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Executive Summary
Shingle beaches provide a vital element of the flood and coastal erosion defences along the
Sandgate and Folkestone frontage. With the completion of two major coast protection
schemes (in 1996 and 2004), the frontage is now entirely dependant on the successful
implementation of beach management through a sediment recycling program. These works
are essential in maintaining the current high standard of protection provided by the beaches
and seawalls along this frontage and ensuring the level of risk is maintained at an acceptably
low level. However, with this form of beach management now in its infancy, it is imperative
that the monitoring is continued to ensure a full analysis of beach performance. This data will
subsequently facilitate the refinement of present works and allow for a more informed
decision on any future recycling procedures undertaken.
The condition and performance of different beach sections are currently monitored through
the Strategic Regional Coastal Monitoring Programme. This report evaluates changes along
the coastline over the 2007-2008 period, and compares this to baseline surveys conducted at
the outset of the project in 2003. The key findings are listed below:
•

During the current reporting period, both management units have experienced
changes in trend from the previous; MU09 indicates a reduced erosion trend whilst
MU08 shows a net accretional trend. What is apparent is that there may be an
increase in material being eroded offshore outside the lower survey extents.
Comparison with the 2008-2009 data is essential for more confident coastal process
trend analysis.

•

Cross-sectional area (CSA) analysis indicates that the predominant drift of material is
from west to east. This is highlighted close to the larger groynes along the frontage,
where accretion is evident on the updrift side and erosion downdrift. The effects of the
beach recycling operations are also evident from CSA analysis, allowing preliminary
observations on the effectiveness of beach management to be made. As a whole, the
beach remains relatively stable with ongoing maintenance of crest levels.

Management Unit 09
• MU09 has experienced a substantial loss in material of 18,508m3 over the current
reporting period, although this is not as much as was lost in 2006-2007. This is
primarily due to the combination of terminal structures reaching capacity, and the
reduced level of beach recycling during this period, thus reducing the groynes ability
to control further sediment movement.
Management Unit 08
• MU08 gained 11,224m3 of material in 2007-2008, a reversal of the previous year’s
trend. It is important to note the lack of recycling activity across this unit during the
current period. It is likely that accretion has been caused by the offshore transfer of
material, which then moves onshore in MU08.
It is important to recognise the inconsistency in short-term trends. As with many coastal
areas a lot of annual variability is expected, thus drawing conclusions with increased
confidence will become possible as more data is collected, with regards annual losses, net
sediment drift and erosion/accretion trends in section sub-units.
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1 Introduction
The coastal frontage of Management Units (MUs) 08 & 09 extends between Hythe in
the west and Folkestone in the east. The western part of the frontage is a
continuation of the marine storm gravels that extend from the shingle cuspate of
Dungeness. Extensive coastal development has taken place on the low alluvial plain
at Hythe and at the foot of the cliffs at Sandgate. Here, where the cliffline meets the
coastline, the problem of flooding is replaced by the risk of coastal erosion.
The shoreline in this area has been defended since the middle of the 19th Century,
and the high water line has become coincidental with the line of the seawalls. The net
littoral drift of shingle is eastwards, although the supply from the west (Dungeness to
Hythe) has begun to decline. This continued loss in beach volume has caused beach
levels in front of the walls to drop, and as a result of coastal squeeze the seawalls
are subject to wave attack. The frontage has suffered frequent localised flooding and
the seawall, which is in a poor state of repair, has failed a number of times.
Historically the narrow shingle beach that extended between the western harbour
arm and the western end of Hythe was retained by a comprehensive groyne field.
However, as part of the 1996 Hythe coast protection scheme, the groynes between
Hythe and Sandgate were removed and two large rock groynes constructed in their
place. These were designed to act as terminal groynes, performing a vital function in
the ‘open managed beach’ approach adopted for this frontage. To increase the level
of protection provided by the beach to the seawalls, approximately 1 million m3 of
shingle was placed on the beach as part of the capital renourishment scheme.
In 2004, the Hythe to Folkestone coast protection scheme extended this approach up
to Folkestone harbour, with an additional 326,000m3 of beach material and the
construction of additional rock groynes. Shingle recycling now takes place twice each
year (in the spring and autumn), and the topographic data collected as part of the
Strategic Regional Coastal Monitoring Programme is used to inform and refine these
operations. However, it is important to note that recycling activities did not take place
over the current reporting period (2007-2008).
At the eastern extent of the management unit, east of Folkestone Harbour, there is
wide sandy beach that is backed by a series of concrete arches that provide erosion
protection to the cliffs. This beach is relatively stable and whilst it is included within
the boundaries of Management Unit 08, it is not subject to any beach management
practices. The condition of the beach and any erosion or accretion trends are,
however, discussed in this beach management report.
The location of the frontage is shown on Figure 1.1 illustrating the division between
the two management units and the position of the nearest wave recorder in the Hythe
Bay.

