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1 Introduction 

 

This is a Preliminary Water Framework Directive (WFD) Assessment for the Cumbria Coastal Strategy (the 
‘Strategy’).  

It presents the initial screening and scoping stages for the WFD Assessment, in line with the Planning 
Inspectorate Advice Note 18 and WFD (now “Water Environment Regulation”) legislative requirements, and 
appraises the potential impact of the Strategy proposals on relevant surface waters (including rivers, lakes, 
transitional (estuarine) waters and coastal waters) and groundwater bodies.  

1.1 Strategy overview 
Cumbria County Council has worked with the Cumbria Coast Protection Authorities, the Environment 
Agency and other organisations to develop a strategy for the future management of the coast from Arnside 
to the Scottish Border.  

The requirement for a more detailed strategy to cover the smaller interacting policy areas of the Cumbrian 
coast was identified in the North West England and North Wales Shoreline Management Plan (SMP), which 
was completed in 2010. Coastal strategies form the second tier in the shoreline management planning 
hierarchy; below the high level non-statutory Shoreline Management Plans and above the local level 
scheme design documents. Having a detailed coastal strategy to assess coastal flood and erosion risk will 
allow infrastructure providers and the coastal protection authorities to comprehensively quantify the risks 
and associated damages of coastal flooding and erosion and plan long-term future investment.  

The coastline of the Strategy area extends 420 km and 
lies within three of the North West England and North 
Wales Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) sub-cells as 
follows (see Figure 1-1): 

• Sub-cell 11c (part) – Arnside to Hodbarrow Point 
(Millom, Cumbria) including the Kent, Leven and 
Duddon estuaries; 

• Sub-cell 11d – Hodbarrow Point to St Bees Head 
including Ravenglass estuary complex; and 

• Sub-cell 11e - St Bees Head to Scottish Border 
including Moricambe Bay and the Eden. 

Due to the scale of the Strategy frontage, the sub-cells 
were further divided within the SMP into Policy Units, 
for preferred interventions to be identified. These 
units have been used in the Strategy. 

 

Type of PPP: Coastal Flood and Erosion Risk Management Strategy  

National grid reference: Cumbria Coast (Arnside (NGR SD455756) to Scottish border, Sark (NGR 
NY327669) 

Site name or reference: Cumbria Coastal Strategy 

Figure 1-1 Strategy area, with the extent indicated by 
the red dots. 
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2 The WFD appraisal process 
2.1 Introduction 
The Water Framework Directive (WFD) (2000/60/EC), as amended by Directives 2008/105/EC, 2013/39/EU 
and 2014/101/EU is a European directive which aims to protect and improve the water environment. This is 
enshrined in law in England and Wales in the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England 
and Wales) Regulations 2017 and in current and future river basin management plans. The WFD divides the 
water environment into water bodies. These can include lakes, reservoirs, streams, rivers, canals, 
groundwater, transitional waters (estuaries) and coastal waters. 

Carrying out some flood and coastal erosion risk activities can affect the quality of water within our water 
bodies as well as the physical habitats and ecology it sustains, either worsening it and causing 
deterioration, or improving it by carrying out environmental improvements.  

At strategy-level, screening is important as it identifies proposed works which could impact on the 
achievement of WFD objectives. Works can then be looked at in more detail and opportunities sought to 
help improve the water environment. 

Every water body has a status, which is based on the condition of different quality elements. The current 
status is set out in the river basin management plans (RBMPs). These plans also set out at a local level what 
needs to be done to achieve the objectives of the WFD and by when.  

The aim of the Directive is for all water bodies to be at good status. As such there are two high-level 
principles of the WFD: 

• An activity1 should not cause or contribute to deterioration of status. 

• An activity should not jeopardise the water body achieving good status. This is defined as Good 
Ecological Status or Good Ecological Potential where the water body is defined as heavily modified 
(HMWB). 

Flood and coastal erosion risk management interventions can modify the size and shape of a watercourse, 
reduce or increase the flow of water, introduce artificial materials or remove sediment and/or vegetation. 
These can all potentially affect: 

• physical habitat – the distribution and diversity of habitat including the physical processes that 
sustain and create new habitat. Physical habitat is essential for fish, macrophytes and invertebrates 
to live and thrive 

• water quality – particularly physico-chemical aspects of water quality - such as levels of dissolved 
oxygen, phosphorus and ammonia 

• fish and eels 

• macrophytes - water plants visible to the naked eye, growing in the river 

• invertebrates - insects, worms, molluscs, crustacea etc living on the river bed 

• diatoms - microscopic diatoms (algae) found on rocks and plants 

A WFD assessment therefore assists understanding of: 

• the impact an activity may have on the immediate water body and any linked water bodies 

• whether an activity complies with the RBMP. 

                                                            
1 In the context of the Cumbria Coastal Strategy “activity” refers to a proposed flood and coastal erosion risk management action or intervention 
such as maintaining, repairing or improving coastal defences 
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If a proposed intervention is considered likely to either cause a deterioration in the status of a water body, 
or jeopardise a water body achieving Good Status/Potential, then an Article 4.7 assessment would be 
required before that scheme could go ahead. Article 4.7 is an exemption to the WFD legislation but is only 
available subject to stringent conditions, requiring significant and often complex evidence to be made 
available. As such this should only be a last resort, when all other alternatives have been rejected. 
Conditions for granting 4.7 exemptions are:  

• Have all practicable steps been taken to mitigate the adverse impact on the status of the water 
body? 

• Can the beneficial objectives served by the project be achieved by other means that are technically 
feasible, do not lead to disproportionate cost and are a significantly better environmental option? 

• Are the reasons of overriding public interest and/or are the benefits of the environment and to 
society of achieving WFD objectives outweighed by the benefits of the project to human health, 
maintenance of human safety or sustainable development? 

2.2 Approach 
The following assessment draws on key guidance provided by the Environment Agency (including the 
Clearing the Waters for All Guidance, 2017), UKTAG (UK Technical Advisory Group) and The Planning 
Inspectorate (PINS) Advice Note 18 (PINS, 2017).   

This guidance identifies three key stages to WFD appraisals: (Table 2-1). 

Table 2-1 Stages in the WFD appraisal process 

WFD Stage Description 

Stage 1: Screening This stage identifies the extent to which the proposals are likely to 
affect the water bodies, defining the zone of influence and providing 
a justification for excluding receptors, project activities and 
environmental topic areas.  This stage includes: 

- Identifying the relevant River Basin Management Plans and 
water bodies 

- Outlining the proposal elements 

- Identifying the study area and the potential zone(s) of influence 
from the proposals on the water bodies and whether any 
aspects can be screened out and why 

Stage 2: Scoping The scoping stage identifies the potential risks of the proposed 
activities impacting the water bodies screened in for assessment.  
This stage includes: 

- Identifying which quality elements are scoped in for each water 
body 

- An initial assessment to identify the risks from the proposals 
and what aspects require a detailed assessment 

- Identifying which water bodies require further assessment as 
part of Stage 3 

Stage 3: Impact Assessment Detailed assessment of the water bodies and activities carried 
forward from the screening and scoping stages. This includes the:  

- Identification of baseline conditions of the biological, physico-
chemical and hydro morphological quality elements 

- Description of the Proposed Project 
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- Identification of potential impacts from the Proposed Project 
on quality elements 

- Review of actions to deliver WFD-specific mitigation measures 

- Assessment of the Proposed Project against WFD status 
objectives, other EU legislation and overall compliance 
(including identification of required mitigation and/or 
enhancements) 

 

This strategy-level preliminary WFD assessment addresses Stage 1 Screening (section 3 of this report) and 
Stage 2 Scoping (section 4 of this report).  

A high level appraisal of potential impacts of the proposals (Stage 3) (section 5 of this report) has also been 
undertaken, sufficient to determine whether (i) they present a risk to the quality status of any water body 
and (ii) a more detailed assessment is needed for any specific activity. It is recommended that should any 
Strategy proposal progress to scheme stage, a more detailed WFD will be required.  

The assessment draws on key guidance provided by the Environment Agency (including the Clearing the 
Waters for all Guidance, and Water Framework Directive risk assessment: how to assess the risk of your 
activity), UKTAG (UK Technical Advisory Group) and The Planning Inspectorate (PINS) Advice Note 18 (PINS, 
2017).   

A separate Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) has been produced to consider the impacts of the 
Strategy on the European Sites (Protected Sites). Conclusions from this have been included in this report. 

2.3 Data sources 
This has been a desk-based appraisal, with no collation of site-specific data. It has been based upon 
available data on coastal processes and shoreline behaviour, which is reported separately in Appendix A of 
the Issues, risk and opportunities report (Jacobs, 2018), and expert appraisal of the likely response to 
potential strategic approaches to future shoreline management. The key data sources used are as follows:  

• Environment Agency Catchment Data Explorer (Environment Agency, 2019), accessed on May 2019. 
The Environment Agency catchment data explorer (http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-
planning/) includes a link to the water body summary table (which defines for each water body): 

o current and target water body status  

o hydromorphology status 

o designation as heavily modified water body (HMWB) and reason 

o sensitive habitats 

o bivalve mollusc production areas and  

o water quality.   

• Magic maps (http://magic.gov.uk) have been used to find information on the location and size of WFD 
habitats; this includes the Water Framework Directive (WFD): “Clearing the Waters for All” layer (as 
part of Marine theme). This includes links to:  

o the pressures – activities matrix, which has been used to identify ways that coastal 
management activities could affect the receptors  

o the mitigation measures table, which has been used to identify mitigation measures in 
place now or planned for the future  

• North West River Basin Management Plan (Environment Agency, 2016a): much of the Strategy area is 
covered by this RBMP 

http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/
http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/
http://magic.gov.uk/
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• Solway Tweed River Basin Management Plan (Environment Agency, 2016b): the area north of Dubmill 
Point lies within the Solway catchment, and it is covered by this RBMP. This area is jointly managed by 
The Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) and the Environment Agency 

• Shoreline Management Plan (North West England and North Wales Coastal Group, 2010) 

• Contemporary Ordnance Survey maps (via MAGIC mapping) 

• Aerial photography  

• Historical maps (available to view on-line at www.nls.co.uk ) 

• Designated areas (available via MAGIC mapping). 

http://www.nls.co.uk/
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3 Stage 1 - WFD Screening 
The aim of this stage is to identify the extent to which the proposals are likely to affect the water bodies 
and to identify what activities should go through the scoping or impact assessment stages. This section 
therefore: 

• outlines the proposed Strategy 

• defines which policy units have been screened in for further assessment (Stage 2: Scoping), considering 
the activities that may result from implementation of the Strategy that could directly or directly impact 
water bodies. 

• identifies the relevant water bodies (surface and groundwater) that could be directly or indirectly 
impacted by the Strategy and defines which water bodies have been screened in for further assessment 
(Stage 2: Scoping). 

3.1 The proposal 
Table 3-2 summarises the Strategy proposals for each policy unit: this builds upon the policies set within 
the Shoreline Management Plan and the best approaches to carry out those policies. In some places, a 
change in Shoreline Management Plan policy is proposed.  

The 420 km length of 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) which have coastal defence management needs in the short term. This 
may be where: 

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

• the current Shoreline Management Plan policy has been questioned or 

• there are opportunities to improve the environment and bring benefits to an area. 

For these priority units the Strategy has looked at different options for dealing with future risks. Along the 
rest of the coast, the Strategy has considered the current Shoreline Management Plan policy and identified 
future actions. 

This proportional approach does not, however, negate the need to consider wider scale impacts and 
benefits nor to consider whether other areas of the Strategy coastline could present opportunities for 
environmental improvements or mitigation measures. This WFD Screening has therefore considered both 
the priority and non-priority units. 

The Strategy considers alternative approaches under four Shoreline Management Plan headline policies: 
implementation of these involves a range of different management activities as described in Table 3 1. 

In considering future management of coastal risk, the Strategy has considered two broad time-scales: the 
‘short term’ (defined as up to 10 years) and the ‘medium to long term’ (defined as beyond 10 years). There 
is greater uncertainty about how the Strategy will be implemented in the medium to long term than over 
the next 10 years. It should also be noted that any policy interventions beyond 10 years will be subject to 
future review as part of the shoreline management planning framework in England.  

Due to the limited detail on the nature and extent of schemes available at this strategy-level, an additional, 
more detailed WFD appraisal would be required for each scheme.  
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Table 3-1 Shoreline Management Plan policies 

Policy Description Activities considered by the Strategy 

No active intervention 
(NAI) 

No further investment in 
coastal defences or operations.  

• Do nothing 

Hold the line (HTL) An aspiration to hold the 
shoreline in its current position. 
This might involve maintaining 
current defences or 
constructing new defences in 
the future. 

• Maintain defences – this could involve patch 
and repair works or more proactive measures. 

• Improve defences, which could involve toe 
protection or other reinforcements measures, 
raising the defence crest or widening the 
defence. 

• Build new defences, this could involve 
alongshore structures, such as a revetment or 
seawall, cross-shore structures such as rock or 
timber groynes, or offshore structures such as 
reefs.  

Managed realignment 
(MR) 

Allowing the shoreline to move 
backwards or forwards, with 
management to control to limit 
movement. This could involve 
introducing measures to reduce 
erosion or building new 
defences on the landward side 
of the original defences in low-
lying areas.  

• Build new set back defences, such as raised 
embankments or walls. 

• Remove defences and allowing retreat to 
naturally higher land. 

• Build defences to slow erosion – this could 
involve low cost measures such as gabions or 
rock toe works. 

Advance the line (ATL) New defences are built on the 
seaward side of current 
defences. 

Policy was not defined for any policy units along the 
Cumbria coast in the Shoreline Management Plan. 

 

3.2 Screening of policy units 
Table 3-2 identifies whether policy units have been screened in or out of further consideration in this WFD 
assessment.  

Policy units have been screened out of further assessment as the basis of the proposed Strategy, using the 
following criteria: 

• Existing WFD assessment - The current guidance advises that if activities are low risk or represent a 
continuation of an activity undertaken between 2009 and 2014 and have an existing WFD assessment 
these may be excluded from further assessment. Although all frontages within this Strategy are 
included within the Shoreline Management Plan and therefore there is an over-arching WFD 
assessment in place covering the preferred SMP policy, the Strategy considers the implementation of 
the policy therefore this preliminary assessment has reassessed the proposals. There is also a number 
of locations where it is recommended that a change in SMP policy should be considered. However, a 
strategy plan is already in place for Walney Island (approved in 2014); therefore policy units included 
within Walney Island Strategy have not been reassessed here.  

• Do nothing approaches - Where the SMP policy is no active intervention and the Strategy proposes an 
approach of do nothing, it is considered that this supports the natural functioning of the coast or 
estuary. Therefore, deterioration in ecological status is considered unlikely and no further assessment 
has been undertaken. 

• Managed realignment approaches - 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 
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functioning of the coast or estuary. Therefore, deterioration in ecological status is considered unlikely 
and no further assessment has been undertaken.  

Table 3-2 Strategy proposals by policy unit (priority units are shown in bold). Those units screened out are shaded in grey 

Policy area Policy unit Policy 
change? Preferred strategic approach Screened 

in? 

11c8 Heald 
Brow to 
Humphrey Head 

11c8.1 Heald Brow to Frith 
Wood 

No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11c8.2 New Barns No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11c8.3 Grubbins Wood No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

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

No Hold the Line: Continue to monitor and maintain coastal 
defences as necessary. Potential capital works required 
to replace assets when they reach end-of life (20-50 
years) or if fronting marsh erodes. Could include new sea 
wall and sheet pile toe, full height rock revetment or 
modification to existing structures. 

Yes 

11c8.5 Kent viaduct to Holme 
Island 

No Hold the Line: Continue to monitor and maintain coastal 
defences as necessary. In the short term this is likely to 
involve minor repairs and maintenance of existing 
defence structures and culverts. Potential capital works 
required in longer term to replace assets when they 
reach end-of life (20-50 years) or if fronting marsh 
erodes. Could include new sea wall and sheet pile toe, 
full height rock revetment or modification to existing 
structures. Also potential site for regulated tidal 
exchange scheme. 

Yes 

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

No Hold the line: Continue to maintain coastal defences and 
monitor shoreline change. In the short term this is likely 
to involve minor repairs and maintenance of existing 
defence structures and culverts. Potential capital works 
required in longer term to replace assets when they 
reach end-of life (20-50 years) or if fronting marsh 
erodes. Could include new sea wall and sheet pile toe, 
full height rock revetment or modification to existing 
structures. 

Yes 

11c9 Kent 
Estuary 

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

Possibly, 
subject to 
further 
studies 

Hold the line, whilst a long term solution is developed. In 
the short term proactive maintenance of the existing 
defence, is the recommended approach. This will allow 
time for a catchment-wide approach to be developed 
and also for funding to be sought, by extending defence 
life by 10 to 20 years.   
In the longer term improving existing defences would be 
the most efficient solution for future management of 
increased flood risk due to sea level rise, but would be 
unlikely to attract sufficient funding at the present time. 
This could include localised habitat creation through a 
regulated tidal exchange (RTE) if impacts on the 
designated habitats of Morecambe Bay need to be 
mitigated or compensated for. A number of further 
studies are required to confirm the feasibility of 
regulated tidal exchange for this purpose along the 
frontage and how it could be incorporated in the long 
term and there may be other locations in the inner 
estuary where compensatory habitat could be provided 
more cost effectively and where there is less 
infrastructure at risk. 

Yes 
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Policy area Policy unit Policy 
change? Preferred strategic approach Screened 

in? 

