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1. Introduction 

In January 2014 Harwich Haven Authority (HHA) submitted an application to the Marine 

Management Organisation (MMO) to consider the characterisation of a new offshore 

disposal site. The application was accompanied by a Characterisation Report 

(HR Wallingford, 2014).  

Following a period of consultation, the MMO wrote to HHA on 23 April 2014 requesting additional 

information. A copy of this letter is provided in Appendix A.  

The purpose of this document, which forms an Addendum to the Characterisation Report, is to provide the 

information requested by the MMO. The Addendum is divided into the seven topic areas listed in the MMO’s 

letter and addresses each of the questions in turn. The Addendum should be read in conjunction with the 

Characterisation Report. 

1.1. UK East Inshore and East Offshore Marine Plans 

The MMO has requested evidence of how the proposal has been considered in accordance with the UK East 

Inshore and East Offshore Marine Plans
1
, which were published on 2 April 2014.  

Public authorities taking decisions which relate to any function capable of affecting the whole or any part of 

the marine plan area must have regard to the Marine Policy Statement and marine plans. The marine plan 

policies are implemented by public authorities through existing regulatory and decision-making mechanisms. 

The marine plans do not establish new requirements, but apply or clarify the intent of national policy in the 

East Inshore and Offshore areas, taking into account the specific characteristics of the plan areas. They act 

as an enabling mechanism for those seeking to undertake activities or development.  

The proposed disposal site is within the East Inshore Marine Plan Area. To provide a consistent and simple 

approach to the East Inshore and Offshore Marine Plans, a single document has been produced for both 

plan areas, with distinctions made as to which policies are relevant to the inshore and/or offshore areas.  

A review of the East Inshore and East Offshore Marine Plans (hereafter referred to as ‘the Marine Plans’), in 

particular the guidance flow diagram provided in Figure 2 of the Marine Plans, has been carried out. The 

following plan policies are considered to be directly applicable to the proposal for the new disposal site: 

 Maximising opportunities for co-existence (GOV2);  

 Consideration of displacement of other activities (GOV3); 

 Consideration of fishing areas (FISH1, FISH2). 

The proposal to dispose of maintenance dredged material at the new site has been considered in the context 

of these plan policies, as demonstrated below. 

The plan policy relating to dredging and disposal (Policy DD1) is in place to ensure that proposals within or 

adjacent to licensed dredging and disposal areas will not adversely impact those activities, so it is not directly 

relevant to new disposal sites. However, it does recognise the importance of sustainable dredging and 

                                                      

1
 http://www.marinemanagement.org.uk/marineplanning/areas/east_plans.htm  

http://www.marinemanagement.org.uk/marineplanning/areas/east_plans.htm
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disposal operations. As stated in Section 2.2 of the Characterisation Report, the main driver of this project is 

to reduce the cost and the carbon footprint of the maintenance dredging and disposal activities. 

Policy GOV2 

Opportunities for co-existence should be maximised wherever possible. 

A key principle of the Marine Policy Statement is to promote compatibility and reduce conflict (between 

activities, and also with the environment) in order to manage the use of space within the marine environment 

in an efficient and effective manner. It states (at 2.3.1.5) that ‘the marine plan should identify areas of 

constraint and locations where a range of activities may be accommodated. This will reduce real and 

potential conflict, maximise compatibility between marine activities and encourage co-existence of multiple 

users’. 

Co-existence (including activities in the same area, but vertically or laterally separated, and co-location in the 

same space) is particularly pertinent to the busy East Marine Plan areas. The Marine Plans state that GOV2 

will be implemented by the public authorities responsible for authorising development or activities (in this 

case, the MMO). The Marine Plans identify the importance of taking into account the feasibility of co-

existence when assessing new development and other activities.  

The Characterisation Report has considered the potential adverse effects of disposal activities at the 

proposed site on a wide range of receptors. In all cases except commercial fisheries, it is concluded that 

there will be negligible or minor effects. It is therefore considered that disposal activities can co-exist with 

other activities and sensitive receptors without significant adverse effects. In the case of commercial 

fisheries, additional information is provided in Section 4 of this Addendum which concludes that disposal 

activities at the proposed new site, and fishing (potting) can co-exist. This conclusion assumes that a robust 

monitoring programme will be implemented that will rapidly identify if high levels of sedimentation are 

observed in areas of potting interest (which would be contrary to that predicted by the plume dispersion 

modelling studies). In addition, co-existence of the proposed disposal site with fishing activity is considered 

further in plan policies FISH1 and FISH2 below. 

Policy FISH1 

Within areas of fishing activity, proposals should demonstrate in order of preference:  

a) that they will not prevent fishing activities on, or access to, fishing grounds  

b) how, if there are adverse impacts on the ability to undertake fishing activities or access to fishing 

grounds, they will minimise them  

c) how, if the adverse impacts cannot be minimised, they will be mitigated  

d) the case for proceeding with their proposal if it is not possible to minimise or mitigate the adverse 

impacts 

This policy focuses specifically on access to fishing grounds. It seeks to support the fishing sector’s ability to 

undertake its activities and requires proposals to demonstrate where any impacts to fishing activity may 

occur and how they have been dealt with.  

The Marine Policy Statement (at 3.8.1, 3.8.2, and 2.3.1.5) makes clear that the process of marine planning 

will ‘enable the co-existence of compatible activities wherever possible’, and supports the reduction of real 
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and potential conflict as well as maximising compatibility and encouraging co-existence of activities. In 

applying this policy, consideration should be given to the potential for the displacement of fishing activity.  

Plan policy FISH1 requires public authorities (in this case, the MMO) to ensure that supporting information is 

submitted, proportionate to the proposal, illustrating any potential impacts and suggested measures to 

minimise, or if impacts cannot be minimised, mitigate them.  

As described fully in Section 12 of the Characterisation Report, a comprehensive study was undertaken by 

MacAlister Elliott and Partners, specialist fisheries consultants, to characterise the commercial and 

recreational fishing activity in a large area surrounding the proposed disposal site. This included consultation 

with local fishermen and fisheries representatives. The assessment considered the potential for loss of 

traditional fishing grounds on a range of different fishing types and concluded, in Section 12.2.3 of the 

Characterisation Report, that the effects would be of negligible or minor significance.  

The disposal of material at the proposed new site is not predicted to prevent fishing activities on, or access 

to, fishing grounds, and therefore is in accordance with plan policy FISH1. 

Policy FISH2 

Proposals should demonstrate, in order of preference:  

a) that they will not have an adverse impact upon spawning and nursery areas and any associated habitat  

b) how, if there are adverse impacts upon the spawning and nursery areas and any associated habitat, 

they will minimise them  

c) how, if the adverse impacts cannot be minimised they will be mitigated  

d) the case for proceeding with their proposals if it is not possible to minimise or mitigate the adverse 

impacts 

Plan policy FISH2 seeks to contribute to the aims of the Marine Policy Statement (at 3.8.1) in supporting the 

long term existence of the fisheries sector through support of stock recruitment. In applying policy FISH2, 

proposals should consider their potential to have an adverse impact on spawning and nursery grounds 

(including any adverse impact on the ability of species to access these grounds).  

Chapter 9.2 of the Characterisation Report considered the potential adverse effects on fish and shellfish, and 

additional information is provided in Section 4 of this Addendum. The effects on fish of disposal activities at 

the proposed site are considered to be negligible. At the request of the Eastern Inshore Fisheries and 

Conservation Authority, an assessment was carried out of the effects of disposal activities at the proposed 

site on herring spawning, and the effects were considered to be minor. An assessment of the effects of 

disposal activities on the reproductive cycles of lobster and crab has been carried out, and the results are 

presented in Section 4.2 of this Addendum. The effects are considered to be moderate or minor, and a 

monitoring programme is proposed in Section 4.3 of this Addendum to identify (and act upon) any evidence 

of sedimentation, in excess of that predicted in the modelling study. 

The disposal of material at the proposed new site is not predicted to have significant adverse effects upon 

spawning and nursery areas and any associated habitat, and therefore is in accordance with plan policy 

FISH2. 
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2. Coastal processes 

2.1. Bathymetric survey 

2.1. Please provide further information regarding bathymetric survey, including survey company, 

methodology, and International Hydrographic Organisation (IHO) standard. 

The following information is provided to supplement Section 7.1 (Bathymetry) of the Characterisation Report. 

The survey was conducted to IHO Order 1 Standard providing full seafloor coverage within the survey limits 

recording any natural features or debris. The survey was carried out by HHA with the survey launch ‘Egret’. 

The survey is referred to WGS 84 Ellipsoid, Transverse Mercator projection, UTM Grid, Zone 31N.  

Positioning was achieved using Differential Global Positioning System (DGPS) corrections from a Trimble 

SPS852 transmitting from a permanent station in Felixstowe, WGS 84 position Latitude 51° 56’.7837 N 

Longitude 01° 19’.3809 E. height 68.25 m to an Applanix Pos MV320 on board the survey launch. 

Soundings were obtained using a 400 kHz Reson 7125 multibeam echosounder, corrected with data from 

Sound Velocity (SV) Profiles on site. Heave, pitch and roll corrections from the Applanix POC MV320 were 

used to correct the 7125 data. 

Soundings were reduced to Chart Datum (1.95 m below Ordnance Datum Newlyn) using the tide levels 

recorded by the Valeport BTH710 automatic tide gauge at East Fort Massac Beacon, WGS 84 position 

Latitude 51° 53’ 21.738 N Longitude 01°32’ 46.321 E. 

2.2. Seabed measurements 

2.2. Please provide reference to data obtained from seabed instrument deployed near the seabed, as 

described in Section 8.1.3 of the Site Characterisation report. 

The following information is provided to supplement Section 7.1 of the Characterisation Report. 

A seabed instrument frame was deployed for a period of 30 days (21 July to 23 August 2012) to measure the 

following parameters: 

 Wave height, period and direction; 

 Through-depth current speed and direction; 

 Water levels; and 

 Near-bed (+0.5 m) turbidity, salinity and temperature. 

Further information on the calibration of the equipment is provided in Section 8.1.3 of the Characterisation 

Report. The results are summarised below and full results are provided in Appendix E of the 

Characterisation Report (Wallingford Environmental Surveys, 2012). 
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Tidal currents 

The survey found that maximum current speeds recorded at the site during the deployment period were in 

the order of 1.5 m/s. Currents directions were generally around 220° north (flood tide) and 50° north (ebb 

tide). 

Waves 

Significant wave heights were generally less than 1.3 m for the whole deployment period with occasional 

peak heights of up to around 2.0 m. Mean wave periods were generally between 2 and 4 seconds with peak 

values recorded of around 8 seconds. 

Mean wave directions were mostly from a north-easterly direction (~060° north) but were from a more 

southerly aspect between 29 July and 7 August, and from 16 August to the end of the record (23 August). 

3. Marine ecology  

3.1. Quality standards and ecological monitoring terms 

3.1   Please confirm Quality Standards or Quality Assurance details in relation to the benthic ecological 

survey. In addition, please quantify the terms used in the summary of results of the ecological 

monitoring surveys at the existing Inner Gabbard Site. 

3.1.1. Quality Standards and Quality Assurance  

The following information is provided to supplement Section 9.1.1 of the Characterisation Report. 

Samples collected during the marine ecological survey were analysed using Thomson Unicomarine’s 

standard operating procedures (summarised below) and subject to stringent in-house quality assurance 

procedures. Thomson Unicomarine’s standard operating procedures are fully compatible with those of the 

National Marine Biological Analytical Quality Control (NMBAQC) Scheme. As administrators of the NMBAQC 

Scheme’s Benthic Invertebrate and Fish components, Thomson Unicomarine is the benchmark laboratory for 

faunal analysis in the UK. 

A summary of Thomson Unicomarine’s quality control procedures is provided below. 

Extraction 

All trays searched by eye in the washroom (i.e. heavy fractions retained on 4 mm and 2 mm mesh) are 

double checked by another member of staff. 

All picked ‘float’ material from each sample is retained for checking by other staff working on the project. The 

project leader, or another trained staff member, will check the whole residue (including the heavy ‘blast’ 

material) for some samples; the heavy sediment will be ‘blasted’ again if any animals are found. As with the 

sediment picked by eye in a tray, new members of staff will have their residues checked by a more senior 

member of staff. 

Acceptable standards are defined as +/-10% of total number of individuals picked (or 2 individuals, 

whichever is the greater), and/or +/-10% of total number of taxa (or two taxa, whichever is the greater) and/or 

>=90% Bray-Curtis similarity (untransformed). These standards mirror those set by the NMBAQC Scheme 
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for macrobenthic analysis. Care is taken to ensure that taxa that may be difficult to distinguish from the 

sediment are not consistently missed. 

Identification 

For all routine samples, the sample analysts separate specimens of all taxa into different pots or dishes and 

pass them to an experienced biologist to be checked. Any changes to the identifications are discussed as 

part of an ongoing training policy. One pot of each taxon found in a project by Principal Biologists (usually 

the reference collection) is similarly checked by another experienced staff member. The name of the 

biologist who identified the specimens is recorded as well as whoever checked them. 

Data entry 

After initial data entry, but before appending, a second staff member checks the numbers (and biomass, if 

required) for each line of data. Any discrepancies in species names are checked on the data matrix after 

appending but before data are submitted. A final check is made to ensure that all data have been entered, 

using a custom-designed program. Any corrections are made to the database as well as to the final matrix, 

which is printed and added to the project file, along with the original data sheets and sample log forms. 

3.1.2. Ecological monitoring at Inner Gabbard disposal site 

The following information is provided to supplement Section 9.2 of the Characterisation Report. 