1

Figure 1.1: Site Location and Wave/Tide Gauges
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2.0 Surveys
All topographic and bathymetric surveys are referenced to a Global Positioning
System (GPS) control grid, established for this programme, and conducted according
to the current Environment Agency’s National Specification, summarised in the
Explanatory Notes (Annex A).

2.1

Topographic

The schedule of completed surveys since the start of the Regional Monitoring
Programme is given in Table 2.1.
Digital Ground Models of the 2008 Beach Management Plan topographic survey are
shown in plate 3.1 and 3.2 (Annex B) superimposed upon the ortho-rectified aerial
photograph of 2006. The method used for deriving Digital Ground Models is given in
the Explanatory Notes (Annex A).
Table 2.1: Schedule of Topographic Surveys

MU09
Profile

Beach Plan

15/05/03
23/10/03
27/02/03
03/10/04
16/10/04
14/03/05
26/06/05
18/10/05

15/05/03

MU08
Post Storm

03/10/04

26/06/05

Profile

Beach Plan

15/05/03
23/10/03
27/02/03
03/10/04
16/10/04
14/03/05
26/06/05
18/10/05

15/05/03

03/10/04

26/06/05

04/11/05
06/12/05
04/03/06
06/06/06
07/11/06

04/11/05
06/12/05
04/03/06
06/06/06
07/11/06

06/06/06

06/06/06

08/12/06
20/02/07
03/08/07

08/12/06
20/02/07
17/08/07

03/08/07

17/08/07

14/12/07
30/10/07
11/03/08

Post Storm

14/12/07
31/11/07
07/03/08

03/09/08

3
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2.2

Bathymetric

The schedule of surveys since the start of the Regional Monitoring Programme is
given in Table 2.2.
Table 2.2: Schedule of Bathymetric Surveys

MU08
Date

Line Spacing

Distance Offshore

07/09/2003
09/05/2006

50m
50m

1000m
1000m

MU09
Date

Line Spacing

Distance Offshore

07/09/2003
09/05/2006

50m
50m

1000m
1000m
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3.0 Analysis
3.1

Difference Models

Now that the 2008 beach management plan data set has been compiled, it is
possible to overlay the results of the survey with the previous year’s data (2007). This
enables comparative volumetric analysis to be undertaken to determine change over
a given period. Through the use of three dimensional ground models and the orthorectified aerial photographs it is possible to create a visual interpretation of the
volumetric change that has occurred during each analysis period. This is shown in
Plate 3.3 (1 – 5) and 3.4 (1 - 7), which indicate areas of net erosion or accretion (note
that a 0.25m difference in elevation is considered as “no change”) and the location of
any extraction/deposition sites.
Plate 3.3 (1–5) are the MU09 difference models generated from the August 2008
survey minus the August 2007 survey, with negative values representing erosion that
has occurred during that past period and positive values accretion. Plate 3.4 (1 - 7)
illustrates the MU08 difference models of the August 2008 survey minus the August
2007 survey. Whilst these figures show an overall change in beach volume within
each discrete ‘area change boundary’ it should be recognised that the data is based
on the beach management survey, which is undertaken once each year. It is
therefore only a snapshot in time and the particular dynamics of each frontage need
to be considered. This will ensure that the information shown in the difference models
represents the net change rather than capturing a particular extreme variation
caused by a large event.

