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National Rivers Authorin Southern Region Rite, Luton: Flood Investigation

FOREWORD

This report was commissioned by the National Rivers Authority (NRA) as an independent assessment
of the causes of the flooding associated with the River Lavant in and around Chichester early in 1994
and the consequences thereof. It does not address the remedial measures open to the NRA and others,
which will be considered separately.

The mechanism of flooding is shown to be complex, with numbers of inter-dependent variables.
Furthermore, estimates of return periods, for instance, (which are statistical means and not
predictions).are based of necessity on data which may itself be a matter of interpretation.

It is important therefore to consider the report in its entirety. Individual extracts, perhaps out of
context. may be misleading. The summary report has been prepared, with this problem in mind, to
provide an overview.

Finally, all at Posford Duvivier would like to thank the many dozens of contributors of background
information, both historical and current.
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National Rh-ers Authority - Southern Region River Levant Flood Investigation

1.0 SUMMARY REPORT

1.1 Introduction

Following flooding of the River Lavant in the Chichester area in January 1994, National
Rivers Authority (NRA) Southern Region, appointed Posford Duvivier to investigate and
report on the flood event.

1.2 River Lavant Catchment

1.2.1 The River Lavant has a catchment of around 90km2which is divided intoan upper steep chalk
catchment on the South Downs above Westhampnett (Figure 1.1) and an essentially flat, ill
defined gravel plain lower catchment below this point, much of which drains separately to the
sea via "Rifes" (Figure 1.2). Flow in the river is mostly influenced by ground water levels,
and frequently in times of low ground water level, the channel is dry.

1.2.2 The upper catchment is mostly rural and predominantly used for arable farming. although
over a third of the catchment is woodland. The length of channel in the upper catchment is
I2.4km with an average gradient of 4.3m/km. The bed is generally gravel and there is
therefore a good hydraulic connection to the underlying chalk.

1.2.3 The lower catchment is far more developed, and a significant area isoccupied by the City of
Chichester and the outlying retail and commercial developments. The area to the east and
south of Chichester has undergone large scale gravel extraction over the past 50 years;
leaving many worked out pits now either filled in and developed, or open and water filled.
Gravel extraction is continuing with further pits being developed.

1.2.4 There is much evidence to suggest that in Medievalor Roman times, the course of the Lavant
was artificially diverted at Westhampnett Mill to flow through the City. Prior to this the river
continued south to connect with either the Pagham or Aldingbourne Rife.

1.2.5 Through Chichester, the Lavant flows in channels and for two considerable lengths has been
contained in irregular culverts (Figure 1.3). These culverts date at least from the last century
and act to restrict the volume of flow which can pass through the City before the Lavant
discharges into the Fishbourne Channel. However, even through Chichester the river bed is
still predominantly gravel allowing a free movement of ground waterboth into and out of the
channel

1.2.6 There is a single gauging station on the Lavant, located just upstream of Westhampnett Mill
at Graylingwell. The gauge has been operational since January 1971and records flows at 15
minutes intervals up to a maximum of 8.0m'/sec. Prior to the recent flood event, the highest
previously recorded flow was 4.2m3/sec in 1988, at which time no flooding occurred. For
considerable periods, the Lavant has been dry and no flow has been recorded. During the
January 1994 flood event, the gauge recorded a maximum of 7.1rn'/sec, but was being by-
passed by out-of-bank flows.

July 1994 Posford Duvivier
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1.2.7 Flow in the Lavant is predominantly ground water in origin rather than surface run-off. This
is evidenced by the very clear water recorded during times of high flow. The upper Lavant
catchment is predominantly in the upper chalk, which is a major aquifer in the region, with
a catchment extending beyond the topographically defined boundaries of the Lavant
catchrnent. Although the chalk itself is relatively impermeable, there are nevertheless
extensive fissures in the material which provide considerablestorage for ground water. The
distribution of fissures is not uniform, and therefore the transmissivity of the chalk (its
property of allowing the passageof ground water) is similarly non-uniform, varying with both
depth and location.

Chichester, on the lower catchment is situated on extensivefan gravel deposits derived from
the River Lavant. Under normal circumstances the ground water from the upper catchment
flows through these gravels to discharge to the sea. However, the natural ground water
regime has been greatly disturbed by gravel workings, with both open waterfilled and
backfilled pits forming areasof lower transmissivity.

1.2.8 Ground water levels within the chalk respond relatively rapidly to precipitation and there is
a regular seasonalvariation. There are two major telemetering ground water level recording
stations in the area, at Chilgrove in the Lavant catchmentandat Compton 6.5km to the west
in the Ems catchment. There is a very good correlation between the levels recorded at the
two locations. At Chilgrove there are records extending back to January 1836 and at
Compton the records began in February 1893. Chi!grove is unable to record ground water
levels above 77.18mOD at which point the well becomesartesian. Levels above this figure
can he estimated using the very good correlation with Compton which does not suffer this
drawback.

During the January 1994 event. the Chilgrove well was artesian for 18days, and the well at
Compton recorded a peakground water level of 68.75m0D; nearly 4mhigher than previously
recorded since records began 101 years ago.

1.2.9 Rainfall data are available for 23 stations in the Chichesterarea; eightof which lie within the
Lavant catchment. Furthermore, Meteorological Office Rainfall andEvaporation Calculation
System (MORECS) data are available for the area. Long term dataused in this study were
obtained for Chilgrove, where data records extend back to April 1834. MORECS data were
obtained from January 1961.

