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From:
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To:
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Subject:

| LT "i!-_'u".'-\.:?‘-i-l'!:lp;l,!l{ T
Dear Sir/lMadam, v i

Re: Concerns with the Environment Agency’s proposed
Portreath Flood Protection Scheme

| am

writing as a resident of Portreath to raise serious concems

regarding the Environment Agency’s proposed Portreath Flcﬁd
Protection Scheme. While | fully support effective and sustainable
flood mitigation for our community, | am deeply worried that the

current scheme, as presented, may not deliver the intended

benefits, and could have unintended negative consequences for

residents and the environment.

Key

concerns:

Lack of community support: According to the Environment

Agency’'s own survey, 66% of Portreath residents surveyed
are either unsure about or do not support the scheme,

indicating a clear disconnect between the proposal and
community confidence.

Limited flood-risk reduction for some whilst raising flood risk

for others: The Environment Agency's data suggests that the
scheme would reduce flood rigk for only 10 properties, while




potentially increasing surface-water and localised
blockage-related flood risk for 40 + additional properties. The
Agency itself has shifted from describing the project as a
flood-alleviation scheme to framing it as a resilience and
asset-protection measures.

- Loss of the green corridor: The proposal includes the cnmplete
removal of the green corridor, with only sporadic replanting in
certain areas. This would have major consequences for local
wildlife, biodiversity, ecology and the character of Portreath.
The loss of this corridor would fundamentally alter the
landscape and identity of the village.

- Risk of sewage contamination/poorer water guality: Durlng
high-flow events and during maintenance of the tunnel (which
would be for an unspecified time), water from Redruth which
may contain sewage from the Sunnyside Tank CSO and/or
Tolskithey Lane CS will be diverted through the village and
end up on the beach. Diveried water may also contain other
industrial contaminants and mine waste posing potential risks
to the beach, the stream, and bathing-water quality.

Safety concerns: Residents are worried about the lack of
access and emergency exit points in the 1.5-metre-deep
channel, particularly if pets, children, or belongings were to fall
in.

- Maintenance issues: The existing channel is poorly
maintained, and recent flooding events have been linked to
blockages and lack of maintenance. There is concern that the
Environment Agency can't guarantee long-term funding for the
regular maintenance.

- The impact on local businesses & parking availability during
the construction phase.

Lack of Transparency and Consideration of Alternatives

The information provided to date does not clearly demonstrate how
the proposed measures will reduce flood risk in a meaningful or
measurable way. Key documents, modelling data, and the ratichale
behind design decisions have not been made sufficiently
accessible to the public.




It also remains unclear whether alternative approaches have been
properly explored, including:

Mature-based solutions

Improved maintenance of existing infrastructure
More targeted interventions in the highest-risk areas

Residents have repeatedly raised these issues, yet they have not
been adequately addressed in public communications.

Requested Actions
| respectiully ask that you:

1. Review the scheme in detail to ensure it genuinely meets the
needs of Portreath residents. The Environment Agency should
present a full comparison of all options, including costs,
benefits, and long-term effectiveness.

2. Hold the Environment Agency accountable for transparency,
ensuring that all evidence, modelling, and assessments are
published and accessible to the public.

3. Facilitate further, meaningful public engagement before any
decisions are finalised, allowing residents to ask guestions,
challenge assumptions, and contribute to the development of
a safer, more effective solution.

4. Advocate for solutions that are environmentally responsible,
community-supported, and demonstrably effective in reducing
flood risk without introducing new hazards.

Thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns. | look
forward to your response.

Yours faithfully,




Dear SinMladam,

Re: Concerns with the Environment Agency's proposed Portreath Flood Protection
Scheme

1 am writing as a resident of llogan to raise serous concemns regarding the Environrment
Agency's proposed Portreath Flood Protection Schemae, Whike T iully support effective and
sustainable flaad miligation for aur commenty, [am deeply worried thiat the cumrent scheme,) &35
presented, may not deliver the intended benafits, and could have unintended negative
consequences for residents and the enviranment.

Key concerns:

s Lack of communily suppaort: According fo the Environment Agency’s own survey. 66% of
Fortreath residents sunveved are gither unsureg about or do not support the scheme,
indicating a cear disconniect between the proposal and community confidence.

»  Limited fiood fsk reduction for some whilst raising flood risk for athers: The Envircoment
Agency’s data suggests that the scheme would reduce flood risk for only 10 properies.
while potentially mcreasing surface-water and localized blockage refated flocd risk for £0
+ additicnal properties. The Agency ilself has shifted from describing the project as a
flood alleviation schema to framing it as a resilience and asset prolaclion measuras:

o Loss of the green comidor: The proposal includes the complate remaoval of the green
cortidor, wilh only sporadic replanting in certain areas. This would have major
congequenceas for local wildlife, biodiversity, ecelogy and the character of Portraath. The
loss of this corfidor would fundamentally alter the landscape and identity of the village.

= Risk of sewage contamination/poorer waler quality: During high flow events and during
maintenance of the funnel (which would be for an unspecified fime), water from Fedrgth
which may contain sewage from the Sunnyside Tank CS0 andlor Taiskithey Lane CS will
be divered through the viliage and end up on the beach, Diverted water may also
contain other industrial contaminants and mine waste posing potential risks to the beach,
the stream, and bathing water quality.