Benthic monitoring surveys have been carried out around the Inner Gabbard disposal site since the site was 

first approved for dredged material disposal in 1998. The baseline survey was carried out in May 1998, after 

which disposal of material commenced at the site. Subsequent monitoring surveys were carried out in 1999, 

2000, 2003 and then again in 2009 at the same sampling stations (Unicomarine Ltd., 2000, 2001, 2009). 

Both Particle Size Analysis (PSA) and biological data were analysed in all surveys and the data was used to 

determine effects of disposal at the Inner Gabbard site.  

Between 1998 and 1999 the PSA data showed an increase in the overall particle size at all of the monitoring 

stations, including at the disposal site itself. This was attributed to natural events as the dredged material 

disposed at the site was silty rather than coarse. Comparison of PSA data between 1998/99 and 2009 was 

complicated by a change in the methodology for establishing the particle size distributions and weights per 

size class; however the data show similar values for gravels, sands and fine sediments at all stations 

between 1999 and 2009. 

Biological data from the surveys have been compared using t-test at the 95% significance level  

(Unicomarine Ltd., 2000, 2001, 2009). This has shown that the stations within the disposal site at Inner 

Gabbard had a significantly impoverished fauna in 1999 compared to the baseline study carried out in 1998. 

The analyses also showed that the fauna at the monitoring stations to the north and south of the disposal 

site had significantly increased in terms of number of taxa and abundances. Comparison of the data between 

1999 and 2000 (using the same statistical method) showed there were no significant differences at any of 

the monitoring stations within the Inner Gabbard site, or to the north and south of the site, during that year. 

The Shannon Weiner diversity index was calculated for 1998, 1999, 2000 and 2009, although for 2009 the 

data was only presented for selected sampling stations. The values for two representative stations, one 

within the disposal site (IG32) and one of the outer monitoring stations to the north of the disposal site (IG21) 

are shown in Table 3.1. Overall the diversity decreased in 2000 but had increased again by 2009, potentially 

due to the natural annual variability of the marine communities in the study area.  
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For all stations, the species communities (as determined by cluster analysis) were very similar between 

years with the same biotopes identified each year. There was no change in the dominant taxa identified 

across the surveys (Unicomarine Ltd., 2000, 2001). 

Table  3.1: Shannon Weiner diversity indices from Inner Gabbard disposal site surveys 

 Station 

Year IG21 (north of disposal site) IG32 (at disposal site) 

1998 3.49 3.61 

1999 3.57 2.64 

2000 2.3 1.1 

2009 3.29 2.44 

Source:  Data from Unicomarine (2000, 2001, 2009). Higher values indicate greater diversity. 

In summary, the ecological surveys at Inner Gabbard revealed an impoverishment in the immediate vicinity 

of the disposal site itself within the first year of disposal activities, but no significant alterations in community 

composition, and no changes to the wider area.  

The faunal composition at the proposed new disposal site is similar to the Inner Gabbard site. The volume, 

nature and frequency of dredged material disposal will remain unchanged, and the sediment dispersion 

pattern is similar to that expected to occur at the new site (as described in Section 8.2.3 of the 

Characterisation Report). The effects on the benthic communities within and surrounding the proposed 

disposal site are, therefore, considered likely to be similar to those observed at the Inner Gabbard site. 

3.2. Sabellaria spinulosa reef characterisation and impact 
assessment 

3.2 Please provide more information in order that it may be determined whether Sabellaria spinulosa, as 

detected in the Characterisation Survey, represents a reef, and if so, the spatial extent of the reef. The 

information should include an assessment of ‘reefiness’ according to Gubbay (2007). If it is determined 

that a reef is present, please provide an assessment of the impacts of dredged material disposal on 

the reef. In any assessment, please also clarify whether the current impact significance given for 

Sabellaria spinolusa is based on the species, or relates to the reef. 

Additional information from the ecological survey 

The marine ecological survey described in Section 9.1.1 of the Characterisation Report (and in more detail in 

Thomson Unicomarine, 2012) provides information on the density of S. spinulosa per m
2
 and calculation of 

Margalef’s species richness and Shannon’s diversity indices. These parameters were compared to the tables 

presented in Hendrick and Foster-Smith (2006) to determine a reefiness score for each of the sites. A full 

breakdown of the reefiness scores assigned to each sample is presented in Table 3.2. Samples in which no 

S.Spinulosa was found have been omitted from the table. The distance between sampling stations was 

approximately 250 m. 
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Table  3.2: Reefiness scores according to Hendrick and Foster-Smith (2006) 

Survey station 
Number of S. 

spinulosa in sample 

No of S. spinulosa per 

m
2
 

Reefiness level 

1 9 90 Low 

2 18 180 Low 

5 1 10 Low 

6 1 10 Low 

9 14 140 Low 

10 1 10 Low 

11 20 200 Low 

12 106 1,060 Medium 

13 39 390 Low 

14 23 230 Low 

15 178 1,780 Medium 

16 1 10 Low 

21 2 20 Low 

22 10 100 Low 

23 3 20 Low 

26 1 10 Low 

42 11 110 Low 

44 1 10 Low 

45 3 30 Low 

47 1 10 Low 

48 1 10 Low 

49 42 420 Low 

53 6 60 Low 

54 182 1,820 Medium 

57 2 20 Low 

59 1 10 Low 

Source:   (Thomson Unicomarine, 2012) 

S. Spinulosa was absent in the samples not listed in this table 

Three stations were identified as having a medium reefiness score based on density of S. spinulosa. As 

shown in Figure 9.5 in the Characterisation Report, two of these stations (12 and 15) are within the 

boundaries of the proposed disposal site, and the third (54) is to the north east of the site. Sediment 

dispersion and deposition from disposal activities is not predicted to reach station 54 (see Section 8.2.3 of 

the Characterisation Report). There is, therefore, no predicted impact on this station.  

Using Hendrick and Foster-Smith criteria (2006), stations 12 and 15 cover approximately an area of less 

than 250 m
2
 which, if considered the core area, would provide a medium reefiness score. The nearest 
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neighbouring stations 9, 11 and 14 all returned low reefiness scores; even if they were incorporated into the 

assessment, the total area would be less than 1,000 m
2
 and so would still return an overall reefiness score of 

medium.  

Assessment of reefiness according to the Gubbay (2007) criteria 

The Hendrick and Foster-Smith (2006) and the Gubbay (2007) criteria for identifying the presence of 

S. spinulosa reef use similar parameters. However, the Gubbay (2007) criteria place greater emphasis on 

the parameters of: 

 Elevation of the polychaete tubes above the substratum;  

 Total area covered by the reef in square meters; and  

 Patchiness of the cover within an area as a percentage of the reef area.  

Both sets of criteria recommend that longevity of the reef should also be considered, as S. spinulosa 

aggregations can be ephemeral and dependent on local environmental conditions (Hendrick and Foster-

Smith, 2006).  

In the Hendrick and Foster-Smith (2006) criteria the longevity of reefs is assessed by repeatedly surveying a 

site where S. spinulosa has been found to determine if there are ‘persistent dense aggregations over time’. 

Gubbay (2007) does not give a time definition for longevity but discusses the ephemeral nature of 

S. spinulosa reefs and the time it could take for an aggregation to reach a consolidated reef level, estimated 

to be more than five years. There are no recommendations in this guidance for repeat surveying of a site to 

estimate persistence as with the Hendrick and Foster-Smith (2006) criteria. 

Using the Gubbay (2007) criteria for ‘area of reef’ the S. spinulosa found at the proposed disposal site would 

be classified with a low reefiness score. These scores are likely to be representative of thin crusts of 

S. spinulosa rather than elevated reef.  

Analysis of bathymetric survey data 

The outputs from the high resolution multibeam bathymetric survey, which is described in Section 7.1 of the 

Characterisation Report, have been analysed in more detail at the three sampling stations at which 

S. spinulosa was classed as having a medium reefiness score (stations 12,15 and 54). At these locations, 

the survey records soundings (depth measurements) at approximately 0.6 m intervals. The accuracy of a 

multibeam survey in this depth of water is approximately 10 cm. Analysis of an area of approximately 200 m
2
 

centred on each of the three sampling stations indicates that the seabed at all three stations is flat and 

smooth, with recorded variations in depth of between 4 cm and 8 cm between soundings. There is no 

indication of clumps, blocks or any other structures suggesting reef formation at these locations.  

Impact assessment 

An assessment of the potential adverse effects on S. spinulosa was presented in Section 9.2 of the 

Characterisation Report. In summary, the ‘reefiness’ of S. spinulosa identified in the ecological survey was 

determined to be low for all sampling stations except stations 12, 15 and 54, which were classed as medium. 

As described above, these scores are likely to be representative of thin crusts of S. spinulosa rather than 

elevated reef. 



 

 

 

Characterisation of a new disposal site 

Addendum to Characterisation Report 

DLM7157-RT002-R06-00 10 

As stated in Natural England’s response to the consultation (see Appendix A): 

 It should be made abundantly clear if this assessment is based upon the species itself only, 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. 

  Extract from the Natural England consultation response (see Appendix A) 

Based on this advice, the sensitivity has been reassessed: the sensitivity of the S. spinulosa identified at the 

site is considered to be medium (not high), as it is not considered to be a ‘Biogenic Reef’ under Annex I of 

the EC Habitats Directive. The magnitude of the effect remains low, as assessed in Section 9.2 of the 

Characterisation Report. Based on this new evidence, the effect on S. spinulosa is, therefore, considered to 

be minor adverse. 

3.3. Red throated diver 

3.3 Please provide sufficient information so that an impact of the proposed activity on the conservation 

objectives of the Outer Thames Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA) may be undertaken. 

Specifically, please provide further information on the impact on interest feature, the red throated diver 

(Gavia stellata). 

The Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) and Natural England (2013) have produced Draft advice 

under Regulation 35(3) of The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) and 

Regulation 18 of The Offshore Marine Conservation (Natural Habitats, & c.) Regulations 2007 (as amended).  

The conservation objective for the Outer Thames Estuary Special Protection Area is: 

 Subject to natural change, maintain or enhance the red-throated diver population (Gavia 

stellata) and its supporting habitats in favourable condition. 

  JNCC and Natural England (2013) 

The subsections below provide additional information on the potential impacts on the red throated diver 

interest feature, and adopts the terminology used in advice provided under Regulation 35(3) of the Habitats 

Regulations. 

3.3.1. Background information on the red throated diver 

The red throated diver is listed in Annex I to the Birds Directive. Using the relevant national population 

estimate, the wintering population of red throated divers in Great Britain is estimated to be 17,116 individuals 

(O'Brien et al., 2008) representing between 10% and 19% (depending on the areas included) of the non-

breeding population in north west Europe. The bulk of the UK distribution of red throated divers is in east 

England. The area between Kent and North Yorkshire supports 59% of the UK total estimate; 44% of the UK 

total is in the Greater Thames Estuary (O'Brien et al., 2008), with variable distribution between surveyed 

sites (APEM, 2011). 

As an active fish feeder (Guse et al., 2009 and references therein), the distribution and concentrations of red 

throated divers are at least partly determined by the presence, abundance, and availability of their prey 

species. The red throated diver is considered to be an opportunistic feeder and dietary studies have revealed 
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that several different fish species are consumed depending upon the area studied, including members of the 

cod family, herring, gobies and sand eels (Guse et al., 2009 and references therein). The sandbanks of the 

Outer Thames Estuary support the nursery and feeding grounds for many fish species, including the small 

fish on which red throated divers feed.  

Red throated divers are sensitive to the effects of disturbance associated directly with marine aggregate 

extraction, and also the resultant increases in shipping activity (JNCC & Natural England, 2013). As red 

throated divers are exposed to marine aggregate extraction areas in the Outer Thames Estuary SPA, they 

have been assessed by JNCC and Natural England as being highly vulnerable to changes to turbidity, 

sedimentation and impacts to the benthos or associated fish communities. 

Herring are key prey species for red throated divers (Guse et al., 2009). The species may also be sensitive 

to aspects of dredging activity that negatively impact on herring populations, such as increases in sediment 

deposition. 

3.3.2. Assessment of effects of operations on red throated diver 

The JNCC and Natural England (2013) have identified six broad ‘Categories of Operation’ which may cause 

deterioration of the habitats of red throated divers, or disturbance of the species itself (either alone or in-

combination): 

 Physical loss;  

 Physical damage;  

 Non-physical disturbance;  

 Toxic contamination;  

 Non-toxic contamination;  

 Biological disturbance. 

Table 11.1 of the Characterisation Report considered each of these ‘Categories of Operation’ in turn, and 

made an assessment of likely significant effects resulting from disposal of maintenance dredged material at 

the proposed site.  

New evidence on each of the ‘Categories of Operation’, as presented in the Draft advice under Regulation 

35(3) (JNCC & Natural England, 2013), is provided below. The assessments presented in Table 11.1 of the 

Characterisation Report have then been revisited to consider whether the additional evidence alters the 

assessments. 

Physical loss of supporting habitat  

In the UK, wintering red throated divers are associated with shallow inshore waters between 0 – 20 m deep, 

and less frequently in depths of around 30 m. They are associated with inshore waters, often occurring within 

sandy bays, firths and sea lochs, although open coastline is also frequently used (Skov et al., 1995; Stone 

et al., 1995). Red throated divers are known to be associated with sandbank features, although the exact 

use of different habitats within the Outer Thames Estuary is complex, and is related to both physical and 

hydrographic variables (Skov et al., 2011).  

The link between the birds and benthic habitats is not well understood but it is thought to reflect the 

association between some of their prey species (small fish such as gadoids, sprat, herring and sandeel 

between approximately 10 and 25 cm in length; Guse et al., 2009 and references therein) and sandbanks 
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(Kaiser et al., 2004). Sandbanks may have a functional role in supporting these fish species (as nursery, 

spawning or feeding grounds, or in providing shelter).  

