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Organisation Responded Organisation Responded 

Brittannia 
Aggregates 

No (but see 
comments from 
Lafarge Tarmac) 

Kent & Essex 
Inshore Fisheries 
Conservation 
Authority (IFCA) 

Yes 

Centre for 
Environment, 
Fisheries, and 
Aquaculture Science 
(Cefas) 

Yes Lafarge Tarmac 
(formerly Tarmac 
Marine Dredging) 

Yes 

Cemex UK Marine Yes Maritime & 
Coastguard Agency 
(MCA) 

Yes 

Crown Estate Yes Ministry of Defence 
Estates 
Safeguarding 

No 

Dong Energy Yes Natural England Yes 

Eastern Inshore 
Fisheries 
Conservation 
Authority (IFCA) 

Yes Planning Authority, 
Ipswich Borough 
Council 

No 

English Heritage Yes Royal Yachting 
Association 

Yes 

Environment Agency Yes RSPB, Essex Yes 

Felixstowe Ferry 
Fishermen’s 
Association 

No Scottish Power No 

Hanson Aggregates 
Marine Ltd 

Yes Tendring District 
Council 

Yes 

Harbour Master, AB 
Ports, Ipswich 

Yes Trinity House Yes 

Harwich Fisherman’s 
Association 

Yes Volker Dredging No (but see 
comments from 
Lafarge Tarmac) 

Joint Nature 
Conservation 
Committee (JNCC)  

No   
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In addition, the MMO received comments in relation to the proposal from Hutchison Ports 
UK Ltd, the Orford and District Inshore Fishermen’s Association, and members of the 
public. These comments are included below. 
 
 
Consultation comments 
 
Brittania Aggregates 
No comments received. 
 
 
Centre for Environment, Fisheries, and Aquaculture Science (Cefas) 
 
1. With reference to the above application and your request for comments please find 

advice below in my capacity as your scientific and technical advisor. 
 
2. In providing this advice I have reviewed the HR Wallingford report entitled 
“Characterisation of a new offshore disposal site” report (DLM7157-RT001-R06-00, 
January 2014’’ (this will be referred to as the ‘Characterisation Report’ hereafter) and 
consulted Cefas experts on coastal processes, marine ecology and fisheries. 
 
Background 
3. The Harwich Haven Authority (HHA) currently carries out a programme of maintenance 
dredging to maintain navigation access to the areas within its jurisdiction, which covers the 
River Stour, the lower part of the River Orwell, Harwich Harbour and an area seaward of 
the harbour entrance extending to 12nm. This includes maintenance dredging for the Port 
of Felixstowe and Harwich International Port.   
 
4. A significant amount of the maintenance dredged material from these areas is 
disposed to an existing disposal site, namely Inner Gabbard disposal site (TH052) which is 
located approximately 30km offshore form Harwich. From 2001-2010 approximately 2.9M 
tonnes (wet) per annum was disposed to the Inner Gabbard site (Table 2.1 page 4).  
 
5. The majority of the dredged material disposed to the Inner Gabbard site comes from 
the Harwich Haven and its approaches under Marine Licences granted to HHA. However 
over the past decade there have been other Marine Licence holders disposing of material 
to the site which has come from the Medway (Mersey Docks and Harbour Company and 
Peel Ports) and Ipswich. 
 
6. HHA are seeking to identify a new disposal site closer to shore to dispose of its 
maintenance dredgings, thereby increasing the sustainability of its maintenance dredging 
operations through reduced fuel costs and carbon emissions.  
 
7. Following a site selection exercise HHA have proposed a new disposal site 9 km 
closer to shore than the existing Inner Gabbard site. The new disposal site is 800m x 
800m in size and lies in 21–22m depth of water. A disposal site characterisation report has 
been produced which details the site selection process, the surveys undertaken to define 
the baseline environment of the proposed site and the results of the assessment of 
potential adverse effects on a range of receptors.  
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8. The proposed new disposal site will replace the Inner Gabbard site. The current 
disposal methodology undertaken by HHA will remain the same as at the existing site. 
Material that has historically been disposed to the Inner Gabbard site has been deemed 
acceptable for sea disposal by MMO and it predecessors. As with all applications for 
disposal to sea future maintenance dredging applications will be subject to the same 
licensing and sediment quality testing procedures.  In the Characterisation Report it has 
been assumed that the current levels of maintenance dredgings will be disposed to the 
new site and that they are suitable for sea disposal. 
 
9. My comments on the report and application to designate a new disposal site are 
provided below.  
 
Coastal processes 
10. A high resolution multibeam survey was undertaken of the proposed disposal site and 
surrounding area the data obtained was used to calibrate the hydrodynamic model used 
as the basis for the plume modelling. Results of the bathymetric survey are presented in 
Figure 7.1 on page 34 appear accurate, however no information on methodology or 
standards are provided.  I would expect to see details of the Survey Company, 
methodology and year of data acquisition this should be provided in the report together 
with the IHO standard to which data was gathered and processed. 
 
11. The brief descriptions of the baseline environment with regards to currents in Section 7 
does not include reference to the data obtained from the seabed instrument deployed near 
the disposal site described in 8.1.3 (page 42), this seems an unusual omission! 
 
12. I welcome the calibration of the turbidity sensor using near-bed water samples (Section 
8.1.3, page 42) to ensure the quality of the acquired data.  Calibration details are provided 
in Appendix E and the process is well documented. Quality assurance details for the wave, 
current, conductivity, temperature and turbidity measurements undertaken are outlined in 
Appendix E (Section 5, pages 3 to 4) and are appropriate.  
 
13. High quality modelling tools have been used.  SEDTRAIL-RW(3D) was used to 
investigate plume dispersion (8.2.2, page 45) and TELEMAC was used to model 
hydrodynamic flows (Appendix F, 4.2, page 7).  
 
14. Details of the modelling exercise are presented in Appendix F.  Model calibration is 
also well documented in Appendix F, flow modelling was calibrated against measured 
current speed and direction data (Appendix F, 4.3, page 12).  The mean absolute error 
was 8° for current direction and 0.1 m/s for current speed, indicating that a good calibration 
was achieved. 
 
15. No adverse impacts are predicted to the tidal, wave or sediment regimes (Section 7.2, 
page 35).  Negligible chemical impacts to sediment and water quality are predicted 
(Section 8.2.1, page 45).   
 
16. The depth of sediment deposited on the seabed is predicted to be less than 5mm 
(except in the immediate vicinity of disposal) and generally less than 2mm (Figures 8.6 
and 8.7, pages 50 to 52).  Increases in suspended sediment concentration are generally 
predicted to be less than 50 mg/l except in the immediate vicinity of disposal activity 
(Figures 8.8 to 8.10, pages 54 to 57). These impacts are predicted to be of minor 
significance (8.2.3, pages 53 and 59).   



Page 4 of 31 
 

 
17. Overall I have high confidence that the modelling is appropriate and undertaken to a 
high standard and the models have been well calibrated. Therefore the description of 
potential impacts appears to be accurate. 
 
18. Proposed monitoring measures are presented in Section 8.3 (page 61) and include 
turbidity monitoring within the lobster habitat, annual bathymetric surveys of the disposal 
site and immediate vicinity and grab sampling and particle size analysis (Table 8.3, pages 
61 to 62).  The survey specifications are appropriate to assess changes in suspended 
sediment concentration, build-up of dredged material and changes to seabed substrate.  
The turbidity sensors are to be calibrated and the survey reports should include details of 
the calibrations undertaken. 
 
Marine ecology 
Benthos 
19. A marine ecological survey was carried in August 2012 to collect data on the sediment 
characteristics and the benthic faunal communities. A sufficient number of stations were 
sampled and the fauna has been adequately described using the data obtained. Overall I 
consider the description of the environment to be adequate. 
 
20. Regarding the benthic work, no details regarding Quality Standards (QS) or Quality 
Assurance (QA) have been given. Whilst Cefas are familiar with the laboratory practices of 
the consultant undertaking the analyses and believe their standards conform to those of 
the NMBAQC scheme , this should be confirmed.  
 
21. I do consider there is a lack of appreciation in the Characterisation Report regarding 
the potential impacts to Sabellaria spinulosa.  Notable abundances of this reef-forming 
worm were found within and near the proposed disposal site. While the worm is not 
afforded designated status in its own right, the reefs which it forms are listed under Annex I 
of the Habitats Directive and are therefore afforded protection.  A number of stations within 
the proposed disposal site boundary were indicated as belonging to the biotope “Sabellaria 
spinulosa on stable circalittoral mixed sediment; A5.611”.  This biotope, and areas of 
potential S. spinulosa reef, is predicted to experience increased sediment deposition 
following disposal to the proposed site sufficient to potentially impact S. spinulosa 
populations here and impact the integrity of potential reefs.   
 
22. The presence of S. spinulosa detected by the characterisation survey, given their 
location, may require follow-up survey work to determine whether S. spinulosa in these 
areas does indeed represent a reef and if so the spatial extent of the reef.  This could be 
undertaken via acoustic or video techniques and/or further grab samples. Once this follow-
up work has been undertaken the impacts of dredged material disposal can be more 
accurately predicted, as this will be dependent upon, to a large extent, whether S. 
spinulosa represents a reef in this area. However I would defer to Natural England if they 
consider that the current evidence and assessment undertaken is sufficient to determine 
that the ‘reefiness’ is low (Section 9.1 page 70). 
 
23. I am content with the proposed monitoring to verify the conclusions of the marine 
ecology assessment as set out in Section 9.3 (page 79), subject to the requirement for any 
follow up survey requirement for S. spinulosa.  
 
Fisheries  
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24. I note the extensive consultation with the fishing industry that has taken place to date. 
From the consultation responses Kent and Essex Inshore Fisheries and Conservation 
Authority (KEIFCA) raised concerns regarding potential smothering of locally important 
crustacean fishing grounds to the west of the proposed site (this is further discussed in the 
Shellfisheries section). Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (EIFCA) 
highlighted that the report should identify shellfish and fish spawning and nursery grounds 
and consider the impacts of sedimentation on herring spawning. The MMO coastal office 
response detailed that the proposed disposal site is inhabited by commercially important 
shellfish species (lobster and crab) and demersal fish species (sole, skate, cod). 
 
