properties and infrastructure in the short to 
medium term without major capital works. Planned rather than 
reactive maintenance regime would reduce disruption to the 
surrounding area. (Population and Human Health; Material 
Assets) 

• Protects transport links in the hinterland in the short to medium 
term (Material Assets) 

• Protection of designated and non-designated habitats landward 
of the existing defences in the short to medium term with 
minimal construction related impacts as large scale capital works 
are avoided (Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Protection of cultural heritage assets in the hinterland in the 
short to medium term without requirement for major alteration 
of existing defences which would also maintain their current 
setting of the heritage assets (Historic Environment) 

• Protection of recreational and tourist amenities in the hinterland 
in the short to medium term (Population and Human Health) 

• No proposals for major capital works so avoids major alterations 
to the landscape within the short to medium term (Landscape 
and Visual Amenity) 

• Current plans for land uses in the hinterland can be maintained in 
the short to medium term (Land Use) 

• This option does not provide provision for adaptation to flood and coastal 
erosion risk arising from climatic factors into the future (Population and 
Human Health; Material Assets; Land Use) 

• Does not prevent existing defences from failing in the medium to long-term, 
leading to debris impacting on the local environment (Population and Human 
Health; Soils, Geomorphology, Geology; Landscape and Visual Amenity; 
Biodiversity Flora and Fauna)  

• Artificially holding the coastline in position interrupts natural coastal 
geomorphological processes (Soils, Geomorphology, Geomorphology) 

Maintain/Sustain: Reinforce Existing 
Defences 

This option would provide improved 
protection that would maintain the current 
standard taking account of climatic factors. 

• Protection of properties and infrastructure in the hinterland of 
the defences. (Population and Human Health; Material Assets) 

• Protection of the transport links in the hinterland (Material 
Assets) 

• Protection of designated and non-designated habitats landward 
of the existing defences (Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Protection of cultural heritage assets in the hinterland (Historic 
Environment) 

• Artificially holding the coastline in position interrupts natural coastal 
geomorphological processes (Soils, Geomorphology, Geomorphology) 

• Reinforcing existing defences may require extension of the footprint of the 
defences, this may impact on the surrounding habitats and any designations 
they support (Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Reinforcing existing defences may require alternation of their appearance, 
thereby resulting in a change in local landscape character and reduced visual 
amenity and views. Where these defences are in the proximity of heritage 
assets, alterations to the visual amenity of the frontage may impact on the 
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• Protection of recreational and tourist amenities in the hinterland 
(Population and Human Health) 

• Current plans for land uses in the hinterland can be maintained 
(Land Use) 

setting of these assets thereby reducing their value (Landscape and Visual 
Amenity; Historic Environment) 

Improve: Improve Existing Defences 

This option would improve the standard 
that currently exists.  

• Protection of properties and infrastructure in the hinterland of 
the defences. (Population and Human Health; Material Assets) 

• Protection of the transport links in the hinterland (Material 
Assets) 

• Protection of designated and non-designated habitats landward 
of the existing defences (Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Protection of cultural heritage assets in the hinterland (Historic 
Environment) 

• Protection of recreational and tourist amenities in the hinterland 
(Population and Human Health) 

• Current plans for land uses in the hinterland can be maintained 
(Land Use) 

• Artificially holding the coastline in position interrupts natural coastal 
geomorphological processes (Soils, Geomorphology, Geomorphology) 

• Reinforcing or replacing existing defences may require extension of the 
footprint of the defences, this may impact on the surrounding habitats and 
any designations they support (Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Reinforcing or replacing existing defences may require alternation of their 
appearance, thereby resulting in a change in local landscape character and 
reduced visual amenity and views. Where these defences are in the proximity 
of heritage assets, alterations to the visual amenity of the frontage may 
impact on the setting of these assets thereby reducing their value (Landscape 
and Visual Amenity; Historic Environment) 

Improve: Construct New Shore Control 
Structures 

• Promotion of more natural coastal processes and contribution 
towards a more natural management system of the coast Shore 
control structures provide softer coastal defences than hard 
linear defences, reduce foreshore erosion and contribute to 
beach building and support WFD objectives for greener 
infrastructure, (Soils, Geology, and Geomorphology). 

• Protection of properties and infrastructure in the hinterland of 
the defences. (Population and Human Health; Material Assets) 

• Protection of the transport links in the hinterland (Material 
Assets) 

• Protection of designated and non-designated habitats landward 
of the existing defences (Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Protection of cultural heritage assets in the hinterland and in the 
beach area (Historic Environment) 

• Artificially holding the coastline in position interrupts natural coastal 
geomorphological processes (Soils, Geomorphology, Geomorphology) 

• Building any new coastal defence may require construction on previously 
undisturbed habitats and any designations supported by these habitats 
(Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Construction of new defences may result in a change in local landscape 
character and visual amenity. Where these defences are in the proximity of 
heritage assets, alterations to the visual amenity of the frontage may impact 
on the setting of these assets thereby reducing their value (Landscape and 
Visual Amenity; Historic Environment) 
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• Protection of recreational and tourist amenities in the hinterland 
and maintains existing beaches for recreational use (Population 
and Human Health) 

• Current plans for land uses in the hinterland can be maintained 
(Land Use) 

Improve: Construct New Revetments or 
Seawalls 

• Protection of properties and infrastructure in the hinterland of 
the defences. (Population and Human Health; Material Assets) 

• Protection of the transport links in the hinterland (Material 
Assets) 

• Protection of designated and non-designated habitats landward 
of the existing defences (Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Protection of cultural heritage assets in the hinterland (Historic 
Environment) 

• Protection of recreational and tourist amenities in the hinterland 
(Population and Human Health) 

• Current plans for land uses in the hinterland can be maintained 
(Land Use 

• Artificially holding the coastline in position interrupts natural coastal 
geomorphological processes (Soils, Geomorphology, Geomorphology) 

• Building any new coastal defence may require construction on previously 
undisturbed habitats and any designations supported by these habitats 
(Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Construction of new defences may result in a change in local landscape 
character and visual amenity. Where these defences are in the proximity of 
heritage assets, alterations to the visual amenity of the frontage may impact 
on the setting of these assets thereby reducing their value (Landscape and 
Visual Amenity; Historic Environment) 

Improve: Beach recharge • Beach recharge potentially provides softer more natural coastal 
defences than hard linear defences, reducing foreshore erosion 
and contributing to beach building and could support WFD 
objectives for greener infrastructure (Soils, Geology, and 
Geomorphology) 

• Protection of properties and infrastructure in the hinterland of 
the defences. (Population and Human Health; Material Assets) 

• Protection of the transport links in the hinterland (Material 
Assets) 

• Protection of designated and non-designated habitats landward 
of the existing defences (Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Protection of cultural heritage assets in the hinterland (Historic 
Environment) 

• Protection of recreational and tourist amenities in the hinterland 
and maintenance of recreational beaches and would maintain 

• Risk of impacts to geomorphological processes by artificial introduction of 
material to the coastal system (Soils, Geology, and Geomorphology) 

• Risk of material introduced being transported away from the recharge point 
and altering habitat types elsewhere which may impact on the species or 
designations they support (Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Artificially holding the coastline in position interrupts natural coastal 
geomorphological processes (Soils, Geomorphology, Geomorphology) 

• Construction of new defences may result in a change in local landscape 
character and visual amenity. Where these defences are in the proximity of 
heritage assets, alterations to the visual amenity of the frontage may impact 
on the setting of these assets thereby reducing their value (Landscape and 
Visual Amenity; Historic Environment) 
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the current visual amenity provide by the beaches (Population 
and Human Health; Landscape and Visual Amenity) 

• Current plans for land uses in the hinterland can be maintained 
(Land Use) 

Managed 
Realignment 

Construct Erosion Slowing Defences 

This option would provide defences that 
give limited or short term protection and 
do not completely stop erosion 

• Can allow for continued erosion and therefore reduced impacts 
on coastal processes than Hold the Line defences (Soils, Geology, 
and Geomorphology) 

• Protection of properties and infrastructure in the short to 
medium (Population and Human Health; Material Assets) 

• Protection the transport links in the hinterland in the short to 
medium term (Material Assets) 

• Protection of designated and non-designated habitats landward 
of the existing defences in the short to medium term 
(Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Protection of cultural heritage assets in the hinterland in the 
short to medium term (Historic Environment) 

• Protection of recreational and tourist amenities in the hinterland 
in the short to medium term (Population and Human Health) 

• Current plans for land uses in the hinterland can be maintained in 
the short to medium term (Land Use) 

•  

• Building any new coastal defence may require construction on previously 
unbuilt habitats and any designations supported by these habitats 
(Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Construction of new defences may result in a change in local landscape 
character and visual amenity. Where these defences are in the proximity of 
heritage assets, alterations to the visual amenity of the frontage may impact 
on the setting of these assets thereby reducing their value (Landscape and 
Visual Amenity; Historic Environment) 

Construct Defences Once Set 
Back/Construct Secondary Embankments 

• Protection of properties and infrastructure in the hinterland of 
the set back defences (Population and Human Health; Material 
Assets) 

• Protection the transport links in the hinterland of the set back 
defences (Material Assets) 

• Protection of designated and non-designated habitats landward 
of the existing defences in the hinterland of the set back 
defences (Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Protection of cultural heritage assets in the hinterland of the set 
back defences (Historic Environment) 

• Loss of assets in the seaward side of set back defences (Population and 
Human Health; Cultural Heritage; Material Assets) 

• Potential for remobilization of contaminated material in seaward side of set 
back defences (Soils, Geology, and Geomorphology; Population and Human 
Health; Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• Changes to habitats on the seaward side of defences may lose some 
terrestrial/freshwater habitats (Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

•  
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• Protection of recreational and tourist amenities in the hinterland 
of the set back defences (Population and Human Health) 

• Current plans for land uses in the hinterland can be maintained in 
the short to medium term (Land Use) 

• Establishment of more natural migration of intertidal habitats to 
accommodate future sea level rise (Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna; Landscape and Visual Amenity) 

• Establishment of new coastal habitat in the realigned area that 
could offset impacts of direct losses due to improving existing 
defences elsewhere (Soils, Geology, and Geomorphology) 

• Potential discovery of unknown archaeology (Cultural Heritage) 

• Promotion of more natural coastal processes and contribution 
towards a more natural management system of the coast (Soils, 
Geology, and Geomorphology) 

• Remove Existing Defences • Establishment of more natural migration of intertidal habitats 
(Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna; Landscape and Visual Amenity) 

• Potential discovery of unknown archaeology (Cultural Heritage) 

• Promotion of more natural coastal processes and contribution 
towards a more natural management system of the coast (Soils, 
Geology, and Geomorphology) 

 

•  Uncertainty of rate and extent of realignment 

• Potential loss of or increases in coastal risks to assets (Population and Human 
Health; Cultural Heritage; Material Assets) 

• Potential for remobilization of contaminated material (Soils, Geology, and 
Geomorphology; Population and Human Health; Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna) 

• Changes to habitats may lose some terrestrial/freshwater habitats 
(Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 

• NAI • Do Nothing 

• This is a baseline case used as a 
comparator to establish benefits of 
other options 

• Establishment of more natural migration of intertidal 
(Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna; Landscape and Visual Amenity) 

• Potential discovery of unknown archaeology (Cultural Heritage) 

• Promotion of more natural coastal processes and contribution 
towards a more natural management system of the coast (Soils, 
Geology, and Geomorphology) 

• Uncertainty of rate and extent of realignment 

• Potential loss of or increases in coastal risks to assets (Population and Human 
Health; Cultural Heritage; Material Assets) 

• Potential for remobilization of contaminated material (Soils, Geology, and 
Geomorphology; Population and Human Health; Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna) 

• Changes to habitats may lose some terrestrial/freshwater habitats 
(Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna) 
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6 The Environmental Effects of the 
Strategy 

6.1 Environmental Assessment of the Preferred Strategy 
The environmental assessment of the draft Strategy is presented in Table 6-1 of this report together 
with an assessment of likely significance of their implications for different receptors in the short-term 
and medium to long-term.  The assessment describes how the preferred Strategy has or has not 
achieved the SEA objectives, using the assessment criteria identified in the SEA Scoping Report and 
replicated in Table 3.2.  Professional judgement has been used to identify significant impacts (prior to 
mitigation) i.e. those impacts identified as either ‘major benefit’ or ‘major adverse’, as shown Table 
3.2. 

It must be noted that the Strategy forms the second tier of plans for delivery of coastal risk 
management, as identified in Table 2.1. The strategic approaches, interventions and studies proposed 
within the Strategy will be subject to further scheme level assessments and funding availability reviews 
before they go ahead.  

The Cumbrian coastline falls within or adjacent to multiple international conservation sites, and so a 
Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) has been undertaken in accordance with the requirements of 
the EC Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) and European Union Birds Directive (79/409/EEC) and their 
transposed UK legislation under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations under 
Regulation 48(1) (‘Habitats Regulations’). The conclusions of the HRA will be incorporated into this 
report once agreed with Natural England.  

Measures to monitor the environmental effects of the implementation of the Strategy across the 
coastline are provided in Section 7. 
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Table 6.1 Potential environmental impacts and mitigation of the draft Strategy 

SEA Objective Short Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (<10 Years) Medium to Long Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (>10 
years) 

Mitigation/Management 

To manage the risk 
to the health of 
people and 
communities 

The Strategy will help to manage tidal flood and erosion risk to key settlements 
including the towns of Barrow-in-Furness, Millom, Seascale, Whitehaven, 
Workington, and Maryport, and villages including Siddick, Flimby, Risehow, 
Bransty, Parton, Salterbeck, Rockcliffe, Bowness-on-Solway, and Silloth, as well as 
isolated residential properties. This risk, which will be managed by the 
maintenance of existing defences and the construction of new defences where 
necessary will help maintain social well-being for those living in urban areas along 
the coast – major benefit. 

Of the 4529 properties (residential and commercial) currently estimated to be at 
flood and/or erosion risk, flood protection will be maintained to the majority of 
residential properties and potentially improved to approximately 983 properties 
(541 residential and 442 non-residential) in the short-term.  Of the 97 properties 
currently at erosion risk (under 2010 SMP policy), protection will be maintained 
to the majority of properties and improved to approximately 30 properties in the 
short-term.   

The Strategy continues to defend key settlements through HTL options with 
the additional benefit of adapting to future climate change related risk where 
necessary. The preferred option for the urban frontages in this time period 
remains HTL, however there are some frontages where MR or tidal exchange 
will be proposed for habitat creation or improvement, where there would be 
no increase in flood or erosion risk to people and property. These sites will be 
carefully chosen to avoid any adverse impacts to human population and 
health. Overall, there will be continued protection of key urban settlements 
and flood and erosion protection will continue to the majority of the at risk 
properties in the medium to long-term.  This will have significant beneficial 
impacts on population and human health.  This is considered a major benefit. 

Early identification of MR sites will 
help provide the relevant 
authorities the opportunity to 
make informed decisions 
regarding flood and erosion risk 
management in the future. The 
regular review of options 
proposed by the Strategy 
presents an adaptable approach 
to management of the coastline. 

The short-term Strategy will not change the current flood and/or erosion risk 
currently experienced by 8 caravan parks in the Strategy area – neutral impact. 

 

 

The medium to long-term Strategy will not reduce the flood and erosion risk 
to the 8 caravan parks in the Strategy area, which will experience increasing 
flooding and erosion as a result of natural changes over time – neutral impact.  
However, the Strategy provides some opportunity to manage the risks.  Some 
relocation of caravan sites may be needed in the longer term if adaptation 
measures are implemented e.g. at Askam-in-Furness caravan park. 

Where it becomes economically unviable to maintain existing flood or erosion 
defences beyond their short-term lifespan, MR is proposed through the 
implementation of set-back defences or erosion slowing defences. 

To manage the risk 
to isolated and 
socially deprived 
areas within the 
Strategy 

The proposals will not directly improve the viability of local communities.  
However, the assurance of continued management of coastal risks where there 
are key transport routes at risk of damage or disruption as a result of flooding or 
coastal erosion will maintain the existing level of connectivity between 
settlements, minimise the risk of further isolation of settlements while allowing 
opportunities to improve access routes across the region (which may reduce social 
isolation). This will provide significant positive benefits at a regional scale to health 
and well-being amongst more vulnerable members of the communities at risk.  
This is considered a major benefit.   

The Strategy proposes a continuation of managing defences on the current 
alignment for frontages where it remains economically viable to defend 
transport links, thus maintaining connectivity between a large number of 
settlements – major benefit.  

There are some frontages where it becomes economically unviable or may 
not be environmentally acceptable to continue to maintain or improve 
defences into the longer term, due to significant changes in risk, and some 
transport links including the B5300 and a number of minor access roads will 
become increasingly vulnerable without relocation, which would increase 

Where some transport links 
become economically unviable to 
defend in the longer-term due to 
sea level rise, there are actions 
proposed by the Strategy to help 
manage future changes to 
infrastructure links. The actions 
proposed allow relevant 
managing bodies to make 
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SEA Objective Short Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (<10 Years) Medium to Long Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (>10 
years) 

Mitigation/Management 

social isolation, particularly to isolated properties and rural farmsteads. This 
is a minor adverse impact. 
 

informed decisions regarding the 
management strategies of assets 
at risk, thereby allowing them the 
opportunity to maintain or 
improve the connectivity of the 
rural communities within 
Cumbria. 

Ongoing discussions will be 
required with transport providers 
at both the strategic and project 
level regarding flood and erosion 
risks to transport assets, and 
associated maintenance plans. 

Actions to monitor the ongoing 
risk to isolated settlements will be 
required and be used to assess 
the future economic viability of 
flood and erosion risk 
management schemes within 
these areas.  

Adaptation strategies will need to 
be developed to facilitate local 
flood or erosion risk protection or 
resilience works to isolated 
properties in the medium to 
longer-term. 

There are some isolated properties and rural farmsteads along the frontage of 
the Strategy area (such as those located on the beach at Braystones, Nethertown 
& Coulderton) where NAI is the preferred option in the short term.  These 
properties will continue to be at flood and/or erosion risk in the short-term, with 
associated impacts on social vulnerability and deprivation. For this time period, 
the Strategy would have a neutral impact on these areas as there would be no 
direct intervention. 
 
 

An increasing number of isolated properties and rural farmsteads along the 
frontage of the Strategy area (such as those located on the beach at 
Braystones, Nethertown & Coulderton) will be at increasing risk in the 
medium term and may be unsustainable in the long-term, which will have 
associated impacts on social vulnerability/deprivation. However, the Strategy 
itself will have a neutral impact on these areas as there would be no direct 
change from existing policy and no intervention. 

To avoid damage to 
and where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the areas 

The Strategy will HTL at key tourist towns and villages along the coastline such as 
Ravenglass and Grange-over-Sands and proposes interventions to retain the 
amenity value of the recreational beaches and existing promenade at St Bees, and 
the marinas/harbours and/or ports of Maryport, Workington, Harrington, Silloth 
and Whitehaven. This will help to maintain the recreational value of these areas 
and minimise any risk to the tourism industry that would result from flooding and 
coastal erosion, in the absence of the Strategy. This is a major benefit.  

Where the Strategy proposes to continue HTL, this will help to maintain the 
tourist value of these frontages in the longer term. This is a major benefit.    

 
 

Consultation with Natural 
England, Cumbria County Council 
and landscape/recreation 
management bodies regarding 
likely impacts on (and the safe 
siting of) the National Trails, 
England Coast Path, other Public 
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SEA Objective Short Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (<10 Years) Medium to Long Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (>10 
years) 

Mitigation/Management 

Key recreational features such as Bourne Leisure Holiday Park, Port Haverigg 
Holiday Park, will be defended in situ through the maintenance of existing 
defences.  This is a major benefit. However, there may be some landscape change 
and disruption to operation of these assets at project level during construction 
where there is a requirement for new or extended hard defences to maintain 
these assets in situ, which could affect the value of recreational features.  

Significant holiday parks such as Bourne Leisure Park and Port Haverigg will 
be able to continue to manage their defences in the medium to long-term 
allowing their continued use. This is a minor benefit. However, these and 
many other coastal sites will be at increasing risk due to climate change. 

 

Rights of Way and proposed 
extensions to the National 
Cycleway will be required over 
the lifetime of the Strategy and 
where necessary, early 
identification of viable alternative 
inland routes will be undertaken 
at project level.   

The planning and design of future 
schemes for raising or extending 
sea defences need to maintain 
and enhance existing connections 
with roads or footpaths/public 
rights of way to maintain and 
where possible, improve access to 
amenity beaches from inland and 
reduce reliance on access by 
car/parking on coastal frontages. 

Opportunities should be sought to 
incorporate recreational features 
including new or improved access 
into the design of future flood and 
erosion risk management 
schemes arising from the 
Strategy, in a manner that is 
sympathetic to the 
landscape/seascape.  

Wherever possible, the 
construction of future schemes in 
areas of recreation/tourism value 
should be planned and 
constructed outside of the main 
tourist season to minimise 
disturbance to 
recreational/beach users.  

The risks to car parking facilities 
will need to be considered in 
terms of coastal adaptation or the 
need to relocate/implement 

The Strategy may help responsible bodies coordinate their work to manage and 
adapt access for recreation such as the coastal paths (e.g. English Coast Path, 
Cumbrian Coastal Path and Coastal Sustrans National Cycle Routes).  In some 
locations, routes (including proposed extensions to the national cycleway e.g. 
between Seascale and Sellafield) may need to be adapted and altered to 
accommodate flood and erosion risks. This is a minor benefit.  

The coastal paths will continue to be at increasing risk where generally 
maintained in their current location, but some may require local diversion in 
the longer-term where NAI/MR policies are implemented – minor benefit to 
minor adverse, depending on location. 

 

A key recreational feature of the Cumbrian coast is its rural tranquillity and high 
landscape value, as demonstrated by the 2 AONBs (Solway Firth and Arnside and 
Silverdale), National Park (The Lake District), and 2 World Heritage Sites (Frontiers 
of the Roman Empire: Hadrian’s Wall, and The English Lake District) present along 
this coastline. Where it does not lead to increased flood risk to people and 
property, the Strategy proposes NAI or MR, which will avoid impacts of hard 
engineering on the recreational landscape, however this will have minimal impact 
within this epoch and so is considered neutral. 

NAI and MR (including tidal exchange) may begin to alter the existing 
landscape and seascape of the Cumbrian Coast in some locations, with the 
establishment of more natural coastal processes and increasing areas of 
habitat creation/improvement.  These changes provide opportunities for 
increased recreation including eco-tourism. This is a major benefit.  In more 
urban areas where defences are improved or extended in the longer-term, 
there is potential for minor adverse impacts on landscape that may indirectly 
affect recreation, though opportunities also exist to integrate recreational 
features into HTL schemes arising from the Strategy. 

There are a number of unofficial car parking areas and beach access points within 
PUs where NAI and / or MR is proposed. These would not be defended under the 
Strategy and so there is a risk of damage as a result of flood risk or coastal erosion. 
This is considered a minor adverse impact. 

There will be an increasing number of car parking areas and beach access 
points where NAI is proposed, which will experience increasing flood or 
erosion risk and would need to be adapted or relocated. This is considered a 
minor adverse impact. 
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SEA Objective Short Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (<10 Years) Medium to Long Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (>10 
years) 

Mitigation/Management 

resilience measures to manage 
the risk of coastal change. 
 

To minimise flood 
and erosion risk to 
areas of significant 
economic activity 

Where there is significant economic activity (and major employers) i.e. in the key 
towns and cities (including Barrow-in-Furness, Walney Island, Millom, 
Whitehaven, Workington, Maryport) and at existing/future major 
commercial/industrial sites such as Sellafield Nuclear site, Moorside 
development, GSK Factory site, Storth stone quarry, Workington Quarry, and 
Eskmeals Range,  the Strategy proposes HTL by maintaining, sustaining, or 
improving the defences to effectively manage the flood and coastal erosion risk 
to these industrial areas. This is a major benefit. 

The short-term strategic impacts on agriculture are discussed separately under 
‘land use’. 

 
 

The Strategy proposes to continue to allow for management of coastal risks 
to areas of significant economic interest, including frontages where there are 
proposed potential further developments, e.g. Moorside and GSK 
redevelopment. The Strategy is designed to be reviewed and updated at 
regular intervals to take into account the monitoring results of ongoing 
coastal changes. This allows for any major or planned developments to be 
considered when determining future coastal management. This is a major 
benefit. 

The medium to long-term strategic impacts on agriculture are discussed 
separately under ‘land use’. 

 
 

There will be a continuing need to 
review whether any 
developments/infrastructure are 
proposed along the Strategy 
frontages during the planning and 
design of schemes arising from 
the Strategy and ensure that any 
in-combination and cumulative 
impacts are considered during 
future Strategy reviews. 

Though the Strategy does not 
preclude the installation of 
privately funded defences, in the 
long-term subject to appropriate 
consents, discussions with 
landowners and land managers 
will be required as the assessment 
and delivery of coastal adaptation 
schemes are progressed. 

Any schemes arising from the 
Strategy will require assessment 
of impacts on 
fisheries/shellfisheries with 
consideration and adoption of 
appropriate management 
measures during construction (i.e. 
employment of pollution 
prevention practices), and 
opportunities sought to improve 
fish habitat. 

There are important fish and shellfish industries in the Strategy area including 
within Morecambe Bay. In the short-term, the majority of management 
interventions will be undertaken within the footprint of existing defences or 
involve natural coastal adaptation and therefore are unlikely to result in changes 
to estuarine or coastal geomorpmorphology that could result in strategic changes 
to fish/shellfish populations – neutral impact. 

In the medium to long-term, improvements to existing defences and new 
policies for realignment have the potential to affect estuarine and coastal 
geomorphology with potential impacts (both adverse and beneficial) on fish 
and shellfish.  Such changes may include the creation of new nursery areas 
from intertidal habitat creation/improvement (beneficial) and 
disturbance/physical impacts from changes in scouring, sediment dispersion 
and accretion (adverse) – uncertain impact. 
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SEA Objective Short Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (<10 Years) Medium to Long Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (>10 
years) 

Mitigation/Management 

To minimise risk to 
road, rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

The Strategy proposes HTL along frontages where major road connections run 
along the coastline, including the A590, A595, A5087, B5277, B5282, B5302, and 
B5300, and unclassified roads such as Skinburness road, Roa Island Shorelink, and 
Stockbridge Road. This is a major benefit. 
 

The Strategy proposes to continue to defend existing assets (and in some 
areas provide opportunity to improve assets) where this remains 
economically viable, including the A590, A595, A5087, B5277, B5302, Roa 
Island Shorelink, and Skinburness Road.  However, as there are some existing 
defences that will become unviable to defend under the Strategy in the 
medium to longer-term, and adaptation to realign the roads under MR or NAI 
policies will be required in some areas e.g. along the frontages of the B5300 
and Stockbridge road Eskmeals Range access, where the level of risk will 
change. Overall, there will be a minor benefit. 

Further studies will be required in 
the short term to help inform 
transport providers, the Highways 
Authority and Local Authorities as 
to the best course of action 
regarding the management of 
their assets along the coast.  
Actions are proposed by the 
Strategy to undertake 
assessments to consider longer 
term management of the B5300, 
and Stockbridge road access to 
Eskmeals Range. 

Frontages where tidal exchange 
schemes have been identified for 
biodiversity improvement in the 
medium to longer-term should be 
designed and implemented in 
consultation with infrastructure 
managers/transport providers to 
ensure that they are 
implemented in integrated and 
holistic manner. 

As the Cumbrian Coastal Railway 
is the primary coastal defence 
along a significant length of the 
Cumbrian coast, ongoing 
integration with Network Rail and 
its management strategy will be 
required at both the strategic and 
project level and is integral to the 
Strategy’s success.  The Strategy 
presents Network Rail with an 
identified action plan to use as a 
baseline for their own actions and 
management schemes to 
maintain the railway and thus the 
coastal defences. 

The managing bodies of 
Workington wind farm and similar 

The Strategy proposes HTL along frontages where Furness line, the Cumbria Coast 
Railway, and the West Coast mainline are at risk of disruption from flooding and 
coastal erosion. This is a major benefit.  

Risks to the railway line will increase in the medium to long-term but the 
strategy expects that there will be continued investment in coastal defences 
to manage the risk. This is a major benefit. 

Flood and erosion risk to other critical infrastructure including United Utilities 
assets such as wastewater treatment works located in Workington and Canal Foot, 
and a pumping station in Haverigg will be continuing to be managed within this 
epoch through HTL or implementation of erosion slowing defences. This is a major 
benefit of the Strategy 

The Strategy anticipates that onshore wind farms such as that north of 
Workington will continue to be defended if necessary, through the reinforcement 
of existing defences in the short-term. This is a minor benefit.  

The Strategy expects that there will be increasing need for management of 
coastal risks to infrastructure due to impacts of climate change on coastal risk 
in medium to long-term with increase in erosion risk and increasing risk of 
flooding. The responsible bodies are expected to manage the risk by 
adaptation of the infrastructure or improvement of defences. – minor benefit 
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SEA Objective Short Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (<10 Years) Medium to Long Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (>10 
years) 

Mitigation/Management 

sites elsewhere will need to 
create an asset management plan 
to effectively manage the asset in 
the future. 

To minimise risk to 
critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/ 
industrial assets 

The Strategy proposes to continue to HTL along frontages supporting critical 
assets such as Sellafield Nuclear Site, the GSK Factory, the Barrow-in-Furness Dry 
Dock, Silloth Docks, Whitehaven Harbour, Workington Port, Port Haverigg Holiday 
Park, Bourne Leisure Park, and Eskmeals Range. This is a major benefit.  
 

The Strategy options will continue to defend critical infrastructure and 
commercial assets where there is confirmation that these assets will remain 
into this epoch. Any MR and tidal exchange proposed in proximity to assets of 
these kinds will be implemented to avoid impacts on these assets. This is a 
major benefit.  

Some monitoring (as part of the 
ongoing coastal monitoring 
programme) of risks to critical 
infrastructure assets will be 
required to enable action to be 
taken if necessary.  

Other critical infrastructure such as pipelines and cables will be managed in the 
short-term as adaptative coastal approaches are considered and HTL is generally 
carried out within the footprint of existing defences. Neutral impact. 

There will be increasing uncertainty on impacts on some infrastructure assets 
in the medium to longer-term as changes in management policy are identified 
and where HTL may no longer be acceptable on economic, technical or 
environmental grounds. Some monitoring and re-routing or specific 
protection of infrastructure may be required. Uncertain impact. 

To maintain and 
where possible 
enhance existing 
flora fauna 

An HRA has been undertaken to assess the potential effects of the Strategy on 
European sites (including Ramsar sites) in terms of the requirements of The 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (see the HRA in Appendix 
3).    

The HRA has identified that the proposed interventions in the short term have 
potential for indirect effects on 11 European/international sites and their 
underpinning SSSI/NNR designations.  The initial screening assessment 
undertaken as part of the HRA (Appendix 3) concluded that there could be likely 
significant effects on some of the habitats and species of the following sites 
(affected features in brackets) as a result of the Strategy proposals in the short-
term: 

• River Eden SAC (alluvial forests) 
• South Solway Mosses SAC (active and degraded raised bogs) 
• Solway Firth SAC (coastal, estuarine and intertidal habitats) 
• Drigg Coast SAC (coastal, estuarine and intertidal habitats) 
• Duddon Mosses SAC (active and degraded raised bogs) 
• Morecambe Bay SAC (coastal, estuarine and intertidal habitats, and Great 

crested newt) 
• Upper Solway Flats and Marshes SPA/Ramsar (qualifying birds) 
• Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA (qualifying birds) 
• Morecambe Bay Ramsar 
• Duddon Estuary Ramsar 

The screening assessment undertaken as part of the HRA (Appendix 3) 
concluded that there could be likely significant effects on some of the 
habitats and species of the following 13 European sites (affected features in 
brackets) in the medium to long term: 

• River Eden SAC (alluvial forests) 
• South Solway Mosses SAC (active and degraded raised bogs) 
• Solway Firth SAC (coastal, estuarine and intertidal habitats) 
• Drigg Coast SAC (coastal, estuarine and intertidal habitats) 
• Duddon Mosses SAC (active and degraded raised bogs) 
• Roudsea Wood and Mosses SAC (active and degraded raised bogs, and 

dry woodland and scrub) 
• Witherslack Mosses SAC (active and degraded raised bogs) 
• Morecambe Bay SAC (coastal, estuarine and intertidal habitats, and 

Great crested newt) 
• Upper Solway Flats and Marshes SPA/Ramsar (qualifying birds) 
• Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA (qualifying birds) 
• Morecambe Bay Ramsar 
• Duddon Estuary Ramsar 

An Appropriate Assessment has been prepared and is currently being finalised 
following consultation with Natural England and SNH. 

 Managed realignment approaches have the potential to mitigate against the 
predicted impacts on sea level rise on some of these designated sites. For 

Appropriate mitigation, delivery 
of habitat creation and habitat 
improvement schemes, and 
monitoring (together with 
flexibility in the design of future 
medium and long-term schemes) 
will be required to ensure that 
adverse effects on the integrity 
of any European sites are 
avoided. In the medium to long 
term, there is an increasing 
residual uncertainty as to how 
the dynamic coastline and 
marine environment will change 
in response to climate change 
(e.g. sea level rise), which will 
require continued monitoring 
and review. 
 
In preparing for works in the 
medium to long-term, the 
Strategy Action Plan sets out a 
range of future coastal 
monitoring requirements to be 
developed in the short-term, 
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These likely significant effects were then subject to further detailed assessment 
to consider whether they would result in an adverse effect on the integrity of 
these features and sites. The Appropriate Assessment is currently being finalised 
following consultation with Natural England and SNH. 

Under the SEA criteria, these impacts may vary from neutral to major adverse. 

example, the Upper Solway Flats and Marshes is largely dependent on the 
large-scale functioning of the Solway Firth, and so the managed realignment 
proposed in the inner reaches of the Firth would lead to enhancements in the 
qualifying features of the designation. 

Under the SEA criteria, these impacts may vary from minor benefit to major 
adverse. 
 

which includes (but is not 
exclusive to) actions for coastal 
change and coastal/intertidal 
habitat monitoring, modelling of 
coastal processes to understand 
management realignment 
opportunities, the preparation of 
Beach Management Plans, and 
liaison between landowners and 
environmental stakeholders to 
create more wetland areas.  
These requirements are 
additional to the current coastal 
monitoring programme that will 
continue. The findings of the 
ongoing and future monitoring 
regimes will be used to inform 
the development of schemes in 
the medium to long-term. 

Consideration will need to be 
given to developing wider scale 
geomorphological studies looking 
at current and potential future 
gains and losses in marsh and flats 
across estuary systems to provide 
baseline data for scheme level 
Habitat Regulations Assessments. 
This could also help inform the 
requirement for and viability of 
managed realignment sites within 
the Strategy area. 

Of particular importance will be 
monitoring the success of the 
managed realignment habitat 
creation schemes as well as 
habitat improvement schemes 
(e.g. the ‘wetting up’ of coastal 
grazing marsh) delivered as part 
of Strategy implementation to 
ensure no net loss of habitat and 

The HRA (Appendix 3) also identified that the works in the short term would 
have no direct or indirect effects on the following European/international 
designated sites and their underpinning SSSIs and NNRs, given the distance from 
the Strategy area and/or the lack of any potential impact pathways: 

• River Derwent and Bassenthwaite Lake SAC (all features) 
• Morecambe Bay Pavements SAC 
• Shell Flat and Lune Deep SAC 
• Sefton Coast SAC 
• Dee Estuary SAC 
• River Dee and Bala Lake SAC 
• Menai Strait and Conwy Bay SAC 
• Great Ormes Head SAC 
• Leighton Moss SPA/Ramsar 
• Liverpool Bay SPA 
• Ribble and Alt Estuaries SPA/Ramsar 
• Martin Mere SPA/Ramsar 
• Mersey Estuary SPA/Ramsar 
• Mersey narrows and North Wirral Foreshore SPA/Ramsar 
• Dee Estuary SPA/Ramsar 

Overall, potential effects are considered to be neutral. 

As described in the short term, the HRA has identified that the Strategy in the 
medium and/or long term would have no direct or indirect effects on the 
European/international designated sites (named under short-term) and their 
underpinning SSSIs and NNRs, given the distance from the Strategy area 
and/or the lack of a potential direct impact pathway – neutral impact. 

A Marine Conservation Zone Assessment has been carried out as part of the 
Strategy development (see Appendix 4). The conclusion of this assessment was 
that the Strategy may have impacts on the MCZ features of Cumbria Coast MCZ 
and Allonby Bay MCZ, however these could be avoided through appropriate 
scheme design and construction methodologies as most repair works will be 
undertaken within the existing footprint of defences.  Overall, potential effects 
are considered to be neutral.   

Some of the strategic options in some areas are capable of affecting the 
features of the following MCZs and will require further management: -  
• Cumbria Coast MCZ – Potential for impacts on intertidal biogenic reefs, 
honeycomb worm (Sabellaria alveolate) reef and intertidal sand and muddy 
sand habitats through direct loss, due to the improvement of defences in 
the longer term.  

• Allonby Bay MCZ - Potential for impacts on intertidal biogenic reefs, 
intertidal coarse sediment, sand and muddy sand, peat and clay exposures, 
blue mussel (Mytilus edulis) beds and honeycomb worm (Sabellaria 
alveolate) reefs through direct loss and/or changes to sediment regime, due 
to the improvement of defences in the longer term. There is, however, 
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potential for improvements to MCZ qualifying features should managed 
realignment be undertaken in the longer term in the vicinity of Dubmill 
Point.  
Under the SEA criteria, these impacts may vary from neutral to major 
adverse. 

to ensure that the integrity of the 
European sites is maintained 
(and where possible, enhanced). 

Scheme level mitigation must be 
undertaken to minimise impacts 
on the priority habitats/habitats 
of principal importance and their 
supporting species, with 
replacement habitat provided to 
mitigate any losses that cannot be 
avoided.  

Opportunities to enhance 
habitats as part of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy should 
be sought, for example creation 
of artificial rock pools within rock 
revetment or creation of high tide 
roosting areas for sea birds.  

Further mitigation will be 
identified in collaboration and 
ongoing engagement with Natural 
England and Scottish Natural 
Heritage. An integrated, cross-
border approach should be taken 
to further studies of potential 
impacts.  

Where there is no immediate risk to property or infrastructure, the Strategy 
proposes to continue NAI to allow areas to function as naturally as possible; thus, 
maintaining priority coastal habitats including saltmarsh, sand dunes, mudflats, 
sandflats, and maritime cliffs within this epoch. This is a major benefit.  

The construction of new defences may introduce a constraint to the landward 
migration of coastal and marine habitats that would otherwise occur with future 
sea level rise. However, as the Strategy area is anticipated to continue to accrete 
in the short-term, no significant impacts are anticipated - neutral impact.   

The construction of new defences and works to reinforce or improve existing 
defences may impact directly or indirectly on priority habitats of the coastline 
during the construction phase of any scheme arising from the Strategy (e.g. 
footprint losses) or as a result of changes in geomorphological/coastal processes. 
This would be a minor to major adverse impact. 

The construction of new defences and works to reinforce or improve existing 
defences may impact directly or indirectly on priority habitats of the coastline 
during the construction phase of any scheme arising from the Strategy (e.g. 
footprint losses) or as a result of changes in geomorphological/coastal 
processes. This would be a minor to major adverse impact. 

The Strategy proposes actions to undertake studies for implementation of 
regulated tidal exchange at sites around the Kent and Leven Estuaries, and unit 
11c13.2 (Newbiggin to Rampside) and managed realignment in the Solway Firth, 
Moricambe Bay which would provide opportunity for previously managed 
frontages to return to return to a more natural set of coastal processes as the 
Strategy progresses – potential for uncertain to major benefit   

It is anticipated that up to 52km of coastal frontage has the potential to 
deliver habitat creation adjacent to the designated sites as part of the overall 
Strategy, and habitat improvement schemes could be applicable for about 
along 124km of coastal frontage by the long-term.  The Strategy has potential 
to deliver a net gain in habitats of principal importance, but the viability of the 
sites is currently uncertain in the long-term – uncertain to major benefit. 

MR and NAI options implemented in the short-term epoch will begin to have 
noticeable impacts through this epoch as a new coastal system continues to 
establish. This may allow for the creation of new or enhancement of existing 
priority habitat along the coastline. This is considered a major benefit. 
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To protect 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of 
natural geological 
processes 

Where the existing SMP policy is No Active Intervention, in the majority of 
locations the strategic approach is do nothing. Do nothing will allow the natural 
evolution of the area, allow geological processes and therefore, continue to 
protect geological diversity.  A number of geological SSSIs are located along the 
open coast, namely Humphrey Head SSSI, Drigg Coast SSSI and St Bees Head 
SSSI. All three locations lie within areas where the Strategy proposes do nothing, 
thus allowing the continued erosion and exposure of their geological features, 
which is considered a major benefit. 
 
 
 
 

In the longer term, existing defences in many locations will need to be 
upgraded, as the existing defences reach the end of their residual life and 
there is potential for increased flood and erosion risk resulting from climate 
change. Possible options include new sea wall and sheet pile toe, full height 
rock revetment or modification to existing structures: options will need to 
be reappraised at scheme stage, including full impact assessments. Where 
possible these new defences should be built within the footprint of existing 
defences, or setback, but in some locations, this is unlikely to be possible, for 
example where defences abut a shoreline asset such as the railway, 
properties, services or highway.  
 
In some locations, such as along the Seascale to St Bees frontage and 
between Whitehaven and Maryport, existing defences may also need to be 
extended or new defences built where there are currently no defences. It is 
anticipated that in most locations these would be in the form of linear 
defences and therefore unlikely to directly affect longshore connectivity, at 
least initially - neutral. The main exception is between Silloth and 
Skinburness, where the long-term preferred option is to construct 
replacement groynes. Sediment connectivity would be potentially affected 
depending on how far offshore the groynes will extend. In the long term, 
with sea level rise, defences will result in intertidal narrowing and defended 
stretches could increasingly become promontories, where either side there 
is a policy of no active intervention. Future schemes will therefore need to 
consider geomorphological impacts at the time of proposed construction. In 
some locations, the strategy recommends construction of defences to 
address potential contamination risk, but here studies in the short term are 
recommended in order to confirm the long-term approach and may 
conclude that new defences are not required – uncertain but potential for 
major adverse impacts. 
 
There are several locations within the estuary areas where improvements 
to, or replacement of existing defences, are proposed by the Strategy, 
including within Morecambe Bay, Kent Estuary, Leven Estuary (inner and 
outer), Duddon Estuary and Ravenglass Estuary. These works will constrain 
the natural functioning of the estuary by fixing the shoreline position – 
potentially major adverse. 

Changes in geomorphology will 
need to be closely monitored to 
improve our understanding of 
the implications of change on the 
environment and people. 
 
Any future schemes, both to 
implement hold the line and 
managed realignment within the 
estuaries will be subject to 
additional monitoring, as 
patterns of erosion and accretion 
within the estuaries are related 
to movement of low water 
channels. They will also require 
further study to consider 
potential impacts on the wider 
estuary system, including water 
levels, tidal flows and sediment 
regime, which would then feed 
into future environmental 
appraisals.  
 

Further modelling of the 
implementation of any HTL or MR 
option should be undertaken 
during the design phase of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy.  

 

 

 

Where the Strategy recommends realignment of defences, removal of defences 
or habitat improvement schemes, the overall intent is to improve the natural 
functioning of the open coast or estuary environment, therefore helping to 
protect natural geological processes – major benefit.  

Where Managed Realignment sites have been created in the short-term, 
these would be likely to reach equilibrium in the medium to long term and 
natural processes would be restored. 
 
In the medium to longer-term, the Strategy identifies an increasing number 
of frontages for potential realignment of defences, removal of defences or 
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habitat improvement schemes in the long term within Morecambe Bay, Kent 
Estuary, Leven Estuary (inner and outer), Duddon Estuary and Ravenglass 
Estuaries.  As part of these works, in a number of locations the Strategy 
recommends that opportunities for regulated tidal exchange could be 
considered, which would improve the natural functioning of the estuary 
processes – major benefit.  
 

Where the Strategy proposes works to repair and maintain existing defences in 
the short term, these works will generally fall within the current defence 
footprint and therefore no changes in coastal processes, geological processes or 
geomorphology, from the current situation, are anticipated – neutral impact.  
 
However, there is a limited number of locations where, due to the existing 
defence condition or where erosion and/or flood risk are likely to increase, 
improvements to existing defences or construction of new defences have been 
proposed, including addition of rock toe to reinforce existing defences, new sea 
walls and new rock revetments. Impacts due to the new defences will depend 
upon their location, i.e. whether the frontage is located along the open coast or 
within an estuary area. 
 
Along the open coast, the Strategy proposes that new replacement defences 
may be required in the short term along stretches of coast at Whitehaven, 
Parton, Bransty, between Harrington and Workington and between Workington 
Port and Siddick. Along these stretches, the proposed new defences in the short-
term may encroach on the upper beach and the intention would be to reduce 
backshore erosion, which in turn could potentially affect local sediment supply 
(due to erosion). It should be noted, however, that the cliffs along these 
stretches of coastline are commonly cut into slag waste, which is unlikely to 
provide a significant source of beach material, and also represents a potential 
contamination risk (see below). As linear defences, it is not anticipated that 
these new defences would significantly impact on longshore sediment transport 
in the short term but is considered a minor negative impact. It should also be 
noted that between Stubb Place and Eskmeals Dunes, and Seacroft Farm to 
Silloth, the intention is that the new defences would allow time for consideration 
of longer term realignment options along these frontages, therefore impacts are 
anticipated to be time-limited.  
 
In estuarine areas, works to improve or construct new defences are proposed 
within the Outer Leven Estuary and the Duddon Estuary, associated with 
protection of properties, highway and railway assets. Whilst these defences will 
locally constrain any further landward movement of low water channels, they 
are unlikely to have a significant impact on the wider estuary functioning in the 

At this time, long term impacts are uncertain, as they will depend upon 
future scheme design. 
 



CUMBRIA COASTAL STRATEGY – STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 
 

71 

SEA Objective Short Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (<10 Years) Medium to Long Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (>10 
years) 

Mitigation/Management 

short term. For the purposes of this assessment, this impact is considered 
neutral. 

To minimise the risk 
of contamination 
arising from sites 
with pollution 
potential 

Within the Strategy frontage there are potential contamination risks from both 
landfill sites (both historic and authorised) and from historical industrial areas. 
The impacts on other industrial facilities including Sellafield nuclear site and 
sewage works are covered under other receptors and are not repeated here.  
 
There are four locations where authorised sites could be at risk from erosion and 
flooding in the short-term: The Howe at Workington, Walney Island, Sellafield 
and south of the Leven Viaduct. With the exception of Sellafield, where the 
Strategy proposes measures to continue to hold the line, the Strategy 
recommends that the approach will depend upon the outcome of an 
investigation into contamination risk and consideration of viable solutions 
dependent on the level of risk. For the purposes of this assessment, this impact 
is considered uncertain until any further testing of ground conditions identifies 
otherwise.  

There is limited information regarding the risk of contamination from 
historical landfill and areas of historical industrial activity, therefore in all 
area where there are known potential sources, the Strategy recommends 
further studies (in the short term) to investigate the risk. Longer term 
approaches will depend upon the outcome of these studies and the strategy 
advises that there may be a need to revisit SMP policy. For the purposes of 
this assessment, this impact is considered neutral until any further testing 
identifies otherwise. 
 
  

Further studies required to 
investigate contamination risks, 
to identify preferred approach. 

There are also several sites where there are known historical landfill sites or 
potential contamination from spoil deposits. At a number of these, such as at 
Arnside, Walney Channel (mainland), Askam-in-Furness and Harrington, the 
Strategy proposes measures to continue to HTL and these sites will therefore 
remain protected, which is a major benefit. 
 
In other locations, where the current policy is NAI or MR, there is potential for 
exposure of unknown or buried contaminants that will require management at 
the project level.  The Strategy therefore recommends studies into the 
contamination risk in the short term, which will inform the longer-term strategic 
approach. For the purposes of this assessment, this impact is considered neutral 
until any further testing identifies otherwise. 

Continued protection of historic landfill sites and contamination from spoil 
deposits where the policy to HTL is continued - major benefit. 

In locations where the current policy is NAI or MR, the medium to long-term 
Strategy will be dependent on the contamination studies to be undertaken in 
the short-term – uncertain. 

To manage the 
variety of land uses 
found along the 
coastline 

The Strategy aims to maintain existing land use as much as is feasible, and where 
agricultural land is protected, this is considered to be a major benefit.   

However, it is not economically or environmentally viable to implement HTL 
options to defend agricultural land along the entire coastline.  Much of the 
agricultural land currently at flood and/or coastal erosion risk is located within 
units which have been identified as non-priority, and it is inevitable that in some 
frontages where NAI or MR is proposed, agricultural land will be at increasing 
flood/erosion risk due to natural change. However, the Strategy does not preclude 

The Strategy proposes to maintain HTL in many areas along the coastline and 
this will continue to be a major benefit, protecting agricultural land currently 
at flood and erosion risk. 

Within this epoch, it will become increasingly unviable to defend agricultural 
land along the entire coastline, and rural frontages supporting areas of 
agricultural land will be at increasing risk of flooding or erosion due to natural 
change.  In areas of MR, agricultural land may also be lost due to adaptative 
measures that will benefit habitat creation/improvement.  This will likely 

Ongoing discussions with NFU 
representatives and landowners 
will be required regarding impacts 
on agricultural land as the 
assessment and delivery of any 
MR schemes are progressed, 
advising and supporting 
landowners and tenant farmers 
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the construction of privately funded defences subject to appropriate consents. 
This is considered neutral as there will be limited changes in the short-term.  

In areas of MR, agricultural land may be lost due to adaptative measures that will 
benefit habitat creation/improvement.  However, within this epoch, any losses 
are likely to be minimal. Overall this is a neutral. 

The impacts on residential areas, industrial facilities including Sellafield nuclear 
site and sewage works, and impacts on land uses relating to tourism/recreation 
are covered under the ‘Population and human health’ receptor. 

impact on the quality and viability of agricultural land due to regular 
inundation and unmanaged erosion rates. This is considered a major adverse.   

 

The WFD assessment concluded is unlikely to be impact the shellfish waters 
Protected Site under the WFD within this epoch - this is a neutral. 

There may be requirement for works within some shellfish waters in the long 
term, however this will be based on studies carried out in the short term and 
so is currently an uncertain impact.  

 

To support and 
where possible 
contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 

Where the existing SMP policy is No Active Intervention and the strategic 
approach is do nothing, the natural evolution of the area will be allowed. Within 
some NAI policy areas, opportunities for habitat enhancement will be sought 
after. This is a major benefit 
Where the SMP policy is managed realignment and the strategy supports this, it 
is considered that although this could have impacts on elements of the water 
body, the overall intent of the policy is for habitat creation or improvement and 
as such this supports the natural functioning of the coast or estuary. It is noted 
that coastal habitat creation on these frontages could contribute to 
improvements in water body status where it is currently not rated as “good”, 
such as in Leven and Kent transitional water bodies. This is a major benefit 
Most of the works to HTL in the short-term generally involve do minimum, 
proactive maintenance or improving the existing defences within their current 
footprint. Some proposals consider constructing a new defence with a greater 
footprint in the short-term, such as in policy unit 11c16.4 within Duddon Sands 
coastal water body and 11c16.5 within Duddon transitional water body. In the 
longer term, there may need to be improvement the defences, which could 
involve extension seawards or the construction of new defences with a greater 
footprint than the existing defences. Proposals like this could potentially impact 
on biological (habitats) receptors, in upper beach habitats.  Managed realignment 
policy options include partial or total realignment of current defences, set-back of 
embankments, studies to identify feasible sites for habitat creation, habitat 
enhancement, potential regulated tidal exchange (RTE) and green solutions 
options. This is a major benefit 

Impacts on hydromorphology receptors were assessed as unlikely as 
improvement of existing defences or construction of new ones would occur along 
the upper foreshore and, therefore, away from the hydrology and morphology of 
the water bodies. Likewise, impacts on protected areas such as Shellfish Waters 

Impacts in the medium term will be dependent on the implementation of 
works in the short term and results of ongoing monitoring. This is uncertain 
impact.  

Detailed WFD Compliance 
Assessment may be required 
during design stage of any 
potential future works taken 
forward along the Strategy area.  

HTL impacts may be mitigated by 
managed realignment proposals 
within the water bodies. 
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and Bathing Waters were also assessed as unlikely even within HTL policies. As 
these would be potentially caused during construction stage, mitigation measures 
would be in place to avoid impact. This is a neutral impact. 

To avoid any adverse effects potentially caused by the proposals, the preferred 
strategic approach will retain flexibility to ensure that implementation will avoid 
adversely affecting the qualifying interests with appropriate scheme level design 
and location, mitigation and safeguarding. 

To conserve and 
enhance the 
significance of 
historic features and 
their settings along 
the coastline 

The flood risk to built heritage assets such as Listed Buildings and Scheduled 
Monuments and their setting will generally be managed throughout this epoch, 
as will the integrity of the coastal Conservation Areas along the coastline. This is a 
major benefit.   However, over time, there will be an increasing erosion risk to 
some assets in areas from continuing NAI (e.g.  to Moat Farm Scheduled 
Monument at 11c13.1 Bardsea to Newbiggin) – minor adverse. 

The construction of new or improved defences may impact on the heritage setting 
of any surrounding heritage assets and may impact on existing or undiscovered 
archaeology. These potential impacts can be managed through heritage 
assessments that should be included as part of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy to ensure that the heritage value of the frontages is conserved as far as 
possible. This is a neutral impact. 

The Strategy proposes to maintain the promenade and the existing coastline at St 
Bees Head Heritage Coast through this epoch, allowing for the maintenance of its 
heritage value. This is a major benefit. 

There is no identified impact to the registered parks and gardens along the 
coastline – neutral impact. 

Where NAI or MR is proposed by the Strategy, there will be an increasing flood 
and erosion risk to some known heritage assets e.g. Moat Farm Scheduled 
Monument – major adverse.  However, there may also be opportunities to 
observe and record undiscovered archaeology that may become exposed 
during the retreat of the coastline within this epoch - uncertain. 
 

The Strategy proposes studies to 
undertake additional recording of 
heritage assets and assessment of 
future risk of coastal erosion or 
flooding in the medium to long 
term, e.g. St Bees, Saltom Pit, Piel 
Island, Ravenglass, Silloth, 
Moricambe Bay, and the Solway 
Firth. The conclusions of these will 
influence the medium to long 
term Strategy approach.  
Management plans for heritage 
assets should be prepared where 
appropriate. 

The Strategy also proposes to 
undertake studies into the 
implementation of erosion 
slowing defences around Moat 
Farm scheduled monument, 
which should include further 
assessment, consultation with 
Historic England and appropriate 
mitigation (such as recording 
before loss) to be identified and 
undertaken.   

Any scheme arising from the 
Strategy must assess heritage 
impacts seeking to avoid negative 
impacts where possible.  This 
assessment should include a 
review of the Cumbria and 
Dumfries and Galloway Historic 
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Environment Record to identify 
archaeological assets present 
within area of works. Consultation 
should be undertaken with 
Historic England and County 
Archaeologist regarding 
mitigation of any identified risks 
to heritage assets.  

Opportunities to implement 
sympathetic defence designs 
should be sought as part of any 
scheme arising from this Strategy. 
For example, this could include 
informative boards regarding 
heritage assets defended by new, 
improved or reinforced defences 
and improvements to access for 
heritage assets. 

To conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

The Strategy proposes NAI or MR along much of the English Lake District World 
Heritage Site except at the MoD Site at Eskmeals and the at Ravenglass village. 
This proposal will leave the frontages largely unchanged in the short term, having 
minimal impact on the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the designated 
landscape of this WHS. This also defends the village of Ravenglass which is an 
iconic town within the WHS This is a neutral impact. 

The Strategy proposes the implementation of options to manage flood and coastal 
erosion risk to Scheduled Monuments associated with the Frontiers of the Roman 
Empire: Hadrian’s Wall WHS, including the Roman Fort within the town of 
Ravenglass which will conserve OUV of this designation. This is a major benefit. 

The Strategy proposes HTL options within the Hadrian’s Wall WHS buffer zone and 
within small areas of the English Lake District WHS to defend existing roads, 
railway, and property that are at immediate risk of damage from flooding and 
coastal erosion. These options may require new or improved hard defences, which 
may impact on the heritage setting of the WHSs and the associated OUV. This an 
uncertain impact. 

The Strategy proposes HTL options within the Hadrian’s Wall WHS buffer zone 
and within small areas of the English Lake District WHS to defend existing 
roads, railway, and property that are at continued risk of damage from 
flooding and coastal erosion. These options may require new or improved 
hard defences, which may impact on the heritage setting of the WHS(s) and 
the associated OUV. This an uncertain impact. 

NAI and MR options within the English Lake District WHS will allow the 
coastline to develop under more natural coastal processes. This may allow 
opportunity for the natural establishment of estuarine and coastal habitats 
which would contribute to the landscape value of this WHS. This is a major 
benefit.  

 

Any scheme arising from the 
Strategy lying within or within 
proximity of a WHS will be 
required to consider impacts on 
the Outstanding Universal Value 
of the respective WHS. 
Consultation should be 
undertaken with the LDNPA (in 
the case of the English Lake 
District WHS) or Hadrian’s Wall 
Managing Partnership in the case 
of the Frontiers of the Roman 
Empire: Hadrian’s Wall WHS.  

Opportunities to incorporate 
sympathetic defence design 
should be sought as part of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy.  
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SEA Objective Short Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (<10 Years) Medium to Long Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (>10 
years) 

Mitigation/Management 

To protect and 
maintain the 
National Character 
features of the 
coastline 

Where HTL works are proposed in the short-term, the standard of flood/erosion 
protection will generally be maintained or sustained through patch and repair 
works within the existing footprint of the defences although in some areas (e.g. 
Dubmill Point), new hard structures are proposed in the short term. These works 
have the potential for some adverse impacts on landscape character through the 
removal of vegetation/land cover (coastal habitats such as salt marsh and sand 
dunes are features of the West Cumbria Coastal Plains NCA), artificial altering of 
topography and the introduction of new or extended hard coastal defences.  This 
is considered a minor to major adverse impact depending on the scale/nature of 
any new or improved defence and its existing setting.  

Any new or improved defence may constrain views out to sea which is also a 
feature of the West Cumbria Coastal Plains NCA. This is a minor to major adverse 
impact dependant on the scale/nature of any new or improved defence design.  

The Cumbria Coast railway line will be maintained in its existing alignment, which 
is a feature of the West Cumbria Coastal Plains NCA. This is a major benefit.  

Where HTL works are proposed in the medium to longer-term, the standard 
of flood/erosion protection will generally be maintained, sustained or 
improved with new hard structures proposed and, in some locations, existing 
defences extended. These works have the potential for some adverse impacts 
on landscape character through the removal of vegetation/land cover (coastal 
habitats such as salt marsh and sand dunes are features of the West Cumbria 
Coastal Plains NCA), artificial altering of topography and the introduction of 
new or extended hard coastal defences.  This is considered a minor to major 
adverse impact depending on the scale/nature of any new or improved 
defence and its existing setting.  

Any new or improved defence may constrain views out to sea which is also a 
feature of the West Cumbria Coastal Plains NCA. This is a minor to major 
adverse impact dependant on the scale/nature of any new or improved 
defence design.  
 

Resultant schemes arising from 
the Strategy will need to consider 
the importance and setting of the 
landscape character through 
sensitive design (e.g. appropriate 
alignment) and assess and 
manage any landscape/seascape 
impacts that might arise. The 
National Character Area features 
will be considered in these 
assessments. Measures to 
mitigate adverse impacts should 
include appropriate material 
finishes relating to the setting and 
context of the flood protection 
measure.  Opportunities will be 
sought to contribute to the 
landscape value of the coastline 
as part of schemes arising from 
the Strategy.  

 

Realignment measures (i.e. to slow erosion or natural defence management) are 
likely to have a negligible change in the landscape character of setback areas 
within this epoch, therefore this is considered a neutral impact 

Where MR is proposed there are likely to be some permanent landscape 
changes within this epoch as regular inundation and coastal erosion alter the 
coastline and new habitats are created. These managed changes are likely to 
be more natural and may help to contribute to the rural landscape character 
areas that cover Cumbria. This can be considered a minor benefit.  NAI will 
have similar effects but will involve unmanaged changes and may result in 
unsightly deteriorating defences in some locations in the medium to long-
term. 

To protect the 
statutory landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

The Strategy proposes NAI and MR where there is no immediate risk to people or 
property from flooding or coastal erosion. This will allow the natural coastal 
processes to influence the landscape of the coastline but in the short-term, there 
is unlikely to be any significant landscape change. This is a minor benefit. 

  

The impacts of NAI, MR, and tidal exchange will likely become more 
prominent during this epoch as the regular inundation and unmanaged 
erosion begins to alter the landscape. Though the extent to which this 
landscape modification occurs is currently unknown. Any landscape changes 
that occur within these frontages will likely arise from the establishment of a 
more natural coastal processes and so are considered to be a minor benefit. 

Any scheme arising from the 
Strategy located within or in close 
proximity to either the Solway 
Firth AONB or the Arnside and 
Silverdale AONB must take the 
high landscape value into 
consideration.  

Consultation with the respective 
AONB Partnerships and the 
LDNPA must be undertaken as 
part of any scheme that may 
impact on the respective 
designations to identify scheme 
specific risks, potential mitigation 

HTL options implemented within the Kent Estuary (Arnside and Silverdale AONB, 
Lake District National Park), Leven Estuary (Lake District National Park) within the 
Ravenglass Estuary complex and Eskmeals (Lake District National Park), and any 
north of Maryport (Solway Firth AONB) are not anticipated to lead to significant 
landscape changes as most of the maintenance and repair works will be 
undertaken within the existing footprint of defences – minor adverse. 

HTL options implemented within the Kent Estuary (Arnside and Silverdale 
AONB, Lake District National Park), Leven Estuary (Lake District National Park) 
within the Ravenglass Estuary complex and Eskmeals (Lake District National 
Park), and any north of Maryport (Solway Firth AONB) may lead to landscape 
changes arising from the creation of new or improved existing hard defences. 
As the scale and nature of any new or improved defence is not yet known, this 
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SEA Objective Short Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (<10 Years) Medium to Long Term Proposed Strategic Approach/ Interventions (>10 
years) 

Mitigation/Management 

impact is considered minor to major adverse depending on the nature of the 
defence.  

and to seek opportunities to 
enhance local landscape where 
there is an identified need for 
intervention.  

Any private defences 
implemented within the AONBs 
must comply with the AONB 
management plans to prevent 
impacts on the high value 
landscapes.  
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6.2 In-Combination and Cumulative Impacts 
The identification and assessment of the cumulative effects of other plans, programmes, strategies 
and ongoing or planned future development proposals has been undertaken throughout the 
development of the Strategy. 

The draft Strategy was developed in such a way as to ensure it was fully integrated with the following:  

• Local Development Framework and Cumbria Development Plan (Cumbria County 
council) comprising District Council Local Plans and/or any adopted Local 
Development Framework Documents (Allerdale Borough, Copeland Borough, South 
Lakeland District, Barrow Borough) and Minerals and Waste Plan, as well as Lancaster 
and Wyre Borough. 

• Wyre flood and coastal defence strategy plan (Wyre Council), which considers the 
coastal frontage at Cleveleys, Rossall and Fleetwood and ties into the Blackpool strategy 
up to Anchorsholme, and associated Wyre beach and dune management scheme 
(currently at option appraisal stage).    

• Transport management strategies by project partners (e.g. the Energy Coast Rail 
Upgrade. Strategic Outline Business Case, the West of M6 Strategic Connectivity Study 
and the Cumbria Rural and Visitor Economy Growth Plan all prepared by the Cumbria 
Local Enterprise Partnership.  

• Coastal management proposals by project partners (e.g. Network Rail, Cumbria County 
Council etc) that have already been assessed separately, are near completion and/or 
are recently completed including 

a. Network Rail works - embankment and rock revetment stabilisation works on the 
Eskmeals railway viaduct over the River Esk  

b. Cumbria County Council works - protection of B5300 at Dubmill Point through re-
use of rock material and new rock revetment to replace failed rock gabion 
baskets  

• North West Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) policies. The policies identified in the 
North West SMP2 for the strategy area were reviewed during the development of the 
proposed strategy and the recommendations of the proposed strategy are broadly 
consistent with the SMP2 policies in the short, medium and long term.  However, Table 
9.2 considers the policies in the remainder of sub-cell 11c (Morecambe Bay).  

• The Moorside Project comprises the proposed Moorside new nuclear power station 
(‘Moorside Power Station’) and Moorside Project Railway which are located to the west 
and north of the existing Sellafield Site in Cumbria. The Moorside Project is currently on 
hold, but potential in-combination impacts have been considered during the SEA.   

• North West Coast Connections project (National Grid) (at proposals stage / currently on 
hold) to connect the proposed nuclear power station at Moorside near Sellafield to the 
main national grid electricity network. As noted above, the Moorside Project is currently 
on hold but potential in-combination impacts have been considered.  

This section assesses the potentially significant environmental in-combination and cumulative effects 
of the Strategy with external plans and programmes, which have been considered in relation to the 
environmental receptors and SEA objectives. This assessment is summarised in Table 6.2.  
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Table 6.2 Assessment of potential in-combination and cumulative impacts of the preferred Strategy with external 
plans and programmes 

SEA Receptor and Objective Interaction with External Plans and Programmes 

Population and health - To manage 
the risk to the health of people and 
communities 

Local Development Framework/Cumbria Development Plan 

The Strategy aims to protect existing property where economically viable, complementing the 
objectives of Local Plans and providing due consideration to areas identified on Local Plan-
Proposals Plans as Coastal Change Management Areas.  The Strategy will positively influence 
future Local Plans by identifying areas of coastline suitable for future investment.   

The preferred Strategy has also been developed in collaboration with local coast protection 
authorities. 

Potential in-combination effects could arise if any projects/developments identified in 
accordance with policies in any of the Local Plans are constructed at the same time as works 
recommended in the strategy are implemented and there is potential for interaction. No 
specific proposals have been identified at this stage and these are considered to be unlikely, 
but this should be kept under review.   

Population and health - To manage 
the risk to isolated and socially 
deprived areas within the Strategy 

Proposals by project partners 

The Strategy will influence the management strategies of road and rail authorities so that 
they can plan for future coastal change, thereby limiting any potentially negative impacts 
from flood and coastal erosion policies on the connectivity of rural and isolated communities 
and building environmental opportunities into future schemes. 

Local Development Framework/Cumbria Development Plan 

The Strategy will influence the development plans along the coastline. Developers along the 
coast will take estimates of future flood and erosion risk into consideration when developing 
their future plans and programmes. 

Population and health - To avoid 
damage to and where possible 
enhance the recreational and tourist 
facilities within the areas 

Local Development Framework/Cumbria Development Plan 

The Strategy will complement the objectives of the Local Plans, protecting existing 
recreational and tourist assets where economically viable, maintaining beaches that enable 
free access for enjoyment of outdoor recreation and sports, and influencing future local plans 
by identifying areas of coastline suitable for investment in tourism and recreation. 

Potential in-combination effects could arise if any tourism or other developments identified 
in accordance with policies in any of the Local Plans are constructed at the same time as 
works recommended in the strategy are implemented and there is potential for interaction. 
No specific proposals have been identified at this stage and these are considered to be 
unlikely, but this should be kept under review.   

Population and health - To minimize 
flood and erosion risk to areas of 
significant economic activity 

Local Development Framework/Cumbria Development Plan 

The Strategy is broadly consistent with the objectives of the Local Plans, seeking to protect 
valuable economic and industrial centres and maintaining sources of employment (e.g. ports), 

Other plans 

There are potential in-combination effects from existing plans for large scale developments 
such as Sellafield Decommissioning, the Walney Offshore Wind Farm Extension and North 
West Connections, in addition to potential future works related to the Moorside 
Development and any works to the existing GSK Factory site. These works will be subject to 
scheme level assessments in which their in-combination impacts will be determined in the 
context of the wider proposed Strategy and its identified impacts. 

Regular review of the Strategy and its environmental effects will allow for the inclusion of any 
future plans or programmes that may arise. 

Material assets - To minimize risk to 
road, rail, and water infrastructure 
present along the coastline 

Transport management strategies by project partners 

The Strategy will influence the transport management strategies of road and rail authorities 
so that they can plan for current coastal risks and future coastal change. This holistic Strategy, 
which has been developed in collaboration with transport providers and will help them to 
design and implement ‘environmentally acceptable’ coastal management schemes to protect 
their assets, through the maintenance of existing defences or construction of new defences 
or coastal adaptation plans. This will limit the secondary impacts from flood and coastal 
erosion on the connectivity of rural and isolated communities. 

Local Development Framework/Cumbria Development Plan 

The Strategy complements the objectives of the Local Plans, seeking to protect major road 
and rail infrastructure including the Cumbria coastal railway line. 
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Material assets - To minimize risk to 
critical infrastructure and 
commercial/ industrial assets 

Local Development Framework/Cumbria Development Plan 

The Strategy complements the objectives of the Local Plans, seeking to protect critical 
infrastructure and commercial/industrial assets where economically viable, and influencing 
the future siting of infrastructure and development. 

Biodiversity, flora and fauna - To 
maintain and where possible enhance 
existing flora and fauna 

Local Development Framework/Cumbria Development Plan 

The Strategy complements the objectives of the Local Plans, seeking to protect flora and 
fauna.  A Habitat Regulations Assessment has also been undertaken for the strategy 
(Appendix 3) in line with the requirements of Local Plan policies. In-combination impacts on 
the internationally conservation designations and MCZs have been identified and assessed in 
the Strategy HRA and MCZ Assessment appended to this report. 

Any scheme arising from this Strategy will be required to undertake ecological assessments to 
determine the impacts of that scheme on flora and fauna. Consideration of external plans and 
programmes and their impacts will be included in these assessments. 

Wyre Flood and Coastal Defence Strategy and associated scheme 

There is potential for in-combination impacts of the developing Wyre Beach Management 
Scheme in the short to long-term with the Strategy on flora and fauna including some 
internationally designated conservation sites (Morecambe Bay SAC and Ramsar site, and the 
Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA).   However, the Wyre Beach Management Scheme 
is currently in development and a preferred scheme has not yet been identified at the time of 
writing this report.  The Wyre scheme will require further consideration during the review of 
the Strategy and during the development of any schemes arising from the Strategy, with 
further assessment once the proposed Wyre scheme details are known. 

Network Rail works at Eskmeals Viaduct 

No in-combination impacts of the Network rail proposals for embankment and rock 
revetment stabilisation works on the Eskmeals railway viaduct have been identified with the 
Strategy on flora and fauna.  
 
Longer term Network Rail proposals have been assessed as an integral part of the strategy. 
 
Cumbria County Council works  
Cumbria County Council’s coastal works to protect the B5300 at Dubmill Point have been 
assessed in combination with the strategy.  No in-combination impacts with the strategy are 
anticipated on flora and fauna (including designated sites) as any localised changes in siltation 
which could affect estuarine and coastal habitats from the defence works (which will only be 
experienced during maintenance activities) will not coincide with the timing of the strategy 
works (and the HTL strategy option is not anticipated to affect siltation).  Similarly, any 
localised noise/visual changes from the B5300 works, which could affect breeding, roosting 
and feeding birds are temporary and will only be experienced during the maintenance 
activities.  These works will not coincide with the timing of the strategy works. 
 
North West Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) policies in remainder of sub-cell 11c 
(Morecambe Bay).  
The appropriate assessment for the North West SMP identifies that the in-combination 
impacts of its policies in the remainder of 11c (in policy units 11c1.4 to 11c7.3) on designated 
habitat are uncertain in the long-term epoch (over 50 years) due to uncertainty in the balance 
between ongoing accretion and future sea level rise.  The SMP could therefore not conclude 
no adverse impacts on the internationally designated sites in the long-term.  The net import 
of sediment is currently allowing the estuary to keep pace with sea level rise, but it is 
uncertain whether this will continue in the long-term.  Consequently, there is potential for in-
combination impacts in the long-term with the Strategy on Morecambe Bay SAC and Ramsar 
site, and the Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA.   
 
The Moorside Project/North West Connections  
The proposed Moorside project (which is currently on hold) has been considered with regard 
to in-combination impacts as it has the potential to affect existing patterns of sediment 
transport and related changes in coastal morphology that could affect estuarine and coastal 
habitats, and their supporting species.  Monitoring of coastal change and modelling will be 
required for the strategy to ensure that any managed realignment adaptation proposals do 
not have in-combination impacts. 

Soil, geology and geomorphology - To 
protect geological diversity and allow 
for the restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Local Development Framework/Cumbria Development Plan 

The Strategy complements the objectives of the Local Plans, which seek to protect and 
enhance geodiversity including geological sites (e.g. SSSIs).  The geological components of 
Humphry Head, Skelwith Hill and St Bees Head SSSIs all fall along Strategy frontages where 
NAI is proposed, thus allowing a continuation of natural geological processes. 

Soil, geology and geomorphology - To 
minimize the risk of contamination 

Local Development Framework/Cumbria Development Plan 
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arising from sites with pollution 
potential 

Through the continued protection of sites with pollution potential from flood/erosion risk, 
the Strategy complements the objectives of the Local Plans, which seek to protect the 
physical and chemical characteristics of soil through the defence of existing areas of 
contamination such as landfills, Sellafield, Drigg LLWR, and Eskmeals Range 

 

Land use - To manage the variety of 
land uses found along the coastline 

Local Development Plans/Cumbria Development Plan 

The Strategy compliments the objectives of local plans by seeking to maintain existing land 
use as far as is feasible, and influencing the future development of the coastline.  

Water and hydromorphology - To 
support and where possible 
contribute to existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 

The Strategy has been assessed to ensure that it does not constrain the WFD objectives of the 
waterbodies present along the coastline. A WFD compliance assessment of the Strategy can 
be found in Appendix 5. In many area the proposed longer term interventions that may arise 
from the strategy are considered to potentially contribute to the potential for achievement of 
good status. Scheme level WFD assessments will be undertaken in order to determine the 
extent of the impacts of the status of the impacted waterbodies.  

