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Harwich Haven Disposal Site 
Characterisation 

Consultation comments from SCR addendum (MLP/2014/00006) 

 

1.  ABP Ipswich 

No issues for ABP Port of Ipswich. 

 

2. Cefas 

Coastal processes 

In my previous advice I had stated that I had high confidence that the coastal 
processes modelling was appropriate and undertaken to a high standard and that the 
description of potential impacts appeared to be accurate. However I did request 
further information be provided in respect to the bathymetric survey (i.e. survey 
company, methodology etc.) and also data obtained from the seabed instrument 
deployed near to the disposal site. I can confirm that these issues have been 
addressed in the Addendum. 

Marine ecology 

Regarding the benthic work undertaken details of the Quality Standards (QS) and 
Quality Assurance (QA) have now been provided in the Addendum.  

I had also raised some issues regarding the assessment of ‘reefiness’ and potential 
impacts to Sabellaria spinulosa in the Characterisation Report.  The additional 
information provided in the Addendum includes consideration of the assessment of 
‘reefiness’ according to Gubbay (2007) compared to that used in the 
Characterisation report i.e Hendrick and Foster-Smith (2006).  I am satisfied with the 
further information provided in the Addendum, with the conclusion that S. spinulosa 
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are likely to be evident in thin crusts rather than elevated reefs and with the overall 
assessment of the effect of the disposal activities on S. spinulosa as minor adverse. 

Fisheries  

I had recommended that all the commercial species with nursery and/or spawning 
grounds in the vicinity of the proposed disposal site should be identified. Further 
information has been provided in the Addendum on herring, sandeel, plaice and 
lemon sole drawing on data from Ellis et al. (2012) and data from the ICES Data 
Portal investigated as requested, noting that the survey area was outside the 6 
nautical mile limit and so did not provide any further relevant data.  

In addition I am pleased to see that an assessment of the habitat preferences for 
herring has been undertaken using the recently published Regional Herring Habitat 
Assessment (RHHA). 

Overall I consider the further information provided in respect to fisheries has been 
extensive and high quality and am content that this information does not alter the 
original assessment in that the overall effect of disposal activities on fish is 
considered to be negligible.  

Shellfisheries 

In comments on the Characterisation Report I had recommended that further 
information was provided regarding the impacts of the disposal activity of crab and 
lobster reproductive cycles. I can confirm that I agree with the outcomes of the 
assessment for berried crab and lobster larvae/lobster settlement in the Addendum 
and consider that the applicant has used appropriate literature and evidence to 
support their conclusions. 

I am also satisfied that the proposed monitoring programme as described in Table 
4.6 on page 34 of the Addendum is in line with the conclusions drawn from the 
meeting held between the applicant, MMO, IFCAs and Cefas on the 14th January 
2015.   

I had recommend that further monitoring be set out to monitor deposition rates of fine 
sediment and the impacts to the shellfish in the area to the west of the disposal. I 
note the inclusion of further seabed deposition monitoring in the form of passive 
sediment traps to be attached to crab/lobster pots and welcome the opportunity to 
discuss the practicalities of their deployment with HHA and local fishermen prior to 
the first disposal campaign.  

Summary 

Overall I welcome the Addendum to the Characterisation Report and commend HHA 
for thoroughly addressing the further information requested. I can confirm that the 
Addendum has addressed and clarified issues I raised in my advice in respect to the 
Characterisation Report.  
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3. Cefas email 22 July 2015 following MMO request for Cefas advice on 
impact of trial dredge/disposal 

As you state in my original advice date 27th March 2014 I stated that “taking a 
precautionary approach the potential impact on crab and lobster should be greater 
than minor adverse” this advice was provided based on the absence of an 
assessment of the deposition of fines and their potential to impact crab and lobster 
species during spawning and the subsequent incubation period, the Characterisation 
Report only considered the effects on the species ability to hunt or forage for prey. 
Further information was subsequently provided in the Site Characterisation Report 
Addendum (Section 4.2, pages 28-32) and an assessment made of the potential for 
crab and lobster to be affected by the disposal activities during key periods of their 
reproductive cycle. The evidence provided used to support that assessment was 
comprehensive and I agree with the assessment of effects of moderate to minor, in 
Section 4.2 of the Report Addendum. 