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

No Hold the line, whilst a long term solution is developed. In 
the short term proactive maintenance of the existing 
defence, is the recommended approach. This will allow 
time for an catchment-wide approach to be developed 
and also for funding to be sought, by extending defence 
life by 10 to 20 years. 

Yes 

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

Possibly split 
existing 
policy unit, 
subject to 
further 
studies 

There are several alternative approaches to Hold the line 
in the long term, although the most suitable approach 
technical approach is to provide a formal revetment and 
crest wall when justified due to increasing risk from 
climate change or channel migration. In some parts of 
the frontage that may need to be higher than the current 
defence levels to appropriately manage risks from 
flooding in the future.  

Yes 

11c9.3.2 - Levens Bridge (east 
bank) & Levens Bridge to Kent 
viaduct (west bank) 

Possibly split 
existing 
policy unit, 
subject to 
further 
studies 

Hold the line, whilst a long term solution is developed. In 
the short term proactive maintenance of the existing 
defence, is the recommended approach. This will allow 
time for an catchment-wide approach to be developed 
and also for funding to be sought, by extending defence 
life by 10 to 20 years.   
In the longer term, improving existing defences would 
provide for the most efficient solution for future 
management of increased flood risk due to sea level rise, 
but would be unlikely to attract sufficient funding at the 
present time. This could include localised habitat 
creation through managed realignment of embankments 
if impacts on the designated habitats of Morecambe Bay 
need to be mitigated or compensated for. A number of 
further studies are required to confirm the feasibility of 
MR within this unit. 

Yes 

11c10 
Humphrey Head 
to Cark 

11c10.1 Humphrey Head No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11c10.2 Humphrey Head to 
Cowpren Point 

Possibly to 
take account 
of saline 
lagoon 
scheme 

The preferred approach in the short term is to continue 
to hold the line through proactive management. This will 
allow time for longer term options, such as partial 
realignment of the defences, to be considered. It would 
also enable the success of the proposed saline lagoon 
scheme to be appraised, as there may be potential to 
extend the scheme. 

Yes 

11c10.3 Cowpren Point to Cark No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11c11 Outer 
Leven Estuary 

11c11.1 Cark to Leven viaduct Consider 
change to 
HTL to be 
consistent 
with policy 
units in 11e 

No Active intervention for majority of the policy unit, but 
hold the line along the existing railway embankment and 
viaduct, which may require rock armouring if fronting 
marsh erodes. If the fronting marsh erodes, further rock 
armouring extending along railway embankment could 
be required in the longer term. Also potential site for 
regulated tidal exchange scheme. 

Yes 

11c11.2 Leven viaduct to Canal 
Foot cottages 

Studies are 
required to 
look at 
potential for 
contaminatio
n in longer 
term. 

No Active intervention for majority of the policy unit, but 
hold the line along the existing railway embankment and 
viaduct, which may require rock armouring if fronting 
marsh erodes.  

Yes 
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Policy area Policy unit Policy 
change? Preferred strategic approach Screened 

in? 

11c11.3 Canal Foot No Hold the line - repair or upgrade existing defences to 
consistently manage flood risk to south Ulverston. 

Yes 

11c11.4 Glaxo Factory Site 
(south) 

Dependent 
on 
development 
of GSK site 

In the short term, a do nothing approach remains 
appropriate, subject to further monitoring of the 
situation. The long term Strategy depends upon future 
plans for the hinterland. Currently a slag (spoil) bank 
fronting the existing defences provides protection, but 
this is showing signs of erosion. Further erosion could 
result in a breach and flooding of the hinterland, with 
potential to have wider reaching effects.  
If the former GSK is developed, there could be a need to 
change policy to hold the line and under a hold the line 
policy the preferred approach would be to construct a 
new revetment or embankment, subject to funding.  

Yes 

11c11.5 Sandhall to Conishead 
Priory 

No Consider need for future set-back defences to wider 
south Ulverston flood cell in medium or long term. 

Yes 

11c11.6 Conishead Priory to 
Bardsea 

No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11c12 Leven 
Estuary 

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

Possible 
boundary 
change 

The long-term strategic approach is to move towards a 
more naturally functioning coastline. In the short-term 
this would involve reactive maintenance of defences, 
whilst looking for opportunities to realign or remove 
defences to enable habitats creation and reduce the 
need to continued investment in their maintenance.  

Yes 

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

Possible 
boundary 
change 

Hold the Line - into the long term. An existing scheme 
involving a rock armour revetment and existing retaining 
wall and platform structure repairs is awaiting final 
approvals. 

No -scheme 
already 
subject to 
WFD 

11c12.3.1 Old Railway 
Embankment 

New policy 
unit and new 
policy 
proposed 

Hold the Line - in the short term improving existing 
defences could be sufficient whilst a funding plan and a 
longer term solution are developed.  
To provide long term protection, new defences will need 
to be constructed. This could either be along existing 
alignments, most likely through construction of a rock 
revetment, or involve setback defences, although this 
would require further study to assess potential impacts 
on rest of estuary, particularly the potential for 
worsening erosion risk at the railway viaduct and the 
A590 Greenodd embankment. Note that EA has recently 
undertaken several emergency repairs to breaches in the 
embankment which is in poor condition. 

Yes 

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

New unit 
boundary. 
Possible 
change to 
NAI in short 
or medium 
term. 

As there are limited assets at risk a Do nothing option 
could be a suitable approach for this frontage from the 
short term.  Due to the location and size, impacts on the 
tidal prism and potential for significant impacts 
elsewhere in the estuary are lower risk than elsewhere in 
the inner Leven but should be investigated alongside 
recommended actions for 11c12.1 

No – do 
nothing, 
assuming 
new unit 

11c13 Bardsea 
to Piel Island 

11c13.1 Bardsea to Newbiggin No No active intervention No – do 
nothing 

11c13.2 Newbiggin to 
Rampside 

Possibly - 
change in 
medium 
term to HTL 

Hold the Line - in the short term proactive management 
could be sufficient whilst a funding plan and a longer 
term solution are developed. To provide long term 
protection, the existing defences would need to be 
improved through reinforcing with rock armour or 
concrete overlays. It may also be necessary to increase 

Yes 
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the crest level. Although the SMP considered the 
possibility of realigning the road, the length or detour 
required is unlikely to be more cost-effective than 
improving the current defences. 
There is the possibility of a small scale regulated tidal 
exchange scheme, to provide compensatory habitat, but 
this would require further study.  

11c13.3 Rampside Possible 
change to 
HTL in short 
term 

In the short to medium term, the shoreline is anticipated 
to remain sheltered by the fringing saltmarsh, the 
Foulney embankment and Roa Island causeway, 
therefore no works are likely to be needed apart from 
minor repairs. No Active intervention is therefore the 
preferred approach, although risks will need to be 
monitored.  
In the long term if the fringing marsh diminishes there 
may be a need to improve defences through raising 
defences. This could be in the form of low wall slightly 
set back from the current defences and so not impacting 
on the designated sites. but will depend upon the future 
management of Roa Island, Shorelink (Roa Island 
causeway) and Foulney Embankment. 

Yes 

11c13.4 Roa Island No Hold the line - there are various options that would 
maintain the standard of defence into the long term, but 
further studies are required, particularly regarding 
defence of the Shorelink, due to foundation issues, and 
the impact of the deterioration of the Foulney causeway 
resulting in additional exposure and habitat changes.  
Therefore in the immediate term, ongoing maintenance 
of the defences would be required until a decision can be 
made on the best approach in the medium to longer 
term. 

Yes 

11c14 Walney 
Island 

(11c14.8) Benefit Area 1 - 
North Walney (unit 1) 

No Do nothing No - 2014 
Strategy 
included 
WFD 
assessment (11c14.7 part) Strategy Benefit 

Area 2: West Shore park 
No Since the Walney Island Strategy, new rock armour 

defence has been installed along the frontage. This 
defence is intended to be temporary and is due to be 
removed after 20 years, therefore the approach is in line 
with the current Walney Island Strategy preferred option 
and SMP Policy of Managed realignment. Continuing to 
maintain the defence here in the short-term may, 
however, be affected by decisions along adjacent 
frontages to the south. It is assumed that this defence 
will be maintained over the 20 year period - concerns 
have been raised regarding design - therefore monitoring 
may indicate a need for redesigning within the 20 years.  

(11c14.7 part) Strategy Benefit 
Area 3: Earnse Point to Walk 
Haw Scar 

Yes Recent beach monitoring and asset inspection data 
indicate that although there are local fluctuations in 
beach level at the toe, the sloping revetment is generally 
in fair state, such that ongoing maintenance could be 
sufficient to sustain it for a number of years, beyond the 
No active intervention approach. Subject to funding 
being available, this could be a more viable short-term 
option than simply allowing the current defence to fail, 
which could have an impact on both the viability of the 
fishtail groyne at Earnse Point and temporary defences 
at West Shore Park. Once defences at West Shore Park 
are removed, then a more feasible realignment of the 
coast may be achieved, by allowing erosion and retreat 
of the larger frontage. 

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

Yes Along Unit 8, given the current condition of defences 
along this stretch and low exposure conditions, Do 
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Area 5: Nanny Point Scar to 
Hillock Whins (unit 5) and 
Biggar to Tummer Hill (unit 8) 

minimum is likely to sustain defences for some time. Any 
increase in risk and the acceptance of risk will need to be 
reviewed on a regular basis.  
Along Unit 5, the recent asset inspection indicates that 
the current defences are already being overtopped, with 
retreat of the cliffs having occurred behind them. The 
Walney Strategy proposed that the Do minimum option 
in Unit 5 should include creation of a rock stockpile to be 
used for maintaining and repairing the defences as and 
when failures occur. For this option to remain viable the 
storm damage that has occurred since the Strategy 
needs to be repaired.  

11c14.4 Strategy Benefit Area 
6: Hillock Whins to Hare Hill 

Yes Since the Walney Island Strategy, there has been storm 
erosion of  historical landfill sites. There have been 
recent works along this frontage undertaken by Cumbria 
County Council (March and April 2018 and ongoing) that 
include reprofiling and capping of the bund with clay. 
Cumbria County Council are currently seeking a longer 
term permanent solution to the problem, to mitigate the 
impacts of coastal erosion along the frontage, beyond 
the current approach of reactive maintenance. The first 
two phases are due to be completed by winter 2018 to 
2019. The outcome is likely to require a revision of the 
preferred option, reverting to the existing Shoreline 
Management Plan policy for this frontage of Hold the 
line.  

11c14.2 (part) Strategy Benefit 
Area 8: Vickerstown and North 
Scale 

Yes Given the risk of coastal flooding and erosion to the main 
link road, the current strategic approach is questioned. 
Given the low exposure conditions along the frontage 
continued maintenance is likely to be sufficient to hold 
the line for some time, with possible consideration of 
temporary flood defences as an alternative to raising the 
crest level. This would allow time for consideration of 
potential funding streams to support continued 
maintenance or future raising of the existing defences. 

11c15 Walney 
Channel 
(mainland) 

11c15.1 Rampside to Westfield 
Point 

No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

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

No Hold the line - continue to maintain existing defences. 
Longer term improvements are likely to be required, 
such as rock toe works or sheet piling to extend life of 
existing defences (various ownerships). 

Yes 

11c15.3 Hindpool to Lowsy 
Point 

No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11c16 Duddon 
Estuary 

11c16.1 Lowsy Point to Askam 
Pier 

No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11c16.2 Askam-in-Furness Possibly 
boundary 
change to 
include 
sewage 
works 

Hold the line - along much of the frontage works are 
unlikely to be required in the short to medium term, 
depending upon future rates of erosion, as properties 
are generally set back from the shoreline.  
A short length of defences at Marsh Lane may require 
continued maintenance and there may be a need for 
works to address outflanking. 

Yes 

11c16.3 Askam to 
Dunnerholme 

Possibly 
boundary 
change to 
exclude 

There is a stretch of railway line which may become 
increasingly exposed if erosion continues - therefore 
works to maintain the embankment may be required. 
Minimal erosion is predicted for the southern side of 

Yes 
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sewage 
works 

Dunnerholme and therefore a do nothing approach 
remains appropriate.  However, some ongoing erosion is 
predicted at the Askam-in-Furness caravan park 
frontage.  The likely solution is for adaptation in the 
longer term through roll back or relocation of this park. 
However, in order for relocation to be planned some 
short-term ongoing maintenance of the frontage may be 
required (Do minimum).   

11c16.4 Dunnerholme to Sand 
Side 

No Hold the line - there are various approaches possible but 
the preferred approach is to improve existing defences -
along much of the length this may be simply raising crest 
levels, but where erosion is an issue would involve 
adding erosion protection (probably rock) along the toe 
of the embankment. This option would enhance the 
flood protection resilience of the railway embankment 
and potentially provide long term protection to the 
frontage.  
Should erosion become more severe and the 
embankment shows signs of critical failure, there may be 
a need for extended works along the whole railway 
embankment such as constructing a new rock 
revetment, to provide more substantial protection.   

Yes 

11c16.5 Kirkby-in-Furness No The railway line runs parallel to the shoreline along the 
length of 11c16.5 and at some locations the width of 
fronting land between the shoreline and the railway line 
is extremely narrow. Maintaining existing defences is 
unlikely to be effective for many years, therefore a more 
sustainable solution would be  to improve the defences 
or construct new embankments. Both options would 
involve a larger defence footprint. The final decision 
would be made by Network Rail as they are responsible 
for the embankments within this unit. 

Yes 

11c16.6 Herd House Moss No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11c16.7 Galloper Pool to 
viaduct 

No Hold the line by continuing to maintain the defences to 
the railway. In the longer term potential for need to 
reinforce railway embankment should the existing wall 
start to fail. 

Yes 

11c16.8 Duddon Estuary 
(inner) 

No Reactive patch and repair (Do Minimum) may be 
sufficient, given the longer term intent for managed 
realignment. This would allow time for further 
investigations. MR options require further studies to 
consider viable locations and potential impacts on the 
wider estuary. In the longer term potential for need to 
reinforce a short length of railway embankment within 
this unit. 

Yes 

11c16.9 Millom Marshes No Reactive patch and repair (Do Minimum) may be 
sufficient, given the longer term intent for managed 
realignment. This would allow time for further 
investigations. MR options require further studies to 
consider viable locations and potential impacts on the 
wider estuary. 

Yes 

11c16.10.1 Millom (old 
railway embankment) 

New policy 
unit  and 
new policy 
(HTL) 
recommende
d 

To manage coastal flood risk to the wider flood area of 
South Millom, the preferred approach is to formalise the 
existing high ground along the line of the former railway 
embankment as a coastal defence in the short term and 
consider a SMP Policy change to HTL. In the longer term 
the defence may need to be improved through 
construction of a new flood revetment along the former 
railway embankment. 

Yes 
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11c 16.10 Millom Iron Works 
(industrial area) 

New policy 
unit and new 
policy (NAI) 
recommende
d 

Assuming a new policy unit is created for 11c16.10.1, the 
preferred approach for flood and coastal risk 
management is for do nothing, recognising planned 
private development at Port Millom subject to consents 
and whilst monitoring levels of risk from coastal erosion 
and flooding.  

No – do 
nothing, 
assuming 
new unit 

11c16.11 Hodbarrow Mains No The preferred approach is Do Nothing in the short term, 
but undertaking studies including flood risk modelling, to 
improve understanding of flood links to the wider South 
Millom area. This may identify a need to construct set 
back flood embankments to manage flood risk to 
properties in Millom.  

No – do 
nothing 

11d1 
Hodbarrow 
Point to Selker 

11d1.1 Hodbarrow Point to 
Haverigg 

Possibly 
defer MR 
until long 
term 

Given the current good condition and the substantial 
nature of the armouring the defences may be 
sustainable beyond 50 years with only minor 
maintenance (Do minimum) and therefore the need for 
realignment to a set back defence could potentially be 
deferred into the 50 to 100 year epoch.  

Yes 

11d1.2 Haverigg Possible 
change to 
MR in long 
term - 
depending 
on risk 

Hold the line - maintain existing defences, reviewing 
standard of protection provided as part of Haverigg and 
Millom flood risk modelling study to determine timing of 
possible future raising of defences. Should the dune 
system to the west of the rock revetment erode, 
realigning the defence to prevent outflanking but to 
maintain the current level of protection to Haverigg 
against flooding may be considered. 

Yes 

11d1.3 Haverigg to Hartrees 
Hill 

No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11d1.4 Silecroft (Hartrees Hill) Possible 
change to 
MR in long 
term - 
depending 
on risk 

Hold the line, subject to defences causing no adverse 
effects on sediment movement or coastal processes and 
sustainable to do - there is currently no justification for 
changing the policy within this unit as there is no 
substantive evidence that current defences are 
significantly impacting adjacent sites. 
Should erosion rates accelerate in the future, the 
defences may become increasingly exposed and difficult 
to retain. At this time, the potential for setting back the 
defences should be considered. 

Yes 

11d1.5 Hartrees Hill to Selker No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11d2 Selker to 
Eskmeals 

11d2.1 Selker to Stubb Place No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11d2.2 Stubb Place to 
Eskmeals Dunes 

Possible 
change in 
short term to 
HTL 

In the short term, the preferred approach to holding the 
existing line is to improve the existing defence (along its 
current alignment), through reusing the Pendine blocks. 
This should extend the life of defences 5 to 10 years, 
whilst medium or long term managed realignment 
adaptation approaches are investigated.  
Along the stretch of coast north of the MoD boundary to 
Eskmeals Range it is assumed that QinetiQ will continue 
to manage risk to the Eskmeals Range, through 
reprofiling of the shingle ridge when required, for 
example, following storm damage.  

Yes 

11d3 Ravenglass 
Estuary 
Complex 

11d3.1 Eskmeals Dunes to 
Ravenglass 

No Localised HTL - works to railway embankment in longer 
term. 

