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° s
T ’ When considering the PDZs at the boundaries of SMP numbers 16 and 18, it is unclear if the choice considers the adjacent ) £ 7603 Hartiand Point to Clovelly policy is NAI / NAI / NAL 18.5 Cawsand to Rame Head is NAI/ NAI / NAL These bot fit with our policies at the start of PDZ1 and end of PDZ17 respectively. Have added text to the relevant PDZ sections to clarify
5 2 £ /06
1 g Technical Boundaries | Main Report Chapter 4 1191 SonSHerng fo8 PR =/ e v (Can the team please explain and add further text as required? % £ |sm Hutchisonlun 1310812010 e (P02t o gt 13 & POT1S oo e 11
&
Text added to Chapter 3 as follows "Catchment Flood Management Plans (CFMPS) are in place for the whole of the SMP2 area (excluding the Isles of Scilly) and consider fluvial, pluvial and sill water tidal flood risk now and in the future
lorder to set policies for managing the risk on a catchment basis. The CFMPs that cover the SMP2 study area are West Cornwall CFMP, East Cornwall CFMP, Tamar CFMP and North Devon CFMP, the boundaries of which are shown on Figure
3.3 below. The CFMPs were adopted by the Environment Agency in 2008.
MAP inserted
There is inclusion of estuaries in some PDZs. Some of the estuarine boundaries are further upstream than when SMP1 was|
prepared. It is unclear f the estuarine boundaries are SMP Volume 2 Guidance Note, or if the locations [Can the team please clarity and add additional text as required? Also where oy unit bound. o o F Extuarios A . . . ; - e relati .
e raan S for ot e o o e e o 1 b8 o1 Sher T e om0 Coten et Fraod [fonre Bouadee et bt e oeate B The CFMP policy unit the Appendix F (Appendix C) have been considered to some extent in determining the PDZ boundaries in relation to the upsiream extent on estuaries.
2
° Main Report Section 3.4 Plans? Do (or M all of thess eatuarles, and what doss the SUP2 state about a betler or . £ The Estuaries A ted in Appendix C. This dertaken for the Fal, Fowey and Camel estuary to determine the upsiream extent of the estuary for SMP2 consideration in accordance with the Defra Appendix F assessment
2 e Febors 32, On 5[ more natural boundary for any updates? [JH] (Could the Project Team please: S Lim Hutchison| Mt
2 3 Technical Boundaries | Ao O arien - add some text o oxpain th satus of CFNPs og. whethor approved) how | 2 [Siow D 09/08/2010 341
] Report The Estuaries Report notes the existence of relevant CFMPs, and that it s important {0 to be aware of policy decisions |any gaps or overlapsare dealt with, the comp: ! policy optionsand 8 |Jenkinson The approach to determining the upstream extent of the PDZs has been driven however by the Client Steering Group who requested that each estuary was considered 1o its normal tidal limit, including the Fowey, Fal and Camel estuaries.
made as part of the CFMP to avoid conflicts. This s a useful flag but it is not clear whether there are any issues to resolve that will need to be included in the 3
et st [hether ther & This was in order to ensure the SMP2 was able to provide guidance on pressures and management of the Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) present on the Fal and upper reaches of the Camel estuary.  Extending the boundary on the Fowe)
’ . o relati »
[b) how the CFMP polloy decislons are drawn Into the decision making process for SMP Policy Unlts. add a map to show the location of the CFMPs i relation to the SMP? [SJ] This is beyond the upper boundary determined by the Appendix F assessment and SMP1 coverage in some locations. This means that there are now no areas within the study area which are not covered either by SMP2 or CFMP policy o ens{
[Also, it would be helpful to see the CFMP locations and boundaries on a map. [SJ]
Within the study area there is an overlap with SMP2 and CFMP coverage at key communities, because tidal flood risks have been given some consideration within the CFMP. As such there could be conflicts in the intent of management and p
(Chapter 5 presents a comparison between the SMP2 Preferred Plan and the CFMP policy where a specific action to implement the CFMP Policy option is published in the CFMPs for Tamar Catchment, East and West Cornwall and North Devon
(Can the Project Team define, in simple terms, which areas of cliffs are £ |Ok. Have added the following explanation to Appendix C. The great majority of cliff recession around Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly occurs due to a combination of direct coastal erosion from wave impacts and general weathering of the
° Whista sgnifcant praporion o the i are resistan and subect 0 low osion ale, ther ar aress wher th curet mpactd by eroson and where he primarydrvers are ohermechanisms, | & . owing e ° ) - und Cor ° ; ! ct coast " and general w
2 : ol fac dus tothe martime limat. s ali,debis s i are genrally mechariamsof alur ditate by he gealogica makeup ofth i and posion of aulting, withcoasial erosion and weathering driingtis process Coasl ,
T Appendix C Coastal _|erosion risk is described variously as slips, rock fall, debris siiding, erosion of head deposits etc. However, its not clear f [and where known, what these are? 5 [stew 2 herin A (Appendix C, pp 11/ 12 plus reference to
3 3 Coastal Processes UR 100872010 processss o v th remaal o matrial rom th baseof s and subsequent re-d e foreshore. There are wn areas where groundwater or surface water run-off is the main driver of erosion. These factors .
2 Processes i rik 5 erosion as defined by the Coat Protecton Act (CPA), o whether iher extermal factes such s groundwater re |Fallowing on fom tha, it wil be helpul for data fo be 3 [enkinson e o e e e oria) e an oo e o shore. There are Mo specific known areas where gro |andowners/funding in Action Plan
B the cause. landowners where non CPA mechanisms are active, and what funding £ e o e o re e e o Do
H e o wet vave o 0l Garabase of emaowaers 13 Sover il o e o1l rent ok buthers v sTamDIos slch a5 rvets hoe owors ot Dowhery: Breng Paish Gouncil 1 Praa Sands and the National Trust at Gunalos and Godrevy. W
sources might be appropriate where actions are required. &
We can see the reasoning behind the suggestion, but believe that, on balance, the suggested change would not improve the document.
Thers lsnc Information or indication on the rate of cllft recesslon potentlal and iow this changes betwesn apoohis. = [We have two reasons for this, (1) the recession data is already in the SMP, in several complimentary forms and (2) to make the tables more explicit would seem to require a substantial expansion of supporting information.
o Statements such as ‘lif retreat will increase" are very vague and give no indication of the changing nature (or otherwise) £
T Appendix C, NAUWpH |0f the erosion risk over time. |Add recession data to the NAVWPM assessments to demonstrate erosion risk | %5 Information on recession distance is already included in the SMP three forms: (1) as explicit distances in the PDZ documents, (2) as maps within the document for all key locations, and (3) ﬁeely available electronic interactive maps for the
4 3 Technical | Coastal Processes : " |Andy Parsons|MW 09-08-10 No change
2 Assessment land how this changes over time. H whole SMP area (which include a measurement tool). We do not feel that including the data in a fourth form, explicit distances within the Appendix C tables, would be particularly benefi e suggestion is that these are needed to
8 This is important information in these baseline assessments and should be included here 1o provide the evidence linkages g ovide 2 ovidence 1ink to the ndx doctments. We foe! that this foa Key purpose of the mappin
to the erosior h reports in Section 4 of the main document, particularly as there are no maps showing H P P Y Purps PPing.
oroslon risk undar NAI scenario 1o support this aseesement. |Statements such as ‘clff retreat \crease are not necessarily vague, they are statements of what can reasonably be expected. More statements could be made such as ncrease by between 10 and 30 %, but these
would require a substantial amount of additional supporting information. Each unit in the table is composed of around five different subunits, each of which was the subject of a separate assessment of recession. Consequently much data is the
3.1.3 Future flooding and shoreline change
Two key technical elements of the SMP process are projections of future shoreline position (essentially coastal erosion) and flood boundaries. It is proscribed that these be assessed in three epochs representing, nominally, 2025, 2055 and
12105. Two possible approaches to coastal management must also be accounted for, termed No Active Intervention’ (NAI) and ‘With Present Management' (WPM). These represent situations under which managers do not seek to further
influence the natural course of events (NAI) or decide to maintain the current standard of defence (WPM).
The descriptions below relate to the coast within the SMP area and also to those estuaries that were deemed to have relatively low dynamics. The more responsive estuaries, the Fal, Camel and Fowey, were studied by ABPmer, as described
in Appendix C.
= ° s
o Sect H.3 notes that numbers of propertes at isk have been determined by assessing the maximum flood and erosion ! » ) £ mapping of two tidal stages, mean low water spring (MLWS) and mean high water spring (MHWS), and also the 1:1 year extreme water level
T Main Report Ch.4;  |extents under No Active Intervention, and that sea level rise has been considered in the mducimn of these extentsand | C0U!d the Project Team clarify where in the SMP the approach to assessing %
5 3 Technical | Coastal Processes G P foodextentis presrted icluding clarfcaon asto wheher X5 H MW 09-08-10 These data were provided for primary locations throughout the region by Posford Haskoning (2003). Other locations were obtained through simple linear interpolation, based on coastline distance between the primary locations. It was not necg3. 1.3
H Appendix H  [therefore is taken into account in the damage assessment. Baseline erosion rates are tabul each PDZin Ch., but |[1%00 Serle S Preseniod Belug e 5 [enkinson
cannot find any discussion on the methodology adopted for assessing flood risk extents. H Before estimating future flood and erosion hazards it was first necessary to predict sea level rise. Defra (2006) describes how this should be done, and their method provides the following results:
. 2025-0.06m
. 2055-0.30m
. 2105-0.03m
Flood outlines were obtained at each of the three epochs using the following procedure:
. water levels obtained from Posford Haskoning (2003) were increased by the expected sea level rise assaciated with each ep:
e lovels o prolecind onts i cone boundam Ot u e mensonat odel of e land stace, whIch s provide b the EA, and created hrough LIDAR surveys,
. the resulting contour lines were captured as digital GIS files for subsequent mapping,
- these maps were later used to determine where assets would become vulnerabe to future flooding, and how intertidal habitats areas might develop.