Historic environment - To conserve 
and enhance the significance of 
historic features and their settings 
along the coastline 

Local Development Plans/Cumbria Development Plan 

The Strategy complements the objectives of local plans by seeking to maintain built historic 
assets and archaeological features in situ.  

Historic environment - To conserve 
the heritage value of the World 
Heritage Sites along the coastline 

Hadrian’s Wall Management Plan 

The Strategy is complementary to the objectives of the management of Hadrian’s Wall WHS 
in seeking to manage coastal risks to the known assets of Hadrian’s Wall and providing a 
framework for preparing for the future risk of coastal flooding and erosion in the longer term.  

English Lake District Management Plan 

By supporting the continued use of key transport routes linking the Lake District to the wider 
area such as the Cumbria Coast and Furness railway lines, and seeking to promote managed 
realignment and tidal exchange within their frontages, the Strategy is complimentary to the 
management of the Lake District.  

Potential in-combination effects could arise if any developments identified in accordance with 
policies in any of the Local Plans are constructed at the same time as works recommended in 
the strategy are implemented and there is potential for interaction. No specific proposals 
have been identified at this stage and these are considered to be unlikely, but this should be 
kept under review.   

Landscape and visual amenity - To 
protect and maintain the National 
Character features of the coastline 

Local Development Plans/Cumbria Development Plan 

The Strategy is complementary to the objectives of local plans that pertain the coastline 
landscape by seeking opportunities for maintenance of existing landscape as far as is feasible 
and seeking opportunity to introduce managed realignment and tidal-exchange to enhance 
natural landscape of the coastline.  

Potential in-combination effects could arise if any developments identified in accordance with 
policies in any of the Local Plans are constructed at the same time as works recommended in 
the strategy are implemented and there is potential for interaction. No specific proposals 
have been identified at this stage and these are considered to be unlikely, but this should be 
kept under review.   

Landscape and visual amenity - To 
protect the statutory landscape 
designations (AONB and National 
Parks) present along the coastline 

English Lake District Management Plan 

By supporting the continued use of key transport routes linking the Lake District to the wider 
area such as the Cumbria Coast and Furness railway lines, and seeking to promote managed 
realignment and tidal exchange within their frontages, the Strategy is complimentary to the 
management of the Lake District.  

Arnside and Silverdale AONB Development Plan 

The Strategy seeks to maintain the existing landscape and seascape value as far as is feasible 
and within the Leven and Kent estuaries there are proposals for managed realignment and 
tidal-exchange in order to seek opportunities to enhance the mosaic of coastal habitats which 
contribute to the value of the AONB.  

Solway Firth AONB Management Plan 

The Strategy proposes to maintain the existing landscape within the Solway Basin AONB as far 
as is feasible and proposes largely NAI and manage realignment within the Solway Firth itself 
in order to maintain and potentially enhance the extensive saltmarshes present.  

Potential in-combination effects could arise if any developments identified in accordance with 
policies in any of the Local Plans are constructed at the same time as works recommended in 
the strategy are implemented and there is potential for interaction. No specific proposals 
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have been identified at this stage and these are considered to be unlikely, but this should be 
kept under review.   

 

 

6.3 Summary of Strategy Impacts 
The Strategy aims to manage tidal flood and erosion risks to the majority of properties in towns and 
villages around the Cumbria coast, through an adaptive approach to rising sea levels and progressive 
coastal erosion. The delivery of the strategic approaches and interventions proposed in the strategy 
will be subject to further scheme level feasibility studies, which will include more detailed 
environmental assessment, and detailed economic and funding viability studies before they proceed. 

Subject to more detailed scheme level assessments, the significantly beneficial impacts of the Strategy 
are expected to include: 

• Reduced flood and erosion risk at a regional level to approximately 1,000 residential and 
commercial properties in towns and villages, community, recreational and amenity facilities 
throughout the duration of the Strategy.  

• Maintaining existing connectivity of settlements through the continued protection of or 
management of risk to key transport routes to minimise further isolation of settlements. 

• Where NAI and MR policies form part of the draft Strategy, the coastal system will be allowed to 
function naturally, which will significantly benefit nature conservation, with associated indirect 
beneficial impacts on landscape, seascape and recreation.  In total, the Strategy area has the 
potential to deliver habitat creation along 52km of coastal frontage, and habitat improvement 
schemes along 124km of coastal frontage by the long-term. 

• The strategy proposals to Do nothing on certain frontages will allow the continued maintenance 
of geological exposures at Humphrey Head, Drigg Coast and St Bees Head SSSIs and allow future 
improvements in the natural functioning of the estuary systems. 

• Continued protection from flood and erosion risk of significant centres of economic activity (and 
future development sites) in the key towns and cities throughout the duration of the Strategy. 

• The Strategy includes plans for management of coastal risk to critical infrastructure assets as well 
as major road connections and rail infrastructure in the short term and in many locations, into the 
long-term, while also allowing time for further studies and some coastal adaptation in the medium 
to long-term.  

• The Strategy identifies studies to consider the management of coastal flood and erosion risks to 
sources of contamination at known historical landfill sites and areas of former spoil deposits along 
the coastline throughout the duration of the Strategy 

• The interventions and studies proposed will contribute to management of coastal risks to large 
areas of agricultural land  

• Studies, monitoring and interventions proposed in the Strategy will indirectly contribute to the 
management of flood and erosion risk to many heritage assets including those associated with 
Hadrian’s Wall and the English lake District WHS’ throughout the duration of the Strategy.  

Potential adverse impacts of the Strategy include: 

• Some isolated properties, areas of agricultural land and caravan sites will continue to be affected 
by increasing coastal flooding and /or erosion risk. 

• The Strategy is unlikely to be able to address the ongoing coastal flood and erosion risks, that will 
increase in future due to climate change, to a number of known heritage assets including Moat 
farm Scheduled Monument. 
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• There are potentially significant negative impacts on international and nationally designated 
habitats that may be experienced throughout the duration of the Strategy as certain schemes are 
progressed. These will require appropriate mitigation, habitat improvement/creation, ongoing 
consultation with Natural England and monitoring. 

• Interventions proposed in the Strategy may result in potentially significant indirect impacts on 
priority habitats from changes in geomorphology and direct footprint losses, as new defences and 
works to reinforce or improve defences are undertaken along the coast and estuaries. 

• Future interventions to improve, extend or replace defences along some parts of the Strategy 
area, has the potential to constrain the natural functioning of estuary systems by fixing the 
shoreline position and in some areas (e.g. between Silloth and Skinburness) may affect longshore 
connectivity 

• Proposed interventions to Hold the line along some parts of the Strategy area in the short to long-
term by improving, extending or replacing defences have the potential to affect local landscape 
character and the landscape value of statutory landscape designations through the removal of 
vegetation cover, altering of topography and introduction of new anthropogenic structures. 

Uncertain impacts: 

• Medium to long-term uncertain impacts on estuarine and coastal geomorphological processes 
from improvements to existing defences and new policies for realignment, which will largely be 
dependent on future scheme design. 

• Increasing uncertainty on impacts on some infrastructure and commercial assets in the medium 
to longer-term where HTL may no longer be acceptable on economic, technical or environmental 
grounds. 

• Uncertain risks of contamination from authorised sites at The Howe (Workington), Walney island 
and south of the Leven Viaduct in the short to long-term, and in areas of NAI where there is 
potential exposure of contaminants, which will be informed by further studies and contamination 
testing. 

• Some uncertain impacts on environmental assets including heritage features and landscape where 
new or improved defences are required. 

The Strategy includes proposals for monitoring and studies that will help to reduce uncertainty over 
the impacts described above. 
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7 Implementation and Monitoring  
Table 7-1 provides a monitoring plan for the predicted significant effects (major negative effects) of 
the Strategy or where there are uncertain impacts to be identified. The timetable for monitoring will 
generally follow the review cycle of the Strategy, which is every ten years. It is envisaged that each of 
these reviews will result in iterative changes to the monitoring plan for the next review period. 
Undertaking this monitoring will help to identify any unforeseen effects during its implementation and 
ensure that where these effects are adverse, action can be taken to reduce or offset them.  

It is important that the conclusions of each monitoring cycle are documented in order to identify 
trends in the data.  

The Strategy Action Plan developed as part of the Strategy identifies monitoring actions and 
responsibilities for all required actions as part of the Strategy.  
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Table 7.1 Monitoring Plan 

 

SEA Topic SEA Objective Assessment Criteria Potentially Significant Adverse or 
Unknown Impacts Monitoring Required Target 

Population and 
Human Health 

To minimise flood and erosion 
risk to areas of significant 
economic activity 

• Minimise the vulnerability 
of significant employment 
or economic interest to 
coastal erosion or flooding 

• Avoid damage, or loss of 
areas of land used for 
significant economic 
interest 

• Consider compatibility 
with planned development 
and regeneration 

• Support or contribute to 
opportunities for further 
employment/ economic 
development 

• Does the option change the 
level of coastal erosion or 
flooding risk to areas of 
significant employment or 
economic activity? 

• Will this option generate 
opportunities for future 
employment/development? 

• Are there conflicts between 
this option and 
ongoing/planned 
development? 

Uncertain impact: potential for 
changes in estuarine and coastal 
geomorphology /processes in 
medium to long-term from MR and 
improvements to existing defences 
to affect water quality with the 
potential for changes in fisheries 
and shellfisheries (and associated 
loss of commercial fishing 
revenue).   

Project level monitoring:  

- water quality at significant commercial (shell) fishery 
locations associated with MR sites (before, during and 
after delivery of MR).  Consider need to carry out the 
same monitoring with regard to areas where new 
defences are constructed/extended. 

- Fisheries productivity/quality adjacent to MR sites 

No impacts on commercial 
fishing as a result of 
geomorphological/water 
quality changes 
attributable to MR or 
improvements to defences 

Material Assets 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To minimise risk to road, rail, 
and water infrastructure 
present along the coastline 

• Minimise vulnerability of 
transport infrastructure to 
coastal erosion and 
flooding 

• Avoid damage to, loss of, 
transport infrastructure 
assets at risk of flooding or 
coastal erosion 

• Does this option change the 
level of coastal erosion or 
flood risk to key transport 
routes (road, rail and water 
links)? 

• Will the option give 
opportunity to enhance or 
improve existing assets?  

Uncertain impact: Increasing 
uncertainty regarding impacts on 
some infrastructure and 
commercial assets in the medium 
to longer-term where HTL may no 
longer be acceptable on economic, 
technical or environmental 
grounds. 

 

Strategic monitoring:  

- Continued monitoring (as part of the ongoing coastal 
monitoring programme) of coastal erosion and flooding 
risks to material assets to enable action to be taken if 
necessary.   

- Monitoring of road/rail infrastructure condition and 
safe operation within sites proposed for NAI and MR. 
Some re-routing or specific protection of infrastructure 
may be required. 

 

No unplanned and 
unmanaged impacts on 
material assets as a result of 
Strategy implementation.  
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Material assets - 
continued 

To minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

• Minimise vulnerability of 
key assets and critical 
infrastructure to coastal 
erosion and flooding 

• Avoid damage to any 
critical infrastructure 
assets at risk of flooding or 
coastal erosion over the 
timescale of the Strategy 

• Does this option change the 
level of coastal erosion or 
flood risk to existing facilities 
and assets? 

• Does the option seek to 
reduce the vulnerability of 
these facilities and assets 
through an adaptable 
approach? 

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To maintain and enhance 
where possible the existing 
flora and fauna 

• Avoid damage to, and 
where possible enhance, 
internationally and 
nationally designated sites 

• Support opportunities to 
enhance biodiversity 
through habitat 
restoration or creation 
within the strategy area   

• Does the option affect 
conservation/condition 
status of international or 
national nature conservation 
sites (SPA, SAC, Ramsar sites, 
MCZ, SSSI, NNR), or support 
achievement of conservation 
objectives? 

• Are there any opportunities 
for habitat restoration or 
creation that could be 
considered further at scheme 
level? 

Potential impacts to multiple 
international and national 
designated nature conservation 
sites throughout the Strategy 
area, predominantly due to 
habitat loss from increased 
footprint of new or extended 
defences. 

 

Strategic monitoring 

- Natural England routinely monitor (6 yearly cycle) the 
status of units in the international nature conservation 
sites, and this will provide high level indicators of 
habitat condition, extent and location. 

- In line with the Strategy Action Plan, in the short-term, 
develop actions for coastal change and 
coastal/intertidal habitat monitoring, modelling of 
coastal processes to understand habitat 
creation/improvement opportunities, and liaison 
between landowners and environmental stakeholders 
to create more wetland areas.  These requirements are 
additional to the current coastal monitoring 
programme that will continue. The findings of the 
ongoing and future monitoring regimes will be used to 
inform the development of schemes in the medium to 
long‐term. 

- Monitoring of habitat types, extents and distribution 
through wider scale geomorphological studies.  These 

Support achievement of 
conservation objectives for 
international and national 
sites to the extent possible 
given rising sea levels, 
allowing for adaptive 
management over time. 
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Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna – 
continued 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Uncertain impact from changes in 
configuration and availability of 
habitat for SPA birds due to 
changes in sedimentation and 
coastal processes. 

studies will look at current and potential future gains 
and confirm whether predicted losses in 
coastal/estuary systems are occurring, to provide 
baseline data for scheme level Habitat Regulations 
Assessments, and to help inform the requirement for 
and viability of MR sites within the Strategy area.  The 
timescale for monitoring is yet to be agreed but 
recommended 5 yearly monitoring and reporting of 
cumulative changes across the estuary system and 
coast using remote/aerial monitoring techniques. 

Project level monitoring:  

- Monitoring of success of habitat creation/improvement 
schemes through annual monitoring (post-
implementation survey and aerial photography) of 
habitat following delivery of MR site, to ensure that the 
integrity of the European sites is maintained (and 
where possible, enhanced). 

- Monitoring of outcomes (including vegetation and bird 
surveys) following habitat creation/improvement 
schemes. 

Potential response: Review and if necessary, revise suite of 
strategic responses if observed changes to designated sites 
indicate detrimental effects on qualifying features. 

To maintain and enhance 
where possible the existing 
flora and fauna 

• Avoid damage to, and 
where possible enhance, 
priority habitats/habitats 
of principal importance 
throughout the area 

• Could the option impact on 
priority habitats/habitats of 
principal importance, or 
contribute to their 
enhancement? 

Loss of priority habitat (mudflats 
and sandflats; saltmarsh; 
reedbeds; sand dunes; grazing 
marsh; saline lagoons; vegetated 
shingle; maritime cliff and slope) 
through construction in the 
footprint of new defences or 
improvements to existing 
defences or as a result of changes 
in geomorphological/ coastal 
processes. 

Strategic monitoring: 

- Natural England routinely monitor (6 yearly cycle) the 
status of units in the designated nature conservation 
sites, and this will provide high level indicators of 
habitat condition, extent and location. 

Project level monitoring:  

- Projects delivered under the Strategy to monitor 
changes in priority habitats due to project 
implementation so that these can be considered 
cumulatively at the Strategy scale during Strategy 
reviews, to provide an integrated assessment of gains 
and losses as a result of the Strategy. 

No net loss of priority 
habitats around the 
estuary/coastline. 
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Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna - 
continued 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

To protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

• Contribute to the 
restoration of natural 
geomorphological 
processes where possible 

• Does the option work with 
natural geomorphological 
processes and enable natural 
evolution of the coastline? 

Potential disturbance to sediment 
connectivity in some locations 
(notably Silloth to Skinburness) 
due to groyne extension works in 
the long term. 

Defence improvements or 
replacement (e.g. within 
Morecambe Bay, Kent Estuary, 
Leven Estuary (inner and outer), 
Duddon Estuary and Ravenglass 
Estuary will constrain the natural 
functioning of the estuary by 
fixing the shoreline position. 

Strategic monitoring: 

- Monitoring of geomorphological change (e.g. using 
aerial photography) will be required in advance of 
project implementation, as well as monitoring of 
channel movements within estuaries.  

Potential response – modify location and timing of further 
MR activities if rate or nature of change is considered 
detrimental to environmental assets 

Understand nature, 
severity and timescale of 
changes to 
geomorphological 
processes. 

To minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites with 
pollution potential 

• Minimise the vulnerability 
of areas of 
known/potential 
contaminated land and 
landfills to tidal flooding 
and coastal erosion 

• Does the option change the 
risk of coastal erosion or 
flooding to known and 
potentially contaminated 
land and licensed/historic 
landfills? 

Uncertain impact: potential risk of 
contamination from authorised 
sites at The Howe (Workington), 
Walney island and south of the 
Leven Viaduct in the short to long-
term, and in some areas of NAI 
where there is potential exposure 
of contaminants. 

Strategic monitoring: 

- Carry out studies and contamination testing at 
potentially contaminated sites at continued or future 
risk of erosion in the short-term.  

 

No release of contaminants 
into the estuarine/coastal 
water bodies 

Land Use 

 

 

 

 

To manage the variety of land 
uses found along the coastline 

• Manage risk to agricultural 
land, in particular that of 
highest quality, from tidal 
flooding and coastal 
erosion 

• Will the option change the 
level of coastal erosion or 
flood risk of tidal flooding to 
the existing agricultural land, 
affecting its quality or 
versatility?  

Potential loss of agricultural land 
or change in quality/viability of 
land from NAI (natural change of 
unmanaged erosion) and 
implementing MR along the 
coastline/estuaries.  

 

Strategic monitoring: 

- Future review of flood risk to agricultural land within 
MR frontages to determine extent of loss in 
comparison with losses resulting from natural change. 

Project level monitoring: 

- Ongoing discussions with NFU representatives and 
landowners regarding impacts on agricultural land as 

Adaptive and managed 
changes to agricultural land 
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Land use - continued 

• Manage risk to other land 
uses (not covered under 
other Topics) from tidal 
flooding and coastal 
erosion 

• Does the option change the 
level of coastal flood or 
erosion risk on key land 
uses?  

• Are there opportunities to 
consider or promote future 
adaptation to make farmland 
more robust to future 
climate change impacts, for 
example by adopting lower 
intensive grazing and 
accepting more frequent 
flooding or regulated tidal 
exchange? 

the assessment and delivery of any MR schemes are 
progressed, advising and supporting landowners and 
tenant farmers 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

To support and where possible 
contribute to existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 

• Maintain and where 
possible enhance the 
existing chemical, and 
biological/quantitative 
elements of the 
waterbodies along the 
coastline 

• Support, and where 
possible contribute to the 
achievement of WFD 
objectives 

• Support and where 
possible contribute to 
requirements for 
protected area 
designations under the 
WFD e.g. Bathing Waters, 
Shellfish Waters, Nitrate 
Vulnerable Zones etc. 

• Does the option constrain 
meeting WFD objectives for 
good ecological 
status/potential for water 
bodies (coastal, river and 
groundwater) within the 
strategy area?  

• Does the option present a 
risk of deterioration of any 
waterbody along the 
coastline? 

• Does the option affect or 
contribute to the delivery of 
morphological mitigation 
measures for water bodies 
within the strategy? 

• Will the option affect WFD 
protected areas, e.g. Bathing 
Water Directive, for water 
bodies within the strategy 
area? 

Uncertain impacts: medium to 
long-term changes to estuarine 
and coastal geomorphological 
processes and associated impacts 
on WFD water bodies from 
improvements to existing 
defences and new policies for 
realignment, and uncertain 
impacts due to uncertain medium 
to long-term approaches 
(dependent on short-term 
monitoring). 

 

Project level monitoring: 

- WFD assessment will be undertaken at project level 
and will inform design choices.  Detailed WFD 
Compliance Assessment may be required.  

- HTL impacts on water bodies may be mitigated by 
managed realignment proposals within the water 
bodies and will require monitoring through a balance 
sheet of water body hydromorphological gains and 
losses 

Potential response – seek additional contributions to 
mitigation measures associated with schemes still to 
be delivered. 

WFD objectives met. 

Contribution to RBMP 
Programme of Measures 
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The Historic 
Environment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Historic 
Environment - 
continued 

To conserve and enhance the 
significance of historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

• Minimise vulnerability of 
areas of designated 
heritage, i.e. listed 
buildings, scheduled 
monuments, registered 
parks/gardens, WHS, and 
their settings to coastal 
erosion and flooding 

• Maintain and where 
possible enhance access to 
the assets of heritage 
importance as listed above 

• Maintain, and where 
appropriate enhance, the 
value of the historic 
environment along coastal 
frontage and seaside 
resorts 

• Does this option change the 
level of coastal erosion or 
flood risk to the existing 
historic environment, 
including listed buildings, 
scheduled monuments, 
registered parks and gardens 
and/or their settings? 

• Could the option provide the 
opportunity to enhance 
sustainable, heritage-based 
tourism? 

• Could the option affect the 
contribution of the historic 
environment to the tourism 
economy, sense of place and 
community wellbeing within 
the strategy area? 

• Will the option mean works 
encroach on land which may 
present a risk of 
encountering archaeological 
remains?   

Potential for damage or loss of 
high value heritage assets in the 
long term (e.g. Moat Farm 
Scheduled Monument) from 
NAI/MR.  

Uncertain impact; potential for 
loss or damage to heritage 
features /archaeological remains 
where new or improved defences 
are required. 

Opportunities to observe and 
record undiscovered archaeology 
that may become exposed during 
the retreat of the coastline within 
this epoch 

 

Strategic monitoring: 

- Monitoring and assessment of ongoing risk of flooding 
and coastal erosion to high value heritage assets (e.g. 
St Bees, Saltom Pit, Piel Island, Ravenglass, Silloth, 
Moricambe Bay, and the Solway Firth) throughout the 
coastline in collaboration with Historic England 

- Carry out studies into the implementation of erosion 
slowing defences around Moat Farm scheduled 
monument, which should include further assessment, 
consultation with Historic England and appropriate 
mitigation (such as recording before loss) to be 
identified and undertaken.   

Project level monitoring: 

- Appropriate archaeological assessments during project 
development in close liaison with Historic England and 
relevant heritage specialists including County 
Archaeologist, to develop an integrated and 
sympathetic heritage design including opportunities for 
sustainable heritage-based tourism  

Risk to heritage assets 
better understood to allow 
the preparation of 
appropriate management 
strategies. 

Production of 
archaeological evaluations 
where heritage assets are 
affected. 

 

To conserve the heritage value 
of the World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

• Maintain and where 
possible enhance the 
heritage value of the 
English Lake District 

• Maintain and where 
possible enhance the 
heritage value of the 
Frontiers of the Roman 
Empire (Hadrian’s Wall) 

• Is the option sympathetic to 
the heritage value of the 
WHSs? 

• Does the option contribute 
or constrain the objectives of 
the WHS management 
plans? 

Uncertain impact: potential impact 
on the heritage setting of 
Hadrian’s Wall WHS buffer zone 
and within small areas of the 
English Lake District WHS through 
new or improved hard defences. 

Project level monitoring: 

- Appropriate archaeological assessments during project 
development in close liaison with Historic England and 
relevant heritage specialists including County 
Archaeologist, to develop an integrated heritage design 
including consideration of impacts on the Outstanding 
Universal Value of the respective WHS. 

- Consultation to be undertaken with the LDNPA (in the 
case of the English Lake District WHS) or Hadrian’s Wall 
Managing Partnership in the case of the Frontiers of 
the Roman Empire: Hadrian’s Wall WHS.  

Production of 
archaeological/landscape 
assessments where WHS’ 
are affected. 
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Landscape and 
Visual Amenity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Landscape and 
Visual Amenity - 
continued 

To protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

• Maintain and where 
possible enhance the 
present 
landscape/seascape from 
adverse changes in line 
with the NCA objectives 

• Could the option lead to the 
introduction of features or 
landscapes that would be 
unsympathetic to the 
present landscape/seascape 
character? 

• Could the option improve the 
value of the existing 
landscape/seascape 

Potential impact on landscape 
character and deterioration in 
views out to sea in some areas (e.g. 
Dubmill Point) where new hard 
structures or improved defences 
are proposed.  

 

 

 

Project level monitoring: 

- Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments to be 
undertaken at scheme level, and projects involving new 
or raised defences or MR should be subject to ‘before’ 
and ‘after’ landscape assessment. 

- Ensure resultant schemes arising from the Strategy 
consider the importance and setting of the landscape 
character through sensitive design (e.g. appropriate 
alignment) and assess and manage any 
landscape/seascape impacts that might arise. 

- Seek opportunities to contribute to the landscape 
value of the coastline as part of schemes arising from 
the Strategy.  

NCA objectives met during 
delivery of schemes arising 
from Strategy. 

To protect the statutory 
landscape designations (AONB 
and National Parks) present 
along the coastline 

• Maintain and where 
possible enhance the 
present landscape 
features in line with 
objectives of the AONB 
management plans 

• Could the option lead to the 
introduction of features that 
may impact on the status of 
the statutory landscape 
designations? 

• Does the option improve the 
existing value of the coastal 
features of the existing 
statutory landscape 
designations?  

Potential long-term landscape 
changes within Arnside and 
Silverdale, and Solway Firth AONBs 
and the Lake District National Park 
from the creation of new or 
improved existing hard defences.  

Project level monitoring: 

- Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments to be 
undertaken at scheme level, and projects involving new 
or raised defences should be subject to ‘before’ and 
‘after’ landscape assessment. 

- Consultation to be undertaken with the respective 
AONB Partnerships and the LDNPA as part of any 
scheme that may impact on the respective 
designations to identify scheme specific risks, potential 
mitigation and to seek opportunities to enhance local 
landscape where there is an identified need for 
intervention.  

Compliance of future 
schemes with AONB 
management plans and 
protection of high 
landscape value 
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which runs in the floodplain around the periphery of the Dudden 
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protection structure within the landscape.
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The intertidal landscape is dynamic, changing rapidly with cyclical
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(F) The strateg y seeks to m anag e risk to the energ y ind ustry which is
hig hly visible within the land scape of the West Cum bria Coastal
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views from  the upland s.

(A) A NAI strateg y policy allowing  c ontinued erosion will m aintain the 
natural land sc ape charac ter area of this heritag e c oast and  d ram atic
red  sand stone prom ontory at St. Bees Head  which rises to 141,m
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(C) HTL at the coastal Victorian village of Silloth will maintain this
designed seaside resort and recent ribbon development that has 

contributed to its linear form.

(B) The strategy seeks to allow areas of wide marsh to act as the
 primary defence against flooding, allowing natural coastal

 processes to be unimpeded while seeking opportunities for
 habitat improvement or creation.

(D) A HTL policy to continue maintenance of defences will manage
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(F) A NAI strategy policy allowing continued erosion will maintain the 
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Appendix 2 - Assessment of Alternative Options  

This appendix provides the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of each option within each 

priority unit considered within the Strategy. This assessment was subsequently used to help 

determine the preferred environmental options (highlighted within each technical proforma 

(appended to the Cumbria Coastal Strategy Document), as well as the overall potential impact of the 

draft Strategy, described in Table 7.1 of the SEA Environmental Report.  

Those rows that have been shaded out in the tables are where no key environmental receptors have 

been identified in the environmental baseline (see SEA Scoping Report in Appendix 1) that may 

influence Strategy development. 

 



 

 

SEA Assessment Tables per Priority Unit 

 

11e8.7 Rockcliffe 

 Scoped 
in?  
  

Option 1: Do Nothing 
  

Option 2: Hold the Line - Construct new sea wall / 
revetment 
  

Option 3: Managed Realignment 
  

Option 4: Adaptive Management 
  

  
Population and Human Health 

Manage the risk to the health of 
people and communities 

Yes This option would leave a number of properties close to the 
coastline at increasing risk of damage from coastal erosion and 
flooding. Risk to the road outlined below would also reduce 
accessibility to the community by emergency services.  

Assets would be defended and the flood risk to the 
village and coastal road would be minimised, thus 
maintaining health and well-being. 

Assets would be defended and the flood risk to the village and 
coastal road would be minimised, thus maintaining health and 
well-being. 

A temporary response against flooding will provide 
flexible measures such as emergency protection, 
sandbags etc, which will not provide a long-term 
solution to managing flood/erosion risk to people and 
property, thus a gradual increase in risk to health and 
well-being. 

Manage the risk to isolated and 
socially deprived areas within the 
Strategy 

Yes This option would leave rural roads at risk of damage or loss to 
erosion or inaccessibility by flood events. The coastal road may 
need to be closed on a more frequent basis, possibly cutting off 
access to properties at Redhill (which are not at flood risk but are 
linked to Rockcliffe by the coastal road). The increased frequency 
of road closures would increase the isolation of the community of 
Rockcliffe.   

Assets would be defended and the flood risk to the 
village and coastal road would be minimised, thus 
minimising disruption and connectivity between 
settlements.  

Assets would be defended and the flood risk to the village and 
coastal road would be minimised, thus minimising disruption and 
connectivity between settlements. 

A temporary response against flooding will provide 
flexible measures such as emergency protection, 
sandbags etc, which will not provide a long-term 
solution to managing flood/erosion risk to people and 
property, thus increasing risk to connectivity between 
settlements. 

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the recreational 
and tourist facilities within the 
area 

Yes Various recreational amenities such as cafes, and pubs would 
likely be at risk of loss to erosion, reducing the area’s 
attractiveness to tourists and a loss of a recreational facility for 
local residents.  

Recreational assets would be defended. Recreational assets would be defended.  A temporary response against flooding will provide 
flexible measures such as emergency protection, 
sandbags etc, which will not provide a long-term 
solution to managing flood/erosion risk to people and 
property, thus increasing risk to recreational assets. 

Minimise flood and erosion risk 
to areas of significant economic 
activity 

Yes Agricultural land and tourist amenities may be damaged, with 
associated loss of value/income to these key economies along 
the frontage. 

Industrial assets would be defended and the flood 
risk to the village and coastal road would be 
minimised. 

Industrial assets would be defended and the flood risk to the 
village and coastal road would be minimised 

A temporary response against flooding will provide 
flexible measures such as emergency protection, 
sandbags etc, which will not provide a long-term 
solution to managing flood/erosion risk to people and 
property, thus increasing risk to economic activities. 

Material Assets           

Minimise risk to road, rail, and 
water infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes Rural roads would be at risk of damage or loss.  Assets would be defended and the flood risk to the 
village and coastal road would be minimised. 

Assets would be defended and the flood risk to the village and 
coastal road would be minimised. 

A temporary response against flooding will provide 
flexible measures such as emergency protection, 
sandbags etc, which will not provide a long-term 
solution to managing flood/erosion risk to people and 
property, thus increasing risk to local roads. 

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

No  -  -  -  - 

Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna           

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA AA 
report) 

Yes There are no defences at this location at present so do-nothing 
would be a continuation of the current situation.  

Potential habitat loss in construction footprint 
within conservation designations present on the 
shoreline (e.g. Solway Firth SAC) and associated 
impacts on qualifying species within Upper Solway 
Flats and Marshes SPA/Ramsar. 
Protection of terrestrial and freshwater 
designations on the landward side of the defence.  

Limited habitat loss/impacts on conservation designations as any 
new secondary embankment would likely be constructed 
adjacent to the road and outside of the designated site.   
Protection of terrestrial and freshwater designations on the 
landward side of the defence.  

Temporary barrier may impact on coastal/marine 
designations in the short term only  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

          

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural geological 
processes 

Yes Do nothing will allow the natural evolution of the area, allowing 
geological processes to continue and maintaining the existing 
geological diversity.   

The construction of any new defences would 
constrain the natural functioning of the estuarine 
geological processes. 

This option would help to improve the natural functioning of the 
estuary environment, therefore helping to protect natural 
geological processes. 

Temporary barrier would not interfere with the 
natural geological processes. 



 

 

 Scoped 
in?  
  

Option 1: Do Nothing 
  

Option 2: Hold the Line - Construct new sea wall / 
revetment 
  

Option 3: Managed Realignment 
  

Option 4: Adaptive Management 
  

  
Population and Human Health 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites with 
pollution potential 

No         

Land Use           

Manage the variety of land uses 
found along the coastline 

Yes Agricultural land within the PU would be at increasing flood and 
erosion risk.  

Agricultural land use would be maintained on the 
dry side of the new defences, though there may be 
requirement for agricultural land to be utilised in 
the footprint of any new defence. 

Repeated inundation of agricultural land may impact on its 
viability. 

Maintain land use with some impacts of inundation 

Water and Hydromorphology           

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD compliance 
report) 

Yes The area would be allowed to evolve naturally.  This option could potentially impact on biological 
(habitats) and the footprint of any new defence will 
create hydromorphological constraint on the 
adjacent waterbody. 

It is considered that although this could have impacts on 
elements of the water body, the overall intent of the policy is for 
habitat creation or improvement and as such this supports the 
natural functioning of the coast or estuary. It is noted that coastal 
habitat creation on these frontages could contribute to 
improvements in water body status where it is currently not rated 
as “good”, such as in Leven and Kent transitional water bodies. 

 Natural processes would be partially maintained 
whilst temporary defences are in place. Once these 
were removed, natural processes would resume 

Historic Environment           

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features and 
their settings along the coastline 

Yes There is a Grade II listed building at continuing risk of damage or 
loss to flooding and/or coastal erosion.  

Would defend the heritage assets (notably Grade II 
listed building) from direct impacts, however the 
new defence may impact on the setting of these 
assets thereby impacting on their value.  

Would defend the heritage assets from direct impacts, however 
the new defence may impact on the setting of these assets 
thereby impacts on their value.  

Would temporarily defend the heritage assets from 
direct impacts, however the new defence may impact 
on the setting of these assets thereby impacts on 
their value. 

Conserve the heritage value of 
the World Heritage Sites along 
the coastline 

Yes The whole area within this PU is designated under the Frontiers 
of the Roman Empire WHS. This option may continue to increase 
the risk of damage to the setting of the designated features of 
this WHS as well as the features themselves. This would impact 
on the OUV of the WHS.  

A new defence would defend the features of the 
WHS present within the PU, however may alter the 
landscape of the frontage which may affect the 
OUV of the WHS.  

New set back defence may alter the landscape of the frontage 
which may affect the OUV of the WHS.  

Would temporarily defend the heritage assets from 
direct impacts, however temporary responses may 
impact on the setting of these assets thereby 
impacting on their value. 

Landscape and Visual Amenity           

Protect and maintain the national 
character features of the 
coastline 

Yes Continued risk of impacts on landscape character within the 
NCA/WHS. Potential for a deterioration in visual amenity related 
to debris arising from damaged property.  

Continued risk of impacts on landscape character 
within the NCA/WHS. Potential for a deterioration 
in visual amenity related to debris arising from 
damaged property.  

Impacts on the landscape character within the NCA/WHS. 
Potential negative changes to visual amenity from the 
construction of new defences but the development of new 
habitat would improve landscape amenity.  

Temporary impact on the value of the AONB through 
the temporary response measure provided e.g. the 
placement of potentially unsightly sandbags within 
the designation 

Protect the statutory landscape 
designations (AONB and National 
Parks) present along the coastline 

Yes Potential changes to habitats and heritage features within the 
Solway Firth AONB. Unmanaged erosion and debris arising from 
damaged property all potentially impact on the value of the 
AONB.  

Potential changes to habitats and heritage features 
within the Solway Firth AONB.  The introduction of 
a new defence may negatively impact on the value 
of the AONB.  

Potential changes to habitats and heritage features within the 
Solway Firth AONB.  The introduction of a new defence may 
negatively impact on the value of the AONB. 

Temporary impact on the value of the AONB through 
the temporary response measure provided e.g. the 
placement of potentially unsightly sandbags within 
the designation 

 



 

 

11e8.2 Bowness-on-Solway 

  
Population and Human 
Health 

Scoped 
in?  
  

Option 1: Do Nothing 
  

Option 2: Do Minimum  
  

Option 3: Maintain through 
proactive maintenance.  
  

Option 4: Maintain through Reinforcing 
existing defences.  
  

Option 5: Hold the Line - Improve 
Existing Defences 
  

Option 6: Hold the Line - 
Construct New Shore Control 
Measures 
  

Option 7: HTL - New 
Revetment/Seawall  
  

Manage the risk to the 
health of people and 
communities 

Yes This option would lead to an 
increased risk of damage to 
properties from erosion, 
affecting both individuals and 
the wider community of 
Bowness-on-Solway.  Risk to 
the road outlined below would 
also reduce accessibility to the 
community by emergency 
services.  

  

Increasing risk of damage to 
properties from erosion, affecting 
both individuals and the wider 
community of Bowness-on-Solway.   
Risk to the road outlined below 
would also reduce accessibility to 
the community by emergency 
services.  
 
If conditions continue to worsen, 
then this would not manage long 
term erosion to the village of 
Bowness-on-Solway. 

Properties and community 
services would be protected 
in the short to medium-term 
through temporary repairs to 
maintain the integrity of the 
defence structures. 

Properties and community services would 
be protected in the short to medium-term. 

Properties and community 
services would be protected 
throughout the timescale of the 
Strategy 

This option would ensure that 
properties and community 
services are protected 
throughout the timescale of 
the Strategy. 

Properties and community 
services would be protected 
throughout the timescale of 
the Strategy 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within the 
Strategy 

Yes This option would leave rural 
roads at risk of damage or loss 
to erosion. Their loss would 
result in accessibility and 
isolation to the residents of 
these properties.  

This option would leave rural roads 
at risk of damage or loss to 
erosion. Their loss would result in 
accessibility and isolation to the 
residents of these properties.  

The infrastructure 
maintaining connectivity 
would be protected in the 
short and medium-term. 

 The infrastructure maintaining connectivity 
would be protected in the short and 
medium-term 

The infrastructure maintaining 
connectivity would be protected 
throughout the timescale of the 
Strategy. 

As above for infrastructure that 
connects the community to the 
wider area.  

The infrastructure maintaining 
connectivity would be 
protected throughout the 
timescale of the Strategy 

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

Yes Various recreational amenities 
such as cafes and pubs would 
likely be at risk of loss to 
erosion, reducing its 
attractiveness to tourists and 
use by local residents.  

Various recreational amenities 
such as cafes and pubs would likely 
be at risk of loss to erosion, 
reducing its attractiveness to 
tourists and use by local residents.  

The tourist facilities would be 
protected as part of this 
option for the short and 
medium terms 

 The tourist facilities would be protected as 
part of this option for the short and 
medium terms 

The tourist facilities would be 
protected as part of this option.  

 : Increasing the area of beach 
safely available to the public 
may increase the attractiveness 
of the area to tourists, and 
create additional recreational 
value to the local community 

The tourist facilities would be 
protected as part of this option. 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas of 
significant economic 
activity 

Yes Agricultural land and tourist 
amenities may be damaged, 
with associated loss of 
value/income to these key 
economies along the frontage. 

Agricultural land and tourist 
amenities may be damaged, with 
associated loss of value/income to 
these key economies along the 
frontage. 

Agricultural land and tourist 
amenities (areas of significant 
economic activity) would be 
protected for the short and 
medium term. 

Agricultural land and tourist amenities 
(areas of significant economic activity) 
would be protected for the short and 
medium term. 

As above for areas of significant 
economic activity.  

As above, increasing the area of 
the beach may increase the 
attractiveness of the area to 
visitors thereby enhancing the 
economic value of the holiday 
parks in the PU. Protection of 
agricultural land. 

Agricultural land and tourist 
facilities would be protected as 
part of this option. 

Material Assets                 

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes Rural roads would be at risk of 
damage or loss.  The coastal 
road would be likely affected 
by the medium to long term. 
 

Rural roads would be at risk of 
damage or loss. The coastal road 
would be likely be affected by the 
medium to long term once the 
defences fail. 

The road present within the 
PU would be protected in the 
short and medium term. 

  The road present within the PU would be 
protected in the short and medium term. 

The road present within the PU 
would be protected throughout 
the timescale of the Strategy. 

This option would protect 
infrastructure in the PU 
throughout the timescale of 
the area.  

 The road present within the PU 
would be protected throughout 
the timescale of the Strategy 

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

No           
 

  

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

                



 

 

  
Population and Human 
Health 

Scoped 
in?  
  

Option 1: Do Nothing 
  

Option 2: Do Minimum  
  

Option 3: Maintain through 
proactive maintenance.  
  

Option 4: Maintain through Reinforcing 
existing defences.  
  

Option 5: Hold the Line - Improve 
Existing Defences 
  

Option 6: Hold the Line - 
Construct New Shore Control 
Measures 
  

Option 7: HTL - New 
Revetment/Seawall  
  

Maintain and enhance 
where possible the 
existing flora and fauna 
(Also see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes The gradual failure of defences 
would help reinstate natural 
processes but there would be 
continued intertidal habitat 
loss due to natural changes 
involving the migration of the 
channel landwards and 
comparative resistance of the 
till cliffs. 
 
Slow erosion of the high 
ground at this location would 
result in minimal additional 
sediment supply and minimal 
gains in intertidal habitat.   

The gradual failure of defences 
would help reinstate natural 
processes but there would be 
continued intertidal habitat loss 
due to the movement of the 
channel.   Some areas of vegetated 
shingle would remain, which may 
expand under this option. Slow 
erosion of the high ground at this 
location would result in minimal 
additional sediment supply and 
very limited gains in intertidal 
habitat.  

The gradual failure of 
defences would help reinstate 
natural processes but there 
would be continued intertidal 
habitat loss due to the 
movement of the channel.   
Some areas of vegetated 
shingle would remain, which 
may expand under this 
option. Slow erosion of the 
high ground at this location 
would result in minimal 
additional sediment supply 
and very limited gains in 
intertidal habitat.  

Maintenance of the existing defences in the 
short and medium-term may lead to 
intertidal habitat loss in the footprint of 
maintenance/reinforcement works 
(particularly if rock gabions are placed along 
the toe of defences). This may result in 
direct habitat loss within the Solway Firth 
international conservation sites – see the 
Cumbria Coastal Strategy HRA. 
  

Improving the existing defences 
throughout the duration of the 
Strategy may lead to the direct 
loss of intertidal habitat loss in 
the footprint of modified 
defences in the long-term. This 
may adversely affect the integrity 
of the Solway Firth international 
conservation sites – see the 
Cumbria Coastal Strategy HRA.  
 
  

Constructing new defences 
may lead to the direct loss of 
intertidal habitat loss in the 
footprint of new defences in 
the long-term. This may 
adversely affect the integrity of 
the Solway Firth international 
conservation sites – see the 
Cumbria Coastal Strategy HRA.  
  

Constructing new defences 
may lead to the direct loss of 
intertidal habitat loss in the 
footprint of new defences in 
the long-term. This may 
adversely affect the integrity of 
the Solway Firth international 
conservation sites – see the 
Cumbria Coastal Strategy HRA.  
  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

                

Protect existing 
geological diversity and 
allow for the restoration 
of natural geological 
processes 

Yes Do nothing will allow 
geological processes to evolve 
naturally and protecting 
geological diversity.   

Do minimum will allow geological 
processes to evolve naturally and 
protecting geological diversity.   

This option would delay 
failure of defences for a short 
period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long 
term. This option will allow 
the natural evolution of the 
area, allow geological 
processes and therefore 
protect geological diversity.   

The increase in defence footprint would be 
small as works would be likely only within 
the defence toe.  
As linear defences, it is not anticipated that 
these new defences would significantly 
impact on longshore sediment transport in 
the short term. 

As linear defences, it is not 
anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly 
impact on longshore sediment 
transport in the short term. 

As this structure would be 
placed in a shore normal 
position, there would is 
potential for impacts on 
longshore sediment transport 
in the short to long-term.  

As linear defences, it is not 
anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly 
impact on longshore sediment 
transport in the short term. 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites 
with pollution potential 

No               

Land Use                 

Manage the variety of 
land uses found along the 
coastline 

Yes The land within the PU would 
no longer be suitable for use 
for residential properties. 
Increasing risk of erosion to 
agricultural land. 

The land within the PU would no 
longer be suitable for use for 
residential properties.  Increasing 
risk of erosion to agricultural land. 

This option would maintain 
the land uses within the PU in 
the short and medium term. 

This option would maintain the land uses 
within the PU in the short and medium 
term. 

This option would maintain the 
land uses within the PU. Though if 
the decision was taken to install 
set back defences, the area of 
open land seaward of this is likely 
to be eventually lost to coastal 
erosion 

Land use would be protected 
through this option.  

This option would maintain the 
land uses within the PU. 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

                

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences 
would remove 
hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of 
the area. Within some NAI 
policy areas, opportunities for 
habitat enhancement will be 
sought. 

Eventual failure of defences would 
remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area. Within some 
NAI policy areas, opportunities for 
habitat enhancement will be 
sought. 

The natural evolution of the 
area would be allowed in the 
medium term. Within some 
NAI policy areas, 
opportunities for habitat 
enhancement will be sought 
after. 

This option could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 
beach habitats due to increased defence 
footprint, although smaller than Option 7. 
However, in the medium term, the natural 
evolution of the area would be allowed. 

This option could potentially 
impact on biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach 
habitats due increased defence 
footprint, although smaller than 
Option 7 

Increased hydromorphological 
pressure on coastal waterbody. 
This option could potentially 
impact on biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach due 
to increased defence footprint  

Increased hydromorphological 
pressure on coastal waterbody. 
This option could potentially 
impact on biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach 
habitats due increased defence 
footprint and encroaching in 
the foreshore 

Historic Environment                 



 

 

  
Population and Human 
Health 

Scoped 
in?  
  

Option 1: Do Nothing 
  

Option 2: Do Minimum  
  

Option 3: Maintain through 
proactive maintenance.  
  

Option 4: Maintain through Reinforcing 
existing defences.  
  

Option 5: Hold the Line - Improve 
Existing Defences 
  

Option 6: Hold the Line - 
Construct New Shore Control 
Measures 
  

Option 7: HTL - New 
Revetment/Seawall  
  

Conserve and enhance 
the designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes The Roman Fort and 
Settlement Scheduled 
Monument (part of Hadrians 
Wall Scheduled Monument) 
situated within 25m of the 
shoreline would likely be 
negatively impacted by coastal 
erosion (with potential loss of 
part of the site) as well as 
impacts to its setting. 

The Roman Fort and Settlement 
Scheduled Monument (part of 
Hadrians Wall Scheduled 
Monument) situated within 25m of 
the shoreline would likely be 
negatively impacted by coastal 
erosion (with potential loss of part 
of the site) as well as impacts to its 
setting. 

The Roman Fort and 
Settlement Scheduled 
Monument situated within 
25m of the shoreline would 
likely be impacted by coastal 
erosion and flooding as well 
as impacts to its setting in the 
medium term. 

The designated historic features and their 
settings would be protected throughout the 
timescale of the Strategy. However an 
improved defence may have an altered 
scale/nature which may impact on the 
setting of the heritage features. 

The designated historic features 
and their settings would be 
protected throughout the 
timescale of the Strategy. 
However an improved defence 
may have an altered scale/nature 
which may impact on the setting 
of the heritage features.  

The designated historic 
features and their settings 
would be protected throughout 
the timescale of the Strategy.  

The designated historic 
features and their settings 
would be protected throughout 
the timescale of the Strategy. 

Conserve the heritage 
value of the World 
Heritage Sites along the 
coastline 

Yes The whole area within this PU 
is designated under the 
Frontiers of the Roman Empire 
(Hadrians Wall) WHS. This 
option may damage the 
setting of the designated 
features of this WHS as well as 
the features themselves. This 
would impact on the OUV of 
the WHS.  

The whole area within this PU is 
designated under the Frontiers of 
the Roman Empire WHS. This 
option may damage the setting of 
the designated features of this 
WHS as well as the features 
themselves. This would impact on 
the OUV of the WHS.  

The whole area within this PU 
is designated under the 
Frontiers of the Roman 
Empire WHS. This option may 
damage the setting of the 
designated features of this 
WHS as well as the features 
themselves in the medium 
term. This would impact on 
the OUV of the WHS.  

The above is the same for WHS features 
within the PU. 

The above is the same for WHS 
features within the PU. 

The above is the same for WHS 
features within the PU. 
However, there may be some 
impact on or damage to 
undiscovered archaeology. 

The above is the same for WHS 
features within the PU. 
However, there may be some 
impact on or damage to 
undiscovered archaeology. 

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

                

Protect and maintain the 
national character 
features of the coastline 

Yes Impacts on landscape 
character of WHS features, 
which  are NCA features. 
Potential for a deterioration in 
visual amenity from 
deteriorating defences and 
damaged property.     

Impacts on landscape character of 
WHS features, which are NCA 
features. Potential for a 
deterioration in visual amenity 
related to debris arising from failed 
defences and damaged property.  

There would be no change in 
the current setting. Impacts 
on landscape character of 
WHS features, which are NCA 
features. Potential for a 
deterioration in visual 
amenity related to debris 
arising from failed defences 
and damaged property. 

The designated landscape WHS features 
and their settings would be protected 
throughout the timescale of the Strategy. 
However a reinforced defence may alter its 
scale/nature, which may be unsympathetic 
to the present landscape/seascape 
character.  

The designated landscape WHS 
features and their settings would 
be protected throughout the 
timescale of the Strategy. 
However an improved defence 
may alter its scale/nature its 
scale/nature, which may be 
unsympathetic to the present 
landscape/seascape character.  

Shore control structures such 
as headlands or groynes would 
negatively impact on the 
landscape character.   There 
would be changes to visual 
amenity related to the 
construction of new defences. 

A new revetment or seawall 
could negatively impact on the 
landscape character and result 
in changes to visual amenity 
(with potential loss of views). 

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National 
Parks) present along the 
coastline 

Yes In the short term, failure of 
defences from unmanaged 
erosion and the impact on the 
village would be detrimental 
to the objectives of the Solway 
Coast AONB, due to the 
eyesore created and effect on 
the coastal community. 

The failure of defences from 
unmanaged erosion and the 
impact on the village would be 
detrimental to the objectives of 
the Solway Coast AONB, due to the 
eyesore created and effect on the 
coastal community. 

There would be no change in 
the current setting. 
Unmanaged erosion would 
continue, with debris arising 
from damaged defences and 
property, and associated 
impacts on the value of the 
AONB.  

The designated landscape features and 
their settings would be protected 
throughout the timescale of the Strategy. 
However an improved defence may alter its 
scale/nature, which may affect the status of 
the AONB.  

The designated historic features 
and their settings would be 
protected throughout the 
timescale of the Strategy. 
However an improved defence 
may alter its scale/nature, which 
may affect the status of the 
AONB.  

Shore control structures such 
as headlands or groynes would 
impact on the landscape 
character of the AONB.    

A new revetment or seawall 
could negatively impact on the 
landscape character of the 
AONB 

 

11e6.2 Silloth to Skinburnessbank 

  
Population and 
Human Health 

Scoped 
in?  
  

Option 1: Do Nothing 
  

Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive 
Patch and Repair (This will only 
delay DN option by an epoch) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - 
Proactive Maintenance - SOP 
maintained at least in short term 

Option 4: Hold the Line - 
Modify Existing Defences 
(but not replacing) 

Option 5: Hold the Line 
- Improve Existing 
Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line - 
Construct New Shore 
Control Structures 

Option 7: Hold the Line - Beach Recharge  

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes This option would leave a 
number of properties close to 
the coastline at risk of damage 
from coastal erosion, flooding, 
and the effects of sea level 
rise. There would be 
overtopping in the short-term 
and a longer-term risk of 
defence failure.  Risk to the 
road outlined below would 
reduce accessibility to the 

This option would leave a number 
of properties close to the 
coastline at risk of damage from 
coastal erosion, flooding in the 
long-term and the effects of sea 
level rise. Risk to the road 
outlined below would also reduce 
accessibility to the community by 
emergency services.  

Protection to property and 
community facilities would be 
maintained at current level, 
however this does not account 
for the potential for sea level 
rise and the overtopping risk this 
may pose. In the longer term 
this may lead to risk of increased 
frequency of flooding. 

Protection to property and 
community facilities would 
be maintained at current 
level, however this does not 
account for the potential for 
sea level rise and the 
overtopping risk this may 
pose. In the longer term this 
may lead to risk of increased 
frequency of flooding. 

Properties and 
community services 
would be protected 
throughout the 
timescale of the 
Strategy. 

Option would ensure 
that the properties and 
community services are 
protected throughout 
the timescale of the 
Strategy. 

Properties and community services would be protected 
throughout the timescale of the Strategy. 



 

 

  
Population and 
Human Health 

Scoped 
in?  
  

Option 1: Do Nothing 
  

Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive 
Patch and Repair (This will only 
delay DN option by an epoch) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - 
Proactive Maintenance - SOP 
maintained at least in short term 

Option 4: Hold the Line - 
Modify Existing Defences 
(but not replacing) 

Option 5: Hold the Line 
- Improve Existing 
Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line - 
Construct New Shore 
Control Structures 

Option 7: Hold the Line - Beach Recharge  

community by emergency 
services. Risk of loss of the 
Silloth Lifeboat Station, which 
would put local residents’ 
safety at risk as well as 
removing safety cover for a 
large area of the outer Solway.  

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes This option would leave 
Skinburness Road at risk of 
damage or loss to erosion or 
inaccessibility by flood events. 
Skinburness road is the only 
road available to access the 
houses along this road and its 
loss would result in 
accessibility and isolation to 
the residents of these 
properties.  

 This option would leave 
Skinburness Road at risk of 
damage or loss to erosion or 
inaccessibility by flood events. 
Skinburness road is the only road 
available to access the houses 
along this road and its loss would 
result in accessibility and isolation 
to the residents of these 
properties.  

The above is the same with 
regard to the road network in 
the PU that allows access for the 
local residents, i.e. maintained 
protection in the short to 
medium term however residual 
risk of overtopping as a result of 
sea level rise.  

The above is the same with 
regards to the road network 
in the PU that allows access 
for the local residents, i.e. 
maintained protection in the 
short to medium term 
however residual risk of 
overtopping as a result of sea 
level rise.  

The infrastructure 
maintaining 
connectivity would be 
protected throughout 
the timescale of the 
Strategy. 

As above for 
infrastructure that 
connects the community 
to the wider area.  

The infrastructure maintaining connectivity would be 
protected throughout the timescale of the Strategy. 

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes Potential loss of Silloth 
Promenade, holiday park and 
other recreational assets (the 
Green, Cumbrian Coastal Way 
and Allerdale Ramble) to 
erosion within the area. This 
would, reduce its 
attractiveness to tourists and 
loss of recreational facility for 
local residents.  

Potential loss of recreational and 
tourist assets to erosion within 
the area. This would, reduce its 
attractiveness to tourists and loss 
of recreational facility for local 
residents. 

Short term protection to 
recreational and tourist facilities 
but increasing risk of flooding in 
the medium to long-term 

Protection to tourist and 
recreational assets would be 
maintained at current level, 
however this does not 
account for the potential for 
sea level rise and the 
overtopping risk this may 
pose. In the longer term, 
there will be an increasing 
risk of flooding. 

The tourist and 
recreation facilities 
would be protected as 
part of this option.  

Protection of tourist and 
recreation assets.   
Increase in area of beach 
available to the public 
may increase the 
attractiveness of the 
area to tourists, and 
create additional 
recreational value to the 
local community. 

Protection of tourist and recreation assets.   Increase in 
area of beach safely available to the public may increase 
the attractiveness of the area to tourists, and create 
additional recreational value to the local community 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes Though not located in this PU, 
potential risk of breach into 
Silloth Harbour due to coastal 
erosion.  Additionally, the 
promenade and other 
attractive areas of this 
frontage attract visitors who 
stay at the holiday part present 
within the area. Impacts on the 
frontage and its attractiveness 
to visitors would directly 
impact on the economy of the 
area.  

Though not located in this PU, 
potential risk of breach into 
Silloth Harbour due to coastal 
erosion.  Additionally, the 
promenade and other attractive 
areas of this frontage attract 
visitors who stay at the holiday 
part present within the area. 
Impacts on the frontage and its 
attractiveness to visitors would 
directly impact on the economy 
of the area.  

The above is the same for the 
areas already named as areas of 
significant economic activity.  

The above is the same for the 
areas already named as areas 
of significant economic 
activity.  

As above for areas of 
significant economic 
activity  

As above, increasing the 
area of the beach may 
increase the 
attractiveness of the 
area to visitors thereby 
enhancing the economic 
value of the holiday 
parks in the PU 

As above, increasing the area of the beach may increase 
the attractiveness of the area to visitors thereby 
enhancing the economic value of the holiday parks in 
the PU 

Material Assets                 

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes As outlined above, Skinburness 
road is at risk of damage or 
loss from coastal erosion, as 
well as regular coastal 
flooding.  

As outlined above, Skinburness 
road is at risk of damage or loss 
from coastal erosion, as well as 
regular coastal flooding.  

The above is the same for the 
roads in the area. 

The above is the same for the 
roads in the area. 

The road present 
within the PU would 
be protected 
throughout the 
timescale of the 
Strategy. 

This option would 
protect infrastructure in 
the PU throughout the 
timescale of the area.  

This option would protect infrastructure in the PU 
throughout the timescale of the area. 

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes Under this option, there is a 
risk that erosion in this PU may 
breach the northern side of the 
Silloth Harbour.  

Under this option, there is a risk 
that erosion in this PU may 
breach the northern side of 
Silloth Harbour.  

The above is the same for critical 
infrastructure 

The above is the same for 
critical infrastructure 

The above is the same 
for critical 
infrastructure.  

The harbour would be 
protected throughout 
the timescale of the 
Strategy. 

The harbour would be protected throughout the 
timescale of the Strategy. 

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

                



 

 

  
Population and 
Human Health 

Scoped 
in?  
  

Option 1: Do Nothing 
  

Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive 
Patch and Repair (This will only 
delay DN option by an epoch) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - 
Proactive Maintenance - SOP 
maintained at least in short term 

Option 4: Hold the Line - 
Modify Existing Defences 
(but not replacing) 

Option 5: Hold the Line 
- Improve Existing 
Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line - 
Construct New Shore 
Control Structures 

Option 7: Hold the Line - Beach Recharge  

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna 
(Also see assessment 
in HRA AA report) 

Yes The failure of defences would 
help reinstate natural 
processes but there would be 
continued intertidal habitat 
loss (e.g. dune habitat) due to 
natural changes involving the 
movement of the channel 
within the Solway Firth 
conservation sites.  

The failure of defences would 
help reinstate natural processes 
but there would be continued 
intertidal habitat loss due to 
natural changes involving the 
movement of the channel.  

This option would maintain the 
existing defences in the short 
and medium terms. The 
eventual loss of coastal defences 
would result in a more natural 
sediment regime and water 
flows could re-establish. 

This option would maintain 
the existing defences in the 
short and medium terms and 
there is unlikely to be any 
habitat losses or gains as a 
result of the modified 
defences (unless the 
footprint extends beyond the 
existing).    

Improvement of 
existing defences may 
impact on the high 
value habitats of 
international 
designations within 
the frontage. There is 
uncertainty over the 
longer-term impacts 
on the formation or 
composition of 
intertidal habitats 
within the Solway Firth 
and Upper Solway 
Flats and Marshes 
international 
conservation sites. 

Constructing new 
defences may lead to the 
direct loss of intertidal 
habitat loss in the 
footprint of new 
defences in the long-
term. This may adversely 
affect the integrity of the 
Solway Firth and Upper 
Solway Flats and 
Marshes international 
conservation sites – see 
the Cumbria Coastal 
Strategy HRA.   

By recharging using crushed rock cobbles in conjunction 
with other options (Options 4, 5 or 6), has the potential 
to affect some priority habitats including vegetated 
shingle.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

                

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

 Yes Do nothing will allow the 
natural evolution of the area, 
allow geological processes and 
protect geological diversity.   

Do minimum will allow the 
natural evolution of the area, 
allow geological processes and 
protect geological diversity.   

This option will allow the natural 
evolution of the area, allow 
geological processes and protect 
geological diversity in the long-
term.   

The increase in defence 
footprint would be small as 
works would be likely only 
within the defence toe.  
As linear defences, it is not 
anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly 
impact on longshore 
sediment transport in the 
short term. 

As linear defences, it is 
not anticipated that 
these new defences 
would significantly 
impact on longshore 
sediment transport in 
the short term. 

As this structure would 
be placed in a shore 
normal position, there is 
potential for impacts on 
longshore sediment 
transport in the short 
and long term. Potential 
impacts on sediment 
supply to The Grune. 

This option would potentially modify the natural grain 
size of beach material. However, it would allow the 
natural evolution of the area, allow geological processes 
and protect geological diversity.   

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

No               

Land Use                 

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes The land within the PU would 
no longer be suitable for use 
for residential properties.  
Uncontrolled changes in 
coastal processes have the 
potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect 
shellfish beds located off the 
coast of Moricambe. 

The land within the PU would no 
longer be suitable for use for 
residential properties.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to 
affect sedimentation and affect 
shellfish beds located off the 
coast of Moricambe. 

There would be no changes to 
the current land uses landward 
of the current defences.  
Potential changes to shellfish 
beds in the long-term.  

There would be no changes 
to the current land uses 
landward of the current 
defences.  

This option would 
maintain the land uses 
within the PU.  

Land use would be 
protected through this 
option. Potential changes 
to shellfish beds. 

Existing land use would be maintained through this 
option.  Potential negative impacts on shellfish beds in 
the long-term. 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

                

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences 
would remove 
hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of 
the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in 
coastal processes have the 
potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect the 
Shellfish Protected Area but 
also allow these areas to 
expand naturally.  

Eventual failure of defences 
would remove 
hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of the 
area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to 
affect sedimentation and affect 
the Shellfish Protected Area but 
also allow these areas to expand 
naturally.  

Under this option, the majority 
of the works would be carried 
out within the current defence 
footprint and, therefore no 
change in hydromorphological 
pressure on the waterbody.    

Under this option, the 
majority of the works would 
be carried out within the 
current defence footprint 
and, therefore no change in 
hydromorphological pressure 
on the waterbody.    

Improving the 
defences could have 
negative effects on the 
water quality status of 
the coastal water 
body, and may 
compromise the 
achievement of WFD 
objectives.   

Increased 
hydromorphological 
pressure on coastal 
waterbody.  
Constructing control 
structures that extend 
offshore would 
potentially have negative 
effects on the water 
quality status of the 
coastal water body, and 
may compromise the 

No change in hydromorphological pressure on the 
waterbody.   This option could benefit biological 
(habitat) receptors in the upper beach.  



 

 

  
Population and 
Human Health 

Scoped 
in?  
  

Option 1: Do Nothing 
  

Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive 
Patch and Repair (This will only 
delay DN option by an epoch) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - 
Proactive Maintenance - SOP 
maintained at least in short term 

Option 4: Hold the Line - 
Modify Existing Defences 
(but not replacing) 

Option 5: Hold the Line 
- Improve Existing 
Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line - 
Construct New Shore 
Control Structures 

Option 7: Hold the Line - Beach Recharge  

achievement of WFD 
objectives.   

Historic Environment                 

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There is a scheduled 
monument within 100m of the 
coastline and its historic 
setting would likely be affected 
by coastal erosion. 
Additionally, the loss of the 
defences in the longer-term 
may result in increased 
flooding to this asset and other 
heritage features. 

There is a scheduled monument 
within 100m of the coastline and 
its historic setting would likely be 
affected by coastal erosion. 
Additionally, the loss of the 
defences in the longer-term may 
result in increased flooding to this 
asset and other heritage features. 

There is no direct risk to the 
scheduled monument in the 
short to medium term, however 
the risk of overtopping may 
impact on its setting in the long 
term.  

There is no direct risk to the 
scheduled monument in the 
short to medium term, 
however the risk of 
overtopping may impact on 
its setting in the long term. 

The designated historic 
features and their 
settings would be 
protected throughout 
the timescale of the 
Strategy.  

The designated historic 
features and their 
settings would be 
protected throughout 
the timescale of the 
Strategy.  

The designated historic features and their settings would 
be protected throughout the timescale of the Strategy. 

Conserve the heritage 
value of the World 
Heritage Sites along 
the coastline 

Yes The whole area within this PU 
is designated under the 
Frontiers of the Roman Empire 
WHS. This option may damage 
the setting of the designated 
features of this WHS. 

The whole area within this PU is 
designated under the Frontiers of 
the Roman Empire WHS. This 
option may damage the setting of 
the designated features of this 
WHS. 

There is no direct risk to the 
WHS features in the short to 
medium term, however the risk 
of overtopping may impact on 
its setting in the long term.  

There is no direct risk to the 
WHS features in the short to 
medium term, however the 
risk of overtopping may 
impact on its setting in the 
long term. 

The WHS features 
within the PU would 
be protected 
throughout the 
timescale of the 
Strategy. However, 
there is potential for 
impacts or damage to 
undiscovered 
archaeology that may 
be related to the WHS. 

The WHS features within 
the PU would be 
protected throughout 
the timescale of the 
Strategy. However, there 
is potential for impacts 
or damage to 
undiscovered 
archaeology that may be 
related to the WHS. 

The WHS features within the PU and their setting would 
be protected throughout the timescale of the Strategy. 

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

                

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Potential expansion of 
vegetated shingle and sand 
and pebble beaches (a feature 
of the Solway Basin NCA), 
thereby promoting a national 
character feature within the 
area. However, alterations to 
visual amenity related to 
debris arising from failed 
defences and damaged 
property. 

Vegetated shingle and sand and 
pebble beaches are a feature of 
the Solway Basin NCA. As 
outlined in 'Biodiversity' this 
option may allow for the 
expansion of these habitats 
within this PU, thereby promoting 
a national character feature 
within the area.  However, 
alterations to visual amenity 
related to debris arising from 
failed defences and damaged 
property. 

Any landscape features 
landward of the coastal defences 
would be protected in the short 
to medium-term. In the longer 
term, if defences fail, impacts 
similar to the do nothing 
scenario. 

Any landscape features 
landward of the coastal 
defences would be protected 
in the short to medium-term. 
In the longer term, if 
defences fail, impacts similar 
to the do nothing scenario.  

As above, the setback 
defences may allow for 
the expansion of 
coastal habitats which 
are features of the 
NCA. Construction of 
new defences will 
result in changes to 
landscape character. 

Shore control structures 
such as headlands or 
groynes would impact on 
the landscape character.   
Alterations to visual 
amenity related to the 
construction of new 
defences. 

The recharge may allow for the expansion of coastal 
habitats which are features of the NCA. 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes Though this PU does not fall 
into the Solway Firth AONB, 
the area is named AONB 
landscape character H2, 
broadly this is described as 
Coastal Town and Urban 
Fringe. This would not be 
majorly changed as a result of 
this option.  

Though this PU does not fall into 
the Solway Firth AONB, the area 
is named AONB landscape 
character H2, broadly this is 
described as Coastal Town and 
Urban Fringe. This would not be 
majorly changed as a result of 
this option.  

The AONB features and habitats 
would not be affected by this 
option. 

The AONB features and 
habitats would not be 
affected by this option. 

AONB features would 
be protected 
throughout the 
timescale of the 
Strategy. However an 
improved defence may 
have an altered 
scale/nature which 
may impact on the 
setting of the visual 
amenity of the 
frontage. 

AONB features would be 
protected throughout 
the timescale of the 
Strategy. However an 
improved defence may 
have an altered 
scale/nature which may 
impact on the setting of 
the visual amenity of the 
frontage. 

AONB features would be protected throughout the 
timescale of the duration of the Strategy. 

 

11e5.1 Dubmill Point to Silloth 



 

 

  
Population and Human 
Health 

Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do minimum Option 3: HTL - Reinforce Existing 
Defences  

Option 4: HTL - New 
Revetment/Seawall  

Option 5: Managed Realignment - 
Erosion Slowing Defences -  

Option 6: Managed 
realignment – Relocate 
B5300 away from erosion 
risk area 

Manage the risk to the 
health of people and 
communities 

Yes Communities of Beckfoot, Mawbray 
and other smaller individual 
residences are at risk of damage 
from flooding and coastal erosion. 

Communities of Beckfoot, Mawbray 
and other smaller individual 
residences are at risk of damage from 
flooding and coastal erosion. 

Communities of Beckfoot, Mawbray 
and other smaller individual 
residences would be protected in the 
short-term (up to 20 years) at current 
levels of protection. In the longer term 
this may lead to risk of increased 
frequency of flooding due to sea level 
rise and overtopping. 

Communities of Beckfoot, 
Mawbray and other smaller 
individual residences would 
be protected against flooding 
and erosion in the short to 
medium term.  However, in 
the longer term this option 
may not prevent the risk of 
more frequent overtopping as 
a result from rising sea levels 
in the future, which may 
affect properties. 

Communities of Beckfoot, 
Mawbray and other smaller 
individual residences are at risk of 
damage from flooding and coastal 
erosion 

Under this option, the road 
would be relocated, so no 
isolation of communities 
would occur. A relocated 
road would avoid further 
risk of road closure and 
maintain connectivity for 
emergency services and 
local traffic. There would 
remain risk to  

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes Impacts to the B5300, main road 
along the front from regular 
inundation and damage from 
coastal erosion. Loss or closure of 
this road would impact on the 
isolation of these communities. 

Impacts to the B5300, main road 
along the front from regular 
inundation and damage from coastal 
erosion. Loss or closure of this road 
would impact on the isolation of 
these communities. 

In the short to medium term, B5300 
would be maintained at current levels 
of protection. However residual risk of 
overtopping as a result of sea level rise 
would occur in the long-term.  

The road B5300 would be 
protected against flooding 
and erosion in both short and 
long term. The risk of 
communities being isolated 
would be reduced. 

Impacts to the B5300, main road 
along the front from regular 
inundation and damage from 
coastal erosion.  

The B5300 is an important 
connective route for 
multiple isolated 
communities throughout 
the area.  Relocation of the 
road will maintain 
connectivity between these 
communities. 

Avoid damage and 
where possible enhance 
the recreational and 
tourist facilities within 
the area 

Yes Under this option, two Caravan 
parks near Beckfoot, and Bitterlees 
golf course would be at risk of 
flooding and subject to erosion.  

Under this option, two Caravan parks 
near Beckfoot, and Bitterlees golf 
course would be at risk of flooding 
and subject to erosion. 

Under this option, both caravan parks 
near Beckfoot and the Bitterlees golf 
course would be maintained at their 
current level of protection. However, 
residual risk of overtopping as a result 
of sea level rise would occur in the 
long-term.  

Both caravan parks near 
Beckfoot and the Bitterlees 
gold course would be 
protected in short and long 
term.  

4 Caravan parks near Beckfoot, and 
the Bitterlees golf course at risk.  

Bitterlees golf course and 
caravan parks close to 
Beckfoot would remain at 
risk from flooding and 
coastal erosion as this 
option alone does not 
address the risk to areas 
other than the B5300. 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas of 
significant economic 
activity 

Yes Agricultural land and tourist 
amenities are the two key 
economies along the frontage that 
would likely be affected by flooding 
and erosion. 

Agricultural land and tourist 
amenities are the two key economies 
along the frontage that would likely 
be affected by flooding and erosion. 

Under this option, agricultural land 
and tourist amenities would be 
maintained at current level of 
protection. However, residual risk of 
overtopping as a result of sea level rise 
would occur in the long-term and may 
affect these economic activities. 

Assets would be defended 
against erosion not flooding.  

Agricultural land seaward of any 
new defence would likely become 
unviable over time due to 
unmanaged risk of coastal erosion 
and repeated inundation.  Some 
negative effects on tourism. 

Agricultural land seaward of 
the new B5300 route would 
remain at risk of flooding 
and coastal erosion and 
would likely become 
unviable over time. Some 
negative effects on tourism 
but also opportunities for 
ecotourism. 

Material Assets              

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes The B5300 runs adjacent to the 
coastline and is the key link 
between small communities along 
the Cumbrian coast; loss or 
permanent closure of this road in 
the short-term.   

The B5300 runs adjacent to the 
coastline and is the key link between 
small communities along the 
Cumbrian coast; loss or closure of this 
road.   

As above, the B5300 would be 
maintained at current level of 
protection. However, this option 
would not be sustainable on its own in 
the long-term, which could result in 
closure of the road. 

Assets would be defended 
against erosion not flooding.  

B5300 at risk of regular inundation 
and coastal erosion.  

It is assumed that any major 

infrastructure associated 

with the B5300 would be 

relocated simultaneously, 

so no residual risk remains 

 

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

No 
 

 
 

  
 

 

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

             



 

 

  
Population and Human 
Health 

Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do minimum Option 3: HTL - Reinforce Existing 
Defences  

Option 4: HTL - New 
Revetment/Seawall  

Option 5: Managed Realignment - 
Erosion Slowing Defences -  

Option 6: Managed 
realignment – Relocate 
B5300 away from erosion 
risk area 

Maintain and enhance 
where possible the 
existing flora and fauna 
(Also see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes The eventual loss of coastal 
defences would result in the 
establishment of a more natural 
sediment regime and water flows, 
potentially enhancing intertidal 
priority habitats, including those 
within the Allonby Bay MCZ and the 
Solway Firth and Upper Solway Flats 
and Marshes international 
conservation sites.   
 
Potential damage or loss of 
terrestrial and freshwater habitats 
and supporting species including 
those within the Mawbray Banks 
and Silloth Dunes SSSI e.g. 
Natterjack toad and Great Crested 
Newt.  

The eventual loss of coastal defences 
would result in the establishment of a 
more natural sediment regime and 
water flows, potentially enhancing 
intertidal priority habitats, including 
those within the Allonby Bay MCZ 
and the Solway Firth and Upper 
Solway Flats and Marshes 
international conservation sites.   
 
Potential damage or loss of terrestrial 
and freshwater habitats and 
supporting species including those 
within the Mawbray Banks and Silloth 
Dunes SSSI e.g. Natterjack toad and 
Great Crested Newt. 

The reinforcement measures in the 
short-term may encroach on 
designated intertidal habitats the 
Solway Firth and Upper Solway Flats 
and Marshes international 
conservation sites.   
 
Protection of terrestrial and 
freshwater habitats and supporting 
species including those within the 
Mawbray Banks and Silloth Dunes SSSI 
e.g. Natterjack toad and Great Crested 
Newt. 
 