Over the 32 year period of available MORECS data, water year 1993 (October '92 to
September '93) ranks third in terms of effective precipitation, being exceeded only by 1982
and 1976.

1.2.10 The previous major flood event on the Lavant occurred in 1960, whenEast Dean and Lavant
were flooded as well as the St. Pancras area of Chichester. This flood was associated with
a ground water level at Chilgrove of 76.4m. but no contemporary gauging records exist for
flows in the Lavant; this event being some 10 years before Constructionof the Graylingwell
gauge.

July 1994 Posford Duvivier
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There is a long history of flooding of the River Lavant, with some 10 events (including

January 1994) occurring in the 158 years since ground water level records began at

Chilgrove. Details of the extent of flooding which occurred are sketchy, particularly of the

earlier events. However, it is apparent that the majority of these resulted in significant urban

flooding, notably in the St. Pancras and Hornet areas of Chichester.

1.3 Flood Event of January 1994

1.3.1 Hydrological Conditions in the Upper Levant Catchment Prior to Flood Event

The aquifer had become depleted in the late 1980's resulting.in the lowest recorded level of

33.79m OD at Chilgrove. However during the early 1990's the aquifer was fully recharged

and was close to a long-term average position by late September 1993.

Heavy rain during early and late Autumn 1993 resulted in a Chilgrove level of 69m OD by

late December, some 18m above the average. A further period of intense rainfall from 30

December raised the levels further and the well became artesian for aperiod of 18 days. The

estimated peak level based upon correlation with Compton was 79.I5m OD.

Flow in the Lavant was not significant until mid-December, but rose rapidly from 1.7m'Isec

at the end of December reaching a peak of approximately 7.9e/sec on 11 January and

dropping rapidly thereafter to about 2.5e/sec by the end of January.

1.3.2 Ground Water Levels in the Lower Catchment

Church Farm Pit, a water filled worked out gravel pit near Westhampnett Mill, is a good

indicator of general ground water levels in the lower catchment, although it has frequently

been influenced by pumping in connection with both the recent A27 Westhampnett By-pass

construction and by Mitre Properties, managers of the Dares Estate on Rutland Way. It has

been demonstrated that there is a good hydraulic connection between this pit and the River

Lavant. From an artificial low brought about by by-pass construction, de-watered levels in

Church Farm Pit began rising in September 1993 in conjunction with the on-set of significant

flow in the Lavant. The level rose steadily through the Autumn to reach the highest recorded

peak of 16.86mOD on 12 January. However, from 4 January out-of-bank Lavant flows were

entering the pit in the south west corner, and this undoubtedly influenced levels recorded.

1.3.3 Development of Flood

Flooding within the Lavant catchment was first recorded in late December 1993 in the Church

Farm Pit area of Westhampnett. More widespread flooding occurred from 3 January 1994

including the Hornet area of the City, East Lavant, Singleton and the A27. By the evening

of the 5th, flooding was more extensive and the Church Farm Pit hadovertopped and flooded

the east bound carriageway of the new A27 Westhampnett By-pass. By the following day,

the westbound carriageway was also under threat and it was in fact closed on 7 January.

July 1994 Posford Duvivter
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On 8 January further flooding was reported in the upper catchment villages of East Dean,
Charlton, Singleton and Lavant. A dangerous gable wall was threatening to collapse and
block the upstream city culvert near Kwikfit and a decision was later taken to demolish it.

Floodwater overflowing from the A27 Westhampnett By-pass overtopped the Tarmac Coach
Road Pit on 8th and flowed south across country to cause flooding of Shopwhyke, as well as
closing the A259, and flooding Merston to the south.

Over the next few days flow in the Lavant increased and out-of-bank flows intensified causing
more widespread flooding both in the City and the surrounding villages.

1.3.4 River Flows

The Graylingwell gauge continued to monitor Lavant flows during the event, although it was
outflanked by out-of-bank flows. In addition, flow measurements were taken of both the
Lavant, and the out-of-bank flows at a number of points during the flood event, including St.
Pancras, Madgewick Lane, the A27 Westhampnett By-pass and at the Chichester culverts.

The peak flow recorded at Graylingwell on 12 January was 7.1e/sec and the maximum flow
through the City culverts was 5.3e/sec on the I Ith. The maximum estimated Graylingwell
flow, including the unrecorded out-of-bank flows was 7.9e/sec on the 10th.

1.3.5 Extent of Flooding

Some 45 properties were flooded in East Dean, Charlton, West Dean and Lavant, as well as
extensive flooding of farmland and local roads. Downstream of Westhampnen Mill in the
lower catchment, flooding was more extensive with the newly opened A27 Westhampnen By-
pass. the A259 and several more minor roads closed for considerable periods. Industrial and
commercial properties to the east of Chichester were affected and about 45 houses were
flooded in the Hornet and St. Pancras areas of the City. South of Chichester, there was
flooding in the villages of Dying and Merston, where out-of-bank Lavant flows entered the
already swollen Pagham, Forebridge and Aldingbourne Rifes. Trains were operated at a
reduced speed when floodwaters were impounded behind the railway embankment threatening
its stability and causing flooding of farmland. Further farmland was flooded south of the
railway as far as Pagham Harbour.