Euture coasiline ch
=
° Could the Projoot Team olarity whers ""fh“";"‘l’; regional '“""""2:‘9 nat £ Text amended to state "Coastal monitoring within the study area at specific locations as and when required has been ongoing for some time. More recently a Regional South West Coastal Monitoring programme has been established to
6 L O Ty Main Report is section notes that coastal m ing has recently started. | have not seen any further references to coastal e Action Plan & At ks st the % R 2810712010 indertake coastal monitoring on a more consistent and wide-ranging ba: will build up a valuable picture of change along the coast, however at this stage the data isto0 to draw trends and conclusions from to napter 3
< CEmEz andMapping| ¢, 3 p3 first para. | monitoring, particularly the Regmnzl Monitoring. o tainod ed p "’"I ’: o ‘j:"‘d’e ': inks wil d ‘e 3 |Jdenkinson inform this SMP. Coastal monitoring data for the SMP2 area and all of England is freely available from the Channel Coastal Ohservzinry website at www.channelcoast.org ". Therefore Regional Coastal Monitoring data has not been used to chapter
N progra; e maintained and developed so that data will be used to < inform the SMP and therefore no reference required. Draft action plan has now been completed for NGRG review and this stat iat
inform updates to the SMP, for example? H
=
° mportant that as much as possible of the high level data that has been collected and used o inform the development_[S2!Id the Project Team consider the addition of data summary tables where | &
2 ihessare not already providd, incluing the rovison o any igh eve dta
. T Technical Data lssues. Goneral o th plan s presented clarly, or exampl in summary able. Thisis partyt prvide an audt rai and party o inorm (G023 1 P00 0L e, e O e 5 10 0082010 e accep e e o present an sut a3 much of he dte it e beenused witin e SUPZ - We e row sddc e iDogaphi databse in Appendi K (il s ot nluded i e it ). A A (chon M) 185 |y
£ high level reporting eg. n s T clude key data and aSSUMpHIONS GoVering areas such aSPOIICY  |ooy oqnumon. bon axaply emauminy ot bas s con be mmeds of s 5 [enkinson the data u e SMP and refersthe reader to the bibliograp n Appendix K.
& unit data (lengths, S ordinate data, rmllcy hy epoch), process assumptions and economic data. o Ply 9 H
- &
When discussing the various PDZs in Chapter 4 it i unclear where the condition of flood and coastal assets e discussed, |01 icoc i oo ot or cross referencing as appropriate?)
or cross referenced? Has NFCDD been used, and if so which date base? If not, how has the residual lfe of these defences | T P! 'd as appropriate? NFCDD data were supplied by the EA for the entire coastline. The spreadsheet supplied was an updated version for May 2009 and included asset condition inspection entries for survey carried out up to March 2009. These spreadsheet data
been established? [JH] . were used as a basis for creation of the ‘Defences Shapefile’ which is included as a deliverable with the GIS Viewer. (Therefore the atribute table which sits behind the GIS shapefile providesa tabulised data set listing the defences). A
] o Main Report Chapter 4 Could the Project Team clarify what defences data is provided inthis SWP, £ Lim Hutctison checking exercise was then undertaken against the position of known assets. D was generally well populated for Comwall and the Isles of Scilly but there were some sturctures not lste cases residual lfe values are
g 2 Appendix C Defences |App. C discusses existing defences but | have only seen limited reference to NFCDD data (App.H). Also, the Estuaries  [Coa a e v Olecs (2 slarfy what dofences data 1e provided In S famn ising. Thersfors using a combinaton offocal knowledg i isis and remot inspecton uing seria hlography erhancements have been made o the orignaly submitied NFCDD dta set o acd any missing srctres and esimate
8 3 s Technical Data Issues. ent; Report notes that defence data was not available at the time of report preparation, so the defence assessment could not be | elaction, and I so which versiondate? Has the defence :n;“';m issin S |lenknson  |R 101082010 residual life values. These enhancements are therefore brought into the SMP Review via the GIS Viewer and the defences. snzpenle but also through the baseline scenario mapping exercise, where this improved dataset provided the basis |Appendix C, Defences Assessment, ppi
H 8 Appendix C Estuaries |undertaken. [SJ] 9 3 for the spatiat dofance ocarion an esidual . Site idts have aisa previded acded vaus inth for of phaographic ecords which have beon uiad within Appendi O and with he Chapler 4 PDZ dacument o &t with dsscriptions of
2 from the Estuaries Report been undertaken? [SJ] £ [Andy Parsons|
There is no indication on where the information contained in the defence assessment has come from. Also, 12 0f |5 in whore dofence Information has come from (NFCDD? Sie vists? E). |
 toscripion of dsfancas not an ssesmont, 5 hersis o nforaton on e conlton or o e o the defences Ao, 20 1 otal o deonen comditon and el o (401 ? Ete).
This information should be in this appendix as it forms a key part of the assessment of NAL. [AP] g g
Within the context of uncertainty | would have thought mention or a cross reference to climate change would be .
° 2 orn
° Main Report Section (2PProPriate in Ch.5. Also,| aseume hat the Defra October 2006 data was used in the context of this plan, and | assume - |Can the team please consider? [JH] S i e Wordsadded toChapter 3, 3.1.1 asfollows" Sea leve s i key companent of ur asssssmentsof change i th coss sbout whic tereisuncetainy, howsver he us o goverment adopled slowances allow for considency n
T 31 an isreq N . . . 5 im Hutehison) lapproach across all SMP2s. Sea level rise is the general term for the upward trend in mean sea level resulting from a combination of local or regional geological movements and global climate change. Wi e SMP2 we have used the
9 3 Technical Data Issues n . (Could the team clarify where climate change assumptions are set out, or f Steve D 09/08/2010 314
ppendix C; ) s . dner ' ! e g ; ‘ H recommended contingency allowances for net sea level rise as adopted for use by the government in 2006 (FCDPAG3 Economic Appraisal Note to Operating Auth fmare change impacts, Oriober 2006, This appronch
8 e i |1am unable to find a ful discussion on assumptions and data sources relating to climate change sither in the Main Report [not included add some additional explanation. | suggest this should be in & [senkinson ecoie I e foomine. eeingoney altowamens or com lovelsom (ot trce SHPD Spacher0.06m 1 the yoas 2025, .30 o 2058 o .0 the voms TS
lor Appendix C. There is brief reference in Appendix H. The inclusion of this is important as it provides the framework for |Appendix C with some cross reference in Ch.3. [S] H
future erosion and flood risk. [SJ]
' . =
° I:elz‘;‘i:’o'“":':'i"‘:l’z s"'i:e"“(,"I:c"e:ﬁi""z:‘"g"';‘:::’:;‘:; o a::au" "': T’ni:""::;‘;"k e e""',"‘:i;:’:::“o" £ |Along the majority of the frontage there is no direct linkage between policy units. Thisis due to the nature of the coastline i.e. long stretches of open cliff intersected by prominent headlands and with small coves present which have
0 z Tt ETE T hu:’ oo clonr w:ere me;m"’;demiﬂ"sm eniainod in ihe PDZ or PO mm‘:“mes et "M e: e‘;‘ o soe. some. |Could the Project Team provide some clarity on how the approach worksand| % R 100872010 | developed mainly at the mouths of small river valleys. This leads to a generally disconnected coastline with little in the way of longshore littoral transport. Many policy choices therefore are made independently of adjacent units and are o change.
< '9 P ° " © expl " " - | might exps lany examples of this? |Jenkinson much more dependent on the characteristics of the discrete area itself. However there are PUs & MAs where there are more direct links, .g. at Marazion-Penzance and St Ives Bay. In these areas we have tried to indicate how nollcy choice is| o
8 (comments in the PDZPU summaries which explain how the policy option for one unit has been influenced by those
eating o adlncont amites H linked between neighbouring PUs. At Downderry we have adjacent PU's covering a developed frontage but with minimal alongshore ations for policy choice based on links to neighbouring Seaton are provided.
? &
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5
Words added 3.4 Links to other plans
3.4.1 The spatial planning system
'The Government's national policy for managing development on coastal areas affected by coastal change is set out in Planning Policy Statement 25 Supplement; Development and Coastal Change (March 2010). The aim s that coastal
lcommunities should continue to prosper and adapt to coastal change. This means that planning should:
. ensure that policies and decisions in coastal areas are based on an understanding of coastal change over time
. prevent new development from being put at risk from coastal chat
ensure that the risk to development which is, exceptionally, necessary in coastal change areas because it requires a coastal location and provides substantial economic and social benefits to communities, is managed over its planned
fetime, and
- ensure that plans are in place to secure the long ferm sustainability of coastal areas.
o £ in order to achieve the above it is essential that planners are informed about the current shoreline and future physical changes to it through erosion, coastal landslip, permanent inundation and coastal accretion. The SMP is therefore a key
2 ’ . (Could the Project Team clarify where in the SMP these relationships are set | S source of evidence base that planners should consult when determining the material planning considerations set out above (Policy DCC1 from PPS25 Supplement).
1 3 Technical Linkages General :‘:f;::;‘;:'l";:::’Ies"“l’:"él'u";?’;":: ;"m"’"" and policy/planning links with other high level plans where relevant, | " i, i (1 0u1d include a commentary on plan status and interface with the | 3 e o [0 0910812010 3.4
8 9 9 'SMP, and preferably mapping smply o understand the spatial links. & The SMP2 assists planners by identifying Coastal Change Management Areas (CCMAS). These are areas likely to be affected by physical changes at the coast, for which the planning authority should set out the type of development appropriats
3
< Throughout the development of the Cornwall and Isles of Scilly SMP2, the Client Steering Group has consulted with the Forward Planning team at Cornwall Council about CCMAs within the study area and the SMP2 Preferred Plan for these lo
3.4.2 Coastal Strategies
The SMP provides a large-scale assessment of the risks associated with coastal evolution and presents a policy framework to address these risks in a sustainable manner. In doing so, a SMP s high-level document that forms an important p
Following the adoption of the SMP, the Action Plan should therefore be used by the operating author rect investment at the coast. Offen this requires further study at a Management Area or Policy Unit level to determine the next step:
] et =
° The defences appear to have been identified, but the assessment is unclear. Has any prioritisation been carried out? [JH] :::r"'e "*:":‘,C[L’N’]"Y what assessmonts have been dons, including any S |y rutcrison
12 5 Technical Tools. LT (5 T . . . . S |Karen LR/IW 13/08/2010 | Additional words and a new table added to this appendix. New table sets out condition etc details of defences. |App G Defences assessment
H Assessment  |The report is descriptive of the various defences around the coast but does not state any information about cond (Can the eam carity whether this s picked up in the conomicsroport 3 [kaen
standard of protection. [KT] please consider adding more information here? [KT) H
j | note that several of the PU statements include management of risk through the use of flood warning systems and support |COU!d the Project Team confirm that relevant actions are included in the :% £ [stew Ves - the Action Plan has now been produced and there are frequent the requi such i the flood warning service and reference to support for community adaptation and resilience linke
T ' 5 . - for
13 3 Tools Main Report Chis [\ "0 18 e e [Action Plan to ensure that these management ac EE [ [R10082010 s planning s
8 appropriate level of consideration? H
It would assit the reador if the changes from SMP1 to SMP2 were known and it appears that Para 1.3.1 could usefully ::::::‘:nc"::‘n’l‘;':’e"ce in Ch.1and highlight where implications are
o have a cross reference o the location in the plan where this inform: setout. £ 1.3.1 Wording amended - Very much initiated by the findings of the SMP1, a considerable effort has been put in place over the last three years to ensure that we have been in a better position to make judgements with respect to the coast. -
2 Main ReportChut [ ange 4 policy option between SMP1 and this plan. | n learand the |C2N the team please confirm that they have made the reasons clear inthis | S| Hutchison removed reference to last 3 years. 1.3.1 Exira words added "The rey raken b his SWP2 hs i in some changes o the SMP policy aptionsor a number f olicyunts. Chapler mary and overview of the
14 g Social Decision Making Introduction eakaoldorc and oublis are maare and thex thare should be. e Dpy | oeume (he reasonsare clearand e lsection where the SMP2 proposes a change from that set out in SMP1? [JH] S |stee LD 07/08/2010 |SMP2 preferred plan and policy of ices. This provides a direct comparison of SMP1 and SMP2 policy so that where the policy option has changed, n be clearly reco ‘The discussion around policy development, including [1.3.1, 1.3.1
& Ch.5, various units olders and publio are aware and that there should be no surprises. [H] 3 |denkinson zny changes from SMP1 to SMP2 is provided within the discussion and detailed policy development in Chapter 4.". The Summary table in Chapter 5 nmvldesihe comparision between SMP1 and SMP2, with the discussions in Chapter 4
' . s H
There does not appear to be a succinct comparison of SMP1 and currently proposed policy options, which would be a very g:':ﬂ": ':;‘:f:{':s:':ﬂf;i:z:;',;I’:‘:ez"::es'ﬁg';:sl':c‘;':;;":';':;"I‘;'I‘: - ing reasoning for the SMP2 policy.
