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Introduction

Ham Residents Group (“HRG”) was originally established to consider, co-ordinate and present the views of the whole community of Ham to the Pagham to East Head Coastal Defence Strategy given the very material impact on the Ham area under all of the potential scenarios set out in the Strategy. HRG is currently a member of the Medmerry Stakeholder Advisory Group and it is HRG’s sole intent and objective to work with the Environment Agency and other stakeholders to find, support and indeed advocate an acceptable solution to the issue of the managed realignment.
HRG members have met several times to discuss the Scenario C proposal made on September 3rd 2009 and walked some of the area affected by Scenario C with Joe Pearce of the Environment Agency. I am very pleased to submit the following response on behalf of HRG to the Environment agency. This response is supported by the community in Ham (ie all of the relevant households in the Ham area), as set out in Appendix 1.
At this stage I have restricted our response to what we regard as fundamental and primary issues (ie feasibility) rather than secondary issues (ie impact on existing footpaths, potential routes of new footpaths, sightlines, and private land within and around the area proposed to be flooded under Scenario C), and I reserve our position on these issues until we have had the opportunity to discuss this further with HRG members.

HRG is please to submit an alternative location and alignment of the Eastern Bank to Scenario C, which we have called Scenario D2. HRG strongly believes that there are fundamental issues with Scenario C that render it unworkable, as well as unjustifiable when evaluated against Scenario D2.
Scenario C
HRG believes Scenario C is not feasible or tenable for the following reasons:
· the inability to provide adequate, sustainable and secure drainage to what would be the "Ham peninsula" under Scenario C,
· the unacceptability of having a large gas main run through an inter-tidal area
· the unjustifiable cost of moving the main gas main given the very marginal increase in inter-tidal area (much of this incremental area to the north of the gas main within Scenario C’s perimeter is higher ground that will not be inter-tidal in any event)
· the proposed bank under Scenario C that runs along Ham Road immediately in front of several residences and to the west of the freshwater ponds is unacceptable on the grounds of:

· the blight on the value of the property that would result,

· the interference in and the loss of quality of life,
· the safety of the community,
· the importance of existing habitat, and 
· the poor viability of working banks given the poor and difficult ground conditions around the ponds.

The issues around drainage and gas mains are explained below:
Drainage: currently, all the freshwater run-off in the area from the north of Little Ham Cottages, Little Ham Barn and further south to Ham Cottage and the ponds thereabouts, drains away through the rife, marked as a double thickness "Drain" on the map describing Scenario C. The flow of this Drain is clearly marked by a blue arrow on the map detailing Scenario C. It then reaches the rife and drains northwards to the Pagham outflow.

If the area within Scenario C were to be flooded, the natural flow of water in a sluice through a bank at the point of the existing “Drain”, which is (and has to be) at least a metre below ground level, would be from the seaward side to the inland side of the bank at all but low tide. Furthermore, the action of the tide would very rapidly result in any outflow or sluice flap on the seaward side silting up, either blocking the drainage of the Ham peninsula or requiring frequent access and maintenance to ensure proper drainage.

An alternative might be to pump the freshwater drainage above ground or over the top of the bank, but this will require new power lines, a sub-station, and a pumping station in the immediate vicinity of the houses and would provide a very environmentally unfriendly solution to what is intended to be a wildlife area.

The proximity of the bank to the houses on Ham Road will also raise the water table under the houses, since the land in this area is a 1.5m layer of clay on green sand and any semi-permanent flooding of the area under Scenario C is going to cause the water table to rise to unacceptable levels the other side of the bank.
There are also very material issues relating to the impact on both house values and quality of life of the residents of having a high and large bank built immediately in front of their houses.

Gas Mains: The area ascribed by Scenario C also includes within the inter-tidal area a very material length (we estimate this to be just over 1 km or 0.7 miles) of the gas mains serving the Selsey area, which runs under Ham Road just north of Little Ham Cottages in a SSW direction and crosses the eastern bank of Scenario C to the north of the point at which the Drain (referred to above) meets this eastern bank.

