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Response to the Proposed Access Guidelines (November 2009)
The Environment Agency

Guildbourne House

Chatsworth Road

Worthing

West Sussex

BN11 1LD
December 3rd 2009

For the attention of: Joe Pearce
Dear Sirs,

Please find below the response of the Ham Residents Group (HRG) to the Proposed Access Guidelines circulated in November 2009.

We look forward to discussing these with you.

Yours sincerely

Dee Caldwell

For and on behalf of

HAM RESIDENTS GROUP

MEDMERRY MANAGED REALIGNMENT

Stakeholder Advisory Group

24 November 2009

Further comments sheets

Please return your comments by 4 December 2009 to:

medmerry@environment-agency.gov.uk

FAO Joe Pearce, Environment Agency, Guildbourne House, Chatsworth Road

Worthing, West Sussex, BN11 1LD.

	Bearing in mind the draft access guidelines and the pride/dilemmas work from the last October MStAG meeting, please use this form and the attached map to give us

• your ideas where the following access features might go; and 
• advice on local knowledge or issues you think we will need to bear in mind.

Please refer to the land ownership map for land currently in Environment Agency ownership, including those areas outside the line of the defences. Not all the land outside the banks will be retained (exactly where is not yet known), but some will be available for providing access.



	1. Footpaths, cycle ways and bridleways

a) Footpaths

Please see attached Map 1. and  2. for various scenarios and spurs.

Ham Residents’ other comments are:

· If Selsey coastal trust goes forward, then access and rights of way could be incorporated into the Selsey coastal scheme i.e. access and rights of way following the western side of the Selsey circular path (exact route to be decided).

· Scenario A Map 1: please note that where the footpath follows the road it creates safety (it is a single track road with very little verge) and maintenance issues.
· Scenario B Map 1: this route may result in having to cross a private drive, although existing field access points may make it better to locate slightly north of gas main.

· Map 2: moving the footpath to spur C has the advantage of offering better view points than the existing footpath along the road and offers better security for residents, whilst both keeping the area extending south west from Ham peninsula as a tranquil, zoned area for both habitat and maintaining access to the beach via the south east bank.
b) Cycle Paths
· Cycle paths should create access to the beach at Bracklesham Bay (both to the east and west of the habitat created by the inland bank) from the north of the realignment.

· The actual link to the foreshore from the new coastal path on the eastern side of breach needs to be outlined by the EA in further detail as it may impossible to access the  beach from the top of new bank unless a slipway is incorporated into the design.
· We have not provided a map but instead we look forward to seeing the Medmerry team’s options on proposed cycleways.

c) Bridleways
Key issues are the upkeep, maintenance and safety of any proposed bridleway.

Ham Residents’ other comments are:

· HRG is overall in favour of bridleways, yet the bridleways should be kept off single track roads, even if this means creating a separate route for the bridleway. The reasons for this are the potential problems of reversing horseboxes on single track roads, horses and cars passing on a narrow single track road without room to pass (ie much of Ham Road).

· Horse riders should perhaps put their own case to the EA and HRG and other stakeholders be given the opportunity to respond to these.

d) Coastal Path
· Ham Residents believe that this heading should be added to the proposed access guidelines for consultation and consideration

· Please see attached Map 3, which illustrates a potential routes for the coastal path that would minimise its impact on the habitat and offer a shorter link between Selsey and Bracklesham.
e) Private road status of Ham Road
Ham Road is currently a private road, maintained partly at the cost of the Ham Residents and therefore should remain private particularly given the maintenance cost and safety issues.
The blue light emergency route could run along part of Ham Road but that would be dependent on keeping it off the coastal path because of safety issues.


	2. Emergency access route

· Question: Is there any reason why the emergency vehicles did not use the existing secondary route (along the beach) the previous Friday following the incident on the shingle bank?

· It was suggested that the blue light access route should not follow the coastal path (unless it is wide enough to ensure safe two way passage.
· It was also suggested that it made sense for the emergency route to be the most direct route (ie  our proposal Map 4). Ham Road should therefore be kept free of extra or unnecessary traffic so it can be used for an emergency. Please see below a picture of the start of the very narrow private Ham Road; ditches run close to either side of the road approx 100m further south, which do not allow cars to pass other than at very limited number of passing points.
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	3. Car parks

4. Access points, viewpoints shelters or bird hides

6. Picnic areas

HRG would like to respond to all of these points together as they are interdependent and interlink.
· HRG proposes using the existing (underutilised) car park at Pagham nature reserve off the B2145 and offer access by push button pedestrian crossing across the road to access Ham reserve by either of the two existing  footpaths or potential new ones as set out in Map 5.

· No car parks at Ham by reason of its private road status, safety, quiet zoning of the habitat, cost, etc. HRG will vigorously oppose any plans to locate any car parks on Ham Road. 

· Any new car parks should be situated to east or west of site where there is already and will continue to be considerable human activity, as this will 

· minimise the sensitivity of the habitat and species to disturbance,

· be the lowest cost option

· provide the existing tourism infrastructure and economies in these locations with additional further passing footfall
· There is the potential for a further car park site in Earnley, where the land is owned by the EA and where access to and from the Birdham Straight is relatively simple and safe.

· If any new car park is to be built then it would not have to be a large one, as at present there is very little demand. A car park might also encourage persons who currently park on the verge illegally and dangerously (see picture below) to park in the purpose made car park instead.
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	5. Landscaping

· More trees should be planted along the course of the inland bank.

· The sewage farm should similarly be landscaped (ie screened by trees) see picture below.
· Large areas of grassland should be maintained for existing migratory birds.
· Potential to replant a tree line along the Ham road to replace the former Elms.
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	7. Site zoning- where should there be little or no public

access to act as a wildlife refuge

Please see the attached Map 6. the hatched shading being designated a particularly quiet zone


	8. Other

· Drainage: EA still needs to get back to HRG regarding water levels and the suitability of the drainage area. (to the east of Littleham cottages) to be taken by the main outflow to the south east. This area is of immediate concern as water levels may affect the residents (washing machines not working, sinks not draining away,) and potential foul water issues. The rise in the water table is of serious concern to the residents and they are looking for this issue to be clarified before the planning application, bank location and access issues are settled.
· Caravan Site: CDC/EA to get back to HRG regarding the potential for street lighting on the raised level at Toe End and to confirm that any shielded lighting will be of the highest standard in order to minimise light pollution.

· Gas main: Please note that many residents would like to use this opportunity to be connected to the gas main.

· Two reserves: Should Pagham and Ham reserves be run by the RSPB, then it would make sense to have the existing visitor centre at Pagham as the central access point for both locations, sharing overheads and the existing infrastructure appear to be a sensible and practical objective.

· Land beside Sewage Farm: HRG would appreciate clarification as to any actual or proposed land purchases in this area by the RSPB.
· Potential realignment extension:  Revisiting EA request for HRG’s opinion on this issue, questions were raised and opinions divided subject to further information.
· What is the cost of moving the gas main to create this additional area of habitat?
·  What is the basis on which this marginal habitat is valued?

· Is there a long term plan to join Ham reserve to Pagham ?
·  An extended realignment would move footpaths and people further from local houses 
· What is the bank construction and how sure can the Ham Residents be of security without seeing any actual plans (other than location)?
· Site management: Ham Residents strongly support the need of the local community to be involved in the management of the area. This scheme has a very significant impact on the Ham Residents and their views must be given equivalent and appropriate consideration. We would very much like discuss how the area to the north of the embankment could be considered an area jointly managed by local residents working in partnership with the EA and the RSPB.