25. I consider the data sources and information used in the Characterisation Report are 
appropriate and it is good to see that the limitations and caveats associated with the 
quantitative data on commercial fishing activity have been presented and acknowledged. 
Five beam trawl surveys were planned to collect data on the mobile macrofauna in the 
area of the proposed disposal site (Section 9.1.2 page 69) however due to poor weather 
condition the surveys were not carried out. From fisheries perspective the data collected 
would have been qualitative, and therefore the absence of data is not detrimental to the 
report. 
 
26. Not all the commercial species with nursery and/or spawning grounds in the vicinity of 
the proposed disposal site have been identified. Cod, herring, sandeel, sole, and lemon 
sole all have identified spawning grounds within the vicinity of the proposed disposal site 
(Ellis et al., 2012). Plaice are also likely to have high intensity spawning grounds in the 
vicinity of the proposed site (Ellis et al., 2012). Nursery grounds for tope, mackerel, cod, 
herring, whiting, lemon sole, sprat, thornback ray, sole, plaice and high intensity nursery 
grounds for herring are potentially also found within the study area (Ellis et al., 2012). 
These should be included in the Characterisation Report.  
 
27. Sandeel spawning and nursery grounds are also identified in Ellis et al., 2012 as 
potentially being in the vicinity of the proposed disposal site. Sandeels are ecologically 
important (particularly as a prey species for birds) and are also fished commercially; the 
application should adequately assess the potential impacts upon this species, particularly 
as the proposed site is relatively close to the Outer Thames SPA. Sandeels are known for 
their patchy distribution and there are indications that they have a high level of site fidelity 
and are not successful re-colonisers (Jensen et al., 2011), although some research (e.g. 
Haynes & Robinson, 2011) indicates that patch fidelity amongst young sandeel in 
particular may be short term. Sandeels have a close association with substrates into which 
they burrow and utilise certain sediment types, the details of which are well documented, 
(Wright, et al., 2000, Holland et al., 2005). PSA samples taken as part of the baseline data 
collected for the Characterisation Report could be analysed to determine if they are of the 
correct type for sandeel habitat. Altering their habitat could potentially affect a localised 
population.  
 
28. It is good to see that the potential impacts of the proposed disposal site on herring 
spawning have been discussed. I note that the location of herring spawning in the vicinity 
of the disposal site has been determined from Ellis et al., 2012 using the larval data from 1 
year of sampling. However I would recommend that an analysis of International Herring 
Larval Survey (IHLS) data is undertaken to determine if herring are spawning in or within 
impact zones of the proposed disposal area. As with the sandeels, PSA samples taken as 
part of the baseline data collected for the application could be used to determine if the 
substrate is suitable for herring spawning.  
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29. This could be achieved by using the recently published Regional Herring Habitat 
Assessment [available from http://www.marine-aggregate-rea.info/documents ]. This has 
been produced by the aggregate industry to assess the suitability of the habitat to support 
herring spawning. The maximum sediment deposition over 28 day cycle modelled and 
presented in Figure 9.7 could then be combined with the herring habitat data to produce a 
more robust assessment of potential impacts on herring spawning. This assessment would 
then be consistent with those undertaken for aggregate dredging licence applications. 
 
30. Some further data that could be incorporated from Cefas surveys. The Cefas Eastern 
English Channel survey is a beam trawl survey undertaken in ICES division VIId and IVc. 
The English Channel survey has five fishing stations which are surveyed in ICES rectangle 
32F1. These may provide a useful source of fisheries information for those locations. 
Information on the survey is available on the Cefas website: 
http://www.cefas.defra.gov.uk/our-science/fisheries-information/surveys/eastern-english-
channel-survey-(august-september).aspx  
As indicated on the page, survey data can be downloaded from the ICES DATRAS 
website http://datras.ices.dk/Home/Default.aspx   
 
31. In addition the Cefas English 3rd quarter North Sea groundfish survey is undertaken 
during August/September each year. The North Sea ground fish survey has one fishing 
station which is located in ICES rectangle 32F1.  This may also provide a useful source of 
fisheries information for that location. Information on the surveys is available on the Cefas 
website http://www.cefas.defra.gov.uk/our-science/fisheries-information/surveys/english-
3rd-quarter-north-sea-groundfish-survey.aspx  
As indicated on the page survey data can be downloaded from the ICES DATRAS website 
http://datras.ices.dk/Home/Default.aspx. Attached to the email are maps of the survey 
locations. 
 
Shellfisheries 
32. Section 9.1.2. (page 69) describes the shellfish present in the vicinity of the disposal 
site, namely the edible crab (Cancer pagurus) and the common lobster (Homarus 
gammarus). An area to the west of the disposal site is identified to be suitable habitat for 
crab and lobster. Generally I agree with the description of the environment and am aware 
of the locally significant crab and lobster grounds to the west of the proposed disposal site. 
 
33. Given the importance of the area to the west of the disposal site as suitable habitat for 
crab and lobster and the commercial fishery that it supports I consider it would be pertinent 
to describe the reproductive cycle of crab and lobster in Section 9.1.2. That area contains 
gravel substrates (Section 8.1.1 page 37) and it is thought that ovigerous female crabs 
seek out such substrate to incubate their eggs following spawning. The peak in spawning 
is around November in this region and the peak in hatching is around June-July. Between 
these times the ovigerous females become inactive, partially buried in a pit, with their egg 
mass being aerated regularly. It is at this time that they will be most vulnerable to 
smothering with fines. 
 
34. It is stated that five or six dredging campaigns would be carried out per year and that 
each campaign would consist of between 5 and 11 days of dredging and disposal activities 
(Section 4.2 page 13). Mean suspended sediment  concentrations are predicted to be 
elevated up to 60mg/l above background over the site itself and mean increases of up to 
20mg/l over an area of 15km by 5 km during the days when disposal operations are 
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underway (Section 8.2.3. page 53). This area includes the important shellfish area to the 
west of the disposal site.  
 
35. I agree with the assessment that the sensitivity of both crab and lobster is high 
(Section 9.2. page 75). However it is stated on page 75 that ‘the predicted deposition and 
increase in sediment concentration are not expected to have lasting, long term effects on 
the ability of either species to hunt or forage for prey, leading to a  low magnitude of effect. 
The overall on effect on both species is assessed as minor adverse, albeit temporary’.  
While I may agree with this assessment in terms of the species ability to hunt or forage for 
prey I consider that given the frequency of disposal events and the increases in sediment 
concentrations and deposition of fines there is potential to impact the species during 
spawning and the subsequent incubation period (as set out in Section 30 above). 
Therefore, taking a precautionary approach, I would argue that the potential impact on 
crab and lobster should be greater than minor adverse. 
 
36. The impact of reduced availability of the target species (crab and lobster) for the local 
potting vessels that don’t operate any alternative fishing gear has been given an impact 
significance of high (Section 12.2.4. page123). I agree with this. Suitable habitat for crab 
and, more importantly, lobster is regionally limited and as such the suitable grounds in the 
area are of significant importance to the local crab and lobster population as well as the 
local fishing industry. Impacts will be detrimental to both the local populations and the 
fishing industry operating in the region. 
 
37. There is currently no specific monitoring proposed to monitor the potential impacts on 
crab and lobster in the area other than physical monitoring.  In Section 12.3 of the 
Characterisation Report it is stated that ‘If a vessel with a historical reliance on shellfish 
and/or caught at or near to the proposed disposal site experiences a persistent decline in 
landing form the fishing at or neat the site, the vessel owner may  submit documented 
evidence to HHA and/or MMO for consideration’. I would question if it is correct for the 
applicant to pass the responsibility to the fishermen to prove a negative impact upon their 
catch rates by suggesting that they should submit logbook data in the event of a persistent 
decline in landings.  
 
38. From previous Cefas experience with aggregate extraction at Hastings Shingle Bank 
(HSB) it proved very difficult to monitor for impacts to the crab fishery at HSB to see if 
there was any evidence to indicate a link between the reported decline in the crab fishery 
and the effects of marine aggregate extraction. Results were inconclusive despite a very 
long time series of catch data.  
 
39. Given the issues set out above in relation to the shellfish and the assessed impact 
significance of high (to those fishers exclusively targeting those species) it should be the 
responsibility of the developer to either mitigate the impact, or if no mitigation is possible 
then monitor appropriately. If the proposed site is designated then I recommend further 
monitoring is set out to monitor impacts to the shellfish this could be in the form of more 
targeted physical monitoring at the area to the west of the site to monitor deposition rates 
of fine sediment. 
 
Other seabed users and cumulative effects 
40. I am content with assessment of users of the seabed (Section 16) and the cumulative 
assessment (Section 17). 
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Conservation designations 
41. The proposed disposal site is approximately 4km form the boundary of the Margate 
and Long Sands Site of Community Importance and 6km from the Outer Thames Estuary 
Special Protection Area (SPA). 
 
42. I agree with the conclusion in Section 11.2 (Page 90) that the disposal at the proposed 
site is unlikely to have a significant effect on these sites therefore an Appropriate 
Assessment under The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 is not 
required. Also as no significant effect is predicted and so no specific monitoring is required 
in respect to designed sites. However, ultimately responsibility for this lies with Natural 
England.  
 
Requirement for EIA 
43. The characterisation of a disposal site does not require and EIA under the Marine 
Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2007. However the 
Characterisation exercise undertaken has followed a similar process and included a 
scoping stage, stakeholder consultation, investigation of potential adverse effects, site-
specific surveys and a final report including recommendations for mitigation and 
monitoring.  
 
