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The Supporting Appendices

These appendices and the accompanying documents provide all of the information required to support the
Shoreline Management Plan. This is to ensure that there is clarity in the decision-making process and that the

rationale behind the policies being promoted is both transparent and auditable. The appendices are:

A: SMP 2 Development

B: Stakeholder Engagement

This reports the history of development of the SMP 2, describing
more fully the plan and policy decision-making process.

All communications from the stakeholder process are provided here,

together with information arising from the consultation process.

C: Baseline Process Understanding

Includes baseline process report, defence assessment, NAl and WPM
assessments and summarises data used in assessments.

D: Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) Environmental
Report

This report identifies and evaluates the baseline environmental
features (human, natural, historical and landscape) and presents an
overview of the environmental assessment process, showing how
the requirements of the EU Council Directive 2001/42/EC (the
Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive) are met.

E: Issues & Objectives Evaluation

Provides information on the issues and objectives identified as part
of the Plan development, including appraisal of their importance.

F: Policy Development and Appraisal

Presents the consideration of generic policy options for each
frontage, identifying possible acceptable policies, and their
combination into ‘scenarios’ for testing. Also presents the appraisal
of impacts upon shoreline evolution and the appraisal of objective
achievement.

G: Preferred Policy Scenario Testing

Presents the policy assessment and appraisal of objective
achievement towards definition of the Preferred Plan (as presented
in the Shoreline Management Plan document).

H: Economic Appraisal and Sensitivity
Testing

Presents the economic analysis undertaken in support of the
Preferred Plan.

I: Habitats Regulations Assessment

Presents an assessment of the effect the plan will have on European
sites.

J: Water
Assessment

Framework Directive

Presents the Water Framework Directive assessment of the
potential hydromorphological changes and consequent ecological
impact of the preferred SMP 2 policies.

K: Metadatabase and Bibliographic
database

All supporting information used to develop the SMP 2 is referenced
for future examination and retrieval.
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Within each appendix cross-referencing highlights the documents where related appraisals are presented. The
broad relationships between the appendices are illustrated below.

SMP 2 Development (Appendix A)

v \ 4
Stakeholder Engagement SEA Environmental Baseline Processes
(Appendix B) Report (Appendix D) (Appendix C)

A 4

Issues & Objectives Evaluation (Appendix E)

A 4
A

Policy Development and Appraisal (Appendix F)

Y
A

Policy Scenario Testing (Appendix G)

A\ 4
A

A 4

Economic Appraisal / Sensitivity Testing

(Appendix H)
v

HRA report (Appendix I)

WEFD report (Appendix J)

A 4

Policy Statements (SMP 2 Document)
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B.1 Introduction

B.1.1 Stakeholder Engagement Strategy

The stakeholder engagement process is intended to build trust and understanding between all parties involved
in the formation of an SMP 2 with the aim of being inclusive, transparent and appropriate in its methods and

application.
Angus Council have taken the lead on the Stakeholder Engagement for this SMP 2.

A Client Steering Group (CSG), set up by Angus Council, provided expert knowledge and information, and has
been involved throughout the development of the SMP 2. The CSG acts as a focal point for discussion and
consultation throughout development of the project. The membership of the group provides representation of
statutory consultees, academics, local authorities and other primary interests within the study area, ensuring
consideration of all interests during review of issues. The CSG was involved through meetings at key points
within the SMP 2 development process. The incorporation of this group provides direct feedback and
information to the Consultant, and acts as a focal point for the consultation process. It is also possible to adopt
more of a partnership approach to the CSG, by developing a more collaborative decision-making forum. Under
this approach certain responsibilities may be shared by the CSG in order to increase the level of stakeholder

ownership of the final decisions.

Links with local planning will be an important part of delivering the final SMP2. Local authority planning
officers were invited to comment on the draft SMP2 and Angus Council planning officers were given a

presentation on the draft plan during which they had a further opportunity to provide comment.

Table B.1 provides a summary of the stakeholder engagement strategy for each stage of the Angus SMP2

development.

The Consultation Report, documenting the SMP2 public consultation period is found in Annex B1.
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B.1

Stage of Plan
Preparation

Activity

Dates

Summary Table of the Stakeholder Strategy for each stage of SMP 2 Development

Purpose of stakeholder involvement

Stakeholders
involved

Method of involvement

Stage 1: SMP

Initial Stakeholder

Inform interested parties that an SMP is being

Client Steering Group

Letter

Scope contact prepared and invite key stakeholders to join the Client
Steering Group
Stage 2: | Client Steering | April 2012 | Introduce the SMP process Client Steering Group | Draft Issues and Objectives Table
Assessment's to | Group Meeting 1 Request information from interested parties sent. as part of briefing note by
support policy email
Gather views on the features and issues relating to the . . .
A meeting involving a formal
SMP coast .
presentation followed by an open
Check that all relevant issues have been included discussion.
Review the features identified
Check that the benefits identified are correct and that
we have included all beneficiaries
Check that the objectives are a good representation of
the requirements of the beneficiaries
Stage 3: Policy | Client Steering | June 2012 | CSG members were presented with the policy options | Client Steering Group | A meeting involving a formal

Development

Group Meeting 2

to be tested as part of the policy appraisal. The
objective of the meeting was to establish:

e The vision(s) of the various stakeholders for the
whole SMP shoreline over each epoch

e Any ‘overriding drivers’ for directing future policy,
and specific future policy options that the stakeholders
wish to see tested

¢ Areas of agreement and conflict i.e. main flood and
erosion risks

* Potential scope for compromise and acceptance of
future change

presentation followed by an open
discussion.
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Stage of Plan

Preparation

Activity

Purpose of stakeholder involvement

Stakeholders
involved

Method of involvement

Client Steering | October CSG members were presented with the draft preferred | Client Steering Group | Draft preferred policy scenarios
Group Meeting 3 2012 scenarios. The objective of the meeting was to: and the draft policy appraisals
. . were sent as part of a briefing
e Gain a general consensus on the preferred policy .
. . . note by email
scenarios to put forward in the consultation draft
SMP2 A meeting involving a formal
presentation followed by an open
discussion.
Stage 4: Public | Public Consultation | March To make stakeholders and the wider public aware of | Wider public Public exhibitions
Examination 2016 the draft plan Advertisements
To provide stakeholders and the wider public with .
L N~ . Full document on the Council
opportunities for support and objection and moving to .
. website: www.angus.gov.uk
resolve differences
Presentation to Local Authority
planners
Stage 5: Finalise | Final SMP2 September | Review responses from public examination Client Steering Group | Potential for a CSG meeting or
SMP 2016 Produce a Consultation Report on these findings correspondence via email
Potential to meet with CSG to discuss the nature of
feedback (amending the plan / policies if required)
Stage 6: SMP | Dissemination Winter Disseminate to Angus, Aberdeenshire and Dundee City | Wider public Hard copies and CD s. Information
Dissemination 2016 Councils, SNH, Historic Environment Scotland, SEPA available to download in PDF

and Defra
Include the final SMP2 on the Council website

Inform stakeholders of the final plan

format at www.angus.gov.uk
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B.2

Client Steering Group meetings

The Client Steering Group (CSG) includes representatives from Angus, Aberdeenshire and Dundee City

Councils, Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA), Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH), Historic

Environment Scotland, the University of Dundee, Ministry of Defence (MoD), Scottish Water and the Tay

Estuary Forum (TEF). The CSG has met three times throughout the SMP 2 development process to:

e Discuss issues and objectives;

e Discuss the preferred polices to test;

e Agree the preferred policy scenarios for consultation.

The locations, dates, purpose and outcome of each CSG meeting are included in the following table (Table B.2)

and associated meeting materials and minutes are contained in Section B.4.

Table B2Client Steering Group meetings

Meeting

CSG 1 — SMP 2

Stage 2
(Assessments to
support policy

development)

Locations and Dates

County Buildings,
Market Street,
Forfar

DD8 3WR

17 April 2012

Purpose and Outcome

Purpose:

To provide an introduction to and explain the background to the
SMP 2.

To go through stages of the SMP 2 development process.

To discuss and agree the issues to be dealt with in the SMP 2 and
the priority of these issues.

To discuss and agree the objectives for the SMP 2.
Outcome:

Agreed set of SMP 2 issues and objectives.