The assessments on shellfish are based on the predicted level of deposition of fines 
derived from the dispersion modelling studies, therefore if levels of sediment 
deposition are significantly higher than predicted the risk of the magnitude of effects 
on shellfish could be higher than currently assessed (as stated in the Report 
Addendum Section 4.3, page 32).  Therefore, as requested, HHA have proposed a 
comprehensive monitoring programme which will be undertaken over two dredging 
campaigns, pre, during and post the disposal activities. The focus is primarily 
on physical parameters to allow comparison with the dispersion modelling 
predictions. HHA will then analyse and report the results of the monitoring surveys, if 
the results confirm the modelling predictions then I would agree with the statement in 
the Site Characterisation Report Addendum (Section 1.1 page 3) that ‘The disposal 
of material at the proposed new site is not predicted to have significant adverse 
effects upon the spawning and nursery areas and any associated habitat, and 
therefore is in accordance with plan policy FISH2’.  

In terms of the proposal to undertake the two dredging and disposal campaigns I do 
not consider that they would have an adverse impact upon shellfish, in particular 
spawning and nursery areas and any associated habitat, due to the short term 
nature of the activities and the predicted sediment disposition levels.  
 

4. Environment Agency 

Thank you for inviting us to comment on the additional addendum provided in 
support of the above proposed dredging disposal site. We have no further comments 
to add to those already made in our earlier response.  

 

5. Historic England 

Thank you for consulting Historic England on the above application. Historic England 
is the Government's advisor on all aspects of the historic environment in England. 
We are an Executive Non-departmental Public Body and report to Parliament 
through the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport. The National Heritage 
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Act (2002) enabled Historic England to assume responsibility for maritime 
archaeology in the English area of the UK Territorial Sea. 

We do not believe the proposal, which concerns the disposal of dredgings from 
Harwich/Felixstowe outer channel, will have any impact on the historic environment 
and therefore accept the proposal without condition. 

 

6. Eastern 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” 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 are based on the 
regulator group- applicant meeting held on 14th January 2015 in London, and based 
upon a review of the Addendum to the Characterisation report provided on 1st May 
2015. 

Proposed monitoring programme 

Within the Addendum, we are pleased to see that the applicant has committed to a 
monitoring programme after the first two disposal campaigns. Within the programme, 
we approve of the inclusion of additional grab sample locations (as shown in Figure 
4.2 of the Addendum) which are in proximity to high value recreational, netting and 
trawl fishery grounds. Also, monitoring of sedimentation impacts to potting fisheries 
by deploying sediment traps is noted and it would be good practise to work co-
operatively with local fishermen when undertaking this aspect of monitoring work. In 
addition, we approve of the requirement that should the new disposal site be 
licenced and used, disposal would revert to the existing Inner Gabbard site whilst the 
monitoring data is being reviewed. This precautionary approach appears sensible to 
ensure that unexpected impacts are identified early and appropriate mitigation 
considered. 

Potential fisheries impacts 

It was highlighted at the 14th January 2015 meeting that the applicant should further 
consider impacts and where appropriate, mitigation, to recreational fisheries due to 
the value of the proposed disposal site and surrounds for recreational fishing. 
However, the Addendum has not provided further assessment and so we wish to re-
iterate that the Applicant takes a broader consideration of recreational fisheries as 
well as commercial fisheries. 