Given that the gas main would have been constructed as one designed to be buried on land, it will be totally unsuitable in an inter-tidal environment where the constant action of tides and the increase in the height of the water table will place an intolerable strain on the existing pipeline, with potentially disastrous consequences for the surrounding area.
The cost of re-laying the pipeline, either in the same location but to a much higher specification of construction or in a new location outside of the area enclosed by Scenario C would be very considerable and out of proportion to the marginal benefit of the additional potential inter-tidal area between the current route of the gas main and the north-eastern perimeter of Scenario C.

Conclusion: for these reasons, HRG strongly believes that Scenario C is an unworkable and unacceptable solution to which it vigorously objects. Taking these factors into account, HRG proposes Scenario D2, which is set out in more detail below.
Scenario D2
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In the map above (and attached as Appendix 2) we have described Scenario D2, an alternative which is unanimously supported by HRG, being all those listed in Appendix 1, and which positions the sea wall:

· from midway up the eastern bank of Scenario C, to the south of the point at which the gas main crosses the eastern bank of Scenario C,
· curving north-westward and to the north of the eastern half of the “Drain” as marked on the map, thus creating an area of inter-tidal habitat that will see the movement of material volumes of water with the ebb and flow of the tide, 
· the position of the bank to the north of the “Drain” will require the construction of a new drainage rife to be routed north of the bank in Scenario D2 to carry away the groundwater from the Ham area,

· then westwards across the existing course of the Drain, but to the south-east and south of the freshwater ponds to the east of Great Ham Cottage (HRG believes the ground in the immediate vicinity of these ponds is not sufficiently stable to support a large bank without considerable additional engineering works) and avoiding the private property to the east of Great Ham Farm,
· then joining the Scenario C bank to the south-west of Great Ham Farm.

The advantages of locating the sea wall under Scenario D2 rather than Scenario C, by reference to the five factors set out in the Option Appraisal Criteria are:

1.
Flooding Risk Management
The properties in the Ham Road would be better protected because:

· adequate, sustainable, accessible and secure drainage of the land around Ham Road can be ensured, provided that a new rife is constructed to the north of the bank under Scenario D2 and connecting with the existing drainage towards Pagham Harbour, and 
· the distance of the bank from the houses along Ham Road should also reduce the impact on the level of the water table and potential subsidence under the houses along Ham Road that would otherwise result from the bank under Scenario C, but we would like to investigate this further
The course of the bank under Scenario D2 avoids the area of private property to the east of Great Ham Farm.

There would be no change to the protection of the properties in Selsey, Bracklesham and Earnley under Scenario D2 compared with Scenario C.
The diversion of the existing rife (“Drain”) via a new rife to the north of the course of the existing one should be easy to construct and may indeed improve the existing drainage of the Ham area. In addition, it would be easy and very low cost to maintain as well as being readily accessible.

This is felt to be a considerably more sustainable alternative over the appraisal period than Scenario C because of:

· the security of the drainage of the Ham area

· the quality and height of the ground on which the wall would be built,

· the higher quality to which the bank could be built than that proposed in Scenario C, even on a lower budget, given the cost savings of building a considerably shorter bank.

2.
Scheme Design
The bank under Scenario D2 will be on the highest line of ground as it runs west-east. Although the eastern end of D2 may be on slightly lower ground than the western end, it is still the highest point of the eastern side as the point at which Scenario D2 reaches the eastern bank of Scenario C is approximately the point at which freshwater run-off to the south drains to the south, and to the north drains to the north.
Scenario D2 avoids constructing a bank on the poor quality ground conditions around the ponds in the vicinity of Great Ham Cottage.
The utilities (particularly the gas main from Ham Road to the north of Bunn Leisure) that would otherwise be within the inter-tidal area under Scenario C or would need diverting at great expense, would be largely unaffected and easily accessible under Scenario D2 without causing disruption to the inter-tidal area or the community.
There would be no change to the exposure to waves or water levels to that contemplated under Scenario C.

