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Summary of responses 
 
The consultation deadline was 20th April 2016. 
 

Consultee Date responses received 

Cefas – SEAL 20/04/2016 

Cefas – Underwater noise 19/04/2016 

Cefas – Coastal Processes 19/04/2016 

Cefas – Benthic Ecology 02/02/2016 

Crown Estate 16/03/2016 

Historic England 13/04/2016 

Environment Agency – S London & 
Kent 

06/05/2016 

Harbour Authority - PLA 31/03/2016 

Inshore Fisheries Conservation 
Authority (IFCA) 

24/05/2016 

Marine and Coastguard Agency 
(MCA) 

01/05/2016 

MMO Coastal Office - Eastern 23/03/2016 

Ministry of Defence (MOD) 11/03/2016 

Natural England 19/04/2016 

Royal Yachting Association (RYA) 11/04/2016 

Trinity House 28/04/2016 
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1. Cefas – SEAL 
 

1. With reference to the above application, your request for review by SEAL and 
other Cefas specialist advisors. I have limited my comments to the dredging 
component of the works and associated issues which relate to the multiple 
dredging activities within the application. Please note that 229 separate 
documents accompanied this application and the hours allocated to this case 
therefore did not provide a realistic estimate of the work requested from 
Cefas. The documents that Cefas specialist advisors were directed to read 
was misleading as it referenced numerous other documents which were not 
easy to locate and not intuitively named. 

 

Documents reviewed 
 2016 Garden Bridge Environmental Statement 

 Garden Bridge Marine Licence Application 

 2014 Garden Bridge ES Volume 1 

 2016 Garden Bridge Environmental Statement - Chapter 2. 

 Garden Bridge ES volume 1 - Chapters 1 and 2. 

 Garden Bridge - Bridge Pier Scour Protection Dredging Method Statement 
(RAMS).pdf 

 Appendix 9 of the '2016 Garden Bridge ES' 

 HQS Wellington Dredging Method Statement (RAMS).pdf 

 A9 - Ground Investigation data - CEFAS C6753 Final Report.pdf 

 A11 - Water Framework Directive Assessment for Marine Licence 
Application.pdf1  

 A7-A7.1 Dredging information - 55 
 
 

Description of the proposed works 
2. The Garden Bridge Trust (GBT) is leading the development of the Garden 

Bridge (the site), a proposed new pedestrian bridge crossing the River 
Thames between Temple Underground Station and Queen’s Walk in London. 
The Bridge will be approximately 360m in length and vary in width between 
approximately 6m and 33m. The site includes land on the North Bank of the 
Thames near Temple Underground Station, including the northern foreshore 
of the Thames, and land on the South Bank incorporating The Queens Walk 
and the southern foreshore of the Thames. To help to facilitate the 
construction of the Garden Bridge, the HQS Wellington, currently moored at 
the western end of Temple Stairs, will be moved approximately 38 metres 
downstream. This will require the installation of new mooring dolphins, and 
access ramps and floating platforms to access the vessel in its new position. 
The existing dolphins and ramps will be removed making the new position 
permanent. The Garden Bridge scheme includes also the relocation of some 
Crown River Cruise berths, but the documents indicate that there is no 
specific dredging requirement associated with this process. The application 
also does not make any mention of any further maintenance dredge 
requirement anticipated to arise as a result of the scheme.  

 
3. The proposed dredging activities and method of works are detailed as follows: 
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i. Dredging around Bridge piers for scour protection. 

Dredging is required to allow the installation of permanent scour 
protection to the south and north bridge piers that will be used first as 
temporary scour protection for the two cofferdams to be installed 
around each pier location. The maximum volume to be dredged 
(including dredging tolerances) at each pier location will be 
approximately 350 m3 covering an approximate area of 585 m2.  

 
The proposed start date is 19th September 2016 with a completion date 
of 2nd January 2017. 

 
ii. Dredging for the new HQS Wellington berth area. 

Dredging is required to relocate HQS Wellington from its existing 
position to the proposed position, as the riverbed in the proposed 
position is shallower than the existing berthing pocket based on the 
2010 PLA Chart 317. The maximum volume to be dredged (including 
dredging tolerances) will be less than 1750m3 covering an approximate 
area of 800m2. It is likely to be only approximately 300m3. A proposed 
dredge level of -5.83m OD (-2.93m CD) is to be achieved in the 
proposed location to provide sufficient keel clearance for the HQS 
Wellington. The anticipated duration of effective dredging activity for 
the new HQS Wellington berth area is 1 week.  

 
The proposed start date is 2nd September 2016 with a completion date 
of 7th September 2016. 