Physical loss by removal or by smothering of any of the habitats on which red throated divers depend may 

result in the loss of foraging sites and therefore the reduction of the food resource for the overwintering 

population. The overwintering population is, therefore, considered to be highly sensitive to physical removal 

of habitat and moderately sensitive to smothering. The sensitivity for smothering is considered by JNCC and 

Natural England to be moderate rather than high because habitats can recover after time with smothering 

whereas physical removal is likely to destroy the habitat.  

Overall, the vulnerability of red throated divers within the Outer Thames Estuary SPA (and associated 

habitats) to physical loss due to both physical removal and smothering is considered by JNCC and Natural 

England to be low to moderate.  

The assessment of the effects of disposal activities on physical loss of supporting habitat is presented in 

Table 11.1 of the Characterisation Report and summarised below: 

 There will be no direct removal of habitat feature resulting from disposal activities at the proposed 

disposal site. The proposed disposal site is outside the SPA. 

 Disposal of dredged material is predicted to result in low levels of temporary deposition over a wide area 

(up to 10 mm in limited areas), including in the areas of the SPA to the north and south of the proposed 

disposal site. The disposal site is intended to be dispersive, so significant deposition of dredged material 

(smothering) within the disposal site or surrounding areas is not anticipated.  

The additional information presented above does not alter the conclusion in the Characterisation Report that 

no physical loss of supporting habitat is anticipated. It should be noted that the existing licensed disposal 

operation at the Inner Gabbard site has been on-going for a number of years so the proposed operation 

does not constitute an increase in dredging and disposal activity in the area, only a change in the disposal 

location. 

Physical damage to supporting habitat  

Benthic sandbank communities are in general relatively resilient to physical damage (JNCC and Natural 

England, 2013). However, repeated damage to the habitats (through changes in suspended sediment or 

physical disturbance caused by selective extraction, anchoring or bottom-towed fishing gear) could adversely 

affect the ability of the habitats to recover, leading to permanent damage and ultimately to loss of prey 

species. This may result in a reduction in the value of sandbank habitats as foraging sites for the 

overwintering population of red throated divers. The overall sensitivity of red throated divers to damage to 

their supporting habitat is considered by JNCC and Natural England to be moderate. 

Few ships anchor in the Outer Thames Estuary. Marine aggregate extraction activities are mostly in the 

northern extent of the SPA with some new licence areas in the northerly part of the southern section. 

Activities are not expected to significantly reduce habitat availability for red throated divers as the areas 

worked are typically limited spatially and temporally. Commercial fishing activity within the SPA includes: 

suction dredging for cockles, set and drift-net trammelling, otter trawling, drift gill netting, potting, long-lining 

and a limited amount of beam trawling for demersal species (JNCC and Natural England, 2013). While the 

capacity for the majority of these gear types to cause physical damage to the seabed habitat is low, the 

interaction between suction dredging, beam trawling and to a lesser extent demersal otter trawling gear 

components and the seafloor can result in physical disturbance and potentially damage, depending on the 

intensity of the activity and sediment composition of the habitat (JNCC and Natural England, 2011). 

Significant long-term changes in bathymetry caused by bottom-towed fishing gear that could render habitat 
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unavailable for foraging red throated divers are not anticipated. The site is therefore considered to have low 

exposure to physical damage.  

Overall the vulnerability of red throated divers within the Outer Thames Estuary SPA (and associated 

habitats to physical damage) is considered by JNCC and Natural England to be low for siltation, abrasion 

and selective extraction.  

The assessment of the effects of disposal activities on physical loss of supporting habitat is presented in 

Table 11.1 of the Characterisation Report and summarised below: 

 There will be no anchoring of dredging vessels within the SPA during disposal activities, except in an 

emergency. 

 Plume dispersion modelling predicts that maximum deposition of fine sediment on the seabed (i.e. 

siltation) is very low: less than 5 mm except at the disposal site itself and isolated patches which occur 

mostly between the disposal site and the Suffolk coastline, and at Sunken Pye adjacent to Harwich 

Harbour and Hollesley Bay, where deposition of up to 10 mm is predicted. Increases in suspended 

sediment concentrations are predicted to be within the natural variability of background levels. 

The additional information presented above does not alter the conclusion in the Characterisation Report that 

no physical damage to supporting habitat is anticipated. It should be noted that the existing licensed disposal 

operation at the Inner Gabbard site has been on-going for a number of years so the proposed operation 

does not constitute an increase in dredging and disposal activity in the area, only a change in the disposal 

location. 

Non-physical disturbance of red throated diver  

Red throated divers are highly sensitive to non-physical disturbance by noise and visual presence during the 

winter (Garthe and Hüppop, 2004). They can be disturbed by wind turbine rotors, boat movements, and 

general activity. Disturbance can cause birds to reduce or cease feeding in a given area or to fly away from 

an area (i.e. be displaced). Either response could decrease their energy intake rate at their present 

(disturbed) feeding site or alternative feeding site, which may be less favoured. The latter response would 

also increase energy expenditure during flight and perhaps during subsequent foraging in less favourable 

habitat (or favourable habitat with greater intra-specific competition). Both disturbance and displacement 

can, in principle, affect the energy budgets and possibly survival of birds.  

Locally, significant disturbance and displacement effects are predicted to arise from noise and visual impacts 

from wind farm construction, maintenance traffic and visually or aurally from the turbines themselves. Red 

throated divers may habituate to wind turbines and therefore any habitat loss due to displacement may 

diminish over time. However, as yet, survey work has provided little or no evidence of habituation by divers 

(Percival, 2010; Petersen and Fox, 2007).  

Disturbance and displacement effects may also arise from shipping (including recreational boating) and boat 

movements associated with marine aggregate and fishing activities. Marine aggregate activities tend to be 

temporary and localised. Dredging and shipping activities are expected to be confined to existing shipping 

channels, which are already known to be avoided by red throated divers.  

Overall current exposure is considered by JNCC and Natural England to be medium, and vulnerability of red 

throated divers within the Outer Thames Estuary SPA to non-physical disturbance is considered by JNCC 

and Natural England to be high.  

The assessment of the effects of disposal activities on physical loss of supporting habitat is presented in 

Table 11.1 of the Characterisation Report and summarised below: 
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 HHA carries out up to 6 maintenance dredging campaigns per year. Each campaign lasts between 5 and 

11 days depending upon the size of the dredger used and the volume of material dredged. The cycle 

time (i.e. the time taken for the dredger to sail to the disposal site, dispose of the material and return to 

the dredging site) will be approximately 3.5 hours. The infrequent presence of a dredging vessel at, and 

travelling to/from, the disposal site in an area that is subject to regular vessel movements is not 

considered likely to cause additional disturbance (noise or visual) to red-throated divers. 

The additional information presented above does not alter the conclusion in the Characterisation Report that 

no non-physical disturbance to red throated divers is anticipated. Due to the distance offshore, dredging 

vessels currently travel greater distances to reach the existing Inner Gabbard site than to the proposed new 

site, potentially influencing birds over a larger area. Furthermore, the focus of the JNCC and Natural England 

vulnerability assessment presented above is on the effects of offshore wind farms on non-physical damage 

rather than shipping or dredging activity. 

Toxic contamination of red-throated diver and their supporting habitats  

Synthetic compounds such as polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) can bioaccumulate through the food chain 

in the tissues of marine organisms, and concentrations could be considerable once they reach the fish on 

which red throated divers feed. Thus, sensitivity to synthetic chemicals such as PCBs is considered by JNCC 

and Natural England to be moderate.  

Hotspots for synthetic compounds include industrial estuaries and sandy environments offshore, but as 

PCBs are currently banned, exposure is considered by JNCC and Natural England to be low. If marine 

pollution were to occur there is the potential for exposure to PCBs to change.  

Large oil and chemical spills affecting shallow sandbank habitats can have a detrimental effect on bird 

populations. Deterioration of invertebrate and small fish populations can have a significant impact on 

important food sources. Oil on the surface and in the water column would present a direct threat to diving 

and feeding seabirds particularly during their moulting times, when they are less mobile and remain at sea. 

Oil on the feathers of birds could lead to loss of insulation, reduced buoyancy and possible drowning. 

Consequently red throated divers may suffer the inability to feed, resulting in starvation and death. Oil 

dispersants may also be harmful to the species. Sensitivity to non-synthetic compounds is therefore 

considered by JNCC and Natural England to be high.  

Although the risk of a catastrophic event due to vessel traffic (oil tankers, ships with toxic contaminants, etc.) 

exists, the probability of such an event occurring as a result of normal vessel traffic is considered by JNCC 

and Natural England to be very low; in addition the background level of toxic contamination to which the SPA 

is exposed is also considered to be low.  

Overall the vulnerability of red throated divers within the Outer Thames Estuary SPA to toxic contamination is 

considered by JNCC and Natural England to be low-moderate.  

The assessment of the effects of disposal activities on physical loss of supporting habitat is presented in 

Table 11.1 of the Characterisation Report and summarised below: 

 Sampling of HHA’s maintenance dredging material is carried out regularly. Levels of all contaminants in 

the most recent samples were below Cefas Action Level 2. Levels of arsenic, chromium, nickel and a 

number of PAHs were above Action Level 1, but not at levels that would preclude disposal at sea. Levels 

of all other contaminants were below Action Level 1. The material is deemed by the MMO and Cefas to 

be acceptable for disposal at sea.  
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The additional information presented above does not alter the conclusion in the Characterisation Report that 

the disposal activities will not introduce toxic contamination to the marine environment. Adherence to 

international conventions (for example the MARPOL Convention) means that the risk of fuel spillage or 

leakage from a vessel undertaking dredging and disposal activities is very low. 

Non-toxic contamination of red-throated divers and their supporting habitats  

Non-toxic contamination through nutrient loading, organic loading and changes to the thermal regime could 

impact on prey species and distribution. The sensitivity of the prey species of red-throated diver, and 

therefore of the divers themselves, to non-toxic contamination is considered by JNCC and Natural England 

to be moderate.  

The dilution effect for this form of contamination (which could also include increased turbidity and changes to 

the salinity) may reduce the exposure, which is considered low.  

Overall the vulnerability of red throated divers and their prey species within the Outer Thames SPA to non-

toxic contamination is considered to be low.  

The assessment of the effects of disposal activities on physical loss of supporting habitat is presented in 

Table 11.1 of the Characterisation Report and summarised below: 

 There is no mechanism for the disposal of dredged material to affect nutrient or organic loading, thermal 

regime or salinity. Anticipated changes in turbidity are described above under ‘physical damage to 

supporting habitat’ above. 

The additional information presented above does not alter the conclusion in the Characterisation Report that 

the disposal activities will not introduce non-toxic contamination to the marine environment. 

Biological disturbance  

Sensitivity to the introduction of microbial pathogens and non-native species is considered to be low for red 

throated divers, as is their exposure to them in the Outer Thames Estuary SPA. Vulnerability is therefore 

considered by JNCC and Natural England to be low.  

Selective and non-selection extraction of prey species are related primary to fishing activity. 

Overall the vulnerability of red throated divers within the Outer Thames Estuary SPA to biological 

disturbance is considered by JNCC and Natural England to be low-moderate. 

The assessment of the effects of disposal activities on physical loss of supporting habitat is presented in 

Table 11.1 of the Characterisation Report and summarised below: 

 There is minimal risk of introduction of microbial pathogens, non-native species and translocation as a 

result of disposal activities. 

 There is no mechanism for disposal activities to extract/remove birds or prey species. 

The additional information presented above does not alter the conclusion in the Characterisation Report that 

no biological disturbance is anticipated as a result of disposal activities. The primary risks of biological 

disturbance to red throated divers are identified by JNCC and Natural England as wind farms and fishing 

activity. 
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3.4. Site selection exercise 

3.4 Please provide more information on how the mapped sensitivities of environmental feature and 

activities have been derived, for example as used in Figure 3.1 of the [Characterisation] Report. In 

particular, please provide further information as to how sensitivities were derived for designated sites 

and their features. 

Section 3.1 of the Characterisation Report describes the site selection exercise that was carried out in 2011 

to identify the most appropriate location for a new disposal site. The findings of the site selection exercise 

are summarised in Section 3.1 of the Characterisation Report and are presented in full in a separate site 

selection report (HR Wallingford, 2011). Further information about the site selection process, with a particular 

focus on designated sites, is presented in this section. 

A literature review was carried out, which identified the following key data sources: 

 Data held by Harwich Haven Authority. This included marine biological and sediment composition 

surveys carried out between 1998 and 2011; 

 Environmental Statements and site-specific studies to support developments within the study area – 

primarily wind farm developments including the Greater Gabbard and Galloper; 

 The Outer Thames Estuary Regional Environmental Characterisation (REC) funded by the Marine 

Aggregate Levy Sustainability Fund (MALSF), a characterisation of physical conditions, heritage, ecology 

and regional environmental sensitivities. The REC has been further supplemented by a review of 

updated conservation designations on the JNCC; and 

 Environment Agency website for the condition of local designated beaches under the Bathing Waters 

Directive 76/160/EEC and 2006/7/EEC. 

Analysis of the available literature identified ten sensitive environmental features and marine activities that 

were potentially susceptible to impacts resulting from the disposal of dredged material. These ten features 

were taken forward to the site selection risk assessment, and are listed below: 

 Designated Conservation Sites; 

 Wrecks/Cultural Heritage; 

 Habitats and Benthic Ecology; 

 Existing Infrastructure; 

 Commercial Navigation; 

 Bathymetry; 

 Fish and Shellfish; 

 Ornithology; 

 Marine Mammals; 

 Bathing Waters. 