By including part of the existing rife or Drain within the inter-tidal area, Scenario D2 ensures that the area that will see the movement of the most material volumes of water with the ebb and flow of the tide in this eastern part of Scenario C remains within the inter-tidal scheme. Equally the land between Scenario D2 and Scenario C is not forecast to flood to any great extent for many years and is not truly inter-tidal habitat nor is there therefore any material impact on the volume or flow of water through the proposed breach(es).
There would be no change to the impacts on the neighbouring coastline to that contemplated under Scenario C.

The possibilities of using better quality materials and construction techniques than might be possible under Scenario C are greatly enhanced by the fact that Scenario D2 is considerably shorter than Scenario C and should therefore cost considerably less.

Scenario D2 (but not Scenario C) will be supported through planning by HRG, with potentially HRG becoming advocates of the process and finished product of this important and flagship managed realignment.

HRG believes that the smooth and curved shape of the bank under Scenario D2 would provide a stronger and more sustainable bank than one with several right-angled corners and buttresses as contemplated in Scenario C, and would therefore be far easier to maintain over the long term.
HRG does have concerns regarding the susceptibility of the area to the east and north of Scenario D2 to flooding in the event that the privately constructed and maintained sea defences along the sea front of Bunn Leisure should fail. We would therefore propose a secondary and perhaps lower specification of construction bank along the northern perimeter of Bunn Leisure which would protect both the Selsey and Ham areas in the event of a breach.

3.
Environmental Impact
HRG is not aware of any changes to the impacts on the existing habitats and species to that contemplated under Scenario C, other than it will protect the existing freshwater ponds for the many species of ducks that currently frequent the ponds and retain land that is currently used by significant numbers of Brent geese during their migration.

As previously stated, Scenario D2 will not result in the loss of any material area of truly inter-tidal habitat compared with Scenario C, and will instead maintain the existing freshwater habitat in the area to the north of Scenario D2.
The land to the north and west of the bank proposed under Scenario D2 will act as a transition zone or buffer between human activities (including cars, dogs, noise, agricultural vehicles and farming) along and around the Ham Road area.
.
The proposal under Scenario D2 to route the drainage from the Ham hinterland north of and outside the inter-tidal habitat will avoid any runoff from agricultural land posing serious environmental and health issues (due to fertilisers encouraging the growth of algae blooms) as is happening in Langstone Harbour.

There would be no change to the impacts upon landscapes and heritage features to that contemplated under Scenario C.

The matter of access is a complex one and HRG believes this can only be specifically addressed once the line of the banks has been determined. However, the principles that will inform and guide HRG’s views on access are:
· it is understood that the Environment Agency will require access along the entire length of the bank,

· public footpaths along or near the bank will have a detrimental impact on the wildlife that the inter-tidal area is intended to encourage, negating the benefits of the whole project,

· any public viewing of the inter-tidal habitat should be controlled through the establishment of a designated viewing area, and HRG proposes that this is located to the area to the east of Selsey and to the north east of Bunn Leisure (ie where there is already a significant level of human activity),

· HRG will vigorously object to the banks around the Ham area becoming (or Ham Road being incorporated within) a new public footpath, bridleway, cycle path or other rights of way scheme
4.
Community issues
With respect to community, we believe HRG is THE community (and only community) directly affected by Scenario C as tabled on September 3rd and therefore its concerns are very material to the debate.
The proposed bank under Scenario C that runs along Ham Road immediately in front of several residences and to the west of the freshwater ponds has a very direct and material impact on the Ham community, and is unacceptable to HRG, on the grounds of:

· the blight on the value of the property that would result from:

· the loss of sightlines, views and potentially privacy (as third parties will have direct, very close and unimpeded views into the houses and gardens of Ham from the top of the bank)

· the increase in the height of the water table

· the potential for subsidence and ground instability in the immediate vicinity of the banks

· the interference in and the loss of quality of life,
· the safety of the community,
· the importance of existing habitat, and 
· the poor viability of working banks given the poor and difficult ground conditions around the ponds.

