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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

A meeting was held on the 7th May 2014 at the Haywards Heath offices of Royal 
HaskoningDHV. In attendance were Pagham Parish Council (PPC), Arun District 
Council (ADC), the Environment Agency (EA), Natural England (NE), the Royal Society 
for the Protection of Birds (RSPB), and Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV).  The meeting 
was also attended by Nick Gibb, MP for Bognor Regis and Littlehampton.  
 
This   ‘final’ report is an update of the first and second drafts, incorporating comments 
received from the attendees. This version has been ratified by the attendees so that the 
statements can be taken to be accurate to the best of their knowledge regardless of their 
original source (as a general principle the statements are not attributed to any particular 
attendee).  
 
The note has been structured under various questions which were asked (or implied) 
and addressed during the meeting.  Some of the questions have been re-ordered so as 
to present a more logical account.  
 
The meeting was based on the premise that PPC are promoting a scheme to manage 
risk to people and properties on Pagham Beach from coastal erosion and excessive 
wave overtopping. 
  
For the purposes of the meeting it was assumed that intervention measures would 
involve coastal works somewhere along the frontage between the original harbour 
entrance at the steel sheet piled wall training arm and the east end of East Front Road 
(See Appendix A). The attendees believed this was the most favourable location for 
promoting a  scheme  and  that  there  was  no  other  more  ‘obvious’  location  in  the  vicinity. 
 
Potential intervention measures could include coastal structures, beach management, 
and built environment resilience measures or a combination of these. 
 
It was understood that the development of any intervention measures would be subject 
to due process, carried out with due care and attention, and subject to post monitoring. 
Any formal application of the details, assumptions and conclusions recorded in this 
report will be followed by necessary legislative requirement processes and appropriate 
monitoring which may lead to changes in earlier assumptions and conclusions. 
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1.2 Attendees 

 
Table 1 below shows the list of attendees and their contact details. 
 

Attendee Name Organisation Contact Details 
Ray Radmall Pagham Parish Council (PPC) paghampc@gmail.com 
Steve Woodgate Pagham Parish Council (PPC) piper.woodgate@btinternet.com 
Dawn Hall Pagham Parish Council (PPC) dawn222@tiscali.co.uk   
Nick Gibb MP for Bognor Regis & Littlehampton (MP) gibbn@parliament.uk 
Roger Spencer Arun District Council (ADC) roger.spencer@arun.gov.uk 
Nick Gray Environment Agency (EA) nick.gray@environment-agency.gov.uk 
Chris McMullon Natural England (NE) Chris.McMullon@naturalengland.org.uk 
Angela Marlow Natural England (NE) Angela.Marlow@naturalengland.org.uk 
Steve Gilbert Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 

(RSPB) 
steve.gilbert@rspb.org.uk 

Simon Howard Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV) simon.howard@rhdhv.com 
Thomas Green Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV) thomas.green@rhdhv.com 
Jackie Lavender Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV) jackie.lavender@rhdhv.com 
Jennifer Goodwin Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV) jennifer.godwin@rhdhv.com 

Table 1: List of attendees 
 
 

1.3 Purpose of the Meeting 

The purpose of the meeting was to open discussions between NE and the EA (both 
statutory consultees of the regulators), Arun District Council as Coastal Protection 
Authority, key stakeholders and the project team, in order to identify issues and criteria 
to use when assessing potential intervention measures, whilst ensuring that decisions 
are robust, evidence based and do not create problems for future management within 
the vicinity of Pagham Beach.  
 
There was an expectation that everything would be said in good faith, that pertinent 
information would not be withheld, and that PPC would be helped in identifying the best 
way to meet their objective. 
 
Apart  from  a  few  incidental  comments  there  was  no  discussion  on  economic  or  ‘political’  
matters as these were outside the planned scope of the meeting. In addition, attention to 
the range of technical, socio-economic, uncertainty and risk related issues will be 
addressed in subsequent phases of this project. 
 
  

1.4 Purpose of this Report 

PPC have commissioned this report in order to identify and promote a scheme to 
manage the risk to people and properties on Pagham Beach by seeking input from key 
regulatory authorities in order to define the best way to proceed. Outcomes from this 
report will be used to inform the development of options. 
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2 QUESTIONS RAISED DURING THE MEETING 

2.1 What is the main objective of Pagham Parish Council with regard to this 
scheme? 

The main objective of PPC is to manage the risk to people and properties on Pagham 
Beach against coastal erosion and excessive wave overtopping primarily by means of a 
sustainable beach. The use of a hard linear defence (such as a rock revetment) instead 
of a beach would not meet this objective, however the use of groynes may.    
 