 
The applicant proposes to dredge a maximum of 700m3 (scour protection) and a 
maximum of 1750m3 (new HQS Wellington berth) of capital material during a 
Licence period of 2nd September 2016 to 2nd January 2017.  
 
Shellfisheries 

4. There are no commercial molluscan shellfisheries within 5 km of the proposed 
works and therefore it is unlikely that these construction/dredging works will 
have an adverse impact on commercial molluscan shellfisheries.  

 
Fish resources 

5. The dredging will take place during September to January which overlaps with 
some migration periods i.e. silver eels and smelt. I defer comment regarding 
the potential impact of dredging on migratory fish populations during this 
period to the Environment Agency (EA) in order that adequate mitigation 
measures can be employed. 

 
6. Advice was not requested from the Cefas fisheries specialist advice team 

regarding the potential for adverse effects on local fish resources. 

 
Benthic ecology  

7. As requested, benthic ecology advice has been submitted to the MMO via 
MCMS in a separate advice minute. 
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Coastal processes  
8. As requested, coastal process advice has been submitted to the MMO via 

MCMS in a separate advice minute by the Cefas specialist coastal processes 
advisor. 

 
Underwater Noise 

9. As requested, underwater noise advice has been submitted to the MMO via 
MCMS in a separate advice minute by the Cefas underwater noise specialist. 
 

Dredging Activities 
Dredge material quality: 

10. The ground Investigation included intrusive surveys in river locations at the 
north and south piers, south foreshore and the area of the HQS Wellington. 
Soil, sediment and water samples were scheduled for analysis of a wide 
range of contaminants based upon the potential for contamination. The results 
are presented in the Appendix 9 of the 2016 Garden Bridge Environmental 
Statement. The scope of the ground investigation was set out in the combined 
Arup Preliminary Risk Assessment which was agreed with both local 
authorities (LBL and WCC) and the MMO. Five surface sediment samples 
were requested from across the proposed dredge areas to support this 
application. The particle size analyses of these samples indicated the material 
to be predominately gravel with a low fines composition, resulting in only 1 of 
the 5 samples being suitable for chemical analysis. This single sample was 
subsequently analysed for metals, organotins, polyaromatic hydrocarbons, 
total hydrocarbons and PCB’s.  

 
11. The analytical results show significantly elevated levels in this sample of 

cadmium at 12.4 mg/kg in comparison with the corresponding Cefas Action 
Level 2 (AL2) value of 5 mg/kg mercury at 4.8 mg/kg in comparison with the 
corresponding AL2 of 3 mg/kg and zinc at 972 mg/kg in comparison with the 
corresponding AL 2 value of 800 mg/kg. Polyaromatic hydrocarbons and total 
hydrocarbons also demonstrated elevated levels in this sample. 

 
12. I would suggest that in applying the ‘precautionary principle’, if this single 

sediment sample is deemed representative of the sediment quality at the site 
as a whole, that the high levels of contaminants demonstrated within this 
sample analysis suggest that mitigation measures may be recommended for 
works involving sediment disturbance in order to prevent contaminants 
entering the marine environment. With respect to the dredging works 
proposed, this could be achieved by use of an enclosed bucket utilised on the 
backhoe dredger. It may be considered that the amounts of material to be 
dredged are small and associated suspended material limited in comparison 
with the larger scale intrusive works associated with remainder of the scheme, 
but I recommend that the EA are fully consulted in order that any necessary 
mitigation measures to protect water quality are employed. 
 

Disposal site considerations: 
13. The application indicates that the capital dredge material arising is to be 

disposed of on land and will be covered by the EA under their permitting 
procedures. 
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Disposal contractor and vessels: 

14. The contractor has not yet been appointed. 
 
Dredging method: 

15. The dredging work is to be completed utilising backhoe dredging equipment 
on a winch operated spud leg barge. The backhoe dredging barge(s) will be 
supported by workboats and a series of hopper barges to remove the dredged 
material. Safety boat(s) will also be in attendance during dredging operations. 
Spoil will be transported by hopper barge downstream to an onshore disposal 
site at Goshems Farm, East Tilbury, or similar facility which is suitably 
licensed to receive the material. 

 
16. I would recommend that the use of an enclosed bucket should be considered 

to prevent associated deterioration in water quality. Best practices should 
always be adopted and this will be an area on which the EA may wish to 
comment. 

 
17. The applicant indicates that an assessment under the Water Framework 

Directive has been carried out in conjunction with this project with the 
conclusion that the proposal is compliant. I will leave the EA to comment on 
the sufficiency of this justification. 