usetul point of reference for siaksholders. [SJ] a brief note on the reason for the change? [SJ]
] o mportant that all the comments that are received during the consultatio lan are clearly documented witha  |C2" 1€ team "'e”‘* confirm "'" "’"e""“‘ Bissu ""’Zx';‘::'e[" "]""' clear| &
g 2 suitable response so that all can see how their issues have been dealt with by the CSG. [JH] S Lim Hutchison| UK has repared a commurications lan wich s within the Agpendis B documert. Thisassoutal the comments ecived during the consulation slage fom al sources. Upon finalsation his s whers preadshest will e added ssan
5| § 3 Social Engagement Appendix B ' : ) ’ ' 5 lstew D 100872010 lannex to provide an audit trail of the ~ include the NGRG spreadsheet). Section B3 does state where stakeholder here i into |Appendix B section B4
2
H 8 There are two tables of stakeholder responses included in this appendix, but no record of how these have been addressed., g:’:",‘:“":::;“;i‘:‘; :::""hc:";;;":;;e;:‘:"' i:f: ﬂ'hf""""z"": L"':'z"’e;"s“’ § lJenkinson the develonlng SMP.
@ (9] made to the SMP (particularly policy options) as a result? [SJ] &
CCPL lead the consultation and engagement process and need to supply the required information for incorporation into Appendix B. point d) is cpvered th the text "The aim of this reportis to provide feed back to
Several comments on this appendis all of these consultees, both in acknowledgement of their contribution to the process and to allow them to understand how responses have been taken into consideration in developing the final SMP2 document. This will allow the CSG and
EMF to determine whether the comments raised through the consultation have been adequately dealt with before adopting the SMP2. As part of this process the CSG were informed of ~ d during the public ion period
2) Neither the web page nor the report appendix appear to have a formal stakeholder list but this may be present on the Jaly 2010 order 1o agres where 2.2 il thess comments, 2 2 change ot daf prtered plan should oceur * and in Section B2.1 wih th lex! "l wssagreed a1t o tht the CSG shauld have  minimum of
web somewhere - just couldn't locate it perhaps? Are there published minutes of meetings or records of the formal four weeks to review SMP tasks as required throughout the study. This was built into the programme in order to accommodate this. * CCPL c n 10 the remaining points are as follows: a) confirm that the final version of th
discussions at CSG and EMF? These may be on the web through the password protected portal but should these be made 120810 spperi willingude s sskeholder par, |Appendix B section B4 and section B2.1. To be
available to all for transparency? Having logged on to the website | found the stakeholder engagement plan online and ncluding stakeholder lists? completed or final SMP.
would question if it needs to be in the appendix as well? Can the team please
2) confirm that the final version of this appendix will include a stakeholder (Confirmed that the final version will include a copy of the Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP) that we have been working to - which was drawn up and agreed by the CSG during Stages 1 and 2 respectively. The SEP has been (and sill i) p
b) In addition the engagement plan has not been updated with dates of meetings and events since quite early in the plan _[plan, including stakeholder lists and a full record of meetings with CSG and
[ which just makes it difficult to see how well the SMP has been disseminated and discussed locally. EMF? and a full record of meetings with CSG and EMF?
o b) confirm that engagement data will be up-to-date? £ (Our intention is to include (for a setof the Agendas used for the CSG and EMF meeti ively. Thisis b the ful sets of be exhaustive and some items in the CSG minutes are commercially sensiti
e 5
16 s Social Engagement Appendix B lc) confirm that a communication plan was prepared? :;J T::r::s b) confirm that engagement data will be up-to-date?
@ clarity whether stakeholders had time to provide feedback? How did CSG | 3 (Confirmed that data will be supplied as per the answers given above and below.
manage these queries and stakeholders?
©) confirm that a communication plan was prepared?
) Is there a communications plan and has there been any press or media advertising of the SMP consultation other than [#) carify whether any stakeholder analysis undertaken to establish this and
ine web 1o enaure maximum public and siakeholder Invowement? oo ditect ocussed engagement with those with the most at risake in (Confirmed that the CSG have deemed the relevant part of the SEP to be the communications plan - and this has been followed. The text in Appendix B itself also explains the communication sireams used.
e plan?
) Foedback from the few commented the appendix repor) was for greatsr clarity on ) clarify whether stakeholders had time 1o provide feedback? How did CSG manage these queries and stakeholders?
when they could feedback to the process. P 1D 12-08-10 Yes they were given the full 3 months publi period plusa following the reminder email sent to all stakeholders and ciscag reps. We have also included any late responses etc. |Other changes will be made upon finalisation.
) There Is an early ststement in the appendix that there wasno distinction to be made between Key Stakeholders and ©) clarify whether any stakeholder analysis undertaken to establish this and also to direct focused engagement with those with the most at risk/stake in the plan?
Other stakeholders.
Ves, a Summary Table has been drawn up and will be included in Appendix B which provides (in precis tex) the responses received from the Stage 4 public consutation. Once the policies have been confirmed for adoption, a reply will be q
- Could the Project Team comment on the extent and effectiveness of £
e 2 1f thi 5
x . Main Report Ch3  |Effective I isi through both the and i i e Smp, [Engagementto date? If this has not been documented in the SHP then 5 o lans added to chapter 3. of CCMAs an that the Comwall Council forward laning fam Have been consilfed thioughout the SMP procsss which has occure i andemn and has fed
17 3 Social Engagement | futher commentsshould b addc possbly n Chapir 3. Al plssss D 100872010 ) (Chapter 6, Chapter 3.4.1
3 eardis B [butt beve ot sem any discumion on mow they ware ImelvercLring SHP devetopment ot o hov Inks il e purRGed. ot ot eetna il e e Action Pran e onsure | B [Jenknson ok ek Local Davsiopenont Frameviork Coe amses ccMA n the action plan.
enecuve integration with the statutory planning system will be achieved. é
If the longer term MR and NAI policies are to be taken forward for locations such as Downderry, Praa Sands, Mounts Bay, Coverack and St Mary's, the Coastal Management Plan / Pathfinder approach may provide a good route forward. As
with North Norfolk, a Council led and council wide approach seems to be best, so there may only need to be a single plan for the Cornwall sites and one for Isles of Scilly.
[Where there is a need for using the coastal change pathfinder approaches, | assume that this is clearly set out. It would be| g‘::‘h:i":";’;"':::s Holn’ Ave mere army athar locations wihare tis should /An action that could support this might be along the lines of:-
jgood to include  summary of locations where thsfuture approach might be appropriate. For example. Unit 74 aBPears b a consideration? Also, can the team clarity how many properties and = Policy Unit  Cornwall wide, and oS wide
o o have property that may be at greater risk now over the plan period. ‘assessment indicates that defer e alor acsora re selsuants bl % Pk Promre s Conal Managemant Plan
2 Main Faport [bo cHicut o Tosis, 5015 s aos s 1 outcomes o Patbinger el mlat et forsnammpls whers o may ? S Lim Hutchison| o e ostal an o be ncorporated nto acton lan llowing
5 i 4 ? 5 /06
18 & Social Ch.5; be & need to allow for caravans i mave o adjust %o an eroding oliff? H] (Could the Project Team confirm that the nle'ened policy optionsthroughout | 3 (592 JJR 10/08/2010 lObjectives:  To develop a positive vision and address the consequences of coastal change. To address many of the soci issues that the SMP was unable 1o tackle. |agreement with CSG.
8 eg. PDZ4, Page 26 E [senkinson I : - essma
| locations where th  numbersof sk of Hooding th for consid the SMP reflect the potent < for adaptati 2 indicators  Coastal Management Plan web-site set up. Worshops held at key settlements; Community vision for adapta
T e e Sl rumbers of Properiies ai isk of erosion or floading there fs scope for considering properties appear to be at risk, and |hz|znnmnnz'e actions will be included | & Partners  CClloS C; Town and Parish Councils; Defra; EA; English Heritage, NE
ladaptation. | recognise that adaptation s discussed in the SMP in f the reports, but a e D e e e e I T
more specific consideration in the first epoch being overlooked? [SJ] o . e 1901 Foing  Facia
We are not sure of the reference to PU.4 at Duporth and relevance of Pathfinder approach — the description of moving caravans does not seem to f
g T Appendix F. Non-  |Natural England involvement: “Due to the intricate and multivariate nature of SMPs, the appraisal took the form of a Pi Jarify whether NE 1o th t and wheth s Letter of i to find d SMP to be
19 % g Technical Summary, |qualitative assessment based on professional judgement, GIS analysis and...." Were NE a party to the assessment of Aoond ’I"'Y"‘Ie o e baina "m’/n:d e e o wheiher S |uz Galloway [PT 2310812010 Natural England were consulted on the HRA and SEA, and were involved in the assessment process, namely through the local NE contact (Kevan Cook) who was also on the CSG who has agreed with the assessment and reporting. otaimed o e prasened wits the ol
2 3 BT anaTatll macte on toture 2000 dtnst ppendix | conclusions are being reported in the NTS. i ained to be presented vith the final
@ H
here are a number of and Nature do not reference all of the designates sites
(SSSI/SACISPA/Ramsar) located within each PDZ. For example:
- PDZ1, PDZ2 Polruan to Polperro SAC should also reference in policy summary)
- PDZ4 p5 - include Cuckoo Rock to Turbot Point SSSI. UR 100872010 Ves - text ammended PD21, PDZ4, PDZ5, PDZI0
- PDZ6 Fal and Helford SAC
- PDZ10 Hayle Estuary and Carrack Gladden SSSI & Aire Point to Carrick Du SSSI. p25 SEA summary should reference
(Gwithian to Mexico Towers SSSI, Godreyhead to St Agnes SSSI.