 

2.2 What is the general location under consideration for potential intervention 
measures?   

The potential location of intervention measures extends from the steel sheet piled wall 
training arm at the original harbour entrance to the eastern end of East Front Road (see 
Appendix A). 
 
 

2.3 What are the nature conservation designations in this general location? 

The potential area of intervention lies within or adjacent to a number of international and 
national nature conservation designations (see Appendix B for plans and Appendix C for 
citations). Designations of most significant are; 
 

Internationally Protected Sites: 
� Pagham Harbour Ramsar; and 
� Pagham Harbour Special Protection Area (SPA). 
� Pagham Harbour Geological Conservation Review (GCR); and 

 
NOTE: There are no designated Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) within the 
Pagham Harbour area. 

 
International Bird Areas: 

� Pagham Harbour Important Bird Area (IBA). 
 
NOTE: Pagham Harbour IBA is a site identified by Birdlife International as supporting 
bird populations of international importance. Within the European Union this generally 
means that such sites fulfil the requirements for designation as SPAs. 
 

Nationally Protected Sites:  
� Pagham Harbour Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI); 
� Bognor Reef SSSI; and 
� Pagham Harbour Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ). 
� Pagham Harbour National Conservation Review (NCR). 

 
Locally Protected Sites 
� Pagham Harbour Local Nature Reserve (LNR); 
� Pagham Harbour RSPB Reserve; 
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2.4 What are the physical boundaries of the nature conservation areas? 

The seaward boundary of the designated areas at Pagham is the Mean Low Water Mark 
(MLWM). Due to the dynamic nature of the coast, seaward boundaries are not fixed in 
one position but naturally move with MLWM. The seabed below MLWM is outside the 
designated conservation areas at Pagham. 
 
It is important to note that the functional linkages between areas either side of a 
conservation boundary are important (for example coastal processes) as these linkages 
might affect a site’s   interest,   therefore  these  linkages  must  be   taken into consideration 
for all intervention measures and management issues. In highly dynamic coastal 
environments such as Pagham Harbour mouth and Church Norton Spit, hydrodynamic 
and coastal processes are particularly important and are critical to the designation and 
such processes are not confined to site boundaries.  
 
It was noted that OS maps and GIS shape files available from Natural   England’s  
interactive mapping website ‘Magic’   (www.magic.gov.uk)   do   not represent the current 
location of the MLWM at Pagham. This is due to recent rapid geomorphological changes 
within the study area. The boundaries as they currently appear on Magic are shown in 
Appendix B. For all other landward boundaries for conservation designations, the 
boundaries remain fixed. 

 
 

2.5 Are different weightings given to the importance of different conservation 
categories? 

No weightings are given to the conservation designations and the features which they 
support. Each designated site and feature has its own unique merits and sensitivities 
and   each   intervention  measure   needs   to   be   addressed   against   each   individual   site’s  
own merits and sensitivities with the aim to maintain the site features and its interests. 
Consideration must be given to the fact that some designated sites, if not all, are 
ecologically linked. However, the SPA is representative of the most critical sensitivities 
that are likely to be encountered.   

 
 

2.6 Does the sensitivity to intervention measures change within conservation 
boundaries? 

The change in sensitivity within the conservation areas was discussed in depth with 
considerations primarily focused upon the SPA.  However it was noted that the general 
principles on sensitivity are similar for all conservation designations. 
   
Issues and impacts within conservation boundaries depend upon location, type of 
intervention (i.e. impacts are case specific) and on the issues being assessed.  
However, the general consensus was that although sensitivities vary with features and 
in some cases location, Pagham Beach is less sensitive to disturbance than Church 
Norton spit and that sensitivities are greater overall the further west. 
 
This was evidenced by the recent consents for, and subsequent construction of, the rock 
revetment and training arm towards the west end of Harbour Road.  However it should 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  PB1354/R140718/TG/Hayw 
 - 5 - 18 July 2014 

 
  

 

be noted that the consents were based on a specific proposal which did not necessarily 
indicate that other works in the vicinity would be approved.    
 
It was highlighted that along Church Norton Spit itself there are a range of features of 
interest with varying sensitivity levels.  
 