1.3.6 Damage to River Structures

Little significant damage occurred to river structures during the flood, other than localized
erosion caused by the high flows. Preliminary examination by divers of the culverts through
Chichester has shown them to be in fair condition but a detailed examination is needed as
soon as flow conditions permit.

July 1994 Posford Duvivier
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1.3.7 Emergency Measures

West Sussex County Council activated its normal procedures for control of an emergency
from their control room at County Hall on 30 December and co-ordination of the emergency
response to the flood event was exercised from there until 21 January. NRA's normal
response to flooding in the region is to increasethe staffing of the emergency flood control
room in Worthing but from 6 January, they participated together with many other authorities
including District Councils, Police, Fire Brigade and utilities in the central control of the
emergency from County Hall.

During the period of the emergency a group comprising representativesof all bodies then
involved met twice daily to review the current situation and plan future actions. The
emergency measuresdirected in this way included:

Flood alleviation measuresboth in the form of temporary defencesand overpumping
to relieve flows in the worst affected areas.

Evacuation of threatened areasand planning for a major evacuation in the event of
a culvert collapse.

Measures to alleviate the effects of flooding, such as temporary bridges over flood
affected roads.

Assistance and advice to flood affected people and businesses.

Public information

1.4 Factors Affecting Long Term Catchment Regime

1.4.1 Agricultural

There have been changes in agricultural practice over the past 50 years which have the
potential for increasing run-off. However, the chalk of the upper catchmentallows rapid soak
away of rainfall and flows in the Lavant are influenced mostly by ground water rather than
run-off. It is not considered likely that agricultural changeshave significantly changed the
catchrnent hydrology.

1.4.2 Gravel Extraction

There has been extensive extraction of the river fan gravels present in the channel of the
Lavant to the east and south of Chichester. The natural fan gravels are very permeable and
form a drainage path for much of the water derived from the chalk of the upper catchment.
Worked out pits, be they infilled by silt and/or domestic waste, or left open and water filled,
are far less permeable and the transmissivity of ground water is reducedas a consequence.
There is therefore the possibility that ground water levels have been raised in the lower

July 1994 Polon! Duvivier
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catchment by gravel extraction, as bulk flow is constricted to the narrow corridors between
former workings. There is little available datato prove this; any available ground water level
data being subject to the effects of local pumping and water transfer regularly undertaken as
part of the gravel extraction process.

Previous ground water model studies of the Westhampnettarea indicate that Church Farm Pit
is significant in the local ground water regime.

1.4.3 Abstraction from the Aquifer

The major ground water abstractor from the two main boreholes in the Lavant catchment is
Portsmouth Water Co. Records of abstraction since 1973have beenreviewed for these and
a further four borehole sources in the adjacent catchments. Although the records indicate a
recent reduction in total abstraction of some28%, it is not consideredthat this will have had
any significant effect on the winter seasonground water regime, andhencethe River Lavant
flows.

1.4.4 Development within the Catchment

There has been little significant development in the upper catchment of the Lavant, whereas
in the lower catchment some 29 hectares of housing and light industrial development has
occurred since 1960. However the great majority is drained to soakawaysin the river gravels
and as a result there has been linle noticeable changein the drainage regime.

There has beena local perception that the recently completedA27 WesthampnettBy-pass was
a contributory factor to the recent flooding, and indeed it has been shown that the adjacent
Church Farm Pit plays a major role in the local ground water regime. The Department of
Transport in recognition of this, commissioned a study of the likely impact of the by-pass on
water levels in Church Farm Pit. The report concluded that the road may indeed result in
increased water levels and recommended that specific measures be taken to mitigate this
effect. Accordingly special design considerationswere included in thenew road to minimize
potential impact on local ground water levels. These included construction of the road
formation in permeable chalk where infilling of part of Church Farm Pit was required so as
to minimize loss of available storage volume, andprovision of two 303mm culverts to allow
drainage of the pit to soakaway in the natural gravels south of the new road alignment.
However, these culverts have not beencommissioneddue to difficulties experienced by DTp
in reaching agreement for their discharge onto land now being developed as a further gravel
pit. Both culverts were sealed at the time of the flood event, and indeedremain so, and it
is believed that no alternative arrangements have been made to deal with the flows they
otherwise would have accommodated.

July 1994 Posford Duvivier
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1.4.5 Planning Policy

Chichester District Council is the Planning Authority for residential and business
developments and consult routinely with NRA regarding flooding risk. A new Local Plan
consultation draft is currently being circulated.

West SussexCounty Council is responsible for planning control of mineral extraction and are
similarly in consultation for the forthcoming publishing of a Mineral Extraction Plan. There
are currently several potential sitesunder consideration for further gravel extraction workings
and WSCC are aware of their potential for disturbance of the current ground water regime.

1.4.6 Deterioration in River Channel and Culverts

It has not been possible to identify specific deterioration which may have had a long-term
untoward effect on the catchment regime. However general ageing of the culverts and river
adjacent structures through Chichester has certainly increased the risk of a potentially
disastrous collapse and blockage of the channel in an area where accessand working space
is at a premium.

1.5 Assessment of Return Period of January Event

1.5.1 Single Variable Return Period

The return period of the event has been calculated in a number of waysusing the following
single variables:

Average Daily Flow in the Lavant

Only a 17 year period of continuous data is available from the Graylingwell gauge
and the average daily flow recorded in January 1994 was over 50% higher than
previously recorded, giving a very skewed record. Whilst the return period
calculated from this data is 110 years, this is not considereddefinitive in view of the
shortnessof the available data set.