 

General 
Conservation designations 

18. It is noted that the there are no statutory designated Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest within 2km of the project and as such it is considered unlikely that the 
Garden Bridge project would negatively impact any designated feature either 
during construction or operation.  

 
19. The application also states that the potential need for Appropriate 

Assessment in accordance with the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2010 (as amended) has also been considered. 

 
20. I believe that the nature and scale of the works do not warrant an Appropriate 

Assessment under The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 
2010; however, I defer comment on the justification provided to Natural 
England. 

 
Requirement for EIA 

21. An Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was undertaken under the Town 
and Country Planning Regulations 2011, updated with small changes to the 
scheme as presented in the ‘2014 Garden Bridge ES’ and a further version 
‘2016 Garden Bridge ES’) in accordance with Marine Works EIA Regulation 
(2007) as amended. 

 

Summary  
Based on my assessment of this application I consider that the dredging activity 
involved in the removal of 2,450m3 of capital  material from the proposed dredged 
areas will not adversely impact the marine environment, providing mitigation 
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measures as recommended after consultation with the EA are employed  together 
with those indicated by  other Cefas specialist  advisors.  Provisional licence 
conditions are recommended below.  
 
The Licence Holder must ensure that; 
 
Pre-works 

 The District Marine Office must be notified of the timetable of 
works/operations at least 10 days prior to any activities commencing.  
Reason: To ensure that the MMO officer is aware of the operations at sea 
occurring within its jurisdiction in order to notify other sea users and can 
arrange enforcement visits as appropriate.  

 

 A complete list of any contractors and vessels to be used are submitted to the 
MMO prior to the commencement of the works. 
Reason: To ensure that the MMO has the most up to date information to 
ensure the Licence is correct. 

 
During Works 

 Any coatings/treatments utilised are suitable for use in the marine 
environment and are used in accordance with best environmental practice. 
Reason: To ensure that hazardous chemicals that may be toxic, persistent or 
bioaccumulative are not released into the marine environment and used 
appropriately. 

 

 The Licence Holder must install bunding and/or storage facilities to contain 
and prevent the release of fuel, oils, and chemicals associated with plant, 
refuelling and construction equipment, into the marine environment i.e. 
secondary containment should be used with a capacity of not less than 110% 
of the containers storage capacity. 
Reason: To prevent marine pollution incidents by adopting best practice 
techniques 

 

 The Licence Holder must ensure that any oil, fuel or chemical spill within the 
marine environment is reported to the MMO, Marine Pollution Response 
Team 
Reason: To ensure that any spills are appropriately recorded and managed to 
minimise impact to sensitive receptors and general marine environment. 

 

 The Licence Holder must ensure that an appropriate dredging methodology, 
as advised after consultation with the Environment Agency, is employed. 
Reason: To potentially mitigate against contaminants associated with the 
material to be dredged being resuspended in the water column. 

 
Post-works 

 The District Marine Office must also be notified within 10 days of completion 
of the works. 
Reason: To ensure that the MMO officer is aware of the operations at sea 
occurring within its jurisdiction in order to notify other sea users and can 
arrange enforcement visits as appropriate.  
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 The Licence Holder must ensure that any equipment, temporary structures, 
waste and/or debris associated with the works are removed within 6 weeks of 
completion of the works 
Reason: To prevent the accumulation of unlicensed materials/debris and the 
potential environmental damage, safety & navigational issues associated with 
such materials/debris 

 
Should you wish to discuss any aspect of this minute please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
 
 

2. Cefas – Underwater Noise 
 

1. With reference to the above application for The Garden Bridge at the River 
Thames, London by the Garden Bridge Trust and your request for comments, 
please find my comments below in my capacity as advisor on underwater 
noise.  

 

Documents reviewed 
2. I have reviewed the following documents, as requested by the MMO: 

 

 2016 Garden Bridge Environmental Statement - Chapters 2 and 7. Please 
note that I have reviewed chapter 10 and not chapter 7 as the latter is related 
to noise and vibration in air only.  

 Garden Bridge ES volume 1 - Chapters 1, 2 and 7. Please note that I have 
reviewed chapter 10 and not chapter 7 as the latter is related to noise and 
vibration in air only.  

 Construction noise and vibration mitigation strategy - Chapter 2.  

 Garden Bridge Off-Shore Permanent Piling Works Risk Assessment and 
Method Statement - Chapters 1, 4 and 6  

 Garden Bridge - On-Shore Permanent Piling Works Risk Assessment and 
Method Statement - Chapters 1, 4 and 5.  

 Garden Bridge Off-Shore Temporary Piling Works Risk Assessment and 
Method Statement - Chapters 1, 3, 4 and 5.  