In terms of impacts to vegetation, the eastern end is considered to be less sensitive to 
disturbance than the western extent, as it has more recently formed shingle with less, if 
any, established vegetation. Interests strengthen towards the western end due to the 
increase in surface area and the increase in well-established colonised shingle 
vegetation which is much more sensitive to disturbance. As well as the change in 
interests along the spit towards established vegetation, the transition and range of 
stability is part of a unique interest of the spit as it shows different stages of 
development. 
 
The spit itself is also geomorphologically important for its unique character, including the 
presence of natural ridge formations and recurves, as captured by the SSSI and GCR 
designation. In addition, the recently formed shingle along the eastern end is important 
as it is one particular location where the Little Terns nest.  
 
Whilst there is a general increase in sensitivities from east to west it should be noted 
that there are local variations to this trend, and that the biodiversity interests may be 
said to increase from east to west as more species are involved in the western, more 
established end. 
 
 

2.7 Are there any foreseeable changes or additions to the conservation 
categories? 

It is understood that a new Marine SPA is proposed in the Solent, in the coastal waters 
between Chichester and Langstone Harbours and around Selsey Bill.  The proposed 
Solent Marine SPA would offer protection across the Solent to tern foraging areas.  
Consultation on the proposed Solent Marine SPA is due to take place this year (2014), 
with implementation proposed by 2015. 
 
However, it was noted by NE that it is not anticipated that there would be any direct 
impacts or implications for the Marine SPA, as a result of the proposed intervention 
measures within the study area, as the Marine SPA would focus on marine ecosystems 
and the proposed works would most likely be undertaken in the intertidal area at a 
distance from the proposed Marine SPA, in an area in which the existing SPA applies.  
 
 

2.8 Would a natural closure of the harbour entrance be acceptable? 

It was noted that both the EA and NE would not do anything to prevent a natural closure 
of the harbour nor seek to re-open the harbour provided it was the result of natural 
processes.  The conservation objectives for the site allow for natural change, including 
natural closing the harbour and therefore, where possible, they would like to see natural 
processes at work. 
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However, if issues such as water quality within the harbour become a conservation 
issue then these would need to be addressed and a range of options may be available 
to do this. Such options would have to be tested against the environmental legislation 
processes. See Question 2.13 for further comments. 
 
 

2.9 Would measures that indirectly cause a closure of the harbour entrance be 
acceptable? 

This would not be seen as an entirely natural occurrence and therefore any option would 
need to be subject to due process. The outcome of the assessment process could then 
inform decision makers, and the regulators would provide advice on the potential 
conservation issues should the details of any proposed intervention be developed.   
 
 

2.10 Would measures that directly close the harbour entrance be acceptable? 

This would not be a natural occurrence and therefore the intervention measure would 
have little likelihood of being acceptable. If it was pursued further it is likely that any 
offsetting or mitigating measures would be challenging at least.   It is not clear at this 
stage what the impacts would be and their extent, so it is difficult to say whether those 
effects could be offset at all. 
 
 

2.11 Would measures that maintain a natural closure of the harbour entrance be 
acceptable? 

Should the harbour naturally close, it would still be appropriate to allow natural 
processes to continue to operate which may eventually lead to the re-opening of the 
harbour entrance. Therefore any proposal to maintain the natural closure of the harbour 
entrance would be subject to due process. 
 
 

2.12 What are the potential issues and impacts of a closure of the harbour?  

Management 
It was noted that if the harbour was closed (naturally, indirectly or directly), this would 
cause various management issues: 
 

- Wildlife (such as the Little Tern) favours the presence of a spit as it provides 
some isolation from the mainland, from humans, from pets and natural 
predators, by which they are easily disturbed.  If closure of the harbour were to 
occur, protective measures such as fencing would need to be considered to 
protect wildlife. However, as noted by NE, fencing is only one of the suite of 
management measures that may be necessary, and these cannot guarantee 
that wildlife such as Little Terns will use the area for nesting.  Also, if the level of 
disturbance increased from humans, pets and natural predators, then it is 
unlikely that the Little Terns would nest or be successful, despite any 
management measures in place.  
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- In addition NE noted that fencing is currently in place but only to indicate where 
the Terns nest and is not the type of fencing to exclude pets and natural 
predators. The Little Terns protection is currently achieved due to the distance 
that they nest from the source of these impacts. 