In the longer-term, potential loss of 
coastal defences which may benefit 
intertidal priority habitats, including 
those within the Allonby Bay MCZ and 
the Solway Firth and Upper Solway 
Flats and Marshes international 
conservation sites.  Potential damage 
or loss of terrestrial and freshwater 
habitats and supporting species in the 
longer-term. 

Potential intertidal habitat 
loss within designations 
present on the shoreline.    

Any intervention would impact on 
natural foreshore or dune 
behaviour but impacts would 
largely be localised. This option 
would defend the frontage from 
erosion in the short term, which 
may maintain the sand dunes 
(priority habitat) present along the 
frontage.  

Potential habitat loss resulting from 
installing hard structures such as 
rock gabions on the Solway Firth 
and Upper Solway Flats and 
Marshes international conservation 
sites.   
 
 
 
  

Removal of the coastal 
defences would result in the 
establishment of a more 
natural sediment regime 
and water flows, potentially 
enhancing intertidal priority 
habitats, including those 
within the Allonby Bay MCZ 
and the Solway Firth and 
Upper Solway Flats and 
Marshes international 
conservation sites.   
 
Continued risk of flooding to 

terrestrial and freshwater 

habitats and supporting 

species including those 

within the Mawbray Banks 

and Silloth Dunes SSSI e.g. 

Natterjack toad and Great 

Crested Newt. 

The re-routed road may 

impact on terrestrial 

habitat.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

             

Protect existing 
geological diversity and 
allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes Do nothing will allow the area to 
evolve naturally, restore natural 
geological processes and therefore, 
continue to protect geological 
diversity.   

Do Minimum will allow the area to 
evolve naturally, restore natural 
geological processes and therefore, 
continue to protect geological 
diversity.   

After the defences fail, the natural 
evolution of the area would resume, 
allowing geological processes and 
therefore, continue to protect 
geological diversity.   

The construction of a new 
defence would hinder natural 
geological processes and may 
create an intermediate 
promontory between Dubmill 
Point and Silloth Harbour, 
should undefended 
shorelines either side erode. 

The use of planting, fencing and 
other dune management 
techniques such as small scale rock 
toe protection or gabions will slow 
the erosion of natural features and 
impact on natural foreshore or 
dune behaviour.  However, impacts 
would largely be localised whilst 
still maintaining a degree of natural 
interaction between the dunes and 
the foreshore. 

As no new coastal defences 
would be constructed and 
the current defences 
removed, there is potential 
to reinstate natural 
geological processes 
including the natural 
interface between the 
foreshore and the 
hinterland.  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

Yes Historic landfill just north of 
Mawbray is at risk of breach in the 
long term, thereby giving rise to 
contamination risk. 

Historic landfill just north of 
Mawbray is at risk of breach in the 
long term, thereby giving rise to 
contamination risk. 

Historic landfill just north of Mawbray 
would be at risk of breach in the long 
term, thereby giving rise to 
contamination risk. 

Landfill would be defended 
from erosion but not 
flooding.  

Historic landfill just north of 
Mawbray is at risk of breach in the 
long term, thereby giving rise to 
contamination risk. 

It is assumed that pollution 

risk would be managed by 

removal of road surfacing 

and relocation of utilities. 

Historic landfill north of 
Mawbray would be at risk 
of breach.  

Land Use              

Manage the variety of 
land uses found along 
the coastline 

Yes Potential impacts on agricultural 
and recreational from regular 
inundation and erosion.  

Potential impacts on agricultural and 
recreational from regular inundation 
and erosion. 

Protection of agricultural and 
recreational land in the short and 
medium-term. In the long-term 
however increased overtopping due to 
sea level rise would impact these land 
uses. 

Maintain land use with some 
localised impacts of 
inundation. 

Potential impacts on agricultural 
and recreational from regular 
inundation and erosion. 

Potential impacts on 
agricultural and recreational 
from regular inundation and 
erosion. 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

             



 

 

  
Population and Human 
Health 

Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do minimum Option 3: HTL - Reinforce Existing 
Defences  

Option 4: HTL - New 
Revetment/Seawall  

Option 5: Managed Realignment - 
Erosion Slowing Defences -  

Option 6: Managed 
realignment – Relocate 
B5300 away from erosion 
risk area 

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would 
remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to 
affect sedimentation and affect 
WFD Protected Areas.  

Eventual failure of defences would 
remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

Reinforcing the defences could have 
negative effects on the water quality 
status of the water body, and may 
compromise the achievement of WFD 
objectives.  However, in the medium 
term, the natural evolution of the area 
would be allowed. 

Increased 
hydromorphological 
constraint on water body.  
Potential negative effects on 
the water quality status of 
the water body, and may 
compromise the achievement 
of WFD objectives.    

It is considered that although this 
could have impacts on elements of 
the water body, the overall intent 
of the policy is for habitat creation 
or improvement and as such this 
supports the natural functioning of 
the coast or estuary. It is noted that 
coastal habitat creation on these 
frontages could contribute to 
improvements in water body status 
where it is currently not rated as 
“good”, such as in Leven and Kent 
transitional water bodies.  

Removal of 

hydromorphological 

constraint and  natural 

evolution of the area would 

be allowed. Within the MR 

policy area, opportunities 

for habitat enhancement 

will be sought.   

 

Historic Environment              

Conserve and enhance 
the designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes Up to nine Scheduled monuments 
and three listed buildings at risk 
from flooding and coastal erosion. 
Debris arising from property 
damage and /or failed defences will 
impact on the settings of these 
heritage assets thereby reducing 
their value. 

Up to nine Scheduled monuments 
and three listed buildings at risk from 
flooding and coastal erosion. Debris 
arising from property damage and /or 
failed defences will impact on the 
settings of these heritage assets 
thereby reducing their value. 

Existing level of protection would 
continue in the short to medium term.  
After the defences fail, these would be 
at risk. Debris arising from property 
damage and /or failed defences will 
impact on the settings of these 
heritage assets thereby reducing their 
value. 

Would defend the heritage 
assets from direct impacts, 
however the new defence 
may impact on the setting of 
these assets thereby impacts 
on their value.  

Up to 9 Scheduled monuments and 
3 listed buildings at risk from 
flooding and coastal erosion. Debris 
arising from property damage and 
/or failed defences will impact on 
the settings of these heritage 
assets thereby reducing their value. 

Up to nine Scheduled 

monuments and three listed 

buildings would remain at 

risk from flooding and 

coastal erosion. Debris 

arising from property 

damage and /or failed 

defences will impact on the 

settings of these heritage 

assets thereby reducing 

their value. . 

Relocation of the road may 

impact on heritage features 

along its proposed route.  

 

Conserve the heritage 
value of the World 
Heritage Sites along the 
coastline 

Yes All of the scheduled monuments 
present along the coastline features 
of the Hadrian's Wall WHS and the 
whole frontage falls into the WHS 
buffer zone. This option may impact 
on the OUV of the WHS. 

All of the scheduled monuments 
present along the coastline features 
of the Hadrian's Wall WHS and the 
whole frontage falls into the WHS 
buffer zone. This option may impact 
on the OUV of the WHS.  

All of the scheduled monuments 
present along the coastline features of 
the Hadrian's Wall WHS and the whole 
frontage fall into the WHS buffer zone. 
This option may impact on the OUV of 
the WHS in the long-term. 

New defences may alter the 
landscape of the frontage 
which may affect the OUV of 
the WHS.  

All of the scheduled monuments 
present along the coastline 
features of the Hadrian's Wall WHS 
and the whole frontage fall into the 
WHS buffer zone. This option may 
impact on the OUV of the WHS.  

The Scheduled Monuments 
described above are part of 
the Hadrian’s Wall WHS. 
Impacts to these would 
impact on the OUV of the 
WHS.   
The relocation of the road 

may impact on the setting 

of the WHS and its features 

along its proposed route.  

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

             

Protect and maintain 
the national character 
features of the coastline 

Yes Potential impacts on landscape 
character of WHS features (NCA 
features). Alterations to visual 
amenity related to debris arising 
from failed defences and damaged 
property.  

Potential impacts on landscape 
character of WHS features (NCA 
features). Alterations to visual 
amenity related to debris arising from 
failed defences and damaged 
property.  

Potential impacts on landscape 
character of WHS features (NCA 
features).. Alterations to visual 
amenity related to debris arising from 
failed defences and damaged property 
in the long-term.  

Potential impacts on 
landscape character of WHS 
features (NCA features). 
Alterations to visual amenity 
related to the construction of 
new defences.  

Potential impacts on landscape 
character of WHS features (NCA 
features). Alterations to visual 
amenity related to debris arising 
from failed defences and damaged 
property.  

Potential impacts on 

landscape character of WHS 

features (NCA features).. 

The relocated B5300 will 

also result in changes to 

landscape and visual 

amenity.  

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National 
Parks) present along the 
coastline 

Yes Potential changes to habitats and 
heritage features within the Solway 
Firth AONB. Unmanaged erosion 
and debris arising from damaged 
property all potentially impact on 
the value of the AONB.  

Potential changes to habitats and 
heritage features within the Solway 
Firth AONB. Unmanaged erosion and 
debris arising from damaged property 
all potentially impact on the value of 
the AONB. 

In the short and medium term, the 
improvement of defences would not 
cause a change in the character of the 
landscape designations.. In the long-
term, unmanaged erosion, debris 
arising from damaged defences and 
property, all impact on the value of the 
AONB.  

The introduction of a new 
defence may negatively affect 
the value of the AONB but 
will protect the terrestrial 
habitats and heritage 
features in the hinterland.  

Potential changes to habitats and 
heritage features within the Solway 
Firth AONB. Unmanaged erosion 
and debris arising from damaged 
property all potentially impact on 
the value of the AONB. 

The relocation of the B5300 

will result in changes to the 

landscape and visual 

amenity of the AONB.  



 

 

 

 

11e4.6 Seacroft Farm to Dubmill Point 

  
Population and Human 
Health 

Scoped 
in?  
  

Option 1: Do Nothing 
  

Option 2: HTL Proactive 
Maintenance -  
  

Option 3: HTL - Reinforce Existing 
Defences -  
  

Option 4: HTL - New 
Revetment/Seawall  
  

Option 5: Hold the line - Beach 
Recharge 
  

Option 6: Managed realignment: 
Relocate B5300 away from erosion 
risk area 

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities 

Yes Seacroft farm at risk from 
flooding and potential loss to 
erosion.  

Up to the medium term, 
Seacroft farm would be 
protected from flooding 
and erosion. 

The properties, community services, 
B5300 road and agricultural land 
would be protected in the short and 
medium term. 

Assets would be defended Extent of defence will require 
further assessment to determine 
whether beach control measures are 
required. Would likely defend 
against erosion, but not overtopping 
unless implemented in-combination 
with other options.  

Under this option, the road would 
be relocated, but there would be no 
further defence of Seacroft Farm 
which would remain at risk.  

Manage the risk to isolated 
and socially deprived areas 
within the Strategy 

Yes B5300 at risk of repeated closure 
due to inundation and eventual 
loss to erosion. 

In the short and medium 
term, B5300 would be 
protected, avoiding 
repeated closures. 

B5300 would be protected for the 
short and medium term. 

Assets would be defended  Extent of defence will require 
further assessment to determine 
whether beach control measures are 
required. Would likely defend 
against erosion, but not overtopping 
unless implemented in combination 
with other options.  

The B5300 would be maintained and 
so the communities that relied on it 
for connection to the wider area 
would not become isolated as a 
result.  

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

Yes None present within PU          

Minimise flood and erosion 
risk to areas of significant 
economic activity 

Yes Agricultural land would become 
unviable. 

Agricultural land would 
be protected in the short 
and medium term.  

Agricultural land would be protected 
in the short and medium term. 

Assets would be defended. Extent of defence will require 
further assessment to determine 
whether beach control measures are 
required. Would likely defend 
agricultural land against erosion, but 
not overtopping unless 
implemented in combination with 
other options.  

Agricultural land seaward of the new 
road alignment would remain at risk 
of inundation and erosion, which 
may mean that it will become 
unviable in the future.  

Material Assets              

Minimise risk to road, rail, 
and water infrastructure 
present along the coastline 

Yes B5300 at risk is an important 
connective route through the 
area. 

B5300 would be 
protected for the short 
and medium term. 

B5300 would be protected for the 
short and medium term. 

Assets would be defended.  Extent of defence will require 
further assessment to determine 
whether beach control measures are 
required. Would likely defend 
against erosion, but not overtopping 
unless implemented in combination 
with other options.  

Road B5300 would be relocated 
maintaining its utility.  

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

No            

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

             

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA 
AA report) 

Yes Shoreline erosion would lead to 
changes in process behaviour 
which could potentially impact on 
habitats, but the failure of 
defences would help reinstate 
natural interaction between 
shoreline and foreshore 
potentially improving sediment 
supply to the north. This natural 
evolution of habitats may benefit 
the Allonby Bay MCZ and the 
Solway Firth and Upper Solway 
Flats and Marshes international 
conservation sites.   

This option would delay 
failure of defences for a 
short period, however it 
does not maintain 
defences in the long 
term. The eventual loss of 
coastal defences would 
likely result in the 
establishment of a more 
natural sediment regime 
and water flows, 
potentially enhancing 
intertidal priority 
habitats, including those 
within the Allonby Bay 

Proactive maintenance and a new 
rock toe would maintain defences in 
the short to medium-term. The 
eventual loss of coastal defences in 
the long-term would likely result in 
the establishment of a more natural 
sediment regime and water flows, 
potentially enhancing intertidal 
priority habitats, including those 
within the Allonby Bay MCZ and the 
Solway Firth and Upper Solway Flats 
and Marshes international 
conservation sites.   
 

Impacts of construction on the 
designated sites in long term 
including direct habitat loss.  

Construction of potential shore 
control structures within the Allonby 
Bay MCZ and the Solway Firth and 
Upper Solway Flats and Marshes 
international conservation sites.  
resulting in a loss of habitat and 
likely impacts on site integrity.  
 
Raising beach levels with imported 
sediment may affect designated 
intertidal habitat.   The regular input 
of sediment could have wider 
impacts on adjacent frontages as it is 
transported along the coastline. 

The removal of flood defences 
would likely result in the 
establishment of a more natural 
sediment regime and water flows, 
potentially enhancing intertidal 
priority habitats, including those 
within the Allonby Bay MCZ and the 
Solway Firth and Upper Solway Flats 
and Marshes international 
conservation sites.   
 
The re-routed road may impact on 

terrestrial habitat.  

 



 

 

  
Population and Human 
Health 

Scoped 
in?  
  

Option 1: Do Nothing 
  

Option 2: HTL Proactive 
Maintenance -  
  

Option 3: HTL - Reinforce Existing 
Defences -  
  

Option 4: HTL - New 
Revetment/Seawall  
  

Option 5: Hold the line - Beach 
Recharge 
  

Option 6: Managed realignment: 
Relocate B5300 away from erosion 
risk area 

MCZ and the Solway Firth 
and Upper Solway Flats 
and Marshes 
international 
conservation sites.    

Potential habitat loss within 
designated habitats from footprint 
of new rock toe.  

 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

             

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes Option would enable more 
natural coastal and sediment 
movement processes. 

This option would delay 
failure of defences for a 
short period, however it 
does not maintain 
defences in the long 
term. Sediment transport 
likely to return to more 
natural processes once 
the defences fail. 

In the short and medium term, 
addition of a rock toe is not 
anticipated to significantly impact on 
longshore sediment transport. 
Sediment transport likely to return 
to more natural processes once the 
defences fail in the long-term.  

As linear defences, it is not 
anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly 
impact on longshore sediment 
transport in the short term. 

This option would potentially modify 
the natural sediment grain size 
located in the area and, therefore, 
would impact of the soil feature. 
However, it would allow the natural 
evolution of the area, allow 
geological processes and therefore, 
continue to protect geological 
diversity.   

It is assumed that pollution risk 
would be managed by removal of 
road surfacing and relocation of 
utilities at the same time as the 
road. Sediment transport likely to 
return to more natural processes. 

 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites 
with pollution potential 

No            

Land Use              

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the 
coastline 

Yes Agricultural land likely impacted 
by reduced viability from flood 
and coastal erosion. 

Protection of land-use in 
short to medium-term.  
In the long term. 
Agricultural land likely 
impacted by reduced 
viability from flood and 
coastal erosion.  

Land use would be protected in 
short and medium term but would 
experience increasing flood and 
erosion risk in the longer term. 

Maintains land use landward of 
defence. 

Maintains land use landward of 
defence. 

Agricultural land would be at risk of 
regular inundation and erosion, 
which may lead to it becoming 
unviable.  

Water and Hydromorphology              

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing 
measures proposed under 
the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes No hydromophological 
constraints and natural evolution 
of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to 
affect sedimentation and affect 
WFD Protected Areas. Within 
some NAI policy areas, 
opportunities for habitat 
enhancement will be sought 
after. 

It is unlikely that 
maintaining the current 
defences in their current 
position in the short-term 
would change the status 
of the water bodies and 
existing 
hydromorphology of the 
area.   

Reinforcing the defences will not 
change the existing 
hydromorphological pressure on the 
water body. However, in the long-
term, impacts will be similar to do 
nothing. 

Potential for increased 
hydromorphological constraint 
on water body due to 
construction of new defence with 
potentially larger footprint. 

Potential hydromorphological 
changes to the frontage. 

Similar impacts to do nothing. 

Historic Environment              

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

Yes Impacts on Dubmill Point 
Milefortlet Scheduled Monument 
expected, damage from flooding 
and eventual loss to coastal 
erosion 

 Dubmill Point Milefortlet 
scheduled monument 
would be protected in the 
short and medium term 
from flooding and 
eventual loss to coastal 
erosion.  

Protection of Dubmill Point 
Milefortlet from damage due to 
erosion in the short and medium-
term, but the new defence may 
impact on the setting of this 
heritage asset.  

Protection of Dubmill Point 
Milefortlet from damage due to 
erosion, but the new defence 
may impact on the setting of this 
heritage asset.  

Potential protection to historic 
features from erosion, but not 
overtopping.   

Potential for increased risk of 
coastal erosion and flooding to 
historic features including Dubmill 
Point Milefortlet Scheduled 
Monument,  

Conserve the heritage value 
of the World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

Yes The Scheduled monument is a 
feature of the WHS and so 
impacts to this and its setting will 
impact on the OUV of the 
Hadrian's Wall OUV 

The Scheduled 
monument is a feature of 
the WHS and so impacts 
to this and its setting will 
impact on the OUV of the 
Hadrian's Wall OUV 

WHS feature may be impacted. Setting of the WHS feature may 
be impacted. 

Protection to WHS from erosion, but 
some overtopping would occur.  It is 
likely that the WHS features would 
be protected throughout the 
timescale of the Strategy. 

Potential for increased risk of 
coastal erosion and flooding to 
Milefortlet WHS feature and 
associated impacts on the OUV of 
the Hadrian's Wall WHS. 

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

             

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Do nothing will result in both 
positive changes to landscape 
character from a move to a more 

Changes to the landscape 
character in the long 
term. Alterations to visual 

WHS features are NCA features. In 
the short and medium-term, the 
improvement of defences (i.e. new 

New defence would result in 
changes to visual amenity, 
however this defence would be 

The recharge may allow for the 
expansion of coastal habitats which 
are features of the NCA. AONB 

Relocation of the road may allow a 
more natural progression of coastal 
habitats and the potential expansion 



 

 

  
Population and Human 
Health 

Scoped 
in?  
  

Option 1: Do Nothing 
  

Option 2: HTL Proactive 
Maintenance -  
  

Option 3: HTL - Reinforce Existing 
Defences -  
  

Option 4: HTL - New 
Revetment/Seawall  
  

Option 5: Hold the line - Beach 
Recharge 
  

Option 6: Managed realignment: 
Relocate B5300 away from erosion 
risk area 

natural regime but also negative 
impacts from unmanaged 
deteriorating defences and 
damaged property.  

amenity related to debris 
arising from failed 
defences and damaged 
property. 

rock toe) would result in some 
changes to landscape character and 
visual amenity. In the longer-term, 
impacts may be similar to do 
nothing. 

replacing existing defence, so 
visual impacts will be limited.  

features would be protected 
throughout the timescale of the 
Strategy. 

of sand dune habitats, thereby 
enhancing the features of the NCA.  
 
The re-routing of the road will likely 
alter the visual amenity of the local 
area where it is constructed.  

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National Parks) 
present along the coastline 

Yes Solway Firth AONB, habitats and 
heritage features part of this 
AONB. Unmanaged erosion, 
debris arising from damaged 
defences and property, all impact 
on the value of the AONB.  

Solway Firth AONB, 
habitats and heritage 
features part of this 
AONB. Unmanaged 
erosion, debris arising 
from damaged defences 
and property, all impact 
on the value of the 
AONB. 

Solway Firth AONB, habitats and 
heritage features part of this AONB. 
In the long-term, unmanaged 
erosion, debris arising from 
damaged defences and property, all 
impact on the value of the AONB. 

Dependant on the scale of the 
new defence there may be 
impacts on the value of the AONB 

The recharge may allow for the 
expansion of coastal habitats which 
are features of the NCA. AONB 
features would be protected 
throughout the timescale of the 
Strategy. 

Potential benefits to the Solway 
Firth AONB from the removal of the 
road and more natural coastline.  
 
The re-routing of the road may 
impact on the landscape value of the 
AONB where it is constructed.  

 

11e4.5 Allonby to Seacroft Farm 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Reinforce Existing Defences - 
eventually like option 1 from medium 
term.  

Option 3: Managed Realignment - Construct 
Erosion Slowing Defences  

Option 4: Managed realignment – Relocate B5300 
away from erosion risk area 

Population and Human 
Health 

         

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities 

Yes Seacroft farm at continued flood risk and 
damage from erosion. Increased risk to life 
due to longer response times for emergency 
services and increased stress, specifically for 
residents of Allonby and local farms. 

Seacroft farm would be protected from 
loss or damage from erosion Increased risk 
to life due to longer response times for 
emergency services and increased stress, 
specifically for residents of Allonby and 
local farm in the long term. 

Assets defended in the short term. Revert to do 
nothing in the medium term Seacroft farm, B5300 
and community services would be protected on 
the short-term (up to 20 years) at current levels of 
protection. In the longer term this may lead to risk 
of increased frequency of flooding. 

Under this option, the road would be relocated, 
but there would be no further defence of Seacroft 
Farm which would remain at risk. 

Manage the risk to isolated 
and socially deprived areas 
within the Strategy 

Yes B5300 at continued risk of loss or damage.  
The reduced operation of the road could 
impact on the connectivity of the Cumbria 
coast as the B5300 is a key road link between 
the coastal communities to each other and 
to the wider area.  

B5300 protected in the short and medium 
term from loss or damage 

Assets defended in the short term. Revert to do 
nothing in the medium term  

The B5300 would be maintained and so the 
communities that relied on it for connection to 
the wider area would not become isolated as a 
result. 

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

Yes None in area None in area None in area None in area 

Minimise flood and erosion 
risk to areas of significant 
economic activity 

Yes Some agricultural land would become 
increasingly unviable as flood and erosion 
risks increase. 

Agricultural land would be protected in the 
short and medium term 

Assets defended in the short term. Revert to do 
nothing in the medium term  

Agricultural land seaward of the new road 
alignment would remain at risk of inundation and 
erosion, which may mean that it will become 
unviable in the future. 

Material Assets          

Minimise risk to road, rail, 
and water infrastructure 
present along the coastline 

Yes The B5300 would be at risk of loss or 
damage, and the UU wwtw could be lost as a 
result of coastal erosion and frequent flood 
events. 

B5300 and UU WwTW would be protected 
in the short and medium term  

Assets defended in the short term. Revert to do 
nothing in the medium term  

Although road B5300 would be relocated, other 
infrastructure such as the UU WwTW would be 
damaged or lost due to coastal erosion and 
flooding. 

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

No        

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

         



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Reinforce Existing Defences - 
eventually like option 1 from medium 
term.  

Option 3: Managed Realignment - Construct 
Erosion Slowing Defences  

Option 4: Managed realignment – Relocate B5300 
away from erosion risk area 

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA 
AA report) 

Yes The loss of coastal defences would likely 
result in the establishment of a more natural 
sediment regime and water flows, 
potentially enhancing intertidal priority 
habitats (e.g. sand dunes), including those 
within the Allonby Bay MCZ and the Solway 
Firth and Upper Solway Flats and Marshes 
international conservation sites.   
 
Failure of the United Utilities (UU) WwTW 
would potentially spread contaminants along 
the shoreline, impacting on biodiversity. 

In the medium to long-term, the loss of 
coastal defences would likely result in the 
establishment of a more natural sediment 
regime and water flows, potentially 
enhancing intertidal priority habitats (e.g. 
sand dunes), including those within the 
Allonby Bay MCZ and the Solway Firth and 
Upper Solway Flats and Marshes 
international conservation sites.    
 
Additional rock armour may encroach on 
designated habitats and affect qualifying 
species. 
 
Failure of the UU WwTW would potentially 
spread contaminants along the shoreline, 
impacting on biodiversity.  

This option would defend the frontage from 
erosion in the short term, which may help 
maintain the sand dunes (priority habitat) present 
along the frontage. 
 
The eventual loss of coastal defences would likely 
result in the establishment of a more natural 
sediment regime and water flows, potentially 
enhancing intertidal priority habitats (e.g. sand 
dunes), including those within the Allonby Bay 
MCZ and the Solway Firth and Upper Solway Flats 
and Marshes international conservation sites.    
 
Potential rock gabions may encroach on 
designated habitats and affect qualifying species.  

The eventual loss of flood defences would likely 
result in the establishment of a more natural 
sediment regime and water flows, potentially 
enhancing intertidal priority habitats (e.g. sand 
dunes), including those within the Allonby Bay 
MCZ and the Solway Firth and Upper Solway Flats 
and Marshes international conservation sites.    
 
Failure of the UU WwTW would potentially spread 
contaminants along the shoreline, impacting on 
biodiversity. 
 
The re-routed road may impact on terrestrial 

habitat.  

 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

         

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes Do nothing will allow the natural evolution of 
the area, allow geological processes and 
therefore, continue to protect geological 
diversity.   

This option will allow the natural evolution 
of the area, allow geological processes and 
therefore, continue to protect geological 
diversity.   

 As linear defences, it is not anticipated that these 
new defences would significantly impact on 
longshore sediment transport in the short term.  

This option will allow the natural evolution of the 
area, allow geological processes and therefore, 
continue to protect geological diversity.   

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites 
with pollution potential 

Yes Inundation of the wastewater treatment 
works may result in pollutants entering the 
floodwater and being transported into the 
wider environment. 

UU Wwtw pollution risk This risk is negated in the short term, reverts to 
option 1 in the medium term.  

Damage to the UU WwTW would result in 
pollutants entering the floodwater and being 
transported into the wider environment 

Land Use          

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the 
coastline 

Yes Agricultural land would be impacted Agricultural land would be defended in the 
short and medium term 

Assets defended in the short term. Revert to do 
nothing in the medium term  

Agricultural land would be at risk of regular 
inundation and erosion which may lead it 
becoming unviable over time 

Water and Hydromorphology          

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing 
measures proposed under 
the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would remove 
hydromophological constraints and allow 
natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes 
have the potential to affect sedimentation 
and affect WFD Protected Areas. Pollution 
risk to water bodies from wastewater 
treatment works. 

Eventual failure of defences would remove 
hydromophological constraints and allow 
natural evolution of the area.  
Potential changes in coastal processes. 
Pollution risk to water bodies from 
wastewater treatment works. 

Continued hydromorphological pressure on 
waterbody from erosion slowing defences.  The 
risk of pollution from UU WwTW would be 
minimised.   

Beneficial impact through removal of 
hydromorphological constraints on water body.   
Natural evolution of the area would be allowed. 
Opportunities for habitat enhancement will be 
sought. UU WwTW represents a pollution risk. 

Historic Environment          

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

Yes No specific features but alteration to the 
landscape of the buffer zone. 

No specific features but alteration to the 
landscape of the buffer zone 

Landscape would remain largely the same in short 
term. Revert to do nothing in the medium term  

Removal of road from current location may 
enhance the local landscape, thereby enhancing 
the value of any surrounding heritage assets.  

Conserve the heritage value 
of the World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

Yes Alteration to the landscape of the buffer 
zone of the WHS may impact on the OUV. 

WHS buffer zone alteration to the 
landscape of the buffer zone may impact 
on the OUV 

Landscape would remain largely the same in short 
term. Revert to do nothing in the medium term  

No specific features but alteration to the 
landscape of the buffer zone, which may impact 
on the OUV. 

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

         

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Potential natural inland migration of sand 
dunes (priority habitat) which may enhance 
the landscape character of the coastline but 
the failure of defences would likely result in 
some deterioration of landscape and visual 
amenity. 

Coastal sand dunes are NCA feature. 
Addition of rock armour in the short term 
may impact on the visual amenity of the 
frontage.  

Dunes would need careful managed to ensure that 
their landscape value is not impacted. Revert to 
do nothing in the medium term. Gabion baskets 
that are damaged in the short term would impact 
on the visual amenity of the frontage.  

Relocation of the road may allow a more natural 
progression of coastal habitats and the potential 
expansion of dune habitats, thereby enhancing 
the features of the NCA. 
 
The construction of a new road will likely alter the 
visual amenity of the local area.  



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Reinforce Existing Defences - 
eventually like option 1 from medium 
term.  

Option 3: Managed Realignment - Construct 
Erosion Slowing Defences  

Option 4: Managed realignment – Relocate B5300 
away from erosion risk area 

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National Parks) 
present along the coastline 

Yes Potential natural inland migration of sand 
dunes (priority habitat) which may enhance 
the landscape character of the Solway Firth 
AONB. 

Sand dunes are a feature of the Solway 
Firth AONB which may be impacted in the 
short term by installation of additional 
rock armour 

Dunes would need careful managed to ensure that 
their landscape value is not impacted. Revert to 
do nothing in the medium term. Gabion baskets 
that are damaged in the short term would impact 
on the visual amenity of the frontage.  

The coastline falls within the Solway Firth AONB. 
The removal of the road and the potential for a 
more natural coastline described above may 
enhance the AONB.  
 
The construction of the new road may impact on 
the value of the AONB. 

 

11e4.4 Allonby 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do minimum Option 3: Hold the Line - New Shore Control 
Structures 

Option 4: Hold the line - Beach Recharge Option 5: Managed Realignment - Construct 
erosion slowing defences 

Population and Human 
Health 

           

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities 

Yes Existing low risk of overtopping and flooding 
to Allonby may increase overtime with 
potential damage to or loss of property in 
the long-term. Potential impacts of blockage 
of Allonby Beck (if regular EA intervention 
stops). 

Risk of overtopping and flooding to Allonby 
may increase overtime. Potential impacts of 
blockage of Allonby Beck (if regular EA 
intervention stops). 

Assets would be defended.  Assets would be defended. Assets would be defended from the medium 
and long term. 

Manage the risk to isolated 
and socially deprived areas 
within the Strategy 

Yes In the longer-term, an increased risk of 
flooding may impact on the isolation of 
Allonby as the flooding may reduce the 
operation of the B5300 which is the main 
road connecting Allonby to other 
communities within the area. 
 
There may be additional fluvial flooding if the 
works to maintain the outfall of Allonby Beck 
were to be stopped as part of this option. 

Reduced operation of B5300 as a result of 
flooding is possible in the future. 

Assets would be defended. Assets would be defended. Assets would be defended from the medium 
and long term. 

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

Yes Long-term flood risk to tourism, which is a 
key source of income for the area, with 
potential impacts on the formal and informal 
carpark, a caravan park and many B&Bs, 
cafes, and restaurants within Allonby. 

Formal and informal carpark at risk of 
flooding a caravan park and many B&Bs, 
cafes, restaurants within Allonby. 

Assets would be defended and retention of 
beach. 

Assets would be defended. Assets would be defended from the medium 
and long term. 

Minimise flood and erosion 
risk to areas of significant 
economic activity 

Yes Tourism is significant source of income, may 
be reduced by effects of regular flooding and 
erosion to the local area limiting acccesibility 

Tourism is significant source of income, may 
be reduced by effects of regular flooding and 
erosion to the local area limiting accessibility. 

Assets would be defended. Assets would be defended. Assets would be defended from the medium 
and long term. 

Material Assets            

Minimise risk to road, rail, 
and water infrastructure 
present along the coastline 

Yes B5300 at risk from regular flooding and 
erosion, leading to damage, reduced viability 
and potentially loss.  

B5300 at risk from regular flooding and 
erosion, leading to damage, reduced viability 
and potentially loss. 

Assets would be defended. Assets would be defended. Assets would be defended from the medium 
and long term. 

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

No          

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

           



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do minimum Option 3: Hold the Line - New Shore Control 
Structures 

Option 4: Hold the line - Beach Recharge Option 5: Managed Realignment - Construct 
erosion slowing defences 

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA 
AA report) 

Yes There are no defences at this location at 
present so do-nothing would be no different 
from current situation, allowing the intertidal 
habitats to evolve naturally and potentially 
benefiting the Allonby Bay MCZ and the 
Solway Firth and Upper Solway Flats and 
Marshes international conservation sites.   
 
Potential loss of the sand dunes (priority 
habitat) present along the frontage as their 
evolution would likely be constrained by the 
buildings of Allonby but this is not a result of 
Strategy implementation. 
  

Impacts as for ‘do nothing’.  Protection of terrestrial and freshwater 
habitats and designations in the long term. 
 
The construction of shore control structures 
would take place within the conservation 
designations resulting in a loss of habitat and 
potential impacts on the site integrity.  
Additionally, any shoreline control structure 
could alter the sediment transport to other 
frontages, affecting biodiversity elsewhere. 

Protection of terrestrial and freshwater habitats 
and designations in the medium to long-term. 
 
The potential construction of shore control 
structures in combination with recharge would 
take place within the conservation designations 
resulting in a loss of habitat and potential impacts 
on the site integrity.   
 
Raising beach levels with imported sediment may 
affect designated intertidal habitat.   The regular 
input of sediment could have wider impacts on 
adjacent frontages as it is transported along the 
coastline. 

This option would slow erosion in the 
medium to long term and would seek to 
maintain the sand dunes (priority habitat) 
present along the frontage. 

 

Potential impacts of installing rock gabions 
on the international conservation sites. 
 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

           

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes Sediment transport likely to return to more 
natural processes. 

Sediment transport likely to return to more 
natural processes. 

Any shoreline control structure could alter 
sediment transport to other frontages.  This 
option would prevent the shoreline from 
evolving naturally. 

This option would potentially modify the natural 
sediment grain size located in the area and, 
therefore, would impact of the soil feature. 
However, it would allow the natural evolution of 
the area, allow geological processes and therefore, 
continue to protect geological diversity.   

Sediment transport likely to return to more 
natural processes 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites 
with pollution potential 

No          

Land Use            

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the 
coastline 

Yes Recreational use of sand dune and beach 
may be lost to erosion over time. 

Recreational use of sand dune and beach may 
be lost to erosion over time. 

Land uses defended Land uses defended Land uses defended 

Water and Hydromorphology            

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing 
measures proposed under 
the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Continued natural evolution of the area.    The natural evolution of the area would be 
allowed. 

 This option could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 
beach habitats due increased defence 
footprint and sorting 

 This option could potentially cause a beneficial 
impact of the biological (habitat) receptors in the 
upper beach habitats and help improve water 
body status if it needs to 

 It is considered that although this could have 
impacts on elements of the water body, the 
overall intent of the policy is for habitat 
creation or improvement and as such this 
supports the natural functioning of the coast 
or estuary. It is noted that coastal habitat 
creation on these frontages could contribute 
to improvements in water body status where 
it is currently not rated as “good”, such as in 
Leven and Kent transitional water bodies. 

Historic Environment            

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

Yes 10 Listed Buildings at risk of damage, with 
impacts on setting related to debris and 
unmanaged erosion of the frontage. 

10 Listed Buildings at risk of damage, definite 
loss of setting related to debris and 
unmanaged erosion of the frontage. 

Assets defended, however the setting of 
these assets will likely be altered by the 
construction of new structures in their 
vicinity.  

Assets defended and the setting of these assets 
would be largely maintained.  

Assets defended, however the setting of 
these assets will likely be altered by the 
construction of new structures in their 
vicinity. 

Conserve the heritage value 
of the World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

Yes No direct features of the WHS present along 
the frontage, however landscape change 
may alter the setting of the Hadrian's Wall 
WHS Buffer Zone and affect its OUV. 

No direct features of the WHS present along 
the frontage, however landscape change may 
alter the setting of the Hadrian's Wall WHS 
Buffer Zone and affect its OUV. 

Assets defended, however the setting of 
these assets will likely be altered by the 
construction of new structures in their 
vicinity. This may impact on the OUV of the 
frontage.  

Assets defended and the setting of these assets 
would be largely maintained, minimising impacts 
on the OUV.  

Assets defended, however the setting of 
these assets will likely be altered by the 
construction of new structures in their 
vicinity. This may impact on the OUV of the 
frontage. 

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

           

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Impacts on landscape character of the WHS 
features / NCA features. Alterations to visual 
amenity related to debris arising from failed 
defences and damaged property.  
 
Potential loss of sand dunes in long-term as 
their evolution would likely be constrained 

WHS features are NCA features, impacts to 
these would be impacts to the landscape 
character. Alterations to visual amenity 
related to debris arising from failed defences 
and damaged property. 

WHS features defended, new structures 
would be significant landscape change from 
the largely undefended frontage. The 
potential impacts to the setting of the 
heritage assets may impact on the NCA of the 
frontage.  

Current situation maintained in largely the same 
state, thereby minimising landscape impacts.  

WHS features defended, new structures 
would be significant landscape change from 
the largely undefended frontage. The 
potential impacts to the setting of the 
heritage assets may impact on the NCA of 
the frontage. 



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do minimum Option 3: Hold the Line - New Shore Control 
Structures 

Option 4: Hold the line - Beach Recharge Option 5: Managed Realignment - Construct 
erosion slowing defences 

by the buildings of Allonby. This may have 
wider landscape impacts as the sand dunes 
on the coastline are a feature of the NCA.   

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National Parks) 
present along the coastline 

Yes Potential loss of sand dunes in long-term as 
their evolution would likely be constrained 
by the buildings of Allonby. This may have 
wider landscape impacts as the sand dunes 
on the coastline are a feature of the AONB.  
Unmanaged erosion, debris arising from 
damaged defences and property, all impact 
on the value of the AONB.  

WHS features are NCA features which all fall 
within the AONB, impacts to these would be 
impacts to the AONB designation. Alterations 
to visual amenity related to debris arising 
from failed defences and damaged property. 

New structures would result in significant 
landscape change within the AONB. 

Current situation maintained in largely the same 
state, thereby minimising landscape impacts.  

New structures would result in significant 
landscape change within the AONB. 

11e4.3 Maryport Golf Course to Allonby 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do minimum Option 3: Hold the Line – 
construct New Shore 
Control Structures 

Option 4: Hold the line - Beach 
Recharge 

Option 5: MR - Set Back Defences Option 6: Managed realignment – 
Relocate B5300 away from erosion risk 
area 

Population and Human 
Health 

             

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities 

Yes No known residential properties at risk, 
however the road connecting Allonby and 
Maryport would remain at risk and could 
become damaged and eventually fail under 
this option. This would disrupt the speed of 
emergency services response times thereby 
potentially impacting on the health of these 
communities. 
 
 

No known residential properties at risk.  
The road connecting Allonby and 
Maryport would remain at risk once the 
defences fail and impacts would be as in 
Option 1. 

Sustain shoreline position 
through construction of 
new structures to defend 
the road through the 
short and medium term.  

New structures would defend the road 
through the short and medium term. 

New structures would defend the road 
through the short and medium term. 

 

Manage the risk to isolated 
and socially deprived areas 
within the Strategy 

Yes B5300 at direct risk of damage or loss in the 
short-term. 

B5300 at direct risk of damage or loss.  Assets would be 
defended. 

Assets would be defended. Assets would be defended. Relocation of the B5300 would maintain 
its viability, thereby maintaining the 
connectivity of the local communities.  

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

Yes Two caravan parks and Maryport golf course 
at risk, national Cycle Route 72. 

Two caravan parks and Maryport golf 
course at risk, national Cycle Route 73. 

Assets would not be 
defended. 

Assets would not be defended. Golf course would remain seaward of the 
realignment road and would likely remain 
at risk of flooding and coastal erosion 
reducing its recreational value. Cycle 
Route 72 would require realignment to 
prevent severance 

Golf course would remain seaward of the 
realignment road and would likely remain 
at risk of flooding and coastal erosion 
reducing its recreational value. Relocation 
of the may reduce the accessibility to the 
caravan parks along its route here, which 
may reduce their recreational value.  

Minimise flood and erosion 
risk to areas of significant 
economic activity 

Yes Impacts to agricultural viability from 
repeated inundation and erosion. 

Impacts to agricultural viability from 
repeated inundation and erosion. 

Assets would not be 
defended. 

Assets would not be defended. Agricultural land seaward of any new 
defences would remain at risk of 
inundation and coastal erosion which 
would impact on its viability. Impacts to 
the golf course and relocation or 
severance of Cycle Route 72 may also 
reduce the tourist attractiveness and 
recreational value of the frontage. 

Cafes, shops, B&Bs, and hotels within the 
surrounding communities would remain 
connected through this option, 
maintaining their tourist attractiveness.  
 
Agricultural land seaward of any new 
defences would remain at risk of 
inundation and coastal erosion which 
would impact on its viability. Impacts to 
the golf course and relocation or 
severance of Cycle Route 72 may also 
reduce the tourist attractiveness and 
recreational value of the frontage. If the 
new road alignment does not maintain 
connection to the existing caravan parks 
along the route then the tourist 
attractiveness of these may reduce.  

Material Assets              



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do minimum Option 3: Hold the Line – 
construct New Shore 
Control Structures 

Option 4: Hold the line - Beach 
Recharge 

Option 5: MR - Set Back Defences Option 6: Managed realignment – 
Relocate B5300 away from erosion risk 
area 

Minimise risk to road, rail, 
and water infrastructure 
present along the coastline 

Yes B5300 at direct risk of damage or loss  B5300 at direct risk of damage or loss  Assets would be 
defended 

Assets would be defended Assets would be defended Road B5300 would be relocated 

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

No            

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

             

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA 
AA report) 

Yes The eventual loss of coastal defences would 
likely mean that the intertidal habitats e.g. 
sand dunes (priority habitat) could evolve 
more naturally potentially enhancing the 
Allonby Bay MCZ and the Solway Firth SPA.  
The debris of the failed defences would 
likely be spread along the coastline, 
impacting on biodiversity in the surrounding 
area in the short-term only.  

The eventual loss of coastal defences 
would likely mean that more natural 
sediment regime and water flows could 
re-establish, potentially enhancing priority 
habitats, the Allonby Bay MCZ and the 
Solway Firth SPA.  The debris of the failed 
defences would likely be spread along the 
coastline, impacting on biodiversity in the 
surrounding area in the short-term only.  

Protection of terrestrial 
habitats and designations 
in the long term. 
 
The construction of shore 
control structures would 
encroach on the Solway 
Firth SPA and Allonby 
MCZ resulting in a loss of 
habitat and impacts on 
site integrity. Any control 
structure could alter the 
sediment transport to 
other frontages, 
impacting adjacent 
biodiversity. Any option 
which involves holding 
the line may prevent the 
shoreline from evolving 
naturally, potentially 
constraining the 
expansion of the habitats 
landward e.g. sand dunes 
(priority habitat). 

Protection of terrestrial habitats and 
designations in the long term. 
 
The introduction of new material may 
affect intertidal habitats within the 
designated sites, which are sensitive to 
sediment content and movement such 
as biogenic reefs and mudflats. 
Potential impacts on site integrity. 
  

Allow a more natural coastline in the 
short term potentially enhancing the 
Solway Firth SPA and Allonby Bay MCZ by 
allowing the habitats and their qualifying 
species to evolve semi-naturally. There 
may be terrestrial habitats impacted by 
the realignment of the coastline. In the 
long-term, the evolution of intertidal 
habitat may be constrained by the the 
construction of new defences set back 
from the coastline. 
 
  

The relocation of the road would allow 
more natural coastal processes to be 
reinstated, potentially enhancing the 
priority habitats, the Allonby Bay MCZ 
and the Solway Firth SPA.   
 
The construction of a new road may 

impact on terrestrial habitat, dependent 

on alignment.  

 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

             

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes Natural geological processes would be 
allowed to re-establish. 

Natural geological processes would be 
allowed to re-establish. 

As this structure would 
be placed in a shore 
normal position, 
potential for impact on 
longshore sediment 
transport in both short 
and long terms 

Nourishment of beaches could have 
wider impacts on adjacent frontages as 
it is transported along the coastline – 
although the extent to which this 
occurs would dependent on whether 
this approach would be combined with 
Option 3. 

Allows more natural coastal processes Pollution risk would be managed by 
removal of road surfacing and relocation 
of utilities at the same time as the road. 
Sediment transport likely to return to 
more natural processes. 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites 
with pollution potential 

No            

Land Use              

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the 
coastline 

Yes Agricultural land, recreational use of golf 
course and caravan parks and beach access 
may be lost. 

Agricultural land, recreational use of golf 
course and caravan parks and beach 
access may be lost. 

Assets defended. Land defended. Land uses maintained landward of the 
road 

Agricultural land and recreational land of 
Maryport Golf Course seaward of the new 
road alignment would be at risk of regular 
inundation and erosion. 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

             

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing 
measures proposed under 
the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences along the 
northern frontages would remove 
hydromophological constraints and allow 
natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes 
have the potential to affect sedimentation 
and affect WFD Protected Areas. 

The natural evolution of the area would 
be allowed (as for the do nothing option) 
to continue in the southern frontage from 
and in the northern two frontages from 
the medium-term.   

Introduction of new 
hydromoprhological 
constraints on water 
bodies. 

This option could potentially cause a 
beneficial impact of the biological 
(habitat) receptors in the upper beach 
habitats and help improve water body 
status if it needs to 

The natural evolution of the area would 
be allowed. 

The natural evolution of the area would 
be allowed. 

Historic Environment              



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do minimum Option 3: Hold the Line – 
construct New Shore 
Control Structures 

Option 4: Hold the line - Beach 
Recharge 

Option 5: MR - Set Back Defences Option 6: Managed realignment – 
Relocate B5300 away from erosion risk 
area 

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

Yes Up to 5 Listed Buildings, 4 scheduled 
monuments at risk of damage, definite loss 
of setting related to debris and unmanaged 
erosion of the frontage 

Up to 5 Listed Buildings, 4 scheduled 
monuments at risk of damage, definite 
loss of setting related to debris and 
unmanaged erosion of the frontage 

Assets defended, 
however the setting of 
these assets will likely be 
altered by the 
construction of new 
structures in their 
vicinity.  

Assets defended and the setting of 
these assets would be largely 
maintained.  

Heritage assets should be conserved as far 
as is feasibly possible. Saltpans Scheduled 
Monument is currently located on the 
seaward side of the proposed set back 
defences. This asset would require further 
defences under this option.  

This option would not protect the 
Saltpans scheduled monument which is 
present directly adjacent to the shoreline 
and so there is potential for damage or 
loss to erosion as a result.  

Conserve the heritage value 
of the World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

Yes Loss of multiple features of the WHS 
impacting on its OUV. 

Loss of multiple features of the WHS 
impacting on its OUV. 

Assets defended, 
however the setting of 
these assets will likely be 
altered by the 
construction of new 
structures in their 
vicinity. This may impact 
on the OUV of the 
frontage.  

Assets defended and the setting of 
these assets would be largely 
maintained, minimising impacts on the 
OUV.  

The Saltpans is a feature of the WHS and 
so requires protection as part of the WHS 
OUV.  

This monument is a feature of the 
Frontiers of the Roman Empire World 
Heritage Site and so damage to this may 
result in impacts to the OUV of the WHS.  

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

             

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Impacts on landscape character of WHS 
features /NCA features. Alterations to visual 
amenity related to debris arising from failed 
defences and damaged property.  

WHS features are NCA features, impacts 
to these would be impacts to the 
landscape character. Alterations to visual 
amenity related to debris arising from 
failed defences and damaged property.  

WHS features defended, 
new structures would be 
significant landscape 
change from the largely 
undefended frontage. 
The potential impacts to 
the setting of the 
heritage assets may 
impact on the NCA of the 
frontage.  

Current situation maintained in largely 
the same state, thereby minimising 
landscape impacts.  

All WHS features are considered NCA 
features, the loss of the Saltpans would be 
a direct impact on the landscape value of 
the frontage and the National Character 
Area. There may be opportunity to 
enhance the natural landscape by 
allowing realignment to develop a more 
natural transitional habitat.  

Coastal heritage features are a feature of 
both the National Character Area of the 
frontage and the Solway Firth AONB. 
Damage to this monument may impact 
on the value of the larger designations. 
The sand dunes present within this 
frontage are also a feature of the AONB 
and so the natural processes may allow 
these to evolve naturally with the 
coastline. 

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National Parks) 
present along the coastline 

Yes Solway Firth AONB, habitats and heritage 
features part of this AONB. Unmanaged 
erosion, debris arising from damaged 
defences and property, all impact on the 
value of the AONB.  

Solway Firth AONB, habitats and heritage 
features part of this AONB. Unmanaged 
erosion, debris arising from damaged 
defences and property, all impact on the 
value of the AONB.  

Structures would be 
significant landscape 
change to current 
situation, may impact on 
the AONB value. 

Current situation maintained in largely 
the same state, thereby minimising 
landscape impacts.  

All WHS features are considered AONB  
features, the loss of the Saltpans would be 
a direct impact on the landscape value of 
the frontage and the AONB. There may be 
opportunity to enhance the natural 
landscape by allowing realignment to 
develop a more natural transitional 
habitat, thereby enhancing the AONB 
landscape.  

Coastal heritage features are a feature of 
both the National Character Area of the 
frontage and the Solway Firth AONB. 
Damage to this monument may impact 
on the value of the AONB. 

 

11e3.2b Siddick to Risehow: North of Workington WwTW 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
Maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line - Reinforce Existing 
defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - Improve 
existing defences 

Option 6: Hold the line - 
Construct new 
seawall/revetment 

Population and Human 
Health 

            

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities 

Increasing risk to properties of Flimby, 
including Flimby Primary school, along the 
frontage from flooding and potentially risk of 
damage from coastal erosion. 

Increasing risk to properties of Flimby, 
including Flimby Primary school, along the 
frontage from flooding and potentially risk of 
damage from coastal erosion. 

In the short and medium term, this option 
would protect properties of Flimby, including 
Flimby Primary school, along the frontage 
from flooding and potentially risk of damage 
from coastal erosion. 

In the medium term, this option would 
protect properties of Flimby along the 
frontage from flooding and potentially risk 
of damage from coastal erosion. Damaged 
gabion baskets may present health and 
safety risk if not removed and replaced. 

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Assets will be defended in the 
long term.  

Manage the risk to isolated 
and socially deprived areas 
within the Strategy 

There would be risk to the A596 and the 
Cumbria Coast Line and Flimby Station.  The 
railway and road serve as important 
connective routes between Siddick and 
Flimby and other coastal communities such 
that damage or reduced operation of these 

There would be risk to the A596 and the 
Cumbria Coast Line and Flimby Station. 

A596 and the Cumbria Coast Line and Flimby 
Station would be protected in the short and 
medium term. 

The A596 and the Cumbria Coast Line and 
Flimby Station would be protected in the 
short and medium term. 

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Assets will be defended in the 
long term.  



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
Maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line - Reinforce Existing 
defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - Improve 
existing defences 

Option 6: Hold the line - 
Construct new 
seawall/revetment 

assets would impact on the ability of these 
communities to connect to the wider area. 

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

The proposed route of the England Coastal 
Path would be at risk of flooding and likely 
lost to coastal erosion.    
 

The proposed route of the England Coastal 
Path would be at risk of flooding and or 
coastal erosion.  

The proposed route of the England Coastal 
Path would be protected from regular 
flooding and or coastal erosion in the short 
and medium term.  

In the medium term, the proposed route 
of the England Coastal Path would be 
protected from regular flooding and or 
coastal erosion in the short and medium 
term. Damaged gabion baskets may 
present health and safety risk if not 
removed and replaced. 

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Assets will be defended in the 
long term.  

Minimise flood and erosion 
risk to areas of significant 
economic activity 

Flooding and some erosion of economic 
assets including commercial properties and 
strategic routes for industry e.g. Workington 
Port. 

Flooding and some erosion of economic 
assets including commercial properties and 
strategic routes for industry e.g. Workington 
Port. 

Protection in the short and medium-term of 
economic assets including commercial 
properties and strategic routes for industry 
e.g. Workington Port, from flood and erosion 
risk. 

Protection in the short and medium-term 
of economic assets including commercial 
properties and strategic routes for 
industry e.g. Workington Port, from flood 
and erosion risk. 

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Assets will be defended in the 
long term.  

Material Assets             

Minimise risk to road, rail, 
and water infrastructure 
present along the coastline 

United utilities assets such as gravity sewers, 
pressurised mains, and pressurised sewers, 
Flimby Station and the Cumbria Coast line 
and some minor roads along the coastline are 
at risk of flooding and damage from erosion.  

United utilities assets such as gravity sewers, 
pressurised mains, and pressurised sewers, 
Flimby Station and the Cumbria Coast line 
and some minor roads along the coastline are 
at risk of flooding and damage from erosion.  

United utilities assets such as gravity sewers, 
pressurised mains, and pressurised sewers, 
Flimby Station and the Cumbria Coast line and 
some minor roads along the coastline would 
be protected from flooding and damage from 
erosion in the short and medium term.  

In the medium term, United utilities assets 
such as gravity sewers, pressurised mains, 
and pressurised sewers, Flimby Station 
and the Cumbria Coast line and some 
minor roads along the coastline would be 
protected from flooding and damage from 
erosion in the short and medium term.  

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Assets will be defended in the 
long term.  

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

Potential impacts on wind turbine site and 
Workington wastewater treatment works. 
The latter of these presents a potential 
contamination risk through repeated 
inundation.   

 Potential impacts on wind turbine site and 
Workington wastewater treatment works. 
The latter of these presents a potential 
contamination risk through repeated 
inundation.   

Protection in the short and medium-term of 
wind turbine site and Workington wastewater 
treatment works. The latter of these presents 
a potential contamination risk through 
repeated inundation.   

 Protection in the short and medium-term 
of wind turbine site and Workington 
wastewater treatment works. The latter of 
these presents a potential contamination 
risk through repeated inundation.   

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Assets will be defended in the 
long term.  

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

            

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA 
AA report) 

The eventual loss of flood defences would 
likely mean that more natural sediment 
regime and water flows could re-establish, 
potentially enhancing the priority habitats 
(maritime cliffs and slopes) and qualifying 
habitats and species of the Solway Firth 
conservation sites.  The debris of the failed 
defences would likely be spread along the 
coastline, impacting on biodiversity in the 
surrounding area in the short term only.  

The eventual loss of flood defences would 
likely mean that more natural sediment 
regime and water flows could re-establish, 
potentially enhancing the priority habitats 
(maritime cliffs and slopes) and the Solway 
Firth conservation sites.  The debris of the 
failed defences would likely be spread along 
the coastline, impacting on biodiversity in the 
surrounding area in the short term only.  

The eventual loss of flood defences would 
likely mean that more natural sediment 
regime and water flows could re-establish, 
potentially enhancing the priority habitats 
(maritime cliffs and slopes) and the 
conservation sites.  The debris of the failed 
defences would likely be spread along the 
coastline, impacting on biodiversity in the 
surrounding area in the short term only.  

This option would delay failure of 
defences for a short period, however it 
does not maintain defences in the long 
term. This option may lead to direct 
habitat loss due to increased defence 
footprint.  The eventual loss of flood 
defences would likely mean that more 
natural sediment regime and water flows 
could re-establish, potentially enhancing 
the priority habitats (maritime cliffs and 
slopes) and the Solway Firth conservation 
sites.  The debris of the failed defences 
would likely be spread along the coastline, 
impacting on biodiversity in the 
surrounding area in the short term only. 
Introduction of gabion baskets will create 
a new source of material that will enter 
the sediment regime.  

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the duration 
of the Strategy. Works to improve the 
defences have the potential to 
encroach on supporting habitat for the 
qualifying birds within the Solway Firth 
SPA, and potential impacts on site 
integrity. 

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the 
duration of the Strategy. 
Construction of new defences 
are likely to encroach on 
supporting habitat for the 
qualifying birds within the 
Solway Firth SPA, and 
associated impacts on site 
integrity. 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

            

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Natural geological processes would be 
allowed to re-establish. 

Natural geological processes would be 
allowed to re-establish. 

This option would delay failure of defences 
for a short period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long term.  Natural 
geological processes would be allowed to re-
establish. 

This option would delay failure of 
defences for a short period, however it 
does not maintain defences in the long 
term.  In the medium term, natural 
geological processes would be allowed to 
re-establish. 

As linear defences, it is not anticipated 
that these new defences would 
significantly impact on longshore 
sediment transport in the short term. 
Landfill would be defences from 
erosion and flooding. 

As linear defences, it is not 
anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly 
impact on longshore sediment 
transport in the short term. 
Landfill would be defences from 
erosion and flooding. 



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
Maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line - Reinforce Existing 
defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - Improve 
existing defences 

Option 6: Hold the line - 
Construct new 
seawall/revetment 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites with 
pollution potential 

Flooding or damage to the United Utilities 
assets may lead to contamination of 
floodwater that spreads to surrounding 
areas.  

Flooding or damage to the United Utilities 
assets may lead to contamination of 
floodwater that spreads to surrounding 
areas.  

Flooding or damage to the United Utilities 
assets may lead to contamination of 
floodwater that spreads to surrounding areas 
in the long term.  

In the medium term, flooding or damage 
to the United Utilities assets may lead to 
contamination of floodwater that spreads 
to surrounding areas in the long term.  

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Assets will be defended in the 
long term.  

Land Use             

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the 
coastline 

Residential property would remain at risk. Residential property would remain at risk. In the medium term, residential property 
would be protected, as would the land 
required at the wind farm for energy 
production.  However it does not maintain 
defences in the long term. 

In the medium term, residential property 
would be protected, as would the land 
required at the wind farm for energy 
production.  However it does not maintain 
defences in the long term. 

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Assets will be defended in the 
long term.  

Water and Hydromorphology             

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing 
measures proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Eventual failure of defences would remove 
hydromophological constraints and allow 
natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes 
have the potential to affect sedimentation 
and affect WFD Protected Areas.  Workington 
wastewater treatment works presents a 
potential contamination risk through 
repeated inundation and therefore will 
impact on the WFD objectives of the Solway 
Outer South waterbody.  

 The natural evolution of the area would be 
allowed. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the current 
defences would have any new impacts on the 
water and hydromorphology of the area.  The 
natural evolution of the area would be 
allowed. 

Continued hydromorphological pressure 
on coastal water body. However, in the 
long-term, the natural evolution of the 
area would be allowed. 

Potential increase in 
hydromorphological pressure on 
coastal water body but maintains 
water quality status. 

Potential increase in 
hydromorphological pressure 
on coastal water body but 
maintains water quality status. 

Historic Environment             

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

There are several Listed Buildings at risk of 
flooding and damage from coastal erosion.  

There are several Listed Buildings at risk of 
flooding and damage from coastal erosion.  

In the medium term, several Listed Buildings 
at risk of flooding and damage from coastal 
erosion are protected. 

In the medium term, several Listed 
Buildings at risk of flooding and damage 
from coastal erosion are protected. 

Assets will be defended in the long 
term, though potential impact on 
setting from changes in scale or nature 
of existing defences.  

Assets will be defended in the 
long term, though potential 
impact on setting from changes 
in scale or nature of existing 
defences. 

Conserve the heritage value 
of the World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

The loss of the Cumbria Coast railway line 
would impact on the accessibility of the 
Hadrian's Wall WHS, impacting on its 
Outstanding Universal Value.  

The loss of the Cumbria Coast railway line 
would impact on the accessibility of the 
Hadrian's Wall WHS, impacting on its 
Outstanding Universal Value.  

The loss of the Cumbria Coast railway line 
would impact on the accessibility of the 
Hadrian's Wall WHS, impacting on its 
Outstanding Universal Value. In the long term 

In the long term, the loss of the Cumbria 
Coast railway line would impact on the 
accessibility of the Hadrian's Wall WHS, 
impacting on its Outstanding Universal 
Value.  

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Assets will be defended in the 
long term.  

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

            

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

Area of coastline changed, likely to become 
more natural, but lose the industrial aspects 
some of the area is known for. The Cumbria 
Coast Railway is a named feature of the NCA 

Area of coastline changed, likely to become 
more natural, but lose the industrial aspects 
some of the area is known for. The Cumbria 
Coast Railway is a named feature of the NCA 

This option would delay failure of defences 
for a short period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long term. Area of 
coastline changed, likely to become more 
natural, but lose the industrial aspects some 
of the area is known for. The Cumbria Coast 
Railway is a named feature of the NCA 

This option would delay failure of 
defences for a short period, however it 
does not maintain defences in the long 
term. In the medium term, area of 
coastline changed, likely to become more 
natural, but lose the industrial aspects 
some of the area is known for. The 
Cumbria Coast Railway is a named feature 
of the NCA. Damaged gabion baskets may 
affect the visual amenity of the frontage if 
not removed and replaced.  

The coastline will be maintained in its 
current position and the railway will be 
defended, however the improved 
defence would alter the visual amenity 
of the frontage.  

The coastline will be maintained 
in its current position and the 
railway will be defended, 
however the construction of 
new defences would alter the 
visual amenity of the frontage.  

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National Parks) 
present along the coastline 

 None present       
  

 

11e3.2a Siddick to Risehow: South of WwTW 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum - eventually like 
option 1 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
Maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line - Reinforce Existing 
defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - Improve 
existing defences 

Population and Human 
Health 

          



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum - eventually like 
option 1 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
Maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line - Reinforce Existing 
defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - Improve 
existing defences 

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities 

This option would put properties of Siddick 
along the frontage at risk of flooding and 
potentially at risk of damage from coastal 
erosion 

In the medium term, this option would put 
properties of Siddick along the frontage at 
risk of flooding and potentially at risk of 
damage from coastal erosion. Ad hoc and 
reactive nature of works will have disruptive 
impacts on the local community. 

Up to the medium term, this option would 
protect properties of Siddick along the 
frontage from flooding and coastal erosion 

Up to the medium term, this option would 
protect properties of Siddick along the 
frontage from flooding and coastal 
erosion. Damaged gabion baskets may 
present health and safety risk if not 
removed and replaced. 

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Manage the risk to isolated 
and socially deprived areas 
within the Strategy 

Likely flood and erosion risk to the A596 and 
the Cumbria Coast Line affecting the 
connectivity of communities. 

In the medium term, there would be risk to 
the A596 and the Cumbria Coast Line. Ad hoc 
and reactive nature of works will have 
disruptive impacts on the local community. 

Protection of the A596 and the Cumbria Coast 
Line in the medium-term 

Protection of the A596 and the Cumbria 
Coast Line in the medium-term. 

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

The proposed route of the England Coastal 
Path would be at risk of regular flooding and 
or coastal erosion.  

In the medium term, the proposed route of 
the England Coastal Path would be at risk of 
regular flooding and or coastal erosion. Ad 
hoc and reactive nature of works will have 
disruptive impacts. 

In the medium term, the proposed route of 
the England Coastal Path would be protected 
from regular flooding and or coastal erosion.  

In the medium term, the proposed route 
of the England Coastal Path would be 
protected from regular flooding and or 
coastal erosion. Damaged gabion baskets 
may present health and safety risk if not 
removed and replaced. 

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Minimise flood and erosion 
risk to areas of significant 
economic activity 

Damage to connective routes to Workington 
Harbour may reduce its operation.  

In the medium term, there is risk of damage 
to connective routes to Workington Harbour, 
which may reduce its operation. Ad hoc and 
reactive nature of works will have disruptive 
impacts. 

In the short-term, there is protection to 
connective routes to Workington Harbour but 
in the medium to long-term, impacts will be 
as do nothing.  

In the short-term, there is protection to 
connective routes to Workington Harbour 
but in the medium to long-term, impacts 
will be as do nothing.  

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Material Assets           

Minimise risk to road, rail, 
and water infrastructure 
present along the coastline 

Workington harbour, Workington 
Wastewater Treatment Works, the Cumbria 
Coast line and some minor roads along the 
coastline are at risk of flooding and damage 
from erosion. 

In the medium term, Workington harbour, 
Workington Wastewater Treatment Works,  
the Cumbria Coast line and some minor roads 
along the coastline are at risk of flooding and 
damage from erosion. Ad hoc and reactive 
nature of works will have disruptive impacts 

In the medium term, Workington harbour, 
Workington Wastewater Treatment Works,  
the Cumbria Coast line and some minor roads 
along the coastline would be protected from 
flooding and damage from erosion 

In the medium term, Workington harbour, 
Workington Wastewater Treatment 
Works,  the Cumbria Coast line and some 
minor roads along the coastline would be 
protected from flooding and damage from 
erosion 

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

Windfarm present on the coastline is at risk 
of damage from erosion and regular flooding. 

In the medium term, windfarm present on 
the coastline is at risk of damage from 
erosion and regular flooding. Ad hoc and 
reactive nature of works will have disruptive 
impacts 

In the medium term, windfarm present on the 
coastline is protected from damage from 
erosion and regular flooding. 

In the medium term, windfarm present on 
the coastline is protected from damage 
from erosion and regular flooding. 

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

          

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA 
AA report) 

The eventual loss of flood defences would 
allow the coastline to return to a more 
natural alignment; this may benefit the 
Solway Firth pSPA by allowing the expansion 
of habitats which support the qualifying bird 
populations of the pSPA and potentially 
enhance the priority habitats (maritime cliffs 
and slopes).   
 
The debris of the failed defences would likely 
be spread along the coastline, impacting on 
biodiversity in the surrounding area in the 
short-term only.  

The eventual loss of flood defences would 
allow the coastline to return to a more 
natural alignment; this may benefit the 
Solway Firth pSPA by allowing the expansion 
of habitats which support the qualifying bird 
populations of the pSPA and potentially 
enhance the priority habitats (maritime cliffs 
and slopes).   
 
The debris of the failed defences would likely 
be spread along the coastline, impacting on 
biodiversity in the surrounding area in the 
short-term only. Ad hoc and reactive nature 
of works will have disruptive impacts in the 
short-term only 

This option would delay failure of defences 
for a short period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long term, and 
impacts would eventually revert to the do 
nothing option.  
 
The eventual loss of flood defences would 
allow the coastline to return to a more 
natural alignment; this may benefit the 
Solway Firth pSPA by allowing the expansion 
of habitats which support the qualifying bird 
populations of the pSPA and potentially 
enhance the priority habitats (maritime cliffs 
and slopes).    

This option would delay failure of 
defences for a short period, however it 
does not maintain defences in the long 
term.  
Potential for direct habitat loss due to 
increased defence footprint. The eventual 
loss of flood defences would allow the 
coastline to return to a more natural 
alignment; this may benefit the Solway 
Firth pSPA by allowing the expansion of 
habitats which support the qualifying bird 
populations of the pSPA and potentially 
enhance the priority habitats (maritime 
cliffs and slopes).   
 
The debris of the failed defences would 
likely be spread along the coastline, 
impacting on biodiversity in the 
surrounding area in the short-term only.  

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the duration 
of the Strategy. Defence 
improvements may lead to habitat loss 
with potential impacts on the integrity 
of the Solway Firth SPA.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

          



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum - eventually like 
option 1 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
Maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line - Reinforce Existing 
defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - Improve 
existing defences 

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Natural geological processes would be 
allowed to re-establish. 

Natural geological processes would be 
allowed to re-establish. 

This option would delay failure of defences 
for a short period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long term. Natural 
geological processes would be allowed to re-
establish. 

This option would delay failure of 
defences for a short period, however it 
does not maintain defences in the long 
term. Natural geological processes would 
be allowed to re-establish. 

As linear defences, it is not anticipated 
that these new defences would 
significantly impact on longshore 
sediment transport in the short term. 
Landfill would be defences from 
erosion and flooding. 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites with 
pollution potential 

Flooding or damage to the Workington 
WwTW may lead to contamination of 
floodwater.  

In the medium term, flooding or damage to 
the Workington WwTW may lead to 
contamination of floodwater. Ad hoc and 
reactive nature of works will have disruptive 
impacts  

In the medium term, flooding or damage to 
the Workington WwTW may lead to 
contamination of floodwater that spreads to 
surrounding areas in the long term.  

In the medium term, flooding or damage 
to the Workington WwTW may lead to 
contamination of floodwater that spreads 
to surrounding areas in the long term.  

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Land Use           

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the 
coastline 

Residential property would remain at risk, as 
would the land required at the wind farm for 
energy production.  

In the medium term, residential property 
would remain at risk, as would the land 
required at the wind farm for energy 
production.   

In the medium term, residential property 
would be protected, as would the land 
required at the wind farm for energy 
production. However it does not maintain 
defences in the long term.   

In the medium term, residential property 
would be protected, as would the land 
required at the wind farm for energy 
production. However it does not maintain 
defences in the long term. 

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Water and Hydromorphology           

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing 
measures proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Eventual failure of defences would remove 
hydromophological constraints and allow 
natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes 
have the potential to affect sedimentation 
and affect WFD Protected Areas. 

Eventual failure of defences would remove 
hydromophological constraints and allow 
natural evolution of the area 

It is unlikely that maintaining the current 
defences would have any new impacts on the 
water and hydromorphology of the area.  The 
natural evolution of the area would be 
allowed. 

Potential increased hydromorphological 
pressure on water body due to increased 
defence footprint. However, in the 
medium term, the natural evolution of the 
area would be allowed.  

Increased hydromorphological 
pressure on water body due to 
increased defence footprint. However, 
in the medium term, the natural 
evolution of the area would be 
allowed.  

Historic Environment           

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

There are several Listed Buildings at risk of 
flooding and damage from coastal erosion.  

In the medium term, there are several Listed 
Buildings at risk of flooding and damage from 
coastal erosion.  

In the medium term, several Listed Buildings 
at risk of flooding and damage from coastal 
erosion would be protected. 

In the medium term, several Listed 
Buildings at risk of flooding and damage 
from coastal erosion would be protected. 

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Conserve the heritage value 
of the World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

The loss of the Cumbria Coast railway line 
would impact on the accessibility of the 
Hadrian's Wall WHS, impacting on its 
Outstanding Universal Value.  

In the medium term, the loss of the Cumbria 
Coast railway line would impact on the 
accessibility of the Hadrian's Wall WHS, 
impacting on its Outstanding Universal Value.  

In the medium term, the loss of the Cumbria 
Coast railway line would impact on the 
accessibility of the Hadrian's Wall WHS, 
impacting on its Outstanding Universal Value 
in the long term.  

In the medium term, the loss of the 
Cumbria Coast railway line would impact 
on the accessibility of the Hadrian's Wall 
WHS, impacting on its Outstanding 
Universal Value in the long term.  

Assets will be defended in the long 
term.  

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

          

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

Area of coastline changed, likely to become 
more natural, but lose the industrial aspects 
some of the area is known for. The Cumbria 
Coast Railway is a named feature of the NCA 

In the medium term, area of coastline 
changed, likely to become more natural, but 
lose the industrial aspects some of the area is 
known for. The Cumbria Coast Railway is a 
named feature of the NCA 

This option would delay failure of defences 
for a short period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long term. In the 
medium term, area of coastline changed, 
likely to become more natural, but lose the 
industrial aspects some of the area is known 
for. The Cumbria Coast Railway is a named 
feature of the NCA 

This option would delay failure of 
defences for a short period, however it 
does not maintain defences in the long 
term. In the medium term, area of 
coastline changed, likely to become more 
natural, but lose the industrial aspects 
some of the area is known for. The 
Cumbria Coast Railway is a named feature 
of the NCA. Damaged gabion baskets may 
have impacts on the visual amenity of the 
frontage if not removed and replaced.  

The coastline will be maintained in its 
current position and the railway will be 
defended, however the improved 
defence would alter the visual amenity 
of the frontage.  

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National Parks) 
present along the coastline 

        
 

 

11e3.1 Workington Harbour to Siddick 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Reinforce Existing 
Defences - Delays Option 1 until 
the medium term  

Option 3: Hold the Line - Construct 
New Shore Control Measures 
(would be required in combination 
with option 5) 

Option 4: Hold the line 
through construction of 
new defences  

Option 5: Hold the Line -beach 
Recharge (in-combination with 
option 3) 

Option 6: Managed realignment: 
construct erosion slowing 
defences 

Option 7: Managed realignment: 
Construct defences once set 
back 

Population and Human 
Health 

            



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Reinforce Existing 
Defences - Delays Option 1 until 
the medium term  

Option 3: Hold the Line - Construct 
New Shore Control Measures 
(would be required in combination 
with option 5) 

Option 4: Hold the line 
through construction of 
new defences  

Option 5: Hold the Line -beach 
Recharge (in-combination with 
option 3) 

Option 6: Managed realignment: 
construct erosion slowing 
defences 

Option 7: Managed realignment: 
Construct defences once set 
back 

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities 

Potential risk that beach retreat could 
impact on harbour structures with 
associated impacts on the life boat station, 
which may have wider community impacts.  

Flood risk to local infrastructure at Siddick 
together with coastal erosion could lead to 
more regular closures, with consequences on 
the local community.  
 

Assets would be defended 
throughout short term. In the 
medium term, this option would 
revert to the do nothing scenario.  

Assets defended into the long term.  Assets defended into the 
long term.  

This option would improve the 
current SOP and construction of 
new defences would reduce the 
risk overtopping in the future 
which may be a result of rising 
sea levels.  

Assets would be defended from 
the short to medium term 

Assets would be defended 
behind the proposed location of 
the defence. Though risk remains 
to any asset on the seaward side 
of the defence.  