For each of the ten environmental features and marine activities, a high level assessment was applied to 

determine the sensitivity (ranging from Very High to Very Low) within the study area, using a combination of 

data collated during the desk-based literature review and expert knowledge. 
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There are a number of designated conservation sites within the study area that are protected by national, 

European and/or international legislation. In recognition of this statutory protection, a sensitivity score of 5 

(Very High) was assigned to these sites, and buffer zones of 1 km and 3 km were assigned around the site 

boundaries, with decreasing sensitivity (see Table 3.3). 

The exception to this rule was the Outer Thames Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA). This site is 

designated because it regularly supports 38% of the British population of red throated diver Gavia stellata 

listed in Annex 1 of the EC Birds Directive. As red throated divers are present during the winter months only, 

a seasonal sensitivity score was applied. During the winter months (October to March), the site was 

considered to have a Medium sensitivity score of 3, on the basis that the presence of a dredger disposing of 

material is not considered to impact significantly on the birds’ use of this extensive site and that the transient, 

relatively localised effects on water quality associated with the disposal of dredged material in a very small 

part of the SPA are also unlikely to affect the bird usage. During the summer months when the birds are not 

using the site (April to September), this sensitivity score was reduced to 2 (Low). The sensitivities applied to 

designated sites are summarised in Table 3.3. 

Table  3.3: Sensitivity scoring for designated conservation sites 

Designated Conservation Sites Sensitivity 

Within a designated conservation site  5 

Within 1km of a designated conservation site  4 

Within 3km of a designated conservation site  3 

Outer Thames Estuary Special Protection Area (Seasonally scored)  

Winter (October - March)  3 

Summer (April - September)  2 

Source:  Reproduced from HR Wallingford (2011) 

Although designated conservation sites and ornithology were assessed seasonally (and different scores 

were assigned for summer and winter), when all the layers were combined it was found that the differing 

scores did not affect the overall sensitivity within the study area – i.e. there were features with a higher 

sensitivity that obscured the scores for designated conservation sites and ornithology, resulting in no 

differences between the summer and winter combined sensitivity maps.  

It should be noted that the purpose of the site selection exercise carried out in 2011 was to collate readily 

available information so that sensitivities could be mapped over a large area at a high level. This exercise 

highlighted an area of potential low sensitivity to the west of the Inner Gabbard site, within which a site was 

selected for further consideration. Following this initial site selection, extensive additional consultation, 

survey and assessment work was carried out to characterise the site and assess the potential adverse 

effects, and is presented in the Characterisation Report.  
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3.5. High resolution copy of Figure 8.6 

3.5 If possible, please provide a higher resolution copy of figure 8.6 (showing predicted maximum 

deposition of fine sediment over a 28 day period). Please also indicate in the illustration the adjacent 

SPA and Site of Community Importance (SCI) boundaries in relation to the predicted deposition and 

plumes. 

A high resolution copy of Figure 8.6, marking the boundaries of the Outer Thames Estuary SPA and the 

Margate and Long Sands SCI, has been provided to the MMO with this Addendum. 

3.6. Marine mammals 

3.6 Please provide further evidence to justify the statement that “the area is not thought to be of particular 

importance to marine mammals” (page 76 of report). 

Additional data has been sought to support the assessment of potential adverse effects on marine mammals. 

Data were requested from the JNCC in relation to marine mammals in the vicinity of the proposed disposal 

site and wider study area. The JNCC has indicated that no marine mammals were observed in the region of 

the proposed disposal site over several surveys (1989 - 2006).  

Marine mammal surveys were carried out during the development of the nearby Greater Gabbard offshore 

wind farm, to determine the potential use of the area by harbour porpoise and seals in particular. These 

surveys revealed that the southern North Sea is not known as a specific habitat for the harbour porpoise but 

it is the most frequently encountered marine mammal in the area. The grey and common seal have haul-out 

sites at Scroby Sands and Foulness in the Outer Thames Estuary, and at the Hamford Water National 

Nature Reserve (NNR), particularly in the area of Walton-on-the-Naze, to the south of Harwich.  

Surveys carried out during the Environmental Impact Assessment process for nearby offshore wind farms 

Greater Gabbard and London Array have indicated that the presence of harbour porpoise in the area of the 

proposed disposal site is quite low (0.01 - 0.09 porpoises per km
2
). It is not a significant feeding or breeding 

area as populations are concentrated in the central and northern North Sea. Grey and harbour seals have 

been observed in the area around the Greater Gabbard wind farm in low abundances (6 and 1 individuals 

respectively).  

This additional information supports the conclusion of the Characterisation Report; that the proposed 

disposal site is not in an area that is of particular importance to marine mammals. 

4. Fisheries 

4.1 Please include details of all commercial fish species with nursery and/or spawning grounds in the 

vicinity of the proposed disposal site, and an assessment of the potential impacts of maintenance 

dredge disposal on these species, in particular herring (Clupea harengus) and sandeel (Ammodytes 

tobianus). In your response, please include information on Cefas fish egg and larvae distribution 

survey date, as referenced in Section 9.1.2. 
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4.1. Commercial fish species 

Based on the Cefas Technical Report 147 (Ellis et al., 2012) there are nine commercial fish species with 

spawning or nursery grounds in the vicinity of the proposed disposal site (see Table 4.1) and one species 

(Lemon sole – see below) that is present but the area has not been identified as either a spawning or 

nursery ground in Ellis et al. (2012). 

Table  4.1: Species which have spawning or nursery grounds in the vicinity of the proposed disposal site 
according to Ellis et al. (2012)  

Species Spawning ground Nursery area 

Tope (Galeorhinus galeus)   

Thornback ray (Raja clavata)   

Undulate ray (Raja undulata)   

Herring (Clupea harengus) 
  

Cod (Gadus morhua) 
  (low intensity) 

Whiting (Merlangus merlangus)   

Sandeel (Ammodytidae) 
  

Mackerel (Scomber scombrus)   

Plaice (Pleuronectes platessa) 
  

Sole (Solea solea) 
  

Lemon sole 

Lemon sole (Microstomus kitt) have been identified as spawning in this area of the southern North Sea and 

having a nursery area here (Ellis et al., 2012). This assessment is based on the assumption that where the 

adults are found then there is the likelihood that they will also spawn in the same area (Ellis et al., 2012); 

however, no data has been identified on the location of spawning and nursery grounds. Lemon sole are 

more abundant on sandy substrates, not present on mud or muddy sand, and are sometimes located on 

gravel or hard substrate areas (Hinz et al., 2006). In the English Channel in particular they are thought to 

prefer sand or gravelly sand in deep waters (between approximately 30 – 50 m) with low temperatures and 

high salinities (Hinz et al., 2006). 

Data for lemon sole from bottom trawl surveys were obtained from the International Council for the 

Exploration of the Sea (ICES) Data Portal DATRAS, which provided information on the size class of lemon 

sole caught during North Sea bottom trawl surveys, and the locations of the trawls. Surveys cover a 48-year 

period from 1966 to 2013 and record size class data and number of individuals in the trawls. The locations 

where lemon sole were found are shown in Figure 4.1. The size range of the fish in the surveys indicated 

that there are both adults and juveniles in the vicinity of the proposed disposal site; however it can be seen 

from Figure 4.1 that the majority of the sites where lemon sole were found are in deeper water, beyond the 6 

nautical mile limit. 

Plaice 

As recommended by Cefas in their consultation response to the MMO (see Appendix A), data from the Cefas 

ground fish surveys for ICES area IVc and VIId were obtained from the ICES Data Portal (2014) to provide 
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information on each of the fish species identified in Table 4.1. The survey area was outside of the 6 nautical 

mile limit and therefore did not provide data relevant to the characterisation. 

Plaice spawn over the winter into early spring with peak spawning observed from January-February (Loots 

et al., 2010a; Loots et al., 2010b and references therein). In general plaice spawn in deep waters greater 

than 50 m (Hunter et al., 2003; ICES, 2007) and their preferred spawning sites in the southern North Sea are 

in the deep waters of the Southern Bight (an area in the south east of the southern North Sea close to 

mainland Europe) where they release eggs at the seabed which rise into the water column and are 

transported to nursery grounds throughout the North Sea (Hufnagl et al., 2013; ICES, 2007). Nursery 

grounds are generally in shallow (less than 10 m deep) coastal areas where there is sandy or muddy ground 

present (Hufnagl et al., 2013). Adults are generally found in areas of sandy substrate rather than in gravelly 

or hard bottom areas (Hinz et al., 2006). There may be some spawning of plaice near to the proposed 

disposal site but it is likely to be limited in comparison to the main spawning grounds in the Southern Bight, 

due to the relatively shallow water depth.  

As described in Section 8.1.1 of the Characterisation Report, the sediment sampling survey carried out in 

2012 revealed that the majority of the stations sampled had a high gravel content rather than being sandy or 

silty. Plaice nursery grounds as indicated in Ellis et al. (2012) are shown in Figure 4.1 and it can be seen that 

they cover a large area. 
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Figure  4.1: Nursery locations of selected fish species in the study area 

Source: Sandeel and plaice nursery ground data (1998-2008) from Cefas survey data presented in Ellis et al. (2012). Lemon sole data from ICES (2014) 

.  
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Sandeel 

The consultation response from Cefas (see Appendix A) suggests that there is the possibility of spawning 

and nursery grounds for sandeels being present in the vicinity of the proposed disposal site based on data 

from Ellis et al. (2012). It was suggested that further data from ICES and Cefas could be used to further 

characterise the proposed disposal site and potential impacts on local fish species. Data from the Cefas 

ground fish surveys for ICES area IVc and VIId were obtained from the ICES Data Portal (2014) for each of 

the fish species identified in Table 4.1. The survey area was outside of the 6 nautical mile limit and therefore 

did not provide data relevant to the characterisation. 

There are four species of sandeel that spawn in the North Sea (Lynam et al., 2013), one of which is 

commercially fished, lesser sandeel (Ammodytes marinus), and for which the most information is available. 

Sandeels are diurnal migrators that spend the night in burrows in the sediment and then actively prey on 

plankton during the day in the water column (e.g. see Engelhard et al., 2008; Freeman et al., 2004). This 

migration only occurs during the growing season in the spring and early summer, after which the sandeels 

permanently inhabit their burrows in the sediment (e.g. see Van Deurs et al., 2012). The optimum water 

depth for sandeel habitat is 30 – 70 m but this can vary (Wright et al., 2000). They spawn in their burrows 

where the eggs stay until hatching as larvae into the water column (Lynam et al., 2013).  

Sandeel prefer sediments that are sandy without much coarse material or silt (Holland et al., 2005; Wright 

et al., 2000) and prefer to burrow in coarse grained sand which has a mean particle size of approximately 

2 mm (Robinson et al., 2013), less than 10% silt and 2-15% fine gravel (Holland et al., 2005).  

Table 4.2 presents the sediment preferences of sandeel. Table 4.3 presents the results of the particle size 

analysis (PSA) carried out during the benthic survey in 2012 (as described in Section 8.1.1 of the 

Characterisation Report and Thomson Unicomarine, 2012), and an indication of whether this station 

represents potential sandeel habitat based on the sediment preferences shown in Table 4.2. Table 4.3 

shows that only 5 stations from the survey have been identified as potential sandeel habitat (6, 14, 27, 33 

and 39) and 2 of these (6 and 14) are within the proposed disposal site.  

Table  4.2: Sediment preferences of sandeel 

Sediment type % contribution to substrate 

Gravel <2 

Fine gravel 2-15 

Fine grained sand <20 

Silt <10 

Source:  Wright, P.J. et al., 2000; Holland, G.J. et al., 2005 
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Table  4.3: Percentage contribution of different sediment classes (based on Folk) at the survey site 

% contribution 

(to the nearest 

1%) 

Sampling station 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

% gravel 33 29 45 34 34 0.00 43 40 22 61 

% coarse sand 38 23 19 40 37 59 30 39 30 28 

% Fine sand 21 24 16 24 22 31 15 15 20 9 

%Silt/clay 8 24 20 2 6 10 13 6 27 2 

Potential Sandeel 

habitat 
          

 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

% gravel 59 32 40 0.00 53 59 41 53 42 53 

% coarse sand 15 47 35 69 28 30 39 30 29 24 

% Fine sand 9 13 16 24 10 9 16 12 12 10 

%Silt/clay 16 7 9 7 10 2 5 6 17 13 

Potential Sandeel 

habitat 
          

 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

% gravel 0 69 51 52 50 43 4 54 35 <1 

% coarse sand 35 25 29 28 26 23 95 28 40 5 

% Fine sand 35 4 13 16 21 12 2 15 16 78 

%Silt/clay 30 2 7 5 4 22 0.00 4 9 16 

Potential Sandeel 

habitat 
          

 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 

% gravel 45 24 1 55 54 0.00 23 51.18 1 55 

% coarse sand 15 52 92 32 26 47 50 34.18 85 36 

% Fine sand 16 12 7 9 15 21 22 9.01 14 10 

%Silt/clay 24 12 0.00 5 5 32 5 5.63 0.00 0.00 

Potential Sandeel 

habitat 
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 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 

% gravel 18 50 53 86 64 24 57 62 59 65 

% coarse sand 56 32 36 13 28 60 33 24 25 17 

% Fine sand 17 14 3 <1 7 16 10 12 15 3 

%Silt/clay 9 5 8 <1 0 0 <1 2 1 15 

Potential Sandeel 

habitat 
          

 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59  

% gravel 51 62 48 49 22 55 60 37 73  

% coarse sand 
44 20 41 39 41 33 27 36 18  

% Fine sand 3 5 6 7 13 9 9 21 8  

%Silt/clay 2 12 5 4 23 3 5 6 <1  

Potential Sandeel 

habitat 
         

 

Source:  Derived from Thomson Unicomarine (2012) 

The limited number of suitable sites for sandeel habitat suggest that this area is unlikely to be significant 

spawning or nursery habitat and, as the area to the west of the proposed disposal site is considered to be 

gravelly and suitable for crab and lobster, it is also unlikely to be suitable sandeel habitat. Additionally, the 

Regional Sandeel Habitat Assessment completed in December 2013 has identified potential prime and 

marginal habitat for sandeels throughout the North Sea, the majority of which are outside the current study 

area (MarineSpace Ltd et al., 2013b). 