 Garden Bridge Pier Scour Protection Dredging Method Statement - Chapters 
1, 4 and 6.  

 HQS Wellington - Relocation Method Statement - Chapters 2, 5 and 10.  

 HQS Wellington - Piling Method Statement - chapters 2, 5 and 10.  

 HQS Wellington - Dredging Method Statement - Chapters 2, 5 and 10  
 

3. From reading the above documents, a desk based study has been 
undertaken to assess the potential impacts of the proposed project on marine 
life. No specific underwater noise modelling work has been undertaken for this 
applicant.  

 

Description of the proposed works  
4. The Garden Bridge Trust (GBT) is leading the development of the Garden 

Bridge (the site), a proposed new pedestrian bridge crossing the River 
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Thames between Temple Underground Station and Queen’s Walk in London. 
The Bridge will be approximately 360m in length and vary in width between 
approximately 6m and 33m. The site includes land on the North Bank of the 
Thames near Temple Underground Station, including the northern foreshore 
of the Thames, and land on the South Bank incorporating The Queens Walk 
and the southern foreshore of the Thames. The anticipated duration for the 
Garden Bridge will be approximately 32 months on site.  
 

5. To help to facilitate the construction of the Garden Bridge, the HQS 
Wellington, currently moored at the western end of Temple Stairs, will be 
moved approximately 38 metres downstream. This will require the installation 
of new mooring dolphins, and access ramps and floating platforms to access 
the vessel in its new position. The existing dolphins and ramps will be 
removed making the new position permanent. The Garden Bridge scheme 
also includes the relocation of some Crown River Cruise berths. It was 
anticipated that the relocation works will commence in May 2016 and due for 
completion in October 2016.  

 
6. Dredging is required to relocate HQS Wellington from its existing position to 

the proposed position, as the riverbed in the proposed position is shallower 
than the existing berthing pocket. The dredging work is planned to be 
completed utilising backhoe dredging equipment on a winch operated spud 
leg barge. The anticipated duration for the dredging will be approximately 1 
week on site, in September 2016. The programme has been developed to 
carry out dredging during the least environmentally sensitive time of the year 
i.e. fundamentally there would be no dredging June to August inclusive due to 
fish migration and spawning.  

 
7. The various piling and dredging activities, demolition and re-installation works 

that are being undertaken as part of the project are explained in detail in the 
various application documents and method statements. A summary of the 
proposed piling works is set out below. According to the 2016 ES, the main 
piling activities are anticipated to take place in February to June 2017. Garden 
Bridge - On-Shore  

 
Permanent Piling Works Risk Assessment and Method Statement:  

 
 

 The piling rig will drill to the required depth (pile toe level: -25.00m OD) using 
a hollow stem Continuous Flight Auger (CFA). As stated in the method 
statement, the CFA piling is a non-displacement piling system which is 
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virtually vibration free and one of the quietest forms of piling, making it ideal 
for environmentally sensitive areas.  
 

 The anticipated duration for the on-shore permanent piling will be 
approximately 2 months on site (April and May 2017). 

 
Garden Bridge Off-Shore Permanent Piling Works Risk Assessment and Method 
Statement:  
 

 
 

 Installation of permanent casing: the casing of each bridge pier pile is a one 
steel tube 18m long, 2200mm diameter and 20mm thick. All 6 casings per pier 
will be installed before the start of boring. The casing will be driven to a toe 
elevation of -12m OD using a vibrator fixed on the service crane. In case of 
refusal, driving is stopped and refusal checked using a percussive hammer. 
 

 To mitigate the impact of the construction of the off-shore permanent piles, 
the contractor will use a temporary sheet piled cofferdam at each bridge pier. 
The piles will be bored thus reducing a potential source of waterborne noise. 
Therefore, the impact of the bridge piers piling works on the migration and 
movement of fish would be likely but negligible and is not therefore significant.  

 
Garden Bridge Off-Shore Temporary Piling Works Risk Assessment and 
Method Statement:  
 

 Temporary cofferdams are to be installed around the north and south pier 
locations. 
 

 The cofferdams will be made up of a closed 19.50m x 11.50m rectangle of 
steel sheet piles with waling’s and struts placed inside to support it when it is 
pumped dry. A crane barge will be utilised to install a temporary piling gate 
system inside the perimeter of the cofferdam using 4 tubular piles* (* not 
shown in the summary table below). The anticipated duration for the 
installation of 10m of sheet pile is 1 working day (08:00 to 18:00), including 2 
hours required for the load test. However, the duration of the effective 
percussive work is anticipated to be just 1 hour.  
 