Other considerations 
44. It is anticipated that if the proposed new disposal site is designated then it will replace 
the Inner Gabbard disposal site (TH052) and that site will be closed. As stated in Section 5 
above most of the dredged material disposed to the Inner Gabbard site comes from the 
Harwich Haven and its approaches under Marine Licences granted to HHA. However over 
the past decade there has been other Marine Licence holders dispose of material to this 
site. I would not anticipate that there would be any impact on other users who require use 
of the new site. However HHA have characterised the proposed new site for a certain 
volume of material. If another applicant wanted to dispose to the site and the amount of 
material was a significant increase on what has been assessed then the MMO would need 
to consider if further characterisation work was required.   
 
Summary  
• Overall I commend HHA for undertaking a thorough disposal site characterisation in 
line the process set out in the MMO licensing guidance and providing a detailed 
Characterisation Report in support of their application to designate a new disposal site. 
 
• Site specific surveys and high quality models have been used to predict the effects of 
the disposal operations on a range of habitats and species. Those models have been well 
calibrated and therefore I have high confidence in the models and the predictions.  
 
• An assessment of the potential adverse effects of use of the proposed disposal site 
has been carried out on a range of receptors. 
 
• An area to the west of the proposed disposal site provides suitable habitat for crab and 
lobster and supports a commercial fishery. I consider that the potential impact on crab and 
lobster in this area should be greater than ‘minor adverse’ and this should be re-assessed 
taking into account the life cycle of the species.  
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• Due to the impact of reduced availability of the target species (crab and lobster) for the 
local potting vessels, that don’t operate any alternative fishing gear, the potential adverse 
impact to that fishery is assessed as moderate to major. Therefore I recommend further 
monitoring is set out to monitor impacts to the shellfish in the area to the west of the 
disposal site if the site is designated. 
 
• Not all the commercial species with nursery and/or spawning grounds in the vicinity of 
the proposed disposal site have been identified I would like to see this addressed. 
 
• I have also recommended that further work is undertaken to determine if herring and 
sandeel are spawning in or within impact zones of the proposed disposal site. 
 
 
Cemex UK Marine 
I am writing on behalf of CEMEX in response to the consultation on the Harwich Haven 
Authority Site Characterisation Report on the proposed new maintenance dredge disposal 
site in the outer Thames Estuary.  We note that the issues previously raised in respect to 
aggregate dredging in Area 447, in which CEMEX has an interest, have been addressed in 
the report and we note from figure 16.1 that various aggregate dredging areas are shown 
to be affected to some extent by fines deposition from disposal activities - including, in 
addition to Area 447, CEMEX Area 507/1. We note that the Characterisation Report 
considers the effects to be temporary and negligible.  
 
The previous response to consultation on behalf of the Area 447 licence holders 
specifically referred to organic matter. In addition to the information on deposition 
presented in the Characterisation Report, we request further information regarding the 
potential for peat to be encountered during maintenance and any capital dredging.  If this 
material settles on Aggregate areas, it can contaminate the sand and gravel and cause 
major difficulties in supplying construction materials from affected licence areas.  
 
We request that options to safeguard against peat contamination are discussed and 
conditions imposed requiring corrective measures should peat be encountered during 
maintenance or capital dredging.  
 
 
Crown Estate 
It is noted that the pre-application disposal site is within the area of the closed Warren 
Spring Experimental Area 2 disposal site. 
The proposed new disposal site, and any future disposal activity on the site subsequently, 
is identified as taking place in an area under the ownership of The Crown Estate. 
Subject to the condition that consent for any future disposal activity on the proposed site 
must be granted by The Crown Estate, The Crown Estate has no objection to the site 
being designated as a disposal site. 
 
 
Dong Energy 
I do not have any major comments for this scheme. 
 
However as there is the potential for the works to result in sediment dispersion to London 
Array Phase 2 site boundary (no longer leased by London Array Ltd but lease returned to 
the Crown Estate on 17.2.2014) for the sake of precaution I am interested in the potential 
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for sediment dispersion to the Phase 1 Array. I wonder if you can confirm if the monitoring 
reports from HAA will be publically available. 
 
We will be undertaking post construction monitoring at London Array Phase 1 commencing 
this year, it would be useful if HAA's monitoring reports were made available so we can 
see if there are any unpredicted increases in sediment deposition. It would be our hope 
then to relate these to the London Array monitoring to see if there are any changes 
occurring at London Array that might be attributable to HAA's proposed new dredge 
disposal site. 
 
 
Eastern Inshore Fisheries Conservation Authority (IFCA) 
 
Role of the Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (Eastern IFCA) 
The role of the Eastern IFCA is "to lead, champion and manage a sustainable marine 
environment and inshore fisheries, to ensure healthy seas, sustainable fisheries and a 
viable industry " in our district, which extends from the Humber to Harwich, and six nautical 
miles out to sea. The proposed new offshore disposal site is located approximately 4nm 
outside of the Eastern IFCA district . However, given the potential impact on inshore 
fisheries  (including fishers based in the ports of Orford and Felixstowe in the Eastern 
IFCA district), it is considered appropriate for Eastern IFCA to provide comment on the 
proposal. Our comments our based upon a review of the Characterisation report and the 
presentations made  by Harwich Haven Authority and its consultants at the commercial 
fisheries meeting held at Felixstowe on 6th February 2014. 
 
General comment on fisheries liaison 
Eastern IFCA considers that a good level of fisheries liaison has been undertaken in 
relation to the proposed new offshore disposal site, during the development of the 
characterisation report and subsequently to present its findings. Two Eastern IFCA officers 
attended the Felixstowe meeting on 5th February 2014; this provided a useful summary of 
the rationale behind seeking a new disposal site, and the potential impacts on commercial 
and  recreational fisheries as identified in the characterisation report, and allowed useful 
discussion with local fishermen . 
 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
It is understood that the designation of a new disposal site does not require an 
Environmental Impact Assessme nt (EIA) under the Marine Works (EIA) Regulations 2007 
(as amended), because the designation of a new disposal site is not an activity specified 
under either Annex I or II of the EIA Directive (2011/92/EU) . However, the new site would 
not be designated until an environmental characterisation report has been produced and 
consulted upon, and only if 
the new site is deemed to be acceptable by the MMO. 
 
Potential fisheries impacts 
Eastern IFCA is concerned that the licensing of a new disposal site closer to the ports than 
the existing site could have a major adverse effect on certain fisheries. The 
characterisation report highlights a moderate or major impact on potting vessels which  do 
not operate  alternative gear types. The report notes that vessels deploying pots and nets 
are restricted in where gear can be set because of the relative lack of suitable ground 
along the east coast of England. This further reflects the importance of the area for this 
fishing activity.  Figure  12.15  (Fishing grounds that are  targeted by multiple fishermen 
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according to gear type and based on grounds identified by interviewed fishermen)  on 
page 117 also depicts the importance of this area for both commercial and recreational 
fisheries - although the potential limitations of this chart, as set out on page 111, are noted. 
 
The report suggests a negligible or minor impact on charter angling and recreational 
angling receptors, because of the ability of these vessels to operate in areas other than the 
proposed new site. However, we note that the proposed new disposal site coincides with, 
or is adjacent to, the south-east tip of the Shipwash Bank . This area has been highlighted 
through consultation with charter boat operators and recreational anglers as being "prime 
angling ground year-round", a "hotspot for bass fishing" and a "relatively safe anchorage 
area for recreational fishing vessels, due to the lack of fishing vessels towing demersal 
trawls". The characterisation report allocated a low sensitivity to charter angling and 
recreational angling receptors on the grounds that they are highly mobile and not reliant on 
a single fishing mark - however, Eastern IFCA consider that there could be significant 
impacts on these receptors because of the importance of the area in question. 
 
Ecological impacts (smothering through deposition of sediment) 
The modelled deposition rates are considered to be significant in the immediate area of 
the proposed new disposal site, and this has resulted in a medium adverse effect being 
identified for lobster (potting) fisheries when disposal takes place (estimated to be between 
25-60 days per year1 . It is noted that the impact is higher when considered in a 
commercial fisheries context, than in purely ecological terms. 
 
Eastern IFCA does not have expertise in determ ining ecological impacts of smothering, 
but we consider it would be helpful to compare predicted sediment dispersion and 
deposition with actual measurements, in conjunction with benthic ecology data. We 
consider that ground truthing the predictions for the existing disposa l site with benthic 
sampling would better serve to inform the impact predictions for the proposed new site, 
than modelling alone. 
 
Cumulative impacts 
Inshore fisheries are generally more sensitive to displacement effects than offshore 
fisheries which have much greater operating ranges. The southern North Sea is a 
particularly important area for aggregate extraction and offshore  renewable energy 
development,  both of which - despite best endeavours to achieve co-existence - have a n 
increasing displacement effect on fishing activities. The characterisation report notes that 
there are aggregate options areas close to netting/longline grounds , which could result in 
moderate impacts if licences are issued in these areas. In addition, cumulative impacts on 
towed gear fisheries, arising from offshore wind turbines and aggregate areas2, are 
described as have minor or moderate significance. 
 
Future usage of new disposal site 
Finally, it is queried whether the licensing of this new disposal site for current maintenance 
dredging activity could in time result in increased disposal rates, once the Felixstowe Port 
extension and the possible Bathside Bay developments are completed, since these will 
presumably result in an increased need for maintenance dredging . This could result in 
additional impact in these important fishery areas - impacts which could be averted or 
reduced by continuing use of the existing Inner Gabbard East offshore disposal site. 
 