- K
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5| & Date . .
5L | 28 | Matter |CriteriaHeading [CTieria b Document Reference |Comment |Action Required Timing of| Comment _ [SSE Response SecierinendedNowjparaines e abie
S5 | 38| el heading by: Provided nos used in this column)
5
H Main Do Can th d th d is| 3
T . . fain Document n the team amend the environment and nature conservation sections to list]
20 § Environmental |  Conservation o utony e o 507 soumaary? T [ witions
£
PDZ11 Introduction should reference SSSISSAC present along stretch of coast. Environment and Nature conservation &
summary should also reference SSSIs and SACs. p23 SEA summary should reference SSSis in MA30 (Trevounance Cove,
Cligga Head & Penhale Dues SSSis)
- PDZ14 River Camel SAC
- PDZ15 p16 Boscastle - should also refer to impacts to the Tintagel-Marshiand-Clovelly Coast SAC in 3rd para UR 100872010 Ves- text ammended D211, PDZ14, PDZ15, PDZ16, PDZ17, PDZ1B
- PDZ16 Duckpool & Furzey Cove SSSI, Boscastle o Widemouth SSSI
- PDZ17 SSSis - Steeple Point to Marshland Mouth and Marshiand to Clovelly Coast. p1 Summary should make reference to
the fact that the entire streach of coast is SSSI and SAC
DZ18 SEA summary should include Big Pool and Browarth Point SSSis and Isle of Scilly SPA and Ramsar.
There are a number of areas within the PDZs which do not include discussion on the impacts on various designated sites,
for exampl
- PD24 p19 - include impacts o SSSI with regard to Gorran Haven. Reference possible impacts to Cuckhoo Rock to Turbot
Point SSS! in relation to HTL/IMR/MR policies at East Portholland. o )
- PDZ5 pp36-38 include area of habitat loss from coastal squeeze identified in HRA at Gweek in discussion text. HRA R 10/08/2010 Yes - text ammended PD24, p19, PDZ5, pp3c-38, PDZ, pptd-17
summary should reflect impacts in the Helford not those in the Fal.
- PDZ5 pp14-17 Policy discussion for Coverack and Cadgwith should include implications for adjacent SSSis - Coverack
(Cove to Dolor Point SSSI, Kennack to Coverack SSSI. The SEA summary should also make reference to these SSSIs.
£
e b
21 5 Environmental | Conservation | Main Report Chapter 4 ‘e team consider including additional text to these PDZs o clarify B | Nikki Homs
H impacts, and amend HRA summaries as necessary? H
£
&
ussion should make reference to Penless P pacts resulting from HTL policy at Cliff road.
- PDZ10 p16 discussion should include impacts to the Hayle Estuary SSSI in relation to the HTL and MR polices and the risk
o favourable cond s
- PD216 pp20-24 Better reference should be made of the potential impacts of the HTL and MR policies at Bude, o
|Summerleaze and Crooklets with regard to Bude Coast SSSI and Tintagel-Marshland-Clovelly Coast SA ussion text R 10/082010 Yes textammended PDZ3 p35, PDZ10, p16PDZ16, pp20-24, PDZ18
and summary tables.
- PDZ18 St Marys - Impacts to terrestrial/fresh water SSSls (Higher and Lower Moors) as a result of MR policies should be
referenced in the discussion text and SEA summary.
° .
2 (Could the Project Team advise whether any of these assessments cover the | 3 o . ’ ' ' . ; o relati o
» % | ironmentt |Dats and Mapping Goneral ngiish Heriage has boen undertaking Rapid Goastl Zane assessments around the Engiish coastine. 5P aren 150 whohar oy wre wod 0t dwvatopmomiorthe. | B (97 orzsonzoro Mo RCZA has been carfied outfor Cormllandth s of Sl However,we have obained and used all he HER data availabl, s el a the £ data lyers and herors have incorporated ail B reqirements inrelation 0 the HSOre |, iy o atons o
8 plan? H
5 - ctive and SEA: Section 4 seems to focus on avoidance and mitigation - but are there opportunities £
g 2 d, to be pursued through later stages? Are impacts from the WFD conclusions being factored into |Please consider the significance of WFD effects (both positive and negative) | S
EN & | Environmental | Decision Making | Appendix J (WFD) |he SEA as impacts and/or opportunities. For example (1) relating to heavily modified waterbodies, “any further and confirm that they are included in the impact assessment. Also 5 |Liz Galloway U0 230810 WFD s a standalone assessment relating to WFD The relevant WFD findings and in the SMP Action Plan. (Chapter 6 action plan
H 8 nhancements, such as to increase connectivity between floodplains and the channel, can only be proposed at a scheme P 3
& \eve\ If not included at SEA level, its likely to be lost at scheme level - opportunities need to cascade through the levels. é
° £
2 Unclear why HTL policy is required for 'spit (?) feature inside the estuary to the north of South Quay - spit and HTL policy s
o N | e i Report | e Ganter s batcy M fo. Menagerment Ares 37 Hovle Extunmy. Anpoars (o be iaanon (4 on Tandw o [C31 the team please clarify what the feature is and the chaice of policy 5 | Hioms IR 10/0812010 The feature is an area of sand which dries at low tide. The hold the line policy applies to the south quay and Camsew Pool walls  siructures but there is no intent to apply it to the estuary channel features. The mapping mistakenly follows the |PDZ10, policy mapping for MAZ7 has been
3 Chapter 4 PDZ10p18 % loption, and amend the document as appropriate? 3 loutline of the feature, so policy mapping has been changed. changed
£
&
° =
e . questi ; 5
T X - X Main Repo Amble Marshes SSSI - question sustainability of HTL policy for 1st Epoch. If the SSS is unfavourable cond; ©10 |Can the team comment on the sustainability of the nmnosed HIL policy 3% o |Amble marsh is currently a freshwater habitat, so HTL i the short term allows for phased in land migr: f the freshwater habitat prior to creation of saltwater habitat that MR would produce. In the short term, the Agency is carrying out
25 & | Environmental | Decision Making groundwater levels, may it not be beter to look at MR generating a more sustainable complex of habitats? Unless the EE [N toms |ur 100872010 ' ! ° No changes
2 Chapter 4 PDZ 14 p19 " b option, and whether MR may be more appropriate’ 28 flooplain channel works to improve wetting on the current freshwater grazing marsh to bring this into favourable condition.
8 current issues can be resolved easily. H
° -
2 . (Can the team please clarify reason for the choice of policy option and H
T . 2 =
% 5 | Environmental | Decision Making e ation for HTL at Great Popplesiones is unclear - what assets are being defended, fresh water source? Suggest |, oner management area should be amended to remove undefended coast | § § [Nk Hioms [JR 10/08/2010 Policy unit boundaries have been adjusted. Text ammended to clarfy. D218, ppad45
H (Chapter 4 PDZ 18 Bryher|policy unit is altered to avoid HTL policy along northern shore of Gweal Hill. o b e £8
? &
=
° g
T . <on Making | Main Report Chapter 4 [Big Pool HTL policy - Alter policy units? Pereglis slips to Ginamoney Cam and Ginamoney Cam to Browarth Point, o |Team to consider amending management areas to exclude undefended 5 o oy unit man oy cho '
27 g Environmental | Decision Making | M2 e e & |3 L B al svarone of et eciodime Bt stond. e o T [aaons fmrooazono Have amended policy unit mapping and policy choice mapping. D218, MA46 policy mapping
£
&
Hold the line is a valid option o protect the N2K site necessary for nature d 50 the statement
lon page 16 s correct. However it may not be sustainable to HTL in situations such as this in the long term. If it is not <
2 e O considered sustainable to HTL here for 100 years, then MR in epoch 2 or 3 may be a valid option, if this approach is taken, |, , yn6 team comment on the long term sustainability of the proposed nollcy s Ist HTL is not the ideal poncy, is technically feasible and ensures that the SPA is not lost o tidal encroachment. It is not clear at the SMP level that appropriate alternative locations are zvzllzhle for |he Marsh, and the SMP will need to
T . ‘or Making | Chapter 4 PDZ8 p15-16 [then compensatory freshwater SPA habitat will be required and this also needs to be taken through the alternativesand | or. 5 .
E 5 | Environmental | Decision Making . " e taken throu loptions in these situations, and whether MR may be more appropriate Nikii Homs R 1010872010 ng from a Mounts Bay Strategy to further explore if relocation options are deliverable. Therefore the CSG have sirongly steered the policy at thi ward HTL through the 3 epochs, |No changes
3 P15 ROPI route. Ift is considered sustainable to HTL for the next 100 years, then HTL s valid option.  HRA summary lepochs? H vt T ety ot b mosalndboe e Ion v e it Sratagioswil noed 1o oo acoped ot Sretnpy lovel v acdiiom: En and NE sranah
& HRA Sect5.327 |should make reference to Marsion Marsh. pochs? 2 o Y o o P o aad
HRA - likewise discussion on the impacts to the SPA is correct in relation to the proposed policies, but conclusions are &
dependant on whether HTL is sustainable at the site for the long-term.