Yes 

11d3.2 Ravenglass No Hold the line - maintain existing defences, with 
refurbishments within current footprints to avoid 
impacts on the designated sites.  

 

11d3.3 Ravenglass to Drigg 
Point 

No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11d4 Drigg Point 
to Seascale 

11d4.1 Drigg Point to Seascale No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 
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d5 Seascale to 
St Bees 

11d5.1 Seascale No Hold the current defence line - in the short term a do-
minimum approach to Hold the line is all that can be 
economically justified. This would not sustain protection 
into the long term and so further investigations are 
needed to better identify the risks related to defence 
failure and timing of economic impacts before an 
improve options can be identified as preferred. 

Yes 

11d5.2 Seascale to Sellafield Consider 
change to 
HTL to be 
consistent 
with policy 
units in 11e 

In the short term, improving existing defences should be 
sufficient to extend the life of the existing embankment. 
However, if the risk of erosion increases more 
substantial measures, e.g. extending the length of 
existing defences, would be required, through 
constructing a new revetment or seawall).  

Yes 

11d5.3 Sellafield Possible 
boundary 
change if 
Moorside 
site 
progresses in 
the future 

Hold the current defence line - in the short and medium 
term proactive repair and maintenance of the existing 
rock revetment, which currently protects the railway 
line, should be sufficient to provide protection beyond 
50 years. This would not protect properties that lie along 
the seaward toe of the railway embankment and there is 
unlikely to be any funding available for their protection.  
In the long term, there may be a need to improve 
defences, with construction of a new revetment the 
preferred approach. The timing of this may depend on 
several factors, in particular any future development of 
the proposed Moorside site (located in unit 11d5.4) and 
long term plans for the coastal railway.  

Yes 

11d5.4 Sellafield to 
Braystones 

Possible 
boundary 
change if 
Moorside 
site 
progresses in 
the future. 
Consider 
change to 
HTL to be 
consistent 
with 11e 

Hold the current defence line at the railway. Currently 
the railway line is not at high risk, therefore the 
preferred approach in the short term is to continue to 
monitor and undertake proactive maintenance as 
required.  
Should the beach deteriorate (not anticipated within 
next 20 years), more substantial works could be required 
to continue to protect the railway. Constructing a new 
rock armour revetment, is likely to be most cost effective 
solution, in the long term, but the decision will rest with 
Network Rail, who are responsible for maintaining 
defences along this frontage. These measures will not 
protect the beach front properties.  
The Strategy has considered the justification for 
defending beach front properties, but the additional cost 
and potential wider environmental impacts means that 
such an option could not be justified and it is unlikely 
that any national funding could be sought to provide 
defences here. 

Yes 

11d5.5 Braystones, 
Nethertown and Coulderton 

Consider 
change to 
HTL to be 
consistent 
with 11e 

Hold the current defence line at the railway - currently 
the railway line is not at high risk, therefore the 
preferred approach in the short term is to continue to 
monitor and undertake proactive maintenance as 
required.  
Should the beach deteriorate (not anticipated within 
next 20 years), more substantial works could be required 
to continue to protect the railway. Constructing a new 
rock armour revetment, is likely to be most cost effective 
solution, in the long term. The final decision will rest with 
Network Rail, who are responsible for maintaining 
defences along this frontage. These measures will not 
protect the beach front properties. 
The Strategy has considered the justification for  
defending beach front properties, but the additional cost 
and potential wider environmental impacts means that 
such an option could not be justified and it is unlikely 

Yes 
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that any national funding could be sought to provide 
defences here. 

11d5.6 Coulderton to Seamill Consider 
change to 
HTL to be 
consistent 
with 11e 

Hold the current defence line - currently the railway line 
is not at high risk, therefore the preferred approach in 
the short term is to continue to monitor and undertake 
proactive maintenance as required.  
Should the beach deteriorate (not anticipated within 
next 20 years), more substantial works could be required 
to continue to protect the railway. In the long term 
constructing a new rock armour revetment is likely to be 
most cost effective solution, this may involve both 
replacing existing defences and building defences along 
currently undefended stretches. The final decision will 
rest with Network Rail, who are responsible for 
maintaining defences along this frontage.  

Yes 

11d5.7 Seamill to Pow Beck No Hold the current defence line - currently the railway line 
is not at high risk, therefore the preferred approach is for 
proactive maintenance, which should be sufficient to 
provide protection to the railway and properties beyond 
50 years. This option would involve maintaining the 
existing defences until they reach the end of their 
effective life span then replace them in their current 
locations, with Sea Mill defences replaced in front of the 
car park rather than constructing new defences adjacent 
to the railway. 
This would allow time for development of a long term 
solution of improving the defence by constructing a new 
revetment, with rock armour likely to be most cost 
effective solution, in the long term.   

Yes 

11d6 St Bees 11d6.1 Pow Beck to St Bees 
Promenade 

No Do nothing No - do 
nothing  

11d6.2 St Bees Promenade No Hold the existing defence line in the short to medium 
term (50 years) - the preferred approach is for works to 
prolong the life of the promenade, such as additional 
rock toe works, and possibly maintaining the existing 
groynes. Toe works may need to extend south to address 
outflanking at the transition with 11d6.1.  
In the long term (beyond 50 years) it is likely to become 
increasingly difficult to retain a beach and more 
substantial works would be required to hold the 
promenade in its existing position. The preferred 
approach is therefore to realign the defences to a set-
back position. The position would need to be determined 
through additional studies.   

Yes 

11d7 St Bees 
Head 

11d7.1 St Bees Head No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11e1 St Bees 
Head to 
Whitehaven 

11e1.1 St Bees Head to Saltom 
Pit 

No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11e1.2 Saltom Pit Possibly - 
further to 
further 
studies 

Hold the line - to protect of the Scheduled Monument of 
Saltom Pit for as long as technically and economically 
viable and safe to do so. 
Consider viability of the short and medium term HTL 
policy and potentially bring forward the long term no 
active intervention policy. 

Yes 

11e1.3 Saltom Pit to 
Whitehaven 

No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11e1.4 Whitehaven South 
Beach 

Possible - 
depends on 
contaminatio
n risk 

The approach from the medium term depends upon the 
outcome of studies to investigate potential 
contamination risks from erosion of industrial spoil. 
Assuming there is no change in requirement to introduce 
defences in the immediate future to prevent further 
erosion, then erosion will be allowed to continue and 

Yes 
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works will be limited to maintaining the harbour arm in 
the adjacent policy unit to ensure its integrity.  
If it is found that there is a long term need to Hold the 
line to prevent erosion of contaminated landfill, and 
there are no other options for its removal, then a 
number of options to HTL should be reconsidered at that 
time to identify the most suitable approach to prevent 
contamination but perhaps also to support any other 
regeneration proposals in the area.  

11e2 
Whitehaven to 
Workington 

11e2.1 Whitehaven Harbour 
and north beach 

No Hold the line - by maintaining and repairing harbour 
walls and gates. It is assumed that maintenance of the 
harbour structures remains the responsibility of 
Whitehaven Harbour Commissioners, but rock armour to 
the north side is maintained by CBC. Works may be 
required to address movement of the defence toe, such 
as the placement of additional rock along the toe to 
bolster the defence. 

Yes 

11e2.2 Bransty to Parton No Hold the current defence line - In the short term, 
modifying the existing structure (toe protection, raising, 
repairing) may be adequate for some years. In the longer 
term it is likely that there will be a need to construct a 
new defence. That might take the form of a replacement 
seawall, or alternatively a seaward rock berm may offer a 
much more cost effective and less disruptive option. The 
decision regarding which option will depend upon 
Network Rail, as they currently are responsible for 
defences along this unit. 
Given the exposed location of the railway along this 
frontage, realignment could be considered in the future. 
If this is a possibility beyond the next 10 to 20 years, then 
a more suitable approach would be to continue to carry 
out remedial works on the current defences. In addition 
to proactive maintenance and timely patch and repairs 
to the masonry, it is also possible that additional toe 
protection may be required, which would most probably 
take the form of rock armour. 

Yes 

11e2.3 Parton No Hold the current defence line - In the short term, 
modifying the existing structure (toe protection, raising, 
repairing) may be adequate for some years. Under this 
option, the possibility of reducing flood risk through the 
railway arches should be considered. In the longer term 
it is likely that there will be a need to construct a new 
defence. That might take the form of a replacement 
seawall, or alternatively a seaward rock berm may offer a 
much more cost effective and less disruptive option. The 
decision regarding which option will depend upon 
Network Rail, as they currently are responsible for 
defences along much of this unit. At Parton, there needs 
to be joint working between Network Rail and the 
community in order to find the best solution to protect 
the railway and the village from flooding.  
Given the exposed location of the railway along this 
frontage, realignment could be considered in the future. 
If this is a possibility beyond the next 10 to 20 years, then 
a more suitable approach would be to continue to carry 
out remedial works on the current defences. In addition 
to proactive maintenance and timely patch and repairs 
to the masonry, it is also possible that additional toe 
protection may be required, which would most probably 
take the form of rock armour. Even with realignment, 
there would remain a flood risk to people and property 
at Parton, but this might be addressed through a setback 
seawall.  

Yes 
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11e2.4 Parton to Harrington 
Parks 

No To Hold the line to maintain the railway in the long term, 
the preferred approach is to provide a formal rock 
revetment. It is recommended that this is done well in 
advance of the risk to the railway becoming critical, 
which it possibly already is in places. However, the 
decision regarding the approach will depend upon 
Network Rail, as they currently are responsible for 
defences along much of this unit. 

Yes 

11e2.5 Harrington Parks to 
Harrington Harbour 

Possible - 
depends on 
contaminatio
n risk 

The approach from the medium term depends upon the 
outcome of studies to investigate potential 
contamination risks from erosion of the former industrial 
sites. If there is a long term need to Hold the line for 
large parts of this policy unit, then the most suitable 
technical approach is to provide a formal rock revetment 
both along the currently undefended length and over the 
existing structures. Assuming that the contamination risk 
is low, the recommended approach here is to continue 
to maintain defences through pro-active management 
and monitor erosion to establish if other assets (for 
example the railway line and Harrington Harbour) might 
become at risk and revisit policy to intervene if necessary 
in the medium or long term.  

Yes 

11e2.6 Harrington Harbour No Hold the line - the socio-economic justification of the 
SMP2 policy to continue to maintain the existing 
defences will be enhanced by any future regeneration of 
the area. 

Yes 

11e2.7 Harrington to Steel 
Works Site 

No Hold the current line, before risk to railway become 
critical, enabling a buffer to be created. The preferred 
approach to provide a formal rock revetment along the 
artificial shoreline of mine waste (slag) to prevent any 
further erosion. Any final decision will be depend upon 
Network Rail, as their assets are primarily at risk.  

Yes 

11e2.8 Steel Works Site Possible 
boundary 
change 

Hold the line  - the preferred approach (which includes 
part of 11e2.9) is to construct a formal rock revetment 
along the undefended lengths of this policy unit where 
there is a risk to assets, and to replace the existing 
defences, which are inadequate, with a similar design.  

Yes 

11e2.9 Steel Works to The 
Howe 

Possible 
boundary 
change 

See above for southern part of this unit. 
Unless a contamination risk is identified, then the 
preferred approach would be to stop any maintenance 
of current structures and consider reuse of materials 
elsewhere. This needs to take account of managing risk 
to the development site in 11e2.8, but this should be 
considered as part of a recommended boundary change.  
If there are contaminant risks due to erosion of the 
quarrying site, then a further assessment of potential 
options and a review of the SMP policy would need to be 
considered ahead of implementing measures to Hold the 
line.  

Yes 

11e2.10 The Howe to 
Workington Harbour south 
breakwater 

Possible 
depending 
on 
contaminatio
n risk 

Unless a contamination risk is identified, then the 
preferred approach would be to stop any maintenance 
of current structures and consider reuse of materials 
elsewhere. Some works to the harbour arm may 
however be required to ensure its stability and limit any 
erosion and overtopping risks - this should be considered 
as part of 11e2.11.  
If there are contaminant risks identified, then a further 
assessment of potential options and a review of the SMP 
policy would need to be considered ahead of 
implementing measures to Hold the line. 

Yes 

11e 2.11 Workington Harbour No Hold the line - maintain and refurbish or upgrade 
defences when required. It is assumed that maintenance 

Yes 
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of the harbour structures remains the responsibility of 
Port of Workington (CCC).  

11e3 
Workington to 
Maryport 

11e3.1 Workington Harbour to 
Siddick 

Possible - 
depends on 
contaminatio
n risk 

The approach from the medium term depends upon the 
outcome of studies to investigate potential 
contamination risks from erosion of the former industrial 
sites. Based on existing assets (excluding contamination) 
at risk there is insufficient justification for contributions 
from national FCERM funding (BCR <1).  If there is a long 
term need and funding available to Hold the line for 
large parts of this policy unit (due to contamination or 
regeneration), then the most suitable technical approach 
is to replace many of the existing defences with formal 
rock revetment. If there is a need to maintain protection 
in places along the current line for only the next 10 to 20 
years, then subject to funding the most suitable 
approach would maintenance and remedial works on the 
current defences but along much of the frontage there 
would need to be introduction of additional rock to 
bolster cliff protection and low tech solutions such as 
gabions to provide some temporary resistance. 

Yes 

11e3.2 Siddick to Risehow No Hold the current defence line - There are various 
approaches possible but the preferred approach is to 
provide a formal rock revetment. This may however 
need to be higher than the current low bank level to 
appropriately manage risks from wave overtopping and 
flooding in the future. It is possible that a phased 
approach could be applicable, addressing areas of 
concern as they occur. From the short term, works will 
be required to maintain the existing defences to allow 
time for schemes and funding to be developed for the 
longer term solutions. Beach management may be 
required to address risk to a United Utilities rising main 
and to reduce issue of fluvial outfalls becoming blocked.  

Yes 

11e3.3 Risehow to Maryport 
Marina 

No Do nothing No - do 
nothing 

11e3.4 Maryport Harbour and 
Marina 

No Hold the line - continue to maintain the defences and 
repair as necessary. Monitor beach changes following 
construction of the refurbished outfall groyne. 

Yes 

11e4 Maryport 
to Dubmill Point 

11e4.1 Maryport Harbour to 
Roman Fort 

No Hold the line - continue to maintain the defences and 
repair as necessary. In the longer term there may be 
improvements needed to address any increase in 
overtopping. There may also been a need for works to 
address outflanking at junction with 11e4.2. This could 
involve the construction of a rock revetment constructed 
along a line further back as the shoreline erodes. 

Yes 

11e4.2 Roman Fort to Bank 
End 

Possible 
extension of 
HTL  

Hold the line in short term, with do minimum approach. 
Consideration of a policy change for extending HTL into 
the medium term, due to importance of the promenade 
as part of English coastal path and cycleway, subject to 
funding and SMP change process. 

Yes 

11e4.3 Maryport Golf Course 
to Allonby 

No In the short term, the preferred approach is to do 
minimum, which will involve reactive works where 
formal defences currently exist. This should allow time 
for medium or long term managed realignment 
adaptation approaches to be investigated and 
implemented. 

Yes 

11e4.4 Allonby No Do minimum - there are no formal defences present. The 
dunes and wide shingle beach currently provide 
sufficient protection to Allonby; whilst this remains the 
case no intervention is required and the preferred 
approach is to simply monitor the  situation. Should the 
beach start to reduce in size in the future, works will be 

Yes 
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Policy area Policy unit Policy 
change? Preferred strategic approach Screened 

in? 

required to manage risks to Allonby. Initially, small scale 
or low cost measures to slow erosion of the dunes and 
retain them as the primary protection, may be sufficient. 
If erosion is more extensive, more substantial structures 
may need to be considered, particularly those that might 
help retain a beach. 

11e4.5 Allonby to Seacroft 
Farm 

Boundary 
change, with 
policy 
change to 
MR to allow 
temporary 
works in 
short term 

Managed realignment - at the southern end of the 
frontage, the dune and beach provide sufficient 
protection; whilst this remain the case no intervention is 
required and the preferred approach is to monitor the 
situation. Along the northern 400 m stretch, where the 
highway and United Utility assets lies close to the shore, 
the preferred approach would be for localised works to 
temporarily bolster existing defences, such as rock 
armour or rock gabions, whilst a longer term solution for 
this and adjacent units is considered. This could involve 
extension of the defences at Oldkiln. The intention is that 
these defences will eventually be removed or allowed to 
fail once long term plans are in place. 

Yes 

11e4.6 Seacroft Farm to 
Dubmill Point 

Boundary 
change to 
include part 
of 11e4.5 

In the short term, the preferred approach to holding the 
existing line is to improve the existing defence (along its 
current alignment), through reusing the existing 
limestone blocks (and new material) to construct a new 
revetment. This should extend the life of defences 5 to 
10 years to manage risk to B5300, whilst medium or long 
term managed realignment adaptation approaches are 
investigated. The intention is that these defences will 
eventually be removed or allowed to fail once long term 
plans are in place. 

Yes 

11e5 Dubmill 
Point to Silloth 

11e5.1 Dubmill Point to Silloth Possible 
change to ST 
policy to HTL 

In the short term, the preferred approach to holding the 
existing line is through localised works to temporary 
bolster existing defences along two short lengths of the 
frontage. The intention is that these defences will 
eventually be removed or allowed to fail once long term 
plans are in place. 

Yes 

11e6 Silloth to 
The Grune 

11e6.1 Silloth Harbour No Hold the line by maintaining and refurbishing defences 
within current footprints. 