 
 



Page 12 of 31 
 

English Heritage 
We understand that the proposed project is to identify a new disposal site for maintenance 
dredge material produced by Harwich Haven Authority. We offer the following advice 
based on the Characterisation Report (Ref: DLM7-RT001-R06-00, dated January 2014) 
provided in support of this proposed project. 
We have considered the information provided to us with particular reference to the 
following seabed anomaly: Hydrographic Office ID 14593 possible wreck of the Zoroaster 
(a defensively armed British merchant ship which was sunk by a mine in 1917 with a 
recorded position 150m from the eastern edge of the proposed disposal site), but that a 
"minor anomaly" was identified in the north east corner of the proposed disposal site, 
which might be the wreck of the Zoroaster (see Figure 13.3). 
In consideration of the information provided about this vessel, and the circumstances of its 
loss during the First World War, we are mindful of the approach to characterisation 
adopted by the above referenced report. We therefore conclude that because the intended 
project is for disposal of dredged material that the sites identified, or other presently 
unknown sites within or adjacent to the proposed disposal area, will not be negatively 
impacted. However, we do not concur with the statement that " the proposed disposal site 
is considered to be of limited importance for historic environment" while it is that case that 
there are no presently designated heritage assets it remains the case that other sites may 
be discovered that merit designation. We are also aware that the information provided to 
us in the Characterisation Report clearly demonstrates the legacy of heritage assets 
identified within and adjacent to the proposed disposal site that are associated with the 
First World War. 
In regard to any monitoring requirements (section 13.3), we noted the statement about the 
limited effectiveness of an archaeological watching brief given the proposed method of 
dredge disposal. We are also mindful that the material to be disposed off is derived 
through maintenance dredging. Therefore, it would seem that there is minimal likelihood of 
encountering material of possible archaeological interest. In consideration of these points 
we have no further comment or advice to offer regarding this proposed project. 
English Heritage is the Government's advisor on all aspects of the historic environment in 
England. English Heritage is an Executive Non-departmental Public Body sponsored by 
the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) and we report to Parliament through 
the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport. The National Heritage Act (2002) gave 
English Heritage responsibility for maritime archaeology in the English area of the UK 
Territorial Sea. 
 
 
Environment Agency 
We are satisfied that the proposals for a new disposal site should not result in any adverse 
impacts in terms of flood risk, coastal processes and geomorphology within the footprint of 
our jurisdiction, and accordingly we have no issues or concerns.  
 
 
Felixstowe Ferry Fishermen’s Association 
No comments received. 
 
Hanson Aggregates Marine Limited 
In response to the consultation on the proposed new disposal site for Harwich Haven 
Authority, Hanson Aggregates Marine Ltd (HAML) would like to make the following 
comments: 
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• Whilst in principle we have no strong objections to the current proposed location for the 
site, HAML would be interested in understanding the nature of the material planned to be 
disposed of at the new site as our aggregate extraction sites would be sensitive to 
deposition of suspended material from the new site. Whilst very fine material would be 
expected to quickly disperse, heavier material could potentially impact directly onto our 
areas, “smothering/contaminating” the viable deposits we target for extraction. Therefore 
information as to the nature and likelihood of possible contaminants (e.g. peat) would be 
appreciated and mitigation to avoid disposal close to the licenced extraction area. 
 
• HAML would also be interested to know more regarding the proposed timings of any 
deposits made at the site (e.g. frequency) and also how they will be monitored 
environmentally. 
 
 
Harbour Master, AB Ports, Ipswich 
We have reviewed Harwich Haven Authority Application and do not believe there are any 
issues for concern for Associated British Ports. 
 
 
Harwich Fisherman’s Association 
Formal Objection 
 
Harwich Haven Authority Proposed Maintenance Dredge Disposal Site 
MLP/2014/00006 
 
Harwich Fishermen’s Association is the largest association on the east coast and 
represents the majority of commercial fishermen working out of Harwich and the 
surrounding ports. 
 
Following receipt of the above proposal, our members have been consulted and wish to 
now register our objection to the proposed Maintenance Dredge Disposal Site as indicated 
in the received documentation. 
 
The views of our members, following the previous telephone discussions, have not 
changed. 
 
Following the public meeting on the 5th February 2014 where the vast majority of our 
members attended we wish to submit the following to be considered. 
 
The actual dump site is important area for our members and having viewed the applicant’s 
pre-surveys and model computer profiles we are the opinion that there is no scientific 
evidence that indicates exactly how the area will be affected. Also another major concern 
is no definite evidence on where the spoil will dissipate to and the effect it will have on 
where it settles.  
There are areas adjacent to the dump site which has been designated as important habitat 
for lobster, crab and fish due to its rock and boulder strewn nature, being one of only four 
such areas available to the local potting fleet, along with Walton on the Naze, West Rocks 
and the Rough Towers, the area starting only 250 meters west of the new site is premium 
hard ground in other wise sand, gravel, and clay which make up the majority of the sea 
bed in the Harwich area. 
With reference to the charts showing predicted deposition (maximum) Fig 8.12 Gabbard 
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Site and Fig 8.6 New Site 
 clearly shows a considerable increase in sediment deposits in the surrounding area 
especially to the west of the new site. Fig 8.6 also shows an increase of sediment to the 
north and north east of the site, this being of softer clean  ground is an area frequently 
trawled for dover sole along with ray and when in season cod the main target species for 
the predominately under 10 meter  trawlers  of the local fleet. 
As fishermen with past experience of the Rough Towers dump site we have no confidence 
in the predicted models for the new site. 
 
Both crab and lobster live in gullies, holes and rocky areas and we are convinced the spoil 
with fill and cover these vital areas. 
 
The was also no definite evidence presented on where and how other surrounding areas 
would be affected and for the developers to use comments such as minimal impact, is 
unacceptable, the area is vital and any un-natural activity must have a detrimental effect 
on vital species, which in turn potentially effects the earning capacity of commercial 
fishermen. 
 
A previous disposal site on the roughs had been designated as a dump area and following 
study it was found it was having a detrimental effect on the dump area and surrounding 
sea bed. Dumping was terminated however it is our opinion it took numerous years to 
return to its original state. 
We are the opinion damage will occur on the designated and adjacent areas and even if 
identified through the monitoring process we do not have confidence that the applicant and 
the MMO to react quickly enough to stop the activity before long lasting damage has 
occurred. 
 
At the meeting it was stated by the applicant’s representative this is a money saving 
proposal and an attempt to reduce their carbon footprint, this is totally unfair on our 
members, if the license is granted it would increase the costs and the carbon footprint for 
our members who would have to increase their travel distances to find a fishing area of the 
quality of the proposed site.  
 
Loss of any area has also a compounding factor; the same numbers of fishermen in 
smaller viable areas may create conflict and issues. 
 
The potential loss or damage to the proposed site and surrounding area, to our members 
would have serious long term financial consequences. 
 
The present dumping ground was designated after consultation with our members and it 
was agreed by all that this site was the best area with the least disruption to all 
stakeholder, our opinion has not changed and for the applicant to propose a different site 
and possible changes to the existing ecology of that the area on purely cost ground is 
unacceptable and too greater risk. 
 
Our members over the recent years have had to adjust their fishing grounds to 
accommodate the government’s direction to increased sustainable energy projects off the 
east coast and further sites are now at the planning stage, any additional disruption and 
loss of important fishing ground will bring into question that commitment. 
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If this application is approved, it would add further difficulties to what is already a very 
difficult and challenging occupation.  
  
It is our proposal that the application is rejected and dumping continues as existing. 
 
 
Hutchison Ports UK 
We write in support of the above application . 
Hutchison Ports UK Ltd ("HPUK") is a member of the Hutchison Port Holdings ("HPH") 
Group, a subsidiary of the multinational conglomerate Hutchison Whampoa Limited. HPUK 
owns and operates the Port of Felixstowe, London Thamesport and Harwich International 
Port, with over 3,000 direct employees. The operation of the Ports of Felixstowe and 
Harwich are reliant on the navigation channels under the jurisdiction of the Harwich Haven 
Authority ("HHA"). 
 
The Port of Felixstowe is the largest container terminal in the UK. The port handles over 
3.5 million TEU of container traffic each year which represents more than 40% of all UK's 
container trade. In addition to containers , Felixstowe handles roll on/roll off ("Ro/Ro") ferry 
services to North West Europe. 
 
Harwich International Port is one of the UK's leading multi-purpose freight and passenger 
ports. It is ideally located for North Sea freight and passenger traffic to and from 
Scandinavia and the Benelux countries , offering Ro/Ro, ferry, container and bulk 
operations . Harwich is also a leading port for the shipment and transfer of wind turbines to 
offshore wind farms. 
 
 
As a vital component in the supply chain, the Port of Felixstowe facilitates the lowest 
carbon modes of transport and is continually working to reduce its carbon and ecological 
footprints , playing a crucial role in creating a sustainable supply chain. Carbon footprint 
reporting has undergone some changes , which reflect the improvement of information and 
knowledge available in this area. Since first measuring the carbon footprint in 2007, the 
port has increased its capacity significantly and reduced its relative carbon footprint by 
13%. 
 
Most of HPUK's customers are committed to saving cost and carbon. Many are actively 
working and measuring to reduce their carbon footprint. In an endeavour to facilitate and 
support customers in their efforts, HPUK continues to invest in rail and other initiatives to 
help reduce its carbon footprint. Our investments in rail have taken more HGV's off the 
road, thereby reducing congestion and supporting the environment. 
 
HPUK supports HHA in its application and to reduce significantly both its carbon dioxide 
output and reduces its costs. The operations of HHA impact HPUK's customers as 
conservancy charges are levied so a reduction in costs has economic benefits; in addition 
as stated above our customers are actively involved with ensuring that the carbon footprint 
of their supply chains are minimised and the application clearly supports this objective. 
 
We are encouraged that this application has identified an area of 'low sensitivity' in terms 
of impact on the marine environment. On this basis and in conjunction with the fact that the 
application , if approved , will provide HHA with the means to significantly achieve a 
reduction in its carbon footprint and reduce its costs , we support this application. 
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Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) 
No comments received. 
 