° £
2 AopondixJ | Table 2a sots out the WFD policy objectives that are considered relevant o the water body. In most cases only one orease clarity the oy WFD2 hasb dered notto b s
29 3 Environmental ppendix lobjective is referred to and it is difficult to understand how this can be the case, particularly where WFD2 has been lease clarify the reasons why 'as been considered not to be a S |Karl Fuller  [UR 10/08/2010 WFD objectives 2 and 3 will be reviewed and if relevant will be included, further details will be inlcuded in the assessment. No changes
£ Assessment Table 2a ° " / 2 2 relevant consideration to a number of water bodies. 3
8 lexcluded. Are there poter er-tidal habitat that are not being considered asa result of this? i
i
SEA Methadolagy: Asssmentf impasts: Thisexplanation sees1o be siying how the SWP2 s th same rale a3
5 E" whereas in reality, the Environmental Repo "'e "‘*Y objectives of SEA. The ER fails to identi . . § £ it unclear how and whers this justifcation arises within the document. It s clearly stated in Sections 1.6 and 2.2 of the ER that the SEA reports on the assessment of effects of the SMP. The fact that there has been an iterative process
g ° o F+SEA: Main |Significance of effects, potential rorsana o Iy impacts of the plan. The whole SEAis ~|Please describe the impacts in a way that reports the range of risks and £
g 2 Appendix F: SEA: Main S9nifican TSy st 3 3 onefits or e reporting of likely impacts AN 05 |prease desorive ! ey ot ol riskeand s s have been influenced by the findi signific cance of the effects has been described in terms of method and def in
0 | 2 5 | Environmental |Risksand Impacts | body of Environmental ["°duced to a grey area of sightly positive and slightly negative effects which are difficut to reconcile with, for example, _|benefits o the plan in an accurate and representative way. Also, interpret 5 |Liz Galloway [PT 23082010 Sectons 2.2 and Secton 4, and thoughout Secton 4 th assessmentat the PDZ evel within th Secton  ables resenis th achvement o o of the objective. Becatssof the wid range f posive and negative e"ec'sihmughoui and [See SoEP.
z £ the statement that "as a whole, (ine SVIP2) has a likely significant effect on he majority of Natura 2000 sie" in Appendix 1. the use of the word ‘significant used in the Main SMP2 Report elative to H "
H 8 Report para. 1.9.4. he v i ance ofthe impacta through the PDZ poliy inents hat were dovelope, we have atiempted fo provide moro dar what the positives and negativ SOEP, however, it is considered that
2 Thess are poteniial snowsioppers and of major significance. Insead of eporting hi, there are smpt levels of in SEA 2 ° }
& 3 Sl impacts were assosood and idonifiad (Anhos ) and 15 nave beor summarsd at i P2 lovelin Secion 4 and aiso furtherdesoribet n hat Secion, bearing n mind the Srategio atur of th Plan andthe SEA.
umberof placesthata susainable balance was achieved across a range of complex isues. Th role of SEA 1o make &
this thinking transparent - o learn of the show-stoppers, trade-offs and the decision making pros
fiabitats Regulations Asessmant: s not lea whether the kel efecs an Naura 200 sles have been factored ino the
5 SEA. Why are none of these significant, even though IROP! is being considered? Overall the SEA has assessed that no £
g ° fe nome of these son O e o s 0080 L 10 . |TheTe seem 1o be conflicting statements n relation to the ikely impact on £ The HRA identified that up to 5 and previously 6 possible PDZs could resultin an adverse affect on integrity. However, those were prior to the inclusion of mitigation measures that would prevent (or in one case (PDZS) further assessment and
S T . y Appendix I. para 6.1.2. '“"‘" Impacts will affect the n 'S within or adjacent to the oundary, According to Table |n,y,ra 2000 sites: (1) please clarify and ensure that the SEA is reporting the. 5 o discussion with NE and EA that cl Izn'led o impac) an adverse effect. These have been identified in the Section 6 of the HRA, and also carried forward into the SMP Action Plan. The revised deliberation and assessment AT PDZ5 (with NE
s | g 5 | Environmental |Risksand Impacts ites will be affected by all of the management options - the remaining four may or may nof, depending on the Liz Galloway [PT 2310812010 HRA (section 5,6,App C) and SoEP
] 2 Table 2.1 ! full(ikely) impacts and (2) please indicate the timescale of A, ie. further H and EA) has resulted in changes to the significance and overall prevention and avoidance of adverse effects remaining after mitigation. The revised HRA reports this particularly in Section 5, 6 and Appendix C5, and the SEP also contains
H 8 pion ahosan: How daes thi St wihthe comment et o whele (e SHP2) mas kel sgmihcant sfec on he o) impacs g e ndated findings and reemiing conclusions I relation to imiacts of the solicles.
& majority of Natura 2000 sites” in Appendix 12 More informa \g of future stages of HRA would be helpful 9 -1 H P '9 9 P: Lo
here.
shing significance: A key task of SEA is to establish the likely significance of effects of the plan in a systematic way;
N emvironmental sffects are repertad in Seclin 4 of the main report. However, o use of the term “signiicant” i the SMP? [Please consider <
g e is unclear and inconsistent if related to SEA Appendix where no e"ec'so' the ple'ened management options are of (1) whether effects of change brought about by the proposed plan are being 8
H T ) : reater than Tow' For example, si of described at Pentewan (MAOG in Ch. 4 of the  [assessed, 5 - . s dort e . N e and their si )
@ | g & | Environmental | Risksand Impacts | Ch 4. PDZ4 MAGS Report), "a signifcant flood i sl exiss i and around the Poniowan inner harbour -vilage iswholly designated &) whother al efcts are Included, .g. negative efects n D stes,positve | 3 |2 Gelowey [PT20082010 | The use of ‘sgnifcant s deived from the engineering terms or flood rsk, however,the SoEP MA the their atthe regional level pro See SoEP
2 & asa conservation area ...there is a very significant potential erosion risk along the length of the beach" (my italics). leffects on population and 3
@ Mevagissy, s smilarty described as haing a sgnificant enironment winerabl o floong, o would not HTL ceate () whether gnifcance i eingrecorded according fo SEA methodology &
significant p
=
. b
- [ r— seamn R S RSTRRN [t Duckpool o Furzey Cove 5361, Ambia Marshes 8551, Marshiand to Clovelly Coast S851 can the team amend the table? :;, i vioms |pT 23082010 Duckaool o Furzey Cove sssi  in Table 1.5. Omission of the other two was an error due 1o GIS clipping, however, the sites are all presented in the assessment tables in Annex | of the ER. Section 4 of SOEP providesan update to | . o
] £
&
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5| & Date . .
E2 | 28 | Matter |criteria Heading [CFteria sub Document Reference |Comment |Action Required Timing of Comment  |Date Response g, gonge S nos I wparns scodl e
25|25 | M heading by: [Provided nos used in this column)

3
ISEA Procedure: Finality of ER: There is a lack of clarity around the requirements of an ER throughout, for example,
however it should be noted that these assessments are only preliminary until consultation and finalisation of this - This statement is purely noting that consaltation on the draft SMP and ER could reslt in changes o the SMP policies and thess would be re-assessed. Where such changes have taken place the overall findings and conclusions have been
Environmental Report is complete™. (p.3, NTS) What doss thismean? The Er Report should contain an PT 28/08/2010 resented in the SoEP. There has been no new information following the production of the ER, the only changes to impacts are based on any changes o policies and more detailed formulation of policy activities o intentions. See SoEP.
lauthoritative and accurate assessment of the likely impacts of the plan and |s||nz|, once published. Any amendments P 'g the p 'y chang: P 'y changes 1o pe policy
required due to new information can only be made in the form of Addenda.
6.1.1 states "This report is provided for consultation simultaneously with the
N JR SHP tsel1." Itis therefore the final ER, and cannot change now. Revisions |
g e Envim"”':eml o be made sither in an Addendum or some maters may be addressed hy H
£ z . Report: |an extended 'Statement of Particulars that deal with the issues arising out of |
u | 3 s Environmental SEA/AA Non-Technical Liz Galloway
4 y consultation. The ODPM guidance mentioned as a reference providesa | 3
H & Summary pp.3 & 4;Sect ; ;. 2
2 e clear and detailed description of elements required. H
@ . ternstve polcy oplons should heve been assesed sreads. <Feedusck eceivesvil shape e linlisaton o The same procedure will need to be applied to all similar commentson the  |&
e evaluation of the environmental effects of the SMP". mark suggests that the assessment is not [SEA.
|All the policy options were assessed (see Section 4), and further detailed assessment of the preferred policy was presented in Annex | of the ER. \g measures are recorded in Section 5 of the ER. The statement regay
o be included in this report. then it must be pre-publication. PT 231082010 e WFD wat iended 1o Kdeniiy that these two assesaments are separas fo the SEA a3t ands, being hat they are roquirement that resutfrom other legisation. Hawever,the findings of the HRA were cared through nta he ER. All a0 SoEP
Sect 1.8.2 "The SEA will form a component of the wider assessment mechanisms for the SMP which also includes. lconclusions are presented in the SOEP.
WED. also be described, with risk,
5 |
g i g itoring: " . . a
& 2 e ppendix P |Milgaton and onltorig:. In addion to roviding he resusof s asessment, the Environmental Repor 120 OV pigg fin th requirement for mitigation agantimpacts inthe &
35 % g Environmental SEA/AA nvironment port: [monitoring and mitigation measures to ensure that the effects e minimised as far as possible”. Wherg are the Environmental Report to ensure that this mitigation is recorded and canbe re{ ~ © |Liz Galloway |PT 23/08/2010 Mitigation and monitoring is provided in Chapter 5 of the ER, and these have been carried through into the SMP Action Plan. No edits or additions necessary.
4 NTS (page 3 last para) |'The approach to, and requirement for, monitoring and mitigation is discussed in Section 7.” Where is this Section 72 =t 1anTiens! FRpoR o e7obe | H
H & and para 62.2.  |(Section 7 is References according to the index. No section 7 in Main Report) P o H
&
Summary: The NTS contains baseli n, SEA and the sefting of assessment criteria.
5 . The last half page explains how complex the task of assessment is and reassures the reader that "the majority of effects  [Please revisit the assessment and draw out and summarise in an Addendum | §
g 2 Appendix F (SEA) |, ."cither minor positive or minor negative". This |s|nzdequz'e coverage of the likely effects for coastlines which have [to the NTS, the effects of the proposed plan to le'leci the assessment in the s
g L . Non-Technical % on [ SoEP prosides turter claites ummary orthe NTS. Hawerer,n eistion  Sgniicatcs, a3 1o serss ffectan nlegty o Eutupean Sies ocours, and gven e sipucant amoun offersion etwesn the SUP development and the
s | 3 s Environmental SEA/AA been described as sensitive and complex_due to th ment, many international sites, landscape and ER. Indicate the risks, the threats, the opport and any showstoppers, Liz Galloway [PT 23/08/2010 See SoEP.
4 Summary H 'SEA, policies have been determined ( nal details of what the measures should or should not entail within the PDZ reports) to impacts and to mitigate for impacts where they are potentially significant.