Rainfall

Using the long data set for Chilgrove, estimatesof the return period of the rainfall
vary depending upon the rainfall duration considered. A return period of over 38
years has been determined for rainfall over 40 days; that beingthe duration of heavy
rainfall during December 1993 andJanuary 1994. This is nottruly representative as
a short period of intense rain is considered more likely to produce flooding,
particularly when occurring in conjunction with high ground water levels.

July 1990 Posford Duvivier
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Effective Precipitation

A 32 years record of MORECS data shows the effective precipitation in water year
1993 to have a return period of 18 years but again this does not represent the event
itself, being of too general a nature.

Ground Water Level

Using the two long data sets for Chilgrove and Compton, it can be shown that ground
water levels in January 1994 were truly exceptional. The level recorded at Compton
was 3.8m higher than recorded during the preceding 101 years, and has a return
period estimated at 384 years.

1.5.2 Return Period Based upon Combined Probability Analysis

Extreme flows are generated by a combination of events and it has been shown that flooding
is probable when a significant period of rainfall occurs when the ground water level at
Chi!grove is at or above 69.5m OD. For the recent event this was 190.3mm of rain in the
17 day period between 20 December and 12 January and the joint probability of these two
variables if considered as statistically independent, is in the order of 400 years

1.5.3 Event Return Period

'There is a good correlation between the return period calculated from ground water levels
alone and return period derived from the combined probability of exceptional rainfall with
a high ground water level. Both indicate a return period of the order of 400 years. However
there is insufficient data to be certain that the January 1994 Lavant river flows could not recur
more frequently. The return period of the event is therefore considered to be in excess of
100 years.

1.6 Adequacy of Present Arrangements

1.6.1 River Levant Flow Capacity

The adequacy of the Lavant to accept unusually high flows is restricted by the various
structures in its channel. Throughout Chichester, the capacity is limited to that which can
pass through the culverts and although a maximum flow of 5.3m'/sec was measured during
the recent event, this was achieved only by significant surcharging and at the expense of
localized flooding. A maximum capacity without flooding or surcharge is estimated to be
4.3rn3/sec.

Upstream of Westhampnett Mill the capacity is limited by a number of over bridges to an
estimated 5.3m'/sec without flooding.

July 1994 Posford Duvivier

AD/wdw/vp0555

1/8



Nroional Rivers Authority - Southern Region River Lawn: Flood 1nvesrigation

1.6.2 Standard of Service

The indicative standards of protection given by the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Food (in their Project Appraisal Guidance Note) for non-tidal flooding are 100 years for high
density urban areas such as Chichester and 25 years for the low density rural communities
of the upper catchment.

When assessed on the no-flooding capacity of the Lavant in these areas, the present standards

of service are 25 years in the city area, and 45 years upstream of Westhampnett Mill.
Clearly the standard of service pertaining in the City is inade9uate on this basis. •

1.7 Estimated Flood Damages

1.7.1 January 1994 Event

The cost of the damage and emergency measures taken during the recent flooding has been
assessed based not only upon the direct costs incurred by WSCC, NRA, local commerce and
industry, but also upon assessed flood costs using conventional benefit assessment methods.
The total cost estimated in this manner is in the order of £6.0 million.

1.7.2 Potential Damages Resulting from Culvert Blockage

During the January event it was soon realized that there was the potential for a major urban
flood should the channel or culverts through Chichester be blocked or suffer collapse, and
contingency plans were made to evacuate up to 2000 properties then thought to be at risk.
A more considered assessment of the area potentially at risk from such flooding indicated a
somewhat lesser number of properties. Nevertheless, with potential flood damages when
assessed by conventional benefit methods of over £16.3m, such minimum damages could
result from 1 in 25 years flows in the river, or possibly less.

1.8 Conclusionsand Recommendations

1.8.1 The main conclusions are:

The primary causeof the flood eventwasunusuallyheavy rain on the catchment

The January1994floodwasanextremelysevereeventwith areturnperiod estimated
to be in excess of 100 years

The present standard of flood defence service provided by the River Lavant in
Chichester is 25 years; well below the indicative 100year standaxdfor suchan area.

The damagesresultingfrom the recenteventwere aboutULM. However there is
the potentialfor more seriousflooding in the eventof a culvertblockage. At least
f 16.3M damagescouldquickly be sustainedduringcomparativelymodestevents.
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Flooding resulted from one or more of the following:

Ground water
River Lavant channel and structures being overwhelmed by the flood flow
Out-of-bank flows
Out-of bank flows entering the adjacent Pagham and Forebridge Rife
catchments and overwhelming their channel capacities

Significant flow in the River Lavant is likely when heavy rainfall occurs on the
Lavant catchment following the achievement of 69.5m OD ground water level at
Chilgrove.

The recently completed A27 Westhampnettbypass was not a primary factor in the
January flooding.

Culverts identified as necessaryto mitigate the effect of the bypasson Church Farm
Pit water levels had not been commissioned.

The unavailability of the culverts had no material effect on the severity of flooding
at any location, although it is likely that the duration of flooding in the Church Farm
Pit and Maudlin Farm area would have beenshorter, had they been operational.