Yes 

11e6.2 Silloth to Skinburness 
(open coast) 

No Hold the current defence line - In the short term this is 
likely to involve patch and repair or more proactive 
management, with no increase in footprint. In longer 
term, works may be required to the toe if the low water 
channel continue to move landwards. This would be 
subject to funding and the precise nature of works would 
be for scheme appraisal stage.  
If beaches deteriorate in the longer term the preferred 
approach, as it would provide the greater chance of 
realising wider benefits for the community, would be to 
improve the existing timber groynes or construct new 
rock groynes to retain a beach. Some renourishment is 
likely to be required as part of this.  

Yes 

11e6.3 The Grune No Do nothing No – do 
nothing 

11e7 
Moricambe Bay 

11e7.1 Skinburness (east) No Hold the line by maintaining and refurbishing flood 
embankments within current footprints. 

Yes 

11e7.2 Skinburness to Wath 
Farm 

No Hold the line in short term by maintaining and 
refurbishing flood embankments 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. 

Yes 

11e7.3 Wath Farm to 
Saltcoates 

No There are no formal defences on the frontage, with the 
wide marsh giving natural protection. Environmental 

No – do 
nothing 
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Policy area Policy unit Policy 
change? Preferred strategic approach Screened 

in? 

opportunities under the MR policy could allow potential 
for habitat enhancements here to mitigate impacts of 
defences elsewhere in the designated site.  

11e7.4 Newton Marsh No There are no formal defences on the frontage, with the 
wide marsh giving natural protection. Environmental 
opportunities under the MR policy could allow potential 
for habitat enhancements here to mitigate impacts of 
defences elsewhere in the designated site. Consider 
opportunities to allow natural expansion of the 
saltmarsh alongside increasing the flood resilience of the 
B5307 road in future. 

No – do 
nothing 

11e7.5 Newton Marsh to 
Anthorn including Wampool to 
NTL 

No Managed realignment through natural defence 
management - consider opportunities to allow natural 
expansion of the saltmarsh alongside increasing the 
flood resilience of the road in future. 

No – 
Managed 
realignment 

11e7.6 Anthorn No Hold the line through natural defence management - 
there are no formal defences present but the SMP policy 
allowed for the potential need to introduce defences if 
the narrow marsh protecting the road and adjacent 
properties were eroded. If the erosion risk changes, 
enhancement of the marsh through "green" low cost 
shoreline stabilisation techniques should be considered 
first. 

Yes 

11e7.7 Anthorn to Cardurnock No Managed realignment -  there are no formal flood 
defences present along this coast, but earth 
embankments are present and for much of this stretch 
the road is on slightly raised ground. - consider 
opportunities to allow natural expansion of the 
saltmarsh alongside increasing the flood resilience of the 
road in future. 

No – 
Managed 
realignment 

e8 Cardurnock 
to Scottish 
Border 

11e8.1 Cardurnock to 
Bowness-on-Solway 

No Managed realignment -  there are no formal flood 
defences present along this coast, but earth 
embankments are present. Consider opportunities to 
allow natural expansion of the saltmarsh alongside 
increasing the flood resilience of the road in future. 

No – 
Managed 
realignment 

11e8.2 Bowness-on-Solway Yes to HTL Hold the current defence line - In the short term this is 
likely to involve patch and repair of existing defences, 
with no increase in footprint.  
In the longer term, works may be required to the toe if 
the low water channel continues to move landwards. 
This would be subject to funding and the precise nature 
of works would be for scheme appraisal stage. It is most 
likely that it will involve either shoreface works to bolster 
existing defences or a new larger structure.  
There may also be a need to extend the defence 
eastwards alongshore to provide protection to United 
Utilities assets and coastal road in 11e8.3 

Yes 

11e8.3 Bowness-on-Solway to 
Drumburgh 

Yes - change 
in boundary 

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. 

No – 
Managed 
realignment 

11e8.4 Drumburgh to 
Dykesfield 

No Managed realignment - manage risks due to increasing 
frequency of flooding to coastal road with warning 
signage. Consider green solutions to erosion protection 
and enhancement of the natural protection provided by 
the marsh alongside potential environmental 
enhancements to create more wetland. 

No – 
Managed 
realignment 

11e8.5 Dykesfield to Kingmoor 
(Eden NTL) 

No Managed realignment - no formal coastal or flood 
defences present but private earth embankments are 
present in places. Environmental opportunities under the 
MR policy could allow potential for habitat 

No – 
Managed 
realignment 



PRELIMINARY WATER FRAMEWORK DIRECTIVE ASSESSMENT 
 

 22 

Policy area Policy unit Policy 
change? Preferred strategic approach Screened 

in? 

enhancements here to mitigate impacts of defences 
elsewhere in the designated site. 

11e8.6 Kingmoor to Rockcliffe No Managed realignment - no formal coastal or flood 
defences present but private earth embankments are 
present in places. Environmental opportunities under the 
MR policy could allow potential for habitat 
enhancements here to mitigate impacts of defences 
elsewhere in the designated site. 

No – 
Managed 
realignment 

11e8.7 Rockcliffe No Given the limited properties at risk from flooding, there 
is limited economic justification for construction of new 
embankments and a more suitable approach is the 
introduction of temporary defences or individual 
adaptation measures to minimise flood risk.  
Should residents wish to finance a more permanent 
solution, the preferred approach would be a set 
embankment (either earth or low flood wall) adjacent to 
the road. It is not anticipated that this would be 
undertaken in next 10 years 

Yes 

11e8.8 Rockcliffe to Demesne 
Farm 

No Managed realignment - monitoring and management of 
risk to the minor road, with closure when becomes 
unsafe. 

No – 
Managed 
realignment 

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

No Managed realignment - there are privately managed 
embankments protected by extensive saltmarsh. 
Environmental opportunities under the MR policy could 
allow potential for habitat enhancements here to 
mitigate impacts of defences elsewhere in the 
designated site. 

No – 
Managed 
realignment 

11e8.10 Metal Bridge (Esk) to 
the River Sark 

No Managed realignment -with potential to hold the line at 
a set back location in future to manage flood risk to the 
railway and roads. Environmental opportunities under 
the MR policy could allow potential for habitat creation 
here to mitigate impacts of defences elsewhere in the 
designated site. 

No – 
Managed 
realignment 

3.3 Identification of relevant water bodies 
Much of the Strategy area is covered by the North West river basin district, which is managed by the 
Environment Agency (Figure 3-1). The area to the north of Dubmill Point lies within the Solway catchment 
of the Solway Tweed river basin district (Figure 3-2), which is jointly managed by The Scottish Environment 
Protection Agency (SEPA) and the Environment Agency.   

Table 3-3 below identifies which water bodies lie within the Strategy area and other linked water bodies 
that could be affected by activities undertaken to implement the Strategy.  

Summary data relating to the water bodies identified is provided in Annex A at the end of this document, as 
extracted from the water body summary table, accessed June 2019: a total of 59 surface water and 6 
groundwater water bodies have been identified.  

These water bodies have been screened out of further assessment (see Table 3-3), based on the following 
criteria: 

• Water bodies which lie more than a kilometre from a policy unit. 

• Water bodies which lie solely within policy units where the Strategy proposes a do nothing or 
managed realignment approach (see Table 3-2 above). Where there are policy units where hold the 
line will be implemented, the water body has been scoped in, and the impacts of those proposed works 
has been appraised.   

• Groundwater water bodies – key risks to the status of these water bodies, in relation to coastal 
management, are the potential for saline intrusion and contamination. Saline intrusion is a particular 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/658333/wfd_water_body_summary_table.XLSX
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risk where implementing managed realignment or no active intervention policies. However, as noted 
above units including these policies have already been scoped out of further assessment, as the overall 
intent would be to improve natural functioning of the system. At scheme design for managed 
realignment, further appraisal will be necessary to ensure that the design takes account of this risk. For 
other coastal management policies, contamination could be a risk during construction stages, but this 
would be mitigated at scheme stage to ensure any risk is avoided during operations.  

• Fluvial water bodies – There are no works proposed as part of implementation of the Strategy that 
would involve construction of new structures within rivers. Managed realignment and no active 
intervention policies have been scoped out of further assessment as the intent is for a more natural 
functioning system. Implementation of hold the line options mainly involves maintenance or 
improvement of existing defences within footprints, therefore associated activities are not anticipated 
to impact on the status of fluvial water bodies. Further WFD appraisal may be required during scheme 
design stage to ensure that any related culverts are not blocked or affected by coastal defences works.  

In total, 11 surface water bodies have been screened in for further assessment and will be carried forward 
to Stage 3: Scoping (Section 4). These water bodies are shown in Figure 3-3 to Figure 3-5. 

 

 
Figure 3-1 North West river basin district  

 
Figure 3-2 Solway Tweed river basin district  
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Table 3-3: Screening of water bodies (ordered south to north) 

River Basin 
Management 

Plan 

Operational 
catchment Waterbody name Waterbody ID 

Overall 
classification 

(2016) 

Screening in 
() or out (x) Decision basis for screening 

Coastal waterbodies 

North West Morecambe Bay Morecambe Bay GB641211171000 Poor  
This waterbody lies within policy units where the Strategy will implement a Hold 
the line policy (11c13.2 to 11c13.4, 11c15.2) with potential to cause impacts on 
the water body. 

North West Morecambe Bay Duddon Sands GB641211172000 Good  
This waterbody lies within policy units where the Strategy will implement a Hold 
the line policy (11c15.2, 11c16.2, 11c16.3, 11c16.10.1, 11d1.1, 11d1.2) with 
potential to cause impacts on the water body. 

North West North West Region 
Coastal Waters Cumbria GB641211630002 Good  

This waterbody lies within policy units where the Strategy will implement a Hold 
the line policy (11d1.4, 11d2.2, 11d5.1 to 11d5.7, 11d6.2) with potential to 
cause impacts on the water body. 

North West North West Region 
Coastal Waters Solway Outer South GB641211630003 Moderate  

This waterbody lies within policy units where the Strategy will implement a Hold 
the line policy (11e1.2, 11e1.4, 11e2.1 to 11e2.11, 11e3.1, 11e3.2, 11e3.4, 
11e4.1 to 11e4.6) with potential to cause impacts on the water body. 

Transitional waterbodies 

North West Morecambe Bay Kent GB531207312000 Bad  
This waterbody lies within policy units where the Strategy will implement a Hold 
the line policy (11c8.4, 11c8.5, 11c8.6, 11c9.1, 11c9.2, 11c9.3.1, 11c9.3.2, 
11c10.2). 

North West Morecambe Bay Leven GB531207311900 Bad  
This waterbody lies within policy units where the Strategy will implement a Hold 
the line policy (11c10.2, 11c11.1, 11c11.2 11c11.3, 11c11.4, 11c11.5, 11c12.1, 
11c12.3.1) with potential to cause impacts on the water body. 

North West Morecambe Bay Duddon GB531207411800 Good  
This waterbody lies within policy units where the Strategy will implement a Hold 
the line policy (11c16.4, 11c16.5, 11c16.7, 11c16.8, 11c16.9, 11c16.10.1) with 
potential to cause impacts on the water body. 

North West Irt Esk Mite Estuary Esk GB531207408400 Good  
This waterbody lies within policy units where the Strategy will implement a Hold 
the line policy (11d3.1, 11d3.2) with potential to cause impacts on the water 
body. 

North West Derwent Estuary Derwent GB531207508700 Moderate  
This waterbody lies within policy units where the Strategy will implement a Hold 
the line policy 11e2.10, 11e2.11, 11e3.1). In addition, there is a potential 
contamination risk from erosion of former industrial sites. 
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River Basin 
Management 

Plan 

Operational 
catchment Waterbody name Waterbody ID 

Overall 
classification 

(2016) 

Screening in 
() or out (x) Decision basis for screening 

North West Ellen and West Coast 
Estuary Maryport GB531207508800 Moderate  This waterbody lies within policy units where the Strategy will implement a Hold 

the line policy (11e3.4 and 11e4.1) 

Solway Tweed Solway Firth Solway GB530207614700 Moderate  
This waterbody lies within policy units where the Strategy will implement a Hold 
the line policy (11e5.1, 11e6.1, 11e6.2, 11e7.1, 11e7.2, 11e7.6, 11e8.2, 11e8.7) 
with potential to cause impacts on the water body. 

Groundwater bodies 

North West 
Furness Permo-
Triassic Sandstone 
Aquifers 

Furness Permo-
Triassic sandstone 
aquifers 

GB41201G101900 Good X 
Groundwater bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West 

Cumbria South Lower 
Palaeozoic and 
Carboniferous 
Aquifers 

South Cumbria 
Lower Palaeozoic 
and Carboniferous 
Aquifers 

GB41202G102100 Poor X 

Groundwater bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West 
Cumbria West Permo-
Triassic sandstone 
Aquifers 

West Cumbria 
Permo-Triassic 
sandstone aquifers 

GB41201G102000 Good X 
Groundwater bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West 

Derwent and Cumbria 
West Lower 
Palaeozoic and 
Carboniferous 
Aquifers 

Derwent and West 
Cumbria Lower 
Palaeozoic and 
Carboniferous 
Aquifers 

GB41202G103700 Poor X 

Groundwater bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

Solway Tweed Carlisle Basin Triassic 
and Jurassic Aquifers 

Carlisle Basin 
Triassic and Jurassic 
Aquifers 

GB40202G100900 Good X 
Groundwater bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

Solway Tweed 

Eden Valley and 
Carlisle Basin Permo-
Triassic Sandstone 
Aquifers 

Eden Valley and 
Carlisle Basin 
Permo-Triassic 
sandstone aquifers 

GB40201G100400 Poor X Groundwater bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 
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River Basin 
Management 

Plan 

Operational 
catchment Waterbody name Waterbody ID 

Overall 
classification 

(2016) 

Screening in 
() or out (x) Decision basis for screening 

Fluvial water bodies (rivers and canals) 

North West Kent Leighton Moss and 
The Pool GB112073071032 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 

above) 

North West Kent Winster GB112073071440 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Kent Leighton Beck GB112073071040 Bad X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Bela Bela GB112073071070 Good X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Kent Gilpin GB112073071350 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Kent Kent - conf Sprint to 
tidal GB112073071460 Good X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 

above) 

North West Kent Witherslack Main 
Drain GB112073071290 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 

above) 

North West Leven Eea GB112073071270 Good X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Leven Dragley Beck GB112073071160 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West 
Cumbria and 
Lancashire Canals and 
SWT 

Ulverston Canal GB71210050 Good X 
Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Leven Leven GB112073071420 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Crake Crake GB112073071190 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 
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River Basin 
Management 

Plan 

Operational 
catchment Waterbody name Waterbody ID 

Overall 
classification 

(2016) 

Screening in 
() or out (x) Decision basis for screening 

North West Leven Newland Beck GB112073071170 Good X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Leven Deep Meadows 
Beck GB112073071150 Good X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 

above) 

North West Duddon Mill Beck (Poaka 
Beck) GB112074069790 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 

above) 

North West Duddon Kirkby Pool GB112074070130 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Duddon Duddon - Lower GB112074069910 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Duddon Lickle GB112074069880 Good X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Duddon Black Beck GB112074069850 Good X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Duddon Haverigg Pool GB112074069830 Good X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Irt-Mite-Esk-Annas Annas GB112074069720 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Irt-Mite-Esk-Annas Esk (South West 
Lakes) GB112074069930 Good X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 

above) 

North West Irt-Mite-Esk-Annas Broad Oak Beck GB112074069900 Good X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Irt-Mite-Esk-Annas Mite GB112074070080 Good X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Ehen-Calder Newmill Beck GB112074069731 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 
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River Basin 
Management 

Plan 

Operational 
catchment Waterbody name Waterbody ID 

Overall 
classification 

(2016) 

Screening in 
() or out (x) Decision basis for screening 

North West Ehen-Calder Ehen (lower) GB112074069980 Good X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Ehen-Calder Pow Beck (South 
West Lakes) GB112074069990 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 

above) 

North West Ehen-Calder Lowca Beck GB112074070040 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Ellen and West Coast Black Dub GB112075073670 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

North West Ellen and West Coast Crookhurst Beck GB112075073660 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

Solway Tweed Waver-Wampool Waver GB102075073440 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

Solway Tweed Waver-Wampool Causewayhead 
(Wath) Beck GB102075073470 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 

above) 

Solway Tweed Waver-Wampool Wampool (Lower) GB102075073510 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

Solway Tweed Eden Lower Powburgh Beck GB102076073950 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

Solway Tweed Eden Lower Eden - Eamont to 
tidal GB102076073940 Good X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 

above) 

Solway Tweed Esk and Irthing Esk (Eden and Esk) GB102077074190 Poor X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 

Solway Tweed Esk and Irthing Lyne GB102077074170 Moderate X Fluvial water bodies have been screened out of the WFD assessment (see 
above) 
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Figure 3-3 Coastal and Transitional Water Bodies for Policy Area 11c 
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Figure 3-4 Coastal and Transitional Water Bodies for Policy Area 11d 
 
 
 
 



PRELIMINARY WATER FRAMEWORK DIRECTIVE ASSESSMENT 
 

 31 

 
 
 

 
Figure 3-5 Coastal and Transitional Water Bodies for Policy Area 11e 
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4 Stage 2 - WFD Scoping 
The aim of this stage is to identify potential risks to each receptor from the proposal activities.  

The receptors are based on the water body’s quality elements and are: 

• biology – habitats 

• biology – fish 

• water quality 

• hydromorphology. 

This stage also appraises: 

• protected areas 

• risk from Invasive Non-native Species (INNS). 