CSG 2 — SMP 2
Stage 3 (Policy
Development)

Angus House,
Forfar
12" June 2012

Purpose:
To provide an update on SMP 2 progress.

To provide an overview of Coastal Risks, the Policy Appraisal process
and Key Policy Drivers.

To discuss, identify and agree Key Policy Drivers.

To discuss which potential policies / scenarios they feel would be
appropriate to assess.

Outcome:
Agreed set of SMP 2 Key Policy Drivers and potential policies to test

CSG 3 — SMP 2
Stage 3 (Confirm
Preferred
Scenario)

The Cross,

Forfar,

DD8 1BX

25% October 2012

Purpose:

To provide an update on SMP 2 progress.

To provide an overview of the policy development process.
To discuss the preferred policy scenarios.

To gain a general consensus on the preferred policy scenarios for
consultation

Outcome:

General consensus on scenarios for

consultation.

the preferred policy

A list of CSG attendees at each meeting are included in Table B3.
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Table B3Client Steering Group membership

Organisation

CSG 1(17.04.12)

CSG 2 (12.06.12)

CSG 3 (25.10.12)

Angus Council

Richard Meeson

Richard Meeson
Mark Davidson
Gordon Pyper (planning)

Duncan Inglis

(environmental

Richard Meeson
Mark Davidson

Gordon Pyper (planning)

management)
Dundee City Council Ross Speirs Ross Speirs Ross Speirs
University of Dundee Fraser Milne Fraser Milne Fraser Milne

Historic Environment

Andrew Stevenson

Rory McDonald

Andrew Stevenson

Scotland
SEPA Malcolm MacConnachie Steve McFarland
Scottish Natural Heritage Shona Smith Mark Moore
Aberdeenshire Council Willie Murdoch
Tay Estuary Forum Laura Booth
MoD Barry Buddon Tom Graham
(Commandant)
Joy Fotheringham (DIO)
Scottish Water Craig Carr
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B.3 Initial Stakeholder Engagement Materials

An Initial Stakeholder Engagement letter was sent out to potential stakeholders in March 2012.

Date
Name

Address

Dear Sir / Madam,
Angus Council - Shoreline Management Plan 2

Angus Council Roads Division is reviewing the current Shoreline Management Plan, which will allow the
development of Shoreline Management Plan 2 (SMP 2).

Shoreline Management Plan is large-scale assessment of the risks associated with coastal processes. The aim
of the plan is to reduce the risks to people, development and the natural environment. Coastal environments
are inherently dynamic due to coastal processes and the constant movement of material along the
beach/foreshore. SMP’s will provide a ‘route map’ for decision makers to assess the present situation and
identify methods to meeting future needs through the most sustainable means.

As part of this review, stakeholder engagement is critical in the review process, to ensure all interested parties
are involved in identifying and resolving issues identified in the review process. To help drive and focus the
stakeholder engagement process, a steering group is proposed. The main role of the steering group will be to
act as principle decision-making body for reviewing the Shoreline Management Plan 2.

Angus Council is presently assessing a list of representatives from a range of organisations to sit on the SMP 2
client steering group and cordially invite your organisation to join the Angus Council SMP 2 client steering
group. As a member of the client steering group you will be invited to attend steering group meetings.

To assist Angus Council with the development of SMP 2, Halcrow consultants have been appointed to provide
technical coastal support to allow the development of Angus Council Shoreline Management Plan 2.

An initial start-up client steering group meeting has been arranged for 10:00am on Tuesday 17th April 2012 at
County Buildings, Market Street, Forfar, DD8 3WR. | would be very grateful if you could let me know your
availability to attend this start-up meeting?

I look forward to hearing from you in due course, if you have any queries please contact me on 01307 473329
or Richard Meeson on 01307 473185, email meesonr@angus.gov.uk.

Yours faithfully

Mark Davidson

Senior Engineer
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B.4 Client Steering Group Materials

B.4.1 Introduction

Below are a series of documents relating to the Client Steering Group (CSG) meetings that were held during

the course of developing the Angus SMP 2.
B.4.2 Client Steering Group Meeting 1

The purpose of this meeting was to introduce the SMP process, seek information and data to inform the

development of the SMP 2 and introduce and discuss the issues and objectives tables.

B.4.2.1 CSG 1: Agenda

ANGUS COUNCIL SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN 2
CLIENT STEERING GROUP MEETING No. |
10:00 Tuesday 17TH April 2012

AGENDA
1.0 Introduction
2.0 Client Steering Group
2.1 Introduce — parties involved
22 Role of Client Steering Group
3.0 Shoreline Management Plan
3.1 Background information
4.0 Shoreline Management Plan 2 (SMP 2)
4.1 Outline SMP 2

4.2 Proposed program of SMP 2

4.3 Halcrow Consultants

5.0 Next Client Steering Group Meeting

5.1 TBC — Provisionally Tuesday 19th June 2012, County Buildings, Forfar
6.0 Any Other Business
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B.4.2.2 CSG 1: Minutes

ANGUS COUNCIL SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN 2

CLIENT STEERING GROUP MEETING MNo. 1 MINUTES

Date; 17.04.12

Location: County Buildings, Forfar
Present;

Richard Meeson  (RM)

Jackie Young [JY}

Ailsa Collin (EC)

Sam Box (5B)

Frasier Milne {(FM}

Ross Speirs (R3)

Andrew Stevenson (AS)

Apologies:

Mark Davidson

Stuart MeGovan [ Malcolm MacConnachia
Shona Smith

Doreen Bell

Jim Mckie

Willie Murdoch

Laura Booth

George Chree [/ Gordon Pypear
Duncan Inglis

1. INTRODUCTION

Angus Council (AC)
Halcrow{HC)

Halerow (HC)

Halcrow (HC)

University of Dundes (UD)
(Sub consultant to Halcrow)
Dundee City Council {(DC)
Historic Scotland (HS)

Angus Council

SEPA

Scottish Natural Heritage
Scottish Water

Marine Scotland
Aberdeenshire Council

Tay Estuary Forum

Angus Council {Planning)
Angus Council {(Environmental
Management)

All pariies were welcomed and introduced to the meating.

2. CLIENT STEERING GROUP (C5G)

2.1 Introduce Parties Invelved

RM introduced all parties involved with the C5G:
+  Angus Council (including Planning and Nelghbourhood Services

departments)

Tay Estuary Forum
Scottish Natural Heritage
Scollish Waler

Marine Scotland

Historic Scotland

SEPA

Dundea City Council
Aberdeenshire Council

*® & & & & & & & @

Angus Council Shoreline Management Plan 2

Halcrow — providing technical expertises and guidance
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Role of Cliant Steering Group

4.1

4.2

4.3

Angus Council Shoreline Management Plan 2

RM outlined the role the Client Steering Group; to act as principle
decision making body for reviewing SMP2 and help drive and focus
stakeholder engagement.

ANGUS COUMCILSHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN

» Published in 2004, in parinership with HR. Wallingford

« Outlined a framework for future management of coastal policies

= Large scale risk assessment identifying the assoclated risks to
people and environment from coastal processes

ANGUS COUNCILSHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN 2 (SMP2)
Outline SMP2

+ Review Currant SMP

+ Recognise limitations of SMP, and identify if policies are still
relevant

» Awareness of longer-term (50-100yrs) implications of coastal
changes

= Support the planning system, and enhance transparency of
planning processeas

Proposed Programme for SMP2

RM outlined the proposed programme for SMP2

« Proposed complete SMP2 - January 2013
« Proposed draft SMP2 from Halcrow — Qctober 2013
» Proposed Public Consultation - October to December 2013
# Final examination — December 2013
# Final dissemination — January 2013
« Committee Approval — February 2013
Halcrow

5B provided a slide show; see Appendix A for copies of the slides.

The inland boundary of SMP2 is to be set as the inland boundary from
the existing Shoreline Management Plan. Mark Davidson to confirm
inland boundary with JY",

Halcrow are proposing to combine the policy objectives for SMP2 with
the SEA receptors, see Appendix B. All members of the C5G are
requested to confirm their agreement and provide feedback on the
proposed policy objectives In Appendix B. All feedback is to be

emailed to Richard Meeson (meesonri@angus.gov.uk) by Friday 25"
May 2012. CS0G o action
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Halcrow advised the C5G that Scottish Natural Heritage, Historical
Scotland and SEPA will also get a chance to comment on the objectives
through the SEA Scoping process.