3.2

Profile Evolution

To ensure that the results from the difference models are representative of net
change rather than a particular event that may have been captured by the survey, the
beach profiles have been cross referenced with the other profile surveys carried out
on an annual basis. This then gives an indication of the beach variability over three
time steps in each individual year. Profiles also provide important information about
the change in beach shape/gradient that is not always apparent from difference
models.

3.3

Management Unit 09

To aid purposeful analysis the unit has been split into four large sections as depicted
in Figure 3.1 overleaf. These reflect changes in beach configuration and/or the
presence of terminal structures. The remainder of this section contains the digitised
difference models and a narrative summarising the changes that have taken place
over the last year, and hypotheses of the processes driving these changes.

5
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Figure 3.1: MU09 Beach analysis sections
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[Loss -1,241m3]

3.3.1 Section 1

Section 1 comprises of the short stretch of frontage between Fisherman’s Beach and
the Stade Street rock groyne. At present, only half of this section is subject to annual
shingle recycling activities (up to St Leonard’s Road), and as such provides an
important insight into the natural sediment trends for this section.
It is evident from the difference model that during the current reporting period this
section has seen a net erosion of material by 1,241m3, a return to the erosive trends
of 2004 -2006. Over the entire project timescale, Section 1 has exhibited a net
erosion of 4,009m3.
The location of distinct regions of erosion and accretion can also be distinguished
from the difference models, illustrating the role that terminal structures play in
controlling sediment movement within this section. A significant quantity of material is
being deposited updrift of the Stade Street rock groyne, resulting in the advancement
of the crestline in this area. Conversely, the opposite is true of the eroding area at the
western end of Section 1.

[Loss -7,098m3]

3.3.2 Section 2

Section 2 has continued the erosive trend experienced in the previous three years.
The rate of erosion has also increased, with a net loss of 7,098m3 of beach material
during 2007-2008, and 19,001m3 over the entire project timescale. This is despite
annual beach recycling activities, which by June 2008 equated to approximately
128,000m3 of shingle, indicating that current beach management practices are
insufficient in reducing longshore losses.
Erosion has occurred across the entire section but has been especially apparent
along the crest line. The lack of erosion in the lea of the Stade Street groyne is
probably the result of the emergency recycling in this area, undertaken in June 2008.
Furthermore, increased erosion at the crest updrift of Twiss Road groyne is the result
of excavation practices undertaken during the emergency recycling works.

[Loss -8,505m3]

3.3.3 Section 3

In the context of MU09, Section 3 has experienced a net erosional trend but has
stabilised slightly compared to 2006 - 2007. In the present reporting period, this
section has eroded by 8,505m3, equating to a net loss of 44,058m3 since the project
began. This is due to the “open beach” nature of this section, combined with the
absence of a terminal control structure. However, the erosion is occurring despite
3,619m3 of shingle being moved from east to west in June 2008. Therefore, it may be
necessary to re-assess current recycling volumes, particularly along the beach crest
and toe and the western part of the foreshore in Section 3.
Erosion is most prevalent in the lee of the Twiss Road groyne, affecting the entire
beach face. However, further east the erosion becomes more prominent along the
crest ridge, and at the eastern extent a band of accretion becomes evident along the
upper beach.