Natural gravels in the lower catchment are an important part of the Lavant system
and their progressive extraction has most probably resulted in rising ground water
levels locally. Worked out pits, be they infilled, or left water filled, have a
significantly reduced transmissivity. This effect is significant only in the extent and
duration of flooding in the area local to the pit infilling and wasnot a primary factor
in the recent flood event.

Recent development and land usechangeswithin the catchment have been examined
and have not had any appreciable effect on the Lavant flows.

No hydraulic connection has so far beenfound between the River Lavant culverts in
Chichester and the canal basin.

It is not possible to deal with the extreme flows in the Lavant through Chichester by
the use of temporary pumps. Pumping of this nature, such as was employed as an
emergency measure during the January flood, cando no morethan deal with a small
proportion of peak flows and easelocal problems.

1.8.2 The main recommendations are:

A flood alleviation scheme for Chichester be investigated.

July 1994 Posford Duvivier
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To alleviate flooding in the upper catchment, consideration should be given to
removal of obstructions in the river channel.

An emergency plan should be developed to deal with a culvert blockage in the interim
before any flood alleviation scheme is commissioned.

A flood warning system is developed based upon the Chi!grove "trigger" ground
water level of 69.5m OD.

Future development in the lower catchment which has the potential to affect ground
water levels be carefully studied before it is sanctioned.

Measures to control ground water level changes in Church Farm Pit which are
associated with the A27 Westhampnett By-pass should be brought into operation
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AD/wdw/vp0555



•
M

N
E

ll
IS

M
O

M
I

•
N

M
O

M
•

M
IN

M
I

•
M

D
M

IS
M

I
M

N
U

M
E

ll
M

I
M

B



	

' .4:A
T

2 trs t.•••E;CertOn • ..._ ..9•C __A ,.„\/ • a 3

...2
- ,.‘,„„,,,,...r,„ \ P , . ..

r S

.\ -1. \)1

,tr.:Don-4

StOet 7.'17.0.

	

, jr...

I . I-
..---r-i---- 
-,.-. ,,,, / • A i _ _.. ,_,•./ t ,____--) '

i.-. 1

Ill'i •• 4.•••-,-.- -

	

, s
_

si 1 • It: apa ay...,:,.-

' Pen Fre.
;. etla• ....t.,^iyv i ... ... , ...,, 7 vo....mvaJoe. SC.jcirL.p..4-rr.!‘r. 5-\ - ..,....„;A

.2`•••!'6266...6 51.1-5.5- 5‘..,
' 5‘c ,Ittt,°6.i C.- A_,....--•,-E.•V 43 IL

- ---:,-.9_ t.'•-•...... --17 12 'tenri Stakei,
19

t1E1 LaNwart •/cc" , „ , •-.Ecnt.ngton
7




T• '

"IS", s' 'At ae •• e1
03,5,15,5 I,'

C

I:
Eas•

Tifr

/

tseez.ift:,--", SA &

	

rat. •eliStAez be aTe.e."-j -ePe-

	

=

-

	

"S

7 Ha 


2(
C...n.-066to°2•. secto sak- C-

4'1/7

,

East•-‘f •••••‘,.

-
6a Ash I ng I e

=
rz•-•-

vviest,,Ash•-no Pt45<C78°153.5°ve --5t6r 4' 4

	

-gn3, e 131
12. A"' h 7a

oc

t
V es' E1 r 11.•-(71-VI

Z
va-H a Heti. cfiff

•

• 1° a,-- -. c-r-c- •

Tanggne

‘ 't , -
n';[ sksom/te.;,,

P
r •=.Aes1A, ,inett fir-ev't a

". 1(.1)5

__I " • A

Arc-4.r

263--i4gbqu

_
ie.

" f

•

S ,41-Z,a • 7 L1/4..2 , „_ r

	

- • L.

,
Stoughton

e,,

e,• Et, F•slisti

v•f

_ -

',./.r.•-, I • '--t,_i?7At; C..•-•:. _ ;) 84 oarato spo. s'• .--1‘1 •1412-...t nn.

4 i -e. ...
-.

* E - AA .
*- 1 . !_ ---5 .....5.41-

	

e c• • a r,

	

'sr------7-Eosk.s, _ . 
_ .

 ••• ,- pia --....,-

	

"1•1'. ,s - -sae%

	

/ •'
- -

	

,, , • A _ il'-.."--.-:-.."."4,,_astr.-a• ....----- ---- '_ So*
...-----•. _ink,-

.1.- ' ------- i

	

. ,

	

, -
, . .-_,••t n.t.,,

-.,*.
ri-

06P. • /1'1
69

- • • Y"•

e

V .1411PAS/
lehei•Aar, to2:2,9 .

-

I
.•

ateet,.‘ S.A.430epaa\
\)

V " r C !RIC H E kJ` I$1P1Ca

Do.,;•16.
Co•Ap

••./(

0 ;

 1

4'...4 i .:, • , .,•:.I'''''',146, ---e

1 > -.St et. . Ta ", -_,.../ • it'-'••
i ;  -•-s-------•-t.-tt ..rn

84 ea,tc. 1 t :: a' pc-- p C41.
- ,

,o,F.La.as1•••.1 . .,

	

. '

	

:Angie:Lin- i_j__L

. 4.6.
9.... .77

. •E •

	

r 4, • ,

137.

1.4aa.ba•;,.