H & o para numberg |cultural heritage. There are apparently no effects of Taotorat or major significance and the reader is bound to ask covering ail receptors and incuding fikely HRA mpacia Please aiso macate |
& (r whether this can really be the case. The reader expects a transparent summary of the key potential impacts here. The  |what happens next in SEA procedure. é
NTS also requires information on how the SEA will proceed from this poi
° 5
e 5
2 3 R M HabitatsRegs 1t reportod in this appendix appoars fo be incomplete. (Can the tear please clarity whether moro work isrequired, and fsowhen | 2§ |, ooy Document should clariy the situation. In particular conclusions are clarified. Also, to asis readers, Appendi 1, the whole scoping report, has been reproduced with biue text, rather than black, o diflrentiate the two documents. This should |, . |
3 Assessment this will be undertaken? $a 00809 clarify and also prevent future confusion.
&
5 |
g ° PDZ6 - Second sentence is incorrect - MR policy option at Porthallow is adjacent to the Fal and Helford SAC. Appendix C6 &
w | £ % - - M identifies the loss of ~1ha hezihlznd from the Lizard SACG 33 resit o the MR pollcieast Ketnack & dangyenyn. The oes Th leam soukd review the Impact ol the proposes plicyaptons on tis 5 i 1 'Sections restructured wrt NAEOI and mitigation measures. Should clarify this point and align the assessment better with the formal HRA assessment procedures. Mitigation measures made more clear, and reflect those identified in the nopendix |
g < N — lof this SAC heathland should be or compensated. The loss of this habitat could result in an outcome of ‘can not [PDZ and ensure an appropriate response H ki Hioms 00809 lassessment tables Appx C. MH 100811 ppendix
2 & conclude no adverse effect on imeg ity’ 3
@ &
£
2 (Can the Project Team update this section by summarising the HRA findings, s
39 = Environmental SEA/AA Main Report Ch.2 | This chapter sets out the conclusion that the SMP has been subject to an HRA. i bmi tement of Case to Defra SoS and, if [ e MH 100809 ITO INCLUDE IN FINAL SMP REPORT |Appendis | - Chapter 2
8 lapplicable, any further actions to be included in the Action Plan? §  [Jenkinson
H
&
e 5,
% . Main Report. Chapter 4 [HRA summary - states overall there will be no net loss of intertidal, this should be rephrased to indicate losses inside the |Can the team amend the document to indicate loss inside SAC and proposed £ oa: . A . . . .
w0 z Environmental SEA/AA 525028 SAC, and M compensation measures outsde the SAC boundary. against outsde SAG? % £ [Nikki Homs [PT 230872010 HRA and text in PDZ 5 updated to a) reflect no loss of intertidal within the SEA at Truro upper basin b) additional habitat can be created outside of the current SAC boundary at Truro upper basin. HRA App C. main report and PDZ5
&
or adjacent to the Fal and Helford SAC will result in coastal squeeze and the loss in extent of
the SAC. MR policies identified within the estuary system (PDZ5) will allow for the crea
lof new intertidal habitats adjacent o the SAC to offset the loss of this habitat. The reasoning for the various policies is MH 100809 | Appendix |
clear and justified, however this proposed new habitat is outside the SAC boundaries can not be considered as mi
for the loss of habitats inside the SAC. Only measures taken inside the SAC boundary can be considered as mitigation.
(Can theteam clarity whether the new habitatproposed is miigation or
. lcompensation under the Habs Regs? If compensation as outside the
5 o DR EEs0 dary of the SAC, then the the PDZ, HRA, SEA should be £
g g e lamended to reflect this to ‘can not conclude no adverse effect on integrity' of | S
41 % g Environmental SEA/AA ections 4.2 Fal and Helfrod SAC. Further work will be required to support 5 Nikki Hioms. |Section revised wrt impacts on intertidal - subsequent work has considered the impacts of SLR and determined that NAEOI can be detemined here.
H & & |Alternative/IROPI tests, which if successful will allow MR sites to be H
2 HRA Sections 5.3.2, H
& lconsidered as compensation for coastal squeeze impacts. A mechanism to H
5.3.12:20 7 Appendix C5. If appropriate measures can not be identified inside the site boundaries, then it has to be addressed by appropriate |co-ordinate the deliver of MR sites/habitat compensation should be identified <
of the SAC. e considered once the policies resulting |Ea RHCP?
in the impact on the SAC have been subject to the further tests of IROPU/Alternatives under the Habs Regs.
If appropriate mitigation can not be identified within the SAC then the HRA must conclude adverse effect on integrity or
'can not conclude no adverse effect on integrity’ The mechanism to co-ordinate and deliver the MR habitat compensation
sites should be identified, it is unclear whether this will be delivered by the EA RHCP, Comwall Council or another bod)
This also impacts on the SEA conclusion that the SMP policies will not result in major impacts to Natura 2000 sites.
g 3. " . . it . ied wil i i . i "
© i R = SeA section 422429 [T Polcies n the Upper and Lower Fal should aiso reflectimpacis to SSSis presentn estuary incuding lossdue to Team 1o consider additional text on impacts to SSS1 due 1o HTL policiea. EE i Homs [praaeson he locations of NAI provide the greatest influence to the intertidal habitats, and where HTL or MR occur the assessment (combined with HRA assessment) indicates that there will be no adverse impact and likely to be benefitsdue fo even |\ _u o -1iions necessary
3 oastal sque 2 lgreater area of intertidal habitats that MR creates.
&
£
° g
L . " lQuestion conclusions for PDZ 10, that the impacts to HTL policesinthe  |Can the team provide further jusification for their conclusions and consider | % oa: N y
a3 z Environmental SEA/AA SEASection 4258 |l e el in eoasial squosze 16 SSS1 habitate, ihe appropriatenees of the policy option cholos? g [watians [pTsazt ISOEP para 3.1.77 revised to clarify the assessment SoEP 3.1.77
H
&
g 2 Section 23.and | Plan concludes the need for a “Statement of Case for Defra consideration, but it s not set out in Can the team please clarify the “Statement of Case” requirements,its role S nal works have confirmed no need for IROPI and that no Statement of Case will be required.
44 % -3 Environmental SEA/AA ection 2.3.an( important that the plan is sufficiently robust on this matter, and on the links with the EA's Regional Habitats Creation in the HRA and the importance of the EA's RHCP and ensure that the S |yim Hutchison|MH 100809 |Appendix |
4 g Appendix | ; s H
£ & Programme to be supplied also to Defra. us chapters that deal with this are sufficiently cross referenced. H
& &
R I i
g 2 of the Envi Report: Why i labelled 'Draft”? If out to consultation, it should be the " dratt " i i s
s | 8 5 Environmental SEAAA Throughout final and cannot be revised beyond the point of publi i Explanation of the 'draft status of ER and timescale for completing final 5 |Liz Galloway [PT23/08/2010 Noted. The ‘draft status' of the ER is line with status of the 'draft SMP" until it is adopted as such. See SEP.
4 g e Y version and providing it for consultation. H
H & lotherwise, it may be included in the Statement of Par t. 2
2 s -
% . Main Report  |There are some sites [including this one] where landiillis an issue. The plan does not explain if the relevant authority R ” £ . ! ol
6 z Environmental PDZA, Page 16 |ipremmably the County Counci] hasa policy for dealing with fandii Can the team please clarify and set out any implications in the document? :% £ |9m Huchison|yo 23.08-10 The presence of landill as an action at spec ns has been highlighte (Chapter 6 action plan
&
New section added to Appendix H"HG yand Thtent
- The aim of the economic analysis is to determine through a broad brush approach to what degree the preferred policy may be jusified in economic terms relating to coast protection or sea defence. In many cases the benefit/cost ratio
o Where the economic benefit cost raio (BCR) s relatively low, say <3:1, or 21 or example, can the team please confirm (Can the team please explan that, where a low BCR has ben selscted, the § lgenerated through the assessment is very low, with only a few MAS showing a robust benefitcost ratio. Although the presence of a robust benefit/cost ratio does not mean that funding from the public purse will be necessarily be available,
3 that they have selected a policy option that can be implemented. preferred policy can be i [Some clarity on the = clearly a very low ratio makes public funding highly unlikely.
a7 s Economic Affordability Appendix H here is required.] S |iim Hutchison | Appendix H, He
& Ao, where BCRs a1 les than ity,orzer, he plar saes st ublic unding gt ot b avallable. Surelythe H Where there are known benefits which are not considered within the analysis but which are clearly factors that would need to be considered in future, more detailed economic analysis, these are stated in the notes presented in Annex H1.
lcurrent position on this is cl Can the team please clarify the low BCRs with respect to future funding? H These factors include properties at risk of flooding from wave action, road and transport assets and environmental assets such as listed buildings and amenity sites.
The Client Steering Group (CSG) has considered the results of the economic assessment of the Preferred Plan. Following this consideration the Preferred Plan has not been altered due to the benefiticost
The aim of the economic analysis isto deiermlne through a broad brush approach to what degree the preferred policy may be justified in economic terms relating to coast protection or sea defence. In many cases the ben
There isa statsment that BCR is ess than uity, but the note suggests that trafic and other losseswill maks the unit ) lgenerated through the assessment Wit anly  ew MAs showing  rabust bensficos: rato. Although he presence of 8 rabust bene/ios ati doea not mean inat funding fram the puic purss willbe necesearily be available,
¢ Can the team clarify if they are content with the messages set out here [and Cloary 2 vory low ratio makes publi funding highly aniiely.
affordable. What if it didn't or f the BCR y low and funding like -whatis the plan  |¢
atagesting under such a scenario? [4H] in other PDZs as well, e.g. PDZ5] and what the plan should say interms of a | _
o no funding scenario? [JH] £ Where there are known benefits which are not considered within the analysis but which are clearly factors that would need to be considered in future, more detailed economic analysis, these are stated in the notes presented in Annex H1.
2 Main ReportChd || | @ 4t the messages which are implied by some of the commentary in the PDZ summaries. For example, PDZ7 S | Hutchison These factors include properties at risk of flooding from wave action, road and transport assets and environmental assets such as listed buildings and amenity sites.
8 = Economic Affordability PDZ2, PDZ3, PDZ7; | 7 SO mmsemmmic‘?u S tion 1iken P! e va" aer . 'zm App. H 15 116 1o 1. and thore ia :0 d |Could the Project Team consider further whether the messages being 5 Istew L 10/08/10 |Appendix H, H6.