 
 
Kent & Essex Inshore Fisheries Conservation Authority (IFCA) 
Thank you for your request inviting a response from Kent and Essex Inshore Fisheries and 
Conservation Authority (KEIFCA) in regards to the above. The Kent and Essex IFCA 
district extends from Harwich down to Rye Bay encompassing the Thames Estuary, out to 
6nm. Whilst the proposed disposal site is approximately 4nm outside of the Kent and 
Essex IFCA district limit, the proposed site does have the potential to significantly impact 
upon fishing vessels operating from ports within the Kent and Essex district, especially 
between Harwich and West Mersea. Therefore we feel a response from Kent and Essex 
IFCA is justified. These comments are made based on information within the Site 
Charaterisation Report as well as Kent and Essex IFCA officer attendance at the Harwich 
stakeholder meeting on XX February 2014 and at initial discussion meetings between 
regulators at the outset of the project.  
 
Fisheries Liaison  
KEIFCA officers suggested in June 2012, following an initial regulators meeting, a number 
of fishermen and associations to contact and it appears from the Site Characterisation 
report that these were actively contacted. Kent and Essex IFCA feel that a satisfactory 
level of stakeholder engagement has taken place so far with fishermen, with several 
attending the stakeholder meeting in February 2014, however given the dispersed nature 
of the inshore sector, the limited number of interviews (21) may lead to some parts of the 
industry feeling that they have not been given timely information regarding the proposal 
and an opportunity to comment.  
 
Fisheries Impacts  
The fishing grounds immediately to the west of the proposed site are of significant 
importance to local vessels, specifically those operating potting and netting gear types. As 
noted in the report, and communicated by KEIFCA officers previously, this ground is 
especially notable due to its relative scarcity on the east coast of England and therefore 
the availability of other fishing grounds in the area for these vessels is limited. We would 
therefore express our significant concern that the proposed site would have a major 
adverse impact upon local potting and netting vessels. In the prior consultation for the 
current Inner Gabbard disposal site, fishers and the then Kent and Essex Sea Fisheries 
Committee expressed their opinion that the site be as far off shore as practicable due to 
the local importance of the inshore grounds for potting, it would therefore seem a 
backward step to permit a new disposal site closer inshore when the importance of the 
grounds for the local vessels has not diminished. 
 
The site is also of prime importance for recreational fishing vessels. The report states that 
angling vessels are highly mobile and not reliant upon any single mark, Kent and Essex 
IFCA would not agree with this statement as fish aggregate in certain areas of water due 
to environmental factors such as seabed topography, food availability, refuge presence 
etc. Moving to another mark where fish do not aggregate reduces the possibility of anglers 
catching fish and as a result reduces the fishing experience for those individuals. Angling 
contributes significantly to the local economy and if the fishing experience diminishes then 
so too may the economy of the coastal areas it benefits.  
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Smothering of grounds  
Whilst Kent and Essex IFCA do not have expertise in modelling or the ecological impacts 
of smothering, we do feel confident in suggesting that some species in the vicinity, 
specifically common lobster, do exhibit higher sensitivity to smothering than others, and 
that the impact on commercial fisheries for this species could be significant. Whilst 
modelling is informative, Kent and Essex IFCA do not consider that this should be relied 
upon in this case due to the potential impacts upon the local inshore fleet. Kent and Essex 
IFCA would suggest that ground truthing of the modelling be undertaken prior to 
designation to allow comparison between the modelled scenario and the real-world 
situation.  
 
Future increase in disposal quantities  
Kent and Essex IFCA are concerned that current extensions and developments, once 
completed, will increase the use of this disposal site. This would compound any impacts 
and render the current modelling of quantities and temporal usage of the site 
unsatisfactory. Kent and Essex IFCA would also comment that the Harwich Haven 
Channel Deepening project is beginning its stakeholder engagement phase which, if the 
project goes ahead, would be a major capital dredge project and potentially maintenance 
dredge requirement which would significantly increase the use of the proposed disposal 
site.  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment and if you require any further information on the 
above, or regarding fisheries and conservation within our District, please do not hesitate to 
contact KEIFCA. 
 
 
Lafarge Tarmac 
I am writing on behalf of the Resource Management Association (RMA) aggregate 
dredging companies to respond to the consultation on the Harwich Haven Authority Site 
Characterisation Report on the proposed new maintenance dredge disposal site in the 
outer Thames Estuary.  We are pleased to see that the issues we have already raised in 
connection with aggregate dredging area 447 (the closest to the new site) have been 
addressed in the report in section 16 and in Figure 16.1.  We note from figure 16.1 that 
other aggregate dredging areas are shown to be affected by fines deposition from disposal 
activities - mainly areas 509/1-2 and 507/1. 
 
Whilst we are content that the levels of predicted sediment deposition depicted in Figure 
16.1 are unlikely to cause contamination of aggregate cargoes, we request further 
information on whether or not organics and peat fragments are going to be encountered 
during maintenance and any capital dredging. This aspect of main concern to us is not 
specifically dealt with in the Characterisation Report. Previous capital schemes in 
Southampton Water and disposal at the Nab Tower site have occasionally led to 
significant fall out of low density peat fragments 2-3 cm across into aggregate dredging 
areas in the vicinity up and down tide.  This caused major difficulties in supplying 
construction aggregates from the licence areas affected while the disposal operations 
were in progress. 
 
We are anxious to avoid a repetition of this problem in any of the outer Thames licence 
areas and ask that options to safeguard against this are discussed and conditions imposed 
requiring corrective measures should peat be encountered during maintenance or capital 
dredging. 
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Maritime & Coastguard Agency (MCA) 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the potential impact of the above proposed 
works on the interests of navigation. 
The proposal has been examined by staff of the Navigation Safety Branch and we support 
the location of the new site and believe it will be beneficial to navigation safety: 

 it is not in the Sunk Traffic Separation Scheme  
 it is within Harwich Haven Authority's VTS area  
 it is within the restricted area and away from the channel vessels take when 

entering Harwich Haven 
We are content that any navigational safety concerns can be addressed by suitably 
worded conditions in any licence at the formal application stage, as per Chapter 14 of their 
report. 
Please note that a charge will be levied on the developers where appropriate, by MCA, for 
the transmission of maritime safety information, via Navtex or Coastguard VHF radio 
network, in respect of the proposed works. Agreement by the developers to pay any such 
charges should, ideally, be a condition of the licence if they are likely to be used. 
 
 
Ministry of Defence Estates Safeguarding 
No comments received. 
 
 
Natural England 
Thank you for your consultation dated 22 January 2014. The following constitutes Natural 
England‟s formal pre-application advice. In general the characterisation report goes some 
way to assess the potential impacts of the proposed disposal site, but requires further 
information and clarification, particularly in relation to demonstrating any predicted effects 
that the wider deposition from the disposal site may have on the Outer Thames SPA 
feature red throated divers.  
Natural England has the following specific comments to make on the report, which we 
hope will be taken into account in any revisions or aid the regulator on the future license 
application.  
 
Comments relating to obligations under The Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2010 (as amended) and The Offshore Marine Conservation (Natural 
Habitats, & c.) Regulations 2007 (as amended)  
1. Insufficient consideration has been given to the potential effects to the Outer Thames 
SPA feature wintering red throated diver. The potential impacts to the Outer Thames SPA 
feature red throated diver should be fully assessed, in the form of a habitats regulation 
assessment. This assessment need not be onerous, but should, as a minimum, make use 
of the JNCC data on RTD distribution and abundance within the SPA, to illustrate the 
un/importance (to RTD) of the area within the SPA which appears to be impacted by the 
wider predicted deposition from the disposal site. This would enable a proper assessment 
on likely significant effects on the red throated diver feature. Currently the assessment 
lacks clarity, for example on page 80, terms such as “vast majority” are not useful and do 
not provide the level of evidence required.  
 
2. Figure 3.1 demonstrates the new site to be in an overall “low” sensitivity area and the 
Inner Gabbard site to be in an overall “high” sensitivity area- this figures needs to explain 
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in far more detail how the mapped sensitivities were derived, particularly the detail as to 
how the various layers used, relate to the sensitivity levels issued. We are particularly 
interested in how the mapped sensitivities relate to the features of designated sites, as this 
is not clear.  
 
3. Table 6.4, which illustrates the matrices used for judging the levels of significance, 
needs to be made much clearer, particularly in relation to how those levels of significance 
would relate to making a judgment on any likely significant effect to the SAC or SCI.  
 
4. If possible, it would be helpful if Figure 8.6 (showing predicted maximum deposition of 
fine sediment over a 28 day period) was at a much greater resolution and magnified, so 
that it was  
clear as to the exact deposition levels outside of the disposal site boundary. As it currently 
stands, the chart makes it difficult to visualise levels of deposition outside of the potential 
disposal site. Furthermore, it would be useful to include the adjacent SPA and SCI 
boundaries in relation to the predicted deposition and plumes.  
 
5. Whilst figure 11.1 demonstrates the disposal site in relation to the SPA and SCI, the 
predicted deposition and plumes should also be illustrated with these Natura 2000 sites on 
the chart.  
 
6. Table 11.1 assessment of LSE is not clear- justification for what the impacts of the wider 
deposition on the SPA and SCI features should be detailed. It is not at all clear what the 
justification is behind the prediction that 10mm deposition within the SPA will not have a 
LSE on the interest feature, as explained above. Spatio-temporal contexts over which 
impacts could occur should also be provided.  
 
Comments relating to Section 41 habitats of principal importance NERC Act (2006)  
1. The occurrence of Sabellaria spinulosa reef is a habitat of principal importance as 
described under section 41 of the NERC Act 2006. Section 40 of the NERC Act places 
responsibility on regulators and decision makers to have due regard for all biodiversity in 
their decision making, as outlined above, the presence, extent and nature of potential 
Sabellaria spinulosa reef would then allow the regulator to make an informed decision.  
 