•

-

/
, /c ;1. pirt

4ea'\

. ,

•
_

94--•
.'• ;. Fit .„/ ./

; ri';'.. En..Otaa

L' ." '''' • ,.. *ea<

.... 1

	

,t• _'•":2_ / a vs•2.--. I

	

,Lcas..._. r

	

H _..4' ' , ... • ' 1

2 2 2 2

t ' '‘‘
., 26ort4CODA-•

'4 4 .---n...•
4 . ,.....,„ 1,_ •:.` 4/

(it car
Set g Ieton "

j

a s ,
.c rsii,ttois 'Ea 5..Der-,

r. e

A.„ot.-
..1

•
that4ion

/g o•E - >:

., Ca....-- Pe.1. *TOPE, ift:144•91.5.2 - • - -4•••--

I ,GOjAeks1",0,-"T

Pa-k"\; •'t -n.

t•-.Y.Ps '1 -
•

---1.7.,,c.c...Da.c1 r

- .• • I
2 17.

. .
, . • 1,-e• 1- __

/ , • cone A
,-/YttA .-.1 91 ,- . 


_,., ....,::,.,..., tz__ , /.:;......._,,,, rc
E.t.rd-- • / ''''k--__I 4 ...,_.

	

--- /... r

SEN.
t hopaee.

	

L:Z.e•-• re"

	

e • P. - 71 .3

,- - • ,_;-;._ ...t........-2---- !..;--:-. . • L.
tingy, E ..,41 1 ;.; 9

119:
•

ja ••-I)
1 '

• ..-

S___........-.- 072.

b'  cd / : j ' i '. r'-- A

i 1 7

6•46210•4641'7/7 • _.
4.,4,.,L_ _ r 1/2.:_y_4 v.:20:---Thicvlt .• -÷_..t_-4\Ez.,ryt.ri;...t-.-,--

-..,-,..., • ,,...;,, ..„J...,:, .;,,, 1 ,' -

:?`---2----CT-- r 4.-.h:ter,- .41,t;'.- \-s,e1;--- \ pie'Ir./
\.,

-. E• Itars: ;tag

; 1; X. • • 2•26•421_.____...--27-."
.1 \ • .4-7 ' :i J.

&4 P
. - ; •../Ope•;5-.04/' 140t *LOC 


I:. 6.-.

,. .p..) •...4.L.,\,

.1..

	

*a ,. • , ,-

	

(1 '

CATCHMENT BOUNDARY

6---`\, •

. 
Sr5ea- 

t -LE .

••••s'E • a ....

• •E,111994-Arhil&alie:444,_.7
42.ril::::41L:1-7:1

- %. \.•
ceK •-..-;*"'•••e
r •

01 POSFORD
Ii DUVIVIER

DATE: IQ.AY 1994

St: AL E 1•50,000

Figure 1.1
RE

RIVER LAVANT FLOOD INVESTIGATION

UPPER CATCHMENT AREA

	

„IL ‘,- ,r---4: C;,--,_.•. , Pa:. I

`1"-;.!..,
i.,- ,_!ral--a-- :: • !, /

	

IP 4.-' I •• c • • f i 4 S
- -, \-\•., I I' 1-..--

- • •-••• ------- •
d%\•• \ ,..\,-)7 I i 4: ' •••

. -
Le

a I -'-r------=--4-,-‘-...---,,•,,_......,:,.-4-4.'•sek).•-__Ethr,-_,L,F; -. - 1.. 4.

	

, - -- ' c re, „..._ • . • . ___ •
.t"

___ ,,- • ... t' • 14,(44.-...„....::

tP •"-• • .. '.. alArnkr .,\,..,_ ,-..-- . '

	

I' ;'\ Pr ,f--_.-.":-.r

	

, L-_,Ii ' .ri r""'-ni -'• .,-A •
,t2\•*_/_/'- %

2i... 2•.-.;:c.:L.,.7.1,,,-00- •_,-.3 .--r•.-(-2,;-.'c

FOR CHICHESTER CITY CENTRESEEF IGURE 1.3

ay..

u

s

t,
! • At

D3,22.0n •
-/s•i• ' -,,•

2••• a •



5 
-

Sr,
15•r-nt):63

7
. •Ar, ...I 7

_ 6:2 _

t

t; r---4\4---9'lL'---... A Ac ," d
lit..1:*7—ch:Est

.,.i., y-
r __JS'RC : -C•'....t-

:.T.i. .„_. -
. 	 gr

Witenr‘g 


ore6'.0

r itetter

•

..; :Y.
1Cfr41.2 '

,k.es
citr

:et
Oodr.c•Je •

r7s. c: -----
°

— 4
- _

1NroShlen

.."*Gfeec

Asifir-' lt .1/4,.....ef:arr
r-..--44,:..!7'  ttsi

--
:

-. •

•

...-->--- n-
' ... - ...s.....stocelfloc, g _- e.! .,tra-- - ---...

, 1- e",s-- - ,

UPPER CATCHMENT BOUNDARY':

,\

-

ort.*L

'•

— -4313tHICH EST E B),

- I 5
c

92.. cam:udge
...,..c.r.fia.ze:Gs- .1

. 4 c
r

isr,toun. cies.
•

P .0./ee hp,

04Y ;

t

i....r.Ea'^[el:

/ vr-

rn

SOSIP*006 Se:6_

En- k..1

I f

 

Irackrie-0

y e'..

p.14t-Yr. AL..boil('

So-re•le  

.11

••,. .-‘,4

•

21

r--

s.sr. ' 2 11

-tri504.61- od5 -

\_

'1" I'd' • r'

.t'keekt 4 _ r•••Lr

x.6 FM/C.