Manage the risk to isolated 
and socially deprived areas 
within the Strategy 

The Cumbria Coast line and short section of 
road at Siddick is set back within this PU but 
would become at risk of damage from 
flooding and erosion in the medium term.  
As these are key connective routes between 
settlements and strategic transport links, 
there is potential for negative impacts on 
connectivity.   

Assets would be defended 
throughout short term. In the 
medium term, this option would 
revert to the do nothing scenario. 

Assets would be defended 
throughout short term. In the 
medium term, this option would 
revert to the do nothing scenario. 

The Cumbria Coast line and 
section of Siddick Road 
currently at risk would 
remain defended 
throughout the duration of 
the Strategy 

This option would improve the 
current SOP and construction of 
a new defence would reduce the 
risk overtopping in the future 
which may be a result of rising 
sea levels, allowing the railway to 
continue operation and maintain 
access for the wider community  

Assets would be defended in the 
short to medium term  

Assets would be defended 
landward of the new defence 

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

There is risk to the northern side of 
Workington Harbour from unmanaged 
erosion. The proposed route of the England 
Coastal Path would be at risk of regular 
flooding and or coastal erosion.  

Assets would be defended up 
throughout short term. In the 
medium term, there is risk to the 
northern side of Workington 
Harbour from unmanaged erosion. 
The proposed route of the England 
Coastal Path would be at risk of 
regular flooding and or coastal 
erosion.  

Assets defended into the long term.  Assets defended into the 
long term.  

This option would maintain 
public access to the beach 
however, it would not prevent 
the lowering of the foreshore 
which would reduce the area of 
beach present on the foreshore.  

The beach would be maintained 
in the short to medium term, 
however there may be beach 
area lost to erosion over time, 
reducing its use for recreation.  

Assets would be defended 
landward of the new defence 

Minimise flood and erosion 
risk to areas of significant 
economic activity 

Workington harbour is a key recreational 
feature, any reduced operation would likely 
impact on tourist interest in the area, 
thereby impacting on the economy.  

Assets would be defended up 
throughout short term. In the 
medium term, Workington 
harbour is a key recreational 
feature, any reduced operation 
would likely impact on tourist 
interest in the area, thereby 
impacting on the economy.  

Assets defended into the long term.  Assets defended into the 
long term.  

It is assumed that Workington 
Harbour would maintain its level 
of operation which would 
maintain the recreational vlalue 
to the area.  

The harbour wall would be 
protected in the short to 
medium term, maintaining its 
contribution to the local 
economy  

Ongoing monitoring of risk to the 
harbour wall would be 
undertaken to ensure that it is 
not damaged from flooding or 
erosion.  

Material Assets             

Minimise risk to road, rail, 
and water infrastructure 
present along the coastline 

Workington harbour, the Cumbria Coast line 
and some minor roads along the coastline 
are at risk of flooding and damage from 
erosion. 

Assets would be defended up 
throughout short term. In the 
medium term, Workington 
harbour, the Cumbria Coast line 
and some minor roads along the 
coastline are at risk of flooding 
and damage from erosion 

Assets defended into the long term.  Assets defended into the 
long term.  

Assets defended into the long 
term.  

Assets would be defended Assets would be defended 

 

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

Windfarm present on the coastline is at risk 
of damage from erosion and regular 
flooding. Workington Harbour is at risk also.  

Assets would be defended up 
throughout short term. In the 
medium term, Windfarm present 
on the coastline is at risk of 
damage from erosion and regular 
flooding. Workington Harbour is at 
risk also.  

Assets Defended into the long term.  Assets Defended into the 
long term.  

Assets Defended into the long 
term.  

Assets would be defended. This 
would not provide a long term 
protection to the wind turbine 
site but should prevent 
catastrophic loss and allow time 
for alternative plans to made 

It is assumed that under this 
option, the wind farm would 
require relocation or 
decommissioning and would be 
lost 

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

            

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA 
AA report) 

The eventual loss of coastal defences would 
help to reinstate natural coastal processes, 
potentially enhancing the priority habitats 
(maritime cliffs and slopes) and increasing 
the area of mudflats at Workington within 
the Solway Firth SPA.  The debris of the 
failed defences would likely be spread along 
the coastline, impacting on biodiversity in 
the surrounding area in the short term only.  
 

Potential loss of habitat due to 
reinforced defence footprint and 
construction within the Solway 
Firth designation. In the medium 
term, the eventual loss of coastal 
defences would likely reinstate 
natural coastal processes as for 
the do nothing option.  The debris 
of the failed defences would likely 
be spread along the coastline, 

Protection of terrestrial habitats in 
the long term.  
 
The construction of shore control 
structures would require 
construction within the Solway Firth 
conservation designation resulting 
in a direct loss of habitat and 
impacts on site integrity.  

Protection of terrestrial 
habitats in the long term.  
 
The construction of shore 
control structures would 
require construction within 
the Solway Firth 
conservation designation 
resulting in a direct loss of 

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the 
duration of the Strategy. 
Potential habitat loss and related 
impact on the integrity of the 
Solway Firth SPA. There may be 
requirement for construction 
within the Solway Firth SPA , 
assessment of these impacts at 
scheme level must be 

In the medium term, the 

eventual loss of coastal defences 

would likely mean that more 

natural sediment regime and 

water flows could re-establish, 

potentially enhancing the 

priority habitats (maritime cliffs 

and slopes) and the Solway Firth 

SPA.  The debris of the failed 

Allow a more natural coastline in 

the short term potentially 

allowing for the enhancement of 

the Solway Firth SPA and Allonby 

Bay MCZ.  There may be 

terrestrial habitats impacted by 

the realignment of the coastline. 

There may be direct impacts 

related to the construction of 



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Reinforce Existing 
Defences - Delays Option 1 until 
the medium term  

Option 3: Hold the Line - Construct 
New Shore Control Measures 
(would be required in combination 
with option 5) 

Option 4: Hold the line 
through construction of 
new defences  

Option 5: Hold the Line -beach 
Recharge (in-combination with 
option 3) 

Option 6: Managed realignment: 
construct erosion slowing 
defences 

Option 7: Managed realignment: 
Construct defences once set 
back 

No known impacts on Siddick Ponds SSSI, 
which lies around 500 m inshore from the 
coast but potential impacts on other 
terrestrial habitats. 
 

impacting on biodiversity in the 
surrounding area in the short term 
only.  

habitat and impacts on site 
integrity. 

considered. Beach recharge 
material must be confirmed to be 
free from contamination as it 
would re-enter the sediment 
transport system, eventually 
spreading along the coast and 
potentially impacting on sensitive 
sites elsewhere along the 
coastline.  

defences would likely be spread 

along the coastline, impacting on 

biodiversity in the surrounding 

area in the short term only.  

 

new defences set back from the 

coastline.  

 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

            

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Natural geological processes would be 
allowed to re-establish 

No impacts are envisaged in the 
short-term due to addition of rock 
gabions. In the medium-term, 
natural geological processes would 
be allowed to re-establish. 

 As this structure would be placed in 
a shore normal position, there 
would have the potential to impact 
on longshore sediment transport in 
both short and long terms. 

 As linear defences, it is not 
anticipated that these new 
defences would 
significantly impact on 
longshore sediment 
transport in the short 
term. Landfill would be 
defences from erosion and 
flooding. Assets will be 
defended in the long term. 

This option would potentially 
modify the natural sediment 
grain size located in the area and, 
therefore, would impact of the 
soil feature. However, it would 
allow the natural evolution of the 
area, allow geological processes 
and therefore, continue to 
protect geological diversity.   

In the medium-term, natural 

geological processes would be 

allowed to re-establish. 

 

Natural geological processes 

would be allowed to re-establish. 

 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites 
with pollution potential 

No assets at risk No assets at risk No assets at risk No assets at risk There are no historic or 
authorised landfills within this PU 

  

Land Use             

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the 
coastline 

The land required at the wind farm for 
energy production would be at risk.  

Land use would be protected in 
the short-term. In the medium 
term, the land required at the 
wind farm for energy production 
would be at risk  

In combination with works 
elsewhere, this option could reduce 
the long term risk of erosion and 
flooding to coastal land uses and 
infrastructure including the wind 
turbine site. 

Land would be defended This option would maintain the 
variety of land uses landward of 
the new defence and maintaining 
the recreational amenity of the 
beach.  

In the medium to long-term, land 

uses would become at risk, as 

would the land required at the 

wind farm for energy production.  

 

Land use would change seaward 

of the proposed defence, but 

would be maintained landward 

of it. 

 

Water and Hydromorphology             

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing 
measures proposed under 
the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Eventual failure of defences would remove 
hydromophological constraints and allow 
natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes 
have the potential to affect sedimentation 
and affect WFD Protected Areas. 

No impacts are envisaged in the 
short-term due to addition of rock 
gabions.  In the medium term, 
natural evolution of the area 
would be allowed. 

New shore control structures could 
increase hydromorphological 
pressure on the water body. 

New defences could 
increase 
hydromorphological 
pressure on the water 

This option could potentially 
cause a beneficial impact of the 
biological (habitat) receptors in 
the upper beach habitats and 
help improve water body status. 

In the medium term, the natural 

evolution of the area would be 

allowed.  

 

The natural evolution of the area 

would be allowed.  

 

Historic Environment             

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

No assets at risk No assets at risk No assets at risk No assets at risk  No assets at risk No assets at risk  No assets at risk 

Conserve the heritage value 
of the World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

The loss of the Cumbria Coast railway line 
would impact on the accessibility of the 
Hadrian's Wall WHS, impacting on its 
Outstanding Universal Value.  

Assets would be defended up 
throughout short term. In the 
medium term, the loss of the 
Cumbria Coast railway line would 
impact on the accessibility of the 
Hadrian's Wall WHS, impacting on 
its Outstanding Universal Value.  

Assets defended into the long term. Assets defended into the 
long term. 

Assets defended into the long 
term. 

There could be a potential 
impact on the accessibility of the 
Hadrian's Wall WHS, impacting 
on its Outstanding Universal 
Value. 

New defences in a retired 
position could affect heritage 
assets in both the inundated 
area and within the locality of 
the new defences. 

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

            

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

Area of coastline changed, likely to become 
more natural, but lose the industrial aspects 
some of the area is known for. The Cumbria 
Coast Railway is a named feature of the NCA 

In the medium term, area of 
coastline changed, likely to 
become more natural, but lose the 
industrial aspects some of the area 
is known for. The Cumbria Coast 
Railway is a named feature of the 

Construction of new shore control 
structures will impact on the 
landscape and visual amenity of the 
frontage.  

Construction of defences 
will impact on the 
landscape and visual 
amenity of the frontage.  

This option would maintain the 
protection to the NCA features 
present in this PU. However, the 
construction of a new defence 
may be impact on the visual 
amenity of the frontage.  

Area of coastline changed, likely 

to become more natural, but 

lose the industrial aspects some 

of the area is known for. The 

Cumbria Coast Railway is a 

named feature of the NCA 

Area of coastline changed, likely 

to become more natural, but 

lose the industrial aspects some 

of the area is known for. The 

Cumbria Coast Railway is a 

named feature of the NCA 



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Reinforce Existing 
Defences - Delays Option 1 until 
the medium term  

Option 3: Hold the Line - Construct 
New Shore Control Measures 
(would be required in combination 
with option 5) 

Option 4: Hold the line 
through construction of 
new defences  

Option 5: Hold the Line -beach 
Recharge (in-combination with 
option 3) 

Option 6: Managed realignment: 
construct erosion slowing 
defences 

Option 7: Managed realignment: 
Construct defences once set 
back 

NCA. Addition of rock gabions may 
impact on visual amenity. 

  

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National Parks) 
present along the coastline 

          None present None present 

 

11e2.10 The Howe to Workington Harbour 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum: Patch and Repair Option 3: Hold the line: Proactive Maintenance.  

Population and Human Health         

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities 

Yes There are currently no communities or community services within the 
area. 

There are currently no communities or community services within the area There are currently no communities or community services within the area 

Manage the risk to isolated and 
socially deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes There are no pieces of critical connective infrastructure at risk There are no pieces of critical connective infrastructure at risk There are no pieces of critical connective infrastructure at risk 

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

Yes English Coast Path could be at erosion risk in the medium-term while 
beach front car parks and related access roads would be at risk in the 
medium term. There is potential erosion risk to the southern arm of 
Workington Harbour, potentially impacting on its operations.  

English Coast Path could be at erosion risk in the medium-term while beach front 
car parks and related access roads would be at risk in the medium term. There is 
potential erosion risk to the southern arm of Workington Harbour, potentially 
impacting on its operations.  

English Coast Path could be at erosion risk in the medium-term while beach 
front car parks and related access roads would be at risk in the medium term. 
There is potential erosion risk to the southern arm of Workington Harbour, 
potentially impacting on its operations.  

Minimise flood and erosion risk 
to areas of significant 
economic activity 

Yes There are no economic activity areas within the area at risk. There are no economic activity areas within the area at risk. There are no economic activity areas within the area at risk. 

Material Assets         

Minimise risk to road, rail, and 
water infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes There are no assets of this nature present  There are no assets of this nature present  There are no assets of this nature present.  

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

Yes There is potential risk to the southern arm of Workington Harbour, 
potentially impacting on its operations.  

There is potential risk to the southern arm of Workington Harbour, potentially 
impacting on its operations.  

There is potential erosion risk/outflanking to the southern arm of Workington 
Harbour, potentially impacting on its operations.  

Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna         

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA 
AA report) 

Yes The eventual loss of coastal defences would help to reinstate natural 
coastal processes, potentially enhancing the priority habitats 
(maritime cliffs and slopes) and the Solway Firth SPA.  The debris of 
the failed defences would likely be spread along the coastline, 
impacting on biodiversity in the surrounding area in the short-term. 
Contamination arising from the erosion of the Derwent Slag Bank may 
impact on the flora and fauna of the surrounding area. 

The eventual loss of coastal defences would help to reinstate natural coastal 
processes, potentially enhancing the priority habitats (maritime cliffs and slopes) 
and the Solway Firth SPA.  Under this option, debris arising from failed defences 
are assumed to be removed. 

The eventual loss of coastal defences in the medium term would help to 
reinstate natural coastal processes, potentially enhancing the priority habitats 
(maritime cliffs and slopes) and the Solway Firth SPA.   

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

        

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

No       



 

 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites with 
pollution potential 

Yes Derwent Howe slag bank is at risk of erosion, with potential for 
recirculation through varying erosion rates. This may impact on 
sensitive habitats and introduce risk to people.  

Derwent Howe slag bank is at risk of erosion, with potential for recirculation 
through varying erosion rates. This may impact on sensitive habitats and 
introduce risk to people.  

Derwent Howe slag bank is at risk of erosion, with potential for recirculation 
through varying erosion rates. This may impact on sensitive habitats and 
introduce risk to people.  

Land Use         

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the coastline 

Yes Repeated inundation and coastal erosion would impact land uses in 
the hinterland of the defences. The planned development of the 
decommissioned steel works site would no longer be viable.  

Repeated inundation and coastal erosion would impact land uses in the 
hinterland of the defences. This option would still allow little time to plan the 
decommission of steel works site. 

Repeated inundation and coastal erosion would impact land uses in the 
hinterland of the defences. More time would be allowed to plan for the 
decommission of steel works site. 

Water and Hydromorphology         

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes have the potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD Protected Areas.  There would be 
contamination risks to the water bodies associated with this option. 

In the medium term, the natural evolution of the area would be allowed. 
However, contamination risk would be high under this option. 

In the long-term, the natural evolution of the area would be allowed. However, 
contamination risk would be decreased under this option. 

Historic Environment         

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are a number of archaeological remains on the site and in the 
vicinity, which may require mitigation or interpretation. 

There are a number of archaeological remains on the site and in the vicinity, 
which may require mitigation or interpretation 

There are a number of archaeological remains on the site and in the vicinity, 
which may require mitigation or interpretation 

Conserve the heritage value of 
the World Heritage Sites along 
the coastline 

No       

Landscape and Visual Amenity         

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Coastline would ultimately revert to a more natural alignment, cliffs 
and slopes naturally erode. Debris from failed defences would impact 
on the landscape and visual amenity of the frontage.  

Coastline would ultimately revert to a more natural alignment, cliffs and slopes 
naturally erode. Debris from failed defences were assumed to be removed under 
this option, and therefore no impact on visual amenity. 

Coastline would ultimately revert to a more natural alignment, cliffs and slopes 
naturally erode. Debris from failed defences were assumed to be removed 
under this option, and therefore no impact on visual amenity. 

Protect the statutory landscape 
designations (AONB and 
National Parks) present along 
the coastline 

No       

 

11e2.9 (part) Steelworks to the Howe 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Hold the Line - Improve through Constructing New 
Revetments/Seawalls 

Option 3: Managed Realignment - erosion slowing gabions 

Population and Human Health         

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities 

Yes There are currently no communities or community services within the 
area. 

 There are currently no communities or community services within the area.  There are currently no communities or community services within the area. 

Manage the risk to isolated and 
socially deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes There are no pieces of critical connective infrastructure at risk.  There are no pieces of critical connective infrastructure at risk.  There are no pieces of critical connective infrastructure at risk. 

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

Yes English Coast Path would be at risk in the long term.  English Coast Path would be defended. English Coastal Path may remain at risk once the short term defences failed.  

Minimise flood and erosion risk 
to areas of significant 
economic activity 

Yes There are no economic activity areas within the area at risk.  There are no economic activity areas within the area at risk.  There are no economic activity areas within the area at risk 

Material Assets         

Minimise risk to road, rail, and 
water infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes There are no assets of this nature present.   There are no assets of this nature present.  There are no assets of this nature present 



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Hold the Line - Improve through Constructing New 
Revetments/Seawalls 

Option 3: Managed Realignment - erosion slowing gabions 

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

Yes There are no assets of this nature present.   There are no assets of this nature present.  There are no assets of this nature present. 

Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna         

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA 
AA report) 

Yes Do nothing would result in a more natural sediment regime and water 
flows, potentially enhancing priority habitats and benefitting the 
Solway Firth SPA.  The debris of the failed defences would likely be 
spread along the coastline, impacting on biodiversity in the 
surrounding area in the short-term.  

The construction of new revetments/seawalls is likely to lead to the loss of 
intertidal habitat including supporting habitat for the qualifying birds within the 
Solway Firth SPA.  

The temporary placement of rock gabions to slow erosion may encroach on 
intertidal habitat within the Solway Firth SPA resulting in potential impacts on 
site integrity. In the long-term, the impacts on biodiversity will be as for the 
do nothing option.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

        

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

No       

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites with 
pollution potential 

Yes Derwent Howe slag bank is at risk of erosion, with potential for 
erosion of slag and waste materials and uncontrolled release into 
adjacent water bodies and soils.  

Historic and authorised land fill, areas of slag from steelworks would be defended 
throughout the duration of the Strategy.   

Historic and authorised land fill, areas of slag from steelworks would be 
defended in the short to medium term, which would give opportunity for 
remediation of any potentially contaminated material within Derwent Howe 
slag bank.  

Land Use         

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the coastline 

Yes Repeated inundation and risk from coastal erosion would limit 
potential land uses on the dry side of the defences. The planned 
development of the decommissioned steel works site would be no 
longer viable.  

This option would maintain the variety of land uses landward of the new defence 
and allow for the redevelopment of the steel works site.  

This option would maintain the variety of land uses landward of the new 
defence and allow for the redevelopment of the steel works site in the short 
to medium term. In the long term, impacts would revert to option 1.  

Water and Hydromorphology         

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes have the potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD Protected Areas.  There would be 
contamination risks to the water bodies associated with this option. 

Increased hydromorphological pressure on water body due to increased defence 
footprint. However, contamination risk would be minimised. 

 This option could potentially impact on biological (habitats) receptors, in 
upper beach habitats due increased defence footprint. However, 
contamination risk would be minimised 

Historic Environment         

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are no assets of this nature present  There are no assets of this nature present  There are no assets of this nature present  

Conserve the heritage value of 
the World Heritage Sites along 
the coastline 

No       

Landscape and Visual Amenity         

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Coastline would ultimately revert to a more natural alignment, cliffs 
and slopes naturally erode. Debris from failed defences would impact 
on the landscape and visual amenity of the frontage.  

This option would maintain the protection to the NCA features present in this PU. 
However, the construction of a new defence is likely to result in a deterioration in 
visual amenity and landscape character along the frontage.  

This option would maintain the protection to the NCA features present in this 
PU. However, the construction of a new defence may be impact on the visual 
amenity of the frontage, though this would be reduced by limited the extent 
of the temporary defences. The movement of the temporary defence may 
also alter the landscape over the duration of the Strategy as it is moved and 
eroded.   

Protect the statutory landscape 
designations (AONB and 
National Parks) present along 
the coastline 

No       

 

11e2.8-2.9 (part): Steel Works and Steel Works to the Howe 



 

 

  
Scoped 
in?  Option 1: Do Nothing 

Option 2: Hold the Line - Improve through Constructing New 
Revetments/Seawalls 

Option 3: Hold the Line through introducing cliff slope stabilisation measure 
(in-combination with option 2)  

Population and Human Health         

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities Yes 

There are currently no communities or community services within the 
area  There are currently no communities or community services within the area  There are currently no communities or community services within the area 

Manage the risk to isolated and 
socially deprived areas within 
the Strategy Yes There are no pieces of critical connective infrastructure at risk  There are no pieces of critical connective infrastructure at risk  There are no pieces of critical connective infrastructure at risk 

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area Yes There are no recreational facilities within the area at risk  There are no recreational facilities within the area at risk  There are no recreational facilities within the area at risk 

Minimise flood and erosion risk 
to areas of significant 
economic activity Yes There are no economic activity areas within the area at risk  There are no economic activity areas within the area at risk  There are no economic activity areas within the area at risk 

Material Assets         

Minimise risk to road, rail, and 
water infrastructure present 
along the coastline Yes There are no assets of this nature present   There are no assets of this nature present  There are no assets of this nature present 

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets Yes There are no assets of this nature present   There are no assets of this nature present  There are no assets of this nature present 

Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna         

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA 
AA report) 

Yes 

The eventual loss of flood defences would result in a more natural 
sediment regime and water flows, potentially enhancing the priority 
habitats (maritime cliffs and slopes) and benefitting the Solway Firth 
SPA.  The debris of the failed defences would likely be spread along 
the coastline, impacting on biodiversity in the surrounding area in the 
short term. 

This option would maintain the existing defences through the duration of the 
Strategy. The construction of a new rock toe may result in habitat loss that may 
affect the qualifying birds within the Solway Firth SPA, and thus affect the 
integrity of the site. 

This option would maintain the existing defences through the duration of the 
Strategy. The works may result in habitat loss that may affect the qualifying 
birds within the Solway Firth SPA, and thus affect the integrity of the site.   
 
The stabilisation measures will allow some natural erosion that may benefit 
the maritime cliffs and slopes (priority habitat). 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology         

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes No       

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites with 
pollution potential Yes 

Historic and authorised land fill, areas of slag from steelworks present 
along the coastline, potential for recirculation through erosion rates 
and sediment movement. This may impact on sensitive habitats and 
introduce risk to people.  

Historic and authorised land fill, areas of slag from steelworks would be defended 
throughout the duration of the Strategy.   

Historic and authorised land fill, areas of slag from steelworks would be 
defended throughout the duration of the Strategy.   

Land Use         

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the coastline Yes 

Repeated inundation and risk from coastal erosion would limit 
potential land uses on the dry side of the defences. The planned 
development of the decommissioned steel works site would be no 
longer viable.  

This option would maintain the variety of land uses landward of the new defence 
and allow for the redevelopment of the steel works site.  

This option would maintain the variety of land uses landward of the new 
defence and allow for the redevelopment of the steel works site.  

Water and Hydromorphology         

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes 

Eventual failure of defences would remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes have the potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD Protected Areas.  There would be 
contamination risks to the water bodies associated with this option. 

This option could potentially impact on biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 
beach habitats due increased defence footprint. However, contamination risk 
would be minimised 

The natural evolution of the area would be allowed. Some contamination risk 
would still be present, albeit smaller than Do nothing 

Historic Environment         



 

 

  
Scoped 
in?  Option 1: Do Nothing 

Option 2: Hold the Line - Improve through Constructing New 
Revetments/Seawalls 

Option 3: Hold the Line through introducing cliff slope stabilisation measure 
(in-combination with option 2)  

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline Yes There are no assets of this nature present  There are no assets of this nature present  There are no assets of this nature present  

Conserve the heritage value of 
the World Heritage Sites along 
the coastline No       

Landscape and Visual Amenity         

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline Yes 

Coastline would ultimately revert to a more natural alignment, cliffs 
and slopes naturally erode. Debris from failed defences would impact 
on the landscape and visual amenity of the frontage.  

This option would maintain the protection to the NCA features present in this PU. 
However, the construction of a new defence may be impact on the visual 
amenity of the frontage.  

This option would maintain the protection to the NCA features present in this 
PU. However, the construction of a new defence may impact on the visual 
amenity of the frontage, though this would be reduced by limited the extent 
of the new revetment construction on the frontage.  

Protect the statutory landscape 
designations (AONB and 
National Parks) present along 
the coastline No       

 

11e2.7 Harrington to Steel Works Site 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Hold the Line -Construct new seawall/revetments Option 3: Hold the Line -beach Recharge (in-combination 
with option 2) 

Option 4: Managed Realignment - Construct erosion 
slowing defences (in-combination with option 2) 

Population and Human Health         

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities 

This option would leave a number of properties within 
Salterbeck close to the coast and a section of Main 
Street at risk of loss to erosion. This will impact on the 
health of the local people and the community as a 
whole.  

This option would improve the current SOP and construction 
of new defences would reduce the risk overtopping in the 
future which may be a result of rising sea levels.  

This option would improve the current SOP and 
construction of new defences would reduce the risk 
overtopping in the future which may be a result of rising 
sea levels.  

This option would provide temporary, short term defence 
to cliffs. This is not recommended as a long term option.  
The failed gabion baskets may result in a health and 
safety risk to beach users.  

Manage the risk to isolated and 
socially deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

This option would leave the Cumbria Coast railway at 
risk of loss to erosion. These assets are an important 
transport route for this relatively small community.  

This option would improve the current SOP and construction 
of a new defence would reduce the risk overtopping in the 
future which may be a result of rising sea levels, allowing the 
railway to continue operation and maintain access for 
Salterbeck to the wider community  

This option would improve the current SOP and 
construction of a new defence would reduce the risk 
overtopping in the future which may be a result of rising 
sea levels, allowing the railway to continue operation and 
maintain access for Parton to the wider community  

This option would provide temporary, short term defence 
to cliffs. This is not recommended as a long term option.   

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

The English Coast Path would be at risk of flooding and 
coastal erosion.   

This option would maintain the English Coastal Path, it would 
not prevent the lowering of the foreshore which would reduce 
the area of beach present on the foreshore. The investigation 
into the feasibility of raising the sea wall would have to take 
into account the aesthetics of the area and ensure that 
viewpoints of the surrounding area and from the railway route 
would not be obscured as a result.  

This option would maintain public access to the beach 
however, it would not prevent the lowering of the 
foreshore which would reduce the area of beach present 
on the foreshore. The investigation into the feasibility of 
raising the sea wall would have to take into account the 
aesthetics of the area and ensure that viewpoints of the 
surrounding area and from the railway route would not be 
obscured as a result.  

This option would provide temporary, short term defence 
to cliffs. This is not recommended as a long term option.  
The failed gabion baskets may result in a health and 
safety risk to beach users.  

Minimise flood and erosion risk 
to areas of significant economic 
activity 

There are no significant areas of economic activity 
within this PU 

There are no significant areas of economic activity within this 
PU 

There are no significant areas of economic activity within 
this PU 

  

Material Assets         

Minimise risk to road, rail, and 
water infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

This option would no reduce the risk of flood or coastal 
erosion damage to the Cumbria Coast Railway line.  

This option would maintain SOP to the railway and reduce the 
risk of future overtopping which would impact on the railway.  

This option would maintain SOP to the railway and the 
station and reduce the risk of future overtopping which 
would impact on the railway.  

This option would protect the railway in the short term 
however if no further action was taken then this would 
be at risk of damage or loss to erosion.  

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

No assets of this type.  There are no critical commercial or industrial assets within 
this PU 

There are no critical commercial or industrial assets within 
this PU 

There are no critical commercial or industrial assets 
within this PU 

Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna         



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Hold the Line -Construct new seawall/revetments Option 3: Hold the Line -beach Recharge (in-combination 
with option 2) 

Option 4: Managed Realignment - Construct erosion 
slowing defences (in-combination with option 2) 

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA AA 
report) 

The eventual loss of coastal defences would result in a 
more natural sediment regime and water flows, 
potentially enhancing priority habitats (sand dune, 
saltmarsh, floodplain grazing marsh, mudflats) and 
benefitting the Solway Firth SPA.  The debris of the 
failed defences would likely be spread along the 
coastline, impacting on biodiversity in the surrounding 
area in the short term. 

This option would maintain the existing defences through the 
duration of the Strategy. The construction of a new 
seawall/revetments may result in habitat loss that may affect 
the qualifying birds within the Solway Firth SPA and integrity 
of the site. 

This option would maintain the existing defences through 
the duration of the Strategy. Beach recharge may result in 
changes to supporting habitat for the qualifying birds of 
the SPA and thus affect the integrity of the site. 
 
Beach recharge material must be confirmed to be free 
from contamination as it would re-enter the sediment 
transport system, eventually spreading along the coast and 
potentially impacting on sensitive sites elsewhere along 
the coastline.  

The material making up the short term sacrificial defence 
must be assessed to ensure that it is as close to the 
natural sediment present as possible so that its erosion 
will not have a detrimental impact on the surrounding 
habitats and the Solway Firth SPA. MR may allow for 
more natural transition of habitats from coastal to 
terrestrial and result in habitat creation/improvement 
opportunities. 
 
The alignment of any new defences would require careful 
siting to avoid negatively affecting biodiversity. 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

        

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Natural geological processes would be allowed to re-
establish 

As linear defences, it is not anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly impact on longshore sediment 
transport in the short term. Assets will be defended in the 
long term. 

This option would potentially modify the natural sediment 
grain size located in the area and, therefore, would impact 
of the soil feature. However, it would allow the natural 
evolution of the area, allow geological processes and 
therefore, continue to protect geological diversity.   

The sacrificial defence will be a  novel input of sediment 
and rock into the system, which will be dispersed around 
the surrounding PUs. However it is not expected to have 
a detrimental impact. MR may allow for more natural 
geological processes to establish.  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites with 
pollution potential 

There are no historic or authorised landfills within this 
PU 

There are no historic or authorised landfills within this PU There are no historic or authorised landfills within this PU There are no historic or authorised landfills within this PU 

Land Use         

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the coastline 

The land protected by the existing defences is used for 
private residence, additionally the beach is public 
access and has amenity value to the local community. 
These uses would likely be negatively impacted if the 
defences were to fail.  

This option would maintain the variety of land uses landward 
of the new defence  

This option would maintain the variety of land uses 
landward of the new defence and maintaining the 
recreational amenity of the beach.  

This option would maintain the variety of land uses 
landward of the defences in the short term. Any land on 
the wetside of the defence would undergo land use 
change as repeated inundation and/or coastal erosion 
would likely reduce its viability for agriculture or 
development.  

Water and Hydromorphology         

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Eventual failure of defences would remove 
hydromophological constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes have the 
potential to affect sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

Increased hydromorphological pressure on water body due to 
increased footprint of new defences. 

This option could potentially cause a beneficial impact of 
the biological (habitat) receptors in the upper beach 
habitats and help improve water body status if it needs to 

 This option could potentially impact on biological 
(habitats) receptors, in upper beach habitats due 
increased defence footprint. 

Historic Environment         

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

None Present  None Present  None Present It is assumed that assets of designated heritage value 
would not be negatively impacted by MR. Though MR 
may lead to damage to archaeological  assets on the 
wetside of any new defence. Assessment into the 
heritage value of the land should be undertaken as part 
of any scheme arising from this Strategy 

Conserve the heritage value of 
the World Heritage Sites along 
the coastline 

The loss of the Cumbria Coast railway line would 
impact on the accessibility of the Hadrian's Wall WHS, 
impacting on its Outstanding Universal Value.  

Maintenance of the Cumbria Coast Railway would maintain 
access to the Hadrian's Wall WHS.   

Maintenance of the Cumbria Coast Railway would maintain 
access to the Hadrian's Wall WHS.   

Maintenance of the Cumbria Coast Railway would 
maintain access to the Hadrian's Wall WHS.   

Landscape and Visual Amenity         



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Hold the Line -Construct new seawall/revetments Option 3: Hold the Line -beach Recharge (in-combination 
with option 2) 

Option 4: Managed Realignment - Construct erosion 
slowing defences (in-combination with option 2) 

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

The function of the railway line as an important access 
route is a named feature of the NCA profile and 
developing this function is an objective stated in the 
NCA profile. This option would result in the risk of loss 
of this feature. Unmanaged flooding and erosion 
would likely cause significant alterations to the 
landscape of the coastline, thereby impacting on its 
landscape and visual amenity.  

This option would maintain the protection to the NCA 
features present in this PU. However, the construction of a 
new defence may be impact on the visual amenity of the 
frontage.  

This option would maintain the protection to the NCA 
features present in this PU. However, the construction of a 
new defence may be impact on the visual amenity of the 
frontage.  

The existing landscape and visual amenity would be 
maintained in the short term, however the programmed 
failure of the rock gabions may impact the visual amenity 
of the frontage from the appearance of the failed 
defence.   

Protect the statutory landscape 
designations (AONB and 
National Parks) present along 
the coastline 

 None Present  None Present  None Present  None Present 

 

11e2.5 Harrington Park to Harrington Harbour 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum Option 3: Proactive Patch and Repair Option 4: Maintain through reinforcing 
existing defences 

Option 5: Improve existing 
defences 

Option 6: Construction of New 
Revetments or Seawalls 

Population and 
Human Health 

            

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

No immediate risk to property within 
this frontage.   

No immediate risk to property within this 
frontage.   

No immediate risk to property within this 
frontage.   

No immediate risk to property within this 
frontage.   

No immediate risk to property 
within this frontage.   

No immediate risk to property 
within this frontage.   

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

There are no transport assets at risk.  There are no transport assets at risk.  There are no transport assets at risk.  There are no transport assets at risk.  There are no transport assets at 
risk.  

There are no transport assets at 
risk.  

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Cliff top amenity land with village 
green status and associated car park e 
at risk of damage or loss to coastal 
erosion.  

Cliff top amenity land and associated car 
park will be at risk of damage or loss to 
coastal erosion.  

This option would delay failure of defences 
for a short period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long term. Cliff 
top amenity land and associated car park 
will be at risk of damage or loss to coastal 
erosion.  

This option would delay failure of 
defences for a short period, however it 
does not maintain defences in the 
medium to long term. Cliff top amenity 
land and associated car park will be at 
risk of damage or loss to coastal erosion 
in the long term.  

This option would prevent the 
failure of the existing defences in 
the short to medium term though 
this investment would need to be 
balanced with long term policy of 
NAI.  

Amenity land would be protected 
throughout the timescale of the 
strategy 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

There are no significant areas of 
economic activity within this PU 

There are no significant areas of 
economic activity within this PU 

There are no significant areas of economic 
activity within this PU 

There are no significant areas of 
economic activity within this PU 

There are no significant areas of 
economic activity within this PU 

There are no significant areas of 
economic activity within this PU 

Material Assets             

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

As cliffs retreat the water outfalls along 
the coastline may become more 
exposed, leading to damage.  

As cliffs retreat the water outfalls along 
the coastline may become more exposed, 
leading to damage.  

This option would delay failure of defences 
for a short period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long term. As 
cliffs retreat the water outfalls along the 
coastline may become more exposed, 
leading to damage.  

This option would delay failure of 
defences for a short period, however it 
does not maintain defences in the long 
term. As cliffs retreat the water outfalls 
along the coastline may become more 
exposed, leading to damage.  

Protection of outfalls in the short 
to medium term but in long-term, 
the water outfalls along the 
coastline may become more 
exposed, leading to damage.   

Outfalls would be protected 
throughout the timescale of the 
strategy. 



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum Option 3: Proactive Patch and Repair Option 4: Maintain through reinforcing 
existing defences 

Option 5: Improve existing 
defences 

Option 6: Construction of New 
Revetments or Seawalls 

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

As cliffs retreat there may be impacts 
to the stability of the Harrington 
Harbour walls leading to damage. 

As cliffs retreat there may be impacts to 
the stability of the Harrington Harbour 
walls leading to damage. 

This option would delay failure of defences 
for a short period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long term. As 
cliffs retreat the Harrington Harbour Walls 
may be damaged in the long term.  

This option would delay failure of 
defences for a short period, however it 
does not maintain defences in the long 
term. As cliffs retreat the Harrington 
Harbour Walls may be damaged in the 
long term.  

This option would delay failure of 
defences for a short to medium 
term period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long 
term. As cliffs retreat the 
Harrington Harbour Walls may be 
damaged in the long term. 

Outfalls and Harrington Harbour 
would be protected throughout the 
timescale of the strategy. 

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

            

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna 
(Also see assessment 
in HRA AA report) 

The eventual loss of coastal defences 
would likely mean that more natural 
sediment regime and water flows could 
re-establish, potentially enhancing the 
priority habitats (sand dune, saltmarsh, 
floodplain grazing marsh, mudflats) 
and benefitting the Solway Firth SPA.  
The debris of the failed defences would 
likely be spread along the coastline, 
impacting on biodiversity in the 
surrounding area in the short-term. 
The unmanaged erosion of the 
potentially contaminated land in the 
cliffs may result in pollution that would 
negatively impact on surrounding 
biodiversity, flora and fauna.  

The eventual loss of coastal defences 
would likely mean that more natural 
sediment regime and water flows could 
re-establish, potentially enhancing the 
priority habitats (sand dune, saltmarsh, 
floodplain grazing marsh, mudflats) and 
benefitting the Solway Firth SPA.  The 
debris of the failed defences would likely 
be spread along the coastline, impacting 
on biodiversity in the surrounding area in 
the short-term. The unmanaged erosion 
of the potentially contaminated land in 
the cliffs may result in pollution that 
would negatively impact on surrounding 
biodiversity, flora and fauna.  

This option would delay failure of defences 
for a short period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long term. The 
eventual loss of coastal defences would 
likely mean that more natural sediment 
regime and water flows could re-establish, 
potentially enhancing the priority habitats 
(sand dune, saltmarsh, floodplain grazing 
marsh, mudflats) and benefitting the 
Solway Firth SPA.  The debris of the failed 
defences would likely be spread along the 
coastline, impacting on biodiversity in the 
surrounding area in the short-term. The 
unmanaged erosion of the potentially 
contaminated land in the cliffs may result 
in pollution that would negatively impact 
on surrounding biodiversity, flora and 
fauna.  

This option would maintain the existing 
defences through the short to medium 
term. This option requires capital works 
to add rock gabions or similar sacrificial 
defence, which could impact on 
biodiversity and affect the integrity of the 
conservation site.  
 
Potential contaminated land in the cliffs 
would be protected in the short and 
medium term. This option would revert 
to do nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch  

This option maintains defences in 
the long term. This would prevent 
the unmanaged erosion of the 
potentially contaminated land in 
the cliffs avoiding pollution that 
would negatively impact on 
surrounding biodiversity, flora and 
fauna.  
 
Hold the line policy may result in 
habitat loss in the footprint of 
improved defences with potential 
impacts on the integrity of the 
Solway Firth SPA. 

This option maintains defences in 
the long term and prevents 
pollution that would negatively 
impact on surrounding biodiversity, 
flora and fauna.  
 
Construction of new revetments or 
seawalls may result in habitat loss 
in the footprint of defences with 
potential impacts on the integrity 
of the Solway Firth SPA. 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

            

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

The natural evolution of the area 
would be allowed. 

The natural evolution of the area would 
be allowed. 

The natural evolution of the area would be 
allowed. 

The natural evolution of the area would 
be allowed. 

As linear defences, it is not 
anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly impact 
on longshore sediment transport in 
the short term. Landfill would be 
protected from erosion and 
flooding. Assets will be defended in 
the long term. 

As linear defences, it is not 
anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly impact 
on longshore sediment transport in 
the short term. Landfill would be 
protected from erosion and 
flooding. Assets will be defended in 
the long term. 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

The cliffs within this PU are made 
ground’ created by slag deposits and 
other tipped spoil and includes the site 
of the former iron works and 
magnesite plant. This potentially 
contaminated land may be eroded and 
enter the sediment transport system, 
thereby spreading across a wider area.  

The potentially contaminated land may 
be eroded and enter the sediment 
transport system, thereby spreading 
across a wider area.  

This option would delay failure of defences 
for a short period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long term. The 
potentially contaminated land may be 
eroded and enter the sediment transport 
system, thereby spreading across a wider 
area.  

This option would delay failure of 
defences for a short period, however it 
does not maintain defences in the long 
term. The potentially contaminated land 
may be eroded and enter the sediment 
transport system, thereby spreading 
across a wider area.  

This option would maintain 
defences in the long term.  

This option would maintain 
defences in the long term.  

Land Use             

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

The existing land uses would likely be 
rendered unviable due to continued 
risk of erosion and impacts of 
contamination from erosion of the 
spoil cliffs.  

The existing land uses would likely be 
rendered unviable due to continued risk 
of erosion and impacts of contamination 
from erosion of the spoil cliffs.  

This option would delay failure of defences 
for a short period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long term. The 
existing land uses would likely be rendered 
unviable due to continued risk of erosion 
and impacts of contamination from erosion 
of the spoil cliffs.  

This option would delay failure of 
defences for a short period, however it 
does not maintain defences in the long 
term. The existing land uses would likely 
be rendered unviable due to continued 
risk of erosion and impacts of 
contamination from erosion of the spoil 
cliffs in the long term.  

This option would maintain 
defences in the long term. The 
existing land uses could be 
maintained.  

This option would maintain 
defences in the long term. The 
existing land uses could be 
maintained.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

            



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum Option 3: Proactive Patch and Repair Option 4: Maintain through reinforcing 
existing defences 

Option 5: Improve existing 
defences 

Option 6: Construction of New 
Revetments or Seawalls 

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Eventual failure of defences would 
remove hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

 Natural geological processes would be 

allowed to re-establish. 
 

 It is unlikely that maintaining the current 

defences would have any new impacts on 

the water and hydromorphology of the 

area.  Natural geological processes would 

be allowed to re-establish. 
 

  This option could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 
beach habitats due increased defence 
footprint. 

  This option could potentially 
impact on biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach habitats 
due increased defence footprint. 

  This option could potentially 
impact on biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach habitats 
due increased defence footprint. 

Historic Environment             

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

None Present None Present None Present None Present None Present None Present 

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

None Present None Present None Present None Present None Present None Present 

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

            

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

The landscape would likely change 
under this option. There would be 
negative impacts arising from damage 
and debris from the Harrington 
Harbour walls, and eroded spoil cliffs.  

The landscape would likely change under 
this option. There would be negative 
impacts arising from damage and debris 
from the Harrington Harbour walls, and 
eroded spoil cliffs.  

This option would delay failure of defences 
for a short period, however it does not 
maintain defences in the long term. The 
landscape would likely significantly alter 
under this option. There would be negative 
impacts arising from damage and debris 
from the Harrington Harbour walls, and 
eroded spoil cliffs.  

This option would delay failure of 
defences for a short period, however it 
does not maintain defences in the long 
term. The landscape would likely 
significantly alter under this option. There 
would be negative impacts arising from 
damage and debris from the Harrington 
Harbour walls, and eroded spoil cliffs.  

This option would maintain 
defences in the long term through 
improvement of existing defence 
which may result in a change to the 
scale and/or nature of the existing 
defences. This may alter the 
landscape of the coastline.  

This option would maintain 
defences in the long term through 
construction of new defences 
which may result in a change to the 
scale and/or nature compared to 
the existing coastline. This may 
alter  the landscape of the 
coastline.  

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

 None Present  None Present  None Present  None Present  None Present  None Present 

 

11e2.4 Parton to Harrington Parks 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch 
and Repair (This will only delay DN option 
by an epoch) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
maintenance (Assumed to be used in 
conjunction with a secondary for long 
term) 

Option 4: Hold the Line: 
maintain through reinforcing 
existing defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line -Construct 
new seawall/revetments 

  

Population and Human 
Health 

              

Manage the risk to the 
health of people and 
communities 

This option would leave a number 
of properties close to the coast and 
a section of Main Street at risk of 
loss to erosion. This will impact on 
the health of the local people and 
the community as a whole.  

This option would continue to defend 
these assets in the short to medium term, 
however the requirement for ad hoc and 
unplanned works would likely cause 
regular disruption to the local 
communities.  In the long term, impacts 
will be as in option 1.  

This option would maintain the current 
situation, protecting the communities as 
they are today. However, there would be 
no works to prevent overtopping in the 
future which may result from climate 
change and sea level rise. In the long 
term, impacts will be as in option 1.  

This option would continue 
to defend these assets in the 
short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts will be as 
in option 1.  

This option would maintain 
the current SOP and raising 
the existing sea wall would 
reduce the risk overtopping in 
the future which may be a 
result of rising sea levels.  

This option would improve the current 
SOP and construction of new defences 
would reduce the risk overtopping in 
the future which may be a result of 
rising sea levels.  

  



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch 
and Repair (This will only delay DN option 
by an epoch) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
maintenance (Assumed to be used in 
conjunction with a secondary for long 
term) 

Option 4: Hold the Line: 
maintain through reinforcing 
existing defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line -Construct 
new seawall/revetments 

  

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within the 
Strategy 

This option would leave the 
Cumbria Coast railway at risk of 
loss to erosion. These assets are an 
important transport route for this 
relatively small community.  

This option would continue to defend 
these assets in the short to medium term, 
however the requirement for ad hoc and 
unplanned works would likely cause 
regular disruption to the local 
communities.  In the long term, impacts 
will be as in option 1.  

This option maintain the current 
situation. However, there would be no 
works to prevent overtopping in the 
future which may result from climate 
change and sea level rise. In the long 
term, impacts will be as in option 1.  

This option would continue 
to defend these assets in the 
short to medium term.  In 
the long term, impacts will 
be as in option 1.  

This option would maintain 
the current SOP and raising 
the existing sea wall would 
reduce the risk overtopping in 
the future which may be a 
result of rising sea levels, 
allowing the railway to 
continue operation and 
maintain access for Parton to 
the wider community.  

This option would improve the current 
SOP and construction of a new 
defence would reduce the risk 
overtopping in the future which may 
be a result of rising sea levels, allowing 
the railway to continue operation and 
maintain access for Parton to the 
wider community.  

  

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

The access to and amenity value of 
the beach at Parton station would 
remain open to the public. 
However, the Cumbria Coastal Path 
and National Cycle Route would 
likely become unusable due to 
regular flooding or severance due 
to erosion.  

This option would continue to defend 
these assets in the short to medium term, 
however the requirement for ad hoc and 
unplanned works would likely cause 
regular disruption to the local 
communities.  In the long term, impacts 
will be as in option 1.  

This option would maintain access to the 
beach, though the status of the beach 
would have to be monitored to ensure 
that the beach itself is maintained 
despite coastal erosion. However, there 
would be no works to prevent 
overtopping in the future which may 
result from climate change and sea level 
rise. In the long term, impacts will be as 
in option 1.  

This option would continue 
to defend these assets in the 
short to medium term.  In 
the long term, impacts will 
be as in option 1.  

This option would maintain 
public access to the beach 
however, it would not prevent 
the lowering of the foreshore 
which would reduce the area 
of beach present on the 
foreshore. The investigation 
into the feasibility of raising 
the sea wall would have to 
take into account the 
aesthetics of the area and 
ensure that viewpoints of the 
surrounding area and from the 
railway route would not be 
obscured as a result.  

This option would maintain public 
access to the beach however, it would 
not prevent the lowering of the 
foreshore which would reduce the 
area of beach present on the 
foreshore. The investigation into the 
feasibility of raising the sea wall would 
have to take into account the 
aesthetics of the area and ensure that 
viewpoints of the surrounding area 
and from the railway route would not 
be obscured as a result.  

  

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas of 
significant economic 
activity 

There are no significant areas of 
economic activity within this PU. 

There are no significant areas of 
economic activity within this PU. 

There are no significant areas of 
economic activity within this PU. 

There are no significant 
areas of economic activity 
within this PU. 

There are no significant areas 
of economic activity within 
this PU. 

There are no significant areas of 
economic activity within this PU. 

  

Material Assets               

Minimise risk to road, rail, 
and water infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

This option would not reduce the 
risk of flood or coastal erosion 
damage to the Cumbria Coast 
Railway line.  

This option would continue to defend 
these assets in the short to medium term, 
however the requirement for ad hoc and 
unplanned works would likely cause 
regular disruption to the users of these 
assets.  In the long term, impacts will be 
as in option 1.  

The railway and station would continue 
to be protected under this option. 
However, there would be no works to 
prevent overtopping in the future which 
may result from climate change and sea 
level rise. In the long term, impacts will 
be as in option 1.  

This option would continue 
to defend these assets in the 
short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts will be as 
in option 1.  

This option would maintain 
SOP to the railway and the 
station and reduce the risk of 
future overtopping which 
would impact on the railway.  

This option would maintain SOP to the 
railway and the station and reduce the 
risk of future overtopping which 
would impact on the railway.  

  

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

This option would not reduce the 
risk of coastal erosion damage to 
the Lowca Wind Farm.  

There are no critical commercial or 
industrial assets within this PU. 

There are no critical commercial or 
industrial assets within this PU. 

There are no critical 
commercial or industrial 
assets within this PU. 

There are no critical 
commercial or industrial 
assets within this PU. 

There are no critical commercial or 
industrial assets within this PU. 

There are 
no critical 
commercial 
or 
industrial 
assets 
within this 
PU. 

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

              



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch 
and Repair (This will only delay DN option 
by an epoch) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
maintenance (Assumed to be used in 
conjunction with a secondary for long 
term) 

Option 4: Hold the Line: 
maintain through reinforcing 
existing defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line -Construct 
new seawall/revetments 

  

Maintain and enhance 
where possible the 
existing flora and fauna 
(Also see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

The eventual loss of coastal 
defences would likely mean that 
more natural sediment regime and 
water flows could re-establish, 
potentially enhancing the priority 
habitats (sand dune, saltmarsh, 
floodplain grazing marsh, mudflats) 
and benefitting the Solway Firth 
SPA to the northern end of the PU.  
The debris of the failed defences 
would likely be spread along the 
coastline, impacting on biodiversity 
in the surrounding area in the short 
term. 

Once defences fail, more natural 
sediment regime and water flows could 
re-establish, potentially enhancing the 
priority habitats (sand dune, saltmarsh, 
floodplain grazing marsh, mudflats) and 
benefitting the Solway Firth SPA to the 
northern end of the PU.  The debris of the 
failed defences would likely be spread 
along the coastline, impacting on 
biodiversity in the  

This option would maintain the existing 
defences through the short to medium 
term. This option does not require capital 
works and so direct construction impacts 
on the habitats arising from repairs will 
likely be minimal but should be assessed 
as part of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy. 
This option would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. Once 
defences fail, more natural sediment 
regime and water flows could re-
establish. 

This option would maintain 
the existing defences 
through the short to medium 
term. This option require 
capital works to add rock 
gabions or similar sacrificial 
defence, which could impact 
on biodiversity. This option 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term. 

Improving the defences may 
lead to habitat loss in the 
defence footprint with 
potential impacts on the 
integrity of the Solway Firth 
SPA.  

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the 
duration of the Strategy. This may lead 
to habitat loss in the defence footprint 
with potential impacts on the integrity 
of the Solway Firth SPA. 

  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

              

Protect existing 
geological diversity and 
allow for the restoration 
of natural geological 
processes 

Natural geological processes would 
be allowed to re-establish. 

Natural geological processes would be 
allowed to re-establish. 

The current geological situation is 
unlikely to change in the short to medium 
term. In the medium to long-term, 
natural geological processes would be 
allowed to re-establish. 

In the medium-term, natural 
geological processes would 
be allowed to re-establish. 

As linear defences, it is not 
anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly 
impact on longshore sediment 
transport in the short term. 
Assets will be defended in the 
long term. 

As linear defences, it is not anticipated 
that these new defences would 
significantly impact on longshore 
sediment transport in the short term. 
Assets will be defended in the long 
term. 

  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites 
with pollution potential 

There are no historic or authorised 
landfills within this PU. 

There are no historic or authorised 
landfills within this PU. 

There are no historic or authorised 
landfills within this PU. 

There are no historic or 
authorised landfills within 
this PU. 

There are no historic or 
authorised landfills within this 
PU. 

There are no historic or authorised 
landfills within this PU 
 . 
 

  

Land Use               

Manage the variety of 
land uses found along the 
coastline 

The land protected by the existing 
defences is used for private 
residence, additionally the beach is 
public access and has amenity 
value to the local community. 
These uses would likely be 
negatively impacted if the defences 
were to fail.  

The land protected by the existing 
defences is used for private residence, 
additionally the beach is public access 
and has amenity value to the local 
community. These uses would likely be 
negatively impacted when the defences 
were to fail 

The variety of land uses would remain the 
same under the implementation of this 
option. However, there would be no 
works to prevent overtopping in the 
future which may result from climate 
change and sea level rise. In the long 
term, impacts will be as in option 1.  

The land protected by the 
existing defences is used for 
private residence, 
additionally the beach is 
public access and has 
amenity value to the local 
community. These uses 
would likely be negatively 
impacted when the defences 
were to fail. 

This option would maintain 
the variety of land uses 
landward of the seawall, 
however, lowering of the 
foreshore may impact the 
recreational value of the 
beach.  

This option would maintain the variety 
of land uses landward of the new 
defence, however, lowering of the 
foreshore may impact the recreational 
value of the beach.  

  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

              

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Eventual failure of defences would 
remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to 
affect sedimentation and affect 
WFD Protected Areas.   

The natural evolution of the area would 
be allowed. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the current 
defences would have any new impacts on 
the water and hydromorphology of the 
area.  In the medium term, the natural 
evolution of the area would be allowed. 

In the medium term, the 
natural evolution of the area 
would be allowed.  However, 
this option could potentially 
impact on biological 
(habitats) receptors, in 
upper beach habitats due 
increased defence footprint 

This option could potentially 
impact on biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach 
habitats due increased 
defence footprint. 

The construction of a new rock 
revetment may increase 
hydromorphological pressure on the 
water body and potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in 
upper beach habitats due to the 
increased defence footprint. 

  

Historic Environment               



 

 

  Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch 
and Repair (This will only delay DN option 
by an epoch) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
maintenance (Assumed to be used in 
conjunction with a secondary for long 
term) 

Option 4: Hold the Line: 
maintain through reinforcing 
existing defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line -Construct 
new seawall/revetments 

  

Conserve and enhance 
the designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

There is a Roman Fort situated east 
of Foundry Road, which is also part 
of the Frontier's of the Roman 
Empire WHS. This asset would be 
lost. 

There is a Roman Fort situated east of 
Foundry Road, which is also part of the 
Frontier's of the Roman Empire WHS. This 
asset would be lost. 

There is a Roman Fort situated east of 
Foundry Road, which is also part of the 
Frontier's of the Roman Empire WHS. This 
asset would be protected in the short and 
medium term and likely lost in the long 
term. 

There is a Roman Fort 
situated east of Foundry 
Road, which is also part of 
the Frontier's of the Roman 
Empire WHS. This asset and 
its setting would be 
maintained in the short to 
medium term. Impacts 
would be as in option 1 in 
the long term.  

This option may impact on the 
setting of the Scheduled 
Monument through changes 
to the existing defence, 
though its integrity will be 
maintained in the long term.  

The construction of a new revetment 
may impact on the setting of the 
Scheduled Monument, though its 
integrity will be maintained in the long 
term.  

  

Conserve the heritage 
value of the World 
Heritage Sites along the 
coastline 

The loss of the Cumbria Coast 
railway line would impact on the 
accessibility of the Hadrian's Wall 
WHS, impacting on its Outstanding 
Universal Value.  

Existing defences would be maintained in 
the short to medium term, but would 
likely revert to the impacts of option 1 in 
the long term. The loss of the Cumbria 
Coast railway line would impact on the 
accessibility of the Hadrian's Wall WHS, 
impacting on its Outstanding Universal 
Value.  

Existing defences would be maintained in 
the short to medium term, but would 
likely revert to the impacts of option 1 in 
the long term. The loss of the Cumbria 
Coast railway line would impact on the 
accessibility of the Hadrian's Wall WHS, 
impacting on its Outstanding Universal 
Value.  

Alterations to the coastline 
and debris from the failed 
defences may have impacts 
on the setting of the Roman 
Fort Scheduled Monument. 
This may impact on its 
Outstanding Universal Value.  

Alterations to the coastline 
and debris from the failed 
defences may have impacts on 
the setting of the Roman Fort 
Scheduled Monument. This 
may impact on its Outstanding 
Universal Value.  

Alterations to the coastline and debris 
from the failed defences may have 
impacts on the setting of the Roman 
Fort Scheduled Monument. This may 
impact on its Outstanding Universal 
Value.  

  

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

              

Protect and maintain the 
national character 
features of the coastline 

The function of the railway line as 
an important access route is a 
named feature of the NCA profile 
and developing this function is an 
objective stated in the NCA profile. 
This option would result in the risk 
of loss of this feature. Unmanaged 
flooding and erosion would likely 
cause significant alterations to the 
landscape of the coastline, thereby 
impacting on its landscape and 
visual amenity.  

 The function of the railway line as an 
important access route is a named 
feature of the NCA profile and developing 
this function is an objective stated in the 
NCA profile. This option would result in 
the risk of loss of this feature. 
Unmanaged flooding and erosion would 
likely cause significant alterations to the 
landscape of the coastline, thereby 
impacting on its landscape and visual 
amenity. 

The function of the railway line as an 
important access route is a named 
feature of the NCA profile and developing 
this function is an objective stated in the 
NCA profile. This option would result in 
the risk of loss of this feature in the long 
term. Unmanaged flooding and erosion 
would likely cause significant alterations 
to the landscape of the coastline, thereby 
impacting on its landscape and visual 
amenity. 

The landscape and visual 
amenity of the frontage 
would be maintained in the 
short to medium term, but 
would revert to impacts of 
option 1 in the long term.  

This option would maintain 
the protection to the NCA 
features present in this PU. 
However, the alteration to the 
scale/nature of the defence 
may be impact on the visual 
amenity of the frontage.  

This option would maintain the 
protection to the NCA features 
present in this PU. However, the 
construction of a new defence may be 
impact on the visual amenity of the 
frontage.  

  

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National 
Parks) present along the 
coastline 

 None Present  None Present  None Present  None Present  None Present  None Present   

 

11e2.3 Parton 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch 
and Repair (This will only delay DN 
option by an epoch) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive maintenance 
(Assumed to be used in conjunction with a 
secondary for long term) 

Option 4: Hold the Line: 
maintain through reinforcing 
existing defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line -Construct 
new seawall/revetments 

Population and Human Health               

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities 

Yes This option would leave a 
number of properties close to 
the coast and a section of Main 
Street at risk of loss to erosion. 
This will impact on the health of 
the community of Parton.  

Upon defence failure, there would be 
risk to properties close to the coast and 
a section of Main Street at risk of loss to 
erosion. This will impact on the health 
of the community of Parton. 

This option would maintain the current 
situation, protecting the communities as they 
are today. However, there would be no works 
to prevent overtopping in the future which may 
result from climate change and sea level rise. In 
the long term, impacts will be as in option 1.  

This option would continue to 
defend these assets in the 
short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts will be as 
in option 1.  

This option would maintain the 
current SOP and raising the 
existing sea wall would reduce 
the risk overtopping in the 
future which may be a result of 
rising sea levels.  

This option would improve the 
current SOP and construction of new 
defences would reduce the risk 
overtopping in the future which may 
be a result of rising sea levels.  



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch 
and Repair (This will only delay DN 
option by an epoch) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive maintenance 
(Assumed to be used in conjunction with a 
secondary for long term) 

Option 4: Hold the Line: 
maintain through reinforcing 
existing defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line -Construct 
new seawall/revetments 

Manage the risk to isolated and 
socially deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes This option would leave the 
Cumbria Coast railway and 
Parton Station at risk of loss to 
erosion. These assets are an 
important transport route for 
this relatively small community.  

This option would leave the Cumbria 
Coast railway and Parton Station at risk 
of loss to erosion. These assets are an 
important transport route for this 
relatively small community. 

This option maintains the current situation. 
However, there would be no works to prevent 
overtopping in the future which may result 
from climate change and sea level rise. In the 
long term, impacts will be as in option 1.  

This option would continue to 
defend these assets in the 
short to medium term.  In the 
long term, impacts will be as 
in option 1.  

This option would maintain the 
current SOP and raising the 
existing sea wall would reduce 
the risk overtopping in the 
future which may be a result of 
rising sea levels, allowing the 
railway to continue operation 
and maintain access for Parton 
to the wider community  

This option would improve the 
current SOP and construction of a 
new defence would reduce the risk 
overtopping in the future which may 
be a result of rising sea levels, 
allowing the railway to continue 
operation and maintain access for 
Parton to the wider community  

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

Yes The beach at Parton station is 
open to the public. This option 
would not have a major impact 
on the access or amenity value 
of this beach. The Cumbria 
Coastal Path and National Cycle 
Route would likely become 
unusable due to regular flooding 
or severance due to erosion.  

The beach at Parton station is open to 
the public. This option would not have a 
major impact on the access or amenity 
value of this beach. The Cumbria 
Coastal Path and National Cycle Route 
would likely become unusable due to 
regular flooding or severance due to 
erosion.  

This option would maintain access to the beach, 
though the status of the beach would have to 
be monitored to ensure that the beach itself is 
maintained despite coastal erosion. However, 
there would be no works to prevent 
overtopping in the future which may result 
from climate change and sea level rise. In the 
long term, impacts will be as in option 1.  

This option would continue to 
defend these assets in the 
short to medium term.  In the 
long term, impacts will be as 
in option 1.  

This option would maintain 
public access to the beach 
however, it would not prevent 
the lowering of the foreshore 
which would reduce the area 
of beach present on the 
foreshore. The investigation 
into the feasibility of raising 
the sea wall would have to 
take into account the 
aesthetics of the area and 
ensure that viewpoints of the 
surrounding area and from the 
railway route would not be 
obscured as a result.  

This option would maintain public 
access to the beach however, it 
would not prevent the lowering of 
the foreshore which would reduce 
the area of beach present on the 
foreshore. The investigation into the 
feasibility of raising the sea wall 
would have to take into account the 
aesthics of the area and ensure that 
viewpoints of the surrounding area 
and from the railway route would not 
be obscured as a result.  

Minimise flood and erosion risk 
to areas of significant economic 
activity 

Yes There are no significant areas of 
economic activity within this PU. 

There are no significant areas of 
economic activity within this PU. 

There are no significant areas of economic 
activity within this PU. 

There are no significant areas 
of economic activity within 
this PU. 

There are no significant areas 
of economic activity within this 
PU. 

There are no significant areas of 
economic activity within this PU. 

Material Assets               

Minimise risk to road, rail, and 
water infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes This option would no reduce the 
risk of flood or coastal erosion 
damage to the Cumbria Coast 
Railway line or Parton Station.  

This option would no reduce the risk of 
flood or coastal erosion damage to the 
Cumbria Coast Railway line or Parton 
Station. 

The railway and station would continue to be 
protected under this option for the short and 
medium term. However, there would be no 
works to prevent overtopping in the future 
which may result from climate change and sea 
level rise. In the long term, impacts will be as in 
option 1.  

This option would continue to 
defend these assets in the 
short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts will be as 
in option 1.  

This option would maintain 
SOP to the railway and the 
station and reduce the risk of 
future overtopping which 
would impact on the railway.  

This option would maintain SOP to 
the railway and the station and 
reduce the risk of future overtopping 
which would impact on the railway.  

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

Yes There are no critical commercial 
or industrial assets within this 
PU 

There are no critical commercial or 
industrial assets within this PU 

There are no critical commercial or industrial 
assets within this PU 

There are no critical 
commercial or industrial 
assets within this PU 

There are no critical 
commercial or industrial assets 
within this PU 

There are no critical commercial or 
industrial assets within this PU 

Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna               

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA 
AA report) 

Yes The eventual loss of coastal 
defences would likely mean that 
more natural sediment regime 
and water flows could re-
establish, potentially enhancing 
the priority habitats (sand dune, 
saltmarsh, floodplain grazing 
marsh, mudflats) and 
benefitting the Solway Firth SPA 
at the northern end of the PU.   
 
The debris of the failed defences 
would likely be spread along the 
coastline, impacting on 
biodiversity in the surrounding 
area in the short term. 

Reactive patch and repair works will 
delay the onset of defence failure.  
Once defences fail, more natural 
sediment regime and water flows could 
re-establish, potentially enhancing the 
priority habitats (sand dune, saltmarsh, 
floodplain grazing marsh, mudflats) and 
benefitting the Solway Firth SPA at the 
northern end of the PU.   
 
The debris of the failed defences would 
likely be spread along the coastline, 
impacting on biodiversity in the 
surrounding area in the short term.  

Maintaining the defences through proactive 
maintenance will be undertaken within the 
existing defence footprint and is not envisaged 
to result in direct habitat loss. 
 
Once defences fail in the medium to long-term, 

more natural sediment regime and water flows 

could re-establish, potentially enhancing the 

priority habitats (sand dune, saltmarsh, 

floodplain grazing marsh, mudflats) and 

benefitting the Solway Firth SPA at the northern 

end of the PU.  The debris of the failed defences 

would likely be spread along the coastline, 

impacting on biodiversity in the surrounding 

area in the short term. 

 

This option would maintain 
the existing defences through 
the short to medium term. 
Constructing rock armour may 
result in habitat loss within 
the footprint of the defence 
and impact on the integrity of 
the Solway Firth SPA. 
However, this option does not 
require capital works and so 
direct construction impacts on 
the habitats arising from 
repairs will likely be minimal.  
 
This option would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long 
term epoch. 

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the 
duration of the Strategy.  
Constructing a rock revetment 
may result in habitat loss 
within the footprint of the 
defence and impact on the 
integrity of the Solway Firth 
SPA. 

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the 
duration of the Strategy.  
Constructing a new seawall or rock 
revetment will likely result in habitat 
loss within the footprint of the 
defence and impact on the integrity 
of the Solway Firth SPA. 



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch 
and Repair (This will only delay DN 
option by an epoch) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive maintenance 
(Assumed to be used in conjunction with a 
secondary for long term) 

Option 4: Hold the Line: 
maintain through reinforcing 
existing defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line -Construct 
new seawall/revetments 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

              

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

No  Natural geological processes 
would be allowed to re-establish  

 Natural geological processes would be 
allowed to re-establish  

 The current geological situation is unlikely to 
change is the short to medium term as a result 
of this option. In the medium-term, natural 
geological processes would be allowed to re-
establish  

 In the medium-term, natural 
geological processes would be 
allowed to re-establish  

 As linear defences, it is not 
anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly 
impact on longshore sediment 
transport in the short term. 
Assets will be defended in the 
long term.   

 As linear defences, it is not 
anticipated that these new defences 
would significantly impact on 
longshore sediment transport in the 
short term. Assets will be defended in 
the long term.   

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites with 
pollution potential 

Yes There are no historic or 
authorised landfills within this 
PU 

There are no historic or authorised 
landfills within this PU 

There are no historic or authorised landfills 
within this PU 

There are no historic or 
authorised landfills within this 
PU 

There are no historic or 
authorised landfills within this 
PU 

There are no historic or authorised 
landfills within this PU 

Land Use               

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the coastline 

Yes The land protected by the 
existing defences is used for 
private residence, additionally 
the beach is public access and 
has amenity value to the local 
community. These uses would 
likely be negatively impacted if 
the defences were to fail 

The land protected by the existing 
defences is used for private residence, 
additionally the beach is public access 
and has amenity value to the local 
community. These uses would likely be 
negatively impacted when the defences 
were to fail 

The variety of land uses would remain the same 
under the implementation of this option. 
However, there would be no works to prevent 
overtopping in the future which may result 
from climate change and sea level rise. In the 
long term, impacts will be as in option 1.  

 This option would protect the 
land along the coast from 
erosion in the short term, 
however this is option will not 
protect the land from 
overtopping and may be at 
risk from storm or surge risk 

This option would maintain the 
variety of land uses landward 
of the seawall, however, 
lowering of the foreshore may 
impact the recreational value 
of the beach.  

This option would maintain the 
variety of land uses landward of the 
new defence, however, lowering of 
the foreshore may impact the 
recreational value of the beach.  

Water and Hydromorphology               

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences 
would remove 
hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of 
the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to 
affect sedimentation and affect 
WFD Protected Areas.   

The natural evolution of the area would 
be allowed.   

It is unlikely that maintaining the current 
defences would have any new impacts on the 
water and hydromorphology of the area. In the 
medium term, the natural evolution of the area 
would be allowed.  

In the medium term, the 
natural evolution of the area 
would be allowed.  However, 
this option could potentially 
impact on biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach 
habitats due increased 
defence footprint  

New rock revetment will likely 
increase hydromorphological 
pressure on the waterbody. 
This option could potentially 
impact on biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach 
habitats due increased defence 
footprint  

New rock revetment will likely 
increase hydromorphological 
pressure on the waterbody. This 
option could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in 
upper beach habitats due increased 
defence footprint 

Historic Environment               

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There is a Roman Fort situated 
east of Foundry Road, which is 
also part of the Frontier's of the 
Roman Empire WHS. While this 
would not be directly at risk of  
flood or coastal erosion, it's 
presence indicates a higher 
potential for undiscovered 
archaeology which may be 
uncovered or damaged by 
significant flood events or 
coastal erosion that this option 
would result in. Alterations to 
the coastline and debris from 
the failed defences may have 
impacts on the setting of the 
Roman Fort Scheduled 
Monument.  

There is a Roman Fort situated east of 
Foundry Road, which is also part of the 
Frontier's of the Roman Empire WHS. 
While this would not be directly at risk 
of  flood or coastal erosion, it's 
presence indicates a higher potential for 
undiscovered archaeology which may 
be uncovered or damaged by significant 
flood events or coastal erosion that this 
option would result in. Alterations to 
the coastline and debris from the failed 
defences may have impacts on the 
setting of the Roman Fort Scheduled 
Monument. 

There is a Roman Fort situated east of Foundry 
Road, which is also part of the Frontier's of the 
Roman Empire WHS. While this would not be 
directly at risk of  flood or coastal erosion, it's 
presence indicates a higher potential for 
undiscovered archaeology which may be 
uncovered or damaged by significant flood 
events or coastal erosion that this option would 
result in. However, this would be protected for 
the short and medium term.  Alterations to the 
coastline and debris from the failed defences 
may have impacts on the setting of the Roman 
Fort Scheduled Monument. 

There is a Roman Fort situated 
east of Foundry Road, which is 
also part of the Frontier's of 
the Roman Empire WHS. This 
asset and its setting would be 
maintained in the short to 
medium term. Impacts would 
be as in option 1 in the long 
term.  

This option may impact on the 
setting of the Scheduled 
Monument may be impacted 
by the alteration of the 
existing defence, though its 
integrity will be maintained in 
the long term.  

This option may impact on the setting 
of the Scheduled Monument may be 
impacted by the construction of a 
new defence, though its integrity will 
be maintained in the long term.  



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch 
and Repair (This will only delay DN 
option by an epoch) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive maintenance 
(Assumed to be used in conjunction with a 
secondary for long term) 

Option 4: Hold the Line: 
maintain through reinforcing 
existing defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line -Construct 
new seawall/revetments 

Conserve the heritage value of 
the World Heritage Sites along 
the coastline 

Yes Alterations to the coastline and 
debris from the failed defences 
may have impacts on the setting 
of the Roman Fort Scheduled 
Monument. This may impact on 
its Outstanding Universal Value. 
The loss of the Cumbria Coast 
railway line would impact on the 
accessibility of the Hadrian's 
Wall WHS, impacting on its 
Outstanding Universal Value.  

Alterations to the coastline and debris 
from the failed defences may have 
impacts on the setting of the Roman 
Fort Scheduled Monument. This may 
impact on its Outstanding Universal 
Value. The loss of the Cumbria Coast 
railway line would impact on the 
accessibility of the Hadrian's Wall WHS, 
impacting on its Outstanding Universal 
Value.  

Alterations to the coastline and debris from the 
failed defences may have impacts on the 
setting of the Roman Fort Scheduled 
Monument. This may impact on its Outstanding 
Universal Value. The loss of the Cumbria Coast 
railway line would impact on the accessibility of 
the Hadrian's Wall WHS, impacting on its 
Outstanding Universal Value.  

Alterations to the coastline 
may have impacts on the 
setting of the Roman Fort 
Scheduled Monument. This 
may impact on its Outstanding 
Universal Value. The loss of 
the Cumbria Coast railway line 
would impact on the 
accessibility of the Hadrian's 
Wall WHS, impacting on its 
Outstanding Universal Value.  

Monument would be 
protected 

Monument would be protected 

Landscape and Visual Amenity               

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

Yes The function of the railway line 
as an important access route is a 
named feature of the NCA 
profile and developing this 
function is an objective stated in 
the NCA profile. This option 
would result in the risk of loss of 
this feature. Unmanaged 
flooding and erosion would 
likely cause significant 
alterations to the landscape of 
the coastline, thereby impacting 
on its landscape and visual 
amenity.  

The function of the railway line as an 
important access route is a named 
feature of the NCA profile and 
developing this function is an objective 
stated in the NCA profile. This option 
would result in the risk of loss of this 
feature. Unmanaged flooding and 
erosion would likely cause significant 
alterations to the landscape of the 
coastline, thereby impacting on its 
landscape and visual amenity.  