Halcrow asked the CSG, if any members knew of any arsas within the
SMF2 boundary which are classified as designated landscapes? CSGto
action

RS offered Halcrow a copy of recent data from the Tay Estuary
maodalling, undertaken as part of the Water Front Development
assessment. RS 1o action

Halcrow requested an update on existing coastal defences along the
Angus coastline; RM to action

Condition and functionality of existing coastal defences was discussed,
Halcrow will visit most defences on their site visit {16™ — 20™ April 2012).

AS stated Historic Scotland undertake condition reports every 2yrs and
site inspections aevery Syrs, of their assets (monuments). FM to issue
Halcrow and RM with the Scottish Coastal Archaeology and the Problem
of Erosion report and University of St Andrew (The SCAPE TRUST) -
Coastal Zone Assessment Survey 2009,

RM noted annual coastal inspections are carried by Angus Council.

Halcrow enquired about Local Developmeant Plans and if thera is a
Angus Development Plan to assist with the development of the SEA; RM
to speak to Angus Council Planning Department and action

The CSG discussed sach coastal process units (CPU) from Milton Mess
to Broughty Ferry (see slides in Appendix A),

« Coastal defences at the southern end of Montrose Bay were
discussead, in particular defences from Splash Paint to the
GlaxoSmithKline. FM believes defences at Splash Point are
encouraging erosion to the north of Splash Pont (Golf course
frontage) by starving the dunes of sand (sediment). Defences at
GlaxoSmithKline are not influencing erosion at the Golf Course.
Montrose Bay Phase 2 Report has been undertaken, with Phasa 3
being developed.

+ Coastal defences around Montrose Basin were discussed;
ownership of defences and land was unclear. RM to investigate
land ownership around Montrose Basin (see Appendix G).

s |t was noted Arbroath Harbour requires sediment management;

howeaver analysis of this is outside the scope of this project. Further
analysis of sediment is required; FM mentioned about the possibility

Angus Council Shoreline Management Plan 2 3
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of sediment recharge in the area, this will be investigated by Angus
Council,

+ J¥ asked if the M.O.D could be included In the Client Steering
Group. Following Halcrow's site visit to Barry Buddon with FM; FM
believes the rock amour defences at Barry Buddon are possibly
exacerbaling erosion along the coastline at Monifieth. RM to contact
M.O.D and send out invitation to Client Steering Group.

RS belisves SEPA are issuing free LIDAR data to local authorities, RM
tn investigate. RM to action

J¥ enquired about the location of proposed and existing coastal paths,
RM to investigate and issue Halcrow with shp file. RM to action

5. NEXT CLIENT STEERING GROUP MEETING (C5G No. 2)
5.1. Tuesday 12™ June 2012 at 10:00, at Angus House, Forfar.

PLEASE ADVISE IF YOU ARE UNABLE TO ATTEND THE NEXT
CLIENT STEERING GROUP MEETING

6. MEETING CLOSED AT 12:40

Angus Council Shoreline Management Plan 2 4
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Meeting 1 minutes: Appendix A

Presentation Qutline
Angus Council - Shoreline Management
Plan 2 « Progress to date
e D fing « Agree Objectives

= Issues and risk areas

171 April

+ |lext Steps

—_— . —— Falcrow P 1Tacm A Py - Sy G Mg 1 Halerow

= Review of Sw1
» Review of new reports and information since SMP1

« Draft the Baseline coastal processes report (Dundee University
inparts and review)

- NO Active Intervention Scenario
- With present Policies scenario

» Draft SMPT objectives

» Draft Theme review [SEA bassling)

»  Draft Issues tables

e~ T FHalerow . (R g EUPy - Shariry G Mg 1 Flalcrow
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Baseline Coastal Processes Re|

Coastal Processes

we need to understand:

= How and why the coast is changing, both in time and spatially
= What is driving this change

= What are the linkages and interactions along the coast
= What may change in the future due to climate changs
= The impact of human intervention

Bazeline Scenarios

= Mo Active Intervention

= 'With Present Policies

....over three time periods (0-20, 20-50 and 50-100 years)

. e A S - e G st 1 Halerow

With Present Policies

= Assumes policies recommended in SMP1 continwe until techmically
impassible or when current policies become ineffective

= Loss of beaches and intertidal areas fronting defences

= Increased flooding and erosion hazards

= Meed for much more substantial & expensive defences....but will
these be affordable?

v 1T g TP - Sy G Mg 1 Haleraw

No Active Intervention

Aszumes no further expenditure on maintaining improving
existing defences

Assumes all defences will eventually fail

Rapid initial enosion of backing dune: where presently defended
Irumndation of low-lying areas

The shoreline will adjust to a more naturally functioning system

EA Environmental Baseline (Theme Review)

The Theme Review covers:

The identification of key features along thess coast and why these
are important to stakeholders, i.e. the benefits that the feature
provides, is a vital input to policy development.

The natural emvironment
Landzcape and character
Historic environment
Current and future land use

s Anpan SUF - Starey G Mhsng 1 Halcrow
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Identification of Issues and Objectives

To develop policies we need a clear understanding of the issues and
objectives which need to be addressed by future shoreline
management

= Identify features using the Theme Review
« Gather information as part of the initial consultation

Issues and Objectives Tables

= 5et objectives - defines targets or goals that the SMP aspires toin
delivering the plan.

« There will be conflicting objectives, therafore not all objectives
will / can be achieved.

= The 5MP nesd: to provide a balanced plan, considering people,
nature, historic and socio-economic realities

. rram AR P — s G g 1 Halerow

Hain SMP2 objective is_..

‘to reduce the risk to PEOPLE and the ¥ OPED and MATURAL environment
from flooding and coastal enasion by the n of TECHHMICALLY,
ENVIRONMENTALLY and ECONOMICALLY sound and SUSTAINABLE defence
measures’

Rode of lssues & Objectives

-
stakeholders/mviews resaive issues
« Policy appraisal i ‘objective led” .'
et kel o e
[Ee A T — S o i 1 Haleraw

" Trata A 7pm Sy - Sy Gep Mt 1

Halcrow

try
Popuiation anel Hurmon Heleh, saterial Assets)

‘watures movered by tha objective (oliowng
acoping)

o
Puirerable sommunty fectitn, (e g. o,
scheoks, churchs,

To it czmatal Mo e eeasion risk o cftical
infrastructon and saintain oribcal srvion.
PRaterial Aseti)

&, B and mincr roads (shars linkage & 8 ey o
Euat Coast i by b arad statiom

Pomping stabicrm, sesge work and outfalks,
Acrw for sy srvion

Ta support nabursl coastal procsses and maintsin and
wnhance the inteprity of inbernaticnally delgnated ratue
cormervation e and S S etie condition of e
interat feabure

IBibearaity. Flom ond Fau!, Water)

Marvsar, SFA and Sars

Ta muskstain and enhance retionally dusgrated
conmervation dtes and S nberet beatures.
iBidberaity. Flom ond Faura)

S (iclopcal med geclogcal) and Sl

Tor wvedel achverren impuects on, corerve and anhance the
drgrarted interest o local comarsation st
[Blodbvar ity Flom ond Fauma)

™
SWT Mature Rimeran
i

Gl
To maiskan and enhence features o o natursl food defece | Seeche
[izter! Soii [Camdogyl) Eune sytem

To arharee the srvtwte and (ardeaps ity of the
contbn.
JLarchenps)

Koy Lamcheape fuarture incheding wide sandy b,
ratua i anel wvtariee rrudflats, sand dure systerns
il lirsics, wnd maitime ciiffs and rocks

1 1T A 7pm Sy - Sy Gep Mt 1

Halcrow
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Managemar Obfective

T swisienne oot Pood nd eeaslon risk b schuduled and
ottt saliona by, ringons by o leally important
archasclogesl and cultursl heritege et 5t and Ser

stting.
Cultursl HevitageHalork: Emisnmmt)

Faatures comered by the abjectve (folowing
scapleg)