= Safety concermns: Residents are warried about the lack of access and emergency exit
points in the 1.5 metre-deep channel, partcularly if pets, children, or belongings were to
fall in,

+« Maintenance issues: The exsting channel is poorly maintained, and recent flooding
avenls have been linked 1o blockages and lack of maintenance. Thera s Conoerm Tt
the Environment Agency can't guarantee long term funding for the regular maintenance.




s The impact on lacal businesses & parking availabifity during the construction phase,
Lack of Transparency and Consideration of Alternatives

The information provided to date does not cleary demaonsirate how the propesed measuras wall
reduce flood risk in a meaningful or measurable way, Key documents, modelling data, and the
rationale behind design decisions have not been made sufficently aceassible to the public.

It alse remains unclear whether alternative approaches have been properly explored, including;
Malure based solulions
Improved maintenance of existing infrastruciure
Maore targeted intervenfions in the highesi-n=k areas

Residents have repeatedly raised these issuss, yel they have not been adequately addressed in
public commummcabons.

Requested Actions
I raspectiully sk that you:

1. Review the scheme in detail to ensure it genuinely meets the needs of Porlreath
regidents. The Enviconment Agency should present a full companson of all apbons,
including costs, benefits, and long lerm effectiveness.

2. Hold the Environment Agency accounlable for transparency, ensuring that all evidance,
mzdelling, and assessments are published and accessibla 1o the public.

3. Facilitate further, meaningful public engagement before any decisions are finalised,
allowing residents to ask questions, chalenge assumplians, and contribute to the
development of a safer, morg effective solufion.

4. Advocate for solutions that are envinanmentally responsible, community supported, and
demonstrably effective in reducing flood risk withoul infroducng new hazards.

Thank you for taking the fime to consider my concems. | ook forward 1o your résponse.

Yours faithfully,



From:
Sent;
To:
Cec

Subject:

Dzar Sirfadam

Re: Concerns with the Environment Agency’s proposed Portreath Flood Protection Scheme

I am wriling as a resident of Portreath o raise senous concems regarding the Environment Agency's
proposed Portreath Flood Protection Scheme. While 1 fully support effective and sustainable flood
mitigation for our community, | am deeply worried that the current scheme, as presented, may not deliver
the intended benefits, and could have unintended negative consaquences for residents and the
anyvirnnment,

Key concerns:
= Lack of communily supporl; According 1o the Environment Agency’s own surnvay, G55 of
Portreath residents surveyed are either unsure about or do not support the schame,
indicating a clear disconnect between the proposal and community confidence.
« Limited fload-risk reduction for some whilst raising flood risk for others: The Envirgnment
Agency's data suggests that the scheme would reduce flood risk for only 10 proparties,
while patentially increasing surface-water and localised blockage-refated flood risk for 40 +
additiostal properties. The Agency itself has shifted from describing the project a5 a
fiood-alleviation scheme to framing it as a resilience and assel-prolection measuras.
= Loss of the green cormidor; The proposal includes the complete removal of the groen
comidor, with only sporadic replanting in carain areas, This would have major
consequences for local wildlife, bicdversity, ecology and the character of Portreath. The
loss of this comidor would fundamentally alter the landscape and identity of the village.
= Risk of sewage contaminabion/poorer water quality: During high-flaw events and during
maintenance of the tunnel (which would be for an unspecified ime), water from Redruth
which may contain sewage from the Sunnyside Tank CS50 andior Tolskilhey Lane CS will
be diverted through the village and end up on the beach. Diverted water may also contain
other industrial cortaminants and mine waste posing potential risks 1o the beach, the
straam, and bathing-water quality.
« Safety concems: Residents are worned about the lack of access and emergency exit points
in the 1.5-mefre-deep channel, particularly if pets, children, or belongings were to fall in.
« Maintonance issues: The existing channel is poorly maintained, and recent fleading avents
have been linked to blockages and lack of mantenange. There is concern that the
Environment Agency can't guarantee long-term funding for the regular mainfenance,
The impact on local businesses & parking availability during the construction phase.
Lack of Transparen{:].r and Consideration of Alternatives
The information provided to date does not cleary demonstrate how the proposed measures will reduce
flood risk in a meaningful or measurable way. Kay documents, modelling data, and the rationale behind
design decisions have not been made sufficiently accessible 1o the public.
It also remaing unclear whether altemnative approaches have been propery explored, including:
Mature-based solutions
Improved mamtenance of exizting infrastructure
Mare targeted interventions in the highesl-nsk @reas
Residents have repeatadly raised these issues, yet they have not bean adeguately addressed in public
communications.
Requested Actions
| respociully ask that you:



1. Review the scheme in detail lo ensure it genuinely meels the needs of Pordreath residents.
The Environment Agency should present a full comparison of all oplions, incuding costs,
benefts, and long-term effectivenass.

2. Hold the Environment Agency accountable for transparency, ensuring that all evidence,
madelling, and assessments ara published and accassible to the public;

3. Facilitate further, meaningful public engagement bafore any decisions are finalised, allowing
resgdents lo ask guestions, challenge assumptions, and contribute to the development of a
safer, more effective salution.

4. Advocate for sofutions that are envircnmentally responsible, community-supported, and
demansirably effective in reducing flood risk without introducing new hazards.

Thank you for taking the time to consider my concemns. | look forward to your response
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