The latest guidance for coastal and transitional waters (Environment Agency, 2017) includes additional 
guidance for each receptor, which has been used to screen the quality elements for these water bodies 
and has also been applied to fluvial water bodies. Note that ground water bodies have been screened 
out from further assessment, so no details are provided here. 

Table 4-1 summaries the risk to receptors and the key potential risks from the Strategy proposals.  

Table 4-1 Scoping of risk to receptors 
Receptor Criteria Potential 

risk to 
receptor? 

Key risks Scoped in 

Biological 
(habitats) 

Guidance states that 
habitats should be included 
if the footprint of the 
activity is: 

• 0.5 km² (50 hectares) 
or larger 

• 1% or more of the 
water body’s area 

• within 500 m of any 
higher sensitivity 
habitat 

• 1% or more of any 
lower sensitivity 
habitat 

Yes Works to implement the Strategy are 
less than 50 hectares and unlikely to be 
more than 1% of the water body area, 
given the linear nature of coastal 
defences.  

There are, however, several locations 
within the Strategy area where 
activities undertaken as part of the 
proposed Strategy would fall within 
500 m of a higher sensitivity habitat. 

Biological habitats are also sensitive to 
changes in environmental conditions, 
such wave exposure and the structure 
of the intertidal zone, which could be 
affected by coastal works. 

Yes 

Biology (fish)  Guidance states that fish 
should be included if the 
activity is any of the 
following: 

• is in an estuary and 
could affect fish in the 
estuary 

• is outside the estuary 
but could delay or 
prevent fish from 
entering the estuary 

• could affect fish 
migrating through the 
estuary to freshwater. 

No Key locations where activities 
undertaken as part of the proposed 
Strategy could impact on fish are 
therefore within the estuaries (Kent, 
Leven, Duddon, Moricambe Bay, Outer 
and Inner Solway). In many of these 
locations, opportunities for habitat 
enhancement through managed 
realignment are being sought. Where 
the Strategy is to implement hold the 
line, this is mainly through maintenance 
and improvement of existing defences 
or reinforcing embankments, therefore 
it is not anticipated that works would 
significantly affect fish behaviour in the 
longer term.  

No – not at 
strategy-level 
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Or if the activity could affect 
normal fish behaviour, for 
example, by resulting in:  

• a physical barrier like a 
barrage or weir 

• noise or vibration 

• a chemical change like 
low dissolved oxygen 
across part or all of the 
estuary 

• a significant change to 
the depth or flow of 
the water body 

There could be disturbance during 
construction and this would need to be 
considered and mitigated at scheme 
design stage. 

Water quality 
(Physio-chemical) 

The guidance states that 
water quality should be 
included if the activity:  

• could affect water 
clarity, temperature, 
salinity, oxygen levels, 
nutrients or microbial 
patterns continuously 
for longer than a spring 
neap tidal cycle 

• is in a water body with 
a phytoplankton status 
of moderate, poor or 
bad 

• is in a water body with 
a history of harmful 
algae 

• uses or releases 
chemical such as 
through sediment 
disturbance or building 
works. 

Yes (in 
part) 

Many of the water bodies within the 
Strategy area are not monitored for 
harmful algae. Morecambe Bay and the 
Kent Estuary are two locations where 
monitoring does indicate a history of 
harmful algae. Morecambe Bay and the 
Kent and Leven Estuaries are also 
locations where the WFD 
phytoplankton classification is bad or 
poor. Therefore assessment will be 
required for these locations. 

Water clarity and quality could be 
impacted during construction of new 
defences and as a result of any 
nourishment. These impacts would be 
considered and mitigated at scheme 
design stage, e.g. through pollution 
prevention measures and timing of 
works   

No – not at 
strategy-level 

Hydromorphology This is the physical 
characteristics of estuaries 
and coasts. It includes the 
size, shape and structure of 
the water body, and the 
flow and quantity of water 
and sediment. 
Hydromorphology needs to 
be included in an impact 
assessment even if the 
water body is defined as 
heavily modified for the 
same use as the activity.  

Possible impacts include: 

• morphological 
conditions, for example 
depth variation, the 
seabed and intertidal 
zone structure. 

• tidal patterns, for 
example dominant 
currents, freshwater 
flow and wave 
exposure. 

Yes There is potential that coastal 
management activities to implement 
the Strategy could affect the flow of 
water and sediment movement, wave 
exposure and the structure of the 
intertidal zone.  

Yes 
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Protected areas The guidance states that if 
an activity lies within 2 km 
of any WFD protected area, 
each identified area needs 
to be considered in the 
impact assessment.  

Protected areas include 
special areas of 
conservation (SAC), special 
protection areas (SPA), 
shellfish waters, bathing 
waters and nutrient 
sensitive areas. 

Yes The shoreline Arnside to Hodbarrow 
Point, including Walney Island and 
Duddon Estuary, Ravenglass Estuary 
complex and Solway all lie within WFD 
Protected Areas. A separate HRA/ AA 
has been prepared for the Strategy – 
conclusions from this have been 
included here. 

There are also designated bathing and 
shellfish waters at various locations 
along the Strategy frontage.  

It is not anticipated that the potential 
future works to Hold the line would 
lead to any changes to the Nitrates 
Directive or Urban Waste Water 
Treatment Directive and no further 
assessment is deemed necessary for 
these Directives. 

Yes 

Invasive non-
native species 

The guidance states that 
INNS should be included in 
the impact assessment if the 
activity could introduce or 
spread INNS to a water 
body. Risks of introducing or 
spreading INNS include: 

• materials or equipment 
that have come from, 
had use in or travelled 
through other water 
bodies 

• activities that help 
spread existing INNS, 
either within the 
immediate water body 
or to other water 
bodies. 

Yes (part) There is potential to spread non-native 
invasive species during works or by 
moving contaminated machinery. 
However, impacts would be considered 
and mitigated at scheme design stage.  

Activities which involve the movement 
of sediment, such as renourishment and 
recycling has the potential to spread 
existing INNS – there is only a single 
policy unit where nourishment may be 
undertaken in the long term: 11e6.2 
Silloth to Skinburness. Impacts would 
need to be considered and mitigated at 
scheme design stage. 

No – not at 
strategy-level 

 

 



PRELIMINARY WATER FRAMEWORK DIRECTIVE ASSESSMENT 
 

 35 

5 Stage 3 – Preliminary WFD impact 
assessment 

This stage involves an high level impact assessment for each receptor identified during scoping (Stage 2) 
as being at risk from proposal activities. 

This has been undertaken for the 11 transitional and coastal water bodies identified during Stage 1 and 
considers the screened-in policy units.  
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5.1 Morecambe Bay Coastal water body 
Table 5-1 Impact assessment for Morecambe Bay Coastal water body 

Morecambe Bay - Coastal water body 

Overall classification (2016): poor. Target Status: good. 
11c13.2 Newbiggin to Rampside 

11c13.3 Rampside 

 

 
11c13.4 Roa Island 

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

Receptor and supported elements Current 
status 

(Cycle 2) 

Impact assessment Can significant impact on the water 
body status be avoided? 

Will impact 
jeopardise mitigation 

measures? 

Will impact 
jeopardise good 

status? 

Biological (habitats):  

• Invertebrates 

• Macroalgae 

• Phytoplankton 

Higher sensitivity habitats:  

• Intertidal Seagrass Beds 

• Saltmarsh 

• Mussel Beds 

• Subtidal Kelp Beds 

Poor Works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) generally 
involve do minimum or proactive maintenance of 
the existing defences within their current footprint.  

In the longer term, improvement of the defences 
through reinforcing with rock armour or piling may 
be needed. This could potentially impact on 
supporting upper beach habitats.  

The higher sensitivity habitats are distributed across 
policy units 11c13.3 and 11c13.4. At Roa Island 
(11c13.4) long term options are fully dependent 
upon appraising impact on these higher sensitive 
habitats, but at 11c13.3 there may be a need to 
reinforce existing defences, which has potential to 
impact on these habitats.  

The poor current status of the water body is due to 
the poor condition of phytoplankton and moderate 
condition of invertebrates. Within the reasons for 
not achieving good status are high nitrates and 
phosphates due to sewage discharge; and other non-
listed reasons (such as method change). As these 
reasons are primarily not linked to coastal defence 
there is limited opportunity for the Strategy to 
improve the WFD status. However, by continuing to 
manage the risk of flooding and erosion to waste 
water infrastructure and agricultural land the 

Yes 

In the short-term, no impact on the 
identified receptors is anticipated.  

In the longer term, less than 5.0 ha of the 
water body could be affected; 
cumulatively this represents around 
0.01% of the 36,240 ha total water body 
area potentially impacted and is 
therefore considered unlikely to cause 
significant impact on the water body 
status.  

Implementation of the Strategy involving 
works that extend the footprint of the 
defences seaward will be designed to 
minimise encroachment on higher 
sensitivity habitats. 

The preferred strategic approach will 
retain flexibility to ensure that 
implementation avoids adversely 
affecting the qualifying interests. A 
scheme-level WFD will be required, 
which will more precisely describe the 
potential effects of the works proposed, 
together with project level mitigation 

No 

Mitigation measures 
assessment were 
identified for this 
water body, which 
have a good status.  
Proposed works are 
not anticipated to 
impact on mitigation 
measures. 

No 

See AA and 
Preliminary 
Compensatory 
Habitat Plan. 
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Strategy may indirectly contribute to improving 
water quality in the water body. 

measures, when specific details of the 
scale and nature of the works are known. 
This will need to consider the effects on 
higher sensitivity features. A survey of 
mussel beds may be required to support 
impact assessments at scheme level. 

There are limited opportunities for 
managed realignment along Strategy 
frontages within this water body, but 
there is a potential RTE scheme in 
11e13.2 that could increase the area of 
saltmarsh within the water body.  

Hydromorphology: 

• N/A 

- - 

Protected areas (within 2km): 

• Morecambe Bay and 
Duddon Estuary SPA 

• Morecambe Bay SAC 

• Shellfish Water Directive: 
Morecambe Bay (Leven), 
Morecambe Bay East_E, 
Lune – Wyre Estuary, 
Roosebeck_E, Walney_E, 
Lune – Broadfleet and 
Plover Scar 

• Bathing Water Directive: 
Morecambe South, 
Fleetwood 

- Proposed works are not anticipated to impact on any 
designated shellfish waters: Morecambe Bay East_E, 
Lune – Wyre Estuary, Lune – Broadfleet and Plover 
Scar, nor is there an anticipated impact on the 
designated bathing waters (Morecambe South, 
Fleetwood), as these sites lie to the south of the 
water body.  

However, proposed works in the long-term do lie 
within the shellfish waters of: Morecambe Bay 
(Leven), Rooseback_E and Walney_E. Here works 
would be along the toe of existing defences or 
involve sheet piling works (e.g. at 11c15.2). 
Permanent impacts on Shellfish Waters are 
therefore not anticipated. However, there is a risk of 
temporary impacts during construction, but these 
would be addressed through management 
measures, e.g. pollution prevention measures, put in 
place to minimise the risk of incidents and works 
being timed to avoid key spawning season. 

A separate HRA has been produced to consider the 
impacts on Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA 
and Morecambe Bay SAC.  

No (European sites only) 

The Strategy HRA/AA concluded that in 
the medium to long term, the Strategy 
could have an adverse effect on the 
integrity of Morecambe Bay and Duddon 
Estuary SPA and Morecambe Bay SAC 
that lies within this water body, due to 
the potential for direct habitat losses in 
the footprint of modified or new 
defences.  

A Habitat Compensation Plan will be 
developed to ensure that compensatory 
habitat can be secured and delivered in 
advance of any habitat losses occurring.  

No impact on the shellfish waters or 
bathing waters is anticipated.  However, 
standard management measures relating 
to potential construction impacts (e.g. 
pollution incidents) will be defined at 
scheme design stage when the methods 
of construction are known. 
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5.2 Duddon Sands Coastal water body 
Table 5-2 Impact assessment for Duddon Sands Coastal water body 

Duddon Sands - Coastal water body 

Overall classification (2016): good. Target Status: good. 
11c15.2 Westfield Point to Hindpool (Barrow in Furness) 

11c16.2 Askam-in-Furness  

11c16.3 Askam to Dunnerholme 

 
11c16.10.1 Millom (old railway embankment) 

11c16.11 Hodbarrow Mains 

11d1.1 Hodbarrow Point to Haverigg 

11d1.2 Haverigg 

Receptor and supported elements Current 
status 

(Cycle 2) 

Impact assessment Can significant impact on the water 
body status be avoided? 

Will impact 
jeopardise mitigation 

measures? 

Will impact 
jeopardise good 

status? 

Biological (habitats):  

• Macroalgae 

Higher sensitivity habitats:  

• Saltmarsh 

Good Works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) involve 
do minimum or improving the existing defences 
within their existing footprint, therefore no impact 
on the WFD supported elements are anticipated. 

In the longer term, there may need to be 
improvement along the existing defences within 
11c16.2 and 11c16.3.  

Higher sensitivity saltmarsh habitat fringes the 
estuary coastline, although extents vary. Works 
within 11c16.2 and 11c16.3 have potential to impact 
on these habitats.  

Defence works within 11c16.2 and 11c16.3 will be 
along the toe of the defences or at the back of the 
beach and therefore are not anticipated to affect 
environmental conditions at waterbody scale. As 
such, no detrimental impacts on the biology quality 
elements are anticipated. There may be potential for 
improvement through implementation of MR 
elsewhere within the water body. 

Yes 

In the short-term, no impact on the 
identified receptors within the water 
body is anticipated.  

In the longer term, less than 0.5 ha could 
be affected; cumulatively this represents 
around 0.01% of the 1,270 ha total water 
body area potentially impacted and is 
therefore considered unlikely to cause 
significant impact on the water body 
status.  

Implementation of the Strategy involving 
works that extend the footprint of the 
defences seaward will be designed to 
minimise encroachment on higher 
sensitivity habitats.  

A scheme-level WFD may be required, 
which will more precisely describe the 
potential effects of the works proposed, 
together with project level mitigation 
measures, when specific details of the 
scale and nature of the works are known.   

There are also potential environmental 
enhancement opportunities within the 

No 

Mitigation measures 
assessment were 
identified for this 
water body, which 
have a good status.  
Proposed works are 
not anticipated to 
impact on mitigation 
measures. 

No 

See AA and 
Preliminary 
Compensatory 
Habitat Plan. 

Hydromorphology: 

• N/A 

- - 
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Duddon, as identified in the Preliminary 
Habitat Compensation Plan that has been 
produced as part of the Strategy, which 
may contribute to improvements in 
water body status and would increase 
the area of saltmarsh within the water 
body. 

Protected areas (within 2km): 

• Morecambe Bay and 
Duddon Estuary SPA 

• Morecambe Bay SAC 

• Shellfish Water Directive: 
Walney, Duddon 

• Bathing Water Directive: 
Haverigg 

- Proposed works are not anticipated to impact on 
shellfish waters (Walney, Duddon) or bathing waters 
(Haverigg) as the Strategy for the policy units where 
they are located (11c15.2; 11d1.2 respectively) is do 
minimum, i.e. patch and repair of existing defences.  

A separate HRA has been produced to consider the 
impacts on the Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary 
SPA and Morecambe Bay SAC. 

No (European sites only) 

The Strategy HRA/AA concluded that in 
the short and medium to long term, the 
Strategy could have an adverse effect on 
the integrity of Morecambe Bay and 
Duddon Estuary SPA and Morecambe Bay 
SAC that lie within this water body, due 
to the potential for direct habitat losses 
in the footprint of modified or new 
defences..  

A Habitat Compensation Plan will be 
developed to ensure that compensatory 
habitat can be secured and delivered in 
advance of any losses occurring.  

It is anticipated that impacts on the 
shellfish waters and bathing waters can 
be avoided.  Standard management 
measures relating to potential 
construction impacts (e.g. pollution 
incidents) will be defined at scheme 
design stage when the methods of 
construction are known. 
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5.3 Cumbria Coastal water body 
Table 5-3 Impact assessment for Cumbria Coastal water body 

Cumbria - Coastal water body 

Overall classification (2016): good. Target Status: good. 
11d1.4 Silecroft (Hartrees Hill) 

11d2.2 Stubb Place to Eskmeals Dunes 
11d5.1 Seascale 

11d5.2 Seascale to Sellafield 

11d5.3 Sellafield 

 

 
11d5.4 Sellafield to Braystones 
11d5.5 Braystones, Nethertown and Coulderton 
11d5.6 Coulderton to Seamill 
11d5.7 Seamill to Pow Beck 
11d6.2 St Bees Promenade 

Receptor and supported elements Current 
status 

(Cycle 2) 

Impact assessment Can significant impact on the water 
body status be avoided? 

Will impact 
jeopardise mitigation 

measures? 

Will impact 
jeopardise good 

status? 

Biological (habitats):  

• Invertebrates 

• Phytoplankton 

Higher sensitivity habitats:  

• Polychaete reef 

• Mussel beds 

• Subtidal kelp beds 

Good Within the next 10 years, along much of the frontage 
‘hold the line’ will be implemented through 
maintaining the existing defences along the current 
footprint.  However, in many areas where the 
Strategy proposes to continue to ‘hold the line’, new 
revetment/ rock armour may be required along the 
toe of existing defences, which would extend the 
current footprint a few metres seaward at some 
locations.   

The higher sensitivity habitats are located in policy 
units 11d5.1 to 11d5.7 and 11d6.2 (polychaete 
reefs). At 11d5.2, 11d5.7 and 11d6.2, some works 
may be required in the short-term, which may 
include rock placed at the toe of current defences 
and (at 11d6.2) maintaining the groynes already in 
place.  