Herring 

Data from the most recent International Herring Larvae Survey (IHLS) was downloaded from the ICES Data 

Portal. The survey area was outside of the 6 nautical mile limit and therefore did not provide data relevant to 

the characterisation. The data used in Section 9.1.2 of the Characterisation Report (HR Wallingford, 2014) 

was from the IHLS carried out in 2008, with has not been updated since for that study area. 

A Regional Herring Habitat Assessment (RHHA) was conducted in 2013 and a method developed to assess 

whether an area of seabed was suitable as a herring spawning site (MarineSpace Ltd et al., 2013a). The 

RHHA was published in its final format in mid-December 2013 and was not available in time for the original 

assessment presented in the Characterisation Report. An assessment of the habitat preferences of herring 

for spawning and nursery grounds has now been undertaken using the RHHA (MarineSpace Ltd et al., 

2013a) and the PSA data from the benthic survey (Thomson Unicomarine, 2012).  

Table 4.4 is taken from the RHHA and presents the sediment classes which are considered as preferred, 

marginal or unsuitable habitat for spawning by Atlantic herring. Table 4.5 shows the results of the PSA 

during the benthic survey in 2012 (as described in Section 8.1.1 of the Characterisation Report and 

Thomson Unicomarine, 2012), and an indication of whether this station represents suitable Atlantic herring 

spawning habitat (based on Table 4.4). Table 4.5 shows that 23 of the 59 stations sampled are potentially 

suitable spawning habitat for Atlantic herring:  

 13 are classed as prime habitat;  
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 6 are sub-prime; and  

 2 are suitable.  

Five of the stations (4, 10, 16, 17, 22) identified as potential habitat for herring spawning are within the 

proposed disposal site, and the rest are from the wider survey area.  

Table  4.4: Potential spawning habitat sediment classes for Atlantic Herring 

% Particle contribution 

(Muds = clays and silts <63 μm) 

Habitat 

sediment 

preference 

Folk (1954) sediment unit 
Habitat sediment 

classification 

<5% muds, >50% gravel  Prime Gravel and part sandy Gravel Preferred 

<5% muds, >25% gravel Sub‐prime Part sandy Gravel and part 

gravelly Sand 

Preferred 

<5% muds, >10% gravel Suitable  Part gravelly Sand Marginal 

>5% muds, <10% gravel Unsuitable Everything excluding Gravel, 

part sandy Gravel and part 

gravelly Sand 

Unsuitable 

Source: See MarineSpace Ltd et al. (2013a) 
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Table  4.5: Potential herring spawning habitat over the survey site, based on the Regional Herring Habitat Assessment (2013) 

%age contribution 
Sampling station 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

% gravel 33 30 45 34 34 0 43 39 22 61 59 32 40 

%Silt/clay 8 24 20 2 6 10 13 6 27 2 16 7 9 

Sediment 

classification 

(based on Folk, 

1954) 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Gravelly 

muddy 

sand 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Sandy 

gravel 

Sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sand 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Sandy 

gravel 

Gravelly 

muddy 

sand 

Sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Potential herring 

spawning habitat 
   

Sub-

prime 
     Prime    

              

%age contribution 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 

% gravel 0 53 59 41 53 42 53 0 69 51 52 50 43 

%Silt/clay 7 10 7 5 6 17 13 30 2 7 5 4 22 

Sediment 

classification 

(based on Folk, 

1954) 

Sand 

Muddy 

Sandy 

gravel 

Sandy 

gravel 

Sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sand 

Sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Potential herring 

spawning habitat 
  Prime 

Sub-

prime 
    Prime   

Sub-

prime 
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%age contribution 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 

% gravel 3 54 35 1 45 24 1 55 54 0 23 51 1 

%Silt/clay 0 4 9 16 24 12 0 5 5 32 5 6 0 

Sediment 

classification 

(based on Folk, 

1954) 

Slightly 

gravelly 

sand 

Sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Slightly 

gravelly 

muddy 

sand 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Gravelly 

muddy 

sand 

Slightly 

gravelly 

sand 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sand 

Gravelly 

sand 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Slightly 

gravelly 

sand 

Potential herring 

spawning habitat 
 Prime      Prime Prime  Suitable   

              

%age contribution 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 

% gravel 55 18 50 53 86 64 24 57 62 59 65 51 62 

%Silt/clay 0 9 5 8 <1 0 0 1 2 1 15 2 12 

Sediment 

classification 

(based on Folk, 

1954) 

Sandy 

gravel 

Gravelly 

muddy 

sand 

Sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Gravel 
Sandy 

gravel 

Gravelly 

sand 

Sandy 

gravel 

Sandy 

gravel 

Sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Sandy 

gravel 

Muddy 

sandy 

gravel 

Potential herring 

spawning habitat 
Prime  

Sub-

prime 
 Prime Prime Suitable Prime Prime Prime  Prime  

              

%age contribution 53 54 55 56 57 58 59       

% gravel 48 49 22 55 60 37 73       

%Silt/clay 5 4 23 3 5 6 <1       

Sediment 
classification 
(based on Folk, 
1954) 

Sandy 
gravel 

Sandy 
gravel 

Gravell
y 

muddy 
sand 

Sandy 
gravel 

Muddy 
sandy 
gravel 

Sandy 
gravel 

Sandy 
gravel 

 

     

Potential herring 

spawning habitat 

Sub-

prime 

Sub-

prime 
  Prime  Prime 

      

              

Source:  Habitat assessment based on MarineSpace et al. (2013a) and PSA data from Thomson Unicomarine (2012)  
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Other environmental conditions must be taken into account alongside the seabed sediment suitability, to 

identify potential spawning habitat for herring e.g. oxygenation, siltation, overlap with range of spawning 

populations, small seabed morphological features such as ripples and ridges. For this assessment, sediment 

deposition from disposal activities has been assessed as a potential impact on herring spawning, as 

discussed further below.  

As described in Section 8.2 of the Characterisation Report, background suspended sediment concentrations 

in the vicinity of the proposed disposal site range from 40 - 200 mg/l with peaks of 300 mg/l. The modelling 

study predicted increases in suspended sediment concentrations over a 5 day disposal period of up to 

70 mg/l above background levels in the immediate vicinity of the disposal site, and as low as 10 mg/l above 

background levels in the wider area (as shown in Figure 8.8 of the Characterisation Report).  

As herring larvae can survive suspended sediment concentrations of 300 - 500 mg/l with no impact on their 

development (Kiørboe et al., 1981; Wilber and Clarke, 2001) the magnitude of the increases predicted from 

disposal activities are considered to be negligible. 

Section 9.2 of the Characterisation Report concludes that the sensitivity of fish in the vicinity of the disposal 

site is minor [low]. The additional information provided above on lemon sole, plaice, sandeel and herring 

does not alter this assessment. The disposal site is not considered to be of particular importance to any of 

the fish species identified. The majority of fish species in vicinity of the disposal site and the study area are 

highly mobile and are able to move away from any disturbance and into more favourable areas during 

disposal operations. The magnitude of the effect remains minor [low], so overall the effect of disposal 

activities on fish is considered to be negligible. 

4.2. Effects on crab and lobster reproductive cycles 

4.2 Please provide further information regarding impacts of dredged material disposal on crab and lobster 

reproductive cycles. Please then provide a reassessment of the effect of disposal activities, taking into 

account the life cycle of these species. 

Section 9.2 of the Characterisation Report concluded that the predicted deposition and increase in 

suspended sediment concentrations are not expected to have lasting, long term effects on the ability of 

edible crab (Cancer pagurus) or European lobster (Homarus gammarus) populations to hunt or forage. The 

potential for these species to be affected by disposal activities during key periods of their reproductive cycles 

is assessed in this section.  

4.2.1. Edible crab 

Mating season for the edible crab is in the spring and summer months, after which the female broods an egg 

mass for 6-9 months (Tallack, 2007). After spawning, females have been recorded as moving away from 

rocky areas of substrate to sandy sites where they can dig a pit in which to bury themselves and incubate 

their eggs (Howard, 1982; Tallack, 2007), often in deeper waters (average 57 m, Hunter et al., 2013) but 

there are records of ovigerous females in shallow areas where there is suitable habitat for them to hide and 

incubate their eggs (Hunter et al., 2013; Woll, 2003). During this time they do not feed and spend time 

ventilating the egg mass and appear to move only if disturbed (Howard, 1982; Naylor and Taylor, 1999; 

Naylor et al., 1999). Their reactions to disturbance are to either bury themselves deeper (Naylor and Taylor, 

1999) or to close their legs about their body, hiding the egg mass they are brooding (Howard, 1982). 
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Excessive disturbance causes the females to return to normal activity levels and abort the egg mass 

(Howard, 1982), although in this study disturbance was simulated by moving ovigerous females to aquaria 

rather than disturbance of existing habitat. 

There is no known evidence of the impacts on brooding edible crab resulting from deposition of dredged 

material, although excessive deposition could cause smothering of torpid females (Howard, 1982). In the 

United States the effects of sediment deposition on a related species, the Dungeness crab (Cancer 

magister) have been studied experimentally to understand how much sediment deposition a buried individual 

could tolerate (Vavrinec et al., 2007). Although none of the crabs were ovigerous females, the results 

showed that an already buried crab could survive incremental deposition of up to 60 mm depth of sediment 

(Vavrinec et al., 2007). This was due to the individual crabs being able to create irrigation tubes and aerate 

the interstitial space. However, more than 100 mm of deposited sediment, or rapid sedimentation to 80 mm, 

would cause mortality. In burial experiments where the crabs were not restrained from escaping it was found 

that they could survive for up to 48 hours and that the survival rate was related to the size and sex of the 

crabs, with larger crabs having a survival rate than smaller, and more male crabs surviving than female 

(Vavrinec et al., 2007). 

It is possible that ovigerous females would not dig out of the sediment as had been noted with the non-

ovigerous and male crabs; however there is some evidence that brooding C. pagurus do increase ventilation 

to the egg mass when disturbed (Naylor and Taylor, 1999; Naylor et al., 1999). It is possible that ovigerous 

females would create a respiratory pathway through the sediment to maintain ventilation of the egg mass, as 

seen with the Dungeness crab in the US (Vavrinec et al., 2007). If the sediment deposition was gradual or at 

low levels then the crabs could potentially move up through the sediment as needed. It is possible (but not 

proven) that if this occurred too often or too quickly they could abort their eggs to survive. 

Assessment of potential adverse effects 

Ecological resource 

The Characterisation Report indicated that the sensitivity of crabs to the disposal activity would be high. 

Taking into account the additional information provided above, although crabs (including ovigerous females) 

are able to tolerate some deposition without experiencing adverse effects, they are still considered to be of 

high sensitivity for the reasons given in Section 9.2 of the Characterisation Report. 

As shown in Figure 9.8 of the Characterisation Report, over a 28 day spring-neap tidal cycle, the maximum 

level of sediment deposition in the area to the west of the proposed disposal site is low (between 0 and 

10 mm). This is an order of magnitude less than the upper threshold that buried crabs are known to survive 

(60 mm), as observed by Vavrinec et al. (2007). Due to the strength of the tidal currents in the region, 

deposits of fine sediment are predicted to be temporary, although the predicted deposits at the proposed 

disposal site itself are likely to remain for a few weeks.  

In addition, the modelling predicted that peak levels of deposition are only marginally greater (in the order of 

a couple of millimetres) in the area of suitable crab/lobster habitat during disposal activities at the proposed 

new site compared to the present situation of disposal at the Inner Gabbard site (i.e. the modelling predicted 

that material will disperse and deposit in a similar manner when it is disposed at either site, although there 

are some differences in the geographic extent of the plume). At these levels of deposition, it is considered 

that any buried crabs will have the ability to create an irrigation tube as sediment is deposited or will be able 

to move up in the sediment as required.  

The magnitude of the effect on the crabs is considered to be low as they can move away from the area, dig 

themselves out of the predicted low levels of deposited sediment, and may also create breathing tubes if 
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necessary. The overall significance of effect on the edible crab, from an ecological perspective, is therefore 

still considered to be minor adverse as the predicted deposition and turbidity increases are not expected to 

have long term or permanent effects on the species ability to hunt, forage or reproduce.  

Fishing resource 

The crab fishing resource is important to the local area, and for the reasons stated in Section 9.2 of the 

Characterisation Report, the ecological sensitivity of the crab is considered to be high. The reproductive 

cycle of the crabs will be considered here as a proxy for fishery resource, as a reduction in reproductive 

capacity would consequently have a negative effect on the fishery resource. Buried ovigerous females off the 

coast of Harwich and Felixstowe are most likely to be present from November (peak spawning) to June/July 

(peak hatching).  

As presented in Section 8.2.3 of the Characterisation Report (and summarised above), the predicted level of 

deposition in this area is low (between 0 – 10 mm). Female crabs have the ability to modify their 

surroundings as necessary to survive and incubate their egg mass, as described above. They are also able 

to bury themselves in sediment rather than using crevices found in gravel areas. The magnitude of the effect 

on ovigerous females in the area of potting interest to the west of the disposal site is, therefore, considered 

to be low. In this case the assessment of significance is minor or moderate adverse. In the event that the 

disposal activity results in a significantly higher level of deposition than was predicted during the plume 

dispersion modelling study, there is a risk that the magnitude of the effect could be higher than predicted. In 

that case, the assessment that is presented in Section 12.2.4 of the Characterisation Report will apply, i.e. a 

major adverse effect could be observed. However, this is a highly precautionary assessment and is not 

expected to occur based on the evidence provided in the modelling study. A robust monitoring programme is 

therefore proposed to rapidly identify any unexpected physical effects, as described in Section 4.3 of this 

Addendum. 