12

Beach Management Plan Site Report 2008
4cMU08 & 4cMU09

[Loss -1,664m3]

3.3.4 Section 4

Section 4 is located west of the Battery Point terminal groyne, and as such is an
important site for sediment deposition. This is noticeable when considering the
historic trend of accretion experienced immediately west of the groyne since the
commencement of the project. The present rate of accretion, however, illustrates a
reduced volume of material overall in this section compared to Section 3. Section 4
has experienced a net loss of 1,664m3 in 2007-2008, the first loss in this section
during the entire project. Therefore, in the absence of any anthropogenic sediment
removal from this subsection, present trends indicate a cross-shore movement of
material out of this groyne bay over the past year.
Through assessment of the difference models, accretion is primarily restricted to an
area 300m west of Battery Point groyne, and extends beyond the seaward survey
extent. Consequently, it will be essential to assess future bathymetric data to
determine the degree of accretion occurring outside the survey area, and how
offshore sediments may affect future budgets. However, with sediment deposited at
the toe of the beach, it can also be considered that the terminal groyne structure has
reached relative full capacity. As such, sediment will inevitably bypass around the
groyne due to littoral drift.

3.3.5 Summary Data
Table 3.1 provides a summary of volume change within each section during the
period between the 2007 and 2008 summer surveys.
Table 3.1: MU09 - Summary of Erosion/Accretion Totals

Section
Number

Error
Estimate*

Erosion/Accretion
(2007 to 2008)

1
2
3

+

/- 1,337m3
+
/- 1,288m3
+
/- 2,055m3

-1,241m3
-7,098m3
-8,505m3

4

+

/-2,256m3

-1,664m3

-

-18,508m3

Total

* Error estimates are calculated as the survey area multiplied by a +/- 30mm error margin, although
unlikely the error of combined surveys can be up to double this figure

3.4

Management Unit 08

To aid purposeful analysis the unit has been split into eight sections as depicted in
Figure 3.2. These reflect changes in beach configuration and/or the presence of
terminal structures.
The remainder of this chapter contains a narrative summarising the changes that
have taken place during the 2007 – 2008 reporting period, and hypotheses of the
processes driving these changes.
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Figure 3.2: MU08 Beach Analysis Sections
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[Loss -7,290m3]

3.4.1 Section 1

During 2007-2008, erosive trends have continued for this section, with a total of
7,210m3 of beach material lost. However, this is of a lower magnitude than in
previous years. Looking at the behaviour of the beach since 2003, the recharge
undertaken that year has been reversed, and there has been a net loss of 17,319m3
since the project began.
Erosion has occurred primarily down drift of the rock groyne throughout the beach
face, although has also occurred to a lesser degree at the toe and crest level as the
section migrates east.

[Gain 1,767m3]

3.4.2 Section 2

Section 2 comprises of a small sequence of near-buried rock groynes, which were
constructed in response to the Encombe landslip in the 1980’s. These groynes are
currently in a poor condition, and as such do not contribute to the overall standard of
defence provided by the beach.
This section has experienced a net gain in sediment volume of 1,767m3 over the
current reporting period. Accretion is apparent along the beach crest and back
beach, where another crest exists in front of the seawall. This crest is due to storm
events shifting material up the beach, where it remains until the next storm event.
Looking at Figure 3.3, there has been an increase in the back crest height by
approximately 1m. The main crest line has also extended approximately 4.5m
seaward. Erosion has occurred between the two crests, suggesting an area of scour
during storm events, with the material moved to the back crest.
Additionally, the sediment type of the beach has altered slightly (Figure 3.4). In 2007,
the beach face consisted largely of fines and finer gravels, whereas 2008 indicates a
layer of shingle.