We feel that it would be a very positive move for both the scheme and the Ham community if HRG was responsible for the running, upkeep and oversight of the buffer/transition zone to the north of Scenario D2 on the basis of certain conditions and undertakings that could be agreed with the Environment Agency. As the residents of Ham are omnipresent on the site, we believe that we would be best placed to ensure the aims of all were achieved as well as providing the lowest cost solution. 
 We believe that the proposal under Scenario D2 does not make any material change or difference to the impact of the scheme on Bunn Leisure or the local economy to that proposed under Scenario C.
5.
Cost
The inland bank under Scenario D2 will be considerably shorter than that proposed under Scenario C and therefore presents a materially lower cost solution than Scenario C.
The lack of the requirement to materially upgrade or relocate the existing utilities, particularly the gas main, will also result in a materially lower cost solution than Scenario C.

The construction of a smooth curving bank rather than one requiring sharp angles that will need to be reinforced will be also result in a lower cost solution than Scenario C.
There will be no need to pay for the alternative drainage solutions for the Ham area that may be expensive both to implement and sustain that will be required under Scenario C.
Given that:

· these four factors will result in Scenario D2 being a significantly lower cost option than Scenario C,

· by including the eastern part of the existing rife or Drain that flows SW from Ham within the inter-tidal area, Scenario D2 ensures that there will be material volumes of water moving in an out of the area with the ebb and flow of the tide, and that this will also represent a significant proportion of the volume of water flowing into this area under Scenario C,

· the land between Scenario D2 and Scenario C is not forecast to flood to any great extent for many years and is therefore not truly inter-tidal habitat,

HRG cannot see any justification on the grounds of a rational cost:benefit analysis that would favour Scenario C over Scenario D2. Indeed, such an analysis points very strongly to the reverse and Scenario D2 is very much more affordable than Scenario C.
Whilst this submission details the unanimous views of HRG, we have also attached as Appendix 3 the comment sheet forms circulated by the Environment Agency in summary form.
I hope the above is helpful and please do not hesitate to contact me, Dee Caldwell or Sue Shackleton if you have any queries on the above. We remain committed to working with all stakeholders to find and execute the optimal strategy , and strongly believe that Scenario D2 can provide this.
Kind regards
Charlie Green
for and on behalf of HRG.
Appendix 1

Residents of Ham

Green, Little Ham Barn

Duke, Little Ham Cottages

Shackleton, Little Ham Cottages

Sharp, Little Ham  Cottages

Caldwell, Great Ham Cottage

Pearson, Orchard Cottage

Ridley, Great Ham House

Harvey, Great Ham Farm

Warren, Oakhurst Barn

Mackenzie, Stapely’s

Jones, Galleon Cottage

Phillips, Greenwood Cottage

Pratt, Greenwood Farm House

Richards, Oakhurst House

Wade,The Elms.

Appendix 2
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Appendix 3
	Western embankments 1, 2 and 3 
What do you see as the main advantages of these bank alignments? 

No comment

What do you see as the main disadvantages of these bank alignments? 

No comment

What is your view about the inclusion of storage indicated by the hatched area and dotted line on embankment 1? 

No comment




**NB: please write legibly and in full sentences **

** Please mark any points which are agreed by the whole group **

	Eastern embankments, scenario A 

What do you see as the main advantages of this scenario? 

Full protection for Ham area

Low cost option given reduced length of inland bank

Very limited need to re-route drainage, utilities, etc.

What do you see as the main disadvantages of this scenario? 