If the ovigerous females incubate their eggs offshore in deeper waters outside of the footprint of predicted 

deposition (as shown on Figure 8.6 in the Characterisation Report), the magnitude of the effect would be no 

change from baseline conditions. In this case the assessment of significance would be negligible. 

4.2.2. European lobster 

The European lobster spawns eggs and fertilises them in the summer months, with July and August reported 

as the most common times of year for lobster on the west coast of the UK (Branford, 1978). The eggs are 

extruded by the female whilst she stands vertically on her tail for around 20-30 minutes (Talbot et al., 1984) 

and are then attached to the tail using a natural ‘glue’. The eggs are incubated after fertilisation for a period 

of 6-10 months before hatching (Branford, 1978). The length of the incubation period is determined by 

average water temperatures: higher temperatures cause shorter incubations than lower temperatures 

(Branford, 1978; Schmalenbach and Franke, 2010).  

There does not appear to be any change in activity of the female when berried (i.e. carrying eggs), as is 

seen in the edible crab, and there is some evidence that eggs can be lost through natural processes or 

predators e.g. parasitic nemertean worms (Cobb and Phillips, 1980). Lobster larvae are released by the 

female at night, with the hatching and release period usually lasting 3-10 days (Branford, 1978; Cobb and 

Phillips, 1980). Spawning in European lobster is on a biennial cycle, although on occasion females have 

been seen to spawn annually (Agnalt et al., 2007). 

There is no known scientific information on whether sedimentation or turbidity affects larval lobsters after 

they hatch and are released into the water column. However, several studies have investigated the habitat 
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preferences of settlement stage larvae (Linnane et al., 2001; Linnane et al., 2000). These have shown that 

larval lobsters prefer areas which can provide easy refuges, e.g. cobble or shell substrates, and are relatively 

predator free compared to bare sand (Cobb and Wahle, 1994; Lillis and Snelgrove, 2010; Mercer et al., 

2001). There is some evidence that they can burrow into mud or sand if necessary and that there is a 

preference for substrate which has a seaweed component, thought to provide better shelter from predation 

(Barshaw and Bryant-Rich, 1988; Johns and Mann, 1987). 

Impact assessment 

The Characterisation Report (Section 9.2) indicated that the sensitivity of lobster to the disposal activity 

would be high. Taking into account the additional information presented above, although lobsters are able to 

tolerate some deposition without experiencing adverse effects, they are considered to still be of high 

sensitivity due to the reasons given in Section 9.2 of the Characterisation Report.  

Berried lobsters 

As presented in Section 8.2.3 of the Characterisation Report (and summarised in Section 4.2.1 of this 

Addendum) the predicted level of deposition in the area of suitable lobster habitat to the west of the disposal 

site is low (0 -10 mm). If the female is disturbed during egg extrusion onto the abdomen, there is the 

possibility for the eggs to not attach correctly and for the female to not become berried (Talbot et al., 1984); 

however the lack of egg attachment could also be due to other factors, e.g. abnormal behaviour on the part 

of the female. From an ecological perspective, as the female lobster can move away from local disturbances, 

and does not require a secure burrow in which to incubate her eggs, the effect of sediment deposition on 

berried females is considered to be of low magnitude. As such the overall significance is considered to be 

minor or moderate adverse for berried females. For male lobsters, the impact assessment presented in 

Section 9.2 of the Characterisation Report is still relevant. 

Larval lobsters 

For larval lobsters, which require habitat in which to shelter, there is the potential for a lack of crevices to be 

available in the habitat where the adult lobsters are found. However, it is difficult to determine with precision 

where the early benthic phase (EBP) lobsters do settle and there appears to be a range of habitats for which 

they show preferences (Linnane et al., 2001; Linnane et al., 2000; Mercer et al., 2001). For example, there 

appears to be a preference in Homarus gammarus larvae to settle on mussel shell and build burrows in the 

spaces between the shells (Linnane et al., 2000). There is also some evidence that a lack of suitable habitat 

can cause a lack of recruitment (Wahle and Steneck, 1991) as can a high density of larvae due to pressure 

on available shelters (Paille et al., 2002). The survival of the larvae is ecologically important, and therefore 

they have a high sensitivity to the proposed disposal activity.  

As presented in Section 8.2.3 of the Characterisation Report (and summarised in Section 4.2.1 of this 

Addendum) the predicted level of deposition in the area of suitable lobster habitat to the west of the disposal 

site is low (0 -10 mm). If the larvae are settled in this area at a time when deposition occurs, the magnitude 

of the potential effect is considered to be low. The significance of effect in this area is, therefore, considered 

to be minor or moderate adverse. In the event that the disposal activity results in a significantly higher level 

of deposition than was predicted during the plume dispersion modelling study, there is a risk that the 

magnitude of the effect could be higher than predicted. In that case, the assessment that is presented in 

Section 12.2.4 of the Characterisation Report will apply, i.e. a major adverse effect could be observed. 

However, this is a highly precautionary approach and is not expected based on the evidence provided in the 

modelling study. A robust monitoring programme is therefore proposed to rapidly identify any unexpected 

physical effects, as described in Section 4.3 of this Addendum. 



 

 

 

Characterisation of a new disposal site 

Addendum to Characterisation Report 

DLM7157-RT002-R06-00 32 

If the larvae settle in mussel shell or seaweed areas nearer to the coast, where there is also an abundance 

of food and shelter from predation, the magnitude is considered to be negligible as the predicted sediment 

deposition in these areas (where there are mussels and seaweeds) is generally less than 5 mm, i.e. at the 

coast and estuary mouth. As such the predicted effect on lobster larvae in these areas is minor adverse. 

4.3. Further mitigation/monitoring proposals 

4.3 Please consider, and provide further mitigation proposals, in relation to impacts of disposal activities 

on commercial shellfishery (specifically crab and lobster) activities. 

As described in Section 4.2 of this Addendum, in the event that the disposal activity results in a significantly 

higher level of suspended sediment concentration and seabed deposition than was predicted in the 

modelling study, there is a risk that the magnitude of the effects on shellfish in particular could be higher than 

predicted.  

A robust physical monitoring programme is therefore proposed, which will verify the findings of the plume 

dispersion modelling and identify any unexpected physical effects (i.e. significant increases in suspended 

sediment concentration and/or seabed deposition). The monitoring programme has been developed in 

collaboration with the MMO licensing team and coastal office, the Eastern and Kent & Essex Inshore 

Fisheries and Conservation Authorities, and Cefas. 

4.3.1. Monitoring programme 

The proposed monitoring programme is described in Table 4.6, and monitoring locations are shown in 

Figure 4.2. The grab sample locations have been selected to match locations that were sampled during the 

baseline survey (Thomson Unicomarine, 2012), so that a comparison with pre-disposal conditions can be 

carried out. This monitoring programme collates and builds upon the monitoring measures set out in the 

Characterisation Report (Sections 8.3 and 9.3), and therefore supersedes those sections. 

The focus of the monitoring is on physical parameters, as these provide rapid feedback on the effects of 

disposal activities; however, benthic faunal analysis is also proposed to monitor any longer term effects on 

the benthic community. The results will identify increases in suspended sediment concentrations and 

deposition on the seabed, thereby enabling the predictions of the plume dispersion modelling to be 

compared to real data. 

It is intended to undertake two consecutive maintenance dredging campaigns with material disposed to the 

proposed new site, approximately 11 weeks apart (depending on the frequency of maintenance dredging 

requirements). Pre, during and post disposal will be monitoring carried out for both campaigns, as described 

in Table 4.6. This will allow the identification of any cumulative effects of regular disposal activities rather 

than a one-off campaign.  

4.3.2. Reporting 

After the two campaigns have been undertaken, HHA will provide a Monitoring Report to the MMO, which will 

include the results of all monitoring surveys and a short report analysing the results, making comparisons to 

baseline surveys. If at any time HHA receives monitoring results that indicate that suspended sediment 
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concentrations and/or seabed deposition are significantly higher than were predicted by the plume dispersion 

modelling study, these will be passed to the MMO as soon as is practicable. 

It is expected that the results of the OBS monitoring and particle size analysis will be available within 

approximately 1-3 weeks of the completion of the surveys. Benthic faunal analysis is more complex and 

therefore more time consuming: sampling results will be available approximately 6-8 weeks after the 

completion of the survey. 

The MMO will consider the evidence provided by HHA and, in combination with any other new evidence 

submitted to the MMO (for example reports from fishermen), will decide whether there are grounds to vary, 

suspend, revoke or transfer the Marine Licence for maintenance dredging and disposal activities. This 

process is set out in Section 72 of The Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 and is summarised in 

Section 12.3 of the Characterisation Report. 

It is intended that disposal operations will revert to the Inner Gabbard site after the first two operations at the 

new site, while the results of the monitoring surveys are analysed. If no adverse effects are observed on 

physical or ecological parameters, it is intended that disposal operations will return to the new site, subject to 

approval by the MMO. If unexpected effects are observed from the monitoring surveys, these will be further 

investigated by HHA and the results of these investigations will be passed to the MMO for their 

consideration. In this scenario, it is assumed that disposal operations will continue at the Inner Gabbard site 

during such investigations. 
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Table  4.6: Proposed monitoring measures 

Monitoring 

measure Methodology Frequency and duration 

Turbidity/ suspended 

sediment 

concentration 

3 no. calibrated optical backscatter (OBS) 

sensors deployed on the seabed to the west 

of the disposal site. 

Locations shown on Figure 4.2. 

In place for the first two disposal 

campaigns. 

Deployment approximately 2 

weeks prior to the disposal 

campaign; retrieval after 4-6 

weeks (to capture, pre, during and 

post disposal) 

Seabed deposition

  

  

21 no. surface grab samples analysed for 

particle size. 

Samples locations shown on Figure 4.2. 

Survey carried out in conjunction with 

benthic sampling (see below). 

Before and after the first two 

disposal campaigns.  

Seabed deposition Multibeam bathymetric survey of the disposal 

site and immediate vicinity. 

 

Before and after the first two 

disposal campaigns.  

Seabed deposition 5 no. passive sediment ‘traps’ attached to 

crab/lobster pots.  

Before, during and after the first 

two disposal campaigns. 

Locations and deployment 

methodology to be agreed with 

potting fishermen.
2
 

Benthic community 21 no. surface grab samples analysed for 

benthic fauna. 

Samples locations shown on Figure 4.2. 

Survey carried out in conjunction with 

particle size sampling (see above). 

Before and after the first two 

disposal campaigns. Surveys to 

be carried out during 

spring/summer months (May – 

September).  

 

                                                      

2
 Prior to the first disposal campaign, HHA will liaise with Cefas and the fishermen who lay pots in the area to the west of 

the disposal site (as shown on Figure 4.2) to plan a practical programme for deploying sediment traps.  
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Figure  4.2: Monitoring locations 
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5. Aggregate activities 

5.1 Please provide an assessment of the impact of dredging and disposal activities on nearby aggregate 

extraction sites. In particular, please provide further information on whether it is likely that organic 

materials or peat fragments may be present in material for disposal. In addition, whether these 

materials may impact upon the aggregate sites. Please state any measures considered appropriate to 

mitigate against these impacts. 

Organic materials or peat fragments are associated with capital dredging operations that excavate/uncover 

materials that have not previously been dredged. The likelihood of recently accumulated maintenance 

dredged material containing organic matter is very low. The proposed new site is for the disposal of 

maintenance dredged material only. The Inner Gabbard East site (shown on Figure 2.1 in the 

Characterisation Report) is available to receive material from any future capital dredging campaigns.  

The maintenance dredged material to be disposed at the proposed new site is subject to regular testing by 

Cefas, as described in detail in Section 5 of the Characterisation Report. No traces of organic material have 

been detected in any samples collected to date. In addition, there are no known underlying peatlands in any 

areas that are subject to maintenance dredging. It is, therefore, considered very unlikely that organic 

materials or peat fragments will impact upon aggregate dredging sites as a result of the maintenance 

dredging activity. 

6. Marine ornithology 

6.1. Species quantities 

6.1 Please provide species quantities, with reference to relevant evidence base, for those stated (i.e. 

divers, terns, gulls, and auks) in Section 10 (Marine Ornithology) of the report. 

As stated in Section 10.1 of the Characterisation Report, in characterising the existing environment for 

marine ornithology, information was gathered from the following sources: 

 Thames Marine Aggregate Regional Environmental Assessment (MAREA) (Thames Estuary Dredging 

Association – TEDA, 2010); 

 Outer Thames Estuary Regional Environmental Characterisation (Sturt and Dix, 2009); and 

 Consultations with RSPB and Natural England. 

Additional information has been sourced from the two reports listed above to support the baseline 

information on ornithology that is presented in the Characterisation Report. 

Divers 

Figure 6.1 shows the diver distribution in the Thames MAREA study area during the winters of 2004-5, 

2005-6 and 2007-8. Although the proposed disposal site is not marked on this figure, comparison with 

Figure 4.1 in the Characterisation Report reveals that the areas of high activity are concentrated to the north 

and south of the proposed disposal site and the existing Inner Gabbard site. 
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Figure  6.1: Distribution of divers recording during aerial surveys in winter 04/05 - 07/08 

Source: Reproduced from TEDA, 2010 

Terns 

As can be seen from Figure 6.2, during aerial surveys undertaken during summer 2005-6, terns were 

observed in relatively low numbers in the vicinity of the proposed disposal site and the existing Inner 

Gabbard site. The highest densities of terns were recorded within the inner Thames Estuary.  