Sctahubed Mormaments

Ltited Buslclings

Mem-dhrsigrated archssclogical e of local
poriance

T er—————
recreation and tourtem et and actrate.
Pegbations Haser Hesith atriol Azl

Toerhancs e tourtm vk of Be comt and sm o
incarporate and impeze necrsaton, lourtn and shitor
rran X

g et Wil At Skociversity)

Recrwalton and amerily Fac Bt {stitor
artractom, golf coorses, carssan paris, bathing
baniechrs, promemnidi, cychn matin, public
e——

To svinirees costa | faxd aned sron sk b indestry,
commarcial and econos sctivitie and Mintilry of Defimos
lancl

U lationd Matwrial Anerty)

Bainan, facioren, weretounan, e demtifed
for reperseration, military xtabiofments and
otthers hary ares of emploprt

Malt Eschasion Lo

Tosvinizes e mpact of pobcen an ma e opers bom. e
activtio
imaterial Amersl Ppulation)

Forts and harboers,
Aoz i B e il rvigatson

T svinmnen s impact. of pokiciun on fribing achi=ity.
{Mistier ! locfivarsity’ material Amer Papulstiony

[ ————— T r—

o rranimibe coastal fisod snd erosion rik b agricultrsl
Nancd

il ipulation)

irmcers 1 - 1A Farmsland
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Halcrow
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sy Gy Mg 1

Halerow

Headline Iss
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Halerow
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™ s Angan I |

Discussion of issues

‘What are the main |55UES affecting policy?
What FEATURES do these issues relate to?
Why are they important, what are the BEHEFITS?

Char what TIMESCALES do these issues apply (0-20, 20-50, 50-
100 years)?

n s Argan Sy Sy Sy Mg 1 Falcrow = 1w Asgen EUPy - Sy i g 1 Halcrow
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T A chu2
}/ " Montrose
A Basin

CPU 1

Milton Ness to
Montrose
Harbour

Halerow = 3 +. =

CPU 4 Tl A7 2
Rickle Craigio KAV
Lang Craig -~

CPU 3 | S
Scurdie Ness o | ;
Rickie Craig | = \ gl

[ = A T L . W Haterow |
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CPU S

Lang Craig to
Whiting Ness

Halcrow

CPU7

West Haven to
Buddon Ness

| Halerow

L |

CPUB

Whiting Ness to

West Haven
i

CPUB
Buddon Ness to
Broughty Castle

Halerow
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Coastal Hazard Mapping
Policy appraizal and development of Policy Scenarios

. Hold the Line

. Managed Realignment
. Advance the Line

. Ho Active Intervention

£ e g TP - Sy G Mg 1 Halerow = 1L A g SMPY - Shasry G Mg 1 Halcrow

Do you have any data ¢ further information that maybe wseful?

Baxsa@halcrow.com

messonr@angus. goy.uk

Thank You

- s K P — S G Mg 1 Halerow
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APPENDIX B
PROPOSED POLICY OBJECTIVES FOR SMP2

SMP2 | SEA Objectives

The setling of objectives helps to ensure both clarity and consistency across
the SMP2 area, whilst the identification of why a feature is important and any
potential issues associated with coastal erosion and flooding, helps us to
understand how an objective may be achieved.

An objective defines a target or goal that the SMP2 aspires to in delivering the
plan. However, it is important to understand that quite commonly there are
conflicting objectives for a particular stretch of coast. Therefora it is likely that
not all objectives will be or can be achieved at every location but the aim of
the SMP2 is to seek to provide a balanced plan, which considers:

People

Mature

Historic realities

Socio-economic realities

Using the Defra Shoraline Management Plan Guidance {2006), Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) guidelines and through internal
discussions, a list of objectives has been developed and, using the issues
identified, appropriate objectives have been defined for each feature. Those
objectives which relate to statutory requirements are highlighted in grey.

The objectives cover broad 'high level features that may influence policy
decisions in coastal management and that can be used to adequately assess
policy options.

Individual members of the Client Steering Group are to comment on and
provide feedback to the CSG; feedback Is requested to be emailed to Richard

Meeson (meesonrf@angus.gov.uk) by Friday 25" May 2012.

Objective Features covered by the ohjective
(following SEA scoping)
l. To minimise coxstal flooding and erosicen risk Houses
and s impact ¢n peaple. coastal land use and Wulnerable community facilithes (e.g. surgeries, hospitals,
future developmens plans. aged persons homas, schoals, churches, lbearies, at2)
(Popuietian and Human Health, Material Azsets)
2 To rinbrnisse coasml foeod and erosion risk to A, B and minor roads (where linkage s & key isswe)
critical infrastructure and maintain crsical East Coast raitway lines and stations
HRrviees. Pumping stations, sewage works and oufalls,
[Mirteriol Azsees)
Access for emergency services
3 To suppart natwral coastal processes and Ramsar, SPA and SACs

mizintain and enhamce the invegrity of
neernationally designated nature corservation
sites and the favourable condidon of their
mterest features.
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Features
(s lerwr

vered by the objoctive

(Biodiversity, Forg and Founal, Water)

4 Ta malntain and enbance mtonally designated 555 (biokogical and geclogical) and MMRs
Conservation sives and thedr interest features.
{Béodieersity, Flong and Founa)

5 Te avoid adverss impacts on, conserve and LMR
anhance the desigrated interest of lacal SWWT Mature Reserves
conservation sites.

o RIGS
{Bivdiversity, Flora ond Fauna) SCRs

& Ta maingin and anhance festures 35 a ratural Beyches
fiood defanca Cisne systems
(WotenSod (Gealagyd)

I T erhance the acsthetic snd lndscape quality Key laindscape features including wide sandy bays,
of the coxtiine astuaries and estuaring mudflats, ssnd dune systems and
{Landscape) links, and maritime cliffs and rocks

B To manimize coxstal lood and erosion risk to Scheduled Monaments
stheduled and ather nasignally, ragionally ar Listed Bailldings
lacaliy impartant archasclogical ard cultural . L .

|
Feritage assets. sites and Cheir setting. Mon-desighaced archasclogical sices of local importanca
(Cultral HeriogediHistoric Envirorment)

9. T minimisa coastal looding and erosion risk to | Rlecreation and amenity facilities {visivor actractions, golf
kay recreation and tourism sssets and activities. | courses, caravan parks, bathing beaches, promenades,
{Papudation/Human HeclthiMaterial Assets) ycle routes. public footpaths, ecc)

10, T enhance the tourism value of the coast and
2k 1o indorporate and improve recreton,
tourism and visror management.

(PopudotioniMaterial AssetsBiodkeersiy)

I Tov miinimize coastal flood and eresion risk oo Basmesses, factories, wirshoutes, areas identified for
industry and commercial actrities and Minstry | repeneration. military establishments and others hey
of Defence land. areas of emplayment
(Papulotonifovenial Assets) Mol Exclusion Zonas

12 To minimise the mpact of policies an marine Ports and harbours,
eperutions ind ativities Mccess to the sea and ravigation
[Miterial Assets! Popubation)

1. To minimise the impact of palicies on fishing Commarcal fishing grounds and shell Bsheries
activity.

(WotariBiodersity/Materiol Assets/Popudatian)

14, To miremise coastal food and erosion risk o Grades | = 3A Farmbind
agricutural land
{SentiPopulation)

Those objectives which relate to statutory requirements are highlighted in

grey.
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MONTROSE BASIN LOCAL NATURE RESERVE

This map is for illustrative purposes only-
see Managemenl Plan and Hyeflaws for details
: L 9

MONTR IB-

Landowners Bloe Boundary
LANDOWNER R

Temndm,()wumuﬂhghls

(asliéxt for deuuls) 1 6b

LNR Boundary

Meeting 1 minutes: Appendix C
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B.4.3 Client Steering Group Meeting 2

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss, identify and agree key policy drivers and potential policy options

to test.