1m
increase

0.75m
decrease

4.5m
extension

Figure 3.3: Profile 4c00233
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2007

2008

Figure 3.4: Beach profile 4c00233 looking up, 2007 & 2008

[Gain 22,015m3]

3.4.3 Section 3

Section 3 is the section in MU08, stretching from the Sandgate rock groynes in the
west to Groyne B in the east. During the current reporting period, this section has
experienced significant accretion, particularly in the eastern area. This net gain of
c.22,000m3 continues the trend of accretion experienced during the previous
reporting period.
The magnitude of accretion increases in magnitude towards Groyne B. It is mainly
confined between the seaward survey extent and the beach crest. This indicates that
despite the accretion covered by this report, accretion may be occurring at greater
magnitudes offshore. Consequently, it will be essential to assess future bathymetric
data to determine the degree of accretion occurring outside the survey area, and how
offshore sediments may affect future budgets. The only area of erosion occurs in an
region of mixed accretion and slight erosion in the far west, where accretion is not
apparent in this section it remains stable and without change.

[Gain 969m3]

3.4.4 Section 4

This section extends from Groyne B to Groyne C, the rock groynes that were
constructed as part of the 2004 coast protection scheme.
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During the current reporting period this section has continued to display a similar
pattern of change to the previous reporting period, with sediment migrating west to
east. The difference model clearly indicates two distinct regions, with erosion
occurring along the crest in the west, and accretion at the crest and beach face in the
east. However, little or no material enters of leaves this section due to the rock
groynes, and as a result Section 4 only gained 969m3 of material
As shown in Figures 3.5 and 3.6, accretion has caused the crest to locally increase in
height by 1m. The difference models indicate crest erosion in the west and deposition
of this material along the eastern crest line and beach face. Evidence of sediment
volume gain is also apparent along the beach face.
It is important to note that the area surveyed in 2007 differed from the area surveyed
in 2008. There is an area of beach that is inaccessible to surveyors due to its
significantly lower elevation compared to the rest of the beach. As a result of losses
in 2007-2008, the inaccessible area increased in size. However, the volume change
calculations are based on like for like areas only and, therefore, during this reporting
period the calculations did not take into account the area lost to erosion.

2007

2008

Figure 3.5: Profile 4c00191 in 2007 & 2008 indicating growth in crest height
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1m increase

Figure 3.6: Profile 4c00191

[Loss -1,343m3]

3.4.5 Section 5

Section 5 was significantly modified as part of the 2004 coast protection scheme,
when the three large rock headland structures (Groynes C, D and E) were
constructed. Groynes C and D mark the western and eastern boundaries of this
reporting section respectively.
During the present reporting period this section of frontage shows a total decrease in
beach volume by 1,343m3. This loss in sediment has mainly occurred along the crest
line of this crenular bay. Conversely, a degree of accretion has occurred on the
western and eastern back beach, although at a lower magnitude. However, when
considering the entire project timescale, it is apparent that this section remains
relatively stable, and consequently since 2003 this section has accreted by
approximately 24,937m3.

[Loss -806m3]

3.4.6 Section 6

This section covers the area between Groynes D and E, and like Section 5 is
crenular in shape. This bay has continued to erode in line with rates in previous
years, and as a result has lost 806m3 in 2007-2008.
The difference model for this section indicates a similar pattern of erosion and
accretion as with Section 5. The rate of erosion, when compared to the previous
reporting period, has decreased and the beach face is more stable than in previous
years. It is apparent that in the eastern half of Section 6, sediment is being eroded
from the crest line and deposited on the back beach plateau, causing a net retreat of
the crest line.
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[Loss -3,255m3]

3.4.7 Section 7

Since the construction of the Folkestone Harbour, which acts as a terminal groyne at
the eastern boundary of this unit, this beach has accreted significantly due to the
continual feed of material from the west. However, the sediment trends during the
current reporting period have been mainly erosive, with a decrease in volume by
3,255m3.
It can be seen from the difference model that erosion has occurred most notably
across the crest face of the entire section, increasingly in magnitude in the west.
Figure 3.7 is typical of the erosive nature of the crest in this section. As the graph
illustrates, a second smaller crest has formed as the main crest line retreated.