2. Natural England would suggest that section 9.1.6 is revised to include an assessment of 
reefiness according to Gubbay (2007). Currently the report only assesses reefiness 
according to the criteria of Hendrick and Foster-Smith (2006). We note that according to 
this criteria a number of referenced areas (station 12, 15 and 54) are stated as being of 
“medium” reefiness for biogenic reef, Sabellaria spinulosa. Natural England would request 
that this information be provided so a sound judgement can be made as to reef presence 
or absence, further work may lead from this assessment. In particular, we note that station 
12 is within the proposed disposal site and station 15 is adjacent to 12 on the border of the 
proposed site. With 12 and 15 being adjacent, this might suggest that the area of potential 
reef is large and therefore further detail, as outlined above, should be provided.  
 
3. 9.2 Sabellaria spinulosa: The report states that Sabellaria spinulosa has a “high” 
sensitivity but low magnitude. The report then goes on to state that the impact is “minor” 
significance, whereas table 6.4 matrix states “minor or moderate” significance for these 
two levels. The matrix used should be used consistently throughout the document. It 
should be made abundantly clear if this assessment is based upon the species itself only, 
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or if this relates to reef- it is the reef, not the species itself which needs to be further 
explored, once the Gubbay criteria has been used.  
 
Other relevant matters  
1. Section 9.1.2. Reference is made to Cefas fish egg and larvae distribution survey data, 
but none of this or other data is presented/discussed, or used to evidence any of the 
anticipated predictions related to impacts on fish. This is important to include given that 
fish have not been included in the characterisation report due to the unsuitable conditions 
for trawling at the proposed time of surveys.  
 
2. Natural England are pleased to note that HHA plan to use the same disposal methods 
as previously used at the Inner Gabbard disposal site. In general it would be useful if HHA 
can fully incorporate the findings and lessons learned from the Inner Gabbard disposal site 
in order to strengthen any predictions.  
 
3. Natural England trust that the MMO will seek to include the potential disposal site in the 
annual review/monitoring of disposal sites undertaken on the MMO‟s behalf by Cefas.  
 
 
Section 5.1: There are a number of, what appear to be, contradictory statements regarding 
the composition of dredged material and a number of assumptions based upon data from 
1998, rather than basing this on the more recent 2012 data. Further clarity should be 
provided on this subject.  
 
5. The characterisation report suggests that the disposal, which is largely mud, will be 
disposed of in an environment which is composed of mixed sandy gravel at site. It would 
be useful to provide further detail on the lessons learned from the Inner Gabbard site in to 
any potential impacts this might have.  
 
6. 9.2 Marine mammals: In order to provide evidence for the statement “the area is not 
thought to be of particular importance to marine mammals” (page 76), the best available 
evidence should be used. We would suggest that reference is made to the grid estimates 
in SCANS-II1 data to evidence base the opinion that the area is unimportant for marine 
mammals.  
 
7. 9.2 „Summary of results of ecological monitoring surveys at existing Inner Gabbard 
site‟: terms such as “little difference“ are unhelpful, this should be quantified and the 
evidence discussed appropriately making any findings of relevance to the proposed site 
clear. It might be more useful to judge levels of significance of changes to faunal 
composition, making use of the proposed matrix.  
 
8. Figure 9.8 shows that the predicted impacts on the lobster area to the west of the 
proposed disposal site are far greater than the Inner Gabbard site with approximately 30% 
more area covered with deposition at 0.5-1 and 1-2mm, with much greater amounts of 
suspended sediment 10-20 mg/l as opposed to largely 5-10 suspended sediment 
concentration. This should be properly discussed and predicted effects, if any, clarified.  
 
9. „Ornithology‟: Terms such as “the number of terns recorded represent a very small 
proportion of the total breeding population in the UK” are not useful (page 81 terns)- where 
data exists, quantities should be stated. Throughout the ornithology section, undefined 
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terms for distribution or abundance of all species should refer to the evidence base which 
these judgments are being made upon.  
 
10. Table 6.4 details the matrices to judge levels of significance, however throughout the 
ornithology section this does not seem to be used. For example noise or physical 
disturbance, if it is considered to be high, against a “negligible magnitude”, according to 
the matrix used in the report (table 6.4), it would result in a “minor” impact not “negligible”. 
There are a number of similar apparent errors throughout this section, where the matrix 
has not been used.  
 
11. Section 17: The cumulative assessment relating to wind farms should include the now 
consented wind farm Galloper.  
 
12. An assessment should be made on the impacts of this proposed site in combination 
with the retained Inner Gabbard disposal site. This should be properly discussed, 
alongside charts illustrating potential deposition and plumes of both sites, so that a proper 
assessment can be made as to potential impacts to nearby designated sites.  
 
 
Planning Authority, Ipswich Borough Council 
No comments received. 
 
 
Royal Yachting Association 
No comments received. 
 
 
RSPB, Essex 
I have already provided comments on the proposal for a new maintenance dredge 
disposal site. The RSPB does not have much to add to our previous comments.  
 
However, there are two issues I would like clarification on. Firstly, can you confirm that an 
HRA screening has been carried out for this proposal. Secondly, what kind of assessment 
has the MMO carried out for using this material beneficially within the Estuary, rather than 
placing it in the disposal site. I notice from the MMO’s guidance document that disposal is 
considered as the last option. 
 
If this information has already been made publicly available then I apologise but I have not 
been able to locate it. 
 
 
Scottish Power 
No comments received. 
 
 
Tendring District Council 
Further to our telephone conversation this morning I confirm that Tendring District Council 
has no concerns over this proposal from a Planning perspective given the proposal  
location of 21 Km off shore and a site size of 800m x 800m in water depth of 21-22m. 
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We would however share some Economic concerns over the impact of the proposed 
deposition site on the nearby fishing and potting activities and trust that whilst the 
characterisation report produced by H R Wallingford indicates that the site location has 
been refined to minimise sedimentation risks to local lobster fisheries the MMO is seeking 
its own expert advice in this regard. 
 
For clarity and as confirmed by you this application relates only to the maintenance 
dredging of the navigational channels and does not relate to the pre application HHA have 
recently made for a capital dredge to deepen the channel from between 1-2metres. 
 
 
Trinity House 
Trinity House have no objections to the proposed application for the maintenance dredge 
at Harwich, as detailed. 
 
Confirm any vessels to be used to exhibit signals as per collregs. 
 
 
Volker Dredging 
No comments received. 
 
 
Comments from members of the public 
 
Email dated 06/02/2014 
Comments with reference to the meeting held at the 1912 building in Harwich at 18.30 on 
the 5th February 2014 regarding the planned change of dumping grounds for dredgings 
from Harwich Harbour. 

1.    The need. 

 It was stated that the dredging operations were the largest contributor to 
greenhouse emissions (60%) produced by HHA and cost the authority £6 million 
per year. Assuming this to be true, though no figures were shown to substantiate 
this, it does not allow for the emissions/costs of the whole ports operations 
(shipping, tugs etc.) and as a proportion of these emissions they are probably 
almost minimal. On top of this the savings on this £6 million would probably be quite 
small as the savings would be in cruising time not the more expensive and 
inefficient dredging or accelerating to cruising speed. It is therefore unclear to me 
what the environmental or economic benefits may be. 

 Of course any reduction in emissions and costs would be useful if there are no 
significant negative effects. This, though, is far from clear. 

2.     The methodology. 

 The assessment of the present situation in the areas around the proposed dumping 
ground seems to be somewhat haphazard and superficial. The assessment is 
based on unreliable data on fishing (commercially confidential data, no available 
data, no data on foreign vessels) and does not have thorough and reliable data on 
locally landed fish, shellfish etcetera. 

 There seems to be no attempt to survey the actual ecology of the seabed. 
Statements such as there will be no impact on fish because they can move seem to 
assume that the fish are in the area for purely recreational reasons not to, for 
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example, feed or spawn, and that there are infinite areas that the fish can go 
regardless of their habitual requirements.  

 With no idea of what is happening on the sea bed it does not seem possible to 
know what impact there may be from any proposed operations.  

 The gathering of data seems to be based on what data is available or easy to 
gather rather than on what data would fully inform decision making. 

3.   The monitoring. 

 The plan appears to be to check that the sedimentation rates in the first month are 
in line with the computer predictions and then to have annual reviews but not to 
even bother to repeat the rather inadequate data gathering and consultation 
performed prior to operations starting.  

 There will apparently be no attempt to assess the impact on the actual ecology of 
the seabed let alone the impact on local or other fishing operations. In fact with no 
data of the situation before, assessing changes would not even be possible. 

 As an example, lobsters live in holes and there will be no checks on the impact of 
the sedimentation on these holes or on filter feeding organisms that may form an 
important part of the food chain in the area. 

 In the event that, even with what appear to be the inadequate data available and 
the checks proposed, there is found to be a detrimental effect on the area it is likely 
that, by the time data has been checked and re-verified, the consequences of the 
effects quantified, the results challenged by interested parties (some with more 
“influence” than others), time taken to “prove” that the data is of a long term nature 
and not an acceptable side effect etcetera, that any changes to the permission 
could well be too late to rescue the situation and irreparable damage could be done. 

In summary, before such a proposal should be considered I believe the following 
conditions should be met: 

         Clear information be supplied showing the actual environmental and cost 
benefits in the context of the overall port operations. 

         A thorough understanding of the ecology of the areas that may be affected so 
that any possible consequences can be better understood. 

         A system of checking the impact on the ecology of the area along with a 
precautionary principal to any unpredicted negative impacts where operations are 
stopped during any period of checking, verification and appeals to minimise the risk of 
further damage. 

 
 
Transcript of letter dated 07/02/2014 
 
Dear MMO, 
 
I have just attended a meeting hosted by the Harwich Haven Authority (HHA) regarding 
their proposal to relocate their maintenance dredging disposal site. DDespite listening, 
after a robust question/answer session I can tell you thast I am certainly not reassured. I 
am not a fool and I can see a load of spin and an error in the making when I saw/heard 
their reasoning. 
 
What I am seriously educated in is fishing. This entails a vast array of knowledge learnt 
over many years of experience, knowledge which includes fishing patterns, fishing 
methods, fish dispersal, seabed conditions, weather and tide patterns, etc. 
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I wouls like to state that I am vehemently opposed to this application. 
My reasoning is this; 
 
Why move? HHA quote cost and CO2 emissions; why havent they explored other avenues 
i.e; re-tender with more modern vessels emitting less CO2, but no that would be too easy. 
 