In the longer term, further works may be required 
along the railway embankments, which is likely to 
involve the placement of rock along the toe of the 
embankment. Along most of the frontage, such 
works are not expected to directly impact on the 

Yes 

In the short-term, there will be a 
potential 0.3 ha of the water body 
impacted. This equates to <<0.01% of the 
24,360 ha total water body area and is 
therefore considered unlikely to cause 
significant impact on the water body 
status.   

In the longer term, an additional 2.5 ha 
could be affected; cumulatively this 
represents around 0.01% of the total 
water body area potentially impacted 
and is therefore considered unlikely to 
cause significant impact on the water 
body status.  

Implementation of the Strategy, which 
involves works that extend the footprint 
of the defences seaward will be designed 
to avoid encroachment on higher 
sensitivity habitats. 

N/A - no mitigation 
measures identified 

No 

See AA and 
Preliminary 
Compensatory 
Habitat Plan. 
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reefs, which generally lie at mid beach level. But 
there remains a risk of impact at some locations.  

Defence works will be along the toe of the defences 
and therefore are not anticipated to affect 
environmental conditions at waterbody scale. As 
such, no detrimental impacts on the biology quality 
element, or change from the current status, are 
anticipated. 

In addition, the preferred strategic 
approach will retain flexibility to ensure 
that implementation will avoid adversely 
affecting the qualifying interests.  

A scheme-level WFD may be required, 
which will more precisely describe the 
potential effects of the works proposed, 
together with project level mitigation 
measures, when specific details of the 
scale and nature of the works are known. 
This will need to consider the effects on 
fixed benthic invertebrates, which are 
considered to be higher sensitivity 
features. A survey of mussel beds and 
benthic reefs may therefore be required 
to support impact assessments at 
scheme level. 

Hydromorphology: 

• Morphology 

Supports 
good 

Where defence improvements are likely to be 
needed in both the short and medium to long term, 
these will be along the toe of the defences and, 
therefore, are considered unlikely to impact 
significantly on the hydrology and morphology of the 
water body.  Similarly, any new defences will be 
along existing alignments, or where possible, slightly 
set back from the current coastline. 

Protected areas (within 2km): 

• Morecambe Bay and 
Duddon Estuary SPA 

• Morecambe Bay SAC, 
Drigg Coast SAC 

• Shellfish Water Directive: 
Lune, Roosebeck 

• Bathing Water Directive: 
Walney West Shore, 
Seascale, Silecroft, St 
Bees, Walney Biggar 
Bank, Walney Sandy Gap 

- Proposed works are not anticipated to impact on 
Shellfish Water Directive (Lune, Roosebeck) and 
Bathing Water Directive (Walney West Shore, 
Walney Sandy Gap, Walney Biggar Bank) as these lie 
to the south of this water body. 

Bathing water designated sites are defined at 
Silecroft, Seascale and St Bees. At all three sites, 
works are proposed to continue to hold the line. 
These consist of improvements to existing defences 
and therefore are not expected to have a permanent 
impact on bathing waters. During construction there 
may be temporary changes to turbidity 
concentrations and water quality but with 
appropriate management measures (e.g. avoiding 
bathing water season and restricting bathing during 
the construction) these are not considered to be 
significant. 

A separate HRA has been produced to consider 
Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA, 
Morecambe Bay SAC and Drigg Coast SAC. 

No (European sites only) 

The Strategy HRA/AA concluded that in 
the short and medium to long term, the 
Strategy could have an adverse effect on 
the integrity of the Morecambe Bay SAC 
site that lies directly within this water 
body, due to the potential for direct 
habitat losses in the footprint of modified 
or new defences.  

A Habitat Compensation Plan will be 
developed to ensure that compensatory 
habitat can be secured and delivered in 
advance of any losses occurring. 

It is anticipated that impacts on the 
shellfish waters and bathing waters can 
be avoided.  Standard management 
measures relating to potential 
construction impacts (e.g. pollution 
incidents) will be defined at scheme 
design stage when the methods of 
construction are known. 
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5.4 Solway Outer South Coastal water body 
Table 5-4 Impact assessment for Solway Outer South Coastal water body 

Solway Outer South - Coastal water body 

Overall classification (2016): moderate. Target Status: moderate. 
11e1.2 Saltom Pit 

11e1.4 Whitehaven South Beach 
11e2.1 Whitehaven Harbour and north beach 

11e2.2 Bransty to Parton 
11e2.3 Parton 
11e2.4 Parton to Harrington Parks 
11e2.5 Harrington Parks to Harrington Harbour 
11e2.6 Harrington Harbour 

11e2.7 Harrington to Steel Works Site 
11e2.8 Steel Works Site 

11e2.9 Steel Works to The Howe 

11e2.10 The Howe to Workington Harbour south breakwater 

 

 
11e2.11 Workington Harbour 

11e3.1 Workington Harbour to Siddick 

11e3.2 Siddick to Risehow (Flimby) 
11e3.4 Maryport Harbour and Marina 

11e4.1 Maryport Harbour to Roman Fort 

11e4.2 Roman Fort to Bank End 

11e4.3 Maryport Golf Course to Allonby 

11e4.4 Allonby 

11e4.5 Allonby to Seacroft Farm 

11e4.6 Seacroft Farm to Dubmill Point 

Receptor and supported elements 
Current 
status 

(Cycle 2) 
Impact assessment Can significant impact on the water 

body status be avoided? 

Will impact 
jeopardise mitigation 

measures? 

Will impact 
jeopardise good 

status? 

Biological (habitats):  

• Invertebrates 

• Macroalgae 

• Phytoplankton 

Higher sensitivity habitats:  

• Mussel beds 

• Polychaete reef 

• Subtidal kelp beds 

Moderate Within the next 10 years, along much of the frontage 
‘hold the line’ will be implemented through 
maintaining the existing defences along the current 
footprint. However, in many areas where the 
Strategy proposes to continue to ‘hold the line’, new 
revetment/rock armour may be required, which 
would extend the existing footprint a few metres 
seaward at some locations with potential to impact 
on sensitive biological receptors.   

Higher sensitivity habitats (Mussel beds) are located 
in policy unit 11e2.1. Here the Strategy is to hold the 
line, but it is intended that this would be through 
maintaining and repairing harbour walls and gates. 

Yes 

In the short-term, there will be a 
potential 3.5 ha of the water body 
impacted. This equates to <<0.01% of the 
45,530 ha total water body area and is 
therefore considered unlikely to cause 
significant impact on the water body 
status.   

In the longer term, an additional 4.0 ha 
could be affected; cumulatively this 
represents <0.02% of the total water 
body area potentially impacted and is 
therefore considered unlikely to cause 

N/A - no mitigation 
measures identified 

No 
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There are also higher sensitivity habitats (polychaete 
reef and mussel beds) located north of Maryport in 
policy units 11e4.3 to 11e4.5. In the short term, 
along 11e4.3 works would be within existing 
footprints, whilst in 11e4.5 short term temporary 
works may be required whilst longer term MR 
options are developed. In the long term there may 
be a need for works at 11e4.4, but these would be 
set back from the coast and would not impact on 
intertidal habitats.  

Defence works will be along the toe of the defences 
or at the back of the beach and therefore are not 
anticipated to affect environmental conditions at 
waterbody scale. As such, no detrimental impacts on 
the biology quality element, or change from the 
current status, are anticipated.  

significant impact on the water body 
status.  

Implementation of the Strategy, which 
involves works that extend the footprint 
of the defences seaward will be designed 
to avoid encroachment on higher 
sensitivity habitats. 

In addition, the preferred strategic 
approach will retain flexibility to ensure 
that implementation will avoid adversely 
affecting the qualifying interests.  

A scheme-level WFD will be required, 
which will more precisely describe the 
potential effects of the works proposed, 
together with project level mitigation 
measures, when specific details of the 
scale and nature of the works are known. 
This will need to consider the effects on 
fixed benthic invertebrates, which are 
considered to be higher sensitivity 
features. A survey of mussel beds and 
benthic reefs may therefore be required 
to support impact assessments at 
scheme level. 

Hydromorphology: 

• Morphology 

Supports 
good 

Where defence improvements are likely to be 
needed in both the short and medium to long term, 
these will be along the toe of the defences and, 
therefore, are considered unlikely to impact 
significantly on the hydrology and morphology of the 
water body.  Similarly, any new defences will be 
along existing alignments, or where possible, slightly 
set back from the current coastline.  

Protected areas (within 2 km): 

• Upper Solway Flats and 
Marshes SPA 

• Solway Firth pSPA 

• Solway Firth SAC 

• Shellfish Water Directive: 
Silloth_E 

• Bathing Water Directive: 
Allonby South, Allonby 

- Proposed works are not anticipated to have a 
permanent impact on the shellfish waters (Silloth_E); 
much of this protected site lies to the north of the 
water body and works are proposed would be in the 
form of linear defences at the back of the beach. 
There is a risk of temporary impacts during 
construction, but these would be addressed through 
management measures e.g. pollution prevention 
measures put in place to minimise the risk of 
incidents and works being timed to avoid key 
spawning season.  

Proposed works are not anticipated to have a 
permanent impact on the designated bathing water 
Directive (Allonby South and Allonby) as works at 
Allonby would be set back from the current coastline 
and only required if there are been significant 

Yes 

The water body does not include the 
Upper Solway Flats and Marshes SPA and 
Solway Firth pSPA and SAC sites, 
although they do lie within 2 km of the 
water body.  

Conclusions from the Strategy HRA/ AA 
for these sites are included within tables 
for the adjacent water bodies.   

It is anticipated that impacts on the 
shellfish waters and bathing waters can 
be avoided. Standard management 
measures relating to potential 
construction impacts (e.g. pollution 
incidents) will be defined at scheme 
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erosion of the current wide beach and dunes. During 
construction there may be temporary changes to 
turbidity concentrations and water quality but with 
appropriate management measures (e.g. avoiding 
the bathing water season and restricting bathing 
during the construction) these are not considered to 
be significant. 

design stage when the methods of 
construction are known. 

 

5.5 Kent Transitional water body 
Table 5-5 Impact assessment for Kent Transitional water body 

Kent - Transitional water body 

Overall classification (2016): bad. Target Status: good (2015). 
11c8.4 Meadow to the Kent viaduct (Arnside) 

11c8.5 Kent viaduct to Holme Island 

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

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

 

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

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

11c9.3.2 Levens Bridge (east bank) & Levens Bridge to Kent viaduct (west bank) 

11c10.2 Humphrey Head to Cowpren Point 

Receptor and supported elements Current 
status 

(Cycle 2) 

Impact assessment Can significant impact on the water 
body status be avoided? 

Will impact 
jeopardise mitigation 

measures? 

Will impact 
jeopardise good 

status? 

Biological (habitats):  

• Invertebrates 

• Phytoplankton 

Higher sensitivity habitats:  

• Saltmarsh 

Bad Most works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) 
generally involve do minimum or proactive 
maintenance within the existing defence footprint. 
There may be a need for rock works along the 
railway embankment in 11c8.5 and 11c8.6 to 
improve resilience. These could encroach on higher 
sensitivity saltmarsh habitat, that fringes the estuary 
margins.  

In the longer term, there may be a need to upgrade 
defences in 11c8.4, 11c8.5, 11c8.6, 11c9.1 and 
11c9.3, which would involve extension seawards, or 
the construction of new defences with a greater 
footprint than the existing defences. This would have 

Yes 

In the short-term, there will be less than 
0.5 ha of the water body potentially 
impacted. This equates to less than 
0.01% of the 9,810 ha total water body 
area and is therefore considered unlikely 
to cause significant impact on the water 
body status.   

In the longer term, an additional 3.5 ha 
could be affected; cumulatively this 
represents around 0.04% of the total 
water body area potentially impacted 

No 

Mitigation measures 
identified for this 
water body have a 
good status.  
Proposed works are 
not anticipated to 
impact on mitigation 
measures. 

No 

See AA and 
Preliminary 
Compensatory 
Habitat Plan. 
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a potential to affect the higher sensitivity saltmarsh 
habitat.  

The Kent transitional water body is currently failing 
to achieve good status as phytoplankton has a bad 
status. The reasons for failing are listed due to 
suspect data, which means that it has not been 
confirmed and it could be due to broad ecology, 
morphology and water quality elements. Defence 
works will be along the toe of the defences or 
embankment and therefore are not anticipated to 
affect environmental conditions at waterbody scale. 
As such, no detrimental impacts on the biology 
quality elements are anticipated. There may be 
potential for improvement through implementation 
of MR elsewhere within the water body. 

and is not considered to be a significant 
impact on the water body as a whole.  

The preferred strategic approach will 
retain flexibility to ensure that 
implementation will avoid adversely 
affecting the qualifying interests with 
appropriate scheme level design. A 
scheme-level WFD may be required, 
which will more precisely describe the 
potential effects of the works proposed, 
together with project level mitigation 
measures, when specific details of the 
scale and nature of the works are known. 

There are also potential environmental 
enhancement opportunities within the 
Kent, as identified in the Preliminary 
Habitat Compensation Plan that has been 
produced as part of the Strategy. 
Implementation of these opportunities 
(including regulated tidal exchange 
schemes) may contribute to 
improvements in water body status and 
would increase the area of saltmarsh 
within the water body. 

Hydromorphology: 

• Hydrological Regime 

Supports 
Good 

Works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) involve 
mainly proactive maintenance of defences. Even 
where improvements of works are likely to be 
needed, with the construction of a new defence, 
these will be along the upper foreshore and, 
therefore, unlikely to impact significantly on the 
hydrology and morphology of the water body.   

Protected areas (within 2km): 

• Morecambe Bay and 
Duddon Estuary SPA 

• Morecambe Bay SAC 

• Shellfish Water Directive: 
Morecambe Bay (Leven), 
Morecambe Bay East 

• Bathing Water Directive: 
Morecambe North 

- Proposed works are not anticipated to impact on 
shellfish waters (Morecambe Bay (Leven), 
Morecambe Bay East) or bathing waters 
(Morecambe North) as these lie to the south.  

A separate HRA/AA has been produced to consider 
Morecambe Bay and Duddon SPA and Morecambe 
Bay SAC. 

No (European sites only) 

The Strategy HRA/ AA concluded that in 
the medium to long term, the Strategy 
could have an adverse effect on the 
integrity of Morecambe Bay and Duddon 
Estuary SPA and Morecambe Bay SAC 
that lie within this water body, due to the 
scale of habitat loss that may occur.  

A Habitat Compensation Plan will be 
developed to ensure that compensatory 
habitat can be secured and delivered in 
advance of any losses occurring.  

It is anticipated that impacts on the 
shellfish waters and bathing waters can 
be avoided.  Standard management 
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measures relating to potential 
construction impacts (e.g. pollution 
incidents) will be defined at scheme 
design stage when the methods of 
construction are known. 

 

5.6 Leven Transitional water body 
Table 5-6 Impact assessment for Leven Transitional water body 

Leven - Transitional water body 

Overall classification (2016): bad. Target Status: moderate (2021), good (2027). 
11c10.2 Humphrey Head to Cowpren Point 

11c11.1 Cark to Leven viaduct 

11c11.2 Leven viaduct to Canal Foot cottages 

11c11.3 Canal Foot 

11c11.4 Glaxo Factory Site (south) 

 

 
11c11.5 Sandhall to Conishead Priory 

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

11c12.3.1 Old Railway Embankment 

Receptor and supported elements Current 
status 

(Cycle 2) 

Impact assessment Can significant impact on the water 
body status be avoided? 

Will impact 
jeopardise mitigation 

measures? 

Will impact 
jeopardise good 

status? 

Biological (habitats):  

• Invertebrates 

• Macroalgae 

• Phytoplankton 

Higher sensitivity habitats:  

• Saltmarsh 

Bad Works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) involve 
improvements to existing defences or embankments 
in 11c11.1, 11c11.2, 11c12.2 and 11c12.3.1 due to 
increased exposure conditions resulting from 
channel migration and subsequent marsh erosion.   

In the longer term, further works to defences may be 
required, which could involve extension seawards, or 
the construction of new defences with a greater 
footprint than the existing defences. This could 
potentially impact on supporting upper beach 
habitats. 

The higher sensitivity habitats (saltmarshes) fringing 
the estuary, but frontages where works are required 
generally lie along stretches where marsh has 

Yes 

In the short-term, there will be less than 
1.0 ha of the water body potentially 
impacted. This equates to around 0.02% 
of the 2,920 ha total water body area and 
is therefore considered unlikely to cause 
significant impact on the water body 
status.   

In the longer term, an additional 2.0 ha 
could be affected; cumulatively this 
represents around 0.1% of the total 
water body area potentially impacted. 
This is higher than in other areas, but is 

N/A - no mitigation 
measures identified 

No 

See AA and 
Preliminary 
Compensatory 
Habitat Plan. 
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eroded. There remains, however a risk that these 
higher sensitivity habitats could still be affected.   

It is noted that the Leven transitional water body is 
currently failing to achieve good status as 
phytoplankton has a bad status and invertebrates 
has a moderate status. The reasons for failing listed 
appear to be due to erroneous data, which could 
mean it has not been confirmed and it could be due 
to broader ecology, morphology and water quality 
elements. Defence works will be along the toe of the 
defences or embankment and therefore are not 
anticipated to affect environmental conditions at 
waterbody scale. As such, no detrimental impacts on 
the biology quality elements are anticipated. There 
may be potential for improvement through 
implementation of MR elsewhere within the water 
body. 

not considered to be a significant impact 
on the water body as a whole.  

The preferred strategic approach will 
retain flexibility to ensure that 
implementation will avoid adversely 
affecting the qualifying interests with 
appropriate scheme level design. A 
scheme-level WFD may be required, 
which will more precisely describe the 
potential effects of the works proposed, 
together with project level mitigation 
measures, when specific details of the 
scale and nature of the works are known. 