 
- For breeding and nesting certain bird species (such as Little Tern, Ringed Plover 

and Oystercatcher) prefer the presence of fresh bare shingle, such as that which 
is freshly accreted.  A change in the shingle formations may lead to an increase 
in vegetation, including non-native species, from the mainland increasing along 
the spit. This could result in the need for vegetation cleaning to maintain shingle 
exposure. However, as noted by NE, where vegetation has been cleared before 
for Little Terns, this has had limited success.  

 
- Potential impacts on the experience of visitors and an increase in the number of 

visitors. Visitor numbers could increase from the Pagham Beach side as a 
closure would allow people to walk from Pagham to Church Norton. This could 
increase footfall in the area and potentially damage vegetated coastal shingle 
and increase disturbance to bird species in the area.  
 

Recreation and Other Uses 
Pagham Harbour and beach has a range of recreational activities so any closure could 
have an impact, positive or negative, on these activities.  
 
Conservation Designations 
The closure of the harbour is likely to cause major changes to the intertidal habitats 
supported within the SPA, Ramsar, SSSI and associated features.  As a result of the 
conservation status of the designated sites at Pagham Harbour, it is likely that any 
forced closure of the harbour would involve a lengthy process of mitigation and 
compensation, with the need to quantify and qualify the extent of the impacts. It is also 
likely that there will be a need to demonstrate that there are no other alternative options 
and to illustrate that the proposed scheme is of national interest. This may prove difficult 
to achieve and would require an assessment to quantify and qualify the extent of the 
impacts.      
 
Flood Risk 
Tidal levels in Pagham Harbour are controlled by the elevation of tidal levels outside the  
harbour and how they are modified as they enter and leave through the channel 
entrance.  It was understood that an earlier study undertaken by the EA had determined 
that a closure of the harbour entrance would result in a reduction in the high water levels 
thereby reducing the flood risk to the areas surrounding Pagham Harbour.  The closure 
would also result in a maximum 11 cm rise in water levels under an extreme rainfall 
event.  However, it was very unlikely that this increase would result in a water level in 
excess of the existing extreme high tide level.  
   
Water Quality 
For potential impacts and considerations on water quality, see Question 2.13.  
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2.13 Would measures that reduce tidal flows through the harbour entrance be 
acceptable? 

Water Quality 
Pagham Harbour is tidal and therefore naturally flushes daily which contributes to 
maintaining its water quality. If the harbour closed, the intertidal area would become a 
large estuarine lagoon.  Water quality conditions would be difficult to predict and would 
be dependent upon how much saline water entered the lagoon via percolation through 
the spit or wave overtopping of the spit.  In addition, tidal effects based on percolation, 
how long the lagoon would remain isolated and the effect of nutrients entering the 
lagoon in runoff and outputs from sewage works, amongst others, would need 
considering. 
 
It was noted that fresh water input into the harbour is very low. Also Pagham sewage 
treatment works and Siddlesham sewage treatment works both discharge into Pagham 
Harbour via Pagham Rife and Broad Rife respectively.  It was discussed that sewage 
discharge into the harbour is already a problem and any intervention measures must 
comply with the Water Framework Directive (2009) which aims to achieve good 
ecological potential by 2015 and good water quality by 2027.  The current status of the 
water body within  Pagham  Harbour  and  Lagoon  is  ‘moderate’.   
 
The current sewage problem and consequent   ‘moderate’  water   quality   is   an   on-going 
issue with the sewage treatment works believed to be currently working at their peak 
capacity.  The problem is further exacerbated during high rainfall events which can 
cause contaminated surface water run-off into the harbour. Therefore closure might 
require increased treatment and modification of effluent outfalls within the harbour which 
would require discussions and agreements with the utility companies.  
 
Overall, measures that would prevent or significantly reduce tidal flows are seen to be 
unfavourable and potentially unacceptable if water quality becomes degraded. 
 
 

2.14 What are the present shortcomings of the existing rock revetment and training 
arm? 

The main shortcomings of the existing structure are as follows: 
 

- The toe level of the revetment is too high allowing undermining. 
 

- The length of the rock training arm is too short allowing the channel to the east to 
remain close to the shoreline and severe eddy currents to develop on the eastern 
side of the structure. 
 

- The rock revetment and training arm are too permeable allowing ebb flows from the 
harbour to wash out fine material from behind the structures. 