 A deck is to be constructed above the cofferdam to provide a working platform 
for a piling rig to install the main bridge pier foundation piles. 
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 Upon completion of the north and south piers, the cofferdams and associated 

moorings are to be removed. The remaining temporary works, including the 
crane platforms and access bridge supports will be removed later in the 
programme following completion of the required bridge works. It is anticipated 
to occur in October 2017. Initially attempts will be made to remove all 
temporary works piles using a pile vibrator, and those piles that cannot be 
completely extracted will be cut-off at a level agreed with the PLA.  

 
HQS Wellington - Relocation Method Statement and Piling Method Statement:  
 

 The upstream (west) mooring dolphin will be constructed first. Four temporary 
piles will be installed (and removed) using a vibratory hammer. From the point 
of refusal, a hydraulic impact hammer will be employed to advance the pile to 
the required depth. These piles will in turn support a framework of steel 
beams that will act as a piling gate. The purpose of this gate is to hold the 
permanent piles in position as they are installed. 
 

 The dolphin piles (3 in total according to Figure 8 of the piling method 
statement) will be pitched into the gates using a crane and released using 
quick release piling shackles. The initial drive will be carried out using a 



Page 13 of 38 

vibratory pile driver. It is likely that the vibratory pile driver will not complete 
the drive to pile toe level (16m below Ordnance Datum). The final drive will be 
by percussion hammer.  
 

 Upon completion of the upstream (west) mooring dolphin and pontoon guides, 
the barge and equipment will then be used to construct the downstream (east) 
mooring dolphin in a similar manner.  

 
8. The project will commence with mobilisation, site establishment and 

completion of the design by the contractor, taking approximately four months 
overall. Following this, works in the river will be progressed, starting with the 
HQS Wellington relocation works and installation of the cofferdams and 
ending with erection of the bridge segments and river finishing works. It is 
anticipated that the erection of the bridge deck will take place between 
September 2017 and August 2018.  

 

Report conclusions  

(Note: the following points under this section are the conclusions taken from the ES 
(primarily from the 2014 Volume 1 ES)) 
 

9. The fish and marine mammal community composition as stated in Chapter 10 
of the Garden Bridge ES Volume 1 is provided for reference in Annex I at the 
end of this advice minute.  
 

10. Volume 1 chapter 10 states that piling works and other activities likely to 
generate noise in the water column or through transmission via the riverbed 
(e.g. drilling, dredging) will be programmed outside fish migratory periods 
where practicable (November to March inclusive is preferred period). Where 
percussive piling is required in the period April to October inclusive, further 
mitigation measures would be put in place, thereby significantly reducing the 
effects of noise and vibration. The temporary effects of piling on fish, 
macroinvertebrates and marine mammals would be likely but negligible and 
therefore not significant.  
 

11. The ES states that the temporary effects on aquatic ecology of dredging 
would be likely but given the controls that would be applied, dredging has 
been assessed as not significant. Note: dredging noise specifically has not 
been considered from what I could see in the ES.  
 

12. Furthermore, in terms of river traffic, there is potential for noise and vibration 
to disrupt fish and marine mammal migration and general behaviour e.g. 
foraging due to increased vessel movements. There would be approximately 
208 barge movements associated with the construction of the Garden Bridge. 
However, the resulting noise and vibration would be intermittent and 
concentrated around high water during daylight hours. In addition, background 
(ambient) noise and vibration levels in this reach of the tidal Thames are 
already high due to the volume of river traffic. As a result, likely effects on 
intertidal and subtidal habitat, fish, macroinvertebrates and marine mammals 
would be negligible and therefore not significant.  
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13. Piling to construct temporary works and permanent bridge, piling to construct 
HQS Wellington mooring dolphins has been assessed as not significant. 
Furthermore, the removal or shortening of timber piles and / or temporary 
piles has been assessed as not significant.  
 

14. I note that in the 2014 ES, it is stated that regarding the piling works to 
construct the deck and tower crane base on the southern foreshore, the 
tubular piles (approximately 40) required for the temporary deck would be 
driven, probably using percussive techniques. Percussive piling-specific 
measures to limit noise and vibration effects would be implemented. Despite 
the six-month duration of piling works, given the sporadic nature of the piling 
proposed, the timing and the extent of the works relative to the width of the 
channel, the effects on fish, macroinvertebrates and marine mammals would 
be likely but negligible and therefore not significant. Note: I am assuming that 
this section is referring to the piles (43 in total) that will now be installed via 
CFA (as described above in the on-shore permanent piling works above).  
 