B.4.3.1 CSG 2: Agenda

ANGUS COUNCIL SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN 2
CLIENT STEERING GROUP MEETING No. 2
10:00 Tuesday |12th June 2012
AGENDA

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Update on the progress of SMP2 from Halcrow

2.1 Scoping Report

22 Proposed Policy Objectives

23 Proposed Policy Scenarios

3.0 Outstanding issues from the CSG

4.0 Next Client Steering Group Meeting

4.1 TBC — Provisionally Tuesday |4th August 2012, County Buildings, Forfar
5.0 Any Other Business
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B.4.3.2 CSG 2: Minutes

Angous
s Council

ANGUS COUNCIL SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN 2

CLIENT STEERING GROUP MEETING No. 2 MINUTES

Date / Time: 12.06.12 @ 10:00am
Location: Angus House, Forfar
Prasent:
Mark Davidson (MD) Angus Council (AC)
Richard Meeson (RM) Angus Council (AC)
Jackie Young (JY) Halcrow({HC)
Ailsa Collin (EC) Halcrow (HC)
Frasier Milne (FM) University of Dundee (UD)

(Sub consultant to Halcrow)
Ross Speirs (RS) Dundee City Council (DC)
Rory McDonald (RD) Historic Scotland (HS)
Malcolm MacConnachie  (MM) SEPA
Shona Smith (55) Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH)
Willie Murdoch W) Aberdeenshire Council (ABC)
Laura Booth (LE) Tay Estuary Forum (TEF)
Gordon Pyper (GP) Angus Council - Planning (ACP)
Duncan Inglis (DI} Angus Council -Environmental

Management (ACM)
Tom Graham (TG) Commandant - Barry Buddon (CBE)
Joy Fotheringham (JF) DIO representing the MOD {MOD)
Apologies:
Doreen Bell Scottish Water
Jim Mckie Marine Scotland

1. INTRODUCTION

All parties were welcomed and introduced to the meeting.

RM asked each person present o introduce themselves.

2.  UP-DATE ON THE PROGRESS OF SMP2 (FROM HALCROW)
JY provided a slide show (see Appendix A).

Coastal Hazard Mapping

Angus Council Shoreline Management Plan 2 — CSG Meeting Mo.2 1
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JY outlines coastal hazard mapping (see Appendix A).
21 Scoping Report

JY outlined the need and requirement for the Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) and the proposed timescale. The SEA has now been
uploaded fo the Gateway portal for consultation.

2.2 Proposed Policy Objectives
JY outlined the proposed key policy objectives for SMP2 (see Appendix B).

JY outlined the proposed policy cbjectives. GP asked if the term “land quality™
could be changed to “/and character”, 55 agreed this would be better.

GP commented on the classification of Developed and Undeveloped
coastlines in Scottish Planning Policy documents.

MM reguested clarification on the wording of “minimising food risk” or
“reducing fiood risk™; the later is a requirement under the flood risk
management act. RM to research and clarify the wording.

Linkage to tourism value was discussed.

JF asked if wind farms would be addressed in SMP2. It was agreed within the
CS8G that wind farm developments are ocutside the remit of SMP2 and should
be discussed with Marine Scotland as a planning issue.

2.3 Proposed Policy Scenarios

JY outlined the proposed key policy drivers for the scenarios (see Appendix
C).

It was noted that the location of the Scottish Water Tay wastewater main
could potentially impact the proposed policy scenarios. BM fo issue Halcrow
with location of Tay wastewater main from Scottish Water Asset Location
Plans.

LE requested Network Rail be invited to join the client steering group, due to
the close proximity of the East Coast Railway Line to at a number of locations
along the coast. AM to invite Network Rail to next Client Steering Group
meeting.

MD & RS made the CSG aware for the potential of contaminated land along
the frontage in Monifieth and Broughty Fermy. AM to investigate known
lzcations of buried contaminated land along the Monifieth coast line. RS to
email known locations of buried contaminated land along the Broughty Ferry
coast line. It was also noted the pervious land use at Carnoustie and Dowrig
for Bitumen factories may result in contaminants being present in the ground
at these locations.

Angus Council Shoreline Management Plan 2 — CSG Mesting MNo.2 2
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3. OUTSTANDING ISSUES FROM CSG
Mo outstanding issues noted.
4. NEXT CLIENT STEERING GROUP MEETING (CSG No. 2)

RM advised the CSG that the next C3G meeting No. 3 will be early
September, date and location to be issued in due course.

RM requested all members of the CSG who are unable to attend the next
Client Steering Group Meeting Mo. 3 inform him pricr to the meeting.

MEETING CLOSED AT 12:40pm

Angus Council Shoreline Management Plan 2 — C5G Mesting Mo.2
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Meeting 2 minutes: Appendix A

Stage 3: Policy Development

The recommeanded approach fior development of a sustainabla plan is through the
assessment of policy scenarios, rather than considering locations in isolation.

Aim:
The aim of this task is to identify the appropriate combinations of policies fo be
appraisad for the whole SMP frontage
Involves:

(a) Identification of key policy drivers;

(b} ldentification of patantial palicy
options;

(c) Development of policy scenarios
for assassmant.

Potential Policy options

In addition to the policy drivers, the local feature objectives are an important
consideration in any assessment of potential policies.

A scraening procass using combinations of the key policy drivers and the
objectives will be used o define which policy options should be examined at any
location.

Key Policy Drivers

A key policy driver iz a festure thet has sufficisnt imporance that it potentially has an
ovemiding influence upon policy selection at the wider SMP scale.

Sustaining these faatures and the benafits derived from them will often be a key
requirement at & natienal or regional level.

These drivers will give firm
direction to the choice of
possible policies both &t that
feature location and at other
locations that are in some
way intemalated.

Examples may includa:
Mayr Towns | clies
Power Slabons

Mayr Poris

Indesmeabianal Environmeantal Designations

Draft preferred policies for discussion

NO ACTIVE INTERVENTION (MNAI)
a decision not to invast in providing
— of maintaining defences
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Stage 3: Policy Development Hold the Line

maintain or upgrade the level of protection provided by defences

allow ratreat of the shoreline with
mositoring arid, if appropraie:....
managament todimit or control
movement

«  bensfits:
Protection of existing towns and villages
Protection of hinterland heritage featuras |

-

+  isswes:

-

Sustainability
My ailability of funding for defences
Loss of beaches
Concrete coastline
Intamuption of sediment drift
Impacts on adjacent areas
+ Impacts on nature consanvation
+ examples:
- Beach rechamge
» Soawall
» Groynes
» Oifshore breakwaters

.

P

Stage 3: Policy Development No Active Interven

Stage 3: Policy Development Managed Realignment

+ adecision net to invest in providing or maintaining defences
+  benefils:

+ Allows a naturally functioning coastline allow retraat of fhe shoreline with moniioring and, if
Maintains sadimant links to downdrift aroas appropriate, management to limit or confrol movement
Should maintain beaches +  benefits:

Some consaervation gains - Allows & naturally functioning coastiine
Allows management of chamge

Maintains sediment links to downdrift areas
Should maintain beachas

Some consarvation gains

PR
B

w

+ issuBs:

&

Failura of existing defences

Rapid erosion of previously profecied areas
Loss of cliff top assats, e.0. towns and villages
In low-lying areas; increased risk of flooding
Risk of unmanaged breach avents

Total change to form of coastine

.

.
B

.
w

&

+  issues:

+ Monitored/controlled loss'damage io assets.
Change to form of coastline -
Cost of providing sat back defances in low-lying
areas

P
.

.
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Stage 3: Policy Development Advance the Line
+  build new defences seaward of the existing defance line

+  benafiis:

Protection of existing towns and villages

Possible generation of new development areas

-

+ issues:

Ciost of providing new defence
+ Incraasing cost of defences in the futura
Sustainability

Difficulty in maintaining boaches
Concrete coastling

Major inferruption of sediment dnfi [
Impacts on adjacent areas
Impacts on nature consarvation

-

P

2: Policy Scenario Assessment
Aim:

To appraise how the coast would evolve undar the ideniified policy combinations and
the implications for this for imporant features along the shoraline.
Involves:

(a) Assessment of sharaline interactions
and responses;

(b} Assass the achievemeant of

objeciives;

‘ 1. What are the key drivers that you feel should underpin scenario testing for each ‘
area?

Considar how thess might differ over the three time-scales:
Immediate (next 20 years)

Medium (20 to 50 years) and

Long-term (50 to 100years)

2. What are the policy options that you feel should be included in scenario testing
for each area?

Gonsidar your PRACTICAL VISION for the coastline over the Immeadiate, Madium and
Long term

Considar whera there might be possible areas for compromise § soeeptebls changs,
espacially whare the relafive importanca of izsues might alter aver ime

Stage 3: Policy Developi — NEXT STAGES

3: Additional Assessments

Aim:

To consider the cosis/benefits as well as cumulative human and natural implicagions
for policy scanarios.