There are also potential environmental 
enhancement opportunities within the 
Leven, as identified in the Preliminary 
Habitat Compensation Plan that has been 
produced as part of the Strategy. 
Implementation of these opportunities 
(including regulated tidal exchange 
schemes), which may contribute to 
improvements in water body status and 
would increase the area of saltmarsh 
within the water body. 

Hydromorphology: 

• Hydrological Regime 

• Morphology 

Supports 
Good 

Works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) involve 
mainly proactive maintenance of defences. Even 
where improvements of works are likely to be 
needed, with the construction of a new defence, 
these will be along the backshore and, therefore, 
unlikely to impact significantly on the hydrology and 
morphology of the water body.   

Protected areas (within 2km): 

• Morecambe Bay and 
Duddon Estuary SPA 

• Morecambe Bay SAC 

• Shellfish Water Directive: 
Morecambe Bay (Leven) 

- Proposed works are not anticipated to impact on 
shellfish waters (Morecambe Bay (Leven)) as this lies 
to the south of policy units scoped in for this water 
body.  

A separate HRA/ AA has been produced to consider 
the SPA and SAC within this water body.  

No (European sites only) 

The Strategy HRA/ AA concluded that in 
the medium to long term, the Strategy 
could have an adverse effect on the 
integrity of Morecambe Bay and Duddon 
Estuary SPA and Morecambe Bay SAC 
that lie within this water body, due to the 
scale of habitat loss that may occur.  

A Habitat Compensation Plan will be 
developed to ensure that compensatory 
habitat can be secured and delivered in 
advance of any losses occurring.  

It is anticipated that impacts on the 
shellfish waters can be avoided.  
Standard management measures relating 
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to potential construction impacts (e.g. 
pollution incidents) will be defined at 
scheme design stage when the methods 
of construction are known. 

 

5.7 Duddon Transitional water body 
Table 5-7 Impact assessment for Duddon Transitional water body 

Duddon - Transitional water body 

Overall classification (2016): good. Target Status: good. 
11c16.4 Dunnerholme to Sand Side 

11c16.5 Kirkby-in-Furness 

11c16.7 Galloper Pool to viaduct 

 

 
11c16.8 Duddon Estuary (inner) 

11c16.9 Millom Marshes 

11c16.10.1 Millom (old railway embankment) 

Receptor and supported elements Current 
status 

(Cycle 2) 

Impact assessment Can significant impact on the water 
body status be avoided? 

Will impact 
jeopardise mitigation 

measures? 

Will impact 
jeopardise good 

status? 

Biological (habitats):  

• Macroalgae 

Higher sensitivity habitats:  

• Saltmarsh 

Good Works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) generally 
involve do minimum or improving the existing 
defences within their existing footprint. In policy unit 
11c16.4 and 11c16.5, there may be a need to add 
rock and the toe of existing embankments to delay 
erosion. These works, however, would only be 
necessary along parts of the policy unit and only is 
risks to the railway increase due to erosion of the 
fringing saltmarsh. 

In the longer term, there may need to be 
improvement the defences along 11c16.4, 11c16.7 
and 11c16.8, which would involve extension 
seawards, or the construction of new revetments 
with a greater footprint than the existing defences. 
These would generally only be undertaken where 
risks to the railway increase due to erosion of 
fronting saltmarsh, but there remains a risk that 
works could impact on this higher sensitivity habitat.  

Yes 

In the short-term, there will be a 
potential 0.3 ha of the water body 
impacted. This equates to around 0.02% 
of the 1,270 ha total water body area and 
is therefore considered unlikely to cause 
significant impact on the water body 
status.   

In the longer term, an additional 1.0 ha 
could be affected; cumulatively this 
represents around 0.08% of the total 
water body area potentially impacted 
and is therefore considered unlikely to 
cause significant impact on the water 
body status.  

Implementation of the Strategy involving 
works that extend the footprint of the 

N/A - no mitigation 
measures identified 

No 

See AA and 
Preliminary 
Compensatory 
Habitat Plan. 
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Defence works within 11c16.2 and 11c16.3 will be 
along the toe of the defences or at the back of the 
beach and therefore are not anticipated to affect 
environmental conditions at waterbody scale. As 
such, no detrimental impacts on the biology quality 
element, or change from the current status, are 
anticipated.  

defences seaward will be designed to 
minimise encroachment on higher 
sensitivity habitats.  

A scheme-level WFD may be required, 
which will more precisely describe the 
potential effects of the works proposed, 
together with project level mitigation 
measures, when specific details of the 
scale and nature of the works are known.   

There are also potential environmental 
enhancement opportunities within the 
Duddon, as identified in the Preliminary 
Habitat Compensation Plan that has been 
produced as part of the Strategy, which 
may contribute to improvements in 
water body status and would increase 
the area of saltmarsh within the water 
body. 

Hydromorphology: 

• Hydrological Regime 

• Morphology 

Supports 
Good 

Most works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) 
involve do improving existing defences within their 
existing footprint. Even where improvements of 
works are likely to be needed, with the construction 
of a new defence, these will be along the upper 
foreshore and, therefore, unlikely to impact 
significantly on the hydrology and morphology of the 
water body.   

Protected areas (within 2 km): 

• Morecambe Bay and 
Duddon Estuary SPA 

• Morecambe Bay SAC 

- A Strategy HRA/ AA has been produced to consider 
the SPA and SAC within this water body.  

No (European sites only) 

The Strategy HRA/ AA concluded that in 
the medium to long term, the Strategy 
could have an adverse effect on the 
integrity of Morecambe Bay and Duddon 
Estuary SPA and Morecambe Bay SAC 
that lie within this water body, due to the 
scale of habitat loss that may occur.  

A Habitat Compensation Plan will be 
developed to ensure that compensatory 
habitat can be secured and delivered in 
advance of any losses occurring.  

Standard management measures relating 
to potential construction impacts (e.g. 
pollution incidents) will be defined at 
scheme design stage when the methods 
of construction are known. 
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5.8 Esk Transitional water body 
Table 5-8 Impact assessment for Esk Transitional water body 

Esk - Transitional water body 

Overall classification (2016): good. Target Status: good. 
11d3.1 Eskmeals Dunes to Ravenglass 

11d3.2 Ravenglass 

Receptor and supported elements Current 
status 

(Cycle 2) 

Impact assessment Can significant impact on the water 
body status be avoided? 

Will impact 
jeopardise mitigation 

measures? 

Will impact 
jeopardise good 

status? 

Biological (habitats):  

• Macroalgae 

• Invertebrates 

Higher sensitivity habitats:  

• Saltmarsh 

• Polychaete Reef 

Good At 11d3.2 works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) 
involve improving existing defences within their 
existing footprint. At 11d2.2 there is a short term 
need to improve the existing defence, which could 
encroach on the upper beach. Here no higher 
sensitivity habitats have been identified. 

In the longer term, there works may be required 
along the railway viaducts in 11d3.1 and 11d3.2, 
which may encroach on higher sensitivity saltmarsh 
habitats. 

Defence works will be along the toe of the viaducts 
therefore are not anticipated to affect 
environmental conditions at waterbody scale. As 
such, no detrimental impacts on the biology quality 
element, or change from the current status, are 
anticipated. 

Yes 

In the short-term, no impact on the 
water body is anticipated.  

In the longer term, less than 0.1 ha of the 
water body could be affected; this 
represents around 0.03% of the 360 ha 
total water body area potentially 
impacted and is therefore considered 
unlikely to cause significant impact on 
the water body status.  

A scheme-level WFD may be required, 
which will more precisely describe the 
potential effects of the works proposed, 
together with project level mitigation 
measures, when specific details of the 
scale and nature of the works are known.   

N/A - no mitigation 
measures identified 

No 

Hydromorphology: 

• Hydrological Regime 

• Morphology 

Supports 
Good 

Works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) involve 
do improving existing defences within their existing 
footprint. Even where improvements of works are 
likely to be needed in the longer term, these will be 
along the upper foreshore and, therefore, unlikely to 
impact significantly on the hydrology and 
morphology of the water body.   

Protected areas (within 2 km): - Although designated shellfish waters (Ravenglass) 
lies within the proposed works area, these are not 

Yes 



PRELIMINARY WATER FRAMEWORK DIRECTIVE ASSESSMENT 
 

 51 

• Drigg Coast SAC 

• Shellfish Water Directive: 
Ravenglass 

anticipated to directly impact on its status as long-
term proposed works in the area would be 
undertaken within the existing defence footprint and 
these lie landward of the protected site. Any impacts 
caused by disturbance during construction would be 
temporary and would be addressed through 
management measures, e.g. pollution prevention 
measures, put in place to minimise the risk of 
incidents and works being timed to avoid key 
spawning season.  

A separate HRA has been produced to consider the 
Drigg Coast SAC.  

The Strategy HRA/ AA concluded no 
adverse effect on the integrity of the 
Drigg Coast SAC site that lies directly 
within this water body. 

It is anticipated that impacts on the 
shellfish waters can be avoided.  
Standard management measures relating 
to potential construction impacts (e.g. 
pollution incidents) will be defined at 
scheme design stage when the methods 
of construction are known. 

 

 

5.9 Derwent Transitional water body 
Table 5-9 Impact assessment for Derwent Transitional water body 

Derwent - Transitional water body 

Overall classification (2016): moderate. Target Status: good. 
11e2.10 The Howe to Workington Harbour south breakwater 

11e2.11 Workington Harbour 

 

 
11e3.1 Workington Harbour to Siddick 

Receptor and supported elements Current 
status 

(Cycle 2) 

Impact assessment Can significant impact on the water 
body status be avoided? 

Will impact 
jeopardise mitigation 

measures? 

Will impact 
jeopardise good 

status? 

Biological (habitats):  

• N/A 

Higher sensitivity habitats:  

• N/A 

Moderate There are no biological receptors within this water 
body. The moderate status relates to mitigation 
measures (see box on the right). 

Yes 

The two policy units adjacent (but not 
within) this water body (11e2.10 and 
11e3.1) have a MR policy for at least two 
epochs. Further studies are required to 
confirm the level of contamination risk 
but the objective is to allow the natural 
functioning of the coastline. This could 
potentially contribute to mitigating 
impacts caused by HTL elsewhere within 
the water body. 

No  

WFD Mitigation 
measures have been 
identified and have a 
moderate or less 
status. The reason for 
not achieving good 
status is “physical 
modification for 
coastal protection 
use”. The tidal 

No 

Hydromorphology: 

• Hydrological Regime 

Supports 
Good 

The Cumbria Coastal Strategy includes the 
Workington harbour breakwaters but does not 
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include the defences inside them or the defences on 
the tidal river Derwent2. 

Most works to HTL in both short-term (<10 years) 
and long-term depend on studies to identify the 
contamination risk of former industrial sites. If risk is 
high, works would involve building a formal rock 
revetment. If risk is low, the area will be allowed to 
function as naturally as possible. In policy unit 
11e2.11, a hold the line policy to maintain and 
upgrade defences when required is in place. Even 
where improvements of works are likely to be 
needed in the longer term, these will be along the 
upper foreshore and, therefore, unlikely to impact 
significantly on the hydrology and morphology of the 
water body.   

In addition, 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. A 
scheme-level WFD may be required.   

reaches of the 
Derwent and the 
defences inside the 
harbour are not 
within the Strategy 
study area.  

Protected areas (within 2km): 

• N/A 

- - - 

 

5.10 Maryport Transitional water body 
Table 5-10 Impact assessment for Maryport Transitional water body 

Maryport - Transitional water body 

Overall classification (2016): moderate. Target Status: moderate. 
11e3.4 Maryport Harbour and Marina 

11e4.1 Maryport Harbour to Roman Fort 

Receptor and supported elements Current 
status 

(Cycle 2) 

Impact assessment Can significant impact on the water 
body status be avoided? 

Will impact 
jeopardise mitigation 

measures? 

Will impact 
jeopardise good 

status? 

Biological (habitats):  

• Macroalgae 

Moderate The Cumbria Coastal Strategy includes the Maryport 
harbour breakwaters, but does not include the 
defences inside them or the defences on the tidal 

Yes No No 

                                                            
2 The SMP2 and Strategy boundary follows the Coast Protection Act Schedule IV Boundary which in this location is a line drawn between the New Pier and the seaward end of the North Jetty at Workington Harbour 
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Higher sensitivity habitats:  

• Polychaete Reef 

river Ellen3. This transitional water body mostly 
extends inland from the breakwaters so the Strategy 
has limited direct interaction with this water body.  

Works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) involve 
do minimum (repair/ remedial works) to the existing 
structures and so no significant impacts are 
expected. In the long-term (> 10 years), additional 
work might be necessary to address erosion and 
overtopping risk of defences, but these are likely to 
be within the existing footprint of defences, so 
impacts should be minimal on both the biology 
quality elements and higher sensitivity habitats. 

Works to the coastal defences included 
in the Strategy are limited to maintaining 
existing structures.  

It is noted that Maryport transitional 
water body is currently failing to achieve 
good status due to a moderate or less 
status in mitigation measures. This are 
described in the right hand box. 

WFD Mitigation 
measures identified 
have a moderate or 
less status. The 
reason for not 
achieving good status 
is “physical 
modification for 
coastal protection 
use”. The Strategy 
has not considered 
options for defences 
inside the harbour 
mouth3. Maintaining 
the existing defences 
would keep the 
physical modification 
for coastal protection 
in place.  

Hydromorphology: 

• Hydrological Regime 

Supports 
Good 

Works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) involve 
do minimum (repair/ remedial works) within the 
existing defence footprint. Even where 
improvements of works are likely to be needed in 
the longer term, these will be within existing 
footprint and so will impact the hydrology and 
morphology of the water body.   

Protected areas (within 2km): 

• N/A 

- - - 

 

                                                            
3 .  The SMP2 and Strategy boundary follows the Coast Protection Act Schedule IV Boundary which is a line drawn between the seaward ends of the north and south piers at Maryport Harbour mouth 



PRELIMINARY WATER FRAMEWORK DIRECTIVE ASSESSMENT 
 

 54 

5.11 Solway Transitional water body 
Table 5-11 Impact assessment for Solway Transitional water body 

Solway - Transitional water body 

Overall classification (2016): moderate. Target Status: moderate 
(2021), good (2027). 
11e5.1 Dubmill Point to Silloth 

11e6.1 Silloth Harbour 

11e6.2 Silloth to Skinburness  

11e7.1 Skinburness (east) 

 

 
11e7.2 Skinburness to Wath Farm 

11e7.6 Anthorn 

11e8.2 Bowness-on-Solway 

11e8.7 Rockcliffe 

Receptor and supported elements Current 
status 

(Cycle 2) 

Impact assessment Can significant impact on the water 
body status be avoided? 

Will impact 
jeopardise mitigation 

measures? 

Will impact 
jeopardise good 

status? 

Biological (habitats):  

• Angiosperms 

• Fish 

• Invertebrates 

• Macroalgae 

• Phytoplankton 

Higher sensitivity habitats:  

• Mussel Beds 

• Polychaete Reef 

• Saltmarsh 

Moderate Most works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) 
generally involve do minimum, proactive 
maintenance or improving the existing defences 
within their existing footprint. The exception is in 
policy unit 11e5.1. Here, improvement of existing 
defences is proposed in the short term. In the longer 
term, there may need to be improvement to 
defences at 11e6.2, which could involve control 
structures such as groynes and 11e8.2, which could 
involve works to bolster the current defence, which 
may encroach on supporting upper beach habitats.  

Higher sensitivity mussel beds and polychaete reefs 
habitats are located in policy units 11e5.1 and 
11e6.2. At 11e5.1 short term works could impact on 
these habitats, but at 11e6.2 the habitats lie seaward 
of the current control structures, so direct impact is 
considered unlikely (but will depend on scheme 
design). Higher sensitivity saltmarshes habitats fringe 
the shoreline along policy units 11e7.1, 11e7.2, 
11e7.6, 11e8.2 and 11e8.7. Along 11e7.1, 11e7.2, 
11e7.6 and 11e8.7 works would be along existing 
setback embankments or involve enhancement of 
the marsh through "green" stabilisation techniques. 

Yes 

In the short-term, less than 0.1 ha of the 
water body could be affected. 

In the longer term, up to 2.5 ha of the 
water body could be affected; 
cumulatively this represents around 
0.01% of the 30,560 ha total water body 
area potentially impacted and is 
therefore considered unlikely to cause 
significant impact on the water body 
status.  

Implementation of the Strategy involving 
works that extend the footprint of the 
defences seaward will be designed to 
minimise encroachment on higher 
sensitivity habitats. 

A scheme-level WFD may be required, 
which will more precisely describe the 
potential effects of the works proposed, 
together with project level mitigation 

N/A - no mitigation 
measures identified 

No 

See AA and 
Preliminary 
Compensatory 
Habitat Plan. 
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and therefore minimal impact on the saltmarsh 
habitat is anticipated.   

The Solway transitional water body is currently 
failing to achieve good status as phytoplankton has a 
moderate status. This is due to poor nutrient 
management within agriculture and rural land 
management. The Strategy could help this water 
body to improve the status towards good through 
the proposals for managed realignment elsewhere 
within this waterbody. 

measures, when specific details of the 
scale and nature of the works are known.   

There is also potential for environmental 
enhancement opportunities within the 
Solway Firth, as identified in the 
Preliminary Habitat Compensation Plan 
that has been produced as part of the 
Strategy. Within this water body, a total 
of 14 policy units (11e5.1, 11e7.2, 
11e7.3, 11e7.4, 11e7.5, 11e7.7, 11e8.1, 
11e8.3, 11e8.4, 11e8.5, 11e8.6, 11e8.8, 
11e8.9 and 11e8.10) have a Managed 
Realignment SMP policy, which would 
could contribute to improvements in 
water body status. 