Toe End will remain a pressure point for wave action

Unlikely to win the support of those wishing to optimise the amount of inter-tidal habitat

What is your overall judgement about this scenario, and why? 

Potentially low cost option but unlikely to win support from those seeking to optimise the amount of inter-tidal habitat




**NB: please write legibly and in full sentences **

** Please mark any points which are agreed by the whole group **

	Eastern embankments, scenario C
What do you see as the main advantages of this scenario? 

No comment

What do you see as the main advantages of the alternative alignment shown by the dotted line?

More space available for caravans to provide loss from area on the coast.

What do you see as the main disadvantages of this scenario? 

Extra expense due to length of banks

Tight, sharp angles on banks are sub-optimal

Loss of buffer area between human activity and the inter-tidal habitat

Loss of habitat for Brent Geese.

Complex and potentially costly remedy to drainage 

Damage to local houses regarding water levels

Gas main to be rerouted at considerable expense and disruption

Damage to sight lines of local houses

Increased human activity

Increased risk of agricultural runoff into new habitat posing environmental and health issues (algae bloom etc..)

**NB: please write legibly and in full sentences **

** Please mark any points which are agreed by the whole group **

Eastern embankments, scenario C (continued)

What do you see as the main disadvantages of the alternative alignment shown by the dotted line?

As per the previous answer
What is your overall judgement about this scenario, and why? 

Merely follows the land boundaries rather than the water table without any consideration of material and important issues such as drainage, re-routing of utilities, impact on communities, and therefore impractical, untenable from an economic and social perspective and therefore unsupportable. 




**NB: please write legibly and in full sentences **

** Please mark any points which are agreed by the whole group **

	Eastern embankments, scenario B
Option B1

What do you see as the main advantages of this option? 

No comment

What do you see as the main disadvantages of this option? 

No comment

What is your overall judgement about this scenario, and why? 

No comment

**NB: please write legibly and in full sentences **

** Please mark any points which are agreed by the whole group **

Eastern embankments, scenario B
Option B2

What do you see as the main advantages of this option? 

No comment

What do you see as the main disadvantages of this option? 

No comment

What is your overall judgement about this scenario, and why? 

No comment

**NB: please write legibly and in full sentences **

** Please mark any points which are agreed by the whole group **

Eastern embankments,– 

Intermediate alignments – your proposals

Alignment proposal (name/reference): Scenario D2
Proposed by: Ham Residents Group
Alternative alignments relate to lines drawn by workshop participants on the maps provided.  Please draw only one alignment proposal on each map and provide a name/reference for each line drawn to match with this comments sheet.  
What do you see as the main advantages of this proposed alignment? 

Security and sustainability of drainage

Quality and height of ground on which wall would be built.

Higher quality bank but shorter, therefore cost savings

Includes part of the existing rife and therefore will allow for the tidal movement of a significant proportion of the volume of water that would flow in and out of the area under Scenario C.

No need to re-route utilities and requires only a minor re-routing of drainage

What do you see as the main disadvantages of this proposed alignment? 

None

What is your overall judgement about an alternative intermediate alignment, where it might go, and why? 

This is an alternative intermediate alignment that achieves substantially the same true inter-tidal area and flows of water as Scenario C at considerably lower cost, greater effectiveness and carries the full support of HRG.

**NB: please write legibly and in full sentences **

** Please mark any points which are agreed by the whole group **

Breach locations 

What do you see as the main advantages of a single breach? Where do you think is the best location for this breach? 

More chance of staying open if one breach.

Cheaper to maintain.

Located from Medmerry outflow and to the west offers more protection to the entrance from the Hound Reef (located 600m offshore)

What do you see as the main disadvantages of a single breach? 

No comment

What do you see as the main advantages of two breach locations?  Where do you think the best locations for these breaches are?

No comment

What do you see as the main disadvantages of two breach locations?  
No comment




**NB: please write legibly and in full sentences **

** Please mark any points which are agreed by the whole group **
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