Involves:

{2} Socio-economic assessmant;

(b} Strategic Environmantal
Assessment;

ic) Habitat Regulations Assessma

(d) Water Framework Directive
Assessment.
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Stage 3: Policy Development — NEXT STAGES

4: |dentify Draft Preferred Policy Scenarios

Aim:
To identify tha scanario that best achisves the defined shoraline managemant

objectives and is most sustainable, i.e. tachnically feasible, ervironmentally
accaptable and socio-economically viabla.

Imvolves:

Review scanario testing to select draft
prafermed policy scenarios and policy units;

[b) Stakeholder meeting 3 to discuss draft
praferred policies and policy units;

[c) Define Policy Units;

(d) Agrea prafamed policies;
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Meeting 2 minutes: Appendix C

Policy Scenarios for Assessment: Scenario Area |

| MU 171
Mentrose Bay

[ SMPI Policies
Short term
Mo Active

Intervention (<5-
10 years)

No Active
Intervention

If dune erosion
becomes an issue

SMP 2 Scenario Area |
Revised Management
Units

MU 171
Mentrose Bay (Mileon
Mess to Montrose Links)

KEY POLICY
DRIVERS?

0-20

yrs
MNAI

20-50

yrs
MNAI

| Policies to test — scenario |

50-100

yrs
NAI

Policies to test — scenario

2
0-20

yrs
MNAI

20-50

yrs
MNAI

50-100

yrs
MNAI

the policy may
need to be
changed to
Limited
Intervention to
allow dune
stabilisation
MEeasures.
MU 172 Limited Mo Active MU 172 MR. MR MR MR MR MR
Montrose Golf Intervention / Intervention Mentrese Golf Links
Course Managed Retreat
(relocate golf
heoles at risk)
(=5-10 years)
MU 1/3 Held the Line Held the Line MU 173 (a) HTL HTL HTL MR MR MR.
Splash and (=5-10 years) Splash (The Faulds)
GlaxoSmithKline MU 173 (b) HTL HTL HTL MR MR MR
Montrose Caravan Park
MU 1/4 GlaxoSmith Kline HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
GlaxoSmithKline
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Policy Scenarios for Assessment: Scenario Area 2

2 MU 211

SMP 2 Scenario Area 2
SMPI Policies Revised KEY POLICY Policies to test — scenario | Policies to test — scenario
Management Units DRIVERS?
Short term 0-20 20-50 50-100 20-50 50-100
yrs yrs yrs yrs yrs
Heold the Line Held the Line MU /1 (a) Manwrese Port HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Harbour and (=5-10 years) Meontrose Port (north
Mentrose Railway bank — Glaxo to A92
bridge)
MU 2/1 (b) Maontrose Port HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Montrose Port (south
bank —A%2 bridge to
Ferryden)
MU 272 Selectively Hold Selectively Hold MU 2/2 (a) Railway HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Montrose Basin the Line: Hold the | the Line: Managed || Montrose West (A92 Maontrose
line (Taycock, Realignment (part) || Bridge to the end of Mantrose Basin SPA J
Rossie Island, /' Hold the line railway defences) Ramsar
Western flank) / | (part) / No active || MU 2/2 () Railway HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Mo active Intervention (part) | Montrose West Montrose
Intervention (Railway defences to Montrose Basin SPA /
(part) (<10-15 Tayock River) Ramisar
years) MU 2/3 (a) Mantrese Basin SPA [ | HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Tayock (Tayock Ramsar
village)
MU 2/3 (b) Montrose Basin SPA [ | HTL HTL HTL MNAI MNAI MNAI
Tayock (Tayock Ramisar
Cemetery)
MU 2/4 Mantrese Basin SPA [ | HTL HTL HTL MR MR MR
West Montrose Basin | Ramsar
(west of Tayock to
Old Montrose)
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SMP |

Management
Unit 2

SMPI Policies

Short term

Long term to
2050

SMP 2 Scenario Area 2

Revised KEY POLICY
DRIVERS?

Management Units

Policies to test — scenario |

0-20
yrs

20-50
yrs

50-100
yrs

Policies to test — scenario

2
0-20
yrs

20-50
yrs

50-100
yrs

MU 2/5 Montrese Basin SPA /| NAI NAI MNAI MNAI MNAI NAI
Old Mentrose to Ramisar
Railway Bridge
MU 2/6 Mentrese Basin SPA f | HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Rossie Island o A92 Ramsar
MU 213 Selectively Hold Selectively Hold MU 277 HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Ferryden to the Line: Hold the | the Line: Hold the | Ferryden
Scurdie Mess line (Ferryden) / line (Ferryden) / MU /8 AL MAI MAI Al MAI MAI
Mo active Mo active Ferryden to Scurdie
Intervention Intervention (part) | Mess
(part) (<5-10
years)

Policy Scenarios for Assessment: Scenario Area 3

SMP |
Management
Unit 3

EBECEL
Scurdie Ness to
Rickle Craig

SMPI Policies
Short term
Mo Active

Intervention (<10-
I5 years)

Long term to
2050

Selectively Hold
the Line: Hold the
line (Railway) /
No active
Intervention

SMP 2 Scenario Area 3
Revised
Management Units

KEY POLICY
DRIVERS?

MU 3/1
Scurdie Ness te Rickle

Railway

Craig

Policies to test — scenario |

0-20

yrs

NAI

20-50

yrs
NAI

50-100 0-20

Policies to test — scenario

2

20-50

yrs

50-100
yrs




SMPI Policies

Short term

Policy Scenarios for Assessment: Scenario Area 6

SMP 2 Scenario Area 6

Revised

KEY POLICY

Management Units DRIVERS?

Policies to test — scenario |

0-20
yrs

20-50

50-100
yrs

Policies to test — scenario

2
0-20

yrs

20-50
yrs

50-100
yrs

MU &/1 Victoria Hold the Line Hold the Line MU &/1 (a) HTL HTL HTL MR MR MR
Park and Seagate (=10-15 years) Victoria Park
MU &/1 (b) Arbroath town HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Seagate
MU &/2 Danger Heold the Line Hold the Line MU &/2 Arbroath Harbour HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Point to Inchcape | (<10-15 years) Arbroath Harbour
Park (Arbroath
Harbour)
MU &/3 Inchecape Hold the Line Hold the Line MU &/3 Arbroath town HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Park to West Inchcape Park to
Links ‘Westway Road
MU &/4 West Selectively Hold Selectively Hold MU 6/4 (a) Railway MNAI MNAI MNAI MNAI MNAI MNAI
Links to WWest the Line: No the Line: Hold the | West Links to
Haven Active Line (part) / Easthaven
Intervention Limited MU &6/4 (b) MNAI MAI NAI MNAI MNAI MNAI
{part) / Limited Intervention Easthaven
Intervention (part) f No Active | MU 6/4 (c) MNAI NAI MAI MNAI NAI NAI
{part) / Hold the Intervention Easthaven to West
Line (part) (<10- (part) haven
|5 years)
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Policy Scenarios for Assessment: Scenario Area 7

SMP |
Management
Unit 7

SMPI Policies

Short term

SMP 2 Scenario Area 7

Revised
Management Units

KEY POLICY
DRIVERS?

Policies to test — scenario |

0-20 yrs | 20-50

50-100
yrs

Policies to test — scenario
2
0-20 20-50 50-100

yrs  yrs  yrs

7 MU 7/1 West Selectively Hold Selectively Hold MU 771 Carnoustie HTL HTL HTL
Haven to the Line: Limited the Line: Limiced Westhaven to Raitway
Carnoustie Intervention / Intervention / Carnoustie Station
Railway Station Hold the Line Heold the Line
(<10-15 years)
MU 7/2 Hold the Line Hold the Line MU 772 Carnoustie HTL HTL HTL
Carnoustie Bay Carnoustie Station to Carnoustie Golf
Barry Burn Course!

Policy Scenarios for Assessment: Scenario Area 8

SMP |

Management
Unit 8

SMPI Policies

Short term

Long term to
2050

SMP 2 Scenario Area 8

Revised
Management Units

KEY POLICY
DRIVERS?