 
As a consequence there is some instability in the structure and beach erosion is 
occurring in the lee of the structure. This has resulted in the 15 properties to the west 
being better protected but the properties to the east being at risk from flooding, 
overtopping and erosion. 
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It was noted that when the revetment was constructed the design was sufficient to deal 
with the conditions at the time. However, the present shortcomings have occurred due to 
the unexpected exceptional growth of the shingle spit.  
 
 

2.15 With remedial measures what is the likely effectiveness and lifespan of the 
existing rock revetment and training arm? 

It was agreed that the immediate problems with the existing structure were mainly of an 
engineering nature and could be resolved by an upgrading of the structure.  This could 
include a lengthening of the training arm to match the original length of the now partly 
failed rock groyne.  Provided the design met the new operating conditions there was no 
reason why the structure itself could not have a lifespan in excess of 50 years. 
 
However, the lifespan of the structure in terms of its sustainability and effectiveness 
were less certain and would require further study.  Given the dynamic and unpredictable 
nature of the harbour entrance there was a risk of the structure, even in its upgraded 
condition, being overwhelmed by natural processes.  Also there would most probably be 
on-going issues with a reduced size of beach to the east of the structure.  However, 
subject to sustainability, this could be resolved by regular beach renourishment (whether 
recycling or recharge) in order to provide the required standard of protection and provide 
the beach amenity that PPC wish to see.          
 
 

2.16 Would extensions to the existing rock revetment and training arm be more 
acceptable than new structures constructed elsewhere? 

Rock Revetment 
It was noted that an extension to the existing rock revetment would be more acceptable 
by the regulators than the construction of a new structure elsewhere as the existing 
structure is already in place.  Consents  could  therefore  be  ‘streamlined’  as  this  process  
has already been carried out in principle. However, new structures would need to be 
tested under the various planning and environmental legislation to ensure it is 
compatible. Work undertaken for the existing structure could help inform this and 
provide some of the evidence base.  
 
Rock Training Arm 
It  was  agreed  that  working  alongside  natural  processes  or  ‘Steering  Natural  Functions’  
would be favoured above measures that would interrupt natural processes and 
potentially provides a solution that is more sustainable, effective and cost effective.  
Therefore the continued or extended use of the rock training arm to provide a level of 
control  would   be   considered   less   of   an   issue   as   it   gives   a   ‘degree of   control’   without  
preventing processes altogether and does not involve the construction of additional 
structures elsewhere. 
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2.17 Would a natural breach of the shingle spit be acceptable? 

It was noted that both the EA and NE would not do anything to prevent a natural breach 
of the shingle spit nor seek to re-close the spit provided it was the result of natural 
processes. 
 

 
2.18 What are the key issues when considering an artificial breach of the shingle 

spit? 

Church Norton Spit is one of only a few shingle spits in the UK that has been able to 
naturally evolve. The spit is a key geomorphological and geological feature of 
international and national interest being a classic shingle spit landform comprises a 
series of sub-parallel ridges and recurves, marking different phases of extension and 
frontal accretion and therefore it is important to maintain its natural behaviour and 
features. 
 
It is difficult to accurately predict the implications of breaching the spit due to many 
uncertainties, including but not limited to; the natural development of the breach in terms 
of the behaviour of the disconnected spit (flying bar) and the behaviour of Church Norton 
spit and the possibility of a natural re-closure, along with the general impacts on coastal 
processes along the frontage and technical feasibility in terms of breaching and 
maintaining the breach.  
 
The location of a potential breach point along Church Norton Spit was discussed. Three 
potential locations were acknowledged, being three erosion pockets along the eastern 
section of the shingle spit (see Appendix A). Although these did not rule out other 
possible locations for further investigation, they were seen as a reasonable way forward.  
 
If the spit was artificially breached then there could be a need for a commitment to 
maintain the breach for the long term.  This would probably require a fairly long and 
substantial training arm. The outcome of this discussion is summarised below: 

 
- A breach in the spit is more favourable the further east it occurs, being the weakest 

point and generally (subject to local variations) the least sensitive. Refer to Questions 
2.5 and 2.6 for details on sensitivities.  
 

- A breach would have ongoing issues concerning the uncertainty of future behaviour 
and these risks would need to be understood for any consent. In addition, 
consultation would be required with NE regarding who is responsible for managing 
the risks and the ongoing management and mitigation, and who would address 
unforeseen impacts or monitoring.  Also the EA would need to be assured of WFD 
funding commitments. 