& Appendix H P ’ v conveyed are accurate, and adequately reflect the risks associated with E [senkinson The Client Steering Group (CSG) has considered the results of the economic assessment of the Preferred Plan. Following this consideration the Preferred Plan has not been altered due to the benefiticost
footnote to explain that economic justification does not translate into likelihood of funding. Further, App.H PDZ3 (MA7) re rod y H
includes a note that public funding ly, but | cannot see this note drawn forward to the PDZ summary. Finally, ppzz|™ture funding? Should there be clearer direction on then need to consider &
; g iternative funding sources given the number of private (commercial) The CSG have approved the Action Plan based on the Preferred Plan. The Action Plan lists the identified measures necessary to implement the intent of management identified by the Preferred Plan. It identifies partners and sources of fundi
PUs 4.2 1044 mcludes he comment ~Mee sucio-economic and hilorc objociives". but tis does not appear 1o bs °
|supported by the preferred plan BIC ratio of 0.69 to 1. There may well be other similar examples. [SJ] interestsin some areas? [SJ]
69101 |A wide range of sources of funding have been considered in drawing up the Action Plan, which include Environment Agency Flood and Coastal Risk Management funding, Defra Grant in Aid funding, Plymouth Coastal Observatory, Nation Tru
shoreline planning isa conti The SMP2 turther detailed economic analysis will need to be undertaken in justifying any specific scheme in line with the principles set out in the FCDPAG series of d
2 Could the Project Team advise whether the harb have indicated
. T E— Main Report Ch.4 PDZ8 |The Plan notes that there is a very low B/C ratio, and that alternative funding is likely as the harbour performs more than ul M‘* ":‘ec e"“; "I"* w! f er ed ’; ‘::’“;‘"e’s ave '""“ e b 1008110 [The CSG have not held specific discussions with any potential funding provider. The text added in H6 isses affordability, commitment intent and + funding sources. This advises that funding for all actions are investigated further as ||~
g Lol MA22 |simply a flood defence function. Etz“he:': n;;::::em::n:y Options, and whather disoussionsre funding [Jenkinson lthe Action Plan is implemented. With regards to this particular harbour a SMP wide action has been included in the Action plan to asses the role of breakwaters in providing a sea defence and coast protection role. to change

Appen

Comual desot sy SPz
ncix

Anmex il
h

May 2010

Final Foport
Fobruary 2011



Rame Haad to Hartland Point SMP2 NGRG Rview

Technical Review

5| & Date . .
E€ | 25 | Matter |criteria Heading [CFieria sub Document Reference ~|Comment [Action Required Timing of Comment  |Date Response g, gonge S nos I wparns scodl e
S5 | 83| el heading by: |Provided nos used in this column)

5
T'“* ec""“"“";“’e "I’e’*l""*" for groups of polioy units. This makes it difficult to determine the sconomic viabillty of (Consider adding a summary table to Appendix H giving the economic case < The economic analysis has been undertaken on a management area basis, as agreed with the CSG. Damages have been determined on a MA basis which means that the economic case by policy unit is not possible without a re-assessment
° policy units. [AP] £ of the damages. Undertaking the analysis at a MA level allows consideration of the preferred plan within the contextf the intent of management for each mamagement area. Minor fext addedd in H1 to now state " The aim of the current
. T Economi Main Report Ch.d: || . nas b dertaken, or at least ed, 2t  Area level.  cloar how the % ;"“’V Parsons 16 100810 d in economic terms relating to coast protecion or sea defence. In addition the review aims to examine the nature of the [,
2 I Appendix H e economic assessment has been undertaken, or at least presented, at Management Area level. It is not clear how the |, e project Team explain how the SMP communicates any potential 3 [ee eaton s srongty with he dafonte of ctea creet benafh i term of irec id o osion ik o ateth, or deives hom asacisied damages i s ameriny, ecroaton, vl ppendix
8 ISMP flags any issues with regard o economic viab at policy unit level. For example, PDZ1 MAG3, d the Project : " i E  [senkinson conor it ¢ ; ) ! ives from !
‘ funding risks for individual Policy Units? Also, how can we fell if these risks | 2 disruption or of other plans.” It would be possible to reassess the economics at a PU level, with support from the CSG for spending more time on this exercise. It should be noted that due to the large number of relatively
PDZ2 MAOA both have a benefit cost ratio well below 110 1, but there are several Policy Units with do-something preferred h . H ! ] .
oy ptome e e o1 have been translated into actions in the Action Plan? [SJ] & small communities present, this could become a too detailed exercise which is beyond the broad-brush approach within the SMP guidance.
5 o (Can the team please clarify how the funding for such pollcy optionswill work| &
-4 2 a
g T There are some locations where HIL is st ut for reasons other than coastal erosion or sea flooding, e.g. heritage reasons, 2 ’"" that any actions for such will be set out in the Ac % . . . . . "
s | g 3 Report Ch.5, PDZ1 [11°1° 27 Some acations where nis clearly Lim Hutchison|JD 10/08/10 The text added in H6 and at the start of Chapter intent of from are on the CSG and have signed up to the action plan. H6 and Chapter 6
H 8 P - cannot commi ding 1 H
& reconsidered for the final version of the report?] H
o Hant that 1 relevant data bl i ted i ble Ay e dit .“ he £ thods i ich is now enhanced. Properties at risk of flooding and erosion are set outin Annex H1, as are the total costs at the location(s) where investment is planned
% ey ootion chotoee and ’er“e“"" p—_— ":I”‘ i oo national summarion. Tore 1o veful cost data and |+ |Could the Project Team please clarify whether the data that supports these [ under the ple'ened nlzn The SMP guideline costs are otoutm Appenmx H InIormzilon on type and length of defence is within the defences shapefile supplied in the GIS Viewer. We have incorporated optimism bias in the economics
52 -3 Economic. Data and Mapping Appendix H policy option choices and pa igh level reporting eg. national summarles. Thore s usetul oo lassumptions are also available or set out elsewhere in the document? Also, 3 eve LD 10/08/10 ity assessment now added to Annex H1. |Appendix H including Annex H1
S oroparies at sk data provided inths appe: e text also notes however that a number of high level assumy e e e 3 [enkinson
& have been made with respect to existing defences and managed realignment. P ? H
&
WOSF s ol been used 1o gerrsts Gamages TH s due o T rocessing MDSF and Tinking with agreed NPD information. The PNIG agreed it S To e programme and budgeT 1o Use a Simple
prepared o the SWP by Dr J Chaterton withimmeciats outpts raihor than uss MDSF which was sared, but was proving very ime consuming with low confdence Iovels T the aulputs. Thors arc no artegies n he sty area avaiable
rom which to draw upon. This s cavered in Chapter .31 and H2. Text expanded in H3 as follows "H3 Generation of new data
Determination of Damages
2
R Thers i no apparent us o the MOSF tol? A, i spcific sateges have been used: 3 mmarytable of hese, OGS |G, 1 pam pigags cary th us of e MOSE oo, Any data on dotaied |
2 PP strategies would be useful, including status. s Damages have been determined based on the risk of flooding and or erosion to properties over the three epochs required for SMP2 using a ‘damage assessment technique prepared by Dr John Chatterton. Numbers of properties at risk have
53 3 Economic. Data Issues AppendixH |\ e are heritage and other assets sill o be valued, the plan should set out how this data can be obiained, 5 Lim HutchisonD 10/08/10 been determined by comparing the National Property Dataset against the maximun flood and erosion extents assuming No Active Intervention. A number of broad assumptions, drawn from the Multi-Coloured Manual and Land Regisiry have |Appendix H3
8 cucing i oreamiomtion 1o bost saced 10 o 1 andwihat umdimg Shouid 50 fargated. (Tl o ot bo mansterred A% please sy what stions will b ncluded i the Acon Pl o gaher § been made to determine commercial and residential average annual damages in May 2009 as follows;
o the Action Plan.] outstandin &
- No Exi
. May 2009 Price baso uniess otherwise siated
- Once a property is lost through erosion then Annual Average Damages no longer apply, with £175, 549 been used as an average value for residential property loss based on Land Regisiry information
. Denth of floodina is taken into account based unon scale of fload
=
%
° ’ (Could the Project Team confirm that this represents frontages with part il £
2 | Main Report ChAPDZS |1\, e units in MAT2 include HILUMR policy options. Likewise MATS PU 16.3. Without reading the supporting toxt s |ond part s A e Pt S oo - T use of TLINA can et ncertainty n e acual equirments o mangement and i may be ht ey e ar aking ot M wih ot HTL st may ot b constetin very cas, L may o et et o be e
54 3 Decision Making MA12 include HILIMF ? part ° UR 11/08/2010 2 levels through a particular epoch (i o be able to move to MR before the next epoch begins f rate of rise ted rates). The team intent of any HTLMR insertions need to be explained |No changes
2 uncear if this is two possible policy options, to be resolved through further studies, or frontages with part HiL and part MR. [MR" or similar, in line with other SMPs. This approach would need to be 5 [enkinson
8 PDZ7 MATS . . g tne dotailed discussions (iext o be reviowsd)
applied consistently through the SMP. o
&
- _ Tt removed o the HTL poicydatement and added and amendeuelo i  polcy oton ring paragreh s llows Polyaption ucing
2 ) ’ S ; (Could the Project Team add a further comment, perhaps in Sect 1.1.1, to note | 3 Inareaswhers  maragement nerienion hs been recommended, s possible that fnding may ntbe forthcoming rom th Deta Flood and Coasal Erosn sk Managemert (FCERM) budget. The SHP has highlghte tisand aiso
55 5 Risksand Impacts|  Main Reportps | 1e "eport notes that funding may not be available from the FCRM budget for HiL policy options. Thisisan important |y 4, 4ing uncertainty relating (0 al poposed actvtes which are expecied 3E [Stee ‘what addifi d benefits may be gained rom the policy option. Caveats are made in these highlighting the need for funding to achieve the proposed management plan. Thi (Chapter 1
S caveat to make, but should not be resricted to HL. 28 |enkinson -
8 to draw on public funding? H lanend brner in Craptor & o Appondie -
. =
The discussion on sensitivity here isin my view very limited and not particularl § " ity i . . et . )
B e e e matT1 Wt 1 i e oot o o ot someity | Could the Project Team considor re-working this sectionto explain mare £ Text added “Much unceriainy s related o th cost o implemerting the prefer plan. Wi it generally notwii the remit of the SMP t deinespecific works rathr i stshe general et and agenda for managermeni  igh evl
T ) ) 5 . iy assosament ha been underaken on th cossn order o iderty the impact o the benefcos rato. Thissonsivl assssment ncudes ad op ias on the present value cost, included for completeness and
5 3 Economic Appendix H  |analysis as part of a broad-brush economic assessment, | feel that there could have been more here on the range of key [clearly what the significant economic uncertainties are, their potential D 100872010 ’ : ¢ App H and Amnex Hi
2 ! L ) 3 5 [lenkinson = requirement o consider e gurdance provided by the Treasurys Groan Book I 1s mportant 1o acknawledge however that ihe greateet unceriainty s ften he type of werk thatwouid actualy be cared out under a gvem poliey
8 variables that might impact on preferred policy options. There are likely to be a number variables (erosion  [impacts and how they have been or will be dealt with? H omri. The rasults of he sonituity asasment are incladed witnm Amon 1~
rates, flood areas, residual defence life etc), along with some uncertait ual areas. g g -
Would like to see the outcome of the economic review and the teams view on longer term sustainability given possible . ’ »
] o sea level rise, and increased storminess. [There may be other reasons to maintain defences, but not using public funding? [C2" I 16am please briefly set out its findings here? [JH] £
3 T N If s0, can the team please explain?] [JH] N N N . S |Jim Hutchison|
57 | 8 3 M“'::;’;“Tﬂg"' & gfz“':"‘;"e:"’:;‘;c:::;";‘:z"’f "s‘,'"l's"::‘r’:j"wli:: cluded in the Action 5 [stee D 10/08/2010 sies of Scilly FCRM Strategy dicussed in PDZ18 and included wi n Plan, now supplied in Chapter 6. PDZ18 and chapter 6
gé & [ The report notes that the high-level intent for Scilly should support the adaptation of communities to changing coastal ge"em‘;gamh oy of he gsm'd o if c0 hzscollzhorzgiion With other § [Jenkinson
5 ons, and flags the need fo long-term sirategies for adaptatin of the populated areas, partcularly at Hugh Town. 80513 Si3anadi o STibe ands anc o has corenaretar H
° £
2 here appears o be a limited number of locations where the preferred approach is fo L, in between a majority of NAI. - ) . s o . . . . . . ' . v ;
. 3 oy Main Report Ch.5 | This hauia aow tne GSG t priorte which locaton are of ey imporiance aver ne nex: 5 yoars. bt  was natsasy 1 |C2" € 5am pleaso explain which ocationsare a priory in the next 5 5 |im HutcrisonluR 11/0812010 Ves there are some clear priorty areas which have emerged from the SP Review. These are Hugh Town, St Mary'; Mounts Bay (Marazion to Newlyn fronlage, ncl. Marazion Marsh: ! Estuary; Praa Sands: Hayle; Perranporth; Downdery | 1
3 i sy et on s b po years and where this s su he plan? 3 to Seaton; Mevagissey; Looe; Pentewan; Coverack; Portreath; Loe Bar. A summary of these will be provided in Chapter 5.
