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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 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. 

 