The numbers of terns recorded represent a very small proportion of the total breeding population. The UK 

population of common tern is estimated at 11,838 breeding pairs (RSPB, 2008) of which 806 pairs were 

recorded to breed in Suffolk, Kent and Essex (Mitchell et al., 2004). The highest count for common tern 

(recording all unidentified sightings of tern species as common tern) recorded during the 2004/05 surveys 

was 191 birds, representing 0.8% of the UK breeding population. However the total breeding population of 

common tern in Suffolk, Kent and Essex is approximately 806 pairs (based on 1 pair per apparently occupied 

nest (Mitchell et al., 2004). The numbers recorded in the surveys therefore represent a possible 12% of the 

Kent, Suffolk and Essex breeding population feeding within the area surveyed. 
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Figure  6.2: Distribution of Terns recorded during aerial surveys in summer 2005-2006 

Source: Reproduced from TEDA, 2010 

Gulls 

Six Larus gull species were identified in the Thames MAREA study area: black headed, common, 

Mediterranean, herring, lesser black-backed and greater black-backed. Summer distribution of Larus gull 

species is shown in Figure 6.3. Use of the area in the vicinity of the proposed disposal site is relatively low 

during the breeding season compared to the winter months (see below).  
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Figure  6.3: Distribution of gulls recorded during aerial surveys in summer 2005-2006 

Source: Reproduced from TEDA, 2010 

Gull species recorded during the winter aerial surveys in 2004-5 and 2005-06 are shown in Figure 6.4. 

Observations of gulls were widespread across the Thames MAREA study area, including at the proposed 

disposal site, with the highest concentrations recorded within the inner Thames Estuary. Smaller 

concentrations were recorded off the coast north of Felixstowe. 

Herring, lesser black-backed, black headed, common and Mediterranean gull are all on the Amber List of 

Species of Conservation Concern. 
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Figure  6.4: Distribution of gulls recorded during aerial surveys in winter 04/05- 07/08 

Source: Reproduced from TEDA, 2010 

Kittiwakes 

Outside of the breeding season kittiwakes spend much of their time foraging over the North Atlantic or North 

Sea. During the winter surveys they were recorded over a much wider area than during the summer surveys, 

recorded at low densities across the entire Thames MAREA survey area, as shown on Figure 6.5 (winter) 

and Figure 6.6 (summer). 
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Figure  6.5: Distribution of kittiwakes recorded during aerial surveys in winter 04/05 - 07/08 

Source: Reproduced from TEDA, 2010 
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Figure  6.6: Distribution of kittiwakes recorded during aerial surveys in summer 2005 - 2006 

Source: Reproduced from TEDA, 2010 

Auks 

Auks are primarily marine birds which only come to shore to breed at colonies on islands or on steep cliffs. 

When at sea they hunt small fish and crustaceans by diving from the surface. Auks tend to feed in very close 

proximity to their nest sites (McSorley et al., 2003). As there are no colonies of auks in the vicinity of the 

Thames MAREA study area (mainly due to the lack of sea cliffs which most auk species require for breeding) 

numbers of auks observed during the summer surveys were low across the entire study area, including in 

the vicinity of the disposal site. 

During winter, auks feed offshore on small fish such as sand eels and clupeids. Auks (puffins, guillemots and 

razorbills) were widely observed across the entire study area during the winter surveys undertaken in 2004-

05 and 2005-06, with peak numbers recorded in mid-winter in the centre and south east of the area, as 

shown on Figure 6.7.  

Although relatively high numbers have been recorded during the winter in the Thames, these numbers are 

not considered to be significant in a national context. Over the two most recent years of survey presented in 

TEDA (2010), the highest average count has been 2,844 guillemots, puffins and razorbills combined, with 

the majority likely to be guillemots as they are the most common auks species in the UK. The estimated total 

UK breeding population of these three species is approximately 4 million birds (RSPB, 2008) with wintering 
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numbers likely to be greater still as the breeding counts do not include juvenile birds and non-breeders, 

representing approximately 0.07% of the combined UK breeding total for auks. 

All three auk species recorded during the aerial surveys are on the Amber List of Species of Conservation 

Concern. 

 

 

Figure  6.7: Distribution of auks recorded during aerial surveys in Winter 04/05 - 07/08 

Source: Reproduced from TEDA, 2010 

JNCC bird data 

Additional data relating to the presence of seabirds in the project area was requested from the JNCC. Data 

was collected either by aerial or boat based survey and the species observed were recorded along with the 

estimated number of each species present between 1981 and 2006. Data for red throated divers were of 

particular interest due to the proximity of the Outer Thames SPA, an area which has been designated due to 

the over-wintering population of red throated divers. Only one record of this bird species was present in the 

data set provided by the JNCC, from a survey conducted in 1996 at a location to the south west of the 

proposed disposal site and consisting of a single individual.  

The remainder of the data relates to a variety of common bird species identified in the sections above and 

shows a wide dispersion pattern over the study area. In the majority of cases only a few individuals (less 

than five) were observed, although in one survey 35 gulls were recorded twice in the same trip in 1989 in the 

general vicinity of the proposed disposal site. 
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See Section 6.2 for further details of how this information has been used to update the assessment of 

potential adverse effects on birds. 

6.2. Significance assessment matrix 

6.2 Please confirm that the significance assessment matrix as set out in Table 6.4 has been applied 

correctly to the conclusions drawn in the Marine Ornithology section. 

The assessment of adverse effects on marine ornithology (Section 10.2 of the Characterisation Report) has 

been revised in light of the additional information presented in the previous section, and the results are 

presented below. The sensitivity of the bird species identified above and in Section 10.1 of the 

Characterisation Report remains high as they are listed in either Annex I of the Birds Directive, Schedule 1 

of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, and/or on the list of Species of Conservation Concern.  

Physical and noise disturbance from dredging vessels  

The magnitude of the effect from the physical and noise disturbance from dredging vessels has been revised 

to no change: the existing licensed disposal operation at the Inner Gabbard site (as described in Section 4.2 

of the Characterisation Report) has been on-going for a number of years so the proposed operation does not 

constitute an increase in activity, only a change in the disposal location. Due to the distance offshore, 

dredging vessels travel greater distances to reach the Inner Gabbard site than to the proposed new site. 

Thus the present arrangements potentially influence birds over a larger area.  

In accordance with the impact assessment methodology described in Section 6.4 of the Characterisation 

Report, the effects on marine ornithology as a result of physical and noise disturbance from dredging vessels 

are considered to be negligible or minor adverse; physical disturbance is likely to be slightly reduced. 

Reduced prey visibility  

The assessment presented in Section 10.2 of the Characterisation Report remains unchanged: as the 

sensitivity of the bird species is high, and the magnitude is considered to be negligible, the effects on 

marine ornithology as a result of prey visibility are considered to be of minor adverse significance.  

Reduced prey availability 

The marine ecology assessment (Section 9.2 of the Characterisation Report) predicted minor adverse or 

negligible effects on fish (including herring spawning sites) and benthic invertebrates, which are the key prey 

of the birds identified in Section 10.1 of the Characterisation Report and above.  

As there is not anticipated to be any reduction in the prey species of birds, the magnitude of the effect has 

been revised to no change, and therefore the effects of reduced prey availability on marine ornithology are 

considered to be negligible. 
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7. Further questions 

7.1. Annual disposal amounts 

7.1 Please confirm the proposed annual disposal amounts (in tonnes) of dredged material to be placed at 

the site, and confirm whether this figure takes into account any future projects which may increase 

current disposal amounts. Please also provide further clarity on the composition of dredged material, 

as depicted in Section 5.1 of the report. 

As described in Section 4.2 of the Characterisation Report, HHA has held a marine licence (or under the 

previous regime, a licence under the Food and Environment Protection Act 1985) since 1998 to dredge up to 

2,800,000 m
3
 (approximately 3,640,000 wet tonnes

3
) of maintenance material per year over five or six 

campaigns, dredging up to 500,000 m
3
 per campaign, and disposing of the material at the Inner Gabbard 

disposal site. 

This figure does not take into account any future projects which may increase current disposal amounts, as it 

is not possible to quantify these with any certainty. Any proposals for future projects will require a stand-

alone assessment of adverse effects, which will include an assessment of any increase to the disposal 

quantity. 

HHA is considering a project to deepen the Harwich Deep Water Approach Channel. It is not possible at this 

stage to quantify any changes to the maintenance dredging (and disposal) requirements as a result of any 

future channel deepening. An Environmental Impact Assessment is underway for the proposed channel 

deepening, which will consider the environmental effects of any increase to the maintenance dredging and 

disposal requirements, in the context of the existing regime. 

7.1.1. Composition of dredged material 

Section 5.1 of the Characterisation Report presents information on the composition of the dredged material 

from a range of sources, which together form the evidence base to determine the material type for the 

purposes of the plume dispersion modelling studies. All sources quoted found that the dredged material is 

mud composed predominantly of silt with some fine sand and clay.  

An additional six sediment samples were collected from the Harwich Deep Water Channel in 2013, and have 

been analysed for particle size. The graph presented in Figure 7.1 has been derived from an average of the 

six samples, taken either at surface or 1 m depth into the sediments. 

The material sampled in 2013 is slightly more coarse than the material analysed from the dredge hopper 

(see Section 5.1 of the Characterisation Report); however, it is still predominantly fine material. The 

percentage of mud (clay and silt fraction) is 68%, with the remainder being mostly fine sand (<0.5 mm 

fraction) at 31%, with the final 1% being medium sand. These samples were broadly similar prior to 

averaging. 

                                                      

3
 Cubic metres multiplied by 1.3 to convert to approximate wet tonnes. 
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Figure  7.1: Physical characteristics of sediment samples collected from the Harwich Deep Water Approach 
Channel in 2013 

Source: Data provided by HHA 

7.2. Beneficial use 

7.2 Please clarify whether the dredged material has been considered for beneficial use, rather than 

disposal. 

Section 2.3 of the Characterisation Report describes HHA’s established programme of beneficial use of 

maintenance dredged material, which promotes the retention of material within the estuary system and the 

use of material in habitat creation and restoration schemes where appropriate. Due to the large quantities of 

material that are required to be dredged each year to maintain the navigation channels and berths (see 

Section 2.1 and 4.2 of the Characterisation Report), and the relatively few beneficial use schemes that 

require regular large quantities of fine sediment, it is inevitable that not all material can be used beneficially. 

HHA is in regular contact with the Environment Agency to seek opportunities to use dredge material 

beneficially and will continue to do so. For example, in 2013 HHA was in discussions with the Environment 

Agency on the potential to provide 300,000 m
3
 of maintenance dredged material for use at a regulated tidal 

exchange scheme at Hill House Farm; on this occasion the Environment Agency decided not to use the 

dredged material. 
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7.3. Cumulative assessment 

7.3 Please update the cumulative assessment section to now include the Galloper offshore wind farm. 

Please also provide an assessment of the impacts of the proposed site, in combination with the 

existing Inner Gabbard disposal site. 

7.3.1. Galloper offshore wind farm 

Section 17 of the Characterisation Report considers the potential cumulative adverse effects of the proposed 

new disposal site and other plans or projects. The section on offshore wind farms considers three 

operational offshore wind farms (Greater Gabbard, London Array and Gunfleet Sands) and the Galloper, 

which was consented by the Secretary of State on 23 May 2014. The Characterisation Report assesses the 

cumulative effects of the interaction of sediment plumes generated during the installation of turbines and 

cables for the Galloper wind farm, and disposal activities at the proposed new site, and concludes that the 

effects on suspended sediment concentrations and subsequent deposition will be of negligible significance. 

Any adverse effects as a result of the interaction of sediment plumes are therefore expected to be 

negligible. 

In addition, the proposed new disposal site is approximately 9 km further west of the Galloper wind farm than 

the existing Inner Gabbard site. The potential for interaction of sediment plumes during construction of the 

wind farm is, therefore, reduced when compared to the existing situation. 

7.3.2. Inner Gabbard disposal site 

An assessment of the cumulative effects of disposal at the proposed new site and the Inner Gabbard site is 

not required: as stated in Section 4.1 of the Characterisation Report, it is HHA’s intention that the proposed 

new site would replace the Inner Gabbard site, i.e. HHA would no longer dispose of any dredged material to 

the Inner Gabbard site.  

If the MMO designates the new site as open and HHA commences disposal operations, the MMO may allow 

other operators to continue to dispose of material at the Inner Gabbard site. This would not constitute an 

increase in the overall volume of material disposed, so there would be no change to the current situation. It is 

assumed that any new applications to dispose of dredged material at either the existing Inner Gabbard site 

or the proposed new site would be subject to a separate assessment of potential adverse effects.  

7.4. Lessons learned from Inner Gabbard 

7.4 Please provide comment as to how findings and lessons learned from disposal activities at the Inner 

Gabbard disposal site have informed predictions as set out in the Site Characterisation Report. 

HHA has held a licence for disposal of dredged material at the Inner Gabbard site since 1998. A monitoring 

campaign was established to verify that disposal activities were not having unexpected adverse effects on 

the surrounding environment. A summary of the findings and ‘lessons learned’ are presented in this section.  
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Bathymetric monitoring 

As described in Section 8.2.3 of the Characterisation Report, bathymetric monitoring surveys have been 

carried out at the Inner Gabbard site for a number of years after disposal first began. Comparison of the 

surveys has revealed a build-up of material within the centre of the site itself, and no change to the baseline 

outside of the disposal site. This build up was considered to be associated with the placement of some of the 

consolidated alluviums and shell arising from the capital dredging from the Trinity III Terminal. No further 

accumulation has been observed at the site. As over 30,000,000 m
3
 of material have been disposed at Inner 

Gabbard since 1998, the limited accumulation within or outside of the site itself demonstrates that the 

dispersive nature of the site is effective, i.e. material disposed at the site is dispersing over a wide area at 

low concentrations that are not detected in the bathymetric surveys. 