Figure 3.7: Profile 4c00170

Accretion is evident along the beach face and at the base of the crest line
immediately updrift of the harbour arm. However, overall, sediment losses out of this
section exceed sediment gains, especially along the crest. This suggests that
destructive storm waves and/or spring tides have removed sediment offshore of this
area by alongshore transport processes.

[Loss -833m3]

3.4.8 Section 8

Coronation Parade is a wide sandy beach on the eastern side of the Folkestone
Harbour. Due to its sheltered nature, combined with the fact that there is no
contemporary feed of sediment into this management unit, it has remained relatively
stable for the last few decades. The results of the volumetric analysis show that
during the present reporting period this section has seen a net loss of 833m3. This
equates to an overall reduction in sediment by 1,168m3 since the project began, a
negligible change.
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3.4.9 Summary Data
Table 3.2 provides a summary of volume change within each during the period
between the 2007 and 2008 summer surveys.
Table 3.2: Management Unit 08 - Summary of Erosion/Accretion Totals

Section
Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Total

Error
Estimate*
+

Erosion/Accretion
(2007 to 2008)

/- 2,144m3
+
/- 522m3
+
/- 2,179m3
+
/-811m3
+
/- 924m3
+
/-346m3
+
/- 2,189m3
+
/-1,634m3

-7,290m3
1,767m3
22,015m3
969m3
-1,343m3
-806m3
-3,255m3
-833m3

-

11,224m3

* Error estimates are calculated as the survey area multiplied by a +/- 30mm error margin, although
unlikely the error of combined surveys can be up to double this figure

3.5 Long Term Summary
The following section provides a narrative considering the long-term changes
identified during the course of the Strategic Monitoring Programme for Management
Units 09 and 08.

3.5.1 Management Unit 09
When analysing the long-term trends highlighted by the SRCMP, it is evident that this
management unit remains relatively dynamic. Table 3.3 overleaf illustrates a
summary of beach volume changes since the commencement of the programme for
the four reporting sections highlighted in this report.
During the first reporting period (2003-2004) sediment trends were heavily influenced
by the 2004 beach replenishment scheme. This artificial feed of material resulted in a
net accretion of material during the first reporting period. However, following the initial
recharge, MU09 has become characterised by erosion. Consequently, when
considering the entire frontage during the current period, the effects of the initial
recharge have been almost completely reversed.
Section 2 experienced increasing erosion rates during 2004-2007, although present
trends show a slight reduction in magnitude. As a result, predictions for 2008-2009
are uncertain, although it is likely that this section will continue to erode.
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Section 4 remained the only section to consistently gain sediment, until this reporting
period. Accretion occurs due to the terminal rock structures preventing littoral drift,
and beach management works. However, during this reporting period, net erosion of
1,664m3 occurred, indicating longshore movement of material out of this section.
Nevertheless, this section remains the only section with a positive sediment budget.
It is apparent that although the beach management works have been influential in
maintaining adequate crest levels, the reduction in available sediment due to
longshore drift will inevitably result in a reduced capacity for future recycling.
However, with difference models indicating significant areas of accretion in the intertidal zone, consideration must be given to this material returning onshore in future
reporting periods.
In conclusion, consideration should be given to the additional feed provided by the
initial recharge. It is evident from the data collected that the management unit would
have experienced a theoretical sediment loss of approximately 26,000m3 between
2003 and 2008 without this recharge. Although the recharge has aided in maintaining
beach levels, there has been a continued loss of material from MU09, and therefore
without further recharge and control structures, the loss of material will continue.
Table 3.3: MU09 Beach Volume Change Summary (2003 - 2008)

Volume Change (m3)