Hydromorphology: 

• Hydrological Regime 

• Morphology 

Supports 
Good 

Most works to HTL in the short-term (<10 years) 
generally involve do minimum, proactive 
maintenance or improving the existing defences 
within their existing footprint. Even where 
improvements of works are likely to be needed in 
the longer term, these will be along the toe of the 
defences and, therefore, unlikely to impact 
significantly on the hydrology or morphology.   

Protected areas (within 2km): 

• Upper Solway Flats & 
Marshes SPA 

• River Eden SAC, Solway 
Firth SAC 

• Shellfish Water Directive: 
Solway, Silloth_E 

• Bathing Water Directive: 
Silloth 

- Proposed works are not anticipated to impact on 
Shellfish Waters (Solway) as the site lies outside of 
the HTL policy units. However, there is a potential 
for impacts upon bathing and shellfish waters at 
Silloth (Silloth_E) as long-term proposed works lie 
within these areas. Long-term proposed works in 
policy unit 11e7.2 may involve construction of cross-
structures, but these will replace existing structures, 
so permanent impacts are not anticipated. However, 
there is a risk of temporary impacts during 
construction, but these would be addressed through 
management measures, e.g. pollution prevention 
measures, put in place to minimise the risk of 
incidents, works being timed to avoid key spawning 
season, avoiding bathing water season and 
restricting bathing during the construction.  

A separate HRA has been produced to consider 
Upper Solway Flats & Marshes SPA, River Eden SAC 
and Solway Firth SAC. 

No 

The Strategy HRA/ AA concluded that in 
the medium to long term, the Strategy 
could have an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the Upper Solway Flats & 
Marshes SPA and Solway Firth SAC sites 
that lie directly within this water body, 
due to the scale of habitat loss that may 
occur. A Habitat Compensation Plan will 
be developed to ensure that 
compensatory habitat can be secured 
and delivered in advance of any losses 
occurring. 

It is anticipated that impacts on the 
shellfish waters and bathing waters can 
be avoided.  Standard management 
measures relating to potential 
construction impacts (e.g. pollution 
incidents) will be defined at scheme 
design stage when the methods of 
construction are known. 
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6 Conclusions 
This report presents the initial screening and scoping stages for the Preliminary WFD Assessment, in line 
with the Planning Inspectorate Advice Note 18 and WFD (now “Water Environment Regulation”) 
legislative requirements, and appraises the potential impact of the Strategy proposals on relevant water 
bodies.  

The Strategy has identified preferred approaches in the short (next 10 years) and medium to long term 
(beyond 10 years) to implement policies set out the North West England and North Wales Shoreline 
Management Plan (SMP).  

Within the Strategy area there are 65 WFD water bodies (4 coastal, 7 transitional, 38 fluvial and 6 
groundwater) as potentially indirectly or directly affected by the Strategy proposals. Of these, 11 WFD 
water bodies (4 coastal and 7 transitional) were screened in for further assessment at Stage 1 - 
Screening. 

Stage 2 - Scoping identified that the Strategy proposals could cause potential impacts on the following 
receptors, which were subsequently ‘screened in’ for further assessment: biological (habitats) including 
higher sensitivity habitats, hydrogeomorphology and Protected Areas. 

The Stage 3 Preliminary Impact Assessment concluded that significant impacts on biological habitats 
and hydromorphology within the relevant water bodies can be avoided. Similarly, impacts on the 
Protected Sites comprising designated bathing and shellfish waters, which may be sensitive to the 
effects of construction works can be avoided through the implementation of appropriate management 
measures. These measures will need to be determined on a scheme by scheme basis but may include: 
avoiding the bathing water season, restricting bathing during the construction, pollution prevention 
measures, and avoiding key spawning season. 

A HRA including AA has been produced to consider the impacts of the Strategy on the European Sites 
(Protected Sites). The HRA concluded that the Strategy could have an adverse effect on the integrity of 
the Solway Firth SAC (medium to long-term), Solway Firth pSPA (medium to long-term), Morecambe Bay 
SAC (short to long-term), Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA (short to long-term) and 
Morecambe Bay Ramsar site (short to long-term). A Habitat Compensation Plan will be developed in 
agreement with Natural England and Scottish Natural Heritage to ensure that compensatory habitat can 
be secured and delivered in advance of any habitat losses occurring as a result of the Strategy (see the 
Preliminary Habitat Compensation Plan annexed to the HRA). 

In all 11 water bodies: 

• the Strategy will not cause or contribute to deterioration of water body status. Significant 
impacts on water body status can be avoided through implementation of appropriate scheme 
level management measures, habitat improvements across the Strategy area and delivery of the 
Habitat Compensation Plan. It is recommended that where new defences are constructed a 
more detailed WFD appraisal is undertaken to more precisely describe the potential effects of 
the works proposed and project level mitigation measures, when specific details of the scale 
and nature of the works are known.  

• Strategy proposals will not jeopardise the water body achieving good status. Where mitigation 
measures have been identified, the Strategy proposals will not affect achievement of these. 
There is also potential that implementation of managed realignment for habitat creation or 
improvement, as set out in the Strategy, may support the natural functioning of the coast or 
estuary and contribute to improvements in water body status where it is currently not rated as 
“good”. 

Based on this appraisal it is concluded that at the Strategy-level, an Article 4.7 assessment is not 
required.  
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However, there are some aspects of the Strategy that will require reconsideration at scheme level, 
including the effects of seaward increases in defence footprint on benthic habitats, which although are 
not anticipated to be significant at a water body scale, require further information to assess the 
potential for effects on benthic invertebrates (notably mussel beds) in some WFD water bodies. As part 
of this, habitat surveys are recommended to support impact assessments at scheme level. 
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Annex 1 Waterbody summary data 
The tables below summarise data for the water bodies, as extracted from the water body summary 
table, accessed September 2018.  

Transitional and coastal water bodies 
Kent 

Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB531207312000 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Transitional 
Water body total area (ha) 9811.43 
Overall water body status (2016) Bad 
Ecological status Bad 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

Yes, use not specified 

Higher sensitivity habitats present Mussel beds, including blue and horse mussel 
Saltmarsh 

Lower sensitivity habitats present Cobbles, gravel and shingle 
Intertidal soft sediment  
Rocky shore 

Phytoplankton status Bad 
History of harmful algae Yes 
WFD protected areas within 2km Morecambe Bay and Duddon SPA 

Morecambe Bay SAC 
Shellfish Water Directive (Morecambe Bay (Leven), 
Morecambe Bay East) 
Bathing Water Directive (Morecambe North) 

 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/658333/wfd_water_body_summary_table.XLSX
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/658333/wfd_water_body_summary_table.XLSX
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Leven 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB531207311900 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Estuarine 
Water body total area (ha) 2923.47 
Overall water body status (2016) Bad 
Ecological status Bad 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2027 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

Higher sensitivity habitats present Saltmarsh 
Lower sensitivity habitats present Cobbles, gravel and shingle 

Intertidal soft sediment  
Rocky shore 

Phytoplankton status Bad 
History of harmful algae Not monitored 
WFD protected areas within 2km Morecambe Bay and Duddon SPA 

Morecambe Bay SAC 
Shellfish Water Directive (Morecambe Bay (Leven)) 

 

Morecambe Bay 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB641211171000 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Coastal 
Water body total area (ha) 36238.59 
Overall water body status (2016) Poor 
Ecological status Poor 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Not assessed 
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Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

Yes 

Higher sensitivity habitats present Mussel beds, including blue and horse mussel 
Polychaete reef 
Saltmarsh 
Subtidal kelp beds 

Lower sensitivity habitats present Cobbles, gravel and shingle 
Intertidal soft sediment  
Rocky shore 
Subtidal rocky reef 
Subtidal soft sediments 

Phytoplankton status Poor 
History of harmful algae Yes 
WFD protected areas within 2km Morecambe Bay and Duddon SPA 

Morecambe Bay SAC 
Shellfish Water Directive (Morecambe Bay (Leven), 
Morecambe Bay East, Roosebeck, Walney, Morecambe South, 
Fleetwood, Lune) 

 

Duddon 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB531207411800 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Estuarine 
Water body total area (ha) 1271.49 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Ecological status Good 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

Higher sensitivity habitats present Saltmarsh 
Lower sensitivity habitats present Intertidal soft sediment  
Phytoplankton status - 
History of harmful algae No 
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WFD protected areas within 2km Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA 
Morecambe Bay SAC 

 

Duddon Sands 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB641211172000 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Coastal 
Water body total area (ha) 2786.14 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Ecological status Good 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Not assessed 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

Yes 

Higher sensitivity habitats present Saltmarsh 
Lower sensitivity habitats present Cobbles, gravel and shingle 

Intertidal soft sediment  
Rocky shore 

Phytoplankton status - 
History of harmful algae No 
WFD protected areas within 2km Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA 

Morecambe Bay SAC 
Shellfish Water Directive (Walney, Haverigg, Duddon) 
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Cumbria 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB641211630002 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Coastal 
Water body total area (ha) 24364.63 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Ecological status Good 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

Higher sensitivity habitats present Mussel beds, including blue and horse mussel 
Polychaete reef 
Subtidal kelp beds 

Lower sensitivity habitats present Intertidal soft sediment  
Rocky shore  
Subtidal boulder fields  
Subtidal rocky reef  
Subtidal soft sediments  

Phytoplankton status Good 
History of harmful algae Not Monitored 
WFD protected areas within 2km Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA 

Morecambe Bay SAC, Drigg Coast SAC 
Shellfish Water Directive (Lune, Roosebeck) 
Bathing Water Directive (Walney West Shore, Seascale, 
Silecroft, St Bees, Walney Biggar Bank, Walney Sandy Gap) 
Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (River Ehen) 
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Esk (W) 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB531207408400 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Estuarine 
Water body total area (ha) 359.39 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Ecological status Good 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

Higher sensitivity habitats present Mussel beds, including blue and horse mussel 
Polychaete reef 
Saltmarsh 

Lower sensitivity habitats present Cobbles, gravel and shingle 
Intertidal soft sediment  
Rocky shore  

Phytoplankton status - 
History of harmful algae Not Monitored 
WFD protected areas within 2km Drigg Coast SAC 

Shellfish Water Directive (Ravenglass) 
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Solway Outer South 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB641211630003 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Coastal 
Water body total area (ha) 45531.29 
Overall water body status (2016) Moderate 
Ecological status Moderate 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Moderate, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

Higher sensitivity habitats present Mussel beds, including blue and horse mussel 
Polychaete reef 
Subtidal kelp beds 

Lower sensitivity habitats present Cobbles, gravel and shingle 
Intertidal soft sediment  
Rocky shore  
Subtidal rocky reef  
Subtidal soft sediments  

Phytoplankton status Good 
History of harmful algae Not Monitored 
WFD protected areas within 2km Upper Solway Flats and Marshes SPA 

Solway Firth SAC 
Shellfish Water Directive (Silloth) 
Bathing Water Directive (Allonby South, Allonby) 
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Maryport 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB531207508800 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Estuarine 
Water body total area (ha) 10.40 
Overall water body status (2016) Moderate 
Ecological status Moderate 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Moderate, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

Yes, Coastal protection 

Higher sensitivity habitats present Polychaete reef 
Lower sensitivity habitats present Intertidal soft sediment 
Phytoplankton status - 
History of harmful algae Not Monitored 
WFD protected areas within 2km - 
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Derwent 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB531207508700 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Estuarine 
Water body total area (ha) 26.93 
Overall water body status (2016) Moderate 
Ecological status Moderate 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2021 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

Yes, Coastal protection 

Higher sensitivity habitats present - 
Lower sensitivity habitats present Intertidal soft sediment 

Subtidal soft sediments 
Phytoplankton status - 
History of harmful algae Not Monitored 
WFD protected areas within 2km - 

 

Solway 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB530207614700 
River basin district name Solway Tweed 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Estuarine 
Water body total area (ha) 30560.43 
Overall water body status (2016) Moderate 
Ecological status Moderate 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2027 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

Higher sensitivity habitats present Mussel beds, including blue and horse mussel 
Polychaete reef  
Saltmarsh 
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Lower sensitivity habitats present Cobbles, gravel and shingle 
Intertidal soft sediment 
Rocky shore 
Subtidal soft sediments 

Phytoplankton status Moderate 
History of harmful algae No 
WFD protected areas within 2km Upper Solway Flats and Marshes SPA 

Solway Firth SAC, River Eden SAC 
Shellfish Water Directive (Silloth, Solway) 
Bathing Water Directive (Silloth) 

 
 

River, canal and lake water bodies 
Leighton Beck 

Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112073071040 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Bad 
Ecological status Bad 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2027 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km Morecambe Bay SAC, Morecambe Bay Pavements SAC 
Morecambe Bay and Duddon SPA 
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Bela 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112073071070 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Ecological status Good 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

Yes, Water regulation 

WFD protected areas within 2km - 
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Kent – confluence Sprint to tidal 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112073071460 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Ecological status Good 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No  

WFD protected areas within 2km River Kent, Morecambe Bay Pavements SAC  

 

Gilpin 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112073071350 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Moderate 
Ecological status Moderate 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2027 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

Yes 

WFD protected areas within 2km Morecambe Bay SAC, Morecambe Bay Pavements SAC, 
Morecambe Bay and Duddon SPA 
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Witherslack Main Drain 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112073071290 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Moderate 
Ecological status Moderate 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2027 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

Yes, Land drainage 

WFD protected areas within 2km Morecambe Bay SAC, Morecambe Bay Pavements SAC, 
Witherslack Mosses SAC, Morecambe Bay and Duddon SPA 
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Eea 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112073071270 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Ecological status Good 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km No data 

 

Dragley Beck 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112073071160 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Moderate 
Ecological status Moderate 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2027 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km No data 
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Ulverston Canal 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB71210050 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Canal 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Ecological status Good 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Does not require assessment 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

Artificial 

WFD protected areas within 2km Morecambe Bay SAC, Morecambe Bay and Duddon SPA 
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Newland Beck 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112073071170 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Ecological status Good 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km No data 

 

Deep Meadows Beck 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112073071150 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Ecological status Good 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km No data 
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Kirkby Pool 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112074070130 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Moderate 
Ecological status Moderate 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2027 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km Subberthwaite, Blawith & Torver Low Commons SAC, Duddon 
Mosses SAC 

 

Haverigg Pool 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112074069830 
River basin district name North West 
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Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Ecological status Good 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km No data 

 

Newmill Beck 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112074069731 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Moderate 
Ecological status Moderate 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2027 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km No data 
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Ehen (lower) 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112074069980 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Ecological status Good 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km River Ehen SAC, Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive 

 

Pow Beck (South West Lakes) 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112074069990 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
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Overall water body status (2016) Moderate 
Ecological status Moderate 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2027 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km No data 

 

Lowca Beck 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112074070040 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Moderate 
Ecological status Moderate 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2027 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km - 
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Siddick Pond 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB31228873 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Lake 
Overall water body status (2016) Poor 
Ecological status Poor 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2027 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

Yes, Flood Protection, Urbanisation, Recreation 

WFD protected areas within 2km No data 

 

Crookhurst Beck 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112075073660 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Moderate 
Ecological status Moderate 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2027 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km No data 
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Black Dub 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB112075073670 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) River 
Overall water body status (2016) Moderate 
Ecological status Moderate 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2027 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km No data 
 

Mawbray Banks 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB31247026 
River basin district name Solway Tweed 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Lake 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
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Ecological status Good 
Chemical status Good 
Target water body status and deadline Good, 2015 
Hydromorphology status of water 
body 

Supports Good 

Heavily modified water body and for 
what use 

No 

WFD protected areas within 2km No data 

 
 

Groundwater water bodies 
The tables below summarise data relating to groundwater water bodies that are proximal to the 
Strategy frontages.  

South Cumbria Lower Palaeozoic and Carboniferous Aquifers 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB41202G102100 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Groundwater Body 
Overall water body status (2016) Poor 
Quantitative status Good 
Chemical status Poor 
WFD protected areas Drinking Water Protected Area  
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Furness Permo-Triassic sandstone aquifers 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB41201G101900 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Groundwater Body 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Quantitative status Good 
Chemical status Good 
WFD protected areas Drinking Water Protected Area  

 

West Cumbria Permo-Triassic sandstone aquifers 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB41201G102000 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Groundwater Body 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Quantative status Good 
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Chemical status Good 
WFD protected areas Drinking Water Protected Area 

Nitrates Directive  

 

Derwent and West Cumbria Lower Palaeozoic and Carboniferous Aquifers 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB41202G103700 
River basin district name North West 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Groundwater Body 
Overall water body status (2016) Poor 
Quantative status Good 
Chemical status Poor 
WFD protected areas Drinking Water Protected Area 

Nitrates Directive  
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Eden Valley and Carlisle Basin Permo-Triassic sandstone aquifers 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB40201G100400 
River basin district name Solway Tweed 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Groundwater Body 
Overall water body status (2016) Poor 
Quantitative status Good 
Chemical status Poor 
WFD protected areas Drinking Water Protected Area, Nitrates Directive  

 

Carlisle Basin Triassic and Jurassic Aquifers 
Water body details Description, notes or more information 
Water body ID GB40202G100900 
River basin district name Solway Tweed 
Water body type (estuarine or coastal) Groundwater Body 
Overall water body status (2016) Good 
Quantitative status Good 
Chemical status Good 
WFD protected areas Drinking Water Protected Area  
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