The function of the railway line as an important 
access route is a named feature of the NCA 
profile and developing this function is an 
objective stated in the NCA profile. This option 
would result in the risk of loss of this feature. 
Unmanaged flooding and erosion would likely 
cause significant alterations to the landscape of 
the coastline, thereby impacting on its 
landscape and visual amenity.  

 The landscape and visual 
amenity of the frontage would 
be maintained in the short to 
medium term, but would 
revert to impacts of option 1 
in the long term.  

This option would maintain the 
protection to the NCA features 
present in this PU. However, 
the alteration to the 
scale/nature of the defence 
may be impact on the visual 
amenity of the frontage.  

This option would maintain the 
protection to the NCA features 
present in this PU. However, the 
construction of a new defence may 
be impact on the visual amenity of 
the frontage.  

Protect the statutory landscape 
designations (AONB and 
National Parks) present along 
the coastline 

No             

 

11e2.2 Bransty to Parton 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch and 
Repair  

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line - 
Maintain Through Reinforcing 
Existing Defences (Assumes Short 
Term Option Only) 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line - 
Improve through 
Constructing New 
Revetments/Seawalls 

Population and Human Health               

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities 

Yes There are no communities at 
risk of erosion or coastal 
flooding within this PU. 

There are no communities at risk of erosion or 
coastal flooding within this PU. 

There are no communities at risk of 
erosion or coastal flooding within 
this PU. 

There are no communities at risk 
of erosion or coastal flooding 
within this PU. 

There are no communities at 
risk of erosion or coastal 
flooding within this PU. 

There are no communities at 
risk of erosion or coastal 
flooding within this PU. 

Manage the risk to isolated and 
socially deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes This option leaves the West 
Cumbrian railway line at risk of 
damage or loss due to coastal 
erosion and increased sea 
levels. This would result in 
increased isolation of the 
communities along the coast 
as this is a major transport 
route to large towns and cities 
such as Carlisle, Whitehaven, 
and outside of Cumbria. 

This option still leads to the eventual failure of 
the defences. This leaves the West Cumbrian 
railway line at risk of damage or loss due to 
coastal erosion and increased sea levels. This 
would result in increased isolation of the 
communities along the coast as this is a major 
transport route to large towns and cities such as 
Carlisle, Whitehaven, and outside of Cumbria. 

Assets would be protected in the 
short and medium term. If this 
maintenance becomes too 
expensive or extensive, this option 
may become unfeasible and so lead 
to the eventual failure of the 
defences. This leaves the West 
Cumbrian railway line at risk of 
damage or loss due to coastal 
erosion and increased sea levels. 
This would result in increased 
isolation of the communities along 
the coast as this is a major transport 
route to large towns and cities such 
as Carlisle, Whitehaven, and outside 
of Cumbria 

Installation of the rock gabions 
would mitigate some of the short 
term risks of undermining to the 
defences and protect the railway. 
However, this option must be 
used in conjunction with a 
secondary, longer-term option as 
this option does not mitigate 
against risk of overtopping which 
may increase over time 
additionally, this option is at risk 
of damage from storm and surge 
events.  

This option would defend the 
existing railway and therefore 
maintain access and transport 
routes through this rural area.  

This option would defend 
the existing railway and 
therefore maintain access 
and transport routes 
through this rural area.  



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch and 
Repair  

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line - 
Maintain Through Reinforcing 
Existing Defences (Assumes Short 
Term Option Only) 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line - 
Improve through 
Constructing New 
Revetments/Seawalls 

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

Yes There are no recreational or 
tourist facilities within this PU. 

There are no recreational or tourist facilities 
within this PU. 

There are no recreational or tourist 
facilities within this PU. 

There are no recreational or 
tourist facilities within this PU. 

There are no recreational or 
tourist facilities within this PU. 

There are no recreational or 
tourist facilities within this 
PU. 

Minimise flood and erosion risk 
to areas of significant economic 
activity 

Yes There are no areas of 
significant economic activity 
within this PU. 

There are no areas of significant economic 
activity within this PU. 

There are no areas of significant 
economic activity within this PU. 

There are no areas of significant 
economic activity within this PU. 

There are no areas of 
significant economic activity 
within this PU. 

There are no areas of 
significant economic activity 
within this PU. 

Material Assets               

Minimise risk to road, rail, and 
water infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes This option would leave a large 
section of the West Cumbria 
Coast railway line at risk of 
damage or loss due to coastal 
erosion.  

This option would still lead to the eventual 
failure of the current defences, which would 
leave a large section of the West Cumbria Coast 
railway line at risk of damage or loss due to 
coastal erosion.  

Assets would be protected in the 
short and medium term. If this 
maintenance becomes too 
expensive or extensive, this option 
may become unfeasible and so lead 
to the eventual failure of the current 
defences, which would leave a large 
section of the West Cumbria Coast 
railway line at risk of damage or loss 
due to coastal erosion.  

This option would protect the 
railway on the coastline in the 
short term, however this option 
does not mitigate against longer 
term risk of overtopping. 
Additionally, this option is at risk 
of damage from storm and surge 
events. 

The railway would be 
defended from undermining 
and overtopping.  

The railway would be 
defended from undermining 
and overtopping.  

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

Yes There is no critical 
commercial/industrial 
infrastructure present within 
this PU other than the railway 
line mentioned above. 

There is no critical commercial/industrial 
infrastructure present within this PU other than 
the railway line mentioned above 

There is no critical 
commercial/industrial infrastructure 
present within this PU other than 
the railway line mentioned above 

There is no critical 
commercial/industrial 
infrastructure present within this 
PU other than the railway line 
mentioned above 

There is no critical 
commercial/industrial 
infrastructure present within 
this PU other than the railway 
line mentioned above 

There is no critical 
commercial/industrial 
infrastructure present within 
this PU other than the 
railway line mentioned 
above 

Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna               

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA 
AA report) 

Yes The eventual loss of coastal 
defences would likely mean 
that more natural sediment 
regime and water flows could 
re-establish, potentially 
enhancing the priority habitats 
(sand dune, saltmarsh, 
floodplain grazing marsh, 
mudflats) and benefitting the 
Solway Firth SPA at the 
northern end of the PU.   
 
The debris of the failed 
defences would likely be 
spread along the coastline, 
impacting on biodiversity in 
the surrounding area in the 
short term only. 

The eventual loss of coastal defences would 
likely mean that more natural sediment regime 
and water flows could re-establish, potentially 
enhancing the priority habitats (sand dune, 
saltmarsh, floodplain grazing marsh, mudflats) 
and benefitting the Solway Firth SPA to the 
northern end of the PU.   
 
The debris of the failed defences would likely be 
spread along the coastline, impacting on 
biodiversity in the surrounding area in the short 
term only. 

The existing biodiversity of the area 
would likely be unchanged under 
this option until the eventual loss of 
coastal defences.  At this time, 
impacts would be as under the do 
nothing option. 

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the 
short to medium term. This 
option does not require capital 
works and so direct construction 
impacts on designated habitats 
arising from repairs will likely be 
minimal but there is potential for 
impacts on the integrity of the 
Solway firth SPA. 
  
This option would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

This option would maintain 
the existing defences through 
the duration of the Strategy. 
Improvements to existing 
defences may result in habitat 
loss within the footprint of the 
defence and impact on the 
integrity of the Solway Firth 
SPA. 

This option would maintain 
the existing defences 
through the duration of the 
Strategy.  
 
Constructing a new 
revetment or seawall may 
result in habitat loss within 
the footprint of the defence 
and impact on the integrity 
of the Solway Firth SPA. 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

              

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes Natural geological processes 
would be allowed to re-
establish 

Natural geological processes would be allowed 
to re-establish 

The current geological situation is 
unlikely to change is the short to 
medium term as a result of this 
option. In the medium-term, natural 
geological processes would be 
allowed to re-establish 

In the medium-term, natural 
geological processes would be 
allowed to re-establish 

As linear defences, it is not 
anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly 
impact on longshore sediment 
transport in the short term. 
Assets will be defended in the 
long term.   

As linear defences, it is not 

anticipated that these new 

defences would significantly 

impact on longshore 

sediment transport in the 

short term. Assets will be 

defended in the long term.  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites with 
pollution potential 

Yes There are no historic or 
authorised landfills present 
within this PU 

There are no historic or authorised landfills 
present within this PU 

There are no historic or authorised 
landfills present within this PU 

There are no historic or 
authorised landfills present 
within this PU 

There are no historic or 
authorised landfills present 
within this PU 

There are no historic or 
authorised landfills present 
within this PU 

Land Use               



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch and 
Repair  

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line - 
Maintain Through Reinforcing 
Existing Defences (Assumes Short 
Term Option Only) 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Hold the Line - 
Improve through 
Constructing New 
Revetments/Seawalls 

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the coastline 

Yes This option leaves the risk of 
loss of a significant area of 
land that is currently used as 
agricultural land.  

This option would still lead to the eventual 
failure of the defences. This leaves the risk of 
loss of a significant area of land that is currently 
used for agriculture.  

In the short to medium term, the 
current land use would remain the 
same. If this maintenance becomes 
too expensive or extensive, this 
option may become unfeasible and 
so lead to the eventual failure of the 
defences. This leaves the risk of loss 
of a significant area of land that is 
currently used as agricultural land.  

This option would protect the 
land along the coast from erosion 
in the short term, however this is 
option will not protect the land 
from overtopping and may be at 
risk from storm or surge risk  

The SOP to the land would be 
maintained and therefore the 
land uses would be protected.  

The SOP to the land would 
be maintained and therefore 
the land uses would be 
protected.  

Water and Hydromorphology               

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences 
would remove 
hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of 
the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in 
coastal processes have the 
potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

The natural evolution of the area would be 
allowed. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the 
current defences would have any 
new impacts on the water and 
hydromorphology of the area. In the 
medium term, the natural evolution 
of the area would be allowed. 

In the medium term, the natural 
evolution of the area would be 
allowed.  However, this option 
could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in 
upper beach habitats due 
increased defence footprint 

Potential for increased 
hydromorphological pressure 
on water body. This option 
could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, 
in upper beach habitats due 
increased defence footprint  

Potential for increased 
hydromorphological 
pressure on water 
body.  This option could 
potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach 
habitats due increased 
defence footprint  

Historic Environment               

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are no designated 
historical features present 
within this PU 

There are no designated historical features 
present within this PU 

There are no designated historical 
features present within this PU 

There are no designated 
historical features present within 
this PU 

There are no designated 
historical features present 
within this PU 

There are no designated 
historical features present 
within this PU 

Conserve the heritage value of 
the World Heritage Sites along 
the coastline 

No             

Landscape and Visual Amenity               

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

Yes The railway line as an 
important access route is a 
named feature of the NCA 
profile and developing this 
function is an objective stated 
in the NCA profile. This option 
would result in the risk of loss 
of this feature.  
Do nothing would result in the 
change of existing landscape 
character. 

This option still leads to the eventual failure of 
the current defences and would revert to a do 
nothing option.  

Existing landscape character would 
be maintained in the short and 
medium term. If this maintenance 
becomes too expensive or extensive, 
this option may become unfeasible 
and so leads to the eventual failure 
of the current defences and a 
reversion to the do nothing option.  

This option would protect the 
function of the railway line as an 
important access route is a 
named feature of the NCA profile 
and developing this function is an 
objective stated in the NCA 
profile.  The alteration to the 
nature and scale of the existing 
defence may impact on the visual 
amenity of the frontage.   

This option would protect the 
function of the railway line as 
an important access route is a 
named feature of the NCA 
profile and developing this 
function is an objective stated 
in the NCA profile. The 
alteration to the nature and 
scale of the existing defence 
may impact on the visual 
amenity of the frontage.   

This option would protect 
the function of the railway 
line as an important access 
route is a named feature of 
the NCA profile and 
developing this function is an 
objective stated in the NCA 
profile. New defences may 
impact on the visual amenity 
of the frontage, thereby 
reducing its landscape value. 

Protect the statutory landscape 
designations (AONB and 
National Parks) present along 
the coastline 

No             

 

11d6.2 St Bees promenade 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch 
and Repair - Used SMP 5 (Long term) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive maintenance Option 4: Hold the Line - Delayed 
Proactive Maintenance 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Managed 
Realignment - Construct 
Defences Once Set Back (Need 
Location of Set Back to Assess 
Appropriately) 

Population and 
Human Health 

              



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch 
and Repair - Used SMP 5 (Long term) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive maintenance Option 4: Hold the Line - Delayed 
Proactive Maintenance 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Managed 
Realignment - Construct 
Defences Once Set Back (Need 
Location of Set Back to Assess 
Appropriately) 

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes Showstopper: With no active 
intervention there would be a 
significant loss of residential properties 
in addition to severance of Beach Road 
and loss of the pier which gives access 
to the lifeboat. This would increase the 
risk of health issues to the community 
through lack of access to emergency 
services.  

Showstopper: Reactive patch and repair 
will still leave unacceptable levels of risk 
to the health of the community and does 
not eliminate the risk of erosion of Beach 
Road and loss of the pier which gives 
access to the life boat service.  

Maintaining the current SOP would minimise 
risk of impacts to the local community. All in the 
short term. 

Maintaining the current SOP would 
minimise risk of impacts to the local 
community. All in the short term. 

This option would improve 
the SOP of the current 
defences, protecting the 
community from storm 
erosion.  

There may be requirement to 
relocate some property related 
to the holiday park to the dry 
side of the new defences.  

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes Showstopper: With no active 
intervention the Beach Road would be 
damaged and cause severance of the 
community to the wider area 

Showstopper: The reactive patch and 
repair in the long term does not protect 
the community of St Bees from the risk of 
erosion to Beach Road which would 
cause severance and isolation from the 
wider community 

Maintaining the current SOP would minimise 
risk of impacts to the road network and 
maintain access to the wider community, 
avoiding severance or isolation in the short 
term. 

Maintaining the current SOP would 
minimise risk of impacts to the road 
network and maintain access to the 
wider community, avoiding severance 
or isolation in the short term. 

This option would improve 
the SOP of the current 
defences, protecting the 
community from storm 
erosion.  

This option would not affect the 
social isolation of the local 
community.  

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes Showstopper: This option would result 
in the loss of a holiday park, in addition 
to loss of access to the existing beach 
which is a designated Bathing Water 
with high recreational value. 

In the worst case scenario this option 
would result in partial loss of the caravan 
site present in the area, however access 
to the beach may still be possible 

Local playground, carpark and caravan park 
would be protected. Access to the beach and 
the promenade would also be maintained All in 
the short term. 

Local playground, carpark and caravan 
park would be protected. Access to 
the beach and the promenade would 
also be maintained All in the short 
term. 

This option would improve 
the SOP of the current 
defences, protecting the 
community from storm 
erosion.  

Some recreational assets will 
require relocation to facilitate 
realignment, however this 
option may allow for creation of 
additional beach area which 
may otherwise be lost to sea 
level rise 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes There are no areas of significant 
economic activity at risk in this PU 

There are no areas of significant 
economic activity at risk within this PU 

There are no areas of significant economic 
activity at risk within this PU 

There are no areas of significant 
economic activity at risk within this PU 

There are no areas of 
significant economic 
activity at risk within this 
PU 

There are no areas of significant 
economic activity at risk within 
this PU 

Material Assets               

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes This option would result in the loss of a 
large portion of the Beach Road and 
Firth Drive. 

Showstopper: This option would result in 
the loss of a large portion of the Beach 
Road and Firth Drive. 

SOP to the road network would be maintained, 
minimising risk in the short term.  

SOP to the road network would be 
maintained, minimising risk in the 
short term.  

SOP to the road network 
would be maintained, 
minimising risk throughout 
the timescale of the 
strategy.  

Some small lanes linking the 
front would be lost within the 
alignment area.  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

No             

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

              



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch 
and Repair - Used SMP 5 (Long term) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive maintenance Option 4: Hold the Line - Delayed 
Proactive Maintenance 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Managed 
Realignment - Construct 
Defences Once Set Back (Need 
Location of Set Back to Assess 
Appropriately) 

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna 
(Also see assessment 
in HRA AA report) 

Yes The range of mudflats, sandy 
uppershore, exposed biogenic reefs, 
boulders, and other habitats are 
related to the erosion of the 
surrounding cliffs and stone. By 
allowing the existing defences to 
degrade and ultimately fail, this may 
allow for more natural processes to 
reinstate and enhance these habitats 
which are all designated under the 
Cumbria Coast MCZ.  
 
However the debris from any failed 
defences would likely be moved along 
the coast and would impact on these 
sites and other flora and fauna if not 
removed.  

Once defences fail in the short to 
medium term, the range of mudflats, 
sandy uppershore, exposed biogenic 
reefs, boulders, and other habitats are 
related to the erosion of the surrounding 
cliffs and stone. By allowing the existing 
defences to degrade and ultimately fail, 
this may allow for more natural processes 
to reinstate and enhance these habitats 
which are all designated under the 
Cumbria Coast MCZ.  
 
However the debris from any failed 
defences would likely be moved along the 
coast and would impact on these sites 
and other flora and fauna if not removed. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the current 
defences would have any new impacts on the 
SSSI or MCZ, however as coastal processes 
evolve over time with rising sea levels and other 
natural factors, unexpected impacts are an 
important impact to consider during 
management and review of the Strategy. 
Maintaining a hard defence may give rise to 
impacts related to habitat loss. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the 
current defences would have any new 
impacts on the SSSI or MCZ, however 
as coastal processes evolve over time 
with rising sea levels and other natural 
factors, unexpected impacts are an 
important impact to consider during 
management and review of the 
Strategy. Maintaining a hard defence 
may give rise to impacts related to 
habitat loss 

By removing the timber 
groynes, more natural 
coastal processes could be 
allowed to re-establish 
which may enhance the 
biodiversity of the MCZ. 
However there may be 
habitat loss resulting from 
the construction of new 
rock toe works. 

The range of mudflats, sandy 
uppershore, exposed biogenic 
reefs, boulders, and other 
habitats are related to the 
erosion of the surrounding cliffs 
and stone. By removing the 
existing defences, this may 
allow for more natural 
processes to reinstate and 
enhance these habitats which 
are all designated under the 
Cumbria Coast MCZ. Monitoring 
should be implemented to 
monitor the extent of habitat 
change within the area 
designated for realignment. The 
construction of new defences 
would require further 
assessment to determine 
mitigation to prevent further 
impacts to the local habitats 
related to the construction 
phase of any scheme arising 
from the project.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

              

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes St Bees Head SSSI protects the 
geological diversity of the area. The 
range of mudflats, sandy uppershore, 
exposed biogenic reefs, boulders, and 
other habitats are related to the 
erosion of the surrounding cliffs and 
stone. By allowing the existing 
defences to degrade and ultimately 
fail, this may allow for more natural 
processes to reinstate and enhance 
these habitats which are all designated 
under the Cumbria Coast MCZ.  

St Bees Head SSSI protects the geological 
diversity of the area. The range of 
mudflats, sandy uppershore, exposed 
biogenic reefs, boulders, and other 
habitats are related to the erosion of the 
surrounding cliffs and stone. By allowing 
the existing defences to degrade and 
ultimately fail, this may allow for more 
natural processes to reinstate and 
enhance these habitats which are all 
designated under the Cumbria Coast 
MCZ.  

It is unlikely that maintaining the current 
defences would have any new impacts on the 
geological diversity of the area or the St Bees 
Head SSSI, however it is important to ensure 
that erosion and coastal processes evolve as 
naturally as is feasible under this option to 
maintain the geological diversity of the area.  

It is unlikely that maintaining the 
current defences would have any new 
impacts on the geological diversity of 
the area or the St Bees Head SSSI, 
however it is important to ensure that 
erosion and coastal processes evolve 
as naturally as is feasible under this 
option to maintain the geological 
diversity of the area.  

By removing the timber 
groynes, more natural 
erosion and long shore 
drift can be allowed to re-
establish, improving the 
current status of the St 
Bees Head SSSI 

 St Bees Head SSSI protects the 
geological diversity of the area. 
The range of mudflats, sandy 
uppershore, exposed biogenic 
reefs, boulders, and other 
habitats are related to the 
erosion of the surrounding cliffs 
and stone. By allowing the 
existing defences to degrade 
and ultimately fail, this may 
allow for more natural 
processes to reinstate and 
enhance these habitats which 
are all designated under the 
Cumbria Coast MCZ.  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

No             

Land Use               

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes Showstopper: A significant area of land 
is at risk of loss due to erosion, 
including residential properties, 
commercial properties, and 
recreational facilities 

Showstopper: A significant area of land is 
at risk of loss due to erosion, including 
residential properties, commercial 
properties, and recreational facilities 

This option would protect the current land uses 
within the area.  

This option would protect the current 
land uses within the area.  

This option would protect 
the current land uses 
within the area.  

An area of land would be 
required to facilitate the 
realignment. This planned 
realignment would allow for 
assets remaining at risk to be 
relocated to avoid their loss.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

              

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 

Yes Continued natural evolution of the 
area.   

The natural evolution of the area would 

be allowed.  
 

It is unlikely that maintaining the current 

defences would have any new impacts on the 

water and hydromorphology of the area.  
 

It is unlikely that maintaining the 
current defences would have any new 
impacts on the water and 
hydromorphology of the area.   

By removing the timber 
groynes, more natural 
evolution can be allowed 
to re-establish, potentially 
improving water quality 
and potentially removing a 

The natural evolution of the 
area would be allowed.   



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch 
and Repair - Used SMP 5 (Long term) 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive maintenance Option 4: Hold the Line - Delayed 
Proactive Maintenance 

Option 5: Hold the Line - 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 6: Managed 
Realignment - Construct 
Defences Once Set Back (Need 
Location of Set Back to Assess 
Appropriately) 

(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

hydromorphological 
pressure on the water body 
(dependent on extent of 
rock toe).  

Historic Environment               

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are no designated heritage 
features present in this PU 

There are no designated heritage 
features present in this PU 

There are no designated heritage features 
present in this PU 

There are no designated heritage 
features present in this PU 

There are no designated 
heritage features present 
in this PU 

There are no designated 
heritage features present in this 
PU 

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

No             

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

              

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes The intertidal mudflats and redstone 
cliffs of St Bees are a noticeable NCA 
feature, though this option will not 
likely have a significant impact on 
these.  

The intertidal mudflats and redstone cliffs 
of St Bees are a noticeable NCA feature, 
though this option will not likely have a 
significant impact on these.  

The intertidal mudflats and redstone cliffs of St 
Bees are a noticeable NCA feature, though this 
option will not likely have a significant impact 
on these.  

The intertidal mudflats and redstone 
cliffs of St Bees are a noticeable NCA 
feature, though this option will not 
likely have a significant impact on 
these.  

This option may allow the 
NCA features of the 
intertidal mudflats and 
redstone cliffs to be 
enhanced.  

The intertidal mudflats and 
redstone cliffs of St Bees are a 
noticeable NCA feature, and 
these may be able to expand 
naturally with sea level rise, 
thereby avoiding impacts to 
these that may result from 
habitat loss 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

No             

 

11d5.7 Sea Mill to Pow Beck  

 

Scoped 
in? 

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do 
Minimum  

Option 3A: upgrade 
existing defences at 
current location, 
extending the life of the 
existing defences by 
improving their 
condition 

Option 3B: continue maintaining the 
existing defences until they reach the end 
of their effective life span then replace 
them in their current locations 

Option 3C: providing set back 
defences to protect properties and the 
railway (new set back revetment) 

Option 3D: reconstruction of the 
existing defences (construct new 
revetment) 

Option 3E: phased upgrading of 
defences when they reach 
condition 4 

Population and 
Human Health 

 
       

Manage the risk to the 
health of people and 
communities 

Yes There are a number of 
properties 
immediately on the 
beach front which 
would be at risk. 

There are a number 
of properties 
immediately on the 
beach front which 
would be at risk once 
defences fail. 

There are a number of 
properties immediately 
on the beach front 
which would be at risk 
once defences fail in 
the long term. 

Properties on the dryside of the existing 
defence would remain defended. 

Properties would be defended Properties on the dryside of this 
defence would be defended. 

Properties on the dryside of this 
defence would be defended. 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes Communities would 
be at risk of isolation 

Communities would 
be at risk of isolation 

Communities would be 
at risk of isolation in the 
long term 

Communities would be protected Communities would be protected Communities would be protected Communities would be protected 

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 

Yes Recreational assets 
would be at risk 

Recreational assets 
would be at risk 

Recreational assets 
would be at risk in the 
long term 

Recreational assets would be defended Some recreational assets will require 
relocation to facilitate realignment, 
however this option may allow for 
creation of additional beach area 

The caravan parks are defended 
through this option, though the 
access to the front may be 
impacted by any alteration to the 
scale or nature of the new defence. 

The caravan parks are defended 
through this option, though the 
access to the front may be 
impacted by any alteration to the 



 

 

 

Scoped 
in? 

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do 
Minimum  

Option 3A: upgrade 
existing defences at 
current location, 
extending the life of the 
existing defences by 
improving their 
condition 

Option 3B: continue maintaining the 
existing defences until they reach the end 
of their effective life span then replace 
them in their current locations 

Option 3C: providing set back 
defences to protect properties and the 
railway (new set back revetment) 

Option 3D: reconstruction of the 
existing defences (construct new 
revetment) 

Option 3E: phased upgrading of 
defences when they reach 
condition 4 

tourist facilities within 
the area 

which may otherwise be lost to sea 
level rise 

scale or nature of the new 
defence. 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas of 
significant economic 
activity 

Yes Railway line which is 
an important link and 
beaches (recreational 
value) would be at risk 
too. 

Railway line which is 
an important link and 
beaches 
(recreational value) 
would be at risk too. 

Railway line which is an 
important link and 
beaches (recreational 
value) would be at risk 
too. 

The railway would be defended as a result 
of this option. Any improved defence may 
limit beach area or access to this beach. 

Railway would be defended This option would improve the 
standard of protection and so 
defend against potential impacts of 
sea level rise in the future on the 
railway. 

This option would improve the 
standard of protection and so 
defend against potential impacts 
of sea level rise in the future on 
the railway. 

Material Assets         

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes The railway within this 
frontage would be at 
risk of damage from 
regular inundation 
and/or erosion.  

The railway within 
this frontage would 
be at risk of damage 
from regular 
inundation and/or 
erosion.  

The railway within this 
frontage would be at 
risk of damage from 
regular inundation 
and/or erosion once 
defences fail in the long 
term 

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. 

This option would allow the car park 
to erode; railway and properties 
would be protected. 

This option would likely improve 
SOP and defend against impacts to 
the railway in the area.  

This option would likely improve 
SOP and defend against impacts 
to the railway in the area.  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

No        

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

        

Maintain and enhance 
where possible the 
existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment 
in HRA AA report) 

Yes By allowing the 
defences to fail, 
natural processes 
would be allowed to 
re-establish. However 
the debris from the 
failed defences would 
impact on the 
surrounding habitats 
and nearby 
designations if not 
removed.  

By allowing the 
defences to fail, 
natural processes 
would be allowed to 
re-establish. 
However the debris 
from the failed 
defences  would 
impact on the 
surrounding habitats 
and nearby 
designations if not 
removed.  

By allowing the 
defences to fail, natural 
processes would be 
allowed to re-establish 
once defences fail. 
However beach in front 
of the defences might 
be loss due to erosion 
and lack of 
accommodation space 
to roll backwards. 

The current situation with regard to the 
biodiversity of the area would likely be 
unchanged under this option. Habitat loss 
related to HTL options would apply here 
though there are few transitional habitats 
present within this frontage so the extent 
of these habitat loss impacts are limited 
compared to other frontages. It is 
important to consider impacts directly 
related to requirements for any increased 
footprint of an improved defence, though 
there may be opportunity to avoid or 
mitigate against these impacts through 
scheme design.  

By removing the existing defences, 
this may allow for more natural 
processes to reinstate and enhance 
these habitats which are all 
designated under the Cumbria Coast 
MCZ. Monitoring should be 
implemented to monitor the extent of 
habitat change within the area 
designated for realignment. The 
construction of new defences would 
require further assessment to 
determine mitigation to prevent 
further impacts to the local habitats 
related to the construction phase of 
any scheme arising from the project.  

The current situation with regards 
to the biodiversity of the area 
would likely be unchanged under 
this option. Habitat loss related to 
HTL options would also apply here 
though there are few transitional 
habitats present within this 
frontage so the extent of these 
habitat loss impacts are limited 
compared to other frontages. It is 
important to consider impacts 
directly related to requirements for 
any new defence, though there 
may be opportunity to avoid or 
mitigate against these impacts 
through scheme design.  

The current situation with regards 
to the biodiversity of the area 
would likely be unchanged under 
this option. Habitat loss related to 
HTL options would also apply here 
though there are few transitional 
habitats present within this 
frontage so the extent of these 
habitat loss impacts are limited 
compared to other frontages. It is 
important to consider impacts 
directly related to requirements 
for any new defence, though 
there may be opportunity to avoid 
or mitigate against these impacts 
through scheme design.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

        

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes This option would 
allow geological 
processes to become 
more natural 

This option would 
allow geological 
processes to become 
more natural 

It is unlikely this option 
would cause any 
changes in current 
condition 

Current geological situation unlikely to 
change as a result of this option. As linear 
defences, it is not anticipated that these 
new defences would significantly impact 
on longshore sediment transport. 

By allowing the existing defences to 
degrade and ultimately fail, this may 
allow for more natural processes to 
reinstate and enhance these habitats 
which are all designated under the 
Cumbria Coast MCZ.  

Current geological situation 
unlikely to change as a result of 
this option. As linear defences, it is 
not anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly impact 
on longshore sediment transport. 

Current geological situation 
unlikely to change as a result of 
this option. As linear defences, it 
is not anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly 
impact on longshore sediment 
transport. 

Land Use         



 

 

 

Scoped 
in? 

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do 
Minimum  

Option 3A: upgrade 
existing defences at 
current location, 
extending the life of the 
existing defences by 
improving their 
condition 

Option 3B: continue maintaining the 
existing defences until they reach the end 
of their effective life span then replace 
them in their current locations 

Option 3C: providing set back 
defences to protect properties and the 
railway (new set back revetment) 

Option 3D: reconstruction of the 
existing defences (construct new 
revetment) 

Option 3E: phased upgrading of 
defences when they reach 
condition 4 

Manage the variety of 
land uses found along 
the coastline 

Yes Viability of the 
agricultural land and 
recreational amenity 
may be impacted as a 
result of regular 
flooding and 
inundation 

Viability of the 
agricultural land and 
recreational amenity 
may be impacted as 
a result of regular 
flooding and 
inundation 

This option would 
maintain the land uses 
behind the defence, but 
could cause a change in 
land use at the beach 

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. This would maintain the land 
use on the dryside of the defence 

An area of land would be required to 
facilitate the realignment. This 
planned realignment would allow for 
assets remaining at risk to be 
relocated to avoid their loss.  

This option would maintain 
protection and takes into 
consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. This would 
maintain the land use on the 
dryside of the defence, save for the 
footprint that may be required for 
new defences 

This option would maintain 
protection and takes into 
consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. This would 
maintain the land use on the 
dryside of the defence, save for 
the footprint that may be required 
for new defences 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

        

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of 
defences would 
remove 
hydromophological 
constraints and allow 
natural evolution of 
the area.  
Uncontrolled changes 
in coastal processes 
have the potential to 
affect sedimentation 
and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

The natural evolution 
of the area would be 
allowed.  

It is unlikely this option 
would cause any 
changes in current 
condition of water 
body. 

Continued hydromorphological pressure on 
water body. This option could potentially 
impact on biological (habitats) receptors, in 
upper beach habitats due increased 
defence footprint. 

The natural evolution of the area 
would be allowed and removal of 
hydromorphological pressure on 
water body. 

Continued hydromorphological 
pressure on water body. This 
option could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in 
upper beach habitats due 
increased defence footprint 

Continued hydromorphological 
pressure on water body. This 
option could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in 
upper beach habitats due 
increased defence footprint 

Historic Environment         

Conserve and enhance 
the designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are no historic 
features present 
within this PU 

There are no historic 
features present 
within this PU 

There are no historic 
features present within 
this PU 

There are no historic features present 
within this PU 

There are no designated heritage 
features present in this PU 

There are no historic features 
present within this PU 

There are no historic features 
present within this PU 

Conserve the heritage 
value of the World 
Heritage Sites along 
the coastline 

No        

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

Yes The railway is a 
feature of the national 
character area, would 
be damaged as a 
result of this option. 
Allowing the current 
defences to fail may 
impact on the 
landscape and visual 
amenity of the 
frontage through 
debris being deposited 
and remaining on the 
beach within the 
frontage.   

The railway is a 
feature of the 
national character 
area, would be 
damaged as a result 
of this option. 
Allowing the current 
defences to fail may 
impact on the 
landscape and visual 
amenity of the 
frontage through 
debris being 
deposited and 
remaining on the 
beach within the 
frontage.   

The railway line which is 
a feature of the NCA 
would likely be lost or 
damaged in the long 
term as a result of this 
option if the 
overtopping risk is not 
addressed  

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. An alteration of the nature or 
scale of existing defences to facilitate their 
improvement may alter the landscape of 
the frontage. 

The railway line which is a feature of 
the NCA which would be protected 
under this option. However, they 
might have a change in landscape due 
to new defence 

This option would maintain 
protection and takes into 
consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. An alteration 
of the nature or scale of existing 
defences to facilitate their 
improvement may alter the 
landscape of the frontage 

This option would maintain 
protection and takes into 
consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. An alteration 
of the nature or scale of existing 
defences to facilitate their 
improvement may alter the 
landscape of the frontage. 

Protect and maintain 
the national character 
features of the 
coastline 



 

 

 

Scoped 
in? 

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do 
Minimum  

Option 3A: upgrade 
existing defences at 
current location, 
extending the life of the 
existing defences by 
improving their 
condition 

Option 3B: continue maintaining the 
existing defences until they reach the end 
of their effective life span then replace 
them in their current locations 

Option 3C: providing set back 
defences to protect properties and the 
railway (new set back revetment) 

Option 3D: reconstruction of the 
existing defences (construct new 
revetment) 

Option 3E: phased upgrading of 
defences when they reach 
condition 4 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

No        

 

11d5.6 Coulderton to Sea Mill 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Would 
eventually lead to the same as 
option 1 

Option 3: Hold the Line  - Maintain through 
Proactive Maintenance - Maintains situation 
until defences fail, see option 1 

Option 4: Hold the Line - improve 
Existing Defences.  

Option 5: Hold the Line - Construction 
of New Revetment/Seawall 

Option 6: Adaptive 
Management  

Population and 
Human Health 

              

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes There are a number of properties 
immediately on the beachfront which 
would be at risk in this option. 

Properties on the dryside of the 
existing defence would remain 
defended, however beach 
properties would remain at risk. Due 
to the ad hoc and reactive nature of 
the defence, the works would likely 
be disruptive to local communities. 

Properties on the dryside of the existing 
defence would remain defended, however 
beach properties would remain at risk. 
Potential impacts will likely revert back to 
option in the long-term option.  

Properties on the dryside of the 
existing defence would remain 
defended. The increased footprint of 
the defence should not encroach on 
existing properties.  

Properties on the dryside of this 
defence would be defended.  

Beach front 
properties and 
hinterland assets are 
protected 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes The railway line that connects bray 
stones and nether town is at risk of 
reduced operation as a result of 
increased flooding and potential 
damage from coastal erosion.  

This option would defend assets in 
the short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts would revert to 
do nothing.  

This option would maintain the railway but 
would not have any impact on the future 
risk of overtopping as a result to changes to 
sea level and other climatic factors.  

The railway would be defended as a 
result of this option. Any additional 
footprint required for an improved 
defence should not encroach on 
existing transport assets that would 
impact on the isolation of the local 
communities.  

This option would improve the 
standard of protection and so defend 
against potential impacts of sea level 
rise in the future on the railway 

SOP is sustained 

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes the beach present is of recreational 
value. Debris from any failed defence or 
damaged properties may impact on the 
value of this beach for users.  

The beach would be largely 
unaffected by this option in the 
short to medium term and the 
potential impacts would be as in 
option 1 in the long term. As the 
works are ad hoc and unplanned, it 
is likely that there would be 
disruption to the local communities 
as works are being carried out.  

The caravan parks are defended through 
this option, though the access to the front 
may be impacted by any alteration to the 
scale or nature of an improved defence. 
This may impact on the recreational value 
of the frontage and the associated caravan 
site. These impacts can be avoided or 
mitigated against in the design of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy.  

Any improved defence may limit 
beach area or access to this beach. 
Though this could be avoided or 
mitigated against through the design 
of any scheme that might arise from 
the Strategy.   

The caravan parks are defended 
through this option, though the access 
to the front may be impacted by any 
alteration to the scale or nature of the 
new defence. This may impact on the 
recreational value of the frontage and 
the associated caravan site. These 
impacts can be avoided or mitigated 
against in the design of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  

Wider beach area 
may increase the 
recreational value of 
the area 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes There are no major areas of economic 
activity present in this PU 

    There are no major areas of 
economic activity present in this PU 

There are no major areas of economic 
activity present in this PU 

There are no major 
areas of economic 
activity present in 
this PU 

Material Assets               



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Would 
eventually lead to the same as 
option 1 

Option 3: Hold the Line  - Maintain through 
Proactive Maintenance - Maintains situation 
until defences fail, see option 1 

Option 4: Hold the Line - improve 
Existing Defences.  

Option 5: Hold the Line - Construction 
of New Revetment/Seawall 

Option 6: Adaptive 
Management  

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes The railway within this frontage would 
be at risk of damage from regular 
inundation and/or erosion.  

This option would defend assets in 
the short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts would revert to 
do nothing.  

This option would maintain the railway but 
would not have any impact on the future 
risk of overtopping as a result to changes to 
sea level and other climatic factors.  

This option would maintain 
protection and takes into 
consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. It is important to 
ensure that increasing the footprint 
required for any existing defence 
does not encroach on the existing 
assets.  

This option would likely improve SOP 
and defend against impacts to the 
railway in the area.  

Railway and water 
assets would be 
defended.  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes There are no critical infrastructure 
assets  

    There are no critical infrastructure 
assets  

There are no critical infrastructure 
assets  

There are no critical 
infrastructure assets  

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

              

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna(Also 
see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes By allowing the defences to fail, natural 
processes would be allowed to re-
establish (which may benefit the dune 
systems to the south of this frontage), 
however due to the nuclear nature of 
Sellafield, there is some concern of 
allowing this area to be reclaimed by 
coastal processes.  
 
The debris from the failed defences and 
any damaged assets related to 
Sellafiend would impact on the 
surrounding habitats and nearby 
designations if not removed.  

The current situation with regard to 
the biodiversity of the area would 
likely be unchanged under this 
option. However, there is a 
possibility that rising sea level may 
overtop the existing spit and 
defences, and the increased 
inundation may impact on the 
habitats present behind them.   

The current situation with regard to the 
biodiversity of the area would likely be 
unchanged under this option. However, 
there is chance that rising sea level may 
overtop the existing spit and defences, and 
the increased inundation may impact on the 
habitats present behind them.   

The current situation with regard to 
the biodiversity of the area would 
likely be unchanged under this 
option. However, there is chance 
that rising sea level may overtop the 
existing spit and defences, and the 
increased inundation may impact on 
the habitats present behind them.  
 
Displaced material may impact on 
the nearby designations including 
the dune systems in the Drigg 
conservation sites to the south.  
 
Potential habitat loss in the footprint 
of defence improvements though 
there are few transitional habitats 
present within this frontage so the 
extent of these impacts is limited 
compared to other frontages.   

The current situation with regard to 
the biodiversity of the area would 
likely be unchanged under this option. 
However, there is chance that rising 
sea level may overtop the existing spit 
and defences, and the increased 
inundation may impact on the 
habitats present behind them.  
 
Displaced material may impact on the 
nearby designations including the 
dune systems in the Drigg 
conservation sites to the south.  
 
Potential habitat loss in the footprint 
of defence improvements though 
there are few transitional habitats 
present within this frontage so the 
extent of these impacts is limited 
compared to other frontages.   

The beach area that 
is proposed to be 
regularly reprofiled 
is designated as an 
MCZ for its intertidal 
soft sediment 
habitats. Potential 
for significant 
impacts on the value 
of this designation 
through the regular 
removal and 
distribution of 
sediments around 
the beach.  Potential 
impacts on the 
integrity of nature 
conservation sites to 
the north and south 
of the frontage. 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

              

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes This option would allow geological 
processes to become more natural 

This option would allow geological 
processes to become more natural,  

The current geological situation is unlikely 
to change is the short to medium term as a 
result of this option. However increased 
overtopping that may happen in the future 
with sea level rise and other climatic factors 
may impact on the stability of the spit.  

Current geological situation unlikely 
to change as a result of this option. 
As linear defences, it is not 
anticipated that these new defences 
would significantly impact on 
longshore sediment transport. 

Current geological situation unlikely to 
change as a result of this option. As 
linear defences, it is not anticipated 
that these new defences would 
significantly impact on longshore 
sediment transport. 

This option would 
directly oppose 
natural geological 
processes, 
potentially impacting 
on adjacent PUS and 
the MCZ 



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Would 
eventually lead to the same as 
option 1 

Option 3: Hold the Line  - Maintain through 
Proactive Maintenance - Maintains situation 
until defences fail, see option 1 

Option 4: Hold the Line - improve 
Existing Defences.  

Option 5: Hold the Line - Construction 
of New Revetment/Seawall 

Option 6: Adaptive 
Management  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

Yes There are no pollution risks along the 
PU 

    There are no pollution risks along 
the PU 

There are no pollution risks along the 
PU 

There are no 
pollution risks along 
the PU 

Land Use               

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes Viability of the agricultural land and 
recreational amenity may be impacted 
as a result of regular flooding and 
inundation 

This option would mean that the 
land present would not be viable for 
its current land uses due to 
increased risk of flooding and 
coastal erosion when the defences 
fail.  

In the short to medium term, the current 
land use would remain the same, however, 
this may change in the long term is no work 
done to remove risk to increased 
overtopping that may happen in the future 
as a result of sea level change.  

This option would maintain 
protection and takes into 
consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. This would 
maintain the land use on the dryside 
of the defence, save for the 
additional footprint that may be 
required for the improvement of the 
defences 

This option would maintain protection 
and takes into consideration changing 
SOP requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. This would 
maintain the land use on the dryside 
of the defence, save for the footprint 
that may be required for new 
defences 

Land use would be 
maintained 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

              

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would 
remove hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

The natural evolution of the area 

would be allowed.  
 

It is unlikely that maintaining the current 
defences would have any new impacts on 
the water and hydromorphology of the 
area.   

This option could potentially impact 
on biological (habitats) receptors, in 
upper beach habitats due increased 
defence footprint  

This option could potentially impact 
on biological (habitats) receptors, in 
upper beach habitats due increased 
defence footprint  

The natural 
evolution of the area 
would be allowed  

Historic Environment               

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are no heritage assets within this 
PU 

There are no historic features 
present within this PU 

There are no historic features present 
within this PU 

There are no historic features 
present within this PU 

There are no historic features present 
within this PU 

There are no 
heritage assets at 
risk within this pu 

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

No             

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

              

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes The railway is a feature of the national 
character area, would be damaged as a 
result of this option. Allowing the 
current defences to fail may impact on 
the landscape and visual amenity of the 
frontage through debris being deposited 
and remaining on the beach within the 
frontage.   

The railway line which is a feature of 
the NCA would likely be lost or 
damaged in the long term as a result 
of this option if the overtopping risk 
is not addressed  

The railway line which is a feature of the 
NCA would likely be lost or damaged in the 
long term as a result of this option if the 
overtopping risk is not addressed but it 
would be maintained in the short and 
medium term. 

This option would maintain 
protection and takes into 
consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. An alteration of 
the nature or scale of existing 
defences in order to facilitate their 
improvement may alter the 
landscape of the frontage 

This option would maintain protection 
and takes into consideration changing 
SOP requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. An alteration of 
the nature or scale of existing 
defences in order to facilitate their 
improvement may alter the landscape 
of the frontage 

This option would 
maintain the current 
features of the NCA 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

No             

 



 

 

11d5.5 Braystones, Nethertown, Coulderton 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Would 
eventually lead to the same as 
option 1 

Option 3: Hold the Line  - Maintain through 
Proactive Maintenance - Maintains situation 
until defences fail, see option 1 

Option 4: Hold the Line - improve 
Existing Defences.  

Option 5: Hold the Line - Construction 
of New Revetment/Seawall 

Option 6: Adaptive 
Management of Options 

Population and 
Human Health 

              

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes There are a number of properties 
immediately on the beachfront which 
would be at risk in this option,  

Properties on the dryside of the 
existing defence would remain 
defended, however beach properties 
would remain at risk. Due to the ad 
hoc and reactive nature of the 
defence, the works would likely be 
disruptive to local communities. 

Properties on the dryside of the existing 
defence would remain defended, however 
beach properties would remain at risk. 
Potential impacts will likely revert back to 
option in the long term option.  

Properties on the dryside of the existing 
defence would remain defended. The 
increased footprint of the defence 
should not encroach on existing 
properties.  

Properties on the dryside of this 
defence would be defended.  

Beach front properties 
and hinterland assets are 
protected 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes The railway line that connects 
braystones and nethertown is at risk 
of reduced operation as a result of 
increased flooding and potential 
damage from coastal erosion  

This option would defend assets in 
the short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts would revert to 
do nothing.  

This option would maintain the railway but 
would not have any impact on the future risk 
of overtopping as a result to changes to sea 
level and other climatic factors.  

The railway would be defended as a 
result of this option. Any additional 
footprint required for an improved 
defence should not encroach on 
existing transport assets that would 
impact on the isolation of the local 
communities.  

This option would improve the 
standard of protection and so defend 
against potential impacts of sea level 
rise in the future on the railway 

SOP is sustained 

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes Debris from any failed defence or 
damaged properties may impact on 
the recreational value of the beach for 
users.  

The caravan parks are defended 
through this option, though the 
access to the front may be impacted 
by any alteration to the scale or 
nature of an improved defence. This 
may impact on the recreational 
value of the frontage and the 
associated caravan site. These 
impacts can be avoided or mitigated 
against in the design of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  

The caravan parks are defended through this 
option, though the access to the front may be 
impacted by any alteration to the scale or 
nature of an improved defence. This may 
impact on the recreational value of the 
frontage and the associated caravan site. 
These impacts can be avoided or mitigated 
against in the design of any scheme arising 
from the Strategy.  

Any improved defence may limit beach 
area or access to this beach. Though 
this could be avoided or mitigated 
against through the design of any 
scheme that might arise from the 
Strategy.   

The caravan parks are defended 
through this option, though the access 
to the front may be impacted by any 
alteration to the scale or nature of the 
new defence. This may impact on the 
recreational value of the frontage and 
the associated caravan site. These 
impacts can be avoided or mitigated 
against in the design of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  

Wider beach area may 
increase the recreational 
value of the area 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes There are no major areas of economic 
activity present in this PU 

 There are no major areas of 
economic activity present in this PU 

 There are no major areas of economic 
activity present in this PU 

There are no major areas of economic 
activity present in this PU 

There are no major areas of economic 
activity present in this PU 

There are no major areas 
of economic activity 
present in this PU 

Material Assets               

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes The railway within this frontage would 
be at risk of damage from regular 
inundation and/or erosion.  

This option would defend assets in 
the short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts would revert to 
do nothing.  

This option would maintain the railway but 
would not have any impact on the future risk 
of overtopping as a result to changes to sea 
level and other climatic factors.  

This option would maintain protection 
and takes into consideration changing 
SOP requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. It is important to 
ensure that increasing the footprint 
required for any existing defence does 
not encroach on the existing assets.  

This option would likely improve SOP 
and defend against impacts to the 
railway in the area.  

Railway and water assets 
would be defended.  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes There are no critical infrastructure 
assets  

There are no critical infrastructure 
assets  

 There are no critical infrastructure assets There are no critical infrastructure 
assets  

There are no critical infrastructure 
assets  

There are no critical 
infrastructure assets  

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

              



 

 

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna(Also 
see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes By allowing the defences to fail, 
natural processes would be allowed to 
re-establish, however due to the 
nuclear nature of Sellafield, there is 
some concern of allowing this area to 
be reclaimed by coastal processes.  
 
However the debris from the failed 
defences and any damaged assets 
related to Sellafield would impact on 
the surrounding habitats and nearby 
designations if not removed.  

The current situation with regards to 
the biodiversity of the area would 
likely be unchanged under this 
option. However there is chance that 
raising sea level may overtop the 
existing spit and defences, and the 
increased inundation may impact on 
the habitats present behind them.   

The current situation with regards to the 
biodiversity of the area would likely be 
unchanged under this option. However there 
is chance that raising sea level may overtop 
the existing spit and defences, and the 
increased inundation may impact on the 
habitats present behind them.   

The current situation with regard to the 
biodiversity of the area would likely be 
unchanged under this option. However, 
there is chance that rising sea level may 
overtop the existing spit and defences, 
and the increased inundation may 
impact on the habitats present behind 
them.  
 
Displaced material may impact on the 
nearby designations including the dune 
systems in the Drigg conservation sites 
to the south.  
 
Potential habitat loss in the footprint of 
defence improvements though there 
are few transitional habitats present 
within this frontage so the extent of 
these impacts is limited compared to 
other frontages.   

The current situation with regard to 
the biodiversity of the area would 
likely be unchanged under this option. 
However, there is chance that rising 
sea level may overtop the existing spit 
and defences, and the increased 
inundation may impact on the 
habitats present behind them.  
 
Displaced material may impact on the 
nearby designations including the 
dune systems in the Drigg 
conservation sites to the south.  
 
Potential habitat loss in the footprint 
of defence improvements though 
there are few transitional habitats 
present within this frontage so the 
extent of these impacts is limited 
compared to other frontages.   

The beach area that is 
proposed to be regularly 
reprofiled is designated 
as an MCZ for its 
intertidal soft sediment 
habitats. Potential for 
significant impacts on 
the value of this 
designation through the 
regular removal and 
distribution of sediments 
around the beach.  
Potential impacts on the 
integrity of nature 
conservation sites to the 
north and south of the 
frontage. 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

              

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes This option would allow geological 
processes to become more natural 

This option would allow geological 
processes to become more natural   

The current geological situation is unlikely to 
change is the short to medium term as a 
result of this option. However increased 
overtopping that may happen in the future 
with sea level rise and other climatic factors 
may impact on the stability of the spit.  

Current geological situation unlikely to 
change as a result of this option. As 
linear defences, it is not anticipated that 
these new defences would significantly 
impact on longshore sediment 
transport. 

Current geological situation unlikely to 
change as a result of this option. As 
linear defences, it is not anticipated 
that these new defences would 
significantly impact on longshore 
sediment transport. 

This option would 
directly oppose natural 
geological processes, 
potentially impacting on 
adjacent PUS and the 
MCZ 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

Yes There are no pollution risks along the 
PU 

    There are no pollution risks along the 
PU 

There are no pollution risks along the 
PU 

There are no pollution 
risks along the PU 

Land Use               

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes Viability of the agricultural land and 
recreational amenity may be impacted 
as a result of regular flooding and 
inundation 

This option would mean that the 
land present would not be viable for 
its current land uses due to 
increased risk of flooding and coastal 
erosion when the defences fail.  

In the short to medium term, the current land 
use would remain the same, however, this 
may change in the long term is no work done 
to remove risk to increased overtopping that 
may happen in the future as a result of sea 
level change.  

This option would maintain protection 
and takes into consideration changing 
SOP requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. This would 
maintain the land use on the dryside of 
the defence, save for the additional 
footprint that may be required for the 
improvement of the defences 

This option would maintain protection 
and takes into consideration changing 
SOP requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. This would 
maintain the land use on the dryside 
of the defence, save for the footprint 
that may be required for new 
defences 

Land use would be 
maintained 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

              

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would 
remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

The natural evolution of the area 

would be allowed.  
 

It is unlikely that maintaining the current 
defences would have any new impacts on the 
water and hydromorphology of the area.   

This option could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 
beach habitats due increased defence 
footprint  

This option could potentially impact 
on biological (habitats) receptors, in 
upper beach habitats due increased 
defence footprint  

The natural evolution of 

the area would be 

allowed 
 

Historic Environment               



 

 

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are no heritage assets within 
this PU 

There are no historic features 
present within this PU 

There are no historic features present within 
this PU 

There are no historic features present 
within this PU 

There are no historic features present 
within this PU 

There are no heritage 
assets at risk within this 
pu 

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

No             

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

              

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes The railway is a feature of the national 
character area, would be damaged as 
a result of this option. Allowing the 
current defences to fail may impact on 
the landscape and visual amenity of 
the frontage through debris being 
deposited and remaining on the beach 
within the frontage.   

The railway line which is a feature of 
the NCA would likely be lost or 
damaged in the long term as a result 
of this option if the overtopping risk 
is not addressed  

The railway line which is a feature of the NCA 
would likely be lost or damaged in the long 
term as a result of this option if the 
overtopping risk is not addressed but it would 
be maintained in the short and medium term. 

This option would maintain protection 
and takes into consideration changing 
SOP requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. An alteration of the 
nature or scale of existing defences in 
order to facilitate their improvement 
may alter the landscape of the frontage 

This option would maintain protection 
and takes into consideration changing 
SOP requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. An alteration of 
the nature or scale of existing 
defences in order to facilitate their 
improvement may alter the landscape 
of the frontage 

This option would 
maintain the current 
features of the NCA 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

No             

 

11d5.4 Sellafield to Braystones 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Would 
eventually lead to the same as 
option 1 

Option 3: Hold the Line  - Maintain 
through Proactive Maintenance - 
Maintains situation until defences fail, 
see option 1 

Option 4: Hold the Line - improve 
Existing Defences.  

Option 5: Hold the Line - Construction of 
New Revetment/Seawall 

Option 6: Adaptive 
Management of Options 

Population and 
Human Health 

              

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes Beachfront properties would 
be risk 

Properties on the dryside of the 
existing defence would remain 
defended in the short-term, 
however beach properties would 
remain at risk.  

Properties on the dryside of the existing 
defence would remain defended, 
however beach properties would 
remain at risk.  

Properties on the dryside of the existing 
defence would remain defended, 
however beach properties would 
remain at risk. The increased footprint 
of the defence should not encroach on 
existing properties.  

Properties on the dryside of this defence 
would be defended.  

Beach front properties and 
hinterland assets are 
protected 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes This option would not reduce 
impacts of flooding or damage 
to the railway, which is the 
only railway line connecting 
the Braystones station to the 
wider network 

This option would defend assets in 
the short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts would revert to 
do nothing.  

This option would maintain the railway 
but would not have any impact on the 
future risk of overtopping as a result to 
changes to sea level and other climatic 
factors.  

The railway station and the railway 
itself would be defended as a result of 
this option. Any additional footprint 
required for an improved defence 
should not encroach on existing 
transport assets that would impact on 
the isolation of the local communities.  

This option would improve the standard of 
protection and so defend against potential 
impacts of sea level rise in the future on the 
railway 

SOP is sustained 



 

 

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes There are two caravan parks 
that would be at risk of 
damage and increased flooding 
as a result of this option.  

The caravan parks are defended 
through this option, though the 
access to the front may be impacted 
by any alteration to the scale or 
nature of an improved defence. This 
may impact on the recreational 
value of the frontage and the 
associated caravan site. These 
impacts can be avoided or mitigated 
against in the design of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  

The caravan parks are defended 
through this option, though the access 
to the front may be impacted by any 
alteration to the scale or nature of an 
improved defence. This may impact on 
the recreational value of the frontage 
and the associated caravan site. These 
impacts can be avoided or mitigated 
against in the design of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  

The caravan parks are defended 
through this option, though the access 
to the front may be impacted by any 
alteration to the scale or nature of an 
improved defence. This may impact on 
the recreational value of the frontage 
and the associated caravan site. These 
impacts can be avoided or mitigated 
against in the design of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  

The caravan parks are defended through this 
option, though the access to the front may 
be impacted by any alteration to the scale or 
nature of the new defence. This may impact 
on the recreational value of the frontage and 
the associated caravan site. These impacts 
can be avoided or mitigated against in the 
design of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy.  

Wider beach area may 
increase the recreational value 
of the area 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes The aforementioned caravan 
parks are areas of economic 
activity. Additionally, areas of 
land within this PU make up 
the proposed Moorside Nugen 
development.  

This option would defend assets in 
the short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts would revert to 
do nothing.  

This option would maintain the current 
SOP to the Sellafield complex and would 
not limit further development, but 
would not protect against changes to 
flooding as a result of sea level change 
or other climatic factors.  

This option would maintain protection 
and takes into consideration changing 
SOP requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. Though it is 
important to  ensure that the increased 
footprint required to improved any 
existing defence does not encroach on 
the existing assets.  

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. Though it is important to  
ensure that the increased footprint required 
for any new defence does not encroach on 
the existing assets.  

Tourism may be enhanced 
through the creation of the 
wider beach areas. 

Material Assets               

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes There is a WwTW within the 
PU that would be at risk of 
flooding or damage as a result 
of this option. This option 
would not reduce potential 
impacts to the railway assets 
within this option.  

This option would defend assets in 
the short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts would revert to 
do nothing.  

This option would maintain the railway 
but would not have any impact on the 
future risk of overtopping as a result to 
changes to sea level and other climatic 
factors.  

This option would maintain protection 
and takes into consideration changing 
SOP requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. It is important to 
ensure that increasing the footprint 
required for any existing defence does 
not encroach on the existing assets.  

This option would likely improve SOP and 
defend against impacts to the railway in the 
area.  

Railway and water assets 
would be defended.  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes The proposed Moorside 
development should be taken 
into consideration may be 
made unviable as a result of 
the risk of flooding  

This option would defend assets in 
the short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts would revert to 
do nothing.  

This option would maintain the current 
SOP to the location of the proposed 
Moorside development, but would not 
protect against changes to flooding as a 
result of sea level change or other 
climatic factors.  

This option would maintain protection 
and takes into consideration changing 
SOP requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. It is important to 
ensure that increasing the footprint 
required for any existing defence does 
not encroach on the existing assets.  

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. It is important to ensure that 
increasing the footprint required for any new 
defence does not encroach on the existing 
assets.  

The land associated with the 
Moorside development is 
defended 

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

              

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna(Also 
see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes By allowing the defences to 
fail, natural processes would 
be allowed to re-establish, 
however due to the nuclear 
nature of Sellafield, there is 
some concern of allowing this 
area to be reclaimed by coastal 
processes. However the debris 
from the failed defences and 
any damaged assets related to 
Sellafield would impact on the 
surrounding habitats and 
nearby designations if not 
removed.  

The current situation with regards to 
the biodiversity of the area would 
likely be unchanged under this 
option. However there is chance that 
raising sea level may overtop the 
existing spit and defences, and the 
increased inundation may impact on 
the habitats present behind them.   

The current situation with regards to 
the biodiversity of the area would likely 
be unchanged under this option. 
However there is chance that raising 
sea level may overtop the existing spit 
and defences, and the increased 
inundation may impact on the habitats 
present behind them.   

The current situation with regards to 
the biodiversity of the area would likely 
be unchanged under this option. 
However there is chance that raising 
sea level may overtop the existing spit 
and defences, and the increased 
inundation may impact on the habitats 
present behind them. Displaced 
material may impact on the nearby 
designations. Habitat lossrelated to HTL 
options would also apply here though 
there are few transitional habitats 
present within this frontage so the 
extent of these habitat loss impacts are 
limited compared to other frontages. It 
is important to consider impacts 
directly related to requirements for any 
increased footprint of an improved 
defence, though there may be 
opportunity to avoid or mitigate against 
these impacts through scheme design.  

The current situation with regards to the 
biodiversity of the area would likely be 
unchanged under this option. However there 
is chance that raising sea level may overtop 
the existing spit and defences, and the 
increased inundation may impact on the 
habitats present behind them. Displaced 
material may impact on the nearby 
designations. habitat loss related to HTL 
options would also apply here though there 
are few transitional habitats present within 
this frontage so the extent of these habitat 
loss impacts are limited compared to other 
frontages. It is important to consider impacts 
directly related to requirements for any new 
defence, though there may be opportunity to 
avoid or mitigate against these impacts 
through scheme design.  

The beach area that is 
proposed to be regularly 
reprofiled is designated as an 
MCZ for it's intertidal soft 
sediment habitats. This option 
has the risk of significant 
impacts on the value of this 
designation through the 
regular removal and 
distribution of sediments 
around the beach preventing 
settlement and establishment 
of intertidal species, which 
impacts on bird species. 
Should note the presence of 
pSPAs SPAS both north and 
south of the PU  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

              



 

 

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes This option would allow 
geological processes to 
become more natural, 
however as with the above, 
there are some concerns as to 
whether allowing natural 
erosion of the site would be 
advisable due to 
contamination risk addressed 
below  

This option would allow geological 
processes to become more natural, 
however as with the above, there 
are some concerns as to whether 
allowing natural erosion of the site 
would be advisable due to 
contamination risk addressed below  

The current geological situation is 
unlikely to change is the short to 
medium term as a result of this option. 
However increased overtopping that 
may happen in the future with sea level 
rise and other climatic factors may 
impact on the stability of the spit.  

Current geological situation unlikely to 
change as a result of this option. As 
linear defences, it is not anticipated 
that these new defences would 
significantly impact on longshore 
sediment transport. 

Current geological situation unlikely to 
change as a result of this option. As linear 
defences, it is not anticipated that these new 
defences would significantly impact on 
longshore sediment transport..  

This option would directly 
oppose natural geological 
processes, potentially 
impacting on adjacent PUS and 
the MCZ 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

Yes Sellafield is a nuclear energy 
site that is in the process of 
decommissioning, additionally, 
there is a WwTW present on 
this frontage that. There is 
significant risk of contaminated 
material being repeated 
inundated or eroded and 
spreading pollution along the 
frontages.  

Sellafield is a nuclear energy site that 
is in the process of 
decommissioning, as well as the 
WwTW. There is significant risk of 
contaminated material being 
repeated inundated or eroded and 
spreading pollution along the 
frontages.  

Increased overtopping frequency in the 
future may impact on the security of 
the historic landfills leading to risk of 
breach, additionally repeated 
inundation of the land surrounding the 
complex may increase level of 
contaminants in floodwater and the 
surrounding area.  

This option would maintain protection 
and takes into consideration changing 
SOP requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping reducing risk of 
inundation or erosion of potentially 
contaminated material behind the 
defence 

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping reducing risk of inundation or 
erosion of potentially contaminated material 
behind the defence.  

The WwTW would be 
protected 

Land Use               

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes This option may reduce the 
viability of agricultural land 
through frequent inundation 
and loss of grazing area to 
erosion. Additionally, 
recreational facilities present 
within the caravan sites would 
be at risk of loss or damage to 
erosion 

This option would mean that the 
land present would not be viable for 
its current land uses due to 
increased risk of flooding and coastal 
erosion when the defences fail.  

In the short to medium term, the 
current land use would remain the 
same, however, this may change in the 
long term is no work done to remove 
risk to increased overtopping that may 
happen in the future as a result of sea 
level change.  

This option would maintain protection 
and takes into consideration changing 
SOP requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. This would 
maintain the land use on the dryside of 
the defence, save for the additional 
footprint that may be required for the 
improvement of the defences 

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. This would maintain the land 
use on the dryside of the defence, save for 
the footprint that may be required for new 
defences 

Land use would be maintained 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

              

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences 
would remove 
hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of 
the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in 
coastal processes have the 
potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

  
The natural evolution of the area 

would be allowed.  
 

  
It is unlikely that maintaining the 

current defences would have any new 

impacts on the water and 

hydromorphology of the area.  
 

  
 This option could potentially impact on 

biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 

beach habitats due increased defence 

footprint 
 

  
 This option could potentially impact on 

biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 

beach habitats due increased defence 

footprint 
 

  
The natural evolution of the 

area would be allowed.  
 

Historic Environment               

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are no historic assets at 
risk within this PU 

There are no historic features 
present within this PU 

There are no historic features present 
within this PU 

There are no historic features present 
within this PU 

There are no historic features present within 
this PU 

There are no heritage assets at 
risk within this pu 

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

No             

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

              

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes The railway line which is a 
feature of the NCA would likely 
be lost or damaged as a result 
of this option and the failure of 
the defences. Additionally, the 
debris of any failed defences or 
damaged buildings would 

The railway line which is a feature of 
the NCA would likely be lost or 
damaged in the long term as a result 
of this option if the overtopping risk 
is not addressed  

The railway line which is a feature of 
the NCA would likely be lost or 
damaged in the long term as a result of 
this option if the overtopping risk is not 
addressed  

This option would maintain protection 
and takes into consideration changing 
SOP requirements to reduce risk of 
future overtopping. An alteration of the 
nature or scale of existing defences in 
order to facilitate their improvement 
may alter the landscape of the frontage 

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. An alteration of the nature or 
scale of existing defences in order to 
facilitate their improvement may alter the 
landscape of the frontage 

This option would maintain the 
current features of the NCA 



 

 

impact on the landscape value 
of the frontage. 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

No             

 

11d5.3 Sellafield 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Would 
eventually lead to the same as 
option 1 

Option 3: Hold the Line  - Maintain 
through Proactive Maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line - Reinforce Existing 
Defences (eventual outcome will be largely 
the same as option 3) 

Option 5: Hold the Line - improve Existing 
Defences. (Impacts would be similar to 
option 4 

Option 6: Hold the Line - Construction of 
New Revetment/Seawall - Impacts would be 
as  

Population and 
Human Health 

              

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes There are no community assets within 
this PU.  

There are no community assets 
within this PU.  

There are no community assets within 
this PU. Contamination risk related to 
the Sellafield Nuclear Site is addressed 
later in this assessment.  

There are no community assets within this PU. 
Contamination risk related to the Sellafield 
Nuclear Site is addressed later in this 
assessment.  

There are no community assets within this 
PU. Contamination risk related to the 
Sellafield Nuclear Site is addressed later in 
this assessment.  

There are no community assets within this 
PU. Contamination risk related to the 
Sellafield Nuclear Site is addressed later in 
this assessment.  

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes This option would leave risk of loss or 
damage to the railway which is a 
significant connecting route to many of 
the isolated communities along the west 
coast of Cumbria  

This option would defend assets in 
the short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts would revert to 
do nothing.  

This option would maintain the 
railway but would not have any 
impact on the future risk of 
overtopping as a result to changes to 
sea level and other climatic factors.  

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping.  

This option would improve the standard of 
protection and so defend against potential 
impacts of sea level rise in the future on 
the railway 

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping.  

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes There are no recreational or tourism 
assets in the area 

There are no recreational or 
tourism assets in the area 

There are no recreational or tourism 
assets in the area 

There are no recreational or tourism assets in 
the area 

There are no recreational or tourism assets 
in the area 

There are no recreational or tourism assets 
in the area 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes This option would leave the Sellafield 
site at risk of flooding and damage from 
coastal erosion. Though this site is 
currently undergoing decommissioning, 
it remains a significant area of economic 
activity. Additionally a site close to the 
Sellafield site has been set aside for 
potential development for a new nuclear 
development, though the potential for 
this development would be limited if the 
risk of flooding or coastal erosion was 
not limited 

This option would defend assets in 
the short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts would revert to 
do nothing.  

This option would maintain the 
current SOP to the Sellafield complex 
and would not limit further 
development, but would not protect 
against changes to flooding as a result 
of sea level change or other climatic 
factors.  

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. Though it is important to  ensure 
that the increased footprint required to 
improved any existing defence does not 
encroach on the existing assets.  

This option would likely improve the SOP 
and defend the Sellafield site in the long 
term 

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. Though it is important to  
ensure that the footprint of any new 
defence does not encroach on the existing 
assets.  

Material Assets               



 

 

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes This option would leave the railway line 
and Sellafield station at risk of flooding 
and coastal erosion 

This option would defend assets in 
the short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts would revert to 
do nothing.  

This option would maintain the 
railway but would not have any 
impact on the future risk of 
overtopping as a result to changes to 
sea level and other climatic factors.  

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. It is important to ensure that 
increasing the footprint required for any 
existing defence does not encroach on the 
existing assets.  

This option would likely improve SOP and 
defend against impacts to the railway in 
the area.  

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. It is important to ensure that 
construction of any new defence does not 
encroach on the existing assets.  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes This option would leave the Sellafield 
site at risk of flooding and damage from 
coastal erosion. Though this site is 
currently undergoing decommissioning, 
it remains a significant area of economic 
activity.  

This option would defend assets in 
the short to medium term. In the 
long term, impacts would revert to 
do nothing.  

This option would maintain the 
current SOP to the Sellafield complex, 
but would not protect against changes 
to flooding as a result of sea level 
change or other climatic factors.  

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. It is important to ensure that 
increasing the footprint required for any 
existing defence does not encroach on the 
existing assets.  

This option would likely improve SOP and 
defend Sellafield in the long term 

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. It is important to ensure that 
construction of any new defence does not 
encroach on the existing assets.  

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

              

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna(Also 
see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes By allowing the defences to fail, natural 
processes would be allowed to re-
establish, however due to the nuclear 
nature of Sellafield, there is some 
concern of allowing this area to be 
reclaimed by coastal processes. 
However the debris from the failed 
defences and any damaged assets 
related to Sellafield would impact on the 
surrounding habitats and nearby 
designations if not removed.  

The current situation with regards 
to the biodiversity of the area 
would likely be unchanged under 
this option. However there is 
chance that raising sea level may 
overtop the existing spit and 
defences, and the increased 
inundation may impact on the 
habitats present behind them.   

The current situation with regards to 
the biodiversity of the area would 
likely be unchanged under this option. 
However there is chance that rising 
sea level may overtop the existing spit 
and defences, and the increased 
inundation may impact on the 
habitats present behind them.   

Impacts are largely related to the increased 
footprint required for the rock toe of the 
revetment. Construction of hardstanding rock 
toe would result in loss of riparian habitat on 
the river Ehen. Potential impacts of habitat 
loss 

Impacts are largely related to the increased 
footprint required for the rock toe of the 
revetment. Construction of hardstanding 
rock toe would result in loss of riparian 
habitat on the river Ehen. Potential impacts 
of habitat loss 

Impacts are largely related to the increased 
footprint required for the rock toe of the 
revetment. Construction of hardstanding 
rock toe would result in loss of riparian 
habitat on the river Ehen. Potential impacts 
of habitat loss 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

              

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes This option would allow geological 
processes to become more natural, 
however as with the above, there are 
some concerns as to whether allowing 
natural erosion of the site would be 
advisable due to contamination risk 
addressed below  

This option would allow geological 
processes to become more natural, 
however as with the above, there 
are some concerns as to whether 
allowing natural erosion of the site 
would be advisable due to 
contamination risk addressed 
below  

The current geological situation is 
unlikely to change is the short to 
medium term as a result of this 
option. However increased 
overtopping that may happen in the 
future with sea level rise and other 
climatic factors may impact on the 
stability of the spit.  

Current geological situation unlikely to change 
as a result of this option. Impacts of the 
increased footprint should be monitored as 
they may alter the movement of sediments 
along the frontage  

Current geological situation unlikely to 
change as a result of this option. Impacts of 
the increased footprint should be 
monitored.  

Current geological situation unlikely to 
change as a result of this option. Impacts of 
the increased footprint should be monitored 
as they may alter the movement of 
sediments along the frontage  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

Yes Sellafield is a nuclear energy site that is 
in the process of decommissioning. 
There is significant risk of contaminated 
material being repeated inundated or 
eroded and spreading pollution along 
the frontages.  

Sellafield is a nuclear energy site 
that is in the process of 
decommissioning. There is 
significant risk of contaminated 
material being repeated inundated 
or eroded and spreading pollution 
along the frontages.  

Increased overtopping frequency in 
the future may impact on the security 
of the historic landfills leading to risk 
of breach, additionally repeated 
inundation of the land surrounding 
the complex may increase level of 
contaminants in floodwater and the 
surrounding area.  

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping reducing risk of inundation or 
erosion of potentially contaminated material 
behind the defence. Though the 
contamination of the ground required for 
construction of any additional footprint of the 
defences should be assessed as part of any 
scheme arising from this Strategy. 

Protection of Sellafield site but no works to 
defend the landfill sites 

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping reducing risk of inundation or 
erosion of potentially contaminated material 
behind the defence. Though the 
contamination of the ground required for 
construction of new defences should be 
assessed as part of any scheme arising from 
this Strategy. 

Land Use               



 

 

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes This option would mean that the land 
present would not be viable for its 
current land uses due to increased risk 
of flooding and coastal erosion when the 
defences fail.  

This option would mean that the 
land present would not be viable 
for its current land uses due to 
increased risk of flooding and 
coastal erosion when the defences 
fail.  

In the short to medium term, the 
current land use would remain the 
same, however, this may change in 
the long term is no work done to 
remove risk to increased overtopping 
that may happen in the future as a 
result of sea level change.  

This option would maintain protection and 
takes into consideration changing SOP 
requirements to reduce risk of future 
overtopping. This would maintain the land use 
on the dryside of the defence, save for the 
additional footprint that may be required for 
the improvement of the defences 

Land uses would be largely maintained, 
including the viability of the Moorside 
development 

Land uses would be largely maintained, 
including the viability of the Moorside 
development 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

              

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would 
remove hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD Protected 
Areas.   

  
The natural evolution of the area 

would be allowed.  
 

  
It is unlikely that maintaining the 

current defences would have any new 

impacts on the water and 

hydromorphology of the area.  
 

  
 This option could potentially impact on 

biological (habitats) receptors, in upper beach 

habitats due increased defence footprint 
 

  
 This option could potentially impact on 

biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 

beach habitats due increased defence 

footprint 
 

This option could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 
beach habitats due increased defence 
footprint  

Historic Environment               

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are no historic features present 
within this PU 

There are no historic features 
present within this PU 

There are no historic features present 
within this PU 

There are no historic features present within 
this PU 

There are no historic features present 
within this PU 

There are no historic features present within 
this PU 

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

No             

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

              

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes The railway line which is a feature of the 
NCA would likely be lost or damaged as 
a result of this option and the failure of 
the defences. Additionally, the debris of 
any failed defences or damaged 
buildings would impact on the landscape 
value of the frontage. 