Commercial and recreational fisheries liaison 

Given the value of the proposed disposal site and the immediate surrounds to 
commercial and recreational fisheries, we recommend that a Fisheries Liaison Plan 
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is developed as a mitigation measure by the applicant and that the Plan is a 
requirement of marine licence, should an application be progressed. Within the Plan, 
the applicant should seek to develop co-operative monitoring proposals with both 
commercial and recreational fishing sectors to investigate displacement effects as 
this is a major concern that has been highlighted by both IFCAs, the MMO and 
fishing industry stakeholders. There should also be a commitment to regular liaison 
and engagement with commercial and recreational fishing stakeholders through-out 
the disposal operations through an appointed Fisheries Liaison Officer. 

 

6. Kent & Essex IFCA 

KEIFCA are satisfied with the additional information provided in the addendum to the 
characterisation report regarding fisheries matters of interest to KEIFCA and that it 
answers any questions raised previously. 

 

7. Maritime & Coastguard Agency 

The proposal has been examined by staff of the Navigation Safety Branch and, on 
the basis of the information provided, we are content that any navigational safety 
concerns can be addressed by suitably worded conditions in any consent at the 
formal application stage. 

 

8. Natural England 

Natural England welcomes the Addendum to the Characterisation Report, which has 
clarified several matters raised in our previous response. The following constitutes 
Natural England’s formal advice. 

Marine Ecology 

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended), The 
Offshore Marine Conservation (Natural Habitats, & c.) Regulations 2007 (as 
amended), the 

Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and Section 41 Habitats of principle 
Importance NERC Act (2006) 

The Outer Thames Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA) 

Following our previous advice, Natural England considers that sufficient information 
has now been provided on potential impacts to red throated diver. We note that 
indirect effects to the species due to effects to prey items, such as herring and sand 
eel, have not been given much coverage in this section but are satisfied that these 
species have been assessed later in the document. 
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We find Table 6.4, which illustrates the matrices used for judging the levels of 
significance, clearer in view of the explanation provided in the addendum and 
appreciate the higher resolution copy of Figure 8.6 but note that your authority has 
not requested further clarity on Table 11.1 as requested in our previous comments. 
Although the table has been updated within the addendum (due to the assessment 
on impacts to red throated diver), it is still not entirely clear what the justification is 
behind the prediction that 10mm deposition within the SPA will not have an effect on 
the SPA. 

However, taking into account the information submitted within the section on red 
throated diver and on prey species later in the document, Natural England is 
satisfied that the Outer Thames Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA) is unlikely to 
be significantly affected by the proposal. 

Marine Mammals 

Further to our previous comments we are satisfied that sufficient information has 
now been included on marine mammals. 

Sabellaria spinulosa 

Natural England welcomes the explanation of how the reefiness results compare 
using the Hendrick and Foster-Smith (2006) and Gubbay (2007) assessments. 
Following our earlier advice, we are now satisfied that the area of potential reef 
covers a small area and according to the Gubbay Assessment, the three patches are 
likely to be classed as having low reefiness. We therefore have no further concerns 
to raise regarding Sabellaria. 

Fisheries, marine ornithology and Further Questions 

Overall the Addendum has clarified issues raised in our Other Relevant Matters 
section which were included in the MMO response dated 23 April. 

Natural England is therefore satisfied that the additional information provided in the 
addendum answers our questions raised previously, and has no further comments 
on the application at this stage. 

 

9. Hanson Aggregates Marine 

Our collective view of the revised proposal for the disposal site is that as long as 
there is an assurance of no organic material to be disposed of at the site (Section 5; 
page 36), then we have no objections to the proposal. However should this not be 
the case, and organic material will be disposed of then we reserve the right to review 
our position. 

We would also appreciate the opportunity to be included as consultees on any future 
review and/or renewal of the disposal licence. 
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10. Trinity House 

Trinity House have no objections to the above application and confirm any vessels 
used to exhibit signals as per collregs. 

 

11. Harwich Fishermen’s Association 

Formal Objection 

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 amended 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 additional information has not changed and 
the report issued by HHA has still not satisfied our members concerns. 

Following the public meeting on the 5th February 2014 where the vast majority of our 
members attended and the additional information supplied by HHA 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, model computer profiles and additional information 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 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. 
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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. 

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. 

 

 