84

	

-y

Cohvortt 0 i I_. ..24`" C ' '''''
. 21 IVona

/ CO

	

Pon  „. : 5• 5 ...:5L'2egeL'LG•tt. \ -_,,,
- . 
unson a -----'

LC:..o.irre 1
•.... • .G,

Pg 


-

	

--, 'r-• ge % • A r.7` SP r'pneY
4•0

i LP-

	

s /4,„, -;

____.......-1., '7
- *"

\ €:-.;iti2-7Mtcmardharr:$ - 1- %cc le ‘ "' Y .r.--,..-.4 -, ir
icana F. ry....... _-„,...- -..,,k. f,:..

es sc.-. c 11i , s,--- --i. . .„3

1.4,esit. ir-------74 --cif', I; •11

- ect. r.r

.: etkk,
.......----- $14":

') i. 43 _ et' WOIC:).0
e i •

...'./ . ;It-% A .1;;C• „._.,..OF i. e.,..

t sr . .... I
I ni".""Nner.....411?.re.Fr•-• ...-e..---V-7-...-''

	

....ate‘-' .:f .A....e.3 :S. --/----

	

••
I.,S- Sat' eer-C-S. ... ...et ,reStalrb Winal.

	

ee. '..,..Ale.42.,... . 4

c....-----1.,'....----...,The../1--.1.: 

/E 
.._..-..-. ...„ .-

%..„,
/144 y - 2°- 5,------=--- a...6;i/ e-...,.--„: 


8 7 ,,,, •••..•6ara1,.....,A4-. -91
/----- HS::

– —... a_

- . am •
ii. 7 Jr, 't• r-L i•- ,

gr

1 ' 1r- .
far

	

6 ' 4 '.3:--tj VIS .i. jtre /c- -.:514 ='-...-..,:f6.7-!-\.>=-,
----::::

___:, t •I Fa
---, .

_.....„,7,
,..,_/r -

, ..?e iiws..A,t;',,.'t...-5.....4-,;.., , :#: ,.,=,.;.d7 .:,;,...at....,_ 	 -
, _.I r 4.. .-.= •••"---

./..-:-.-Cem, 4-°' irr--.;;-:.-;6-- -t;-

et•
,f *:.$9,,

—Co - "i — k-, ,r‘r....- - ,.._-- •- 'tate: , -

CD
Fte Ran „1rS '''..5

4;:lt. t7;',„•;:t:',.;:*r

c4r•
G SU*-.- Erc

id:

...a. ;11 


... ...
t ........
. I .  

CV ft.et •  ,C ''' ,.. tji ,-.,-, Vr."''‘,. Ut..-.

/S

-..-..1::?:.--6'

	

:::..t. et_st...s.,-,..,,sz.-r,;-_,--... *.....6,..47.5.--4.,t---•-i,

	

, ,
...,, -.. , , OGNOR REGfS

*\. -st,
, • ?IT

6c..
:±---6=6----.i

rC j) : tr.t:.P:te•i

- -...;1ie-r ....k.-...- • .......

P a9P12.71 t L., tejriCa->a...7,--)
-;------C-__•-•/,-,...:55 C OR :1-9CHESTER C:TY CENTRE SEE FIGURE t3

•

' N C 1un
iT Er 3-reg,21.....„."te--,..?,..„,,,
i 1

	

4 .c4,- - . 4 ' -
----.4. I . / .>...

.... 4' .7::e,-%Q.....t"..77-. et'. ' . .--P.t.°-. 1

i ".e



Aid r ext.. Int . YAestergase-..,
r---,I 4-,

N. :
CI '''-iby.

V.....‘' ;-

P
	 P lc: ....^mel0.0.1. ..e I..

- N
eat

orf
•s

Co.,. Res

g'r
LC

1

-

1.
1
I
1

, at

; ' -41A)Loon;ate

F.-
lr..... kpi'l.6.11r ,

: \„-t..„.„..5.."--_,•• •• -•- 1 -

	

tC o- , en". \e/clees.‘2PiCette \CC.)..7.,___s_._,.... 1- ..... ..

	

....! .m ) .‘......- --... ii P... -

	

& ..,,r-Teset

COI*: ..-. • C
Er -'

	

_
It trEStOn

9414 1; n

	

I I 5 -

	

"r" '.1.1/
i

N.D.;
- "AA Z i

V ,ILI,h

r

esf

.44
-N,.....s.1".. "-41.' --.7.1:.'

1 c.4 •
,^. GeIe we- rti

q

-

9 7

 

VER LAVANT FLOOD INVESTIGATION

LOWER CATCHMENT AREA

... 


- 4:: e.„
L. ,; ur __ y(/'---,ire.c...coc-_,

Webert cmc

as er.g2te 1- c--.
dr-4..-- II^

e

	

s' -Qe'si' r r- :I 1.i"..,,,...x, _fru- ---,, 
-•:'•e••4 le-Cte•-•.„........11
4 gfc g--n----12--"---:".---,_

-

a '

-65

•se&-ns
4 are •

B

-96

Br
7 , 121POSFORD

III DUVIVIER

DATE: MAY 1994

SCALE 1:50 oco

Figure 1.2

.••••

0,..•75c•Sc-e,
erreiser• rr

Ce•uti e•a, HY
Nr!ce C cerr



Co4,,

•
to,

.z

! A ,11"113;e7E°
Hat -

J ".

sCrS4

CLOn I

F

.1-
•
1 •

:e,-dosees •F
La-.2 0 '

.-2.:-.....:,:.2-'
(1...;3

, I ' • '-'I . • 4/..-

2., ..t.H..-n-:,-7,-...-„j-':____H."`"---•i'. -<
c I

1

.