Policies to test — scenario |

0-20
yrs

20-50

50-100
yrs

Policies to test — scenario
2
0-20 20-50 50-100

yrs  yrs

7 MU 7/3 Barry Heold the Line Held the Line MU 81 Carnoustie Golf HTL HTL HTL HTL MR MR
Sands East Barry Sands East Course!
Mol
Firth of Tay and Eden
Estuary SAC / SPA /
Ramsar
8 MU 8/1 Buddon Mo Active Mo Active MU 812 Mol?? MNAI MNAI MNAI MNAI MNAI NAI
Mess and Barry Intervention Intervention Barry Buddon & Barry | Firth of Tay and Eden
Sands West Sands West Estuary SAC / SPA/
Rarnsar
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SMP 2 Scenario Area B

SMPI Policies Revised KEY POLICY Policies to test — scenario | Policies to test — scenario
Management Units  DRIVERS? 2
Short term 0-20 20-50 50-100 0-20 20-50 50-100
yrs s yrs yrs yrs
MU 8/2 Monifieth | Hold the Line Held the Line MU 8/3 Monifieth landfill HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
(<10-15 years) MoD Boundary to Firth of Tay and Eden
west Tayview Caravan | Estuary SAC /5PA/
Park Ramsar
MU 8/3 Monifieth | Hold the Line Held the Line MU 8/4 Monifieth HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
West (<10-15 years) Maonifieth VWest Firth of Tay and Eden
Estuary SAC / SPA /
Ramsar
MU &/4 Barnhill Hold the Line Held the Line MU 8/5 Railway HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
(<1015 years) Barnhill te the Menifieth
Esplanade Broughty Ferry
Firth of Tay and Eden
Estuary SAC / SPA /
Ramsar
MU 8/5 Broughty Hald the Line Hold the Line MU 8/6 Broughty Ferry HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Ferry East (<1015 years) Broughty Ferry East Firth of Tay and Eden
Estuary SAC / SPA /
Ramsar
MU 8/6 Broughty Hald the Line Hold the Line MU 87 Broughty Ferry HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Ferry {=10-15 years) Broughty Ferry Firth of Tay and Eden
Estuary SAC / SPA /
Ramsar
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B.4.4 Client Steering Group Meeting 3

The purpose of this meeting was to present, discuss and agree in principle, the preferred policy scenarios

identified along the SMP 2 coast.

B.4.4.1 CSG 3: Agenda

ANGUS COUNCIL SHORELINE MANAGEMENT PLAN 2
CLIENT STEERING GROUP MEETING No. 3
10:00 Thursday 25th October 2012

AGENDA
1.0 Introduction
1.1 Aims of today
2.0 SMP2 progress update
2.1 Overview of work undertaken to date
22 Where we are now
3.0 Policy Development
3.1 Outline the policy development process
4.0 Draft Preferred Policies
4.1 Unit by unit discussion
4.2 Agreement of preferred policies for consultation

5.0 What happens next
5.1 Draft SMP2 document
5.2 Public consultation

6.0 Any Other Business
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B.4.4.2 CSG 3: Minutes

CLIENT STEERING GROUP MEETING No. 3 MINUTES

Date / Time: 25.10.12 @ 10:00am

Location: The Cross, Forfar

Present:

Mark Davidson {MD} Angus Council (AC)

Richard Meeson (RM) Angus Council (AC)

Jackie Young {JY) Halcrow (HC)

Ailza Collin (AC) Halcrow (HC)

Sam Box {SB) Halcrow (HC)

Fraser Milne {FM) University of Dundee (UD)
{Sub consultant to Halcrow)

Ross Speirs (R3) Dundee City Council (DC)

Andrew Stevenson (AS) Historic Scotland (HS)

Steve McFarland (SM) SEPA

Mark Moore (MM} Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH)

Gordon Pyper (GP) Angus Council - Planning (ACP)

Craig Carr {CC) Scottish W ater

Apologies:

Joy Fotheringham MOD

Laura Booth Tay Estuary Forum

Duncan Inglis Angus Council -Environmental
Management (ACM)

Willie Murdoch Aberdeenshire Council

1. INTRODUCTION

All parties were welcomed to the meeting and each person introduced themselves to
the group.

JY outlined the aims of the meeting to members
2. SMP2 PROGRESS UPDATE (FROM HALCROW)

JY gave an overview of the work undertaken to date and outlined where SMP2 is
presently, it was noted the economic assessment is not quite complete, but this is due
to be completed shortly .

Angus Council Shoreline Management Plan 2 — C5G Meeting No.3 1
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3

POLICY DEVELOPMENT

SE outlined the policy development process, it was noted that Shoreline Management
Plans should be reviewed every 5-10years. We are looking at three epochs for each of
the scenario areas presented (0-20 years, 20-50 years and 50-100 years).

SE outlined the proposed management options:

4,

MAI — Mo Active Intervention
MR — Managed Realignment
HTL — Haold the Line

DRAFT PREFERRED POLICY

Some of the coastal management units have been re-defined for SMP 1, to allow for

ease

of use for users and greater understanding of coastal dynamics within each unit.

SB outlined each management unit and invited the Client Steering Group to comment.

Please see tables below for proposed policy scenarios, the comments below highlight
discussions had on certain scenarios.

Management Unit 1 - Montrose

Reawi sarid M niag sl U

10 &L - SCelarks A Pelecieas i WSl - SLenafio B Dral Preferved Scemario
0100 039 51100 020 yrs A0 51100
¥rs s s ¥ §Ts

ML HAl (3T e HAl [ITh] HAl Al [T (ST
Honiroan Exp [Hiken fos to Hontroos Links

HU 12 HF: MR MR HR, MR, HF: HA MR MR
Hontroae Gok Linka

HU 113 i) HTL HTL HTL MR, 3 HF HTL HTL HMLor
Spdush [The Faukds) HTL
HU 113 i) HTL HTL HTL HR. =3 HF HTL HTL HMlar
Scuith Links Hiokilay Fark HTL
HU 154 HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
GhxoSmithKline

o MU 1/2 — preferred option MR over all epoch (time scales). GP
commented the old airfield as a potential area for development which
could impact the preferred MR option.

o MU 1/3a & b - preferred option HTL over the short & medium term and
MR over the long term. |t was agreed that a caveat on the MR should be
included, to monitor possible future change and if erosion / accretion
patterns changed in the future the long term policy should be revised.
The proposed MR was discussed; GF asked if the MR would impact
MU1/47 FM said it was unlikely as MU 1 behaves in a cyclonic unit with
periods of erosion & accretion. CC asked what type of modelling had take
place at Montrose; FM responded stating sediment-logical samples had
been taken, mathematic analysis was used and historic records were
assessed. Further monitoring of sediment movement within Montrose
Bay was ongoing. Further discussions with Montrose Port Authority
regarding the beneficial use of dredged material from the South Esk
Channel as part of a hold the line / managed realignment policy should
continue.

Angus Council Shoreline Management Plan 2 — C5G Meeting No.3 2
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* Management Unit 2 - Montrose Basin

wl WManagament Ings . B ; teat - Scemano B Ciraft Pruf

0-20 yvm 5§ Fatl 2050 50-404) -2 yom S-100

e e ] yT3
MU () HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Montras: Port (norch bark - Gl te AT brdps
MU/ (k] HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Mantrazs Part ( outh bark-AT] bridge to Femrpder)
MU () HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Montross '¥est (57 Bridge torhe md of niley
defencas)
MU HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Martroo et (Raiway defmce 12 Tapock R
HU2E () HTL HTL HIL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Tuyck (Tagzck vilaga)
MLU2E b HTL HTL HTL P& FAl A HTL HTL HTL

Tugack (Tagmck Camaterr)

ML 12 HTL HTL HTL R Mk HE i MR [T
Wt Mlonbrous Basin [wek of Tagock bo O

PMantracs)

MUS sl FAl Hal &l Hal FAl HAI Ha&l HAL
4 Mosrose o Raibway Bridga

MU 28 HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Rz litared 10 287

MU T HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Fermyden

MU ZE [ [T [T [ ML [T T HAL WAL

Farrpdan to Surdie Haa

o MU 273b - preferred option HTL over all epochs. It was noted by MD that
it is localised HTL at the Tayock Cemetery and other sections which have
man made coastal defences. The responsibility of maintaining these
defences would lie with the landowner as Angus Council would not
finance coastal defences on private land.

o MU 2/8 — preferred option MAI over all epochs. GP made the Client
Steering Group aware of Central Governments potential long term plan /
strategy (identified within the transport strateqgy) to dual track the Morth
East Coast railway line. RM stated Metwork Rail will be passed a copy of
the meeting minutes for their comment but was not aware of any
immediate Metwork Rail proposals on this topic.