 
- Various scenarios of a breach would need to be appraised. 

 
- Church Norton Spit would remain but the breach would result in the spit becoming 

shorter,  with  a  disconnected  second  spit  (‘flying  bar’)  to   the east.  The behaviour of 
the disconnected spit would be difficult to predict.   
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- Natural processes and sediment transport would still occur (including littoral beach 
drift west to east) and this could block the harbour resulting in the potential need for 
continued maintenance to ensure the harbour remains open.  
 

- The new channel could act as a barrier to sediment movement along the frontage 
resulting in potential shingle accreting on Pagham Beach. 
 

- Any form of breach to the Church Norton Spit would probably require significant 
works within the SPA, Ramsar and SSSI in order to maintain their integrity. 
 

- It has been noted by NE that any hard engineering on the spit would not be a 
favoured approach due to the sensitivities involved and as with other intervention 
measures, would need to be assessed and tested. 

 
An extension of the existing steel sheet piled wall training arm along the original harbour 
entrance was also discussed which, together with excavation of the spit, could re-direct 
the channel along its former path (prior to the accelerated growth from 2001).  It was 
noted that if a coastal defence structure or any other permanent structure was in place 
before the study area was designated, then this is included and part of the designated 
site. It was therefore arguable whether an extension to the existing structure would be 
considered less critical than introducing a new separate structure further along the spit.  
However, due to the width and stability of the spit at this point it was considered that this 
was not the case and would still require full assessment. 
 
 

2.19 Would adaptable measures have the potential to be more acceptable than 
fixed measures? 

Adaptive measures were favoured compared to more permanent measures due to the 
uncertain behaviour and processes in the area.  Adaptive short term measures allow for 
the phasing of works and, if required, their subsequent removal.  
 
Dealing with issues in the short term with adaptable measures together with continued 
monitoring of the spit would deal with the on-going uncertainty over  the  spit’s  behaviour.    
This would then enable intervention measures to be phased with natural processes to 
tackle the situation both proactively and reactively. This approach was favoured as it 
makes use of the existing works in providing evidence of the performance of intervention 
measures with the option of further modifications or removal if necessary.  
 
It was agreed that adaptive management is a favourable approach, however adaptive 
measures would be less favoured by the local residents as they are looking for greater 
long term certainty.  
 
It is critical here to acknowledge whether cutting through the channel provides this long 
term certainty or whether it introduces other unknowns and risks (including consequent 
additional management requirements which cannot be budgeted for), all of which may 
be difficult to predict. In addition, potentially managing scour at its local point and 
replenishing the shingle holds more certainty as it is a tried and tested method along 
many other beaches to provide both a defence and amenity value. 
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2.20 Would short term / temporary measures have the potential to be more 

acceptable than long term / permanent measures? 

Beach Management 
It was noted that beach management is a well-established approach in coastal 
engineering.  The concept of beach renourishment via recycling (i.e. obtaining shingle 
from one area of the frontage and moving it to a more needy area) or recharge (i.e. 
importing new shingle and depositing it where required) was well understood and 
generally acceptable where it could provide the necessary protection.  Also beaches 
provide an amenity.  
 
However, due to the dynamic nature and uncertain behaviour of the spit and coastal 
processes, beach management is not without its risks. Some risks will be specific to 
Pagham and therefore approaches and cost will vary compared to other coastal areas. 
 
Beach management would not be ruled out whether as a short term or full solution, or in 
combination with for example more permanent coastal structures. The particular 
circumstances would dictate whether or not such measures would be more or less 
favourable than permanent measures.  
 

 
Recycling:  

- From an environmental perspective, the area proposed for shingle removal (the distal 
end of Church Norton Spit) within the ebb delta requires careful consideration so that 
the impacts on natural geomorphological features are minimised.  The area of current 
accretion is formed of new fresh shingle deposits and is therefore of lower 
environmental value, and potentially less sensitive, as discussed in Question 6.  
However, this option still has the potential to disrupt natural processes and potentially 
disrupt the designated SPA and SSSI interest features in the area. 

 
- As noted by NE recycling using shingle from the spit and delta should be assessed 

on a case by case basis.  
 