Section
1
2
3
4

2003-2004
862
9,287
-6,649
17,542

2004-2005
-2,501
-4,466
-9,917
1,602

2005-2006
-3,199
-6,251
-1,203
1,911

2006-2007
2,070
-10,473
-17,784
1,133

2007-2008
-1,241
-7,098
-8,505
-1,664

2003-2008
-4,009
-19,001
-44,058
20,524

Total

21,042

-15,282

-8,742

-25,054

-18,508

-46,544

3.5.2 Management Unit 08
It is clear from Table 3.4 that MU08 exhibits dynamic trends of erosion and accretion.
As with MU09, the first reporting period was heavily influenced by the beach
recharge undertaken for the Hythe - Folkestone Coast Protection Scheme. Since
then, MU08 has generally experienced erosional trends with the western extent
exhibiting greatest change.
It is important to note that recycling activities did not take place across this
management unit during the current reporting period. However, when the volume
change data is considered, it is apparent that this unit remains relatively stable, with
accretion trends generally proving dominant.
During the current period it can be seen that overall this management unit has
increased in volume with a total gain of 11,224m3. When considering the entire
project timescale, it is apparent that MU08 has maintained a significant volume of
material and consequently beach management practices can still effectively
redistribute sediment to maintain status quo. The next phase of beach recycling for
the unit is scheduled during October 2008.
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Table 3.4: MU08 Beach Volume Change Summary (2003 - 2008)

Volume Change (m3)

Section
2003-2004

2004-2005

2005-2006

2006-2007

2007-2008

2003-2008

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

20,221
2,122
44,166
43,576
34,534
18,596
-4,628
0

-11,094
-1,078
-235
2,207
-5,726
-2,257
4,369
-610

-2,104
1,217
297
1,557
171
-360
3,182
1,030

-17,052
-502
13,174
612
-2,699
-1,760
-9,044
-1,588

-7,290
1,767
22,015
969
-1,343
-806
-3,255
-833

-17,319
3,526
79,417
48,921
24,937
13,413
-9,376
-2,001

Total

158,587

-14,424

4,990

-18,859

11,224

141,518
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4.0 Wave Climate
Wave records are recorded by a Datawell directional wave rider buoy off Folkestone,
first deployed on 08 July 2003.
This reporting year saw in increase in both the number and magnitude of storms and
included the highest wave conditions experienced since the Waverider buoy was first
deployed in 2003. In common with previous years, storms are concentrated around
the winter and early spring months.
A detailed analysis of the wave climate for July 2007 to June 2008 is given in Annex
C.

Figure 4.1: Example of wave statistics for 10th March 2008 storm
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5.0 Storm events
This reporting year saw in increase in both the number and magnitude of storms and
included the highest wave conditions experienced since the Waverider buoy was first
deployed in 2003. During this reporting period there were five storm events that
exceeded the storm threshold of Hs=2.5m (Figure 5.1).

Figure 5.1: Monthly time series of Hs at Folkestone

Blue Line – Significant wave Height (Hs)
Red Line – Storm Threshold (2.5m)
Green Line – Post Storm Survey
The first storm event occurred in the morning of the evening of 18th November 2007
and out of the subsequent storms achieved the highest Hs of 3.58m, the highest
significant wave height recorded since the buoy was deployed in 2003. The storm
conditions for most events were generated due to a southerly wind direction with the
exception of one that was south-easterly. Several positive and negative storm surges
accompanied the storm events over this reporting period.
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6.0 Performance Overview
The design philosophy of the 1996 and 2004 coast protection schemes relies upon
there being a sufficiently wide crest to the beach to provide protection to the seawall
and to reduce wave overtopping to acceptable levels. The design width values
calculated during the scheme vary depending on the location, the form of defence
and the risk of flooding behind the seawall. A more detailed examination of the
performance of these two management units will be included in the 2009 BMP report.
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7.0 Conclusion
The data recorded over this reporting period and summarised in this report exhibit a
variety of trends.

7.1

Management Unit 09

•

MU09 has eroded by approximately 18,508m3 in the current reporting period,
a reduced rate to that experienced between 2006-2007, when the unit eroded
by 25,054m3. It is clear from the data that the replenishment scheme
completed in 2003 was influential in increasing sediment availability for this
frontage. However, from the data currently highlighted in this report it can be
considered that the renourishment undertaken has now been completely
reversed and total sediment budgets for this unit have returned to values prior
to the coast protection scheme. Total recycling volume for June 2008 was
11,606m3.