+ Management Unit 3 —Scurdie Ness to Rickle Craig

Revised Management Units Policies to texsl — Scenario A Drrafit Prefermed Soenaric

0-20 yrs #0-50 50-100  0-20 yrs 20-50 50-100
ys s yrs yrs
MU 3 1Al MAl MAl HA MAL NAI
Scurde Mess 1o Rickle Craig

* Management Unit 4 — Lunan Bay

Hevimed Managemssnd Linds Pobcws tobesd - Scenano & Polhces to fexi — Scenano B Dt Brsderred Scenano

0-20 yrs 20-560 100 0-Z0yrs 20-50 50-100

= - o =
ML 41 Hal - Al Hal FAl Hal HAL AL &l
Lunan Bay
MU#7 Al Hal Al HTL rdal Hal HTL Al HAl
Corbie Knowe
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o MU 4/2 — preferred option put forward HTL over the short term with NAI

over the medium and long term. MD stated the defences at Corbie
Knows were private and ad-hoc in nature. It should be noted that
defences will fail within the next 20 years; NAl is therefore the preferrad
scenario in all three epochs. Halcrow are to ensure justification is stated
within SMP2 for the NAL

* Management Unit 5 - Lang Craig to Whiting Ness

Revized Management Units Policics to test— Scenario A Drraft Prefermed Scenaric

MU S

50-100  0-20 yrs 2050 50-100
yra yrs

Lamg Craig to WWhiting Mem

Management Unit 6 — Arbroath to Westhaven

o MU 51 — preferred option NAl over all epochs. It was agreed to let

natural processes continue within the unit. CC confirmed the location of
the septic tank at Auchmithie (part way up the harbour access track] is to
remain, but potential links to main sewage lines maybe considered in the
future subject to regulatory drivers.

Riraisind Macaggonnt Leits Palicias 1o lewl — Seonaio Policies o lesd - Sconano  Polics lo lesl — Sconanio  Deslt Prafemed Seanarnio
A B C

0-20 )50 E0-108 020 50 E0-40R 020 H-ED 50900 -5 2050 =D
) ¥ yim ¥R i wim ¥R [ e [ ¥R T
HUa i HTL
Vicroh Park
MU/ ) HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Saaguis
HU 8T HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL | HTL | HTL
Artroah Hartour
HU&Z HT! HTL HTL HTI HTL HTL HT HTL HT! HTL HTL HTL
InchapsPark to Wectway Rand
HII 6% [z Al W HaI MAl WA A HTL HIL HIL HIL | HIL | HIL
Weat Links ko Eask Hawen
M54 b) &l Hal Hal Hal Hal &l HTL HTL HTL HAI HAL HAI
Eaest Haemn
HL gk i s L HNEl KAl LR Lo L raa) L) ra MNA Hal HHaA|
Exat Hiem bz Wadt baven

Typo on heading of the slide, should read Westhaven not Easthaven

Angus Council Shoreline Management Plan 2 — CSG Meeting No.3

o MU 6/da - preferred option localised HTL over all epochs, but the

majority of the coast would not require intervention under this paolicy,
therefore letting natural processes continue; FM confirmed sediment
moves south within this unit. Halcrow are to ensure justification is stated
within SMP2 for the HTL scenario.
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+ Management Unit 7 — Carnoustie

Hevised Management Links Policies 1o test — Scenana A Draft Prefermed Scenano
O30y HL-50 0100 0-20 yr= H-ED RO-100
Vis W% yis ¥is
MU T HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
West Hiven to Camoustie Station
MUFR HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Carnoustie Sation to By Bum

o |t was noted by FM that the cyclical movement of sand within the mouth
of the river Tay, may impact this management unit. It was noted that
recently the Angus coastline, has shown signs of accretion, whilst
beaches in Fife are showing signs of erosion. FM commented this is a
dynamic area of the coastline and requires continued monitoring.

* Management Unit 8 — Buddon Ness

Hisviaed Managasan Linis SRR A Policags 10 1e81 — Samand B Cwstt By LETE]

100  DMys 260 A0 O.Myrs 2060 K400
= pis ¥in e
Muarn HTL HTL HTL HTL HR. HR HTL HTL HE oF
Barry Sands East HTL
MUaa his Hal hal Hal F&l Hal ML HAL Al
Barry Buddos & Harry Snds Wit

o MU 1/8 — preferred option HTL, although it was noted that if the MOD
vacated the site, a MR scenario over the long term would be justifiable.
MD said a location within this unit is the favoured location for the landfall
of the electrical cable for a proposed off-shore wind farm.

+  Management Unit 9 — Monifieth — Broughty Ferry

Revised Management Unita Policies to fest— Scenario A Draft Preferred Scenario

020 yr= 20-50 RO-100 0-21 yrs -850 E0-100
yra yra yre yre

MG/ HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Mol Boundary b west Tapdew Caravan Park

MLUST HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Meonfisth West

MUS3 HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Barnhil t the Fxplrads

MU HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Broughty Ferry East

LGS HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL HTL
Broughty Ferry

5. WHAT HAPPENS NEXT
JY outlined the process and timescale for developing a draft copy of SMPZ2, by mid /

end of Movember 2012. Here after, public consultation will start for at least 3 months.
This will run in parallel to the SEA, HRA and WFD consultations.

Angus Council Shoreline Management Plan 2 — CSG Meeting No.3
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JY asked the CSG for ideas and comments on methods of public consultation. CSG to
put forward ideas on public consultation to RM.

6. ANY OTHER BUSINESS

SM said it was important to ensure that linkages to the Flood Risk Management
Strategies (which are reguired under the Flood Risk Management Act (Scotland) 2009)
are made. Whilst the basic principles underlying the appraisal in the two processes are
the same, in order to minimise the risk of contradiction it would be important to ensure
that the full datasets used by Halcrow were made readily available to the FRM Strategy
consultant when a reguest is made by SEPA in the near future.

SM noted that although the SMP was a strategic document and did not outline detailed
plans for further projects (works and studies) it would be very useful for the Council to
review the next steps and set out a programme of works and studies it hoped to
promote including any that it felt might require application for central funding. These
should be shared with the other stakeholders including SEPA in order to assist with
gaining a better national undarstanding of such requirements. SBE noted that this could
form part of the Action Plan accompanying the SMP. (MNB this will also help inform a
data request from SEPA in the coming weeks concerning Local Authority programme
of flood risk management works which will in turn help inform the Flood Risk
Management Strategies).

SM noted that where the policy was changing from HTL to MAI or MR and where
property would be adversely affected as a result, the Council should give consideration
to adaptation in advance of the final SMP2 being published. This might help to answer
guestions at consultation stage concerning such situations.

It was noted by the CSG that the post publication and adaptation stages of SMP,
should be incorporated within SMP2. |t would be beneficial if there was a general
section on adaptation, which could be developed for specific sites once the policies in
SMP2 had been approved. SB said this could incorporate the routing of emergence
sarvices, critical access paths - which would be used to evacuate people from
potentially flooded areas and any future developments both on/off shore which would
affect the Angus coastline. It was agreed with members of the CGS that by including
an "Adaption Section™ would demonstrate to those people adversely affected by the
policies within SMP2 had not been completely forgotten and consideration on critical
access paths and emergency responses had been considered, this could be useful in
the public consultation phase of SMP2. Adaptation may also be covered in local Flood
Risk Management Strategies and therefore SEPA will need to keep up to date on how
this progress in Angus to minimise the risk of contradictions between plans.

MD thanked everyone for their attendance at the mesting and closed the meeting

Angus Council Shoreline Management Plan 2 — CS5G Meeting No.3 [+]
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