 The railway line which is a feature 
of the NCA would likely be lost or 
damaged as a result of this option 
and the failure of the defences. 
Additionally, the debris of any 
failed defences or damaged 
buildings would impact on the 
landscape value of the frontage. 

In the short to medium term, there 
would be minimal impacts on the 
landscape of the frontage as the 
existing defences are maintained 
without alterations or capital works. 
The railway line which is a feature of 
the NCA would likely be lost or 
damaged in the long term as a result 
of this option if the overtopping risk is 
not addressed  

An alteration of the nature or scale of existing 
defences in order to facilitate their 
improvement may alter the landscape of the 
frontage 

This option would maintain the current 
visuals of the site, with the potential for 
some reduced exposed shoreline 

. The construction of new defence may alter 
the landscape of the frontage, though 
avoidance or mitigation of any negative 
impacts could be incorporated into the 
design of any new defences 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

No             

 

11d5.2 Seascale to Sellafield 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Hold the Line - Improve through the construction of new 
revetments/seawalls 

Option 3:  Hold the line: improve existing defence 

Population and 
Human Health 

        

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes There are no assets related to the health of local communities within the PU. 
Contamination risk of Sellafield Nuclear Site is assessed within the 
contaminated land section of this assessment.  

There are no assets related to the health of local communities within the PU. 
Contamination risk of Sellafield Nuclear Site is assessed within the 
contaminated land section of this assessment.  

There are no assets related to the health of local communities 
within the PU. Contamination risk of Sellafield Nuclear Site is 
assessed within the contaminated land section of this assessment.  



 

 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes Showstopper: This option does not prevent risk of loss or damage due to 
erosion of the railway line within this PU. This railway line is a main access 
route into and out of Seascale, its loss would seriously impact on the 
accessibility of local residents to get into and out of the wider area.  

There are no assets related to the health of local communities within the PU. 
Contamination risk of Sellafield Nuclear Site is assessed within the 
contaminated land section of this assessment.  

The railway would be defended maintaining the connectivity of 
surrounding communities. 

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities within 
the area 

Yes This option would result on damage to the Seascale Golf Links golf course 
and the National Cycle Route 72 present on the coastline, currently 
protected by the railway line  

The Seascale Golf Links golf course would be protected as a result of this 
option, though the nature or scale an improved defence may impact on its 
recreational value. These could be avoided or mitigated against through 
scheme design  

The Seascale Golf Links golf course would be protected as a result 
of this option, though the nature or scale an improved defence 
may impact on its recreational value. These could be avoided or 
mitigated against through scheme design 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes The southern extent of the Sellafield Nuclear Site would be at risk of 
flooding and coastal erosion, as would the agricultural land  

The defence would protect the frontage and the land uses behind the defence. 
Though it is important that any increased footprint of the defence does not 
impede any recreational assets such as the PRoWs, or golf course. There may 
be opportunity to enhance these assets through the design of any improved 
defence.  

The defence would protect the frontage and the land uses behind 
the defence. Though it is important that any increased footprint of 
the defence does not impede any recreational assets such as the 
PRoWs, or golf course. There may be opportunity to enhance these 
assets through the design of any improved defence. 

Material Assets         

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes This option would leave the railway line present within the option at risk of 
damage or loss to erosion as a result of this option 

This option would protect the railway within the area and the road within this 
frontage.  

This option would protect the railway within the area and the road 
within this frontage. 

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes The southern extent of the Sellafield Nuclear Site  is north of this frontage  There are no critical commercial or industrial assets within the area, though it is 
important to consider the proximity of this frontage to Sellafield and the Drigg 
waste repository and so the defences here would contribute to avoiding 
outflanking of defences in adjacent frontages.  

There are no critical commercial or industrial assets within the 
area, though it is important to consider the proximity of this 
frontage to Sellafield and the Drigg waste repository and so the 
defences here would contribute to avoiding outflanking of 
defences in adjacent frontages. 

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

        

Maintain and enhance 
where possible the 
existing flora and 
fauna(Also see 
assessment in HRA AA 
report) 

Yes This option would allow the coastline to develop naturally, allowing habitats 
to develop. This may allow for the enhancement of the Cumbria Coast MCZ, 
though this would be limited as there is likely to be impacted by the debris 
of any failed defence should it not be removed.  

Holding the line may result in lowering of the foreshore and loss of intertidal 
area as a result. Additionally, the installation of hard engineering to protect the 
railway line would be constructed directly onto MCZ designated land. The 
intertidal sand and mud is a designated feature of the MCZ and so this option 
may impact on the designated site. These impacted by be avoided through 
design of the scheme or through mitigation that could be built into the design 
of a scheme.  

Holding the line may result in lowering of the foreshore and loss of 
intertidal area as a result. Additionally, the installation of 
additional hard engineering to reinforce the existing defence and 
protect the railway line would be constructed directly onto MCZ 
designated land. The intertidal sand and mud is a designated 
feature of the MCZ and so this option may impact on the 
designated site. These impacted by be avoided through design of 
the scheme or through mitigation that could be built into the 
design of a scheme.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

        

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes This option would allow for natural erosion rates to reinstate along the 
coastline, this may have negative impacts if the debris from failed defences 
enter the geomorphological processes.  

The installation of hard engineering to protect the railway line may impact on 
the geological processes and the longshore movement of sediment out of the 
PU which may impact further up and down the coastline.  

The sacrificial defence will be a  novel input of sediment into the 
system, which will be dispersed around the surrounding PUs. 
However it is not expected to have a detrimental impact  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

Yes There are no historic landfill though the proximity of the site to the Sellafield 
Nuclear Site  and the Drigg waste tip increases the risk of there being 
contaminated material in the ground.  

There are no historic landfill though the proximity of the site to the Sellafield 
Nuclear Site  and the Drigg waste tip increases the risk of there being 
contaminated material in the ground. This option would prevent this ground 
being regularly flooded or eroded. Any additional footprint should be assessed 
for its contamination potential.  

There are no historic landfill though the proximity of the site to the 
Sellafield Nuclear Site  and the Drigg waste tip increases the risk of 
there being contaminated material in the ground. This option 
would prevent this ground being regularly flooded or eroded. Any 
additional footprint should be assessed for its contamination 
potential. 

Land Use         

Manage the variety of 
land uses found along 
the coastline 

Yes Recreational assets and travel corridors may be compromised as a result of 
this option. Additionally, there may be areas of agricultural land lost to 
erosion or frequent inundation.  

This option would maintain the current land uses on the dryside of the defence. 
There may be requirement for additional footprint which would result in a 
significant change to land use 

Any land on the wetside of the defence would undergo land use 
change as repeated inundation and/or coastal erosion would likely 
reduce its viability for agriculture or development.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

        

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD(Assessed in the 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would remove hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes have the potential to affect 

sedimentation and affect WFD Protected Areas.  There would be 

  
 This option could potentially impact on biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 

beach habitats due increased defence footprint. However, contamination risk 

would be minimised 
 

  
 This option could potentially impact on biological (habitats) 

receptors, in upper beach habitats due increased defence 

footprint. However, contamination risk would be minimised 
 



 

 

WFD compliance 
report) 

contamination risks to the adjacent water bodies associated with this 

option. 
 

Historic Environment         

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are not assets related to the historic environment within this PU, 
however that does not preclude the potential for undiscovered archaeology 
to be damaged as a result of repeated flooding or coastal erosion.  

Any undiscovered archaeology on the dryside of the defence would remain 
protected. Assessment as to the potential for damaging archaeological features 
that may be in the potential footprint of any improved defence.  

Any undiscovered archaeology on the dryside of the defence 
would remain protected. Assessment as to the potential for 
damaging archaeological features that may be in the potential 
footprint of any improved defence. 

Conserve the heritage 
value of the World 
Heritage Sites along 
the coastline 

No     None present 

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

        

Protect and maintain 
the national character 
features of the 
coastline 

Yes The coastal railway line is a feature of the NCA and would be impacted as a 
result of this option. Repeated flooding and/or coastal erosion may alter the 
landscape increasingly over time.   

The coastal railway would be protected as a result of this option, though the 
improved defence may impact on the landscape of the frontage, affecting the 
visual amenity. This could be avoided or mitigated through scheme design that 
could incorporate landscape enhancements.  

The coastal railway would be protected as a result of this option, 
though the improved defence may impact on the landscape of the 
frontage, affecting the visual amenity. This could be avoided or 
mitigated through scheme design that could incorporate landscape 
enhancements. 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

No     None present 

 

11d5.1 Seascale 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch and 
Repair - Assumed NAI 95 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line - Improve existing 
defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - Construct new 
revetments/seawalls 

Population and 
Human Health 

            

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes Option would result in loss of 
B5344, the only road with access to 
wider communities. Increases risk 
to community due to reduced 
access for emergency services 

Option leaves residual risk of damage to B5344 
from erosion. This increases risk to community 
health as a result of restricted access for 
emergency services 

Some residual erosion risk to up to 4 
properties, but remaining frontage is 
protected. However this option does not 
account for changes to risk from future 
climate change.  

Some residual erosion risk to up to 4 
properties, but remaining frontage is 
protected. This option should take into 
account increased flood risk as a result of 
climate change.  

Some residual erosion risk to up to 4 
properties, but remaining frontage is 
protected. New defence would be 
designed to maintain SOP in line with 
estimated changes to flood risk with 
climate change.  

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes Option would result in loss of 
B5344, the only road with access to 
wider community.  

Option leaves residual risk of damage to B5344 
from erosion. This results in a risk of isolation 
of the communities of this rural frontage. 

B5344 within the PU is protected in the short 
to medium term 

B5344 within the PU is protected as well as 
the railway which would maintain the 
connectivity of these communities.  

B5344 within the PU is protected 

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes  Option would result in severance of 
the National Cycle route 72 that 
runs along the coast through this 
PU. Additionally, there is a 
children's play areas and a number 
of carparks that facilitate 
recreational access to the beach 
that would be lost to erosion.  

There is increased risk of damage from flooding 
and coastal erosion to a children's play area 
and carparks that would facilitate recreational 
access to the beach. Debris from any failed 
defences would impact on the value of the 
frontage and its beaches.  

Amenities such as the carparks and 
recreational access to the existing playground 
and beach are maintained 

Amenities such as the carparks and 
recreational access to the existing playground 
and beach are maintained, though the nature 
of an improved defence may alter their nature 
or scale. Any increased footprint required for 
this may impact on the recreational areas, 
however these impacts can be mitigated by 
through the inclusion of recreational features 
such as walkways, or accessibility features to 
improve access to the beach within this 
frontage.  

Amenities such as the carparks and 
recreational access to the existing 
playground and beach are maintained and 
the construction of any new defence 
should not impact on the utilisation of 
these recreational features.  



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch and 
Repair - Assumed NAI 95 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line - Improve existing 
defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - Construct new 
revetments/seawalls 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes There are public houses and B&Bs 
within this PU but there is little that 
could be considered 'significant' 
economic activity that would be 
impacted by this option 

There are public houses and B&Bs within this 
PU but there is little that could be considered 
'significant' economic activity that would be 
impacted by this option 

There are public houses and B&Bs within this 
PU but there is little that could be considered 
'significant' economic activity that would be 
impacted by this option 

The recreational features that contribute to 
the tourist based economy would be 
protected by this option  

There are public houses and B&Bs within 
this PU but there is little that could be 
considered 'significant' economic activity 
that would be impacted by this option 

Material Assets             

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes The Seascale station would be lost 
to erosion under this option, 
severing the West Coast railway 
line.  

There is risk from erosion to the West Coast 
railway line and Seascale station and there is 
possibility that debris from any failed defences 
would impact on the use of the railway.  

Remains some residual risk to the railway to 
the northern end of the PU, more 
appropriately addressed in 11d5.2-11d5.7 

The previously described road and rail assets 
within the frontage, though it is important 
that the improved defence does not encroach 
on these assets.  

The assets within this frontage would be 
defended and the construction of new 
defences should not encroach or impact on 
the existing assets.  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes There are no assets that would be 
considered industrial/commercial 
or critical (aside from road and rail) 
within this specific PU 

There are no assets that would be considered 
industrial/commercial or critical (aside from 
road and rail) within this specific PU 

There are no assets that would be considered 
industrial/commercial or critical (aside from 
road and rail) within this specific PU 

There are no assets that would be considered 
industrial/commercial or critical (aside from 
road and rail) within this specific PU 

There are no assets that would be 
considered industrial/commercial or 
critical (aside from road and rail) within 
this specific PU 

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

            

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna 
(Also see assessment 
in HRA AA report) 

Yes With no interference, natural 
processes would be allowed to 
establish which may enhance the 
priority habitat that is present and 
potentially benefit the SAC and SSSI 
south of the PU. The debris of any 
failed defences would likely be 
spread along the coastline, thereby 
impacting on the surrounding flora 
and fauna.  

The current status of the coastal processes 
around this PU would not change under this 
option, though the failure of the defences may 
allow for more natural interactions with the 
coastal/terrestrial habitats resulting in some 
change. There is potential impacts arising from 
debris of any failed defences as that is not 
removed from the environment 

The current status of the coastal processes 
around this PU would not change under this 
option, therefore it is unlikely that there 
would be any impact on the habitats or the 
nearby designated sites. 

Though this option does not have any 
immediate impacts on the local environment, 
it is important to note that increasing the 
footprint of the defences may impact on the 
priority mudflat habitat that exists on the 
foreshore within the PU. There are potential 
indirect impacts through the nature of a hard 
defence limiting the natural habitat transitions 
that would naturally occur along the frontage. 
There are no critical designations within this 
frontage, but there may be important habitats 
or species that could be impacted and to 
identify opportunities to avoid or mitigate for 
these impacts 

Though this option does not have any 
immediate impacts on the local 
environment, it is important to note that 
increasing the footprint of the defences 
may impact on the priority mudflat habitat 
that exists on the foreshore within the PU. 
The location of any new defences will need 
to consider the impacts on any previously 
unbuilt habitats.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

            

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes With no interference, natural 
processes would be allowed to 
establish which may enhance the 
priority habitat that is present and 
potentially benefit the SAC and SSSI 
south of the PU  

The current status of the coastal processes 
around this PU would not change under this 
option, therefore it is unlikely that there would 
be any impact on the habitats or the nearby 
designated sites. 

The current status of the coastal processes 
around this PU would not change under this 
option, therefore it is unlikely that there 
would be any impact on the habitats or the 
nearby designated sites. 

Though this option does not have any 
immediate impacts on the local environment, 
it is important to note that increasing the 
footprint of the defences may impact on the 
priority mudflat habitat that exists on the 
foreshore within the PU. 

Though this option does not have any 
immediate impacts on the local 
environment, it is important to note that 
increasing the footprint of the defences 
may impact on the priority mudflat habitat 
that exists on the foreshore within the PU. 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

Yes There are no known historic or 
authorised landfill sites within this 
PU.  

There are no known historic or authorised 
landfill sites within this PU, however this does 
not alleviate the risk of increased flooding and 
inundation releasing contaminated material 
previously buried 

There are no known historic or authorised 
landfill sites within this PU.  

The SOP would be maintained through this 
option and so there should be no additional 
risk to any contaminated material on the dry 
side of the defence. The contamination status 
of any area of land required to construct 
additional footprint of a defence should be 
confirmed as part of any scheme arising from 
this Strategy.  

There are no known historic or authorised 
landfill sites within this PU.  

Land Use             



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2: Do Minimum - Reactive Patch and 
Repair - Assumed NAI 95 

Option 3: Hold the Line - Proactive 
maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line - Improve existing 
defences 

Option 5: Hold the Line - Construct new 
revetments/seawalls 

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes Showstopper: This option will result 
in the loss of use of significant areas 
of land previously used for 
recreational purposes within this 
PU 

This option will result in change in land use, 
with recreational land likely to be made 
unfeasible as a result.  

This option will reduce erosion risk and avoid 
loss of areas of land due to erosion, 
maintaining the land use in the area in the 
short term..  

This option will reduce erosion risk and avoid 
loss of areas of land due to erosion, 
maintaining the land use in the area, though 
the increased footprint of the defences may 
reduce the area of the beach available for 
recreational activities.  

This option allow the current land uses on 
the dry side of the defence to be 
maintained, though the alignment of any 
new defences would need to be carefully 
considered to ensure that it does not 
impede the  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

            

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD(Assessed in the 
WFD compliance 
report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would 
remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to 
affect sedimentation and affect 
WFD Protected Areas.   

The natural evolution of the area would be 

allowed.  
 

 The natural evolution of the area would be 
allowed in the medium term, when defences 
fail  

This option could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in upper beach 
habitats due increased defence footprint  

 This option could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 
beach habitats due increased defence 
footprint  

Historic Environment             

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are no heritage sites directly 
at risk of impacts from this option 
within this PU 

There are no heritage sites directly at risk of 
impacts from this option within this PU, 
however this does not preclude the risk of 
increased flooding or coastal erosion 
discovering or damaging currently unknown 
archaeology within the frontage.  

There are no heritage sites directly at risk of 
impacts from this option within this PU 

There are no heritage sites directly at risk of 
impacts from this option within this PU. This 
option would defend any undiscovered 
archaeology on the dry side of the defence 
from damage, though any area of additional 
land required to improve the defence should 
be assessed for its archaeological value as part 
of any scheme arising from this defence.  

There are no heritage sites directly at risk 
of impacts from this option within this PU. 
This option would defend any 
undiscovered archaeology on the dry side 
of the defence from damage, though any 
area of additional land required to improve 
the defence should be assessed for its 
archaeological value as part of any scheme 
arising from this defence.  

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

No           

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

            

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Any failure of current defences in 
addition to more regular inundation 
or coastal erosion that may occur as 
a result could lead to significant 
alterations to the 
landscape/seascape of the 
frontage. The debris of any failed 
defences would have a negative 
impact on the landscape of the 
frontage if not removed. 

Any failure of current defences in addition to 
more regular inundation or coastal erosion that 
may occur as a result could lead to significant 
alterations to the landscape/seascape of the 
frontage. The debris of any failed defences 
would have a negative impact on the landscape 
of the frontage if not removed.  

The current status of the coastal processes 
around this PU would not change under this 
option, therefore it is unlikely that there 
would be any impact on the habitats or the 
nearby designated sites. 

Increased footprint of defences may impact 
on the mudflats present on the foreshore 
which are a NCA feature of the West 
Cumbrian Coastal Plain. Any increase in scale 
or alteration in nature of the improved 
defence may have impacts on the landscape 
and visual amenity for the community on the 
dry side of the defence. Assessment of the 
landscape alterations should be undertaken as 
a part of any scheme arising from the defence.  

Increased footprint of defences may 
impact on the mudflats present on the 
foreshore which are a NCA feature of the 
West Cumbrian Coastal Plain. Cumulative 
impacts of this options chosen in 
conjunction with an option to protect the 
cliffs to the south of the PU will have to be 
considered 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

No           

 

11d2.2 (part) Stubb Place and Eskmeals Dunes (south) 



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual 
Outcome is the Same as option 1) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: 
Improve Existing Defences 

Option 4 - Hold the Line: 
New Revetment 

Option 5 - Managed Realignment - 
Construct Erosion Slowing Defences 

Option 6 - Managed Realignment: Construct 
Defences Once Set Back 

Population and Human Health               

Manage the risk to the health 
of people and communities 

Yes Likely to impact on small agricultural properties 
that are at risk of damage or loss to coastal 
erosion. Loss of viability of the MoD site would 
have knock on effects on the local community 
through loss of employment, given the national 
strategic importance of the site. 

Property would be defended in the 
short term, but would likely revert 
to do nothing in the medium term.  

Property would be 
defended in the long 
term.  

Property would be defended 
in the long term.  

Assets would be defended however 
there will be requirement to set back 
these assets in the long term 

Assets would be defended however there will 
be requirement to set back these assets in the 
long term 

Manage the risk to isolated and 
socially deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes Continued flooding to Stockbridge road which 
runs along the coastline and connects many of 
the agricultural properties to Ravenglass and 
the wider area. Continued flood risk to the 
Cumbrian Coast Line which would lead to 
reduced operation. 

Loss of the road would impact on connectivity 
to Monk Moors and smaller farm holdings. 

Risk to Stockbridge road and the 
Cumbria Coast Line would be 
managed in the short term, but 
would likely revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term. 

Risk to Stockbridge road 
and the Cumbria Coast 
Line would be managed in 
the long term. 

Risk to Stockbridge road and 
the Cumbria Coast Line 
would be managed in the 
long term. 

Assets would be defended however 
there will be requirement to set back 
these assets in the long term 

Assets would be defended however there will 
be requirement to set back these assets in the 
long term 

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

No             

Minimise flood and erosion risk 
to areas of significant economic 
activity 

Yes Eskmeals Range would remain at risk of 
flooding, impacting on its continued operation. 
Agricultural land in the surrounding area would 
likely not be able to continue the existing 
agricultural practices. 

Eskmeals Range and the agricultural 
land be defended in the short term, 
however it would likely revert to do 
nothing in the medium term.  

Eskmeals Range and the 
agricultural land be 
defended in the long 
term.   

Eskmeals Range and the 
agricultural land be 
defended in the long term.   

Assets would be defended however 
there will be requirement to set back 
these assets in the long term 

Assets would be defended however there will 
be requirement to set back these assets in the 
long term 

Material Assets               

Minimise risk to road, rail, and 
water infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes The road access to Eskmeals Range and the 
Cumbrian Coast line would be at risk of damage 
from flooding and coastal erosion  

The road access to Eskmeals Range 
and the Cumbrian Coast line would 
be defended in the short term, 
however this would likely revert 
back to the do nothing option in the 
medium term.   

The road access to 
Eskmeals Range and the 
Cumbrian Coast line 
would be defended in the 
long term.   

The road access to Eskmeals 
Range and the Cumbrian 
Coast line would be 
defended in the long term.   

Assets would be defended however 
there will be requirement to set back 
these assets in the long term 

Assets would be defended however there will 
be requirement to set back these assets in the 
long term 

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial assets 

Yes Eskmeals Range would remain at risk of 
flooding, impacting on its continued operation.  
Loss of use of the road would impact on the 
viability of the MoD site as it would impair 
access to and from the site (24 emergency 
access is a key requirement. 

Eskmeals Range would be defended 
in the short term, but would likely 
revert to do nothing in the medium 
term.  

Eskmeals Range would be 
defended in the long 
term.  

Eskmeals Range would be 
defended in the long term.  

Assets would be defended however 
there will be requirement to set back 
these assets in the long term 

Assets would be defended however there will 
be requirement to set back these assets in the 
long term 

Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna               

Maintain and enhance where 
possible the existing flora and 
fauna 
(Also see assessment in HRA 
AA report) 

Yes The lack of flood defences would likely mean 
that more natural sediment regime and water 
flows could re-establish, potentially enhancing 
the priority habitats (sand dune, saltmarsh, 
floodplain grazing marsh, mudflats), the river 
estuaries and benefitting the Drigg Coast SAC 
and the Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary 
SPA to the northern end of the PU.  
 
The unmanaged erosion of the frontage may 
cause remobilisation of contaminated land 
related to Eskmeals to be spread further up and 
down the coastline, which may have negative 
impacts on the surrounding flora and fauna. 
The debris of the failed defences would likely 
be spread along the coastline, impacting on 
biodiversity in the surrounding area.  
 
Since this policy involves complete cessation of 
management and maintenance, there is 
potential for impacts on the integrity of the 
designated conservation sites. 

This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would quickly revert to do nothing 
impacts. 

This option is not likely to 
represent a significant 
direct risk to any 
protected site due to the 
absence of any designated 
habitat in the immediate 
vicinity. The works would 
involve maintaining the 
same alignment as the 
current defence and 
therefore interruption to 
alongshore drift is likely to 
be negligible. As the 
intention is also that this 
would be a short term 
measure only, the works 
are unlikely to impact on 
the Drigg coast SAC/ SSSI 
dunes to the north.  
 

This option would require 
the construction of new 
defences in place of the 
existing ones. This may lead 
to habitat loss impacts and 
loss of saltmarsh habitat 
present seaward of the 
existing defences, limiting 
the landward migration of 
estuarine and coastal 
habitats.  This may result in 
indirect habitat loss and 
related impact on the value 
the designations within the 
estuary. There may be direct 
impacts related to the 
construction phase of 
implementation of this 
option. These should be 
assessed as part of any 
scheme arising from the 
Strategy to minimise 

Consideration of the origins and nature 
of material in 'sandbags' must be 
undertaken to ensure no adverse 
impacts on the environment and the 
designations north of the PU. 
Additionally the use of biodegradable 
sandbag material is desirable or else the 
debris from the geotextile bags that will 
eventually arise from damage and 
erosion to them as they naturally 
degrade. This debris may negatively 
impact on the surrounding flora and 
fauna.  

The set back defences would be only 5m from 
the present alignment in some areas, it is 
unlikely that this option would avoid the 
impacts of a hold the line option for long. There 
would additionally, be further direct habitat 
loss from construction of the new defences. 
These should be assessed as part of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy to minimise 
construction related impacts.  



 

 

construction related 
impacts.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

              

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes The failure of defences would allow more 
natural erosion rates to reinstated along the 
frontage, however the debris of the failed 
defence may impact on the surrounding area if 
not cleared 

The current geological systems 
would likely remain the same in the 
short term, but would revert to the 
do nothing scenario in the medium 
term.  

The current geological 
systems would likely 
remain the same 
throughout the duration 
of the Strategy, as this 
option maintain the 
existing nature of the 
existing defence.  

The current geological 
systems would likely remain 
the same throughout the 
duration of the Strategy as 
the proposed new defences 
are to be constructed in the 
place of existing ones with 
no further encroachment 
onto the existing beach.  

There is opportunity for the 
establishment of more natural coastal 
processes, however still constrained 
some by artificial geobag defences. The 
material within the bags would lead to 
the input of additional sediment 
material.  

The current geological systems would likely 
remain the same throughout the duration of 
the Strategy as the proposed new defences are 
to be constructed in the place of existing ones 
with no further encroachment onto the existing 
beach.  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites with 
pollution potential 

Yes Unknown extent of contamination of the land 
as a result of activities at Eskmeal range may be 
remobilised by repeated inundation and 
unmanaged coastal erosion 

There would be minimise the risk of 
remobilisation of potentially 
contaminated land in the short 
term. However impacts would likely 
revert to the do nothing scenario in 
the long term impact.  

This option would likely 
avoid risk of 
remobilisation of 
potentially contaminated 
land related to the 
Eskmeals Range 
throughout the duration 
of the Strategy.  

This option would likely 
avoid risk of remobilisation 
of potentially contaminated 
land related to the Eskmeals 
Range throughout the 
duration of the Strategy.  

Does not mitigate contamination risk in 
the long term as the erosion slowing 
defences eventually naturally degrade. 
Consideration of the material with 
which to fill the bags as this material 
will eventually re-enter the sediment 
systems. This material cannot be 
contaminated or else risk spreading 
contaminated material elsewhere. 

Due to the risk of contamination arising from 
the Eskmeals Range, the location of managed 
realignment must be carefully considered in 
order to ensure that contaminated material is 
defended wherever possible. .  

Land Use               

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the coastline 

Yes The current agricultural practices ongoing on 
the land would likely become unviable through 
repeated inundation and coastal erosion. The 
operation of the Eskmeals Range may be 
reduced as the road used to access it is 
repeatedly inundated or damaged through 
coastal erosion.  

The current land uses would likely 
be maintained in the short term, 
however impacts would likely 
revert to the do nothing scenario in 
the medium term.  

Current land uses can be 
continued through the 
duration of the Strategy 

Land use will remain the 
same 

Land use will eventually be changed as a 
result of erosion that will occur in the 
long term as the defences are eroded 
away. This will lead to inundation and 
erosion of the landward side of the 
defence, eventually leading to the do 
nothing impacts.  

Current land uses can be continued through the 
duration of the Strategy, though there is 
potentially some additional land on the wetside 
of the defence available to become recreational 
beach area.  

Water and Hydromorphology               

Support and where possible 
contribute to existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Continued natural evolution of the area. Within 
the MR policy area, opportunities for habitat 
enhancement will be sought after.  Unknown 
extent of contamination of the land as a result 
of activities at Eskmeal range, which could 
impact on water quality 

 The natural evolution of the area 
would be allowed. Within the MR 
policy area, opportunities for 
habitat enhancement will be sought 
after.  Unknown extent of 
contamination of the land as a 
result of activities at Eskmeal range, 
which could impact on water 
quality 

 This option could 
potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach 
habitats due increased 
defence footprint. 
However, decreased 
contamination risk 

 This option could 
potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach 
habitats due increased 
defence footprint. However, 
decreased contamination 
risk 

 it is considered that although this could 
have impacts on elements of the water 
body, the overall intent of the policy is 
for habitat creation or improvement 
and as such this supports the natural 
functioning of the coast or estuary. It is 
noted that coastal habitat creation on 
these frontages could contribute to 
improvements in water body status 
where it is currently not rated as 
“good”, such as in Leven and Kent 
transitional water bodies. 

 it is considered that although this could have 
impacts on elements of the water body, the 
overall intent of the policy is for habitat 
creation or improvement and as such this 
supports the natural functioning of the coast or 
estuary. It is noted that coastal habitat creation 
on these frontages could contribute to 
improvements in water body status where it is 
currently not rated as “good”, such as in Leven 
and Kent transitional water bodies. 

Historic Environment               

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic features 
and their settings along the 
coastline 

Yes No designated features at direct risk of erosion 
in frontage, however there are potential 
impacts to the setting of a scheduled 
monument (Roman Fort) in Ravenglass which is 
a feature of the Hadrian's Wall WHS and listed 
buildings along the Cumbrian Coast Line.  

There would be minimal impact to 
the heritage value of the frontage 
as this option would not significant 
alter the scale or nature of the 
existing defences. However, 
impacts would likely revert to the 
do nothing scenario in the medium 
term.  

There would be minimal 
impact on the heritage 
features of this frontage 
the existing defences 
would be maintained. 
Assessment should be 
undertaken at scheme 
stage to minimise impacts 
on the heritage features 
during the construction 
phase of implementation 
of this option.  

The new defence will be of a 
different nature to the 
existing defence which may 
have impacts on the setting 
of the heritage features, 
however the features 
themselves will be 
defended. Opportunities to 
implement monitoring and 
create a sympathetic 
defence design should be 
sought throughout any 
scheme arising from the 
Strategy.  

Heritage assets will be defended in the 
short to medium term, but once the 
geotextile bags have been eroded away, 
this risk will remain. There are also 
potential impacts on the setting of 
these heritage assets related to the 
placement of geotextile bags. 
Additionally, the eventually degradation 
of the geotextile bags may result in 
debris spreading along the frontage, 
thereby impacting on the visual amenity 
of the frontage and thereby impacting 
on setting of these heritage features. 
Opportunities to implement monitoring 
and create a sympathetic defence 
design should be sought throughout any 
scheme arising from the Strategy.  

The new defence will be of a different nature to 
the existing defence which may have impacts 
on the setting of the heritage features, however 
the features themselves will be defended. 
Opportunities to implement monitoring and 
create a sympathetic defence design should be 
sought throughout any scheme arising from the 
Strategy.  



 

 

Conserve the heritage value of 
the World Heritage Sites along 
the coastline 

Yes Lake District WHS encompasses the whole 
frontage to the mean low water line. A 
scheduled monument within Ravenglass is a 
feature of the Hadrian's Wall WHS, the setting 
of which may be impacted by this changes to 
the frontage that would arise under this option.  

There would be minimal impact to 
the heritage value of the frontage 
as this option would not significant 
alter the scale or nature of the 
existing defences. However, 
impacts would likely revert to the 
do nothing scenario in the medium 
term.  

There would be minimal 
impact on the heritage 
features of this frontage 
the existing defences 
would be maintained. 
Assessment should be 
undertaken at scheme 
stage to minimise impacts 
on the heritage features 
during the construction 
phase of implementation 
of this option.  

The new defence will be of a 
different nature to the 
existing defence which may 
have impacts on the setting 
of the heritage features, 
however the features 
themselves will be 
defended. Opportunities to 
implement construction 
phase mitigation and create 
a sympathetic defence 
design should be sought 
throughout any scheme 
arising from the Strategy. 

The built features of the World Heritage 
Sites will be defended in the short to 
medium term, but once the geotextile 
bags have been eroded away, this risk 
will remain. There are also potential 
impacts on the setting of these heritage 
assets related to the placement of 
geotextile bags. Additionally, the 
eventually degradation of the geotextile 
bags may result in debris spreading 
along the frontage, thereby impacting 
on the visual amenity of the frontage 
and thereby impacting on the World 
Heritage Site value. Opportunities to 
implement monitoring and create a 
sympathetic defence design should be 
sought throughout any scheme arising 
from the Strategy.  

The new defence will be of a different nature to 
the existing defence which may have impacts 
on the setting of the heritage features, however 
the features themselves will be defended. 
Opportunities to implement monitoring and 
create a sympathetic defence design should be 
sought throughout any scheme arising from the 
Strategy.  

Landscape and Visual Amenity               

Protect and maintain the 
national character features of 
the coastline 

Yes This option would result in change to the 
landscape. The failed defences would alter the 
landscape of the frontage, leading to a more 
natural set of coastal habitats, however the 
debris from any failed defences would impact 
negatively on the landscape value and national 
character area features.  

There would likely be minimal 
impact on the landscape of the 
frontage in the short term as 
maintenance works wouldn't alter 
the scale or nature of the existing 
defences. Impacts would likely 
revert to do nothing scenario in the 
medium term.  

The landscape amenity of 
the frontage would be 
unlikely to be significantly 
altered as the defence 
would not be significantly 
different in nature to the 
existing defence. 
Assessment should be 
undertaken to determine 
the potential impacts of 
the construction phase of 
works and to determine 
appropriate mitigation.  

The new defence will be of a 
different nature to the 
existing defence which may 
alter the landscape and 
visual amenity of the 
frontage. The railway will be 
defended under this option 
and the new defence will 
not encroach further to onto 
the existing beach. 
Opportunities to implement 
construction phase 
mitigation and create a 
sympathetic defence design 
should be sought 
throughout any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  

In the short to medium term, the key 
assets of the NCA such as the railway 
would be defended, however there may 
be some loss of the coastal habitats 
resulting from habitat lossimpacts.  
In the long term the frontage would be 
changed due to the erosion and 
flooding that would remain a risk. 
Addition of sandbags may impact on the 
visual amenity and landscape value of 
the frontage. Once the geotextile bags 
begin to degrade there may be debris 
spread along the coastline.  

The new defence will be of a different nature to 
the existing defence which may alter the 
landscape and visual amenity of the frontage. 
The railway will be defended under this option 
and the new defence will not encroach further 
to onto the existing beach. Opportunities to 
implement construction phase mitigation and 
create a sympathetic defence design should be 
sought throughout any scheme arising from the 
Strategy.  

Protect the statutory landscape 
designations (AONB and 
National Parks) present along 
the coastline 

Yes Lake District National Park is present along the 
frontage down to the mean low water line. The 
failed defences would alter the landscape of the 
frontage, leading to a more natural set of 
coastal habitats, potentially enhancing the 
landscape of the National Park, however the 
debris from any failed defences would impact 
negatively on the landscape value of the 
National Park 

There would likely be minimal 
impact on the National Park and 
World Heritage Sites designations 
of the frontage in the short term as 
maintenance works wouldn't alter 
the scale or nature of the existing 
defences. Impacts would likely 
revert to do nothing scenario in the 
medium term.  

The landscape amenity of 
the frontage would be 
unlikely to be significantly 
altered as the defence 
would not be significantly 
different in nature to the 
existing defence. 
Assessment should be 
undertaken to determine 
the potential impacts of 
the construction phase of 
works and to determine 
appropriate mitigation.  

The landscape amenity may 
be altered as a result of the 
alteration to the nature of 
the hard defences, however 
it would be unlikely to 
significantly impact on the 
National Park or WHS as the 
new defence would follow 
the existing alignment. 
Assessment should be 
undertaken to determine 
the potential impacts of the 
construction phase of works 
and to determine 
appropriate mitigation.  

In the short to medium term, the key 
assets of the World Heritage Sites such 
as the Roman Fort Scheduled 
Monument. would be defended, 
however there may be some loss of the 
coastal habitats resulting from habitat 
loss impacts.  
In the long term the frontage would be 
changed due to the erosion and 
flooding that would remain a risk. 
Addition of sandbags may impact on the 
visual amenity and landscape value of 
the frontage. Once the geotextile bags 
begin to degrade there may be debris 
spread along the coastline.  

The landscape amenity may be altered as a 
result of the alteration to the nature of the hard 
defences, which may impact on the National 
Park or WHS as the new defence would follow 
the existing alignment. Assessment should be 
undertaken to determine the potential impacts 
of the construction phase of works and to 
determine appropriate mitigation.  

 

11d1.1 Hodbarrow Point to Haverigg 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual Outcome is the Same as 
option 1) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: Proactive Maintenance Option 4: Managed Realignment construct sea defences 
once set back 

Population and 
Human Health 

          

Manage the risk to the 
health of people and 
communities 

Yes There would be increased risk to the agricultural land 
as well as several properties within Haverigg and the 
Port Haverigg Holiday Park.  

The assets at risk would remain defended in the short  term. 
Works would be adhoc and reactive, which may result in 
increased disruption to local communities and users of the 
Port Haverigg Outer Barrier as works are carried out.  

The assets at risk would remain defended in the short  to 
medium term. Works would be planned, which may result in 
decreased disruption to local communities and users of the Port 
Haverigg Outer Barrier as works are carried out.  

It is assumed that managed alignment would only be 
implemented in areas where it would not negatively 
impact risk of flooding or coastal erosion to people and 
property. 



 

 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes No major settlements or routes within this frontage.      It is assumed that managed realignment would only be 
implemented in areas where it would not negatively 
impact on the flood risk to local communities and 
transport links.  

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities within 
the area 

Yes The Port Haverigg Holiday Park would be at risk of 
damage/loss from flooding or erosion which would 
likely impact on its continued operation. The Haverigg 
Outer Barrier supports a well used walking route that 
would be lost if this barrier is damaged or breached.  

The assets at risk would remain defended in the short  to 
medium term. Works would be adhoc and reactive, which 
may result in increased disruption to local communities and 
users of the Port Haverigg Outer Barrier as works are carried 
out. There would be no opportunity to enhance recreational 
facilities.  

The assets at risk would remain defended in the short  to 
medium term. Works would be planned, which may result in 
decreased disruption to local communities and users of the Port 
Haverigg Outer Barrier as works are carried out. There would be 
no opportunity to enhance the recreational facilities as part of 
this option.  

Implementation of managed realignment could create 
areas of enhanced biodiversity which could create 
opportunity to enhance the recreational attractiveness to 
the area for walkers and nature watchers. It is assumed 
that managed realignment would not be implemented in 
areas which area already of important recreational value.  

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas of 
significant economic 
activity 

Yes Agriculture and tourism are key forms of economic 
income that would be negatively impacted by this 
option.  

The assets at risk would remain defended in the short  to 
medium term. Works would be adhoc and reactive, which 
may result in increased disruption to local communities and 
users of the Port Haverigg Outer Barrier as works are carried 
out.  

The assets at risk would remain defended in the short  to 
medium term.  

Managed realignment may impact on existing agricultural 
practices on the frontage. As this option assumes to leave 
Haverigg Outer Barrier in place, it is unlikely to impact on 
the Port Haverigg Holiday Park.  

Material Assets           

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes There are United Utilities pumping stations at risk of 
damage from flooding and coastal erosion that would 
remain at risk under this option. 

The assets at risk would remain defended in the short  to 
medium term. Works would be adhoc and reactive, which 
may result in increased disruption to local communities and 
users of the Port Haverigg Outer Barrier as works are carried 
out.  

The assets at risk would remain defended in the short  to 
medium term. Works would be planned, which may result in 
decreased disruption to local communities and users of the Port 
Haverigg Outer Barrier as works are carried out.  

It is assumed this will not be implemented where it would 
negatively impact on the United Utilities water 
infrastructure present along the coastline.  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes There are no assets of this type within this unit       

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

          

Maintain and enhance 
where possible the 
existing flora and 
fauna(Also see 
assessment in HRA AA 
report) 

Yes This option would allow natural progression of the 
coast with sea level changes into the future. This may 
allow progression of the saltmarsh present within the 
unit and natural establishment/recession of coastal 
habitat. There may be negative impacts as in the long 
term, this option would lead to the failure of the 
existing defences. The debris arising from the failed 
defences would be distributed along the coastline 
through coastal processes. This may impact on the 
integrity of the local habitats if not clears and may 
affect the quality of the Duddon Estuary designations. 
The Hodbarrow RSPB Reserve is defended by the 
Haverigg Outer Barrier, located adjacent to the priority 
habitat saline lagoon. If this is breached as a result of 
this option, this RSPB reserve and the priority habitat 
may be impacted.  

This option would maintain the existing defences through 
the short term. This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the long term epoch. 

This option would maintain the existing defences through the 
short term. This option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

This option could enhance mitigate against impacts of HTL 
options and provide opportunities for environmental 
enhancement by allowing opportunity for establishment of 
coastal habitats. Though the construction of set back 
defences may impact on high value habitats or their 
functioning. Monitoring should be implemented to 
monitor the  extent of habitat change throughout the 
duration of the Strategy. The RSPB Reserve and saline 
lagoons would remain in situ as the Haverigg Outer Barrier 
would be maintained.   

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

          

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes The failure of defences would allow more natural 
erosion rates to reinstated along the frontage, however 
the debris of the failed defence may impact on the 
surrounding area if not cleared 

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing defence would 
significantly alter the geomorphology of the frontage.  It is 
important to ensure that maintaining a hard defence does 
not impact elsewhere by deferral of energy. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing defence would 
significantly alter the geomorphology of the frontage.  It is 
important to ensure that maintaining a hard defence does not 
impact elsewhere by deferral of energy. 

Managed realignment could allow for semi-natural 
transport systems to establish, though this would be 
limited by the nature of the tidal exchange.  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

No There are no known historic landfills or pollution 
incidents, so at this stage it cannot be said for certain 
that there is a pollution risk related to this option. 
However the continued erosion and flooding of the 
coastline may encounter currently unknown 
contamination that would then enter the estuarine 
system. Damage to the pumping stations may result in 
waste water related pollution to enter the floodwater 
and spread elsewhere. 

As these works are reactive, it does not eliminate the 
impacts of flooding and erosion on potentially contaminated 
land. Additionally, any ad hoc or reactive works would have 
risk of mobilising any contaminated materials present along 
the coastline, as would unmanaged erosion. 

Planned works would minimise risk of remobilising potentially 
contaminated material and the pumping stations would be 
defended in the short to medium term.  

There are no known historic landfills or pollution incidents, 
so at this stage it cannot be said for certain that there is a 
pollution risk related to this option. However the 
continued erosion and flooding of the coastline may 
encounter currently unknown contamination that would 
then enter the estuarine system.  



 

 

Land Use           

Manage the variety of 
land uses found along 
the coastline 

Yes Repeated inundation will likely mean that current land 
use will be unviable in the future. The risk of flooding 
and coastal erosion would likely mean that planned use 
of land within Millom would become unviable. 
Agricultural land would likely be unviable for existing 
agricultural practices.  

In the short term, land use would likely remain unchanged as 
the existing defences were maintained with no major 
alterations. This would likely revert to do nothing in the 
medium term, with loss of land use.  

In the short to medium term, land use would likely remain 
unchanged as the existing defences were maintained with no 
major alterations. This would likely revert to do nothing in the 
medium term, with loss of land use.  

Areas identified as viable for managed realignment could 
become unviable for agriculture, thereby altering its land 
use. There are however forms of agriculture which utilise 
coastal habitats so these could be considered as potential 
future land uses.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

          

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would remove 
hydromophological constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes have the 
potential to affect sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

  
The natural evolution of the area would be allowed. 
 

  
In the medium term, the natural evolution of the area would be 

allowed. 
 

  
it is considered that although this could have impacts on 

elements of the water body, the overall intent of the policy 

is for habitat creation or improvement and as such this 

supports the natural functioning of the coast or estuary. It 

is noted that coastal habitat creation on these frontages 

could contribute to improvements in water body status 

where it is currently not rated as “good”, such as in Leven 

and Kent transitional water bodies. 

Historic Environment           

Conserve and enhance 
the designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There is a Listed Building that would be at risk of 
damage from flooding and coastal erosion. 

In the short term, it is unlikely that there would be impacts 
to the heritage assets as the existing defences are 
maintained with no capital works proposed but this should 
be assessed as part of any scheme arising from the Strategy  

In the short to medium term, it is unlikely that there would be 
impacts to the heritage assets as the existing defences are 
maintained with no capital works proposed but this should be 
assessed as part of any scheme arising from the Strategy  

Areas identified for managed realignment must not 
compromise the defence of the Listed Building. Altered 
landscape potentially arising from managed realignment 
could impact on the setting of the Listed Building present 
in the area. Erosion of the land may uncover previously 
unknown archaeology.  

Conserve the heritage 
value of the World 
Heritage Sites along 
the coastline 

Yes No WHS in this PU       

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

          

Protect and maintain 
the national character 
features of the 
coastline 

Yes This option would result in change to the landscape. 
The failed defences and damage to the Haverigg Outer 
Barrier would alter the landscape of the frontage, 
leading to a more natural set of coastal habitats, 
however the debris from any failed defences would 
impact negatively on the landscape value and national 
character area features.  

In the short term, there would be minimal impacts on the 
landscape of the frontage as the existing defences are 
maintained without alterations or capital works but should 
be assessed as part of any scheme arising from the Strategy.. 

In the short to medium term, there would be minimal impacts on 
the landscape of the frontage as the existing defences are 
maintained without alterations or capital works but should be 
assessed as part of any scheme arising from the Strategy.. 

Managed realignment would likely alter the landscape of 
the coastline, the impacts of which vary dependant the 
success of the exchange program, with opportunity to 
increase the area of saltmarsh and other coastal habitats 
present, however as these habitats would be altering other 
rural landscapes this alteration may not be entirely 
beneficial. Monitoring should be implemented to monitor 
the extent of the landscape change.  

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes No assets of this type within the frontage       

 

11c16.11 Hodbarrow Mains 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual Outcome is the 
Same as option 1) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: Construct New Seawalls Option 4: Managed Realignment: construct sea defence 
once set back 

Population and 
Human Health 

          



 

 

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes Property within Millom would not be defended 
from erosion or flooding, this includes Millom 
School, leading to risk of damage or loss from 
flooding or coastal erosion. 

There are no formal defences here. Impacts 
would be as in the Do Nothing 

The properties would be defended by the 
development of new sea defences within this 
frontage.  

It is assumed that managed alignment would only be 
implemented in areas where it would not negatively 
impact risk of flooding or coastal erosion to people and 
property. 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes There would be ongoing flood risk to Cumbrian 
Coast Line within Millom, which is an important 
linkage route for multiple settlements along the 
Cumbrian Coast 

There are no formal defences here. Impacts 
would be as in the Do Nothing 

The railway  would be defended and the isolation of 
these communities would not be made worse and 
the defence of the railway would allow for 
development which could improve this isolation 

It is assumed that managed realignment would only be 
implemented in areas where it would not negatively 
impact on the flood risk to local communities and 
transport links.  

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes Millom Rugby League Football club would be at risk 
of flooding, reducing its operation. This would 
impact on the recreational value of the town of 
Millom.  

There are no formal defences here. Impacts 
would be as in the Do Nothing 

The rugby club would be defended, however the 
construction of new hard defences may impact on 
the rural landscape of the frontage which is a 
significant feature of the recreational value of the 
frontage. These impacts could be mitigated through 
incorporating sympathetic landscaping or designs 
into the design of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy.  

Implementation of managed realignment could create 
areas of enhanced biodiversity which could create 
opportunity to enhance the recreational attractiveness to 
the area for walkers and nature watchers. It is assumed 
that managed realignment would not be implemented in 
areas which area already of important recreational value.  

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes None within this frontage       

Material Assets           

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes Cumbrian Coast Line regularly floods, as do many 
roads within Millom. This would damage these 
assets and potentially lead to their loss as a result 
of flooding or coastal erosion.   

There are no formal defences here. Impacts 
would be as in the Do Nothing 

The railway, the wastewater treatment works and 
the road network assets would be defended through 
the construction of hard defences. Though it is 
important to ensure that the construction of any 
new defences does not encroach on these assets.  

It is assumed this will not be implemented where it 
would negatively impact on road, rail, and water 
infrastructure present along the coastline.  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes No examples of this type within the PU       

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

          

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna(Also 
see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes This option would allow natural progression of the 
coast with sea level changes into the future. This 
may allow progression of the saltmarsh present 
within the unit and natural establishment/recession 
of coastal habitat. There may be negative impacts 
as in the long term, this option would lead to the 
failure of the existing defences. The debris arising 
from the failed defences would be distributed along 
the coastline through coastal processes in the short 
term. This may impact on the integrity of the local 
habitats if not clears and may affect the quality of 
the Duddon Estuary designations.  

There are no formal defences here. Impacts 
would be as in the Do Nothing 

The construction of new hard defences would 
require significant assessment of impacts on the 
high value habitats of Duddon Estuary. There may be 
negative impacts of direct habitat loss from the 
construction of any defence, and indirect loss over 
time as the hard defences may result in habitat loss 
impacts. Important terrestrial habitats on the dry 
side of the defence would be maintained.  

This option could enhance mitigate against impacts of 
HTL options and provide opportunities for environmental 
enhancement by allowing opportunity for establishment 
of coastal habitats. Though the construction of set back 
defences may impact on high value habitats or their 
functioning. Monitoring should be implemented to 
monitor the  extent of habitat change throughout the 
duration of the Strategy.    

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

          

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes The failure of defences would allow more natural 
erosion rates to reinstated along the frontage, 
however the debris of the failed defence may 
impact on the surrounding area if not cleared 

There are no formal defences here. Impacts 
would be as in the Do Nothing 

Though this option does not have any immediate 
impacts on the local environment, it is important to 
note that increasing the footprint of the defences 
may impact on the priority mudflat habitat that 
exists on the foreshore within the PU. 

Managed realignment could allow for semi-natural 
transport systems to establish, though this would be 
limited by the nature of the tidal exchange.  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

Yes There are no known historic landfills or pollution 
incidents, so at this stage it cannot be said for 
certain that there is a pollution risk related to this 
option. However the continued erosion and 
flooding of the coastline may encounter currently 
unknown contamination that would then enter the 
estuarine system.  

There are no formal defences here. Impacts 
would be as in the Do Nothing 

New hard defences would minimise the risk of 
flooding and coastal erosion to potentially 
contaminated ground. There may be temporary risk 
of mobilisation of potentially contaminated land 
through the construction phase.  

There are no known historic landfills or pollution 
incidents, so at this stage it cannot be said for certain 
that there is a pollution risk related to this option. 
However the continued erosion and flooding of the 
coastline may encounter currently unknown 
contamination that would then enter the estuarine 
system.  

Land Use           



 

 

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes Repeated inundation will likely mean that current 
land use will be unviable in the future. The risk of 
flooding and coastal erosion would likely mean that 
planned use of land within Millom would become 
unviable.  

There are no formal defences here. Impacts 
would be as in the Do Nothing 

The construction of new defences would maintain 
the land uses on the dryside of the defence, though 
the land that is required for the construction of the 
hard defences would undergo a significant shift in 
land use. It is important to ensure that the land to be 
used for construction is not of significant economic 
value that could have wider indirect effects.  

Areas identified as viable for managed realignment could 
become unviable for agriculture, thereby altering its land 
use. There are however forms of agriculture which utilise 
coastal habitats so these could be considered as potential 
future land uses.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

          

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would remove 
hydromophological constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes have the 
potential to affect sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

  
The natural evolution of the area would be 

allowed. 
 

  
 This option could potentially impact on biological 

(habitats) receptors, in upper beach habitats due 

increased defence footprint 
 

 It is considered that although this could have impacts on 
elements of the water body, the overall intent of the 
policy is for habitat creation or improvement and as such 
this supports the natural functioning of the coast or 
estuary. It is noted that coastal habitat creation on these 
frontages could contribute to improvements in water 
body status where it is currently not rated as “good”, 
such as in Leven and Kent transitional water bodies. 

Historic Environment           

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes Some Listed Buildings at risk, setting of heritage 
railway may be impactedThere are a number of 
Listed Building that would be at risk of damage 
from flooding and coastal erosion. The railway 
present is a heritage coastline, which would be at 
risk of direct damage and reduction of its value 
from impacts to its surrounding.  

There are no formal defences here. Impacts 
would be as in the Do Nothing 

The new defences would defend the heritage assets 
of the frontage from direct impacts of damage from 
flooding and coastal erosion. However the 
construction of new defences may impact on the 
setting of these assets, thereby impacting on their 
heritage value. Opportunities to incorporate 
sympathetic design of the new defences to minimise 
impacts on the heritage setting should be sought as 
part of any scheme arising from the Strategy.  

Areas identified for managed realignment must not 
compromise the defence of the Listed Building. Altered 
landscape potentially arising from managed realignment 
could impact on the setting of the Listed Building present 
in the area. Erosion of the land may uncover previously 
unknown archaeology.  

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

Yes No WHS in this PU 
  

      

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

          

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Heritage railway is a feature of the NCA of the 
frontage. It would be directly impacted by flooding 
and coastal erosion.The failed defences would alter 
the landscape of the frontage, leading to a more 
natural set of coastal habitats, however the debris 
from any failed defences would impact negatively 
on the landscape value and national character area 
features.  

There are no formal defences here. Impacts 
would be as in the Do Nothing 

The Cumbrian Coast line would be defended under 
this option, which is a feature of the NCA. Any new 
hard defences would be an alteration in the 
landscape character of the frontage. This may have 
negative impacts on the landscape value of the 
frontage. Opportunities to incorporate sympathetic 
design into the design of any new defence should be 
sought as part of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy. 

Managed realignment would likely alter the landscape of 
the coastline, the impacts of which vary dependant the 
success of the exchange program, with opportunity to 
increase the area of saltmarsh and other coastal habitats 
present, however as these habitats would be altering 
other rural landscapes this alteration may not be entirely 
beneficial. Monitoring should be implemented to monitor 
the extent of the landscape change.  

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes None within this frontage       

 

11c16.10 Millom Iron Works (Industrial area) 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual Outcome is the Same as option 1) Option 3 - Hold the Line: Construct New Seawalls 

Population and Human 
Health 

        

Manage the risk to the 
health of people and 
communities 

Yes Property within Millom would not be defended from erosion or 
flooding, this includes Millom School, leading to risk of damage 
or loss from flooding or coastal erosion. 

In the short term, properties and agricultural land would be defended. As 
the works would bead hoc and reactive, the minimal planning would likely 
lead to repeated disruption to local communities.  
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch.  

The properties would be defended by the development of new sea 
defences within this frontage.  



 

 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within the 
Strategy 

Yes There would be ongoing flood risk to Cumbrian Coast Line within 
Millom, which is an important linkage route for multiple 
settlements along the Cumbrian Coast 

The Cumbrian Coast line and the network of roads through the town of 
Millom would be defended through the short term. As the works are ad 
hoc and reactive, there would likely be requirement for closures through 
the duration of works, meaning connectivity around the frontage would be 
disrupted.  
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

The railway  would be defended and the isolation of these 
communities would not be made worse and the defence of the 
railway would allow for development which could improve this 
isolation 

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

Yes Millom Rugby League Football club would be at risk of flooding, 
reducing its operation. This would impact on the recreational 
value of the town of Millom.  

The rugby club would be defended through the short term. However 
reactive, ad hoc work may result in closure or diversions of footpath as 
works are undertaken, disrupting the use of the recreational facilities 
through the duration of any works are undertaken.  
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

The rugby club would be defended, however the construction of 
new hard defences may impact on the rural landscape of the 
frontage which is a significant feature of the recreational value of 
the frontage. These impacts could be mitigated through 
incorporating sympathetic landscaping or designs into the design 
of any scheme arising from the Strategy.  

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas of 
significant economic 
activity 

Yes None within this frontage     

Material Assets         

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes Cumbrian Coast Line regularly floods, as do many roads within 
Millom. This would damage these assets and potentially lead to 
their loss as a result of flooding or coastal erosion. There are two 
wastewater treatment works within the frontage at risk of 
flooding under this option.  

The risk to the Cumbrian Coast line, the network of roads and the 
wastewater treatment works  would be managed through the short  term. 
Works will likely be ad hoc and reactive resulting in requirement for 
temporary closures, which would be significantly disruptive.This option 
does not include any capital works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

The railway, the wastewater treatment works and the road 
network assets would be defended through the construction of 
hard defences. Though it is important to ensure that the 
construction of any new defences does not encroach on these 
assets.  

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes No examples of this type within the PU     

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

        

Maintain and enhance 
where possible the 
existing flora and fauna 
(Also see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes This option would allow natural progression of the coast with sea 
level changes into the future. This may allow progression of the 
saltmarsh present within the unit and natural 
establishment/recession of coastal habitat. There may be 
negative impacts as in the long term, this option would lead to 
the failure of the existing defences. The debris arising from the 
failed defences would be distributed along the coastline through 
coastal processes. This may impact on the integrity of the local 
habitats if not clears and may affect the quality of the Duddon 
Estuary designations.  

 
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

The construction of new hard defences would require significant 
assessment of impacts on the high value habitats of Duddon 
Estuary. There may be negative impacts of direct habitat loss from 
the construction of any defence, and indirect loss over time as the 
hard defences may result in habitat lossimpacts. Important 
terrestrial habitats on the dry side of the defence would be 
maintained.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

        

Protect existing 
geological diversity and 
allow for the restoration 
of natural geological 
processes 

Yes The failure of defences would allow more natural erosion rates 
to reinstated along the frontage, however the debris of the failed 
defence may impact on the surrounding area if not cleared 

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing defence would significantly alter 
the geomorphology of the frontage.  It is important to ensure that 
maintaining a hard defence does not impact elsewhere by deferral of 
energy.This option does not include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

Though this option does not have any immediate impacts on the 
local environment, it is important to note that increasing the 
footprint of the defences may impact on the priority mudflat 
habitat that exists on the foreshore within the PU 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites 
with pollution potential 

Yes There are no known historic landfills or pollution incidents, so at 
this stage it cannot be said for certain that there is a pollution 
risk related to this option. However the continued erosion and 
flooding of the coastline may encounter currently unknown 
contamination that would then enter the estuarine system. 
Damage to the wastewater treatment works may result in 
pollution spreading to the surrounding area.  

As these works are reactive, it does not eliminate the impacts of flooding 
and erosion on potentially contaminated land. Additionally, any ad hoc or 
reactive works would have risk of mobilising any contaminated materials 
present along the coastline, as would unmanaged erosion. 

Though this option does not have any immediate impacts on the 
local environment, it is important to note that increasing the 
footprint of the defences may impact on the priority mudflat 
habitat that exists on the foreshore within the PU 

Land Use         



 

 

Manage the variety of 
land uses found along the 
coastline 

Yes Repeated inundation will likely mean that current land use will 
be unviable in the future. The risk of flooding and coastal erosion 
would likely mean that planned use of land within Millom would 
become unviable.  

In the short term, land use would likely remain unchanged as the existing 
defences were maintained with no major alterations. The ad hoc nature of 
the works may impact on the operation of the recreational facilities.  
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

The construction of new defences would maintain the land uses on 
the dryside of the defence, though the land that is required for the 
construction of the hard defences would undergo a significant shift 
in land use. It is important to ensure that the land to be used for 
construction is not of significant economic value that could have 
wider indirect effects.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

        

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes have the potential to 
affect sedimentation and affect WFD Protected Areas.   

  
In the medium-term, the natural evolution of the area would be allowed. 
 

  
 This option could potentially impact on biological (habitats) 

receptors, in upper beach habitats due increased defence footprint 
 

Historic Environment         

Conserve and enhance 
the designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes Some Listed Buildings at risk, setting of heritage railway may be 
impactedThere are a number of Listed Building that would be at 
risk of damage from flooding and coastal erosion. The railway 
present is a heritage coastline, which would be at risk of direct 
damage and reduction of its value from impacts to its 
surrounding.  

In the short term, it is unlikely that there would be impacts to the heritage 
assets as the existing defences are maintained with no capital works 
proposed but this should be assessed as part of any scheme arising from 
the StrategyThis option does not include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

The new defences would defend the heritage assets of the 
frontage from direct impacts of damage from flooding and coastal 
erosion. However the construction of new defences may impact on 
the setting of these assets, thereby impacting on their heritage 
value. Opportunities to incorporate sympathetic design of the new 
defences to minimise impacts on the heritage setting should be 
sought as part of any scheme arising from the Strategy.  

Conserve the heritage 
value of the World 
Heritage Sites along the 
coastline 

Yes No WHS in this PU     

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

        

Protect and maintain the 
national character 
features of the coastline 

Yes Heritage railway is a feature of the NCA of the frontage. It would 
be directly impacted by flooding and coastal erosion. 
The failed defences would alter the landscape of the frontage, 
leading to a more natural set of coastal habitats, however the 
debris from any failed defences would impact negatively on the 
landscape value and national character area features.  

In the short term, there would be minimal impacts on the landscape of the 
frontage as the existing defences are maintained without alterations or 
capital works but should be assessed as part of any scheme arising from 
the Strategy. 
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

The Cumbrian Coast line would be defended under this option, 
which is a feature of the NCA. Any new hard defences would be an 
alteration in the landscape character of the frontage. This may 
have negative impacts on the landscape value of the frontage. 
Opportunities to incorporate sympathetic design into the design of 
any new defence should be sought as part of any scheme arising 
from the Strategy. 

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National 
Parks) present along the 
coastline 

Yes None within this frontage     

 

11c16.5 Kirkby-in-Furness 

  
Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual Outcome is 
the Same as Option 1) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: proactive 
maintenance 

Option 4 - Hold the Line: Improve 
Existing Defences 

Option 5 - Hold the Line: Construct New 
Revetments/Seawalls 

Population and 
Human Health   

          

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities Yes 

Risk of regular flooding to several 
farms along the coast and 
multiple properties within 
Soutergate. Informal carparks 
along the front would be at risk 
from damage or loss.  

In the short term, properties and agricultural 
land would be defended. As the works would 
bead hoc and reactive, the minimal planning 
would likely lead to repeated disruption to 
local communities.  
This option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch.  

In the medium term, properties and 
agricultural land would be defended. 
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term epoch.  

The properties would be defended 
through the duration of the 
Strategy. 

The properties would be defended by the 
development of new sea defences within 
this frontage.  



 

 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy Yes 

The Cumbrian Coast Line between 
Askam in Furness and Kirkby in 
Furness is at risk of damage or 
loss as a result of flooding or 
coastal erosion which is a key link 
for multiple isolated communities 
along the frontage.  

The Cumbrian Coast line and the Kirkby-in-
Furness would be defended through the short 
term. As the works are ad hoc and reactive, 
there would likely be requirement for closures 
through the duration of works, meaning 
connectivity around the frontage would be 
disrupted.  
This option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

The Cumbrian Coast line and the Kirkby-in-
Furness would be defended through the 
short and medium term.  
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

The railway  would be defended 
and the isolation of these 
communities would not be made 
worse and the defence of the 
railway would allow for 
development which could improve 
this isolation 

The railway  would be defended and the 
isolation of these communities would not 
be made worse and the defence of the 
railway would allow for development 
which could improve this isolation 

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area Yes 

Dunnerholme Golf Course; 
Duddon Sports and Social Club; 
multiple cafes, pubs, and 
restaurants; Fallowfield Park; 
Marsh Caravan Site; multiple 
informal and formal car parks are 
all recreational facilities along the 
frontage would all be at risk of 
damage and reduced operation 
resulting of flooding and coastal 
erosion. 

The recreational and tourist amenities would 
be defended through the short term. However 
reactive, ad hoc work may result in closure or 
diversions of footpath as works are 
undertaken, disrupting the use of the 
recreational facilities through the duration of 
any works are undertaken.  
This option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

The recreational and tourist amenities 
would be defended through the medium 
term.  through the duration of any works are 
undertaken.  
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

The golf course and caravan site 
and various recreational facilities 
would be defended, however the 
alteration hard defences may 
impact on the rural landscape of 
the frontage which is a significant 
feature of the recreational value of 
the frontage. These impacts could 
be mitigated through incorporating 
sympathetic landscaping or designs 
into the design of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  

The golf course and caravan site would be 
defended, however the construction of 
new hard defences may impact on the 
rural landscape of the frontage which is a 
significant feature of the recreational 
value of the frontage. These impacts 
could be mitigated through incorporating 
sympathetic landscaping or designs into 
the design of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy.  

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity Yes 

The damage or loss of the tourist 
and recreational facilities would 
reduce their contribution to the 
local economy, and  agricultural 
land likely to become less viable 
through repeated inundation.  

The maintenance of the existing defences 
would allow the existing economic activity 
such the recreational amenities  and the 
agricultural land present to continue, however 
the reactive, ad hoc nature of any works 
under this option may disrupt their operation.  
This option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

The maintenance of the existing defences 
would allow the existing economic activity 
such the recreational amenities  and the 
agricultural land present to continue.  This 
option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch. 

These areas of economic activity 
would be defended throughout the 
duration of the Strategy through 
the alteration of the hard defence. 
Though it important to ensure that 
the footprint of any new defence 
does not encroach on nor impact 
on the viability of agricultural land 
or recreational amenities.  

These areas of economic activity would 
be defended throughout the duration of 
the Strategy through the construction of 
a hard defence. Though it important to 
ensure that the footprint of any new 
defence does not encroach on nor impact 
on the viability of agricultural land or 
recreational amenities.  

Material Assets             

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline Yes 

The Cumbrian Coast line and the 
Kirkby-in-Furness railway station 
that would be at risk from 
flooding and coastal erosion 
within this frontage. 

The risk to the Cumbrian Coast line and the 
Kirkby-in-Furness railway station  would be 
managed through the short to medium term. 
Works will likely be ad hoc and reactive 
resulting in requirement for temporary 
closures, which would be significantly 
disruptive. 
This option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

The risk to the Cumbrian Coast line and the 
Kirkby-in-Furness railway station  would be 
managed through the medium term.  
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

The railway assets would be 
defended through the construction 
of hard defences. Though it is 
important to ensure that the 
construction of any new defences 
does not encroach on these assets.  

The railway assets would be defended 
through the construction of hard 
defences. Though it is important to 
ensure that the construction of any new 
defences does not encroach on these 
assets.  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets Yes 

No examples of this type within 
the PU 

        

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna   

          



 

 

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna(Also 
see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes 

This option would allow natural 
progression of the coast with sea 
level changes into the future. This 
may allow progression of the 
saltmarsh present within the unit 
and natural 
establishment/recession of 
coastal habitat. There may be 
negative impacts as in the long 
term, this option would lead to 
the failure of the existing 
defences. The debris arising from 
the failed defences would be 
distributed along the coastline 
through coastal processes. This 
may impact on the integrity of the 
local habitats if not clears and 
may affect the quality of the 
Duddon Estuary designations.  

This option would maintain the existing 
defences through the short term.. This option 
does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

This option would maintain the existing 
defences through the o medium term. 
habitat loss. This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the long 
term epoch. 

The alteration of the existing hard 
defences would require significant 
assessment of impacts on the high 
value habitats of Duddon Estuary. 
There may be negative impacts of 
direct habitat loss from the 
construction of any defence, and 
indirect loss over time as the hard 
defences may result in habitat loss 
impacts. Important terrestrial 
habitats on the dry side of the 
defence would be maintained.  

The construction of new hard defences 
would require significant assessment of 
impacts on the high value habitats of 
Duddon Estuary. There may be negative 
impacts of direct habitat loss from the 
construction of any defence, and indirect 
loss over time as the hard defences may 
result in habitat lossimpacts. Important 
terrestrial habitats on the dry side of the 
defence would be maintained.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology   

          

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes Yes 

The failure of defences would 
allow more natural erosion rates 
to reinstated along the frontage, 
however the debris of the failed 
defence may impact on the 
surrounding area if not cleared 

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing 
defence would significantly alter the 
geomorphology of the frontage.  It is 
important to ensure that maintaining a hard 
defence does not impact elsewhere by 
deferral of energy. 
This option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

This option does not have any immediate 
impacts on the local environment. Once 
defences fail, more natural erosion rates will 
reinstated along the frontage, however the 
debris of the failed defence may impact on 
the surrounding area if not cleared 

Though this option does not have 
any immediate impacts on the local 
environment, it is important to 
note that increasing the footprint 
of the defences may impact on the 
priority mudflat habitat that exists 
on the foreshore within the PU. 

Though this option does not have any 
immediate impacts on the local 
environment, it is important to note that 
increasing the footprint of the defences 
may impact on the priority mudflat 
habitat that exists on the foreshore 
within the PU. 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential Yes 

There are no known historic 
landfills or pollution incidents, so 
at this stage it cannot be said for 
certain that there is a pollution 
risk related to this option. 
However the continued erosion 
and flooding of the coastline may 
encounter currently unknown 
contamination that would then 
enter the estuarine system. 

As these works are reactive, it does not 
eliminate the impacts of flooding and erosion 
on potentially contaminated land. 
Additionally, any ad hoc or reactive works 
would have risk of mobilising any 
contaminated materials present along the 
coastline, as would unmanaged erosion. 

Maintaining the existing hard defence would 
minimise the risk of flooding and coastal 
erosion to potentially contaminated ground.  

Maintaining the existing hard 
defence would minimise the risk of 
flooding and coastal erosion to 
potentially contaminated ground. 
There may be temporary risk of 
mobilisation of potentially 
contaminated land through the 
construction phase.  

New hard defences would minimise the 
risk of flooding and coastal erosion to 
potentially contaminated ground. There 
may be temporary risk of mobilisation of 
potentially contaminated land through 
the construction phase.  

Land Use             

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline Yes 

Repeated inundation will likely 
mean that current land use will be 
unviable in the future. Agricultural 
practices would have to shift, and 
the recreational uses of the land 
related to the Dunnerholme Golf 
Course, and Marsh Caravan site 
would likely become increasingly 
unviable as climatic factors affect 
flooding.  

In the short term, land use would likely remain 
unchanged as the existing defences were 
maintained with no major alterations. The ad 
hoc nature of the works may impact on the 
operation of the recreational facilities.  
This option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

In the medium term, land use would likely 
remain unchanged as the existing defences 
were maintained with no major alterations.  
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

The alteration of the existing hard 
defences would maintain the land 
uses on the dryside of the defence, 
though the land that is required for 
the construction of the hard 
defences would undergo a 
significant shift in land use. It is 
important to ensure that the land 
to be used for construction is not 
of significant economic value that 
could have wider indirect effects.  

The construction of new defences would 
maintain the land uses on the dryside of 
the defence, though the land that is 
required for the construction of the hard 
defences would undergo a significant 
shift in land use. It is important to ensure 
that the land to be used for construction 
is not of significant economic value that 
could have wider indirect effects.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology   

          

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) Yes 

Eventual failure of defences 
would remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to 

 The natural evolution of the area would be 
allowed.  

  
In the medium term, the natural evolution 

of the area would be allowed. 
 

  
 This option could potentially 

impact on biological (habitats) 

receptors, in upper beach habitats 

due increased defence footprint 
 

  
 This option could potentially impact on 

biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 

beach habitats due increased defence 

footprint 
 



 

 

affect sedimentation and affect 
WFD Protected Areas.   

Historic Environment   
          

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline Yes 

The setting of heritage railway 
may be impactedThere are a 
number of Listed Building 
(including the Railway Station 
itself) that would be at risk of 
damage from flooding and coastal 
erosion. The railway present is a 
heritage coastline, which would 
be at risk of direct damage and 
reduction of its value from 
impacts to its surrounding.  

In the short term, it is unlikely that there 
would be impacts to the heritage assets as the 
existing defences are maintained with no 
capital works proposed but this should be 
assessed as part of any scheme arising from 
the StrategyThis option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would revert to 
do nothing impacts in the medium term 
epoch. 

In the  medium term, it is unlikely that there 
would be impacts to the heritage assets as 
the existing defences are maintained with 
no capital works proposed but this should 
be assessed as part of any scheme arising 
from the StrategyThis option does not 
include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch. 

Maintaining existing defences 
would defend the heritage assets 
of the frontage from direct impacts 
of damage from flooding and 
coastal erosion. However the 
alteration of existing defences may 
impact on the setting of these 
assets, thereby impacting on their 
heritage value. Opportunities to 
incorporate sympathetic design of 
the new defences to minimise 
impacts on the heritage setting 
should be sought as part of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy.  

The new defences would defend the 
heritage assets of the frontage from 
direct impacts of damage from flooding 
and coastal erosion. However the 
construction of new defences may impact 
on the setting of these assets, thereby 
impacting on their heritage value. 
Opportunities to incorporate sympathetic 
design of the new defences to minimise 
impacts on the heritage setting should be 
sought as part of any scheme arising from 
the Strategy.  

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline Yes 

No WHS in this PU     No WHS within PU   

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity   

          

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline Yes 

Heritage railway is a feature of the 
NCA of the frontage. It would be 
directly impacted by flooding and 
coastal erosion. 
The failed defences would alter 
the landscape of the frontage, 
leading to a more natural set of 
coastal habitats, however the 
debris from any failed defences 
would impact negatively on the 
landscape value and national 
character area features.  

In the short  term, there would be minimal 
impacts on the landscape of the frontage as 
the existing defences are maintained without 
alterations or capital works but should be 
assessed as part of any scheme arising from 
the Strategy. 
This option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

In the medium term, there would be 
minimal impacts on the landscape of the 
frontage as the existing defences are 
maintained without alterations or capital 
works but should be assessed as part of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy. 
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

The Cumbrian Coast line would be 
defended under this option, which 
is a feature of the NCA. Any 
alteration of the existing hard 
defences would be an alteration in 
the landscape character of the 
frontage. This may have negative 
impacts on the landscape value of 
the frontage. Opportunities to 
incorporate sympathetic design 
into the design of any new defence 
should be sought as part of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy. 