15. I note that the marine licence application is principally for the Garden Bridge 
scheme as presented in the 2014 Garden Bridge ES. However, following the 
appointment of the contractor, there have been some small changes to the 
scheme. The revised (2016) ES has been prepared to accompany the marine 
licence application. It takes into account the scheme changes and whether the 
environmental effects described in the 2014 ES remain the same or whether 
any new significant effects are likely. These scheme changes are described in 
Table 2.1, section 2 of the 2016 ES. In relation to aquatic ecological 
receptors, it is considered that there is no potential for further likely significant 
environmental effects in addition to those already envisaged and assessed 
within the 2014 Garden Bridge ES, nor a change to their significance.  

 
Cefas comments in response to questions raised by the MMO  

(Note: my comments are all observations unless stated otherwise) 
 
Is it appropriate to dredge the area identified?  

16. I defer to the SEAL team and benthic specialists for comments.  
 

17. In terms of underwater noise, as noted previously, dredging noise has not 
been considered within the ES, from what I could see. I would expect to see 
some consideration in the ES of the potential impacts of dredging noise on 
marine life. The 2016 ES does state that dredging would be programmed 
outside the sensitive fish spawning period, i.e. no dredging June to August 
inclusive. The noise from dredging is less of a concern in comparison to the 
proposed piling activities. Given the short duration of 1 to 2 weeks on site 
(and presumably one-off occurrence) of dredging, and considering the 
ambient (background) noise levels in the river due to river traffic, I would 
expect the risk of potential impacts of dredging noise on marine life, including 
migratory species to be low.  
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What mitigation, if any, would you suggest to limit the smothering of sensitive 
benthic receptors as a result of the agitation of the sediment through 
dredging, construction and removal activities?  

18. Question not relevant to underwater noise – defer to benthic specialists  
 

What mitigation, if any, would you suggest to limit the disturbance to marine 
mammals and/or fish through construction/dredging noise? 

19. The applicant has proposed a number of mitigation measures, please see 
below (point 23) for further details.  

 
Will there be an impact on coastal processes of the area as a result of each 
part of the works?  

20. Question not relevant to underwater noise - defer to coastal processes 
specialists 

 
How will the works, particularly the dredging, impact on the water chemistry of 
the area?  

21. Question not relevant to underwater noise - defer to SEAL team  
 

Is the evidence consistent with that submitted for operations of a similar 
nature?  

22. To my knowledge, yes.  
 
Please assess the methodology provided. Have they used standard practises? 

23. To my knowledge, yes.  
 
There is a significant amount of mitigation suggested for each part of the 
works. For each part are there further mitigation measures that you would 
suggest to prevent significant impacts  

24. The following proposed mitigation measures specific for biodiversity are 
detailed in the document titled ‘Construction noise and vibration mitigation 
strategy’ and in the work method statements:  
 

 Low-noise soft piling techniques and low noise or ‘silenced’ plant 
equipment would be utilised where practicable.  

 Piling works and other activities likely to generate noise in the water 
column or through transmission via the riverbed (e.g. drilling, dredging) to 
be programmed outside fish migratory periods where practicable 
(November to March inclusive is preferred period).  

 Where piling is to be undertaken in the subtidal environment this should be 
undertaken as rapidly as practicable to limit impacts on migratory fish 
species.  

 Where practicable, low-noise piling techniques would be utilised but where 
percussive piling is necessary further mitigation measures would be put in 
place. 

 Percussive piling to be programmed outside fish migratory periods where 
practicable (November to March inclusive).  

 Where percussive piling is required in the period April to October inclusive, 
further mitigation measures would be put in place including:  
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 A soft start approach to piling would be implemented to allow aquatic 
species to move away from the noise source;  

 Piling to occur in daylight hours only (allowing species such as salmon to 
migrate at night);  

 During the detailed design, hammer modifications would be considered 
including using sleeving or muffling to reduce pile noise;  

 Noise screening techniques (e.g. acoustic baffles, pile jackets or bubble 
curtains for marine works); and  

 Noise and vibration monitoring would be undertaken in the water column. 
 

25. Details of the specific mitigation measures, such as noise and vibration 
monitoring, noise screening techniques and soft start procedures are not 
provided at this stage and will need to be agreed with the MMO. 
 

26. I recommend that soft start procedures are implemented for all percussive 
piling works, regardless of when the works (i.e. time of year) are undertaken.  
 

27. I note that Figure 2.9 of the 2016 ES (showing the indicative construction 
timescale for Garden Bridge) shows that piling will take place between 
February and July 2017. However, the above states that piling works and 
other activities likely to generate noise in the water column or through 
transmission via the riverbed (e.g. drilling, dredging) are to be programmed 
outside fish migratory periods where practicable (November to March 
inclusive is preferred period), so this needs to be clarified.  
 