£
&
2 Main Report s,
59 3 Decision Making Ch.4.PDZ4. [Poriscatho to St. Anthony's Head - why no policy? (Can the team clarify if there should there be an entry in this cell? £ |ue Galoway |on 1110812010 Not entirely sure what part of document this comment refers to - Portscatho to St Anthony Head is all part o policy unit 10.1 which has a NAI policy through all epochs as it is all open undefended coast No changes
] &9 &
£
° \ain Report Ch.5, MA £ Wherever change from SMP1 HTL toSMP2 NAI (or MR) has accurred, the reasons forthe change are provided as.an integral part of the detailed discussion in Chapter 4. The rationale for the policy provided in the comment box in Chapter 5
. T Decision Making | o 1s ot savo: WA lin this unit, the SMP1 indicated a HiL policy option, but SMP2 suggests NAI but its ot clear why, and those affected by this [Can the team please exp m thatall such changesare clearly | 5 [y L e shuld aisoprvideindicationof why a change from SMPT policy may have occured. For the examplesgive nfluenced by National Trust Policy on allo ral processes o changes
£ 9| 15 19ana 20, 83 |ohange may need some clarity. [Same is needed where we have a change from a positive option to a NAI policy option.] |t out in the plan? 3 away from HTL. AtMA19 (PU19.2) the change is from HTL/Do nothing to NAI but the req; e transistion (and hence the change of policy) is referenced. For MA23 (PU23.2) the justi o
& 9 i H leconomic or technical reason for public funding of defence, in g provides a reason for the change o policy.
&
(Could the Project Team cla .
° The draft SMP provided on CD included a range of mapping accessed through the associated GIS viewer. [SJ] ""‘"e"'e’ ’I" '“::"""9 "’I‘I‘:"’e" on GIS s or will be provided in “hard copy’ £
6 T = 3 ® 0 (for example .p ”s"‘fh a1 vi d data on the websit ing it R b 10/08/2010 Please see response given in the box below which applies to this comment. In addition, clarification text has been added to Appendix k Section 1.1. Section 1.1.2 of chapter 1 already states that the GIS veiwer is provided to the operating |,
% ssgemen neralul tere b soparate adice prepared o usar of e plan on ow o use the "ofar viewer sysem? Whsthe |1t nlendsproviing the IS iewerand data onthe webst or maling it | 3 enkinson auiarteson 6b pparix
& intended audience? Will the public be able to use it? [JH] javailable on CD? [SJ] g [imburehisen
(Can we make the intended use of this "tool” clearer? [JH] <
The policy mapping does ot give any indicaions of erosonrisks i the NAI plicy it and does ot shaw floo rsk cuesions wi ’ . ' : ;
. e e mmortig o e ane e o o The toam should consider adding flood map overlay to final poicy mapsand | 5 Detailed discussions with the CSG have been held throughout the study with regards o the best mothod to present the erosion and flood mapping produced by the SMP, and following recipt of NQRG comments. Due 1o the length of coastine
g ° Lean nside £ (especially with much showing little change) and concerns over volume and clarity of mapping the CSG determined that the GIS Viewer is the route for the operating authorities o recieve the full dataset of erosion and flood data. Itis
g 2 Semocined wit sroding ani isding undo the prefored pian 1 reacily soosssbe. AP adding info on erosion risks to NAI frontages. [AP] |Andy Parsons| ! " orities to ! lood data. I
H T ) S 5 o acknowldged tha he IS Viewer is ot avalabe toth publicand wider users i fr i sason ha Chaptr 4 providesexracso this mapping on o location b locaton basi i ardr t lusirate NAI flood and erson ik, with the
2 | 2 3 Risks and Impacts | Policy Unit mapping sSteve D 100872010 e ‘ h o change
z 3 There doss not appear to be a consistent and complete presontation of NAI baseline mapping for the complats coastline. |Could the Praject Team clalfy the approach to NAI Baseline mapping —doss | 3 |Jenkinson (chapter 4 supporting text n order to contexualise and qualify the information shown in the mapping extract. ~Provi data 10 the public via the CISCAG website has also been dismissed by the CSG based concerns over the public
2 Some of e incet g i e PD? summaries ietude NAI lmes and 1in 200 yr lood oxtonts for 2108, bat oty atsototied |t reside im fu onty in he G185 Tout < misundersanding the data. Operating authortes (EA and Comwall Council) have reported that hey are happy fo ailow members o the public 1o iewer at their offices, or supply selected extracts of mapping if requested. The
w oo p P v d v v ? & |sharing of this data with the public therefore follows the approach being adopted by the NCERM project with regards to the public viewing lines of maps with LA officers on hand to explain the data.
=
2 g
- T action Plan | Goastal Processes|  Appendix ights that there are gaps in the data and information locations around the coast not covered by detailed |Can the team confirm that the Action Plan will make reference to the data 5 |karen R 10082010 The action plan makes reference to data needs at each policy unit where relevant eg monitoring of erosion rates, and also on a SP wide basis for wider ranging data needs, An example of thisis the need to quantify wave action risks along
3 = studies. needs ahead of any review of the plan or SMP3? 3 [Tomas the coastline and to and orthrectify all the 1847 aerial photography held by Cornwall Council.
The acton plan prssents where supportis requird for cach aton within the Partners column. Inroductoryexi o th acio plan statesthat "The CSG have approved he Acion Pl based an th Prsered Plan, The Acan lan st the
< res necessary to implement the intent of management identified by the Preferred Plan. It identifies partners and sources of funding as well as prioriising the actions into Low, Medium and High priorities. Through signing up
2 Could the Prject Team comment o any Plly Uit where tid party Sl Lo the Action Plan, each CSG parine i demonaiating a commitment of nfent 1o underiaking sach acion, as priorie allow and fanding permits.
T . ; . i . . 5 g
o < (el Eogagerient S |Successtul implementation of the Plan s likely to require the support of other bodies. > d‘;“’e, 9oing to be required, and what level of support has been indicated 3 [enkinson R 10/082010 |A wide range of sources of funding have been considered in drawing up the Action Plan, which include Environment Agency Flood and Coastal Risk Management funding, De'rz Grzni in Aid funding, Plymouth Coastal Observatory, Nation
& ? 2 Trust, English Heritage, and landowners such as private developers, the Duchy of Cornwall and Wildlife Trust. While the Action Plan does not commit these organisations to nding, it does document the wide range of interests that
& Cout b nvolved i investingin the svsainabie managomentof he coadine. Furtermors he pols s sources of nding lised i 1 Acio Plan are nor exhausive. Al funding routos should be invesigated further a5 he Acion PIan i
(Could the Project Team clarify whether CCMAs are explained elsowhere in | =
° fhe documens o s sciona text here o escersurderdand he £
2 ' . . o H
3 5 Action Plan R ERITRITN Main Roport C11.¢ PDZ3)| Notes that Par and Par Doos should be identified as “Coastal Change Management Areas” (CCMA), but does not expl loance of this? Have similar flagsregarding CCMAs been addad 3 D 13.08-10 Information on CCMAs added to planning links section in Chapter 3. CCMA ref from Par docks removed. CCMA flags added to PDZ discussions and included in Action Plan. 13.4.1 and chapter 6
£ hy. roughout the PDZ diseuestons for approprise areas (. PDZA Mevagissey)? | 5 Jenkinson
] |Also, have actions been included in the Action Plan to ensure that t 2
|considered within spatial plznnlng? &
(Can the team please clarify when this report might be available for the QRG?
[UH]
(Could the Project Team comment on the proposed process for drafting, <
) ! o al E
2 There is no draft Action Plan with the consultation version. [JH] i’;’fj‘;‘"g and c""’“"'"g upon the Action Plan? Also that the Action Plan will | & | ychison| IThe Action Plan has been produced as part of the Stage 5 tasks according to the CSG approved Action Plan template. This covers Action, timescale, objectives, monitoring indicators, partners, priority and funding. The lan has heen
6 3 Action Plan | Monitor/Review |  Main Report Ch.6 ction \mate costsand 5 |stew JRID 10082010 [produced with key members o the CSQ meluding the 3 Cormwall Council principal angineers.and the EA. Upon drafling, th draftacion plan was hem crcuted io he whole GSG group. Any comments received have besn incarporated.
8 There is no indicative or provisional Action Plan included in this consultation draft. [SJ] s E  [senkinson s now supplied for NGRG review in Chapter 6 of the SMP.
ndicative funding sources, inke to the MTP3 2
cess for incorporating revised data, guidance or pol &
2 brocess for monftoring progress with actins and suteess eeria?
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