Based on the results of the bathymetric monitoring surveys at Inner Gabbard, and the availability of the Inner 

Gabbard East site for materials arising from capital dredging (see Section 4.2 of the Characterisation 

Report), it is not expected that significant accumulation will be observed in or around the proposed new site. 

Disposal methodology 

As described in Section 4.2 of the Characterisation Report, when the dredging vessel reaches the Inner 

Gabbard site, it sails within the site boundary at a speed of 4 knots, releasing dredged material through 

partially opened hopper doors at a rate of approximately 2,000 m
3
 per minute for up to ten minutes. This 

gradual release encourages material to disperse at low concentrations over a wide area, as described in 

more detail in Section 8.2.3 of the Characterisation Report.  

The results of the bathymetric monitoring surveys (see above) indicate that this approach to disposal is 

effective at dispersing material. The results of the plume dispersion modelling studies of disposal the 

proposed new site and the existing Inner Gabbard site predict that material will disperse and deposit in a 

similar manner when it is disposed at either site (although there are some differences in geographic extent of 

the plume). 

Based on the findings of the bathymetric monitoring surveys at Inner Gabbard and the plume dispersion 

modelling results, it is intended to apply the same disposal methodology to the new site as the existing Inner 

Gabbard site. 

Ecological monitoring 

The results of the ecological monitoring surveys at Inner Gabbard are analysed in Section 3.1.2 of this 

Addendum. In summary, the surveys reveal a reduction in fauna in the immediate vicinity of the disposal site 

itself within the first year of disposal activities (1998 – 1999), but no significant alterations in benthic 

community composition, and no changes to the wider area.  

As described in Section 9.2 of the Characterisation Report, the faunal composition at the proposed new 

disposal site is similar to the Inner Gabbard site. As the volume, nature and frequency of dredged material 

disposal will remain unchanged, and the sediment dispersion pattern is similar to that expected to arise at 

the new site, the effects on the benthic communities in the area of the proposed disposal site are likely to be 

similar to those observed at the Inner Gabbard site.  
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8. Comments received from the general public 

8.1. Environmental benefits: emissions and port activities 

8.1 Please provide further information if possible, regarding the environmental benefits of disposal at the 

proposed site, in relation to the emissions and activities of the port as a whole (see annex, letter from 

member of the public dated 06/02/2014). 

The environmental benefits of disposal at the proposed site arise from the reduced sailing distance and thus 

the reduced fuel usage of the dredger. The overall distance for each dredging cycle (dredging, disposal and 

sailing to and from the disposal site) will reduce from 79 to 62 km. This reduction of 17 km is in the outer 

section of the route where the dredger would be sailing at up to 16 knots (approx. 30 km/hour), resulting in a 

reduction in each cycle of about 0.6 hours.  

In a typical year, maintenance dredging operations employ approximately 250 loads of 10,000 m
3
 trailer 

suction hopper dredger. If each of these loads is reduced by 0.5 hours (taking a conservative, reduced 

saving), the total dredger time will be reduced by 125 hours per annum. A 10,000 m
3
 hopper dredger is 

currently costing about £3,500 per hour, resulting in an annual cost saving of at least £437,500. 

As a proportion of HHA’s annual maintenance dredging cost of around £6M, this is a very significant saving. 

Against HHA’s overall turnover of around £22M it is still a significant sum. It is undeniable that as a 

proportion of the entire Haven operation, including the ports of Felixstowe, Harwich International, ABP 

Ipswich, Navyard and Mistley and all the economic activity they support, it is a much smaller fraction. It is 

however, the part of the operation directly under the control of HHA and is therefore the part it can influence.  

8.2. Reducing CO2 emissions 

8.2 Please provide an assessment of other methods of reducing HHA’s CO2 emissions and fuel costs (see 

annex, letter from member of the public dated 07/02/2014). 

As stated in Section 2.1 of the Characterisation Report, as part of its ISO 14001 Environmental Management 

System, HHA carries out regular audits of its carbon footprint for the activities and operations that are within 

its control. The fuel usage and emissions associated with the periodic maintenance dredging and disposal 

campaigns account for approximately 69% of HHA’s overall emissions. The fuel usage associated with the 

operation of pilot launches is HHA’s second largest CO2 output (approximately 28%).  

Since 2010, HHA has replaced all its pilot launches with newer, more fuel efficient vessels. This has resulted 

in a decrease in fuel consumption of about 14%. 

To make any further meaningful reduction in emissions and fuel costs, it is necessary to investigate the 

maintenance dredging activity, which is by far the most significant proportion of HHA’s carbon footprint. 

CO2 and other green-house gas (GHG) emissions are directly proportional to the amount of fuel used. The 

only way to reduce the GHG emission of the operation is to reduce the amount of fuel used, which can be 

achieved by 1) using more efficient plant, 2) reducing the sailing distance or 3) taking fewer loads from the 

harbour. Details for each of these options are provided below. 
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1. The contract for maintenance dredging services requires contractors to supply information on fuel usage, 

efficiency and emissions for the plant they propose to deploy. The contract is valued on the volume of 

dredging completed, so it is also in the contractor’s interest to use the most efficient plant available.  

2. The current proposal for a new disposal site closer to the harbour is the only practical way of reducing 

the sailing distance for the operation. 

3. The volume of maintenance dredging undertaken in the harbour is already minimised as far as possible 

for economic as well as for environmental reasons. HHA must always dredge enough from the harbour 

and approaches to ensure safe navigation to and from the berths. HHA will continue to consider 

alternative dredging methods which do not require disposal to sea, such as water injection dredging, 

where appropriate.  

8.3. Plume dispersion modelling: water depth 

8.3 Can you please confirm that the water depth at the proposed site (which the MMO understands is 

shallower than the existing disposal site), and all tidal states, have been taken into consideration in 

any modelling and subsequent assessment (see annex, letter from Orford and District Inshore 

Fishermen’s Association dated 21/02/2014). 

As described in Section 8.2.2 of the Characterisation Report (and in greater detail in Appendix F of the 

Characterisation Report), the plume dispersion modelling simulated disposal at the proposed new site 

approximately every four hours for a period of five days. Over this timeframe, disposal has been simulated at 

all states of the tidal cycle. 
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 Marine Licensing 
Team 
West Wing 
Lancaster House  
Newcastle Upon 
Tyne  
NE4 7YH 

T +44 (0)191 376 2536 
 
www.marinemanageme
nt.org.uk 

Katherine Harris 
HR Wallingford 
  
(cc John Brien HHA, Lillian Sandeman, 
Brian Hawkins MMO) 
 
By email only 
 

 

Our reference:  

MLP/2014/00006 

Your reference:  

DLM7157-RT001-R06-00 

 

Date: 23 April 2014 
 
Dear Katherine, 
 
Re: consultation responses, HHA Site Characterisation Report – DLM7157-RT001-
R06-00, January 2014 
 
I am writing in relation to the Harwich Haven Authority (HHA) proposed new maintenance 

dredge disposal site, and associated Site Characterisation Report. 

As you will be aware, the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) undertook 

consultation on this report which has now been completed, and I have attached copies of 

all consultation comments as an annex. 

The comments received during consultation have raised significant concerns in relation to 

the proposed disposal site, which will require further information to be submitted by HHA, 

and these are summarised below. 

In particular, a more detailed assessment is required of the potential impacts of the 

proposal on local shellfisheries, and aggregate extraction sites. Further information is also 

required as to the potential impacts of the proposal on the conservation objectives of the 

Outer Thames Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA). 

The comments below should be considered in conjunction with the full consultation 

responses contained in the annex. 

 

Further information required  

 

UK Government Marine Policy 

Please provide an assessment as to how you consider the proposal is in accordance with 
the UK East Inshore and East Offshore Marine Plans1. These plans were published on 2 
April 2014, and as such the MMO must take these into account in our decision making. 

                                            
1
 http://www.marinemanagement.org.uk/marineplanning/areas/east_plans.htm  

http://www.marinemanagement.org.uk/marineplanning/areas/east_plans.htm
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Coastal Processes 

1. Please provide further information regarding bathymetric survey, including survey 

company, methodology, and IHO standard. 

2. Please provide reference to data obtained from seabed instrument deployed near the 

seabed, as described in section 8.1.3 of the Site Characterisation report. 

Marine Ecology 

1. Please confirm Quality Standards or Quality Assurance details in relation to the benthic 

ecological survey. In addition, please quantify the terms used in the summary of results 

of the ecological monitoring surveys at the existing Inner Gabbard Site. 

2. Please provide more information in order that it may be determined whether Sabellaria 

spinulosa, as detected in the characterisation survey, represents a reef, and if so, the 

spatial extent of the reef. The information should include an assessment of ‘reefiness’ 

according to Gubbay (2007)2. If it is determined that a reef is present, please provide 

an assessment of the impacts of dredged material disposal on the reef. In any 

assessment, Please also clarify whether the current impact significance given for 

Sabellaria spinolusa is based on the species, or relates to the reef. 

 

3. Please provide sufficient information to so that an impact of the proposed activity on 

the conservation objectives of the Outer Thames Estuary SPA may be undertaken. 

Specifically, please provide further information on the impact on interest feature, the 

red throated diver (Gavia stellata). 

 

4. Please provide more information on how the mapped sensitivities of environmental 

feature and activities have been derived, for example as used in figure 3.1 of the 

report. In particular, please provide further information as to how sensitivities were 

derived for designated sites and their features. 

 

5. If possible, please provide a higher resolution copy of figure 8.6 (showing predicted 

maximum deposition of fine sediment over a 28 day period). Please also indicate in the 

illustration the adjacent SPA and Site of Community Importance (SCI) boundaries in 

relation to the predicted deposition and plumes. 

 
6. Please provide further evidence to justify the statement that “the area is not thought to 

be of particular importance to marine mammals” (page 76 of report). 

 

 

                                            
2
 Defining and managing Sabellaria spinulosa reefs: Report of an inter-agency workshop 1-2 May, 2007 
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Fisheries 

1. Please include details of all commercial fish species with nursery and/or spawning 

grounds in the vicinity of the proposed disposal site, and an assessment of the 

potential impacts of maintenance dredge disposal on these species, in particular 

herring (Clupea harengus) and sandeel (Ammodytes tobianus). In your response, 

please include information on Cefas fish egg and larvae distribution survey date, as 

referenced in section 9.1.2. 

 

2. Please provide further information regarding impacts of dredged material disposal on 

crab and lobster reproductive cycles. Please then provide a reassessment of the effect 

of disposal activities, taking into account the life cycle of these species. 

 

3. Please consider, and provide further mitigation proposals, in relation to impacts of 

disposal activities on commercial shellfishery (specifically crab and lobster) activities. 

 

Aggregates activities 

1. Please provide an assessment of the impact of dredging and disposal activities on 

nearby aggregate extraction sites. In particular, please provide further information on 

whether it is likely that organic materials or peat fragments may be present in material 

for disposal.  In addition, whether these materials may impact upon the aggregate 

sites.  Please state any measures considered appropriate to mitigate against these 

impacts. 

 

Marine Ornithology 

1. Please provide species quantities, with reference to relevant evidence base, for those 

stated (i.e. divers, terns, gulls, and auks) in section 10 (Marine Ornithology) of the 

report. 

 

2. Please confirm that the significance assessment matrix as set out in Table 6.4 has 

been applied correctly to the conclusions drawn in the Marine Ornithology section. 

 

Further questions 

1. Please confirm the proposed annual disposal amounts (in tonnes) of dredged material 

to be placed at the site, and confirm whether this figure takes into account any future 
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projects which may increase current disposal amounts. Please also provide further 

clarity on the composition of dredged material, as depicted in section 5.1 of the report. 

 

2. Please clarify whether the dredged material has been considered for beneficial use, 

rather than disposal. 

 

3. Please update the cumulative assessment section to now include the Galloper offshore 

wind farm. Please also provide an assessment of the impacts of the proposed site, in 

combination with the existing Inner Gabbard disposal site. 

 

4. Please provide comment as to how findings and lessons learned from disposal 

activities at the Inner Gabbard disposal site have informed predictions as set out in the 

Site Characterisation Report. 

 

Comments received from the general public 

In addition to the above questions, I will be grateful if you can provide a response to 

comments received by the MMO from the general public, as set out in the annex. In 

particular, can you please provide a response to the following; 

1. Please provide further information if possible, regarding the environmental benefits of 

disposal at the proposed site, in relation to the emissions and activities of the port as a 

whole (see annex, letter from member of the public dated 06/02/2014). 

 

2. Please provide an assessment of other methods of reducing HHA’s CO2 emissions 

and fuel costs (see annex, letter from member of the public dated 07/02/2014). 

 
3. Can you please confirm that the water depth at the proposed site (which the MMO 

understands is shallower than the existing disposal site), and all tidal states, have been 

taken into consideration in any modelling and subsequent assessment  (see annex, 

letter from Orford and District Inshore Fishermen’s Association dated 21/02/2014). 

 
In order that we may discuss the issues raised in more detail, I propose that a meeting is 

arranged as soon as is practicable. I look forward to hearing from you so that we may 

discuss the meeting arrangements. 

 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Mark Qureshi 
Case officer 
Marine Licensing Team 
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Marine Management Organisation 
mark.qureshi@marinemanagement.org.uk 
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Harwich Haven Authority Site Characterisation report, MMO consultation responses 
 

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   



Page 2 of 31 
 

 
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).   
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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. 
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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, 



Page 20 of 31 
 

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”.  
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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.  
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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. 
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