- ADC noted that following an event where high levels of shingle were lost in a short 

time period, recycling shingle from an area of gain to an area of loss would still be 
favourable.  The latest freshly deposited shingle at the eastern tip of the spit is 
estimated to have at least 50,000 tonnes of new shingle. It was agreed that the 
logistical issues of collecting this material and recycling it could be difficult from both 
an environmental and technical perspective but nonetheless could be achieved. 

 
Recharge: 

- Recharge of material was discussed to have fewer impacts and complications 
environmentally, however logistical issues could remain.  
 

- This option still has the potential to disrupt natural processes and potentially disrupt 
the geomorphological features of the SSSI along with other interest features of the 
SPA and SSSI. Source of the shingle is an important factor here when assessing the 
impacts to the designated sites. 
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2.21 Are there any intervention measures that would be seen to actively support 
the conservation objectives? 

In principle the removal of existing structures and any return towards the natural 
geomorphological processes operating within the area, would be seen as an intervention 
that supports the conservation objectives. 
 
 

2.22 Are there any obvious and reasonably achievable (compensation) measures 
that could be used to offset the impacts of any new works? 

It was agreed that it would be best to avoid the need for compensation measures if at all 
possible as the legislation requires that impacts should be avoided or mitigated where 
possible and due to the lengthy and complex legislative process involved.  
 
Compensation in regards to Natura 2000 (N2K) sites has a specific meaning in the 
process of assessment and would be a complex issue. 
 
It was discussed that habitat compensation is the final step, in a lengthy Environmental 
Impact Assessment (EIA) and Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) process.  Which, 
put simply, begins by identifying what interests are present at the site and how these 
interests will be impacted upon by the proposed development. It is first established if 
these impacts can be avoided, if avoidance is unachievable, then impacts must be 
mitigated either by design alteration or construction methodology. If sufficient mitigation 
is unachievable then the project must be taken to a higher level of examination, where 
the case for the proposed works must be presented, determining that there is no 
alternative option and that the proposed works are of national importance. If an adverse 
effect is concluded but a project is still to be assented, where there is an overriding 
public interest and not alternatives, then habitat compensation measures are necessary 
and will be discussed. However, preparation for this stage is advisable, i.e if the scheme 
is likely to go as far as compensation then investigations into potential compensatory 
measures should be made). 
 
It is therefore important to think about techniques, methods and timing of proposed 
intervention works and where possible avoid adverse effects. 
 
 

2.23 What is the best way to take forward potential intervention measures for 
closer consideration? 

It was agreed that the next stage would be to produce a brief consultation document 
outlining the potential intervention measures for closer examination and submit it to 
ADC, NE and the EA for informal advice. 

 
As discussed in the meeting the likely options would be:- 
 

- Upgrading and/or extending of the existing rock revetment and training arm 
possibly complemented by beach management. 
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- Cutting a new channel across the spit east of the existing steel sheet piled wall 
training arm.  To maintain the channel it is anticipated that a substantial new 
training arm will be required. 

 
- Closing the existing channel. 

 
Depending on the results of the present upgrading of the existing rock revetment 
and training arm it was recognised that as a minimum the first option outlined above 
would need to be the short term solution along with potential beach recycling / 
recharge. This would allow the necessary time to investigate the other options 
which may provide a longer term more sustainable solution. 
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3 APPENDICES 

Appendix A – Site Plan 
 
 
 

 
Figure A1: Area of Potential Intervention and Key Features 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PB1354/R140718/TG/Hayw   
18 July 2014 - 16 -  

  
  

 

Appendix B – Environmental Conservation Designation Plans 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Figure B1: Pagham Beach and Harbour Ramsar Site 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure B2: Pagham Beach and Harbour Special Protection Area 
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 Figure B3: Pagham Beach and Harbour Site of Special Scientific Interest and 
Individual Units 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure B4: Pagham Beach and Harbour Marine Conservation Zone 
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Figure B5: Pagham Beach and Harbour Local Nature Reserve 
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Appendix C – Environmental Conservation Designation Citations 
 

 

Ramsar Site
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Special Protection Area 
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Special Protection Area Review 
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Site of Special Scientific Interest 
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Marine Conservation Zone
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Pagham Harbour MCZ Boundary Above Mean High Water 

 
 
 

 
Pagham Harbour MCZ Spit Boundary 
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Pagham Harbour MCZ Boundary 
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Local Nature Reserve 
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