The Cumbrian Coast line would be 
defended under this option, which is a 
feature of the NCA. Any new hard 
defences would be an alteration in the 
landscape character of the frontage. This 
may have negative impacts on the 
landscape value of the frontage. 
Opportunities to incorporate sympathetic 
design into the design of any new 
defence should be sought as part of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy. 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline Yes 

None within this frontage         

 

11c16.4 Dunnerholme to Sand Side 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual Outcome is the Same) Option 3 - Hold the Line: Improve Existing 
Defences 

Option 4 - Hold the Line: Construct New 
Revetments/Seawalls 

Population and 
Human Health 

          

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes Risk of regular flooding to several farms along the 
coast and multiple properties within Soutergate. 
Informal carparks along the front would be at risk 
from damage or loss.  

In the short term, properties and agricultural land would be 
defended. As the works would bead hoc and reactive, the minimal 
planning would likely lead to repeated disruption to local 
communities.  
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the medium  term epoch.  

The properties would be defended 
through the duration of the Strategy. 

The properties would be defended by the 
development of new sea defences within this 
frontage.  



 

 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes The Cumbrian Coast Line between Askam in 
Furness and Kirkby in Furness is at risk of damage 
or loss as a result of flooding or coastal erosion 
which is a key link for multiple isolated 
communities along the frontage.  

The Cumbrian Coast line and the Kirkby-in-Furness would be 
defended through the short term. As the works are ad hoc and 
reactive, there would likely be requirement for closures through the 
duration of works, meaning connectivity around the frontage would 
be disrupted.  
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the medium  term epoch. 

The railway  would be defended and the 
isolation of these communities would not 
be made worse and the defence of the 
railway would allow for development 
which could improve this isolation 

The railway  would be defended and the isolation 
of these communities would not be made worse 
and the defence of the railway would allow for 
development which could improve this isolation 

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes Dunnerholme Golf Course; Duddon Sports and 
Social Club; multiple cafes, pubs, and restaurants; 
Fallowfield Park; Marsh Caravan Site; multiple 
informal and formal car parks are all recreational 
facilities along the frontage would all be at risk of 
damage and reduced operation resulting of 
flooding and coastal erosion. 

The recreational and tourist amenities would be defended through 
the short term. However reactive, ad hoc work may result in closure 
or diversions of footpath as works are undertaken, disrupting the 
use of those PRoWs through the duration of any works are 
undertaken. This option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in the medium  term 
epoch. 

The golf course and caravan site would be 
defended, however the alteration hard 
defences may impact on the rural 
landscape of the frontage which is a 
significant feature of the recreational 
value of the frontage. These impacts 
could be mitigated through incorporating 
sympathetic landscaping or designs into 
the design of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy.  

The golf course and caravan site would be 
defended, however the construction of new hard 
defences may impact on the rural landscape of 
the frontage which is a significant feature of the 
recreational value of the frontage. These impacts 
could be mitigated through incorporating 
sympathetic landscaping or designs into the 
design of any scheme arising from the Strategy.  

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes The damage or loss of the tourist and recreational 
facilities would reduce their contribution to the 
local economy, and  agricultural land likely to 
become less viable through repeated inundation.  

The maintenance of the existing defences would allow the existing 
economic activity such the recreational amenities  and the 
agricultural land present to continue, however the reactive, ad hoc 
nature of any works under this option may disrupt their operation.   
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the medium  term epoch. 

These areas of economic activity would 
be defended throughout the duration of 
the Strategy through the alteration of the 
hard defence. Though it important to 
ensure that the footprint of any new 
defence does not encroach on nor impact 
on the viability of agricultural land or 
recreational amenities.  

These areas of economic activity would be 
defended throughout the duration of the 
Strategy through the construction of a hard 
defence. Though it important to ensure that the 
footprint of any new defence does not encroach 
on nor impact on the viability of agricultural land 
or recreational amenities.  

Material Assets           

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes The Cumbrian Coast line and the Kirkby-in-
Furness railway station that would be at risk from 
flooding and coastal erosion within this frontage. 

The risk to the Cumbrian Coast line and the Kirkby-in-Furness railway 
station  would be managed through the short term. Works will likely 
be ad hoc and reactive resulting in requirement for temporary 
closures, which would be significantly disruptive.This option does 
not include any capital works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium  term epoch. 

The railway assets would be defended 
through the construction of hard 
defences. Though it is important to 
ensure that the construction of any new 
defences does not encroach on these 
assets.  

The railway assets would be defended through 
the construction of hard defences. Though it is 
important to ensure that the construction of any 
new defences does not encroach on these assets.  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes No examples of this type within the PU   No examples of this within this PU   

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

          

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna(Also 
see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes This option would allow natural progression of the 
coast with sea level changes into the future. This 
may allow progression of the saltmarsh present 
within the unit and natural 
establishment/recession of coastal habitat. There 
may be negative impacts as in the long term, this 
option would lead to the failure of the existing 
defences. The debris arising from the failed 
defences would be distributed along the coastline 
through coastal processes. This may impact on 
the integrity of the local habitats if not clears and 
may affect the quality of the Duddon Estuary 
designations.  

This option would maintain the existing defences through the short 
term. This option does not include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the medium  term epoch. 

The alteration of the existing hard 
defences would require significant 
assessment of impacts on the high value 
habitats of Duddon Estuary. There may 
be negative impacts of direct habitat loss 
from the construction of any defence, 
and indirect loss over time as the hard 
defences may result in habitat 
lossimpacts. Important terrestrial 
habitats on the dry side of the defence 
would be maintained.  

The construction of new hard defences would 
require significant assessment of impacts on the 
high value habitats of Duddon Estuary. There may 
be negative impacts of direct habitat loss from 
the construction of any defence, and indirect loss 
over time as the hard defences may result in 
habitat loss impacts. Important terrestrial 
habitats on the dry side of the defence would be 
maintained.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

          



 

 

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes The failure of defences would allow more natural 
erosion rates to reinstated along the frontage, 
however the debris of the failed defence may 
impact on the surrounding area if not cleared 

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing defence would significantly 
alter the geomorphology of the frontage.   
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

Though this option does not have any 
immediate impacts on the local 
environment, it is important to note that 
increasing the footprint of the defences 
may impact on the priority mudflat 
habitat that exists on the foreshore 
within the PU. 

Though this option does not have any immediate 
impacts on the local environment, it is important 
to note that increasing the footprint of the 
defences may impact on the priority mudflat 
habitat that exists on the foreshore within the 
PU. 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

Yes There are no known historic landfills or pollution 
incidents, so at this stage it cannot be said for 
certain that there is a pollution risk related to this 
option. However the continued erosion and 
flooding of the coastline may encounter currently 
unknown contamination that would then enter 
the estuarine system. 

As these works are reactive, it does not eliminate the impacts of 
flooding and erosion on potentially contaminated land. Additionally, 
any ad hoc or reactive works would have risk of mobilising any 
contaminated materials present along the coastline, as would 
unmanaged erosion. 

Maintaining the existing hard defence 
would minimise the risk of flooding and 
coastal erosion to potentially 
contaminated ground.  

New hard defences would minimise the risk of 
flooding and coastal erosion to potentially 
contaminated ground.  

Land Use           

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes Repeated inundation will likely mean that current 
land use will be unviable in the future. Agricultural 
practices would have to shift, and the recreational 
uses of the land related to the Dunnerholme Golf 
Course, and Marsh Caravan site would likely 
become increasingly unviable as climatic factors 
affect flooding.  

In the short  term, land use would likely remain unchanged as the 
existing defences were maintained with no major alterations. The ad 
hoc nature of the works may impact on the operation of the 
recreational facilities.  
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the medium  term epoch. 

The alteration of the existing hard 
defences would maintain the land uses 
on the dryside of the defence, though the 
land that is required for the construction 
of the hard defences would undergo a 
significant shift in land use. It is important 
to ensure that the land to be used for 
construction is not of significant 
economic value that could have wider 
indirect effects.  

The construction of new defences would 
maintain the land uses on the dryside of the 
defence, though the land that is required for the 
construction of the hard defences would undergo 
a significant shift in land use. It is important to 
ensure that the land to be used for construction 
is not of significant economic value that could 
have wider indirect effects.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

          

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would remove 
hydromophological constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes have 
the potential to affect sedimentation and affect 
WFD Protected Areas.   

  
The natural evolution of the area would be allowed. 
 

  
 This option could potentially impact on 

biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 

beach habitats due increased defence 

footprint 
 

  
 This option could potentially impact on biological 

(habitats) receptors, in upper beach habitats due 

increased defence footprint 
 

Historic Environment           

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes Some Listed Buildings at risk, setting of heritage 
railway may be impactedThere are a number of 
Listed Building (including the railway station itself) 
that would be at risk of damage from flooding and 
coastal erosion. The railway present is a heritage 
coastline, which would be at risk of direct damage 
and reduction of its value from impacts to its 
surrounding.  

In the short  term, it is unlikely that there would be impacts to the 
heritage assets as the existing defences are maintained with no 
capital works proposed but this should be assessed as part of any 
scheme arising from the StrategyThis option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the medium  term epoch. 

Maintaining existing defences would 
defend the heritage assets of the 
frontage from direct impacts of damage 
from flooding and coastal erosion. 
However the alteration of existing 
defences may impact on the setting of 
these assets, thereby impacting on their 
heritage value. Opportunities to 
incorporate sympathetic design of the 
new defences to minimise impacts on the 
heritage setting should be sought as part 
of any scheme arising from the Strategy.  

The new defences would defend the heritage 
assets of the frontage from direct impacts of 
damage from flooding and coastal erosion. 
However the construction of new defences may 
impact on the setting of these assets, thereby 
impacting on their heritage value. Opportunities 
to incorporate sympathetic design of the new 
defences to minimise impacts on the heritage 
setting should be sought as part of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

Yes No WHS in this PU   No WHS within PU   

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

          



 

 

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Heritage railway is a feature of the NCA of the 
frontage. It would be directly impacted by 
flooding and coastal erosion. 
The failed defences would alter the landscape of 
the frontage, leading to a more natural set of 
coastal habitats, however the debris from any 
failed defences would impact negatively on the 
landscape value and national character area 
features.  

In the short  term, there would be minimal impacts on the landscape 
of the frontage as the existing defences are maintained without 
alterations or capital works but should be assessed as part of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy 
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the medium  term epoch. 

The Cumbrian Coast line would be 
defended under this option, which is a 
feature of the NCA. Any alteration of the 
existing hard defences would be an 
alteration in the landscape character of 
the frontage. This may have negative 
impacts on the landscape value of the 
frontage. Opportunities to incorporate 
sympathetic design into the design of any 
new defence should be sought as part of 
any scheme arising from the Strategy. 

The Cumbrian Coast line would be defended 
under this option, which is a feature of the NCA. 
Any new hard defences would be an alteration in 
the landscape character of the frontage. This may 
have negative impacts on the landscape value of 
the frontage. Opportunities to incorporate 
sympathetic design into the design of any new 
defence should be sought as part of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy. 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes None within this frontage   As above   

 

11c16.3 Askam-in-Furness to Dunnerholme 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual Outcome is the Same) Option 3 - Hold the Line: Construct New Revetments/Seawalls 

Population and Human 
Health 

        

Manage the risk to the 
health of people and 
communities 

Yes Risk of regular flooding to several farms along the coast and multiple 
properties within Kirkby in Furness. Operation of the life boats out of 
Ascham may be impacted by repeated flooding of the frontage  

In the short term, properties and agricultural land would be defended. As 
the works would bead hoc and reactive, the minimal planning would 
likely lead to repeated disruption to local communities.  
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the medium term epoch.  

The properties would be defended by the development of new 
sea defences within this frontage.  

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within the 
Strategy 

Yes Ascham in Furness and Kirby in Furness are two communities that are 
isolated within this frontage with the key linkages being the Cumbria 
Coast Line. Any damage to this line that would impact on its viability 
and may result in closures (temporary or permanent) would increase 
the isolated nature of the communities of these sites 

The Cumbrian Coast line would be defended through the short term. As 
the works are ad hoc and reactive, there would likely be requirement for 
closures through the duration of works, meaning connectivity around the 
frontage would be disrupted.  
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the medium term epoch. 

The railway  would be defended and the isolation of these 
communities would not be made worse and the defence of the 
railway would allow for development which could improve this 
isolation 

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

Yes There are multiple sites of tourist value, including Dunnerholme Golf 
Course; Duddon Sports and Social Club; multiple cafes, pubs, and 
restaurants; Fallowfield Park; Marsh Caravan Site; multiple informal and 
formal car parks. All of these would be at risk of increased flooding and 
coastal erosion 

The recreational and tourist amenities would be defended through the 
short term. However reactive, ad hoc work may result in closure or 
diversions of footpath as works are undertaken, disrupting the use of 
those PRoWs through the duration of any works are undertaken.  
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the medium term epoch. 

The golf course and caravan site would be defended, however 
the construction of new hard defences may impact on the rural 
landscape of the frontage which is a significant feature of the 
recreational value of the frontage. These impacts could be 
mitigated through incorporating sympathetic landscaping or 
designs into the design of any scheme arising from the Strategy.  

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas of 
significant economic 
activity 

Yes The damage or loss of the tourist and recreational facilities would 
reduce their contribution to the local economy, and  agricultural land 
likely to become less viable through repeated inundation.  

The maintenance of the existing defences would allow the existing 
economic activity such the recreational amenities  and the agricultural 
land present to continue, however the reactive, ad hoc nature of any 
works under this option may disrupt their operation.  This option does 
not include any capital works and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

These areas of economic activity would be defended throughout 
the duration of the Strategy through the construction of a hard 
defence. Though it important to ensure that the footprint of any 
new defence does not encroach on nor impact on the viability of 
agricultural land or recreational amenities.  

Material Assets         

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes The Cumbrian Coast line and a wastewater treatment works that would 
be at risk from flooding and coastal erosion within this frontage. 

The risk to the Cumbrian Coast line and the wastewater treatment works  
would be managed through the short to medium term. Works will likely 
be ad hoc and reactive resulting in requirement for temporary closures, 
which would be significantly disruptive. 
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the medium term epoch. 

The railway assets and the wastewater treatment works would 
be defended through the construction of hard defences. Though 
it is important to ensure that the construction of any new 
defences does not encroach on these assets.  

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes No examples of this type within the PU     



 

 

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

        

Maintain and enhance 
where possible the 
existing flora and 
fauna(Also see 
assessment in HRA AA 
report) 

Yes This option would allow natural progression of the coast with sea level 
changes into the future. This may allow progression of the saltmarsh 
present within the unit and natural establishment/recession of coastal 
habitat. There may be negative impacts as in the long term, this option 
would lead to the failure of the existing defences. The debris arising 
from the failed defences would be distributed along the coastline 
through coastal processes. This may impact on the integrity of the local 
habitats if not clears and may affect the quality of the Duddon Estuary 
designations.  

This option would maintain the existing defences through the short term. 
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the medium term epoch. 

The construction of new hard defences would require significant 
assessment of impacts on the high value habitats of Duddon 
Estuary. There may be negative impacts of direct habitat loss 
from the construction of any defence, and indirect loss over time 
as the hard defences may result in habitat loss impacts. 
Important terrestrial habitats on the dry side of the defence 
would be maintained.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

        

Protect existing 
geological diversity and 
allow for the restoration 
of natural geological 
processes 

Yes The failure of defences would allow more natural erosion rates to 
reinstated along the frontage, however the debris of the failed defence 
may impact on the surrounding area if not cleared 

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing defence would significantly 
alter the geomorphology of the frontage.  It is important to ensure that 
maintaining a hard defence does not impact elsewhere by deferral of 
energy. 
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the mediumterm epoch. 

Though this option does not have any immediate impacts on the 
local environment, it is important to note that increasing the 
footprint of the defences may impact on the priority mudflat 
habitat that exists on the foreshore within the PU. 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites 
with pollution potential 

Yes There are no known historic landfills or pollution incidents, so at this 
stage it cannot be said for certain that there is a pollution risk related to 
this option. However the continued erosion and flooding of the 
coastline may encounter currently unknown contamination that would 
then enter the estuarine system. Damage to the wastewater treatment 
works may result in pollution spreading to the surrounding area.  

As these works are reactive, it does not eliminate the impacts of flooding 
and erosion on potentially contaminated land. Additionally, any ad hoc or 
reactive works would have risk of mobilising any contaminated materials 
present along the coastline, as would unmanaged erosion. 

New hard defences would minimise the risk of flooding and 
coastal erosion to potentially contaminated ground.  

Land Use         

Manage the variety of 
land uses found along 
the coastline 

Yes Repeated inundation will likely mean that current land use will be 
unviable in the future. Agricultural practices would have to shift, and 
the recreational uses of the land related to the Dunnerholme Golf 
Course, and Marsh Caravan site would likely become increasingly 
unviable as climatic factors affect flooding.  

In the short term, land use would likely remain unchanged as the existing 
defences were maintained with no major alterations. The ad hoc nature 
of the works may impact on the operation of the recreational facilities.  
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the medium term epoch. 

The construction of new defences would maintain the land uses 
on the dryside of the defence, though the land that is required 
for the construction of the hard defences would undergo a 
significant shift in land use. It is important to ensure that the land 
to be used for construction is not of significant economic value 
that could have wider indirect effects.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

        

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes  The natural evolution of the area would be allowed.   The natural evolution of the area would be allowed.    This option could potentially impact on biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach habitats due increased defence 
footprint  

Historic Environment         

Conserve and enhance 
the designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes Some Listed Buildings at risk, setting of heritage railway may be 
impactedThere are a number of Listed Building that would be at risk of 
damage from flooding and coastal erosion. The railway present is a 
heritage coastline, which would be at risk of direct damage and 
reduction of its value from impacts to its surrounding.  

In the short term, it is unlikely that there would be impacts to the 
heritage assets as the existing defences are maintained with no capital 
works proposed but this should be assessed as part of any scheme arising 
from the StrategyThis option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in the medium term 
epoch. 

The new defences would defend the heritage assets of the 
frontage from direct impacts of damage from flooding and 
coastal erosion. However the construction of new defences may 
impact on the setting of these assets, thereby impacting on their 
heritage value. Opportunities to incorporate sympathetic design 
of the new defences to minimise impacts on the heritage setting 
should be sought as part of any scheme arising from the Strategy.  

Conserve the heritage 
value of the World 
Heritage Sites along the 
coastline 

Yes No WHS in this PU     

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

        



 

 

Protect and maintain the 
national character 
features of the coastline 

Yes Heritage railway is a feature of the NCA of the frontage. It would be 
directly impacted by flooding and coastal erosion. 
The failed defences would alter the landscape of the frontage, leading 
to a more natural set of coastal habitats, however the debris from any 
failed defences would impact negatively on the landscape value and 
national character area features.  

In the short  term, there would be minimal impacts on the landscape of 
the frontage as the existing defences are maintained without alterations 
or capital works but should be assessed as part of any scheme arising 
from the Strategy 
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the medium term epoch. 

The Cumbrian Coast line would be defended under this option, 
which is a feature of the NCA. Any new hard defences would be 
an alteration in the landscape character of the frontage. This may 
have negative impacts on the landscape value of the frontage. 
Opportunities to incorporate sympathetic design into the design 
of any new defence should be sought as part of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy. 

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National 
Parks) present along the 
coastline 

Yes None within this frontage     

 

11c13.4 Roa Island 

 

Scope 
in? 

Option 1: Rehabilitation and 
strengthen the Foulney 
Embankment (similar to shore 
control structures) 

Option 2: Habitat Creation and 
realignment of Foulney Embankment 

Option 3: Raise or Bund Causeway (similar to 
improving defences with a greater footprint) 

Option 4: Construction of flood walls 
around the Shorelink 

Option5: Construction of rock armour revetment 
along the eastern and western flanks of the 
island 

Population and Human 
Health 

      

Manage the risk to the 
health of people and 
communities 

Yes Property, roads and 
recreational/economic value 
would be defended against 
coastal flooding and erosion. 

This option would manage flood risk 
to the assets at risk within this 
frontage.  

Property, roads and recreational/economic 
value would be defended against coastal 
flooding and erosion.  

Property, roads and 
recreational/economic value would be 
defended against coastal flooding and 
erosion.  

Property, roads and recreational/economic value 
would be defended against coastal flooding and 
erosion.  

Manage the risk to isolated 
and socially deprived areas 
within the Strategy 

Yes      

Avoid damage and where 
possible enhance the 
recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

Yes  Implementation of managed 
realignment could create areas of 
enhanced biodiversity which could 
create opportunity to enhance the 
recreational attractiveness 

   

Minimise flood and erosion 
risk to areas of significant 
economic activity 

Yes      

Material Assets       

Minimise risk to road, rail, 
and water infrastructure 
present along the coastline 

Yes The described infrastructure 
assets would be defended 
throughout the timescale of the 
Strategy. 

It is assumed this will not be 
implemented where it would 
negatively impact on road present 
along the coastline.  

The described infrastructure assets would be 
defended through the construction of hard 
defences. 

The described infrastructure assets would 
be defended through the construction of 
hard defences. 

The described infrastructure assets would be 
defended through the construction of hard 
defences. 

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

No      

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

      

Maintain and enhance 
where possible the existing 
flora and fauna(Also see 
assessment in HRA AA 
report) 

Yes This may allow for potential 
habitat creation, enhancing the 
designations. This option could 
enhance mitigate against impacts 
of HTL options and provide 
opportunities for environmental 
enhancement by allowing 
opportunity for establishment of 
coastal habitats. 

This option could enhance mitigate 
against impacts of HTL options and 
provide opportunities for 
environmental enhancement by 
allowing opportunity for 
establishment of coastal habitats. 
However, direct impacts due to 
habitat loss would occur. 

As this option aims to maintain a hard 
defence, there is potential for impacts 
related to habitat loss affecting the habitats 
on the wetside of the defence as the defence 
itself may limit the extent to which estuarine 
and coastal habitats can migrate landward 
with movements of channels within the 
estuary. This may result in indirect habitat 
loss and related impact on the value the 
designations within the estuary. There may 
also be direct habitat loss related to the 
requirement for an increased footprint of the 
improved defence. A HRA will be required to 
assess the potential impacts on the European 
designations present.  

As this option aims to build a hard 
defence within the current defence 
footprint, there is potential for impacts 
related to habitat loss affecting the 
habitats on the wetside of the defence as 
the defence itself may limit the extent to 
which estuarine and coastal habitats can 
migrate landward with movements of 
channels within the estuary. A HRA will 
be required to assess the potential 
impacts on the European designations 
present.  

As this option aims to build a hard defence, there 
is potential for impacts related to habitat loss 
affecting the habitats on the wetside of the 
defence as the defence itself may limit the 
extent to which estuarine and coastal habitats 
can migrate landward with movements of 
channels within the estuary. This may result in 
indirect habitat loss and related impact on the 
value the designations within the estuary. There 
may also be direct habitat loss related to the 
requirement for an increased footprint of the 
improved defence. A HRA will be required to 
assess the potential impacts on the European 
designations present.  



 

 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

      

Protect existing geological 
diversity and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes  As this structure would be placed 
in a shore normal position, there 
would have the potential to 
impact on longshore sediment 
transport in both short and long 
terms. This would however, 
favour accretion in the area. 

Breaching of the old embankment 
could allow for semi-natural transport 
systems to establish, though this 
would be limited by the nature of the 
tidal exchange. However, constraints 
would be caused elsewhere. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing 
defence would significantly alter the 
geomorphology of the frontage.  

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing 
defence would significantly alter the 
geomorphology of the frontage.  

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing 
defence would significantly alter the 
geomorphology of the frontage.  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from sites 
with pollution potential 

No      

Land Use       

Manage the variety of land 
uses found along the 
coastline 

Yes  Land use would be protected 
through this option.  

 Land use would be protected through 
this option.  

Land uses on the dryside of the defence 
would likely be maintained through this 
option save for the small amount of land take 
which may be required to increase the 
footprint of the defences.  

Land uses on the dryside of the defence 
would likely be maintained through this 
option save for the small amount of land 
take which may be required to increase 
the footprint of the defences.  

Land uses on the dryside of the defence would 
likely be maintained through this option save for 
the small amount of land take which may be 
required to increase the footprint of the 
defences.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

 
  

 
 

 

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes 

This option would not represent a 
change from the current 
situation. 

 This option could potentially impact 
on biological (habitats) receptors, in 
upper beach habitats due increased 
defence footprint and sorting 

 This option could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 
beach habitats due increased defence 
footprint 

This options would not represent a 
change from the current situation. 

 This option could potentially impact on 
biological (habitats) receptors, in upper beach 
habitats due increased defence footprint 

Historic Environment  
     

Conserve and enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their settings 
along the coastline 

Yes This option would defend the 
heritage assets from damage 
from flooding or coastal erosion. 
This is not likely to cause impacts 
on the historical setting of the 
area 

Areas identified for realignment must 
not compromise the defence of the 
Listed Building. Altered landscape 
potentially arising from realignment 
could impact on the setting of the 
Listed Building present in the area.   

This option would defend the heritage assets 
from damage from flooding or coastal 
erosion. However the nature of any 
improved defence may require alteration in 
nature or scale which may impact on the 
setting of any heritage assets, and their 
value.  

This option would defend the heritage 
assets from damage from flooding or 
coastal erosion. However the nature of 
any improved defence may require 
alteration in nature or scale which may 
impact on the setting of any heritage 
assets, and their value. 

This option would defend the heritage assets 
from damage from flooding or coastal erosion. 
However the nature of any improved defence 
may require alteration in nature or scale which 
may impact on the setting of any heritage assets, 
and their value. 

Conserve the heritage 
value of the World Heritage 
Sites along the coastline 

Yes  Altered landscape potentially arising 
from tidal exchange may have impacts 
on the setting of the Lake District 
World Heritage Site. 

These impacts could  be avoided or mitigated 
through sympathetic designs built into the 
design of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy 

These impacts could  be avoided or 
mitigated through sympathetic designs 
built into the design of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy 

These impacts could  be avoided or mitigated 
through sympathetic designs built into the 
design of any scheme arising from the Strategy 

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Protect and maintain the 
national character features 
of the coastline 

Yes This is not likely to change the 
landscape setting of the area. 

A new hard defence may have adverse 
impacts on the character of the 
coastline, particularly where resident 
views are directly impacts by these 
changes. This area falls within the Lake 
District national park and world 
heritage site.  

Though there will be no new defences, 
alterations and increase in size of existing 
hard defence may have adverse impacts on 
the character of the coastline, particularly 
where resident views are directly impacts by 
these changes. This area falls within the Lake 
District national park and world heritage site.  

Alterations and increase in size of existing 
hard defence may have adverse impacts 
on the character of the coastline, 
particularly where resident views are 
directly impacts by these changes. This 
area falls within the Lake District national 
park and world heritage site.  

New hard defence may have adverse impacts on 
the character of the coastline, particularly where 
resident views are directly impacts by these 
changes. This area falls within the Lake District 
national park and world heritage site.  

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National Parks) 
present along the coastline 

Yes  The natural, rural landscape of the 
National Park is a significant factor of 
the Lake District's outstanding 
universal value. 

The natural, rural landscape of the National 
Park is a significant factor of the Lake 
District's outstanding universal value. 
Increasing the size of the hard defences will 
have negative impacts on the setting of these 
designations, though there is opportunity to 
minimise these impacts through 
incorporating complimentary designs into 
any new defence.   

The natural, rural landscape of the 
National Park is a significant factor of the 
Lake District's outstanding universal 
value. Increasing the size of the hard 
defences will have negative impacts on 
the setting of these designations, though 
there is opportunity to minimise these 
impacts through incorporating 
complimentary designs into any new 
defence.   

The natural, rural landscape of the National Park 
is a significant factor of the Lake District's 
outstanding universal value. Increasing the size 
of the hard defences will have negative impacts 
on the setting of these designations, though 
there is opportunity to minimise these impacts 
through incorporating complimentary designs 
into any new defence.   

 

 



 

 

11c13.3 Rampside 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 -  Hold the line: maintain through reinforcing existing 
defences 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: Improve Existing Defences Option 4: Hold the line: construct new shore control 
structures 

Population and 
Human Health 

          

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes There are multiple properties within 
the various communities which might 
be at risk of flooding or damage from 
coastal erosion as a result of this 
option  

In the medium term, properties and agricultural land would be 
defended. As the works would be planned there would be minimal 
disruption to local communities arising from the repeated 
inspections and repairs. Works within this frontage include rock 
armour toe replacement and concrete overlays.  

People and property would continue to be 
defended against coastal flooding and erosion.  

People, property, agricultural land, roads and 
recreational/economic value would be defended against 
coastal flooding and erosion. 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes The communities around this area are 
rural and relatively isolated and this 
option may make that worse as a 
result by repeated inundation or direct 
damage to roads connecting this 
settlement to the wider community.  

The network of roads would be defended through the medium term. 
As the works are ad hoc and reactive, there would likely be 
requirement for road closures and diversions through the duration 
of works, meaning connectivity around the frontage would be 
disrupted.  

Connectivity between communities would be 
maintained at least at current level and would not 
limit the potential for improvements to this 
connectivity.  

Connectivity between communities would be maintained 
at least at current level and would not limit the potential 
for improvements to this connectivity. 

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes There are no specific assets of this type 
at risk, however the rural nature of this 
frontage would contribute to the 
recreational value of the frontage. 
Debris from any failed defence may 
impact on PRoWs or any undesignated 
walking routes that may be present.  

The network of PRoWs would be defended through the medium 
term. However reactive, ad hoc work may result in closure or 
diversions of footpath as works are undertaken, disrupting the use 
of those PRoWs through the duration of any works are undertaken.  

Recreational use of the frontage would need to be 
considered within the design of the scheme, 
however this option could allow for the 
maintenance or even opportunity to enhance 
recreational use and usage of this frontage, if 
recreational features can be built into the design of 
any scheme arising from this option.  

Recreational use of the frontage would need to be 
considered within the design of the scheme, however this 
option could allow for the maintenance or even 
opportunity to enhance recreational use and usage of 
this frontage, if recreational features can be built into the 
design of any scheme arising from this option. 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes The economy of this area is broadly 
supported by agricultural land. The 
failure of these defences would lead to 
regular inundation of this land as a 
result of flooding and potential loss of 
agricultural land from erosion thereby 
reducing the agricultural viability of 
the land. The area offshore of the 
frontage is an established shellfishery 

The maintenance of the existing defences would allow the existing 
economic activity such the recreational amenities  and the 
agricultural land present to continue, however the reactive, ad hoc 
nature of any works under this option may disrupt their operation.   

Land on the dryside of this defence could be 
maintained, however in order to improve the 
current defence, its footprint would require 
increase. The surrounding land is predominantly 
agricultural and the continued use of any land 
required to increase the footprint of the defence 
may result in it being not longer usable for 
agriculture though this land take is likely to be 
significantly less than land rendered unviable as a 
result of option 1.  

Land use would be largely maintained through this option 

Material Assets           

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes There are a number of small roads 
which may be at increased risk of 
flooding or coastal erosion, a key route 
at risk is the road connecting Roa 
Island to the main land which is the 
only road connecting this island.  

The risk to the network of roads, including the road connecting Roa 
Island would be managed through the  medium term. Works will 
likely be ad hoc and reactive resulting in requirement for temporary 
closures, which would be significantly disruptive. 

The described infrastructure assets would be 
defended through the construction of hard 
defences. Though it is important to ensure that the 
construction of any new defences does not 
encroach on these assets.  

The described infrastructure assets would be defended 
throughout the timescale of the Strategy  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

No       None present 

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

          



 

 

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna(Also 
see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes This option may allow natural 
progression of areas, prevent squeeze 
of the saltmarsh and natural 
establishment/recession of coastal 
habitat. However there may be 
negative impacts as a result of debris 
arising from the failed defences 
disturbing along the coastline. Due to 
the presence of multiple European 
designations within the estuary, there 
will be a requirement for Habitat 
Regulations Assessment to assess 
potential impacts on these sites and 
required mitigation. Offshore of this 
frontage there is a particularly 
sensitive site of seagrasses within the 
shallow waters offshore. There is 
unlikely to be any direct impacts to this 
site as a result of this option  

This option would maintain the existing defences through the 
medium term. This may lead to habitat loss impacts and loss of 
saltmarsh habitat present seaward of the existing defences, limiting 
the landward migration of estuarine and coastal habitats.  This may 
result in indirect habitat loss and related impact on the value the 
designations within the estuary. Some increase in defence footprint, 
albeit small, may impact biodiversity. 

As this option aims to maintain a hard defence, 
there is potential for impacts related to habitat loss 
affecting the habitats on the wetside of the 
defence as the defence itself may limit the extent 
to which estuarine and coastal habitats can 
migrate landward with movements of channels 
within the estuary. This may result in indirect 
habitat loss and related impact on the value the 
designations within the estuary. There may also be 
direct habitat loss related to the requirement for 
an increased footprint of the improved defence. A 
HRA will be required to assess the potential 
impacts on the European designations present.  

This may allow for potential habitat creation, enhancing 
the designations. This option could enhance mitigate 
against impacts of HTL options and provide opportunities 
for environmental enhancement by allowing opportunity 
for establishment of coastal habitats. There may be direct 
loss of habitat as a result of the construction of the new 
structures within the estuary.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

          

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes The failure of defences would allow 
more natural erosion rates to 
reinstated along the frontage, however 
the debris of the failed defence may 
impact on the surrounding area if not 
cleared 

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing defence would significantly 
alter the geomorphology of the frontage.  It is important to ensure 
that maintaining a hard defence does not impact elsewhere by 
deferral of energy. 
This option does not include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

 It is unlikely that maintaining the existing defence 
would significantly alter the geomorphology of the 
frontage.   

As this structure would be placed in a shore normal 
position, there would have the potential to impact on 
longshore sediment transport in both short and long 
terms. This would however, favour accretion in the area 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

No         

Land Use           

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes The land on the dryside of the dryside 
of the defence is made up of 
agricultural land which would likely 
have reduced viability following 
repeated inundation or damage from 
coastal erosion.  

In the medium term, land use would likely remain unchanged as the 
existing defences were maintained with no major alterations. This 
option does not include any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

Land uses on the dryside of the defence would 
likely be maintained through this option save for 
the small amount of land take which may be 
required to increase the footprint of the defences.  

Land use would be protected through this option. 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

          

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would 
remove hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of the 
area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

 This option could potentially impact on biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach habitats due increased defence footprint  

 This option could potentially impact on biological 
(habitats) receptors, in upper beach habitats due 
increased defence footprint  

This option could potentially impact on biological 
(habitats) receptors, in upper beach habitats due 
increased defence footprint and sorting 

Historic Environment           

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are a number of Listed Buildings 
that would be at risk of damage from 
flooding or coastal erosion following 
this option.  

In the short to medium term, it is unlikely that there would be 
impacts to the heritage assets as the existing defences are 
maintained it would revert to do nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

This option would defend the heritage assets from 
damage from flooding or coastal erosion. However 
the nature of any improved defence may require 
alteration in nature or scale which may impact on 
the setting of any heritage assets, and their value. 
These impacts could  be avoided or mitigated 
through sympathetic designs built into the design 
of any scheme arising from the Strategy 

This option would defend the heritage assets from 
damage from flooding or coastal erosion. However the 
nature of any improved defence may require alteration in 
nature or scale which may impact on the setting of any 
heritage assets, and their value. These impacts could  be 
avoided or mitigated through sympathetic designs built 
into the design of any scheme arising from the Strategy 



 

 

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

Yes Potential impacts on views from WHS 
as the frontage is damaged from 
flooding or coastal erosion  

In the short to medium term, it is unlikely there would be significant 
alterations to the frontage that would impact on the value of the 
English Lake District as the existing defences are maintained it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

This option would defend the heritage assets from 
damage from flooding or coastal erosion. However 
the nature of any improved defence may require 
alteration in nature or scale which may impact on 
the setting of any heritage assets, and their value. 
These impacts could  be avoided or mitigated 
through sympathetic designs built into the design 
of any scheme arising from the Strategy 

The shore control structures themselves wil alter the 
local landscape and may have an impact on the WHS 
setting and its OUV, however these structures will 
maintain the frontage and the shoreline, aiming to 
maintain the existing landscape as far as is possible.   

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

          

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Salt marsh are a feature of the NCA. 
Repeated inundation or coastal 
erosion may alter this landscape. 
The failed defences would alter the 
landscape of the frontage, leading to a 
more natural set of coastal habitats, 
however the debris from any failed 
defences would impact negatively on 
the landscape value and national 
character area features.  

In the medium term, there would be minimal impacts on the 
landscape of the frontage as the existing defences are maintained it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

Though there will be no new defences, alterations 
and increase in size of existing hard defence may 
have adverse impacts on the character of the 
coastline, particularly where resident views are 
directly impacts by these changes.   

New defences may have adverse impacts on the 
character of the coastline, particularly where resident 
views are directly impacts by these changes. This area 
falls within the Lake District national park and world 
heritage site. The natural, rural landscape of the National 
Park is a significant factor of the Lake District' high 
landscape value 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes There are views from the Lake District 
National Park. The repeated and 
uncontrolled flooding and coastal 
erosion may impact on the landscape 
value of the frontage and its 
contribution to the value of the AONB 

In the  medium term, there would be minimal changes to the 
frontages and so minimal impacts on the National Park but should 
be assessed as part of any scheme arising from the Strategy.  it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

This area falls within the Lake District national park 
and world heritage site. The natural, rural 
landscape of the National Park is a significant 
factor of the Lake District's outstanding universal 
value. Increasing the size of the hard defences will 
have negative impacts on the setting of these 
designations, though there is opportunity to 
minimise these impacts through incorporating 
complimentary designs into any new defence.  

The shore control structures themselves wil alter the 
local landscape and may have an impact on the National 
Park’s setting and its high landscape value, however 
these structures will maintain the frontage and the 
shoreline, aiming to maintain the existing landscape as 
far as is possible.   

 

11c13.2 Newbiggin to Rampside 

 

Scope 
in? 

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum Option 3 - Hold the Line: 
Proactive maintenance 

Option 4: Hold the Line: 
reinforcing existing defences 

Option 5: Hold the line: improve 
existing defences 

Option 6: Managed realignment: 
construct defence once set back 

Option 7: Managed realignment: 
potential habitat creation sites 

Population and Human 
Health 

 
       

Manage the risk to the 
health of people and 
communities 

Yes There are multiple properties within 
the various communities which might 
be at risk of flooding or damage from 
coastal erosion as a result of this 
option. This might increase their 
isolation. 

In the short term, properties, 
agricultural land, A5087, 
recreational facilities would be 
defended. 

In the  medium term, 
properties, agricultural land, 
A5087, recreational facilities 
would be defended. As the 
work would be planned there 
would be less disruption in the 
short term.. 

People, property, roads, 
agricultural land and 
recreational facilities would 
be defended throughout the 
timescale of the Strategy.  
This would not decrease the 
potential for overtopping 
due to SLR in the long term. 

People, property, roads, 
agricultural land and recreational 
facilities would continue to be 
defended against coastal flooding 
and erosion throughout the 
timescale of the strategy. 

It is assumed that this option 
would not be implemented 
where there would be a resultant 
risk of flooding and coastal 
erosion to assets and 
communities. 

It is assumed that this option 
would not be implemented 
where there would be a resultant 
risk of flooding and coastal 
erosion to property and 
communities. Where 
implemented, assets would be 
protected. 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes Road A5087 would be at risk of 
erosion, and its loss would put the 
health of the local population at risk 
by increasing the response time on 
any emergency vehicles 

As the works would be ad hoc 
and reactive, the minimal 
planning would likely lead to 
repeated disruption to local 
communities.  

   Where implemented, assets 
would be protected, and road set 
back. 

 

Avoid damage and 
where possible enhance 
the recreational and 
tourist facilities within 
the area 

Yes Loss of recreational facilities (including 
National Cycle Route 700, footpath or 
promenades, two caravan sites and 
informal car parks. 

     Tidal exchange may increase 
attractiveness for tourists. 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas of 
significant economic 
activity 

Yes These and damages to agricultural 
land would represent an impact on 
the local economy. 

This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term 
epoch. 

This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore 
it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch 

 The improvement of the existing 
defences will ensure that the SOP 
is maintained despite the climatic 
factors that may affect it into the 
long term. 

  

Material Assets  
   

    



 

 

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes Road A5087 is a key route and 
transportation links would be at risk 
under this option. 

The risk to the key roads and 
transportation links would be 
managed in the short-term. This 
option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term 
epoch.  

The risk to the key roads and 
transportation links would be 
managed in the medium-term. 
This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore 
it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch.  

Roads and transportation 
links would be defended 
throughout the timescale of 
the strategy. 

Roads and transportation links 
would be defended throughout the 
timescale of the strategy. 

Road and transportation links 
would be set back and relocated 
in the medium to long term. 
Assets would be protected. 

Road and transportation links 
would be set back and relocated 
in the medium to long term. 
Assets would be protected. 

Minimise risk to critical 
infrastructure and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

No 

   

    

Biodiversity, Flora, and 
Fauna 

        

Maintain and enhance 
where possible the 
existing flora and 
fauna(Also see 
assessment in HRA AA 
report) 

Yes This option may allow natural 
progression of areas, which may be of 
benefit to the designated intertidal 
habitats and species of Morecambe 
Bay. However there may be negative 
impacts as a result of debris arising 
from the failed defences disturbing 
along the coastline. Due to the 
presence of multiple European 
designations within the estuary, there 
will be a requirement for Habitat 
Regulations Assessment to assess 
potential impacts on these sites and 
required mitigation. There is a 
potential for loss of freshwater grazing 
marsh backing due to the increasing 
tidal flood risk. 

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the 
short term.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term 
epoch. 

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the 
medium term. This may lead to 
habitat loss impacts and loss of 
saltmarsh habitat present 
seaward of the existing 
defences, limiting the landward 
migration of estuarine and 
coastal habitats.  This may 
result in indirect habitat loss 
and related impact on the value 
the designations within the 
estuary.  
This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore 
it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch. 

This option would maintain 
the existing defences 
through the medium term. 
This may result in indirect 
habitat loss and related 
impact on the value the 
designations within the 
estuary. Some increase in 
defence footprint, albeit 
small, may impact 
biodiversity. 

As this option aims to maintain a 
hard defence, there is potential for 
impacts related to habitat loss 
affecting the habitats on the 
wetside of the defence as the 
defence itself may limit the extent 
to which estuarine and coastal 
habitats can migrate landward with 
movements of channels within the 
estuary. This may result in indirect 
habitat loss and related impact on 
the value the Morecambe Bay 
designations. There may also be 
direct habitat loss related to the 
requirement for an increased 
footprint of the improved defence. 
The extent of these impacts should 
be assessed as part of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  

The land on the wetside of the 
set back defences would provide 
opportunity for coastal habitats 
to migrate landward with 
changes in sea level, thereby 
avoiding habitat loss impacts on 
the designated habitats of the 
Morecambe Bay designations. 
Though the shift of terrestrial 
habitats to coastal habitats may 
result in the loss of important 
terrestrial habitats. There would 
likely be direct habitat loss 
related to the construction of 
new hard defences. Monitoring 
should be implemented to 
manage the extent of habitat 
change.  

This option could enhance 
mitigate against impacts of HTL 
options and provide 
opportunities for environmental 
enhancement by allowing 
opportunity for establishment of 
coastal habitats. 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

        

Protect existing 
geological diversity and 
allow for the restoration 
of natural geological 
processes 

Yes The failure of defences would allow 
more natural erosion rates to 
reinstated along the frontage, this 
may allow for more natural 
development of the Morecambe Bay, 
however the debris of the failed 
defence may impact on the 
surrounding area if not cleared. 

The failure of defences in the 
medium term would allow more 
natural erosion rates to 
reinstated along the frontage, 
this may allow for more natural 
development of the Morecambe 
Bay, however the debris of the 
failed defence may impact on 
the surrounding area if not 
cleared. 
 

It is unlikely that maintaining 
the existing defence would 
significantly alter the 
geomorphology of the frontage.  
This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore 
it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch. 

A hard defence may limit the 
establishment of natural 
sediment transport systems 
within the estuary. It is 
important that these 
alterations don't cause 
significant impacts 
elsewhere as a result of 
transferred energy. 

A hard defence may limit the 
establishment of natural sediment 
transport systems within the 
estuary. It is important that these 
alterations don't cause significant 
impacts elsewhere as a result of 
transferred energy. 

By creating set back defences it 
may allow more natural coastal 
processes to establish. 
Monitoring should be 
implemented to ensure that 
these processes don't cause 
negative impacts elsewhere. 

Tidal exchange could allow for 
semi-natural transport systems to 
establish, though this would be 
limited by the nature of the tidal 
exchange.  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

No        

Land Use         

Manage the variety of 
land uses found along 
the coastline 

Yes This option may result in damage or 
loss of the coastal road, the railway, 
and surrounding agricultural land 
meaning that they are no longer viable 
for their continued uses. However, the 
establishment of more natural 
coastline may provide opportunities 
for recreational activities or 
biodiversity enhancements.  

In the short term, land use 
would likely remain unchanged 
as the existing defences were 
maintained with no major 
alterations.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch. 

In the medium term, land use 
would likely remain unchanged 
as the existing defences were 
maintained with no major 
alterations.  
This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore 
it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch. 

Land uses on the dryside of 
the defence would likely be 
maintained through this 
option save for the small 
amount of land take that 
may be required to increase 
the footprint of the 
defences. The use of that 
land would likely have to 
change.  

Land uses on the dryside of the 
defence would likely be maintained 
through this option save for the 
small amount of land take that may 
be required to increase the 
footprint of the defences. The use 
of that land would likely have to 
change.  

Any area of land on the wetside 
of the new defences would likely 
be unviable for many forms of 
land use due to regular 
inundation and coastal erosion. 
There may be loss of agricultural 
land and any assets at risk that 
are not relocated to the dry side 
of any defence.  

Areas identified as viable for tidal 
exchange could become unviable 
for agriculture, thereby altering 
its land use. There are however 
forms of agriculture which utilise 
coastal habitats so these could be 
considered as potential future 
land uses.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

 
       



 

 

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would 
remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

The natural evolution of the 
area would be allowed. Within 
the MR policy area, 
opportunities for habitat 
enhancement will be sought 
after.   

The natural evolution of the 
area would be allowed. Within 
the MR policy area, 
opportunities for habitat 
enhancement will be sought 
after.   

This option could potentially 
impact on biological 
(habitats) receptors, in 
upper beach habitats due 
increased defence footprint 
and encroaching in the 
foreshore 

This option could potentially 
impact on biological (habitats) 
receptors, in upper beach habitats 
due increased defence footprint 
and encroaching in the foreshore 

The natural evolution of the area 
would be allowed. Within the MR 
policy area, opportunities for 
habitat enhancement will be 
sought after.   

The natural evolution of the area 
would be allowed. Within the MR 
policy area, opportunities for 
habitat enhancement will be 
sought after.   

Historic Environment         

Conserve and enhance 
the designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are a number of Listed Buildings 
that would be at risk of damage from 
flooding or coastal erosion following 
this option.  

In the short term, it is unlikely 
that there would be impacts to 
the heritage assets and on the 
value of the English Lake District 
as the existing defences are 
maintained. It would revert to 
do nothing impacts in the long 
term epoch. 

In the medium term, it is 
unlikely that there would be 
impacts to the heritage assets 
and on the value of the English 
Lake District as the existing 
defences are maintained. It 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch. 

This option would defend 
the heritage assets from 
damage from flooding or 
coastal erosion.  

This option would defend the 
heritage assets from damage from 
flooding or coastal erosion.  

Areas identified for managed 
realignment must not 
compromise the defence of the 
Listed Building. Altered landscape 
potentially arising from managed 
realignment could impact on the 
setting of the Listed Building 
present in the area.   

Areas identified for managed 
realignment must not 
compromise the defence of the 
Listed Building. Altered landscape 
potentially arising from managed 
realignment could impact on the 
setting of the Listed Building 
present in the area.   

Conserve the heritage 
value of the World 
Heritage Sites along the 
coastline 

Yes Potential impacts on views from WHS 
as the frontage is damaged from 
flooding or coastal erosion 

  However the nature of any 
improved defence may 
require alteration in nature 
or scale which may impact 
on the setting of any 
heritage assets, and their 
value. These impacts could  
be avoided or mitigated 
through sympathetic designs 
built into the design of any 
scheme arising from the 
Strategy 

However the nature of any 
improved defence may require 
alteration in nature or scale which 
may impact on the setting of any 
heritage assets, and their value. 
These impacts could  be avoided or 
mitigated through sympathetic 
designs built into the design of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy 

Altered landscape potentially 
arising from tidal exchange may 
have impacts on the setting of 
the Lake District World Heritage 
Site. 

Altered landscape potentially 
arising from tidal exchange may 
have impacts on the setting of 
the Lake District World Heritage 
Site. 

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

    
 

 
  

Protect and maintain 
the national character 
features of the coastline 

Yes Salt marsh are a feature of the NCA. 
Repeated inundation or coastal 
erosion may alter this landscape. 
The failed defences would alter the 
landscape of the frontage, leading to a 
more natural set of coastal habitats,  

In the short term, there would 
be minimal impacts on the 
landscape of the frontage as the 
existing defences are 
maintained. 
It would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch. 

In the short to medium term, 
there would be minimal 
impacts on the landscape of the 
frontage as the existing 
defences are maintained. 
It would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch. 

Though there will be no new 
defences, alterations and 
increase in size of existing 
hard defence may have 
adverse impacts on the 
character of the coastline, 
particularly where resident 
views are directly impacts by 
these changes. This area falls 
within the Lake District 
national park and world 
heritage site. 

Though there will be no new 
defences, alterations and increase 
in size of existing hard defence may 
have adverse impacts on the 
character of the coastline, 
particularly where resident views 
are directly impacts by these 
changes. This area falls within the 
Lake District national park and 
world heritage site.  

Managed realignment would 
likely alter the landscape of the 
coastline, the impacts of which 
vary dependant the success of 
the exchange program, with 
opportunity to increase the area 
of saltmarsh and other coastal 
habitats present, however as 
these habitats would be altering 
other rural landscapes this 
alteration may not be entirely 
beneficial. 

Managed realignment would 
likely alter the landscape of the 
coastline, the impacts of which 
vary dependant the success of 
the exchange program, with 
opportunity to increase the area 
of saltmarsh and other coastal 
habitats present, however as 
these habitats would be altering 
other rural landscapes this 
alteration may not be entirely 
beneficial. 

Protect the statutory 
landscape designations 
(AONB and National 
Parks) present along the 
coastline 

Yes however the debris from any failed 
defences would impact negatively on 
the landscape value and national 
character area features, and its 
contribution to the value of the AONB 

  The natural, rural landscape 
of the National Park is a 
significant factor of the Lake 
District's outstanding 
universal value. Increasing 
the size of the hard defences 
will have negative impacts 
on the setting of these 
designations, though there is 
opportunity to minimise 
these impacts through 
incorporating complimentary 
designs into any new 
defence.   

The natural, rural landscape of the 
National Park is a significant factor 
of the Lake District's outstanding 
universal value. Increasing the size 
of the hard defences will have 
negative impacts on the setting of 
these designations, though there is 
opportunity to minimise these 
impacts through incorporating 
complimentary designs into any 
new defence.   

Consultation on managed 
realignment would be required 
with Historic England and Lake 
District National Park WHS as it 
may result in significant 
landscape and sea scape changes 
that could impact on the National 
Park, and WHS settings, the 
nature of which may be positive 
or negative depending on the 
nature of any habitat changes.   

Consultation on managed 
realignment would be required 
with Historic England and Lake 
District National Park WHS as it 
may result in significant 
landscape and sea scape changes 
that could impact on the National 
Park, and WHS settings, the 
nature of which may be positive 
or negative depending on the 
nature of any habitat changes.   

 

11c12.3 Barrow End Rocks to Leven Viaduct 



 

 

  Scope 
in? 

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum  Option 3: Managed realignment: remove existing defences 

Population and Human Health     

Manage the risk to the health of people 
and communities 

Yes There are limited assets at risk within this frontage.  There are limited assets at risk within this frontage.  There are limited assets at risk within this frontage. 

Manage the risk to isolated and socially 
deprived areas within the Strategy 

No 

  

 

Avoid damage and where possible 
enhance the recreational and tourist 
facilities within the area 

No 

  

 

Minimise flood and erosion risk to areas 
of significant economic activity 

Yes 
Failure of the embankments would result in tidal inundation of the low 
lying area, up to the naturally rising land. This would impact on the 
viability of agricultural land and could impact on the local economy. 

Under this option, defence would protect agricultural land for the short-
term only. Once defences fail, the impacts will be as in Option 1. 

The removal of the existing poor condition embankment would affect 
agricultural land. This is similar to the Do nothing scenario. 

Material Assets     

Minimise risk to road, rail, and water 
infrastructure present along the 
coastline 

Yes Agricultural land would be impacted. Limited assets Agricultural land would be impacted. Limited assets Agricultural land would be impacted. Limited assets 

Minimise risk to critical infrastructure 
and commercial/industrial assets 

No 

   

Biodiversity, Flora, and Fauna     

Maintain and enhance where possible 
the existing flora and fauna(Also see 
assessment in HRA AA report) 

Yes More natural coastal processes may be reinstated along this frontage. 
However there may be negative impacts as a result of debris arising 
from the failed defences disturbing along the coastline. 

More natural coastal processes may be reinstated along this frontage in the 
medium term. However there may be negative impacts as a result of debris 
arising from the failed defences disturbing along the coastline. 

There are areas of saltmarsh, floodplain grazing marsh and mudflats (priority 
habitats) within the frontage that may benefit from being allowed to evolve 
naturally. This option assumes the removal or debris from failed defences 

Soil, Geology, and Geomorphology  

  

 

Protect existing geological diversity and 
allow for the restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes 
The failure of defences would allow more natural erosion rates to 
reinstated along the frontage, however the debris of the failed defence 
may impact on the surrounding area if not cleared 

The failure of defences would allow more natural erosion rates to 
reinstated along the frontage, however the debris of the failed defence may 
impact on the surrounding area if not cleared 

Removal of defences would allow more natural erosion rates to reinstated 
along the frontage. 

Minimise the risk of contamination 
from sites with pollution potential 

No 

  

 

Land Use     

Manage the variety of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes The land on the dryside of the dryside of the defence is made up of 
agricultural land which would likely have reduced viability following 
repeated inundation or damage from coastal erosion  

The land on the dryside of the dryside of the defence is made up of 
agricultural land which would likely have reduced viability following 
repeated inundation or damage from coastal erosion  

The land on the dryside of the dryside of the defence is made up of agricultural 
land which would likely have reduced viability following repeated inundation 
or damage from coastal erosion  

Water and Hydromorphology     

Support and where possible contribute 
to existing measures proposed under 
the WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD compliance 
report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes have the potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD Protected Areas.   

Do minimum would result in the short term potential changes in 
hydrodynamics of the estuary and a change in habitats, but it would allow a 
more natural evolution of the area. 

The removal of the existing defences would remove some of the 
hydromorphological constraints on the estuary, and the increased area of 
water would likely increase spawning or nursery areas for fish, which would be 
beneficial for the Leven transitional waterbody.  

Historic Environment     

Conserve and enhance the designated 
historic features and their settings along 
the coastline 

Yes Though the frontage itself is not protected by any heritage or 
landscape designation, the estuary forms part of the Lake District 
National Park and English Lake District World Heritage Site. Debris 
would impact on this frontage in the short term. 

Though the frontage itself is not protected by any heritage or landscape 
designation, the estuary forms part of the Lake District National Park and 
English Lake District World Heritage Site. Debris would impact on this 
frontage in the short term.. 

A more natural landscape through the move to a more natural setting may also 
enhance the setting of the Lake District National Park and World Heritage Site 

Conserve the heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites along the coastline 

Yes    



 

 

Landscape and Visual Amenity     

Protect and maintain the national 
character features of the coastline 

Yes Do nothing may result in potential changes in hydrodynamics of the 
estuary and a change in habitats, which may result in changes in 
landscape and views around the estuary. Enhancing this habitat may 
add value to the national character area.  

Do nothing may result in potential changes in hydrodynamics of the estuary 
and a change in habitats, which may result in changes in landscape and 
views around the estuary. Enhancing this habitat may add value to the 
national character area.  

Enhancing this habitat may add value to the national character area. This 
would require further consideration when details of the realigned area is 
known to identify areas and landscape features at risk and to agree adaptation 
measures.  There is also potential to improve the recreational and visual 
amenity of the frontage. 

Protect the statutory landscape 
designations (AONB and National Parks) 
present along the coastline 

Yes    

 

11c12.3.1 Old Railway Embankment 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual Outcome is the 
Same) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: Improve 
Existing Defences 

Option 4: Hold the Line: improve through 
constructing new revetment or seawalls 

Option 5: Managed realignment: contruct 
secondary embankments 

Population and 
Human Health 

           

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes Arrad Foot at risk of flooding or 
damage from coastal erosion as 
a result of this option  

In the short term, properties and agricultural land 
would be defended. As the works would bead hoc 
and reactive, the minimal planning would likely lead 
to repeated disruption to local communities.  
This option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the medium term epoch.  

People and property would 
continue to be defended against 
coastal flooding and erosion.  

People, property, roads, recreational use 

and agricultural land would continue to be 

defended against coastal flooding and 

erosion.  

 

It is assumed that tidal exchange would only 
be implemented in areas where it would 
not negatively impact risk of flooding or 
coastal erosion to people and property. 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes Arrad Foot is a rural and 
relatively isolated community 
and this option may make that 
worse as a result by repeated 
inundation or direct damage to 
roads connecting this settlement 
to the wider community.  

The network of roads would be defended through 
the short term. As the works are ad hoc and 
reactive, there would likely be requirement for road 
closures and diversions through the duration of 
works, meaning connectivity around the frontage 
would be disrupted.  
This option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the medium term epoch. 

Connectivity between communities 
would be maintained at least at 
current level and would not limit 
the potential for improvements to 
this connectivity.  

Connectivity between communities would 
be maintained at least at current level and 
would not limit the potential for 
improvements to this connectivity. 

It is assumed that tidal exchange would only 
be implemented in areas where it would 
not negatively impact on the flood risk to 
local communities and transport links.  

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes There are no specific assets of 
this type at risk, however the 
rural nature of this frontage 
would contribute to the 
recreational value of the 
frontage. Debris from any failed 
defence may impact on PRoWs 
or any undesignated walking 
routes that may be present.  

The network of PRoWs would be defended through 
the short term. However reactive, ad hoc work may 
result in closure or diversions of footpath as works 
are undertaken, disrupting the use of those PRoWs 
through the duration of any works are undertaken.  
This option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the medium term epoch. 

Recreational use of the frontage 
would need to be considered 
within the design of the scheme, 
however this option could allow for 
the maintenance or even 
opportunity to enhance 
recreational use and usage of this 
frontage, if recreational features 
can be built into the design of any 
scheme arising from this option.  

Recreational use of the frontage would 
need to be considered within the design of 
the scheme, however this option could 
allow for the maintenance or even 
opportunity to enhance recreational use 
and usage of this frontage, if recreational 
features can be built into the design of any 
scheme arising from this option 

Implementation of tidal exchange could 
create areas of enhanced biodiversity which 
could create opportunity to enhance the 
recreational attractiveness to the area for 
walkers and nature watchers. It is assumed 
that tidal exchange would not be 
implemented in areas which area already of 
important recreational value.  

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes The economy of this area is 
broadly supported by 
agricultural land. The failure of 
these defences would lead to 
regular inundation of this land as 
a result of flooding and potential 
loss of agricultural land from 
erosion thereby reducing the 
agricultural viability of the land.  

The maintenance of the existing defences would 
allow the existing economic activity such the 
recreational amenities  and the agricultural land 
present to continue, however the reactive, ad hoc 
nature of any works under this option may disrupt 
their operation.  This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium term epoch. 

Land on the dryside of this defence 
could be maintained, however in 
order to improve the current 
defence, its footprint would 
require increase. The surrounding 
land is predominantly agricultural 
and the continued use of any land 
required to increase the footprint 
of the defence may result in it 
being not longer usable for 
agriculture though this land take is 
likely to be significantly less than 
land rendered unviable as a result 
of option 1.  

Land on the dryside of this defence could be 
maintained, however there may be 
additional land required for the 
construction of a new defence. The 
surrounding land is predominantly 
agricultural and the continued use of any 
land required to increase the footprint of 
the defence may result in it being not longer 
usable for agriculture though this land take 
is likely to be significantly less than land 
rendered unviable as a result of option 1. 

Due to the nature of tidal exchange there 
may be a shift in habitat types which will 
have differing agricultural viabilities. 
Consideration of the current use of areas 
identified for tidal exchange should be 
taken into account in design of any scheme.  

Material Assets            



 

 

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure present 
along the coastline 

Yes This option would result in risk 
of flooding to a section of the 
A590, which is a significant 
highway around the area.  

The risk to the network of roads, including the A590  
would be managed through the short  term. Works 
will likely be ad hoc and reactive resulting in 
requirement for temporary closures, which would be 
significantly disruptive. 
This option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the medium term epoch. 

The described infrastructure assets 
would be defended through the 
construction of hard defences. 
Though it is important to ensure 
that the construction of any new 
defences does not encroach on 
these assets.  

The described infrastructure assets would 

be defended through the construction of 

hard defences. Though it is important to 

ensure that the construction of any new 

defences does not encroach on these 

assets.  

 

It is assumed this will not be implemented 
where it would negatively impact on road, 
rail, and water infrastructure present along 
the coastline.  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes There are none specific present 
within this frontage.  

     It is assumed this will not be implemented 
where it would negatively impact on critical 
infrastructure.  

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

           

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna(Also 
see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes This option may allow natural 
progression of areas and allow 
natural establishment/recession 
of coastal habitat. However 
there may be negative impacts 
as a result of debris arising from 
the failed defences distributing 
along the coastline. Due to the 
presence of multiple European 
designations within the estuary, 
there will be a requirement for 
Habitat Regulations Assessment 
to assess potential impacts on 
these sites and required 
mitigation.  

This option would maintain the existing defences 
through the short term. This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term epoch. 

As this option aims to maintain a 
hard defence, there is potential for 
impacts related to habitat loss 
affecting the habitats on the 
wetside of the defence as the 
defence itself may limit the extent 
to which estuarine and coastal 
habitats can migrate landward with 
movements of channels within the 
estuary. This may result in indirect 
habitat loss and related impact on 
the value the designations within 
the estuary. There may also be 
direct habitat loss related to the 
requirement for an increased 
footprint of the improved defence. 
A HRA will be required to assess 
the potential impacts on the 
European designations present.  

As this option aims to maintain a hard 

defence, there is potential for impacts 

related to habitat loss affecting the habitats 

on the wetside of the defence as the 

defence itself may limit the extent to which 

estuarine and coastal habitats can migrate 

landward with movements of channels 

within the estuary. This may result in 

indirect habitat loss and related impact on 

the value the designations within the 

estuary. There may also be direct habitat 

loss related to the requirement for an 

increased footprint of the improved 

defence. A HRA will be required to assess 

the potential impacts on the European 

designations present.  

 

This option could enhance mitigate against 
impacts of HTL options and provide 
opportunities for environmental 
enhancement by allowing opportunity for 
establishment of coastal habitats  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

           

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes The failure of defences would 
allow more natural erosion rates 
to reinstated along the frontage, 
however the debris of the failed 
defence may impact on the 
surrounding area if not cleared 

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing defence 
would significantly alter the geomorphology of the 
frontage.  It is important to ensure that maintaining 
a hard defence does not impact elsewhere by 
deferral of energy. 
This option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the long term epoch. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the 

existing defence would significantly 

alter the geomorphology of the 

frontage.  
 

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing 

defence would significantly alter the 

geomorphology of the frontage.  

 

Tidal exchange could allow for semi-natural 
transport systems to establish, though this 
would be limited by the nature of the tidal 
exchange.  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

No There are no records of 
authorised or historic assets 
within this frontage, however 
this does not mean that there is 
no contaminated material 
present, this would need to be 
confirmed through scheme level 
assessment.  

As these works are reactive, it does not eliminate 
the impacts of flooding and erosion on potentially 
contaminated land. Additionally, any ad hoc or 
reactive works would have risk of mobilising any 
contaminated materials present along the coastline, 
as would unmanaged erosion. 

Assessments regarding the 
contamination condition of this site 
would need to be undertaken. 
Additionally, it is important that 
any material used in the 
construction of the defence will 
not lead to contamination of the 
estuarine environment.  

Assessments regarding the contamination 
condition of this site would need to be 
undertaken. Additionally, it is important 
that any material used in the construction 
of the defence will not lead to 
contamination of the estuarine 
environment. 

Due to the potential for material from the 
dryside of the defence to be introduced to 
the coastal system through this exchange, it 
is important that the material is confirmed 
as being free from pollutants and 
contaminants in determining the areas 
suitable for tidal exchange.  

Land Use            

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes The land on the dryside of the 
dryside of the defence is made 
up of agricultural land which 
would likely have reduced 
viability following repeated 
inundation or damage from 
coastal erosion  

In the short to medium term, land use would likely 
remain unchanged as the existing defences were 
maintained with no major alterations.  
This option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the long term epoch. 

Land uses on the dryside of the 
defence would likely be maintained 
through this option save for the 
small amount of land take which 
may be required to increase the 
footprint of the defences.  

Land uses on the dryside of the defence 

would likely be maintained through this 

option save for the small amount of land 

take which may be required to increase the 

footprint of the defences.  

 

Areas identified as viable for tidal exchange 
could become unviable for agriculture, 
thereby altering its landuse. There are 
however forms of agriculture which utilise 
coastal habitats so these could be 
considered as potential future land uses.  



 

 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

           

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences 
would remove 
hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of 
the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to 
affect sedimentation and affect 
WFD Protected Areas.   

  
The natural evolution of the area would be allowed. 
 

  
 This option could potentially 

impact on biological (habitats) 

receptors, in upper beach habitats 

due increased defence footprint 
 

 This option could potentially impact on 

biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 

beach habitats due increased defence 

footprint 

 

  
The natural evolution of the area would be 

allowed. 
 

Historic Environment            

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There may be archaeological 
features within the frontage that 
could be impacted by repeated 
flooding or coastal erosion.  

In the short term, it is unlikely that there would be 
impacts to the heritage assets as the existing 
defences are maintained with no capital works 
proposed but this should be assessed as part of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy 
This option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the Medium term epoch. 

 This option would protect 
archaeological features within the 
frontage. Any alteration to existing 
defences may impact on the 
setting of heritage features 

This option would protect archaeological 
features within the frontage. Any new 
defences may impact on the setting of 
heritage features 

Altered landscape potentially arising from 
tidal exchange could impact on the setting 
of the heritage landscape of the area.  

Conserve the heritage 
value of the World 
Heritage Sites along 
the coastline 

Yes Potential impacts on views from 
WHS as the frontage is damaged 
from flooding or coastal erosion  

In the short term, it is unlikely there would be 
significant alterations to the frontage that would 
impact on the value of the English Lake District as 
the existing defences are maintained with no capital 
works proposed. But should be assessed as part of 
any scheme arising from the StrategyThis option 
does not include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the medium 
term epoch. 

This would protect archaeological 
features within the frontage. 
However, as this frontage 
contributes to the visual setting of 
the Lake District WHS this hard 
defence may have negative 
impacts on this.  

This would protect archaeological features 
within the frontage. However, as this 
frontage contributes to the visual setting of 
the Lake District WHS this hard defence may 
have negative impacts on this. 

Altered landscape potentially arising from 
tidal exchange may have impacts on the 
setting of the Lake District World Heritage 
Site.  

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

           

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Salt marsh are a feature of the 
NCA. Repeated inundation or 
coastal erosion may alter this 
landscape. 

In the short term, there would be minimal impacts 
on the landscape of the frontage as the existing 
defences are maintained without alterations or 
capital works but should be assessed as part of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy 
This option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the medium term epoch. 

Though there will be no new 
defences, alterations and increase 
in size of existing hard defence may 
have adverse impacts on the 
character of the coastline, 
particularly where resident views 
are directly impacts by these 
changes.   

Though there will be no new defences, 

alterations and increase in size of existing 

hard defence may have adverse impacts on 

the character of the coastline, particularly 

where resident views are directly impacts 

by these changes.  This area falls within the 

Arnside and Silverdale AONB and is in visual 

range of the Lake District national park and 

world heritage site. The natural, rural 

landscape of the National Park is a 

significant factor of the Lake District's 

outstanding universal value. Increasing the 

size of the hard defences will have negative 

impacts on the setting of these 

designations, though there is opportunity to 

minimise these impacts through 

incorporating complimentary designs into 

any new defence.  

Tidal exchange would likely alter the 
landscape of the coastline, the impacts of 
which vary dependant the success of the 
exchange program, with opportunity to 
increase the area of saltmarsh and other 
coastal habitats present, however as these 
habitats would be altering other rural 
landscapes this alteration may not be 
entirely beneficial.  



 

 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes There are views from the 
Arnside and Silverdale AONB 
onto this frontage and the Lake 
District National Park. The 
repeated and uncontrolled 
flooding and coastal erosion may 
impact on the landscape value of 
the frontage and its contribution 
to the value of the AONB 

In the short term, there would be minimal changes 
to the frontages and so minimal impacts on the 
AONB or the National Park as there are no capital 
works proposed but should be assessed as part of 
any scheme arising from the Strategy.  
This option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the medium term epoch. 

This area falls within the Arnside 
and Silverdale AONB and is in visual 
range of the Lake District national 
park and world heritage site. The 
natural, rural landscape of the 
National Park is a significant factor 
of the Lake District's outstanding 
universal value. Increasing the size 
of the hard defences will have 
negative impacts on the setting of 
these designations, though there is 
opportunity to minimise these 
impacts through incorporating 
complimentary designs into any 
new defence.  

 Consultation on tidal exchange would be 
required with the Arnside and Silverdale 
AONB, and Lake District National Park WHS 
as it may result in significant landscape and 
sea scape changes that could impact on the 
AONB, the nature of which may be positive 
or negative depending on the success of any 
habitat changes.  

 

11c11.4 Glaxo Factory Site (south) 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Hold the Line: Construct New 
Revetments/Seawalls 

Option 3 - Managed Realignment: construct erosion slowing 
defences    

Population and 
Human Health 

        

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes The communities of Bardsea and Canal Foot 
would be at increased risk from flooding and 
coastal erosion under this option, once the 
defences failed.  

The properties would be defended by the 
development of new sea defences within this 
frontage.  

The properties, communities, roads, recreational and 
touristic features and Glaxo Facotry would be defended in 
the short to medium term. 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes The aforementioned communities are isolated 
from the surrounding areas, connected only by 
a few unnamed roads. These roads would be 
at increased risk of severance or damage as a 
result of repeated inundation or coastal 
erosion. This would increase the already 
isolated nature of these communities.  

The connective roads would be defended and the 
isolation of these communities would not be 
made worse and the defence of the roads would 
allow for development which could improve this 
isolation 

The properties, communities, roads, recreational and 
touristic features and Glaxo Facotry would be defended in 
the short to medium term. 

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes Bardsea is a popular tourist location and the 
Priority View campsite would be remain at risk 
of flooding and coastal erosion. Additionally, 
the rural nature of the frontage would be 
impacted by any debris left by the failed 
defences. Any PRoW or unofficial walking 
routes could be impacted by flooding or 
erosion.  

The camping site would be defended, however 
the construction of new hard defences may 
impact on the rural landscape of the frontage 
which is a significant feature of the recreational 
value of the frontage. These impacts could be 
mitigated through incorporating sympathetic 
landscaping or designs into the design of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy.  

The properties, communities, roads, recreational and 
touristic features and Glaxo Facotry would be defended in 
the short to medium term. 

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes The Glaxo Factory site is located within this 
frontage and is a significant centre of 
employment for the surrounding area. The 
campsite and the rural landscape give rise to 
recreational features that drawn tourism to 
the area. Both of these and any agricultural 
land are at risk of being impacted by increased 
flooding or coastal erosion.  

These areas of economic activity would be 
defended throughout the duration of the 
Strategy through the construction of a hard 
defence. Though it important to ensure that the 
footprint of any new defence does not encroach 
on nor impact on the viability of agricultural land 
or recreational amenities.  

The properties, communities, roads, recreational and 
touristic features and Glaxo Facotry would be defended in 
the short to medium term. 

Material Assets         



 

 

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes The key infrastructure assets here are the 
unclassified roads connecting Bardsea and 
Canal Foot and assets associated with the 
Glaxo Factory site. These would be at risk of 
increased damage from flood and coastal 
erosion.  

The described infrastructure assets would be 
defended through the construction of hard 
defences. Though it is important to ensure that 
the construction of any new defences does not 
encroach on these assets.  

The described infrastructure assets would be defended in 
the short and medium terms. 

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes There is the Glaxo Factory site, covered earlier. 
Additionally, there is a wastewater treatment 
works that would be at risk from flooding or 
coastal erosion under this option.  

The described assets of commercial and industrial 
assets would be defended through the 
construction of new defences. It is important that 
these new defences do not encroach on these 
assets nor limit their development 

The described infrastructure assets would be defended in 
the short and medium terms. 

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

        

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna(Also 
see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes This option would allow natural progression of 
the coast with sea level changes into the 
future. This may allow progression of the 
saltmarsh present within the unit and natural 
establishment/recession of coastal habitat. 
There may be negative impacts as in the long 
term, this option would lead to the failure of 
the existing defences. The debris arising from 
the failed defences would be distributed along 
the coastline through coastal processes. This 
may impact on the integrity of the local 
habitats if not clears and may affect the 
quality of the Morecambe Bay SAC, Ramsar, 
and SSSI. In addition, potential contamination 
may impact biodiversity. 