28. I fully support that piling works and other ‘noisy’ activities such as drilling and 
dredging will be undertaken outside fish migratory periods where practicable. 
The ES states that November to March inclusive is the preferred period as 
April to October is considered to be the main migration period. I agree that 
undertaking piling works outside April to October seems a reasonable 
approach, as the migration periods for the majority of key species fall within 
these months (see Annex I at the end of this advice minute for reference).  
 

29. Looking at Table 10.1 in the 2014 ES (see also Annex I for reference), works 
undertaken in November to March will still overlap with some migration 
periods, i.e. silver eels will be migrating downstream during November and 
December, juvenile bass and goby will be migrating downstream in November 
and adult smelt will be migrating upstream in February and March. Thus, 
adequate mitigation measures will need to be extended to the winter months 
to minimise any potential impacts on migratory species during this time, 
primarily for silver eels and smelt.  
 

30. The mitigation measures listed above mentions that noise and vibration 
monitoring would be undertaken in the water column. From the documents I 
have read, it is not clear exactly what will be monitored, or what this 
monitoring will show, i.e. what will this monitoring be compared to?  

 
Is the sample plan appropriate for this project?  

31. Question not relevant to underwater noise - defer to SEAL team  
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To the best of your knowledge is the description of the environment and 
potential impacts accurate?  

32. To the best of my knowledge, yes.  
 

Has the appropriate evidence base been used? Is the evidence complete for its 
intended use i.e. is there sufficient information to allow a decision on the 
application to be made? If not please explain why and what you would expect 
to see and any additional work.  

33. To the best of my knowledge, yes.  
 
Do you agree with the conclusions reached?  

34. Regarding underwater noise, I agree with the conclusion that in terms of river 
traffic and dredging, the likely effects on intertidal and subtidal habitat, fish, 
macroinvertebrates and marine mammals would be negligible and therefore 
not significant. 

 
35. The ES concludes that the temporary effects of piling on fish, 

macroinvertebrates and marine mammals would be likely but negligible and 
therefore not significant. Providing that adequate mitigation measures are put 
in place and adhered to, I would expect the risk of significant impacts of piling 
noise on marine life, including migratory species to be low. I would be hesitant 
to state that the likely effects would be negligible, considering the 
uncertainties associated with soft start mitigation procedures for example.  

 
36. I would expect the risk of potential impacts on marine mammals to be low, 

considering the relatively low numbers of species sighted within the vicinity of 
the project area.  

 
Are the proposed mitigation and monitoring measures sufficient?  

37. In my opinion, overall, the mitigation measures proposed are sufficient. 
Specific details are not provided at this stage (i.e. for the soft starts, noise and 
vibration monitoring, and noise screening techniques) and will need to be 
discussed and agreed with the MMO in due course. Despite the great 
uncertainties regarding the effectiveness of soft starts, such measures will 
likely help reduce the total number of dangerous exposures (Wright and 
Cosentino, 2015). Adequate mitigation measures will still need to be put in 
place during the preferred period of November to March, as some key 
species, primarily silver eels and smelt, will be migrating during these months.  

 
Are there any minor technical or presentational comments that affect the 
overall confidence in the conclusions? Please insert as an annex.  

38. No comments.  
 
Any additional comments  

39. Please note that this advice is concerned with the impacts of underwater 
noise on marine life only. Additional comments from Cefas fisheries 
specialists may be pertinent to this advice, to see if they have any additional 
concerns.  
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Summary  
40. Provided that adequate mitigation measures are put in place and adhered to, I 

would expect the risk of significant impacts of piling noise on marine life, 
including migratory species to be low. There are some aspects of the 
application documents however, that require further clarification.  

 
Further actions requested by Cefas:  

 Figure 2.9 of the 2016 ES shows that piling will take place between February 
and July 2017. However, the piling works and other activities likely to 
generate noise in the water column or through transmission via the riverbed 
(e.g. drilling, dredging) are to be programmed outside fish migratory periods 
where practicable (November to March inclusive is preferred period), so this 
needs to be clarified.  

 The mitigation measures listed state that noise and vibration monitoring would 
be undertaken in the water column. From the documents I have read, it is not 
clear exactly what will be monitored, or what this monitoring will show, i.e. 
what will this monitoring be compared to? 

 
References 
Wright, Andrew J., and A. Mel Cosentino. "JNCC guidelines for minimising the risk of 
injury and disturbance to marine mammals from seismic surveys: We can do better." 
Marine Pollution Bulletin 100.1 (2015): 231- 239.  
 