Pre the year 2000, HHA used a dumpsite south of the routh towers, this dump site 
adversely affected the nearby ground. So under advcie/pressure a deeper water dump site 
was agreed on at the Inner Gabbard. This site has not been an issue to all parties 
concerned. 
 
This proposal is to bring the dumpsite back in ten metres on average, shallower, also 
adjacent to harder ground which is abundant with all manner of bottom dwellers. 
 
By their own admission the lobster and crab fishery will be adversely affected with more 
silt finding its way to the seabed. All their models suggest the deposits will be in 
manageable levels, manageabel to whom? Not to all the seabed life which will be 
smothered in their holes and scrapes. Also their model suggests The Shipwash Bank and 
the Gunfleet Sand to the southwest will not be unduly affected, a lot of bottom feed exists 
on these banks and any change could be enough to tip the balance adversely. 
 
Good fishing ground is already under pressure from wind farms, dredging etc, so why take 
the risk? 
 
Harwich is a small town and people generally know each other’s business. At HHA 
meeting when these proposals were initially discussed, a question arose, “what about the 
fishermen” The response “They won’t be a problem! Ther are none left, so we will be 
granted permission, no fuss. 
 
Well here I am, along with many more, who can see the folly of this plan. The problem is 
we all have the feeling this is a “done deal”. 
 
Please prove us wrong with some common sense thinking and keep the dump site where 
it is now. 
 
HHA have changed the proposal by siting it 250 metres to the east and the promise to 
review their data models with fact after the first dumping cycles. We have been told this 
initial data will not be made public, so how can we compare and contract the info coming 
in? 
 
SO, how can we confidently trust HHA to infrom the MMO with all haste, so as to cease 
dumping if the data shows their models to be seriously flawed? 
 
The damage will be done and continuing, it could all be too late! 
 
Why play Russian roulette with the marine environment? 
 
I implore you to keep it where it presently is, it would be a disgrace and against every 
principle of good marine management practice. Please, please don’t allow this application 
it is just wrong on every level. 
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Letter dated 21 February 2014 from Orford and District Inshore Fishermen’s 
Association 
 
Formal Objection  
Harwich Haven Authority Proposed Maintenance Dredge Disposal Site 
MLP/2014/00006  
I am writing on behalf of our association to object to the application by Harwich Haven 
Authority to change the location for the disposal of almost four million tonnes per year of 
dredged material from the current one at the Inner Gabbard agreed as mutually acceptable 
by all stakeholders to one that raises serious concerns for the local inshore fishing 
industry. The fishing industry is being threatened by many activities off the East Anglian 
coast including the loss of fishing grounds to wind turbines together with their export 
cables as well as extraction companies and this proposal to put at risk one of the prime 
fishing grounds is yet another threat to our members and the other crews who rely on this 
area to provide a valuable part of their catch.  
 
In the appendices to the Characterisation Report the MMO Coastal Office states: “Fishing 
vessels from Essex and Suffolk utilise the grounds specified by the applicant on a regular 
basis, indeed it is one of their more important fishing grounds. Vessels will typically 
demersal trawl for Sole and Skate throughout the year, but will also trawl and long line for 
Cod during the winter. Bass and Lobster are targeted and constitute a significant part of 
the income for fishermen from Harwich and Felixstowe The area specified (Shipwash) by 
the applicant has been used by the fishing industry for many years, and indeed supports 
vessels at Harwich and Felixstowe. Whilst I can appreciate the applicant wishing to save 
on fuel and transport/carbon costs by selecting a disposal site considerably closer than the 
current site situated near the Gabbard, the proposed works would come at a detriment to 
the fishing industry.  
 
Discussions with the fishing industry at Harwich and Felixstowe have shown that the 
proposed area is one of their more important fishing grounds. Vessels target high value 
species such as Sole and Lobster over these grounds, which provide a sustainable income 
for them and their businesses. The grounds specified by the applicant are inhabited by 
commercially important Shellfish species (Lobster and Crab) and demersal fish species 
(Sole, Skate, Cod) and the addition of silt/dredged materials to this environment could 
prove detrimental to the fishing industry through their disruption and loss of 
grounds/habitat. 
 
Allowing the proposed disposal of dredged materials over this site would be detrimental to 
those fishermen who use these grounds regularly, and would come at a financial and 
economic cost to the industry. The loss of grounds and need to travel further to find fishing 
opportunities would further be at the detriment to the fishing industry. I would strongly 
advise the applicant to consider all the potential impacts such a disposal site would have 
on the local fishing industry and quality of life by those who are dependent on fishing to 
earn a living”.  
 



Page 26 of 31 
 

It is a little difficult to understand why the authority is applying for a new disposal site when 
it has recently requested a change to its previous 3 year or single year licences (example 
L/2012/00385/3) and was very keen to take out a ten year licence for the existing Inner 
Gabbard disposal site from 1st January 2014 to 31st December 2023 (L/2013/00392/1). 
This licence includes total silt disposal of almost forty million tonnes at a rate of three point 
seven million tonnes per year for ten years.  
 
Harwich Haven Authority currently dredges silt with some sand and dumps it out to sea in 
a spot that has been agreed as acceptable to all stakeholders, because it is far enough out 
away from sensitive fishing grounds and, more importantly, in deep water (45metres) so 
that the silt can disperse in the current. We understand that the authority is considering 
changing this agreed location for cost cutting reasons to save money by dumping the silt 5 
miles closer in/or near the south Shipwash. The costs of dredging and disposal have 
increased greatly in recent years due to changing fuel prices, exchange rates and the 
overall market but so have the costs for the boats that fish this area and any suggestion 
that they should find alternative fishing grounds would increase these costs even if it were 
possible for the boats to extend their range.  
 
The Harwich Harbour Engineer, John Brien, has confirmed that the disposal will take place 
at all states of the tide. This is totally unacceptable for the local fleet, as the area is in only 
20 metres of water and on some unique grounds which we all fish. Bearing in mind that the 
dumping vessel is already low in the water (John Brien confirmed that that it draws some 4 
metres of water) the silt will reach the seabed more quickly than at the present site and is 
likely to smother the seabed. At slack tide there will be little movement to disperse the silt 
and at other times it will spread onto the grounds upstream and downstream and cause 
environmental damage to some very lucrative fishing grounds. The Applicant’s consultant 
seems to set great store by the model for predicting the dispersal of the silt and sand but it 
was unclear how “the model” deals with dumping a large load when the tide is slack and 
there is nowhere for it to go but downwards. How does it deal with the change in depth? 
How does it differentiate between strong spring tides and neap tides? It is also unclear 
from the consultant reports whether the simulation is based on a single release of the 
dredged material or takes into account the continuous disposal five times per day over a 
ten day period. Is the model calibrated from the short, 30 day survey taken in mid 
summer?  
 
The projected savings by Harwich Haven Authority are based on a current cycle time of 
4.48 hours or 5 cycles per day. I am assuming that savings are based on the vessel 
continuing to be utilised 24 hours each day which means that the reduced cycle times of 
3.87 will result in an extra cycle each day thereby increasing the likelihood of a build up of 
the disposal material.  
 
Interestingly John Brien did say at the end of the public meeting in Felixstowe that the 
build up of disposed matter at the current site is not significant. When I asked whether this 
meant that it is noticeable he confirmed this but claimed that it is “probably” not the silt but 
capital dredged material which is something the licence doesn’t appear to permit but which 
should be dumped in the Inner Gabbard East site. My view is that if build up in 45 metres 
is noticeable and measurable then it is having a negative effect which could only be worse 
in shallower water. It would be interesting to know what has caused the build up and 
whether the present licence (or the proposed licence) allows the dumping of capital 
dredging material in addition to the silt. 
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The general area around the port of Orford is already under extreme stress with the 
spread of wind turbines and the effects of the poor burial techniques for wind farm export 
cables which have made prime fishing grounds unfishable for the local fleet, something we 
have asked the MMO to investigate. Any proposal for relocating the mutually agreed 
disposal point into another area of prime fishing grounds would be likely to reduce the 
already limited fishing grounds even further and cause the boats to compete with others 
for a reducing area for commercial fishing.  
 
The Applicant’s consultant appears to understand the range limitations of our small boats 
and the fact that they cannot simply move to other grounds “The consultation process 
focussed on identifying fishing vessels operating within the study area due to the 
likelihood that these vessels would experience the most significant impacts as a 
result of the proposed disposal site due to the limited capacity to mitigate by 
travelling to more distant grounds”. The consultant report suggests that “A potential 
adverse effect of moderate or major significance is predicted on commercial 
fisheries, for vessels specialising in potting with a high reliance on the area of 
ground immediately west of the proposed disposal site”. What is not recognised is 
that all types of local fishing are dependent on fishing areas within their range not just 
potting boats. These are fishing grounds that have developed over many generations and 
are unlikely to respond well to being smothered by any level of additional silt. Although the 
applicant claims that there are no prohibited contaminants identified in the silt, we are also 
concerned that the location from which it comes must cause it to contain fuel and other 
substances connected with the vessels using the harbour that may harm the sensitive 
ecosystem in this area.  
 
The surveys carried out by the applicant appear to be limited in some areas. “5 beam 
trawl surveys were planned to collect data on the mobile macrofauna in the area of 
the proposed disposal site. Due to poor weather conditions it was not possible to 
carry out the trawls. As the data collected by the beam trawl survey was intended to 
be qualitative (i.e. it would provide an indication of fish species present at fixed 
points in the vicinity of the disposal site at a snapshot in time), their absence is not 
considered to be detrimental to the Characterisation Report. Information on fish 
species has been gathered from the literature to characterise the disposal site 
area”. There appears to be no attempt to reschedule these trawl surveys. “A seabed 
instrument frame was deployed at the location for a period of 30 days (21st July to 
23rd August 2012 ) to measure Wave height, period and direction, Through - depth 
current speed and direction, Water levels, Near - bed (+0.5 m) turbidity, salinity and 
temperature”. A 30 day survey during mid summer seems to be insufficient to fully assess 
the new disposal area.  
 