The construction of new hard defences would 
require significant assessment of impacts on the 
high value habitats of Morecambe Bay. There 
may be negative impacts of direct habitat loss 
from the construction of any defence, and 
indirect loss over time as the introduction of hard 
defences may result in habitat loss impacts. 
Important terrestrial habitats on the dry side of 
the defence would be maintained.  

This option would maintain the existing defences in the 
short and medium terms. This may lead to habitat loss and 
habitat present seaward of the existing defences, limiting 
the landward migration of coastal habitats.   This option 
would introduce new source of rock may move away from 
the frontage thereby impacting elsewhere. 

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

        

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes The failure of defences would allow more 
natural erosion rates to reinstated along the 
frontage, however the debris of the failed 
defence may impact on the surrounding area if 
not cleared 

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing defence 
would significantly alter the geomorphology of 
the frontage. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing defence would 
significantly alter the geomorphology of the frontage. 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

Yes Potentially asbestos and heavy metal 
contamination in the ground underlying the 
Glaxo Factory. The increased risk of inundation 
of the  wastewater treatment works may 
cause pollution of the flood waters and spread 
of the contamination to the wider area.  

New hard defences would minimise the risk of 
flooding and coastal erosion to potentially 
contaminated ground.  

Contaminated areas would be defended in the short to 
medium term, which would give opportunity for 
remediation of any potentially contaminated material within 
the Glaxo Factory. 

Land Use         



 

 

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes Repeated inundation of the land once the 
defences have failed would make the land 
unviable for construction, development or 
agriculture, significantly altering the feasible 
land uses of the land.  

The construction of new defences would 
maintain the land uses on the dryside of the 
defence, though the land that is required for the 
construction of the hard defences would undergo 
a significant shift in land use. It is important to 
ensure that the land to be used for construction 
is not of significant economic value that could 
have wider indirect effects.  

This option would maintain the variety of land uses 
landward of the new defence in the short to medium term. 
In the long term, impacts would revert to option 1. 

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

        

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would remove 
hydromophological constraints and allow 
natural evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal processes 

have the potential to affect sedimentation and 

affect WFD Protected Areas.  There would be 

contamination risks to adjacent water bodies 

associated with this option. 
 

  
 This option could potentially impact on biological 

(habitats) receptors, in upper beach habitats due 

increased defence footprint. However, 

contamination risk would be minimised 
 

  
 This option could potentially impact on biological (habitats) 

receptors, in upper beach habitats due increased defence 

footprint. However, contamination risk would be minimised 
 

Historic Environment         

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

No       

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

No       

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

        

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes The failed defences would alter the landscape 
of the frontage, leading to a more natural set 
of coastal habitats, however the debris from 
any failed defences would impact negatively 
on the landscape value and national character 
area features.  

New hard defences would be an alteration in the 
landscape character of the frontage. This may 
have negative impacts on the landscape value of 
the frontage, however these may be avoided or 
mitigated through sympathetic design of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy. 

The construction of a new defence may be impact on the 
visual amenity of the frontage, though this would be 
reduced by limited the extent of the temporary defences. 
The movement of the temporary defence may also alter the 
landscape over the duration of the Strategy as it is moved 
and eroded.   

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

No       

 

11c10.2 Humphrey Head 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing 

Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual Outcome is 
the Same) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: Maintain 
through Proactive Maintenance 

Option 4 - Hold the Line: Sustain 
through Reinforcing Existing 
Defences 

Option 5 - Managed 
Realignment: construct 
secondary embankments  

Population and 
Human Health 

    
  

      



 

 

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes The settlements of 
Flookburgh and Cark would 
be at risk of flooding and 
coastal erosion. This may 
lead to damage to property, 
communities, and 
communities services, 

In the short term, properties and agricultural 
land would be defended. As the works would 
bead hoc and reactive, the minimal planning 
would likely lead to repeated disruption to 
local communities.  
This option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch.  

In the short to medium term, 
properties and agricultural land would 
be defended. As the works would 
planned there would be reduced 
disruption to the local communities.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch.  

The properties would be 
defended throughout the 
duration of the Strategy.  

It is assumed that managed 
realignment would only be 
implemented in areas where it 
would not negatively impact 
risk of flooding or coastal 
erosion to people and property. 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes This option would leave a 
section of the Furness railway 
line at risk of flooding. This 
would lead to damage and 
reduced operation of a key 
transport link for Cark and 
Flookburgh. 

The network of roads would be defended 
through the short term. As the works are ad 
hoc and reactive, there would likely be 
requirement for road closures and diversions 
through the duration of works, meaning 
connectivity around the frontage would be 
disrupted. This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would revert to 
do nothing impacts in the medium term 
epoch. 

The network of roads would be 
defended through the short and 
medium term. As the works are 
planned, there would likely be 
reduced requirement for road closures 
and diversions through the duration of 
works, meaning connectivity around 
the frontage would be less disrupted. 
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch. 

The key transport links would 
be defended. The nature of the 
improved defence is not yet 
known, however to improve the 
SOP, there may be alterations 
to the defence that may require 
additional footprint. This 
additional footprint should not 
impact on any existing 
infrastructure assets.  

It is assumed that managed 
realignment would only be 
implemented in areas where it 
would not negatively impact on 
the flood risk to local 
communities and transport 
links.  

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes The Bourne Leisure facility 
would be at significant risk of 
flooding as a result of this 
option. Additionally, the rural 
frontage is a recreational 
asset in of itself, debris from 
failed defences, repeated 
inundation, and/or coastal 
erosion may damage or sever 
existing walking routes, 
limiting the recreational 
value of the frontage.   

The Bourne Leisure would be defended 
through the short term. However reactive, ad 
hoc work may result in closure or diversions of 
footpath as works are undertaken, disrupting 
the operations of the Bourne Leisure park as 
any works are undertaken.  
This option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

The Bourne Leisure would be 
defended through the short to 
medium term. The works would be 
planned, thereby reducing the 
disruption of the operations of the 
Bourne Leisure park as any works are 
undertaken.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch. 

The Bourne Leisure site would 
be defended throughout the 
duration of the Strategy. The 
nature of the improved defence 
is not yet known, however to 
improve the SOP, there may be 
alterations to the defence that 
may require additional 
footprint. This additional 
footprint should not impact on 
any existing recreational assets 

Implementation of managed 
realignment could create areas 
of enhanced biodiversity which 
could create opportunity to 
enhance the recreational 
attractiveness to the area for 
walkers and nature watchers. It 
is assumed that tidal exchange 
would not be implemented in 
areas which area already of 
important recreational value.  

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes This option would impact on 
the attractiveness of the 
Bourne Leisure facility and 
impact on the viability of the 
surrounding land for 
agricultural use which are 
both significant sources of 
income to the area.  

The maintenance of the existing defences 
would allow the existing economic activity 
such as Bourne Leisure and the agricultural 
land present to continue, however the 
reactive, ad hoc nature of any works under 
this option may disrupt their operation.  This 
option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

The maintenance of the existing 
defences would allow the existing 
economic activity such as Bourne 
Leisure and the agricultural land 
present to continue.  This option does 
not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

Bourne Leisure and agricultural 
land would remain defended 
under this option however 
there may be additional land 
required to increase the 
footprint of any improved 
defence may detract from the 
surrounding agricultural land.  

Due to the nature of managed 
realignment there may be a 
shift in habitat types which will 
have differing agricultural 
viabilities. Consideration of the 
current use of areas identified 
for managed realignment 
should be taken into account in 
design of any scheme.  

Material Assets             



 

 

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes This option would result in 
risk of flooding to a section of 
the Furness Railway line and 
the B5277, leading to 
damage and reduced 
operation.  

The risk to the railway and the B5277 would 
be managed through the short term. Works 
will likely be ad hoc and reactive resulting in 
requirement for temporary closures, which 
would be significantly disruptive. 
This option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

The risk to the railway and the B5277 
would be managed through the short 
to medium term. Works would be 
planned, resulting in requirement for 
temporary closures, the advanced 
planning would allow for minimised 
disruption to the surrounding 
transport network. 
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch. 

SOP would be sustained 
through the improved defence. 
It is important to ensure that 
infrastructure is not affected by 
the requirement for additional 
footprint for any improved 
defences.  

It is assumed this will not be 
implemented where it would 
negatively impact on road, rail, 
and water infrastructure 
present along the coastline.  

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

No         It is assumed this will not be 
implemented where it would 
negatively impact on critical 
infrastructure.  

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

            

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna 
(Also see assessment 
in HRA AA report) 

Yes This option may allow natural 
progression of areas, prevent 
squeeze of the saltmarsh and 
natural 
establishment/recession of 
coastal habitat. This may 
enhance the coastal habitats 
of the Morecambe Bay 
designations. Due to the 
presence of multiple 
European designations within 
the estuary, there will be a 
requirement for Habitat 
Regulations Assessment to 
assess potential impacts on 
these sites and required 
mitigation.  
Debris resulting from 
damages to existing assets 
and flood defences would 
likely impact on the 
surrounding habitats in the 
short term. Unmanaged 
erosion and regular flooding 
likely alter terrestrial 
habitats. This may impact on 
important terrestrial 
habitats. 

This option would maintain the existing 
defences through the short term. This option 
does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch. 

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the short to 
medium term. This may lead to 
habitat loss impacts and loss of 
saltmarsh habitat present seaward of 
the existing defences, limiting the 
landward migration of estuarine and 
coastal habitats.  This may result in 
indirect habitat loss and related 
impact on the value the designations 
within the estuary. This option does 
not require capital works and so direct 
construction impacts on the habitats 
arising from repairs will likely be 
minimal but should be assessed as 
part of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch. 

As this option aims to maintain 
a hard defence, there is 
potential for impacts related to 
habitat loss affecting the 
habitats on the wetside of the 
defence as the defence itself 
may limit the extent to which 
estuarine and coastal habitats 
can migrate landward with 
movements of channels within 
the estuary. This may result in 
indirect habitat loss and related 
impact on the value the 
designations within the estuary. 
There may also be direct habitat 
loss related to the requirement 
for an increased footprint of the 
improved defence. 

This option could enhance 
mitigate against impacts of HTL 
options and provide 
opportunities for environmental 
enhancement by allowing 
opportunity for establishment 
of coastal habitats.   

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

            



 

 

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes The failure of defences would 
allow more natural erosion 
rates to reinstated along the 
frontage, this may allow for 
more natural development of 
the Humphrey Head SSSI, 
however the debris of the 
failed defence may impact on 
the surrounding area if not 
cleared 

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing 
defence would significantly alter the 
geomorphology of the frontage.  It is 
important to ensure that maintaining a hard 
defence does not impact elsewhere by 
deferral of energy.This option does not 
include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the 
medium term epoch. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the 
existing defence would significantly 
alter the geomorphology of the 
frontage.  It is important to ensure 
that maintaining a hard defence does 
not impact elsewhere by deferral of 
energy.This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the long term epoch.  

A hard defence may limit the 
establishment of natural 
sediment transport systems 
within the estuary, with some 
alterations arising from the 
requirement for a larger 
footprint encroaching into the 
estuary itself. It is important to 
ensure that maintaining a hard 
defence does not impact 
elsewhere by deferral of energy. 

Managed realignment would 
allow more natural erosion 
rates to reinstated along the 
frontage, this may allow for 
more natural development of 
the Humphrey Head SSSI.  

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

Yes Increased flooding may cause 
damage to the landfill site on 
the coast, increasing risk of 
breach. Additionally, erosion 
and regular inundation of the 
historic Cark airfield may 
have lead to contamination 
in the soil that would be 
released through increased 
flooding. 

As these works are reactive, it does not 
eliminate the impacts of flooding and erosion 
on potentially contaminated land. 
Additionally, any ad hoc or reactive works 
would have risk of mobilising any 
contaminated materials present along the 
coastline, as would unmanaged erosion. 

These works would be planned, 
reducing the impacts of flooding and 
erosion on potentially contaminated 
land.  

Any contaminated material 
within the Cark airfield or any 
historic landfills would remain 
defended. Site investigations 
need to be undertaken to 
ensure that no contaminated 
material is disturbed or allowed 
to enter the natural system as 
part of any Scheme arising from 
the Strategy.  

Due to the potential for 
material from the dryside of the 
defence to be introduced to the 
coastal system through this 
exchange, it is important that 
the material is confirmed as 
being free from pollutants and 
contaminants in determining 
the areas suitable for tidal 
exchange.  

Land Use             

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes Increased flooding would 
mean that the land may no 
longer be used for 
agricultural purposes.  

In the short term, land use would likely remain 
unchanged as the existing defences were 
maintained with no major alterations. This 
option does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

In the medium term, land use would 
likely remain unchanged as the 
existing defences were maintained 
with no major alterations. This option 
does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

Dryside land uses would be 
maintained, except where there 
is requirement for additional 
footprint for improved 
defences.  

Areas identified as viable for 
tidal exchange could become 
unviable for agriculture, 
thereby altering its land use. 
There are however forms of 
agriculture which utilise coastal 
habitats so these could be 
considered as potential future 
land uses.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

            

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences 
would remove 
hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in 
coastal processes have the 
potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect 
WFD Protected Areas.   

  
The natural evolution of the area would be 

allowed. Within the MR policy area, 

opportunities for habitat enhancement will be 

sought after.   
 

  
In the medium term, water quality 
would likely remain unchanged as the 
existing defences were maintained 
with no major alterations. The natural 
evolution of the area would be 
allowed in the logn term.  

  
This option could potentially 

impact on biological (habitats) 

receptors, in upper beach 

habitats due increased defence 

footprint and encroaching in the 

foreshore 
 

  
it is considered that although 

this could have impacts on 

elements of the water body, the 

overall intent of the policy is for 

habitat creation or 

improvement and as such this 

supports the natural 

functioning of the coast or 

estuary. It is noted that coastal 

habitat creation on these 

frontages could contribute to 

improvements in water body 

status where it is currently not 

rated as “good”, such as in 

Leven and Kent transitional 

water bodies. 
 

Historic Environment             



 

 

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes Cark Airfield is a scheduled 
monument, and there are a 
number of listed buildings 
that would be at risk of 
damage resulting from 
increased flooding and/or 
coastal erosion that may 
result from this option. 
Additionally, the failed 
defences and any resultant 
debris may impact on the 
setting of these heritage 
features.  

The Cark Airfield and the Listed Buildings 
would be defended through the short term 
with minimal impacts on its setting as there 
would be no requirement for capital works.  

The Cark Airfield and Listed Buildings 
would be defended through the 
medium term with minimal impacts 
on its setting as there would be no 
requirement for capital works.  

Heritage features would be 
protected such as the Cark 
Airfield would be defended 
however alterations to the 
existing defence to improve it 
may alter the setting of these 
features and impact on their 
value. These impacts could be 
minimise through scheme 
designs that were 
complementary or sympathetic 
to the heritage value of the 
frontage.  

Altered landscape potentially 
arising from managed 
realignment could impact on 
the setting of the Listed 
Building present in the area. It 
is assumed that tidal exchange 
would be implemented where it 
does not impact on the integrity 
of the heritage assets. 
Monitoring should be 
implemented to ensure this 
does not occur. 

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

No There are no WHS assets 
related to this frontage.  

        

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

            

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes This option may allow for the 
enhancement of some 
national character habitats 
however would likely impact 
on the heritage and 
community features also with 
the NCA. However debris 
arising from the failed 
defences may have a 
negative impact on the value 
of the local landscape  

In the short term, there would be minimal 
impacts on the landscape of the frontage as 
the existing defences are maintained without 
alterations or capital works but should be 
assessed as part of any scheme arising from 
the Strategy 
This option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term epoch. 

In the medium term, there would be 
minimal impacts on the landscape of 
the frontage as the existing defences 
are maintained without alterations or 
capital works but should be assessed 
as part of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy 
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch. 

The landscape of the frontage 
may be impacted by alterations 
to the existing defence that may 
arise from improvements made 
to it.  

Managed realignmentwould 
likely alter the landscape of the 
coastline, the impacts of which 
vary dependant the success of 
the exchange program, with 
opportunity to increase the 
area of saltmarsh and other 
coastal habitats present, 
however as these habitats 
would be altering other rural 
landscapes this alteration may 
not be entirely beneficial. 
Monitoring of the extent of the 
impacts of tidal exchange 
should be undertaken.  

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

No There are no statutory 
landscape designations 
would be affected within this 
frontage 

        

 

11c9.3 Hollins Well Road – Kent 

  
Scoped 
in?  Option 1: Do Nothing 

Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual 
Outcome is the Same) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: Maintain 
through Proactive Maintenance 
(Long Term see option 1) 

Option 4 - Hold the Line: Sustain 
through Reinforcing Existing 
Defences 

Option 5 - Managed 
Realignment: Construct 
Defences When Set Back 

Option 5 - Potential 
Habitat Creation Sites 
(considered in 
combination for 
option 4) 

Population and 
Human Health       

        

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities Yes 

Failure of defences leaves multiple 
isolated residential and agricultural 
properties and land at risk of 
flooding, leading to direct impacts on 
communities and indirect risk to 
health through increased emergency 
services response times accessibility 
of the community to the wider area.  

In the short term, properties and 
agricultural land would be 
defended. As the works would 
bead hoc and reactive, the 
minimal planning would likely 
lead to repeated disruption to 
local communities.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term 
epoch.  

In the short to medium term, 
properties and agricultural land 
would be defended. As the works 
would be planned there would be 
minimal disruption to local 
communities arising from the 
repeated inspections and repairs.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts 
in the long term epoch.  

People and property would 
continue to be defended against 
coastal flooding and erosion. The 
sustaining of the existing defences 
will ensure that the SOP is 
maintained despite the climatic 
factors that may affect it into the 
long term.  

It is assumed that this 
option would not be 
implemented where 
there would be a 
resultant risk of flooding 
and coastal erosion to 
property and 
communities.  

It is assumed that tidal 
exchange would only 
be implemented in 
areas where it would 
not negatively impact 
risk of flooding or 
coastal erosion to 
people and property. 



 

 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy Yes 

This option would result in 
unmanaged scour risk the Kent 
viaduct, potentially leading to its 
loss, and the A590 that passes 
through the frontage would be at 
risk of regular inundation. This is a 
significant transport link for the 
communities of Cumbria.  

The network of roads would be 
defended through the short  
term. As the works are ad hoc 
and reactive, there would likely 
be requirement for road closures 
and diversions through the 
duration of works, meaning 
connectivity around the frontage 
would be disrupted.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term 
epoch. 

The network of roads would be 
defended through the short and 
medium term. No requirement for 
capital works would avoid 
requirement for road disruption to 
facilitate works, maintaining 
connectivity throughout these 
epochs.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts 
in the long term epoch 

The existing road network would 
be maintained, thereby 
maintaining connectivity for local 
residents. Additionally, this option 
would facilitate potential for 
improvements to this road network 
and the Kent Viaduct to maintain 
their viability into the future. 
Capital works to existing defences 
may require road closures or 
diversions. The likely requirement 
for this and the resultant potential 
for disruption should be assessed 
as part of any scheme arising from 
this Strategy.  

Further investigation 
would be required to 
ensure that this option 
does not compromise the 
integrity of the A590 and 
the Kent Viaduct. 

It is assumed that tidal 
exchange would only 
be implemented in 
areas where it would 
not negatively impact 
on the flood risk to 
local communities and 
transport links.  

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities within 
the area Yes 

There are a network of PRoWs 
including both formal and informal 
footpaths,  at risk of damage or loss 
through this option, impacting on 
the recreational value of the area. 
Regular flooding and damage from 
erosion would likely degrade the 
visual amenity of the frontage, 
reducing its tourist attractiveness. 
Potential loss of the Kent Viaduct 
would result in significant loss of 
access for visitors to the area. 

The network of PRoWs would be 
defended through the short term. 
However reactive, ad hoc work 
may result in closure or 
diversions of footpath as works 
are undertaken, disrupting these 
PRoWs. This option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium  
term epoch. 

The network of PRoWs would be 
defended through the short to 
medium term. Works would be 
planned in advance, reducing 
disruption to PRoWs throughout 
the area. This option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

Recreational use of the frontage 
would need to be considered 
within the design of the scheme, 
however this option could allow for 
the maintenance or even 
opportunity to enhance 
recreational use and usage of this 
frontage, if recreational features 
can be built into the design of any 
scheme arising from this option. .  

It is assumed that any 
recreational assets 
present would be 
relocated to the landward 
side of the set back 
defences. Opportunities 
to incorporate 
recreational amenities 
into the new defences 
should be considered as 
part of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  

Implementation of 
tidal exchange could 
create areas of 
enhanced biodiversity 
which could create 
opportunity to 
enhance the 
recreational 
attractiveness to the 
area for walkers and 
nature watchers. It is 
assumed that tidal 
exchange would not 
be implemented in 
areas which area 
already of important 
recreational value.  

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity Yes 

Agricultural land within the frontage 
is at risk of more regular flooding 
and inundation by seawater which 
may impact on the viability of the 
area, thereby having economic 
impacts for landowners and farmers. 
Aforementioned reduction in the 
tourist attractiveness of the area and 
connectivity impacts would also 
impact on the economic 
contributions of tourism to the local 
area and the villages of Arnside, 
Storth, and Sandside.  

The maintenance of the existing 
defences would allow the existing 
economic activity to continue, 
however the reactive, ad hoc 
nature of any works under this 
option may reduce their viability 
as a result of disruption to roads.   
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium  term 
epoch. 

Economic activity could be 
maintained without requirement 
for any loss of land for additional 
defences.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts 
in the long term epoch. 

Land on the dryside of this defence 
could be maintained, however in 
order to improve the current 
defence, its footprint would 
require increase. 

Any area of land on the 
wetside of the new 
defences would likely be 
unviable for many forms 
of land use due to regular 
inundation and coastal 
erosion. There may be 
loss of agricultural land 
and any assets at risk that 
are not relocated to the 
dry side of any defence.  

Due to the nature of 
tidal exchange there 
may be a shift in 
habitat types which 
will have differing 
agricultural viabilities. 
Consideration of the 
current use of areas 
identified for tidal 
exchange should be 
taken into account in 
design of any scheme.  

Material Assets               

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure present 
along the coastline Yes 

This option would result in 
unmanaged scour risk the Kent 
viaduct, potentially leading to its 
loss. This is a significant transport 
link for the communities of Cumbria.  

The risk to the Kent Viaduct 
would be managed through the 
short term. Works will likely be 
ad hoc and reactive resulting in 
requirement for temporary 
closures, which would be 
significantly disruptive.This 
option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium  term 
epoch. 

The risk to the Kent Viaduct would 
be managed through the short to 
medium term without impacting 
the viability of the road. Works will 
be planned ahead of time and 
reducing requirement for 
closures.This option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

The risk to the Kent Viaduct would 
be managed throughout the 
duration of the Strategy. There is 
no requirement for works to the 
road itself in order to maintain the 
SOP within the frontage.  

Further investigation 
would be required to 
ensure that this option 
does not compromise the 
integrity of the A590 and 
the Kent Viaduct. 

It is assumed this will 
not be implemented 
where it would 
negatively impact on 
road, rail, and water 
infrastructure present 
along the coastline.  



 

 

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets Yes 

This option would result in 
unmanaged scour risk the Kent 
viaduct, potentially leading to its 
loss. This is a significant transport 
link for the communities of Cumbria.  

The risk to the Kent Viaduct 
would be managed through the 
short term. Works will likely be 
ad hoc and reactive resulting in 
requirement for temporary 
closures, which would be 
significantly disruptive. 
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing in the  
medium  term epoch. 
There are no other critical assets 
present 

This option is will allow for the 
continued operation of the Kent 
Viaduct within this frontage. 
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing in the 
long term epoch. 
There are no other critical assets 
present 

This option will allow for the 
continued operation of the Kent 
Viaduct within this frontage. 
 
There are no other critical assets 
present 

Further investigation 
would  be required to 
ensure that this option 
does not compromise the 
integrity of the A590.  

It is assumed this will 
not be implemented 
where it would 
negatively impact on 
critical infrastructure.  

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna   

            

Maintain and enhance 
where possible the 
existing flora and 
fauna(Also see 
assessment in HRA AA 
report) 

Yes 

This option would allow natural 
progression of the coast with sea 
level changes into the future. This 
may allow progression of the 
saltmarsh present within the unit 
and natural establishment/recession 
of coastal habitat. There may be 
negative impacts as in the long term, 
this option would lead to the failure 
of the existing defences. The debris 
arising from the failed defences 
would be distributed along the 
coastline through coastal processes. 
This may impact on the integrity of 
the local habitats if not clears and 
may affect the quality of the 
Morecambe Bay SAC, Ramsar, and 
SSSI.  

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the 
short term. This option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium 
term epoch. 

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the short 
to medium term. habitat lossThis 
option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch. 

As this option aims to maintain a 
hard defence, there is potential for 
impacts related to habitat loss 
affecting the habitats on the 
wetside of the defence as the 
defence itself may limit the extent 
to which estuarine and coastal 
habitats can migrate landward with 
movements of channels within the 
estuary. This may result in indirect 
habitat loss and related impact on 
the value the Morecambe Bay 
designations. There may also be 
direct habitat loss related to the 
requirement for an increased 
footprint of the improved defence. 
The extent of these impacts should 
be assessed as part of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  

The land on the wetside 
of the set back defences 
would provide 
opportunity for coastal 
habitats to migrate 
landward with changes in 
sea level, thereby 
avoiding habitat loss 
impacts on the 
designated habitats of 
the Morecambe Bay 
designations. Though the 
shift of terrestrial 
habitats to coastal 
habitats may result in the 
loss of important 
terrestrial habitats. There 
would likely be direct 
habitat loss related to the 
construction of new hard 
defences. Monitoring 
should be implemented 
to manage the extent of 
habitat change.  

There are areas of 
floodplain that could 
potentially be at a 
suitable level for 
saltmarsh 
development with 
future sea level rise, 
although the 
restricted flow into 
the site may 
significantly reduce 
this. Monitoring 
should be 
implemented to 
manage the extent of 
habitat creation within 
these areas.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology   

            

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes Yes 

Doing nothing would allow for more 
natural geological processes to 
establish along the coastline, 
allowing for a more natural sediment 
transport system and channel 
movements within the estuary. 
However material from the failed 
defences may enter this system, 
potentially leading to contamination 
issues in a wider area as material is 
transported away from the site.  

It is unlikely that maintaining the 
existing defence would 
significantly alter the 
geomorphology of the frontage. 
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term 
epoch. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the 
existing defence would significantly 
alter the geomorphology of the 
frontage. This option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

A hard defence may limit the 
establishment of natural sediment 
transport systems within the 
estuary. It is important that these 
alterations don't cause significant 
impacts elsewhere as a result of 
transferred energy. 

By creating set back 
defences it may allow 
more natural coastal 
processes to establish. 
Monitoring should be 
implemented to ensure 
that these processes 
don't cause negative 
impacts elsewhere. 

Managed realignment 
could allow for semi-
natural transport 
systems to establish, 
though this would be 
limited by the nature 
of the tidal exchange.  



 

 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential Yes 

There are no known historic landfills 
or pollution incidents, so at this 
stage it cannot be said for certain 
that there is a pollution risk related 
to this option. However the 
continued erosion and flooding of 
the coastline may encounter 
currently unknown contamination 
that would then enter the estuarine 
system.  

There are no known historic 
landfills or pollution incidents, so 
at this stage it cannot be said for 
certain that there is a pollution 
risk related to this option. 
However the continued erosion 
and flooding of the coastline may 
encounter currently unknown 
contamination that would then 
enter the estuarine system. Any 
ad hoc or reactive works would 
have risk of mobilising any 
contaminated materials present 
along the coastline, as would 
unmanaged erosion. 

This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do the nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch.  

There are no known historic 
landfills or pollution incidents, so at 
this stage it cannot be said for 
certain that there is a pollution risk 
related to this option. However the 
continued erosion and flooding of 
the coastline may encounter 
currently unknown contamination 
that would then enter the 
estuarine system.  

There are no known 
historic landfills or 
pollution incidents, so at 
this stage it cannot be 
said for certain that there 
is a pollution risk related 
to this option. However 
the continued erosion 
and flooding of the 
coastline may encounter 
currently unknown 
contamination that would 
then enter the estuarine 
system.  

Due to the potential 
for material from the 
dryside of the defence 
to be introduced to 
the coastal system 
through this exchange, 
it is important that the 
material is confirmed 
as being free from 
pollutants and 
contaminants in 
determining the areas 
suitable for tidal 
exchange.  

Land Use               

Manage the variety of 
land uses found along 
the coastline Yes 

This option may result in damage or 
loss of the coastal road, the railway, 
and surrounding agricultural land 
meaning that they are no longer 
viable for their continued uses. 
However, the establishment of more 
natural coastline may provide 
opportunities for recreational 
activities or biodiversity 
enhancements.  

In the short term, land use would 
likely remain unchanged as the 
existing defences were 
maintained with no major 
alterations. This option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the 
mediumterm epoch. 

In the  medium term, land use 
would likely remain unchanged as 
the existing defences were 
maintained with no major 
alterations. This option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

Land uses on the dryside of the 
defence would likely be maintained 
through this option save for the 
small amount of land take that may 
be required to increase the 
footprint of the defences. The use 
of that land would likely have to 
change.  

Any area of land on the 
wetside of the new 
defences would likely be 
unviable for many forms 
of land use due to regular 
inundation and coastal 
erosion. There may be 
loss of agricultural land 
and any assets at risk that 
are not relocated to the 
dry side of any defence.  

Areas identified as 
viable for managed 
realignment could 
become unviable for 
agriculture, thereby 
altering its land use. 
There are however 
forms of agriculture 
which utilise coastal 
habitats so these 
could be considered as 
potential future land 
uses.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology   

            

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes 

Eventual failure of defences would 
remove hydromophological 
constraints and allow natural 
evolution of the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to 
affect sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

  
The natural evolution of the area 

would be allowed. Within the MR 

policy area, opportunities for 

habitat enhancement will be 

sought after.   
 

  
The natural evolution of the area 

would be allowed. Within the MR 

policy area, opportunities for 

habitat enhancement will be 

sought after.   
 

  
This option could potentially 

impact on biological (habitats) 

receptors, in upper beach habitats 

due increased defence footprint 

and encroaching in the foreshore 
 

  
The natural evolution of 

the area would be 

allowed. Within the MR 

policy area, opportunities 

for habitat enhancement 

will be sought after.   
 

  
The natural evolution 

of the area would be 

allowed. Within the 

MR policy area, 

opportunities for 

habitat enhancement 

will be sought after.   
 

Historic Environment               

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline Yes 

There are no assets of heritage value 
observed within this PU. 

      Altered landscape 
potentially arising from 
tidal exchange could 
impact on the setting of 
Arnside Station Listed 
Building. There are no 
HER records within the 
areas identified, though 
portions of the existing 
sea defence is recorded in 
the HER and so works to 
these sections may 
require heritage 
assessment as part of any 
scheme arising from the 
Strategy. This option may 
give rise to the discovery 
of presently unknown 
archaeology within the 
frontage. 

Altered landscape 
potentially arising 
from managed 
realignment could 
impact on the setting 
of Arnside Station 
Listed Building. There 
are no HER records 
within the areas 
identified for tidal 
exchange, though 
portions of the 
existing sea defence is 
recorded in the HER 
and so works to these 
sections may require 
heritage assessment 
as part of any scheme 
arising from the 
Strategy.  



 

 

Conserve the heritage 
value of the World 
Heritage Sites along 
the coastline Yes 

This options will lead to visual 
alteration of the frontage. 
Unmonitored changes to the 
coastline will be within the visual 
setting of the Lake District World 
Heritage Site. Natural development 
of the frontage may enhance the 
visual amenity value of the coast, but 
there would also be negative impacts 
of debris arising from damaged 
assets if not removed.  

In the short to medium term, it is 
unlikely there would be 
significant alterations to the 
frontage that would impact on 
the value of the English Lake 
District as the existing defences 
are maintained with no capital 
works proposed. But should be 
assessed as part of any scheme 
arising from the StrategyThis 
option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch. 

In the short to medium term, it is 
unlikely there would be significant 
alterations to the frontage that 
would impact on the value of the 
English Lake District as the existing 
defences are maintained with no 
capital works proposed. But should 
be assessed as part of any scheme 
arising from the StrategyThis 
option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch. 

The option would be within the 
view of the Lake District WHS and 
so may impact upon its setting. The 
improved defence may be more 
visible from the WHS and 
therefore, sensitivity to the WHS 
and its features should be 
incorporated into the design of the 
scheme. There may be temporary 
impacts on the setting of the WHS 
related to the construction phase 
of works.  

Altered landscape 
potentially arising from 
tidal exchange may have 
impacts on the setting of 
the Lake District World 
Heritage Site. These 
impacts should be 
assessed as part of any 
scheme arising from the 
Strategy and monitoring 
implemented.  

Altered landscape 
potentially arising 
from managed 
realignment may have 
impacts on the setting 
of the Lake District 
World Heritage Site. 
These impacts should 
be assessed as part of 
any scheme arising 
from the Strategy and 
monitoring 
implemented.  

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity   

            

Protect and maintain 
the national character 
features of the 
coastline Yes 

Estuarine environment would be 
altered, resulting in changes to the 
surrounding landscape. Dynamic 
coastal landscape dominated by the 
intertidal foreshore with extensive 
mudflats, sandflats, and salt marsh 
backed by mad made defences is a 
feature of the Morecambe Bay 
Limestones National Character area. 
This option may lead to damage or 
loss of the man-made defences and 
so would  not protect this feature of 
the NCA. Additionally, given that the 
Morecambe Bay nature conservation 
designations and the Arnside and 
Silverdale AONB are features of the 
NCA. Debris arising from damaged 
assets would likely impact on the 
value of these designations if not 
removed, thereby not protecting the 
features of the NCA.  

In the short to medium term, 
there would be minimal impacts 
on the landscape of the frontage 
as the existing defences are 
maintained without alterations or 
capital works but should be 
assessed as part of any scheme 
arising from the StrategyThis 
option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch. 

In the short to medium term, there 
would be minimal impacts on the 
landscape of the frontage as the 
existing defences are maintained 
without alterations or capital 
works but should be assessed as 
part of any scheme arising from the 
StrategyThis option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

The landscape of the coastline 
could be altered as a direct result 
of the improved defence's new size 
and through indirect impacts of 
habitat loss altering the habitats 
within the estuary. However, the 
features of the NCA would be 
largely protected.  Impacts of 
altering visual amenity should be 
assessed as part of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  

Managed realignment 
would likely alter the 
landscape of the 
coastline, the impacts of 
which vary dependant 
the success of the 
exchange program, with 
opportunity to increase 
the area of saltmarsh and 
other coastal habitats 
present enhancing the 
natural visual amenity of 
the landscape. 
Assessment of the extent 
of these impacts should 
be undertaken as part of 
any scheme arising from 
the Strategy.  

managed realignment 
would likely alter the 
landscape of the 
coastline, the impacts 
of which vary 
dependant the success 
of the exchange 
program, with 
opportunity to 
increase the area of 
saltmarsh and other 
coastal habitats 
present enhancing the 
natural visual amenity 
of the landscape. 
Assessment of the 
extent of these 
impacts should be 
undertaken as part of 
any scheme arising 
from the Strategy.  

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline Yes 

There are several statutory 
designation that could be impacted 
by alterations to this landscape. The 
Arnside and Silverdale AONB would 
be directly impacted by alterations of 
to the coastline. Debris arising from 
damaged assets would likely impact 
on the value of the AONB if not 
removed. Additionally, the Lake 
District National Park has direct line 
of site of this PU across the Kent 
Estuary. Debris and damaged assets 
resulting from this option may 
impact on the National Park by 
leading to spoiled landscape views of 
the designations.  

In the short to medium term, 
there would be minimal changes 
to the frontages and so minimal 
impacts on the AONB or the 
National Park as there are no 
capital works proposed but 
should be assessed as part of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy. 
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the long term epoch. 

In the short to medium term, there 
would be minimal changes to the 
frontages and so minimal impacts 
on the AONB or the National Park 
as there are no capital works 
proposed but should be assessed 
as part of any scheme arising from 
the Strategy. This option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

This area falls within the Arnside 
and Silverdale AONB and is in visual 
range of the Lake District national 
park and world heritage site. The 
natural, rural landscape of the 
National Park is a significant factor 
of the Lake District's outstanding 
universal value. Increasing the size 
of the hard defences will have 
negative impacts on the setting of 
these designations, though there is 
opportunity to minimise these 
impacts through incorporating 
complimentary designs into any 
new defence.  

Managed realignment 
would likely alter the 
landscape of the 
coastline, the impacts of 
which vary dependant 
the success of the 
exchange program, with 
opportunity to increase 
the area of saltmarsh and 
other coastal habitats 
present enhancing the 
natural visual amenity of 
the landscape. 
Assessment of the extent 
of these impacts on the 
value of the AONB should 
be undertaken as part of 
any scheme arising from 
the Strategy.  

managed realignment 
would likely alter the 
landscape of the 
coastline, the impacts 
of which vary 
dependant the success 
of the exchange 
program, with 
opportunity to 
increase the area of 
saltmarsh and other 
coastal habitats 
present enhancing the 
natural visual amenity 
of the landscape. 
Assessment of the 
extent of these 
impacts on the value 
of the AONB should be 
undertaken as part of 
any scheme arising 
from the Strategy.  

 



 

 

11c9.2 Sandside 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual 
Outcome is the Same) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: Maintain 
through Proactive Maintenance (Long 
Term see option 1) 

Option 4 - Hold the Line: improve 
Existing Defences 

Option 5 – Hold the line: 
Construct New Sea Wall 

Population and 
Human Health 

            

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes Failure of defences leaves properties 
of Storth and Sandside at risk of 
flooding, leading to direct impacts on 
communities and indirect risk to health 
through increased emergency services 
response times accessibility of the 
community to the wider area.  

In the short term, properties and 
agricultural land would be defended. As 
the works would bead hoc and reactive, 
the minimal planning would likely lead to 
repeated disruption to local communities.  
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium term 
epoch.  

In the short to medium term, properties 
and agricultural land would be 
defended. As the works would be 
planned there would be minimal 
disruption to local communities arising 
from the repeated inspections and 
repairs.  
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to 
do nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch.  

People and property would continue to 
be defended against coastal flooding 
and erosion. The sustaining of the 
existing defences will ensure that the 
SOP is maintained despite the climatic 
factors that may affect it into the long 
term.  

People and property would 
continue to be defended 
against coastal flooding and 
erosion. The sustaining of the 
existing defences will ensure 
that the SOP is maintained 
despite the climatic factors 
that may affect it into the long 
term.  

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes Inundation of road and rail 
infrastructure, part of limited network 
of small roads would lead to damage 
and potentially loss of these transport 
routes. This risk of damage would also 
likely limit opportunities and 
investment in improving these 
connections, specifically the B5282 
which is the primary, and in some 
cases only route connecting the area 
to other communities. 

The network of roads would be defended 
through the short term. As the works are 
ad hoc and reactive, there would likely be 
requirement for road closures and 
diversions through the duration of works, 
meaning connectivity around the 
frontage would be disrupted.  
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium  term 
epoch. 

The network of roads would be 
defended through the short and 
medium term. No requirement for 
capital works would avoid requirement 
for road disruption to facilitate works, 
maintaining connectivity throughout 
these epochs.  
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to 
do nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch 

The B5282 and extended road network 
would be maintained, thereby 
maintaining connectivity for local 
residents. Additionally, this option 
would facilitate potential for 
improvements to this road network. 
Capital works to existing defences may 
require road closures or diversions. The 
likely requirement for this and the 
resultant potential for disruption should 
be assessed as part of any scheme 
arising from this Strategy.  

The B5282 and extended road 
network would be maintained, 
thereby maintaining 
connectivity for local 
residents. Additionally, this 
option would facilitate 
potential for improvements to 
this road network. Capital 
works to existing defences 
may require road closures or 
diversions. The likely 
requirement for this and the 
resultant potential for 
disruption should be assessed 
as part of any scheme arising 
from this Strategy.  

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes Hotels, restaurants, informal parking 
spaces would all be at risk of regular 
and damage from coastal erosion as a 
result of this option. The ongoing and 
increasing risk over the span of the 
Strategy would also limit opportunity 
for any enhancement of recreation 
within the area.  

Hotels, restaurants, informal parking 
spaces within Storth and Sandside would 
be defended through the short term. 
However reactive, ad hoc work may 
result in closure or diversions of footpath 
as works are undertaken, disrupting 
these PRoWs. This option does not 
include any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in the 
medium  term epoch. 

Hotels, restaurants, informal parking 
spaces would be defended through the 
short to medium term. Works would be 
planned in advance, reducing disruption 
to PRoWs throughout the area. This 
option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to 
do nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

Recreational use of the frontage would 
need to be considered within the design 
of the scheme, however this option 
could allow for the maintenance or 
even opportunity to enhance 
recreational use and usage of this 
frontage, if recreational features can be 
built into the design of any scheme 
arising from this option. .  

The recreational use of the 
frontage would need to be 
considered in the design and 
the exact alignment of any 
new defence. There may be 
opportunity to enhance 
recreational features of the 
frontage if these can be built 
into any scheme arising from 
this option.  

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes The economy of this area is broadly 
supported by coastal tourism, 
supported by the range of hotels, 
restaurants and easy access to the 
front. Additionally, there is a limestone 
quarry landward of the coast within 
this PU. These would be at risk of 
reduced operation should the PU 
remain at risk of flooding and coastal 
erosion.  

The maintenance of the existing defences 
would allow the existing economic 
activity to continue, however the 
reactive, ad hoc nature of any works 
under this option may reduce their 
viability as a result of disruption to roads.   
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium  term 
epoch. 

Economic activity could be maintained 
without requirement for any loss of 
land for additional defences.  
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to 
do nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

Land on the dry side of this defence 
could be maintained, however in order 
to improve the current defence, its 
footprint would require increase.  

The land on the dry side of the 
defence would be defended 
with minimal requirement for 
additional footprint to be 
utilised in a defence. Current 
commercial economic activity 
behind the defences would be 
maintained.  

Material Assets             



 

 

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes The B5282 is a significant route 
connecting the community to wider 
areas, however the use of this route 
would be limited from regular 
inundation and resulting damage and 
risk of coastal erosion 

The B5282 would be defended through 
the short term without impacting the 
viability of the road. Works will likely be 
ad hoc and reactive resulting in 
requirement for road closures and 
diversions.This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
medium  term epoch. 

The B5282 would be defended through 
the  medium term without impacting 
the viability of the road. Works will be 
planned ahead of time and reducing 
requirement for road closures and 
diversions.This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the long term epoch. 

The B5282 on the dry side of the 
defence would likely remain defended 
throughout the duration of the 
Strategy. There is no requirement for 
works to the road itself in order to 
maintain the SOP within the frontage.  

Infrastructure on the dry side 
of the defence would likely 
remain defended as a result of 
this option.   

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes The B5282 provides a regular access 
route to the aforementioned quarry 
and so impacts to this could limit the 
viability of this quarry.  

The quarry's operation would be able to 
continue through the short  term, 
however there may be impacts to its 
operation resulting from disruption 
arising from ad hoc and reactive works.  
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing in the medium  term epoch. 
There are no other critical assets present 

This option would allow for the 
continued operation of the limestone 
quarry within this frontage. 
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to 
do nothing in the long term epoch. 
There are no other critical assets 
present 

This option will allow for the continued 
operation of the limestone quarry 
within this frontage. 
There are no other critical assets 
present 

Transport infrastructure 
would be protected through 
this option. Given the 
proximity of the current 
defences to the B5282, 
consideration would need to 
be given to the operation of 
this road throughout the 
construction phase of any 
scheme arising from this 
option.  

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

            

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna(Also 
see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes This option would allow natural 
progression of the coast with sea level 
changes into the future. This may allow 
progression of the saltmarsh present 
within the unit and natural 
establishment/recession of coastal 
habitat. There may be negative 
impacts as in the long term, this option 
would lead to the failure of the existing 
defences. The debris arising from the 
failed defences would be distributed 
along the coastline through coastal 
processes. This may impact on the 
integrity of the local habitats if not 
clears and may affect the quality of the 
Morecambe Bay SAC, Ramsar, and 
SSSI.  

This option would maintain the existing 
defences through the short term. This 
option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium term 
epoch. 

This option would maintain the existing 
defences through the short to medium 
term. This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the long 
term epoch. 

As this option aims to maintain a hard 
defence, there is potential for impacts 
related to habitat loss affecting the 
habitats on the wet side of the defence 
as the defence itself may limit the 
extent to which estuarine and coastal 
habitats can migrate landward with 
movements of channels within the 
estuary. This may result in indirect 
habitat loss and related impact on the 
value the Morecambe Bay designations. 
There may also be direct habitat loss 
related to the requirement for an 
increased footprint of the improved 
defence. The extent of these impacts 
should be assessed as part of any 
scheme arising from the Strategy.  

As this option aims to 
maintain a hard defence, 
there is potential for impacts 
related to habitat loss 
affecting the habitats on the 
wet side of the defence as the 
defence itself may limit the 
extent to which estuarine and 
coastal habitats can migrate 
landward with movements of 
channels within the estuary. 
This may result in indirect 
habitat loss and related 
impact on the value the 
designations within the 
estuary. There may also be 
direct habitat loss related to 
the requirement for an 
increased footprint of the 
improved defence.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

            

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes May allow for more natural geological 
processes to establish along the 
coastline, allowing for a more natural 
sediment transport system and 
channel movements within the 
estuary. However material from the 
failed defences may enter this system, 
potentially leading to contamination 
issues in a wider area as material is 
transported away from the site.  

It is unlikely that maintaining the existing 
defence would significantly alter the 
geomorphology of the frontage. This 
option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium  term 
epoch. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the 
existing defence would significantly 
alter the geomorphology of the 
frontage. This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the long term epoch. 

A hard defence may limit the 
establishment of natural sediment 
transport systems within the estuary. It 
is important that these alterations don't 
cause significant impacts elsewhere as a 
result of transferred energy. 

A hard defence may limit the 
establishment of natural 
sediment transport systems 
within the estuary. It is 
important that these 
alterations don't cause 
significant impacts elsewhere 
as a result of transferred 
energy. 



 

 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

Yes There are no known historic landfills or 
pollution incidents, so at this stage it 
cannot be said for certain that there is 
a pollution risk related to this option. 
However the continued erosion and 
flooding of the coastline may 
encounter currently unknown 
contamination that would then enter 
the estuarine system.  

This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do 
the nothing impacts in the medium  term 
epoch.  

This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to 
do the nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch.  

Assessments to ensure that options in 
this PU do not transfer significant 
energy to this site, thereby increasing 
risk of breach and resultant release of 
pollutants.  

Assessments regarding the 
contamination condition of 
this site would need to be 
undertaken. Additionally, it is 
important that any material 
used in the construction of the 
defence will not lead to 
contamination of the 
estuarine environment.  

Land Use             

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes The current uses of land as 
commercial, residential and industrial 
property would likely lose viability as 
the risk of flooding and coastal and 
erosion were to increase as it would 
under this option.  

In the short  term, land use would likely 
remain unchanged as the existing 
defences were maintained with no major 
alterations.  
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium  term 
epoch. 

In the  medium term, land use would 
likely remain unchanged as the existing 
defences were maintained with no 
major alterations.  
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to 
do nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

Land uses on the dry side of the defence 
would likely be maintained through this 
option save for the small amount of 
land take that may be required to 
increase the footprint of the defences.  

Land uses on the dry side of 
the defence would likely be 
maintained through this 
option save for the small 
amount of land take that may 
be required to increase the 
footprint of the defences.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

            

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD(Assessed in the 
WFD compliance 
report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences would 
remove hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of the 
area.  
Uncontrolled changes in coastal 
processes have the potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

  
The natural evolution of the area would 

be allowed. Within the MR policy area, 

opportunities for habitat enhancement 

will be sought after.   
 

  
The natural evolution of the area would 

be allowed. Within the MR policy area, 

opportunities for habitat enhancement 

will be sought after.   
 

  
This option could potentially impact on 

biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 

beach habitats due increased defence 

footprint and encroaching in the 

foreshore 
 

  
This option could potentially 

impact on biological (habitats) 

receptors, in upper beach 

habitats due increased 

defence footprint and 

encroaching in the foreshore 
 

Historic Environment             

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes There are no assets of heritage value 
observed within this PU. 

        

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

Yes This options will lead to visual 
alteration of the frontage. 
Unmonitored changes to the coastline 
will be within the visual setting of the 
Lake District World Heritage Site. 
Natural development of the frontage 
may enhance the visual amenity value 
of the coast, but there would also be 
negative impacts of debris arising from 
damaged assets if not removed.  

In the short term, it is unlikely there 
would be significant alterations to the 
frontage that would impact on the value 
of the English Lake District as the existing 
defences are maintained with no capital 
works proposed. But should be assessed 
as part of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy 
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium  term 
epoch. 

In the medium term, it is unlikely there 
would be significant alterations to the 
frontage that would impact on the 
value of the English Lake District as the 
existing defences are maintained with 
no capital works proposed. But should 
be assessed as part of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy 
This option does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would revert to 
do nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

The option would be within the view of 
the Lake District WHS and so may 
impact upon its setting. However, the 
site would be defended. The improved 
defence may be more visible from the 
WHS and therefore, sensitivity to the 
WHS and its features should be 
incorporated into the design of the 
scheme. There may be temporary 
impacts on the setting of the WHS 
related to the construction phase of 
works.  

The option would be within 
the view of the Lake District 
WHS and so may impact upon 
its setting. However, the site 
would be defended. The new 
defence may be more visible 
from the WHS and therefore, 
sensitivity to the WHS and its 
features should be 
incorporated into the design 
of the scheme. There may be 
temporary impacts on the 
setting of the WHS related to 
the construction phase of 
works.  

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

            



 

 

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Estuarine environment would be 
altered, resulting in changes to the 
surrounding landscape. Dynamic 
coastal landscape dominated by the 
intertidal foreshore with extensive 
mudflats, sandflats, and salt marsh 
backed by mad made defences is a 
feature of the Morecambe Bay 
Limestones National Character area. 
This option may lead to damage or loss 
of the man-made defences and so 
would  not protect this feature of the 
NCA. Additionally, given that the 
Morecambe Bay nature conservation 
designations and the Arnside and 
Silverdale AONB are features of the 
NCA. Debris arising from damaged 
assets would likely impact on the value 
of these designations if not removed, 
thereby not protecting the features of 
the NCA.  

In the short term, there would be 
minimal impacts on the landscape of the 
frontage as the existing defences are 
maintained without alterations or capital 
works but should be assessed as part of 
any scheme arising from the StrategyThis 
option does not include any capital works 
and therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium  term 
epoch. 

In the medium term, there would be 
minimal impacts on the landscape of 
the frontage as the existing defences 
are maintained without alterations or 
capital works but should be assessed as 
part of any scheme arising from the 
StrategyThis option does not include 
any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the long term epoch. 

The landscape of the coastline could be 
altered as a direct result of the 
improved defence's new size and 
through indirect impacts of habitat loss 
altering the habitats within the estuary. 
However, the features of the NCA 
would be largely protected.  Impacts of 
altering visual amenity should be 
assessed as part of any scheme arising 
from the Strategy.  

The new defence will be a 
significant alteration to the 
existing landscape. A seawall 
may have different impacts on 
the visual amenity than the 
existing defence that will 
require further assessment at 
scheme level. The change may 
have significant alterations to 
the character of the coastline.  

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes There are several statutory 
designations that could be impacted by 
alterations to this landscape. The 
Arnside and Silverdale AONB would be 
directly impacted by alterations of to 
the coastline. Debris arising from 
damaged assets would likely impact on 
the value of the AONB if not removed. 
Additionally, the Lake District National 
Park has direct line of site of this PU 
across the Kent Estuary. Debris and 
damaged assets resulting from this 
option may impact on the National 
Park by leading to spoiled landscape 
views of the designations. 

In the short term, there would be 
minimal changes to the frontages and so 
minimal impacts on the AONB or the 
National Park as there are no capital 
works proposed but should be assessed 
as part of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy. This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
medium  term epoch. 

In the medium term, there would be 
minimal changes to the frontages and 
so minimal impacts on the AONB or the 
National Park as there are no capital 
works proposed but should be assessed 
as part of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy. This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the long term epoch. 

This area falls within the Arnside and 
Silverdale AONB and is in visual range of 
the Lake District national park and 
world heritage site. The natural, rural 
landscape of the National Park is a 
significant factor of the Lake District's 
outstanding universal value. Increasing 
the size of the hard defences will have 
negative impacts on the setting of these 
designations, though there is 
opportunity to minimise these impacts 
through incorporating complimentary 
designs into any new defence.  

This area falls within the 
Arnside and Silverdale AONB 
and is in visual range of the 
Lake District national park and 
world heritage site. The 
natural, rural landscape of the 
National Park is a significant 
factor of the Lake District's 
outstanding universal value. 
Increasing the size of the hard 
defences will have negative 
impacts on the setting of 
these designations, though 
there is opportunity to 
minimise these impacts 
through incorporating 
complimentary designs into 
any new defence.  
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  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual 
Outcome is the same as Option 1) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: Maintain 
through Proactive Maintenance 

Option 4 - Hold the Line: improve 
Existing Defences 

Option 5 - Potential Habitat Creation 
Sites (considered in combination for 
option 4) 

Population and 
Human Health 

            

Manage the risk to 
the health of people 
and communities 

Yes Failure of defences leaves 
properties of Carr Bank and 
other isolated residential and 
agricultural properties and land 
at risk of flooding, leading to 
direct impacts on communities 
and indirect risk to health 
through increased emergency 
services response times 
accessibility of the community 
to the wider area.  

In the short term, properties and 
agricultural land would be 
defended. As the works would be 
ad hoc and reactive, the minimal 
planning would likely lead to 
repeated disruption to local 
communities.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term 
epoch.  

In the medium term, properties and 
agricultural land would be defended. 
As the works would be planned there 
would be minimal disruption to local 
communities arising from the 
repeated inspections and repairs.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch.  

People and property would continue to 
be defended against coastal flooding 
and erosion. The sustaining of the 
existing defences will ensure that the 
SOP is maintained despite the climatic 
factors that may affect it into the long 
term.  

It is assumed that tidal exchange would 
only be implemented in areas where it 
would not negatively impact risk of 
flooding or coastal erosion to people 
and property. 



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual 
Outcome is the same as Option 1) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: Maintain 
through Proactive Maintenance 

Option 4 - Hold the Line: improve 
Existing Defences 

Option 5 - Potential Habitat Creation 
Sites (considered in combination for 
option 4) 

Manage the risk to 
isolated and socially 
deprived areas within 
the Strategy 

Yes Inundation of the B5282, part 
of limited network of small 
roads within the area, would 
lead to damage and , eventual 
loss of these transport routes. 
This risk of damage would also 
likely limit opportunities and 
investment in improving these 
connections through the area.  

The network of roads would be 
defended through the short term. 
As the works are ad hoc and 
reactive, there would likely be 
requirement for road closures and 
diversions through the duration of 
works, meaning connectivity 
around the frontage would be 
disrupted.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term 
epoch. 

The network of roads would be 
defended through the  medium term. 
No requirement for capital works 
would avoid requirement for road 
disruption to facilitate works, 
maintaining connectivity throughout 
these epochs.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch 

The B5282 and extended road network 
would be maintained, thereby 
maintaining connectivity for local 
residents. Additionally, this option 
would facilitate potential for 
improvements to this road network. 
Capital works to existing defences may 
require road closures or diversions. The 
likely requirement for this and the 
resultant potential for disruption should 
be assessed as part of any scheme 
arising from this Strategy.  

It is assumed that tidal exchange would 
only be implemented in areas where it 
would not negatively impact on the 
flood risk to local communities and 
transport links.  

Avoid damage and 
where possible 
enhance the 
recreational and 
tourist facilities 
within the area 

Yes There are a network of PRoWs 
including both formal and 
informal footpaths,  at risk of 
damage or loss through this 
option, impacting on the 
recreational value of the area. 
Regular flooding and damage 
from erosion would likely 
degrade the visual amenity of 
the frontage, reducing its 
tourist attractiveness.  

The PRoWs would be defended 
through the short term. However 
reactive, ad hoc work may result 
in closure or diversions of 
footpath as works are 
undertaken, disrupting these 
PRoWs. This option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium 
term epoch. 

The PRoWs would be defended 
through the medium term. Works 
would be planned in advance, 
reducing disruption to PRoWs 
throughout the area. This option does 
not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

Recreational use of the frontage would 
need to be considered within the design 
of the scheme, however this option 
could allow for the maintenance or 
even opportunity to enhance 
recreational use and usage of this 
frontage, if recreational features can be 
built into the design of any scheme 
arising from this option. There may be 
requirement for PRoW closure or 
diversion during the construction phase 
of any scheme required to raise the 
existing defences.  

Implementation of tidal exchange could 
create areas of enhanced biodiversity 
which could create opportunity to 
enhance the recreational attractiveness 
to the area for walkers and nature 
watchers. It is assumed that tidal 
exchange would not be implemented in 
areas which area already of important 
recreational value.  

Minimise flood and 
erosion risk to areas 
of significant 
economic activity 

Yes Agricultural land landward of 
the B5282 is at risk of more 
regular flooding and 
inundation by seawater which 
may impact on the viability of 
the area, thereby having 
economic impacts for 
landowners and farmers. 
Aforementioned reduction in 
the tourist attractiveness of the 
area and connectivity impacts 
would also impact on the 
economic contributions of 
tourism to the local area and 
the villages of Arnside and 
Sandside.  

The agricultural land would be 
defended without requirement 
for any loss of land for additional 
defences.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term 
epoch. 

The agricultural land would be 
defended without requirement for any 
loss of land for additional defences.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch. 

Land on the dry side of this defence 
could be maintained, however in order 
to improve the current defence, its 
footprint would require increase. The 
surrounding land is predominantly 
agricultural and the continued use of 
any land required to increase the 
footprint of the defence may result in it 
being not longer usable for agriculture 
though this land take is likely to be 
significantly less than land rendered 
unviable as a result of option 1.  

Due to the nature of tidal exchange 
there may be a shift in habitat types 
which will have differing agricultural 
viabilities. Consideration of the current 
use of areas identified for tidal 
exchange should be taken into account 
in design of any scheme.  

Material Assets             

Minimise risk to road, 
rail, and water 
infrastructure 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes Important transport links for 
the villages of Arnside and 
Sandside, including the B5282;  
be at risk of damage and 
potential loss as a result of this 
option. Significant investment 
would be required to repair or 
replace these assets if lost. 

The B5282 would be defended 
through the short  term without 
impacting the viability of the 
road. Works will likely be ad hoc 
and reactive resulting in 
requirement for road closures and 
diversions.This option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium 
term epoch. 

The B5282 would be defended 
through the medium term without 
impacting the viability of the road. 
Works will be planned ahead of time 
and reducing requirement for road 
closures and diversions.This option 
does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

The B5282 on the dry side of the 
defence would likely remain defended 
throughout the duration of the 
Strategy. There is no requirement for 
works to the road itself in order to 
maintain the SOP within the frontage.  

It is assumed this will not be 
implemented where it would negatively 
impact on road, rail, and water 
infrastructure present along the 
coastline.  



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual 
Outcome is the same as Option 1) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: Maintain 
through Proactive Maintenance 

Option 4 - Hold the Line: improve 
Existing Defences 

Option 5 - Potential Habitat Creation 
Sites (considered in combination for 
option 4) 

Minimise risk to 
critical infrastructure 
and 
commercial/industrial 
assets 

Yes The Kent viaduct meets land 
within this PU, however it is 
unlikely that changes to coastal 
defences would significant 
impact on the continued 
viability of the viaduct due to 
the limited impacts of erosion 
on the built structure.  
There are no other critical 
assets present.  

The Kent viaduct meets land 
within this PU, however it is 
unlikely that changes to coastal 
defences would significant impact 
on the continued viability of the 
viaduct. This option does not 
require capital works and so 
impacts on the viaduct will likely 
be avoided.  
There are no other critical assets 
present 

The Kent viaduct meets land within 
this PU, however it is unlikely that 
changes to coastal defences would 
significant impact on the continued 
viability of the viaduct. This option 
does not require capital works and so 
impacts on the viaduct will likely be 
avoided.  
There are no other critical assets 
present 

There may be impacts arising from 
construction phase of any works 
dependant on methodologies used (e.g. 
piling), however these would require 
further assessment at scheme level. Any 
scheme should consider its tie in to the 
Kent viaduct and the railway line in 
order to ensure that works do not 
impact on its viability.   

It is assumed this will not be 
implemented where it would negatively 
impact on critical infrastructure.  

Biodiversity, Flora, 
and Fauna 

            

Maintain and 
enhance where 
possible the existing 
flora and fauna (Also 
see assessment in 
HRA AA report) 

Yes This option would help to 
reinstate more natural coastal 
processes. This may allow 
landward migration of 
saltmarsh and natural 
establishment/recession of 
coastal habitat.  
 
In the long term, this option 
would lead to the failure of the 
existing defences and potential 
for uncontrolled impacts on 
the Morecambe Bay SAC, 
Ramsar, and SSSI and 
Morecambe Bay and Duddon 
Estuary SPA.  
  

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the 
short term with no change in 
impacts on the Morecambe Bay 
conservation designations.  
 
As this option does not include 
any capital works, it would revert 
to do nothing impacts in the long-
term epoch. 

This option would maintain the 
existing defences through the  
medium-term with limited change in 
impacts on the Morecambe Bay 
conservation designations as any 
repairs would likely be carried out 
within the existing footprint of the 
defences. This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the long-term epoch. 

Improvement works are likely to 
encroach on the Morecambe Bay 
designations due to an enlarged 
footprint, with associated impacts on 
the integrity of the conservation site.  

Due to the presence of the B5282 it 
would not be feasible to breach the 
defences to allow natural tidal flooding 
to create habitat and therefore a 
regulated tidal exchange (RTE) 
approach allowing controlled flows 
through a sluice or culvert would be 
required. Opportunity for significant 
intertidal habitat creation.  There is 
around 75 hectares of the flood plain 
adjacent to the Arnside embankment 
that could potentially be at a suitable 
level for saltmarsh development with 
future sea level rise, although the 
restricted flow into the site may 
significantly reduce this.  
 
Potential loss of non-designated 
freshwater grazing marsh that would 
likely require replacement elsewhere.  

Soil, Geology, and 
Geomorphology 

            

Protect existing 
geological diversity 
and allow for the 
restoration of natural 
geological processes 

Yes Doing nothing would allow for 
more natural geological 
processes to establish along 
the coastline, allowing for a 
more natural sediment 
transport system and channel 
movements within the estuary. 
However material from the 
failed defences may enter this 
system, potentially leading to 
contamination issues in a wider 
area as material is transported 
away from the site.  

It is unlikely that maintaining the 
existing defence would 
significantly alter the 
geomorphology of the frontage. 
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term 
epoch. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the 
existing defence would significantly 
alter the geomorphology of the 
frontage. This option does not include 
any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the long term epoch. 

A hard defence may limit the 
establishment of natural sediment 
transport systems within the estuary. It 
is important that these alterations don't 
cause significant impacts elsewhere as a 
result of transferred energy, for 
example, sites such as the historic 
landfill south of this PU. 

Tidal exchange could allow for semi-
natural transport systems to establish, 
though this would be limited by the 
nature of the tidal exchange.  



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual 
Outcome is the same as Option 1) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: Maintain 
through Proactive Maintenance 

Option 4 - Hold the Line: improve 
Existing Defences 

Option 5 - Potential Habitat Creation 
Sites (considered in combination for 
option 4) 

Minimise the risk of 
contamination from 
sites with pollution 
potential 

Yes There is a historic landfill 
present on the west side of the 
viaduct, not within this PU 
however alterations in coastal 
processes that occur as a result 
of failed defences have the 
potential to impact upon this 
site. Any repeated inundation 
or erosion of this site may 
result in the release of 
contaminated material from 
this site. 

It is unlikely that maintaining the 
existing defence would impact on 
the historic landfill to the west of 
the viaduct.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do the nothing 
impacts in the medium term 
epoch.  

It is unlikely that maintaining the 
existing defence would impact on the 
historic landfill to the west of the 
viaduct.  
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do the nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch.  

Assessments to ensure that options in 
this PU do not transfer significant 
energy to this site, thereby increasing 
risk of breach and resultant release of 
pollutants.  

Due to the potential for material from 
the dry side of the defence to be 
introduced to the coastal system 
through this exchange, it is important 
that the material is confirmed as being 
free from pollutants and contaminants 
in determining the areas suitable for 
tidal exchange.  

Land Use             

Manage the variety 
of land uses found 
along the coastline 

Yes This option may result in 
damage or loss of the coastal 
road and surrounding 
agricultural land meaning that 
they are no longer viable for 
their continued uses. However, 
the establishment of more 
natural coastline may provide 
opportunities for recreational 
activities or biodiversity 
enhancements.  

In the short term, land use would 
likely remain unchanged as the 
existing defences were 
maintained with no major 
alterations. This option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium 
term epoch. 

In the medium term, land use would 
likely remain unchanged as the 
existing defences were maintained 
with no major alterations. This option 
does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

Land uses on the dry side of the defence 
would likely be maintained through this 
option save for the small amount of 
land take required to increase the 
footprint of the defences.  

Areas identified as viable for tidal 
exchange could become unviable for 
agriculture, thereby altering its land 
use. There are however forms of 
agriculture which utilise coastal habitats 
so these could be considered as 
potential future land uses.  

Water and 
Hydromorphology 

            

Support and where 
possible contribute to 
existing measures 
proposed under the 
WFD 
(Assessed in the WFD 
compliance report) 

Yes Eventual failure of defences 
would remove 
hydromophological constraints 
and allow natural evolution of 
the area.  
Uncontrolled changes in 
coastal processes have the 
potential to affect 
sedimentation and affect WFD 
Protected Areas.   

  
The natural evolution of the area 

would be allowed. Within the MR 

policy area, opportunities for 

habitat enhancement will be 

sought after.   
 

  
The natural evolution of the area 

would be allowed. Within the MR 

policy area, opportunities for habitat 

enhancement will be sought after.   
 

  
This option could potentially impact on 

biological (habitats) receptors, in upper 

beach habitats due increased defence 

footprint and encroaching in the 

foreshore 
 

  
The natural evolution of the area would 

be allowed. Within the MR policy area, 

opportunities for habitat enhancement 

will be sought after.   
 

Historic Environment             

Conserve and 
enhance the 
designated historic 
features and their 
settings along the 
coastline 

Yes 1 listed building Arnside Station 
is unlikely to be impacted 
directly through this option, 
however there may be some 
impacts on the setting of this 
Listed Building arising from 
alterations of the surrounding 
landscape. There are two 
known archaeological records 
at risk of damage or loss, 
including the existing sea 
defence which would be 
eventually damaged and 
potentially lost under this 
option.  

In the short term, it is unlikely 
that there would be impacts to 
the heritage assets as the existing 
defences are maintained with no 
capital works proposed but this 
should be assessed as part of any 
scheme arising from the 
StrategyThis option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium 
term epoch. 

In the medium term, it is unlikely that 
there would be impacts to the 
heritage assets as the existing 
defences are maintained with no 
capital works proposed but this should 
be assessed as part of any scheme 
arising from the StrategyThis option 
does not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

The increased footprint of this defence 
may impact on the setting of Arnside 
Station Listed Building by through it 
having increased visibility. Additionally, 
part of the sea defence is listed on the 
Historic Environment Record so any 
works to it will require heritage 
assessment as part of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy in order to 
identify appropriate mitigation. 

Altered landscape potentially arising 
from tidal exchange could impact on the 
setting of Arnside Station Listed 
Building. There are no HER records 
within the areas identified for tidal 
exchange, though portions of the 
existing sea defence is recorded in the 
HER and so works to these sections may 
require heritage assessment as part of 
any scheme arising from the Strategy.  



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual 
Outcome is the same as Option 1) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: Maintain 
through Proactive Maintenance 

Option 4 - Hold the Line: improve 
Existing Defences 

Option 5 - Potential Habitat Creation 
Sites (considered in combination for 
option 4) 

Conserve the 
heritage value of the 
World Heritage Sites 
along the coastline 

Yes This options will lead to visual 
alteration of the frontage. 
Unmonitored changes to the 
coastline will be within the 
visual setting of the Lake 
District World Heritage Site. 
Natural development of the 
frontage may enhance the 
visual amenity value of the 
coast, but there would also be 
negative impacts of debris 
arising from damaged assets if 
not removed.  

In the short term, it is unlikely 
there would be significant 
alterations to the frontage that 
would impact on the value of the 
English Lake District as the 
existing defences are maintained 
with no capital works proposed. 
But should be assessed as part of 
any scheme arising from the 
Strategy 
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing 
impacts in the medium term 
epoch. 

In the medium term, it is unlikely 
there would be significant alterations 
to the frontage that would impact on 
the value of the English Lake District 
as the existing defences are 
maintained with no capital works 
proposed. But should be assessed as 
part of any scheme arising from the 
Strategy 
This option does not include any 
capital works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in the 
long term epoch. 

The option would be within the view of 
the Lake District WHS and so may 
impact upon its setting. The improved 
defence may be more visible from the 
WHS and therefore, sensitivity to the 
WHS and its features should be 
incorporated into the design of the 
scheme. There may be temporary 
impacts on the setting of the WHS 
related to the construction phase of 
works.  

Altered landscape potentially arising 
from tidal exchange may have impacts 
on the setting of the Lake District World 
Heritage Site. These impacts should be 
assessed as part of any scheme arising 
from the Strategy and monitoring 
implemented.  

Landscape and Visual 
Amenity 

            

Protect and maintain 
the national 
character features of 
the coastline 

Yes Estuarine environment would 
be altered, resulting in changes 
to the surrounding landscape. 
Dynamic coastal landscape 
dominated by the intertidal 
foreshore with extensive 
mudflats, sandflats, and salt 
marsh backed by mad made 
defences is a feature of the 
Morecambe Bay Limestones 
National Character area. This 
option may lead to damage or 
loss of the man-made defences 
and so would  not protect this 
feature of the NCA. 
Additionally, given that the 
Morecambe Bay nature 
conservation designations and 
the Arnside and Silverdale 
AONB are features of the NCA. 
Debris arising from damaged 
assets would likely impact on 
the value of these designations 
if not removed, thereby not 
protecting the features of the 
NCA.  

In the short term, there would be 
minimal impacts on the landscape 
of the frontage as the existing 
defences are maintained without 
alterations or capital works but 
should be assessed as part of any 
scheme arising from the 
StrategyThis option does not 
include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the medium 
term epoch. 

In the medium term, there would be 
minimal impacts on the landscape of 
the frontage as the existing defences 
are maintained without alterations or 
capital works but should be assessed 
as part of any scheme arising from the 
StrategyThis option does not include 
any capital works and therefore it 
would revert to do nothing impacts in 
the long term epoch. 

The landscape of the coastline could be 
altered as a direct result of the 
improved defence's new size and 
through indirect impacts of habitat loss 
altering the habitats within the estuary. 
However, the features of the NCA 
would be largely protected.  Impacts of 
altering visual amenity should be 
assessed as part of any scheme arising 
from the Strategy.  

Tidal exchange would likely alter the 
landscape of the coastline, the impacts 
of which vary dependant the success of 
the exchange program, with 
opportunity to increase the area of 
saltmarsh and other coastal habitats 
present enhancing the natural visual 
amenity of the landscape. Assessment 
of the extent of these impacts should be 
undertaken as part of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  



 

 

  Scoped 
in?  

Option 1: Do Nothing Option 2 - Do Minimum (Eventual 
Outcome is the same as Option 1) 

Option 3 - Hold the Line: Maintain 
through Proactive Maintenance 

Option 4 - Hold the Line: improve 
Existing Defences 

Option 5 - Potential Habitat Creation 
Sites (considered in combination for 
option 4) 

Protect the statutory 
landscape 
designations (AONB 
and National Parks) 
present along the 
coastline 

Yes There are several statutory 
designations that could be 
impacted by alterations to this 
landscape. The Arnside and 
Silverdale AONB would be 
directly impacted by 
alterations of to the coastline. 
Debris arising from damaged 
assets would likely impact on 
the value of the AONB if not 
removed. Additionally, the 
Lake District National Park has 
direct line of site of this PU 
across the Kent Estuary. Debris 
and damaged assets resulting 
from this option may impact on 
the National Park by leading to 
spoiled landscape views of the 
designations.  

In the short term, there would be 
minimal changes to the frontages 
and so minimal impacts on the 
AONB or the National Park as 
there are no capital works 
proposed but should be assessed 
as part of any scheme arising 
from the Strategy. This option 
does not include any capital 
works and therefore it would 
revert to do nothing impacts in 
the medium term epoch. 

In the medium term, there would be 
minimal changes to the frontages and 
so minimal impacts on the AONB or 
the National Park as there are no 
capital works proposed but should be 
assessed as part of any scheme arising 
from the Strategy. This option does 
not include any capital works and 
therefore it would revert to do 
nothing impacts in the long term 
epoch. 

This area falls within the Arnside and 
Silverdale AONB and is in visual range of 
the Lake District national park and 
world heritage site. The natural, rural 
landscape of the National Park is a 
significant factor of the Lake District's 
outstanding universal value. Increasing 
the size of the hard defences will have 
negative impacts on the setting of these 
designations, though there is 
opportunity to minimise these impacts 
through incorporating complimentary 
designs into any new defence.  

Tidal exchange would likely alter the 
landscape of the coastline, the impacts 
of which vary dependant the success of 
the exchange program, with 
opportunity to increase the area of 
saltmarsh and other coastal habitats 
present enhancing the natural visual 
amenity of the landscape. Assessment 
of the extent of these impacts on the 
value of the AONB should be 
undertaken as part of any scheme 
arising from the Strategy.  
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Appendix 3 – Habitats Regulations 
Assessment: Screening Report 
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Appendix 4 – Marine Conservation Zone 
Assessment 
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Appendix 5 – Water Framework 
Directive Assessment 
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