area directly behind the sea-wall to be subject to crosion

sustainable FCERM scheme at Barmouth
North Promenade.

Option would require the construction of
2 new form of defence to protect the
Railway Line (c.g. shingle berm / rock
armour).

scale of works required to undertaken
a full set-back of the defences from the
existing line; and implications on
coastal processes and beach evolution
along the shorefront.

risks, particularly in terms of the removal
of the existing defences and relocation of
existing residential properties. There is a
perceived limited gain, for significant
financial expenditure.

Appears limited economic and
environmental benefits / habitat gain are
available.

promote habitat creation, although this is
considered to be limited.

on local residents and businesses,
particularly without adequate consultation
and support structures to facilitate
Managed Realignment.
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Reference |Whatis it? Life-Span
Section Option Overview / Description E i [ Economic P i Social & Well-Being Performance | Finanical Performance
aThow cach
option contrbutes for wider funding.
sainabiity and delvry of _[contribus wider
Epoch 4 the Well-Being of benefis, especally
Future Generations Act goals. [community benefits, are more likely to be able to.
Epoch 1 Epoch 2 Epoch 3 (Beyond 100 Err
(0-20 years) _ (20-50 years) (50-100 years) ears) funding.
1 All Baseline - Walkaway & Buisness| Progressive structural failure of the sea-wall and revetment, On) Low - Puts the study area and wider flood | Uncertainities around extent of coastal | Low - Significant damages associated | Medium - The walk away option could | Low - This approach is not considered to_| Low - Significant risks to property, life
As Usual going deterioration will lead to failure of the sea-wall and cell (including Barmouth Town) atan |erosion in the baseline with this option would out weight the  [lead to environmental impacts on the Pen [align with the FBEGA Well-Being Goals. |and the wider tourist town of Barmouth.
Residual life of the sea wall and | revetment, leading to a breach in the defences and associated unacceptable level of risk from flooding minimal captial costs asscociated. Lyn ar Sarnnau SAC, the presence of the |Itis considered to have negative Significant damages expected in the
revetment is considered to be | coastal flooding affecting the wider floodcell (encompassing and coastal erosion. existing and |impli the prosperity, resilience, [baseline scenario, which do not justifiy
<10 years and <20 years for  |the Heol-Y-Llan housing estate and central Barmouth). Regular monitoring of erosion procesess | defences would prevent a natural health, equality, cohesive communities, [ this approach being taken forward.
the Walkaway and BAU, & management would be required over | regression of the foreshore. The failure of |culture and global well-being by putting
respectively). The BAU has | Existing highway drainage, culverts and outfalls (including flap the appraisal period. Works to ensure | the existing surface water and foul Barmouth North Promenade and adjacent
been taken forward as the valves) will cease to operate effectivity and exacerbate public safety along the promenade (asa | drainage systems could also lead to SMP2 Policy units of Lanaber and
baseline scenario. drainage/flooding issues. result of the loss of the assets) maybe | pollution marine incidents. Barmouth South at risk of flood risk and
required. coastal erosion.
2 All Extending lifespan of, and Option involves: Medium - Affords protection which limits [Uncertainties regarding performance | Medium - Affords protection to a High - No significant environmental High - Do-Something option which Medium - Option of least cost in terms of
improvements to, the existing [+ Extending the life of the existing sheet piles overtopping to <2001s for all return of option following Epoch 2 - significant number of properties (up to  [impacts are predicted as part of this protects Barmouth North Promenade. Of [ captial and opportion costs.
defences and associated flood |+ Improve the tertiary flood wall, demountable barriers and periods under 1in200 yr return periods up |dependent on climate change and 2069) witha BCR >1. option, as little would change from the | the options looks to maintains health and
walls / drainage associated drainage o Epoch 2. Beyond Epoch 2 an increased |associated sea-level rise. Regular existing situation. All environmental recreational benefits the promenade and [ Option looks to afford protection to the
« Consider a higher sea wall, recurve the wave wall and added level of risk will need to be accepted if [ monitoring would be required over the impacts would be limited to minimal shore-front affords. Provides opportunities| frontage over the medium term, however
protection to the structure toc (e.g. rock armour) further measures are not undertaken. appraisal period. temporary construction type impacts to further improve the promenade. is still of significant cost. Opportunitics
associated with any minor repair work. for third party funding appear limited.
3 All Improved beach management, | Combination of groynes and offshore breakwater options to Medium - Opportunity to afford a 1in200 | Uncertainties regarding performance | Low - Of significant cost with a BCR of | Medium - The creation of a rock Medium - Do-Something option which | Low - Option is of significant cost.
supported by stabilising stabilise beach material. year standard of protection along the | of option following Epoch 2 - <1 revetment would involve the direct loss of | protects Barmouth North Promenade.
structures such as breakwaters or frontage. However, praticality and dependent on climate change and beach habitat directly adjacent to the Pen |Option may impede access along the shoreOption looks to afford protection to the
eroynes. Cobmination of rock breakwaters offshore to dissipate wave lamenity constraints may limit achieving | associated sea-level rise. Regular Liyn ar Sarnnau SAC. Mudflats and front and visual amenity due to the height  |frontage over the medium to long term,
energy offshore and to reduce overtopping by significant this SOP over the full appraisal perod | monitoring would be required over the Sandflats are a future of the site, with the [ of the structures and shore-front required. [however is still of significant cost (higher
levels; and/or shore-linked groynes (rocks or refurbish (beyond Epoch 2). appraisal period. whole of the North Prom frontage being than Option 2). Opportunitics for third
existing) to hold the placement of beach material. Coarser dircctly adjacent to the Sandflat feature. Al party funding appear limited.
beach re-charge material would be introduced to promote and Sources of materials, transportation (c.g. 1l assessment of any dircct or indirect
encourage a sustainable beach level. by road or barrage) and access to site impacts on this feature would be required
(particularly when working inter-tidal as part of a Habitat Regulations
Works to extend the life of the existing sheet piles would also zones). These options are likely to be Assessment (HRA) for the option..
be required expensive. YGC noted a similar scheme in
 Towen involved the importation of
material from France, via barrage.
Construction of rock groynes may require
the removal of the timber groynes, at
significant cost.
4 All Managed Realignment New line of defence to protect the railway line, allowing the High - Opportunity 1o provide a long-term| Uncertainitics over: performance and | Low - Of significant cost and associated | Medium - Potential opportunities to Medium - Potential negative implications |Low - High captial and decomissioning

costs. Significant risks associated with
funding structures and mechanisms. Likely
to require government support and
funding to take forward.
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