The applicant also proposes that a single monitor of the first dump should take place 
immediately before and after the dump and then annual single monitors. This means that 
there will be no accurate assessment of the effect of the silt dumping throughout the first 
year following the initial disposal. By the end of this time irrecoverable damage could have 
been done to these prime fishing areas by the dumping of almost four million tonnes of 
mud and sand. A previous disposal site on the Roughs Tower had been designated as a 
disposal area some time ago and it was found to have a serious detrimental effect on the 
disposal area and surrounding sea bed. We understand that the disposal licence was 
terminated but it took several years to return the area to its original state. John Brien 
confirms that “The Roughs Tower site was closed because it had been filled with 
capital material from the 1998 – 2000, deepening up to about -7 or -8m CD and there 
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was concern regarding maintenance material spreading from the site into potting 
areas”. 
 
We believe that, because of the shallow water, damage will occur on the proposed 
designated and neighbouring areas and even if identified through the monitoring process 
we do not have confidence that the applicant and the MMO could react quickly enough to 
stop the activity before long lasting damage has occurred.  
 
Port of Felixstowe has recently received permission for a new multi-million pound 
extension which will enable it to handle two of the next generation of mega-ships at the 
same time. The project will involve dredging 740,000 cubic metres of material to provide 
the berth and enable a new steel-piled quay wall to be built. We are now concerned that 
this project will also produce an increase in the annual disposal of dredged material by 
Harwich Haven Authority.  
 
The report refers to 21 owners of fishing businesses being interviewed but there appear to 
be differences in interpretation of what may constitute an interview and whether 21 is a 
representative number out of all the boats who share the areas off the East Anglian coast. 
Little weight appears to have been given to the knowledge and experience gained by local 
fishermen over generations. That knowledge and experience tends to show that marine 
science and modelling is still an imprecise subject due to the various influences over the 
seasons which typically aren’t captured except by detailed surveys over an extended 
period of time. The limited 30 day survey in this case is hardly a representative 
assessment of the area over a reasonable period of time. Our boats are out in all seasons 
and conditions but the value of their experince appears to have been discounted. The 
fishing survey simply looks at the impact of the plan not the expert views of men with 
detailed knowledge of the marine environment and the cyclical nature of it.  
 
The attached images from pages 13 and 19 of the Characterisation Report on page 6 
show the most concentrated areas of fishing activity alongside the expected area of the 
proposed silt deposition. They have been adjusted from the originals in the report which 
showed different overall views distorting the comparative area of the dispersal for some 
reason. With the adjustment this clearly shows that there is a significant risk that the 
relocation of the current disposal site to the applicant’s proposed one will impact all types 
of inshore fishing.  
 
The report accepts that there is a risk to the fishing grounds but suggests that the risk to 
fishing grounds of the relocation of the disposal site is no more than an inconvenience that 
can be mitigated by the local vessels travelling to alternative fishing grounds. “For most 
fishing vessels operating from local harbours and continental harbours, the risk 
that the disposal of dredged material at the proposed new site will affect fish and 
shellfish to a level that results in a noticeable decline in catch is considered low. 
The majority of fishing vessels targeting these resources, commercially or 
recreationally, are relatively flexible in terms of travelling to alternative fishing 
grounds. Fishing grounds suitable for otter or beam trawling, for example, are well 
distributed throughout the southern North Sea. Mitigation of any loss could be 
achieved by fishing elsewhere if there is a decline in catches at the proposed new 
disposal site”. Although this may be true for the large, mostly foreign, trawlers the power 
and range of the local boats is such that this is not feasible except within a small area that 
will have an impact on other local boats fishing the area. There is no real difference 
between the boats targetting Bass, Sole, Skate and Cod, and the shellfish boats targetting 
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Lobster and Crab that the report accepts may suffer financial hardship. “A small sub-set 
of the commercial fishing fleet were found during the consultations to rely on 
shellfish on hard ground near the Shipwash Sand. Increases in suspended sediment 
concentration and/or increased seabed deposition at these fishing grounds may 
lead to behavioural changes in target species that result in reduced catches at these 
grounds. A decline in catches could lead to financial 
hardship that would be difficult to mitigate, largely because there are very few 
alternative areas with suitable habitat to support populations of lobsters”  
 
The applicant states that the aim of the relocation of the disposal site is to make 
maintenance dredging activities more sustainable in terms of cost, fuel used and 
emissions. To suggest that the fishing industry should extend its area of operation to 
achieve this is questionable on sustainability grounds even if it were feasible. Extra cost, 
fuel used and CO2 emissions would simply transfer from one entity to another.  
The inshore fishing industry has been identified by National and European governments as 
vital to the future sustainability of the fish stocks and local communities. We do understand 
the need for statutory bodies to carefully manage their costs and expenses. Like Orford, 
Harwich is a Trust Port and is a statutory Harbour Authority governed by an independent 
board charged with acting in the interests of all its stakeholders. However, it derives its 
income from conservancy and pilotage charges on commercial shipping. It receives no 
public funding; it does not issue, nor is it required to pay a dividend on any form of equity, 
public or private so there is no drain on the public purse.  
 
The applicant accepts that there are risks associated with the plan but considers them to 
be low with the exception of the potting industry. As stated above, all boats would be 
affected due to their limited power and range to find other fishing grounds. Harwich Haven 
Authority have stated that disposal will occur at all states of the tide. Our concern is that by 
dumping these large quantities of silt in a depth of only 20 metres the risk is high that more 
of it will hit the seabed before it is able to be dispersed by the currents, particularly at slack 
tide.  
 
All enterprises, including the fishing businesses along the Essex and Suffolk coast, are 
being hit by increased costs but to put the local fishing industry at risk for the sake of cost 
savings for others with doubtful scientific evidence about the detrimental effects of the 
proposed changes cannot be defended. 
 
Our association and its members urge you to reject this application. 
 
 
transcript of letter dated 24/02/2014 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
I object to the proposed new maintenance dredging disposal site MLP/2014/00006. 
 
I have fished out of Harwich for 35 years and my fishing grounds locally are becoming 
smaller due to many pressures other than fishing, deep water channels, wind farms, 
capital dredge sites, anchorages etc. 
 
I know the history of dredge disposal sites from Harwich Harbour well. They started 
inshore and then moved to the Roughs. The Roughs dump site was proved to be covering 
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the surrounding area with silt and mud and so the HFA after a struggle got it moved to the 
Inner Gabbard where in my opinion is the best place for it. 
 
Moving the dump into outside the Shipwash makes no sense, we will be back to square 
one. The Shipwash fishing grounds are very important to local fishermen, if the dump site 
is moved there is the same situation as the Rough dump site will happen, it has to! 
 
There are many other reasons for my objection many of them are covered by the Harwich 
Fisherman’s Association objection. 
 
 
Emails dated 03/03/2014 (a,b,c)  
Email a) 
Dear Sirs 
I am writing to register my objection to the proposed new dredging disposal site. 
When the present site was established there was a considerable increase in costs 
involved because of the extra distance traveled, but it was still deemed to be the better site 
available, also the most favorable for the protection of the inshore fisheries.  Whereas, it 
would appear, that the new site is merely taking monetary costs into consideration. 
 
Email b) 
I have been a professional fisherman for 35 years I am deeply opposing the relocation of 
the Gabbard disposal site due west to prime fishing grounds to the east of the shipwash 
sand bank For the past 33 years I have worked 400 lobster/crab pots in a area known as 
the shipwash rocks where the new disposal site would be approx. 1 mile to the east of my 
fishing gear Through experience I know the tide at times flows north west I am in no doubt 
this would devastate the area and finishing my fishing career it must be noted that at the 
moment the depth of water at 
The gabbard is aprox 30 metres as opposed to 20 metres at the shipwash so when 
the dredger orangie at 10 metres draught the sedement has 20 metres of water to 
disperse where at the shipwash only 10 metres it is known that the sedement settles 
at the gabbard so in shallow water at the shipwash it will be far worse. 
 
Email c) 
PROPOSED DREDGING DISPOSAL SITE 
Dear Sir, 
 
From the meeting with Harwich Harbour Authority and H. R. Wallingford the following 
points arise which it is hoped will be addressed.  
Under marine Ecology no mention is made to Smoothounds, Tope and Lesser spotted 
Dogfish.  From first-hand experience these species are all caught in large numbers 
between spring to late summer in the proposed area. 
This suggests the fish sample was only collected over a very short period and throughout 
the year.   Could you explain method and dates when samples were taken. 
The shipwash to Rough towers and Cutler & Whiting Banks are prime recreational angling 
areas, will monitoring of the deposition be conducted in these areas during and 
immediately after  the dredge programme to ensure the levels remain within the limits out 
lined in the report. 
Will the dredged spoil be monitored on a continuously basis for contamination and to 
ensure the material remains as a fluid mud during the life time of dredging programme.  



Page 31 of 31 
 

A few days after the meeting local TV news were reporting a further major expansion to 
Harwich harbour which would increase the length of quayside. This will surly require 
further dredging to provide deep water access. 
No mention was made to this at the meeting.  Do we have an assurance that no solid 
dredged material will be deposited at the new proposed site? 
Other areas of deep water are available closer than the Inner Gabbard site such as to the 
south near the Sunk light. Were other sites considered? 
 
 
Email dated 04/03/2014 
Following the public meeting held on 5th February 2014, I would like to register my 
objection to the proposed maintenance dredging site.  As I pointed out at the meeting, 
there are lobster and crab habitats in holes and gullies.   There are also wrecks in this area 
in which lobsters will habitat.  I am convinced that the spoil will settle in these habitats thus 
impacting on future lobster and crab generations. 
 
 
 