•

Section 1 shows relative long-term stability, with significant accretion in the
east. However, with Fishermans Beach illustrating continual erosion over
consecutive years, it may become necessary in future to reassess recycling
practices for the vessel launching area.

•

Section 2 has experienced a slight decrease in erosion rates, but this change
is negligible and therefore subsequent predictions indicate a further loss in
sediment in the next survey period.

•

Section 3 has continued to erode, though this rate has decreased compared to
the previous reporting period. This section continues to lose the majority of
material in this management unit. However, the lower rate of erosion over
Section 3 and change to the erosion pattern of Section 4 is likely due to the
emergency recycling undertaken during June 2008, just prior to the BMP
survey. During this recycling phase, almost 9,000m3 of shingle was either
moved from Section 4 to Section 3 or was redistributed across Sections 3 and
4. The increased erosive trend experienced during the 2006-2007 reporting
period may also have been due to increased storm events during that period,
with 2007-2008 seeing a return to lower erosion rates.

•

Section 4 is the only section to have consistently maintained a positive annual
sediment budget over the 2003-2007 project timescale. However, a net
erosional trend was evident during this reporting period suggesting that the
lack of recycling activity has had a negative impact on this site location.

•

Overall, this management unit is relatively stable with the continuation of
erosional trends during 2007-2008 likely to be caused by groyne bay over
capacity and less recycling activity. Many of these trends are to be expected
when considering the natural migration of material from west to east due to the
current wave climates. However, the trends outlined in this report indicate a
possible need for a reassessment of current recycling activities.
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7.2

Management Unit 08

•

During the current reporting period MU08 has accreted by approximately
11,224m3 over this reporting period. This net gain in material represents a
moderate increase in sediment budget, which has occurred particularly across
Sections 2 and 3 of this management unit.

•

Considering there has been no recycling activity over the current reporting
period, future monitoring remains crucial in determining the causes of the
difference between the previous period erosive trend and the current
accretional one. Section 1 continues to be the most erosive section, with
Section 3 the most accretive. The gain across Section 3 may be due to
sediment transfer from Section 1, although this leaves a 7,284m3 deficit of
material between the two sections. It is more likely that material from Section 1
is moving offshore outside of the lower survey limit, and is moving onshore in
the eastern area of the management unit.

•

When considering long-term sediment patterns, the current accretional trend
doesn’t support the view of continual decline for this management unit. It is
likely that the significant rates of erosion experienced during the previous
reporting period were due to the frequency of storm events that in turn led to
higher rates of erosion. However, the rate of erosion has altered significantly
throughout the entire project timescale and future trends may show a reversal
of current patterns.

•

It can therefore be concluded that unless changes in wave climate redistribute
material from east to west, the current beach management practices remain
crucial in controlling sediment movement along this frontage and ensuring
current standards of protection are maintained.

Five storms exceeded the storm threshold of the Folkestone Wave Buoy within the
reporting period, but due to time constraints only one post storm survey was carried
out, during December 2007.
It is important to recognise the inconsistency in short-term trends. As with many
coastal areas a lot of annual variability is expected, thus drawing conclusions with
increased confidence will become possible as more data is collected, with regards
annual losses, net sediment drift and erosion/accretion trends in section sub-units.
Scheduled future monitoring includes profile surveys in Autumn 2008 and Spring
2009, and in addition post-storm surveys may be carried out if any event is deemed
to have significantly affected the frontage. An interim report will be issued on
completion of the spring profile survey, with the next BMP report scheduled to be
issued after completion of the Summer 2009 beach plan survey. All historic
monitoring data is accessible online (www.channelcoast.org), and future surveys will
be available after satisfying quality assurance procedures.
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