\-• -:-.. C- rr

LE:MEN: AND NOTES

oir,hoo,/

G
Chi ?St'ElD.s

CounclIDe,pc!
A .Oritc;

•
•

see Open Channel

Upstream and Downstream

City Culverts

751(76-4° 2' e

5-0,0

41 ,

•
IrCusri31

rod ...et bar L'7.r.donctSint,
pyer,,s4c. of

LAr c. L.
cry cnery D'Re. Cry.-
cor.,Ari 1,1-••••4

PC AL 3A7Ar.

.2^ :•DP.;,L;. e
. r`t

4 .5,
•,'

A ..,11,5_.1

	

t

*r.;

rHrl e.t• tvEsrsg".,tit Jr447:

Ctri

Vg:4

f
/ (of C•••• 

/1°D,JPIC“ 

'it , AN .„ —I I I CI

- AVF < •
3 /•

rd,1-741-Th

I C-11>. 4-2--....5.-4it--. 4 /-61 ‘.::Lii-fr,.:.,‘. ,
Jt.^ .-,'.;7* cLq,'.,. 


it—rosL-
0 n

, , c.-•I , '' -4 .-- '''' F01\•- -.r___,

n-1

cL:\

t:"5's /er

„

(.1
•

Q

Cr .11;

/ :,..,,k,c;A..A.;,,,, 7 4.Thd"-.73.-.1--/ii_s., ,j f; ,..\;: •

1.

if:I.j..L;ifIrr:217-1.; .
- F

1/47'.. 14



. .. 1/31

	

..:7
b6: ..... 'Oa•

ern6-.... %..

L,-,-,SS ' r.1.; ec.
:

.4

	

4.111 . :5,1,, ...K ...,c K., -1,-
: r7 •* , • .:,:t -..-,, i-fa:7,--/-, :1,•t...7,.r---,:-,, R„LH i6t- ! 4s t.. Hi2k P 1;7

' .0. (--------) o . , ^

: ,..._,̀  &:4....„--Thr___,,H;:, .,, U -%>-rAe./ , ',.':
.1 4.\ ; • . ' ,,,_7-‘) *Ca/ ' ,IS/ ------/;./" I

.., ----- E Y---r,

Ft ed II t:: I
••! ,,....rze e

	

o`-' .: s ,
c 	 -' -//\., ,c., \ . _

.., ,s..,.. ".., 1, at

-....• .p\'' Q. 4 CA2
...

i
; 2 '

C . ' e e,-..;y7t+, , ,''';/?Cr.-71, •_. : , 

.- . , ---z.t.

42 • •• r 171--4----C—p—E— $—T— E Pa
S'S

I NI

I 90

Ce-

04) SA. V
IA 6

S

• 01071>-AS57 • itv_i_AND

t2tinfl 7'

c

't..
tC)f.24,-; t4(-7-'ult

p

.....:....,. ,----\\

• /r..I'r.z'
i ftz.

	

 ,re cn, IZ.

.2,4 a'
fiz,. 4j cc,

' • -I /0.14.:z

r/

,

f (TA-% t•_ i—G

H ct.: R N E
ettAe.

i4.75(



0 ....r.-2
.10•4.s.

4_,
'•'4r 6 •--C..)-tar,tc r,VI •;,•7•:1T

A 
C 

„.._,..,'. 4/ 1174,tc•:..6”.aa2Lcr7-C1 i k i- ‘

	

ORK R20: k ' 	 '
s0 ' e_r,:".., '‘ s:*4‘.1t-30. tin !, i	 Y' 


, I....Th.,

SCALE

2,97.le:<DC5&

10

1

4 . ..

.•
." •

-::ce>fieteity:

'C
Pits

"r•
Retail n

r - -61

‘ey.
Tt" - Men:

iakel`

TN\

p u thtri

Cfntre Pct,2

514C:
etr..0‘e el

"•:

.e.E

IMW17:
SHCPWW1KE
\ • 52144

tl•

Cr6 yet

"V.

Ref . Revision bee By

r2i POSFORD
ILI DUVIVIER

DATE: MAY 1994

SCALE: As silavin

Figure 1.3
REV

RIVER LAVANT FLOOD INVESTIGATION

CHICHESTER STREET PLAN



M
IN

IIM
IM

E
N

IM
II0111•111M

N
IM

IN
M

E
N

IIM
B

IE
N



M
N

II•1
a

a
W

I
M

N
M

O
M

E
M

II
a

•
•11•

IM
IN

O
M

a
IM

M
M

I
IN

I
M

I
IM

I
•



Posford Duvivier Limited
Rightwell House, Bretton Centre, Peterborough PE3 8DW. Telephone 0733 334455 Fax 0733 262243.

Eastchester House, Harlands Road, Haywards Heath, West Sussex RH16 1PG. Telephone 0444 458551 Fax 0444 440665. I

Photograph by kind permission of Sealand Aerial Photography Ltd.