Annex I  

41. Chapter 10 states that in terms of fish community composition, the community 
is dominated by the estuarine resident species, flounder, common goby and 
sand-smelt, European smelt, juvenile sea bass and a variety of freshwater 
species including dace and roach. Of these species, only European smelt and 
dace spawn within the Thames Tideway.  
 

42. Various age classes of species like bream, dace and roach have been 
recorded but the majority of fish sampled were juveniles. This highlights the 
importance of the tidal Thames through central London for juvenile fish, 
primarily in terms of a migration route for species like bass, flounder and elver 
(juvenile eel) but also as a nursery area in its own right.  
 

43. Few species are resident in this area of the estuary year-round; herring, sprat 
and whiting enter the tidal Thames in autumn and winter and tend not to 
migrate upriver as far as the upper middle reaches due to decreasing 
salinities.  
 

44. Only two protected fish species, European eel and smelt, regularly occur in 
the vicinity of the proposed Garden Bridge. The data suggests that river 
lamprey and sea lamprey are likely to migrate upstream through the 
assessment area in limited numbers in most years.  
 

45. There is one record of short-snouted seahorse within the assessment area at 
Greenwich but this is considered to be an anomalous record of a species 
generally associated with sea-grass beds. The closest known sea-grass beds 
occur near Southend.  
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46. Fish migrating into the tidal Thames fall into two broad categories: 

 Diadromous fish e.g. salmon, sea trout Salmo trutta, sea lamprey 
Petromyzon marinus and smelt  

 Juvenile fish e.g. bass, flounder and common goby migrating upstream 
to utilise nursery habitat  
 

47. The tidal Thames is an important spawning area for smelt and dace 
populations. Spawning sites are thought to be further upstream around 
Wandsworth but migrating adults and juveniles utilise the tidal Thames in the 
vicinity of the proposed development. 

 
48. Within the vicinity of the proposed bridge location (ca. 1 km upstream and 

downstream), there were sightings of only 13 porpoise, six dolphin and 42 
seal in the period 2004-2014. This suggests that while marine mammals are 
frequently occurring in the wider Estuary, they are rare visitors to the Garden 
Bridge site. All of the marine mammals species potentially present at the 
Garden Bridge site are internationally protected. 

 
 

3. Cefas – Coastal processes 
 

1. With reference to the above application for the reassignment of the Garden 
Bridge and relocation of the HQS Wellington in the River Thames by the 
Garden Bridge Trust (GBT) and your request for comments dated 14th March 
2016 please find my comments below in my capacity as advisor on marine 
process. 

 

Document (s) reviewed  
2. Environmental Statement in accordance with Marine Works EIA Regulations 

(2007) as amended, ARUP, 3 February 20016.  
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3. Garden Bridge Planning Application Environmental Statement Volume I, The 
Garden Bridge Trust, May 2014. (Appendix A1 of ES 2016, point 2 above). 

4. Garden Bridge Hydrodynamic and Scour Assessment DDR5211-RT0001-
R05-00, HR Wallingford, April 2014. (Appendix 2.2 of 2014 ES Vol1, point 3 
above). 

5. Application for Discharge of Conditions City of Westminster Application No. 
14/05095/FULL Condition 6 Scour Monitoring North Bank River Bed, ARUP, 
29 January 2016. (Appendix A16 of ES 2016, point 2 above) 

6. Application for Discharge of Conditions London Borough of Lambeth 
Application No. 14/02792/FUL Condition 6. ARUP, 29 January 2016. 
(Appendix A16 of ES 2016) 

7. Garden Bridge Updated Hydrodynamic Study, RT003, HR Wallingford, 
January 2016. (Appendix A17 of ES 2016, point 2 above). 

8. Garden Bridge Off- Shore Permanent Piling Works Risk Assessment and 
Method Statement (RAMS), Garden Bridge Trust, 15 January 2016. 

9. On- Shore Permanent Piling Works, Risk Assessment, and Method Statement 
(RAMS). Garden Bridge Trust, 18 January 2016. 

10. Garden Bridge Off- Shore Temporary Piling Works Risk Assessment and 
Method Statement (RAMS), Garden Bridge Trust, 12 January 2016. 

11. Garden Bridge – Bridge Pier Scour Protection Dredging Method Statement 
(RAMS), Garden Bridge Trust, 20 August 2015. 

12. HQS Wellington, Relocation Method Statement (RAMS), GBT, 13 January 
2016. 

13. HQS Wellington, Piling Method Statement (RAMS), GBT, 13 January 2016. 
14. HQS Wellington, Dredging Method Statement (RAMS). GBT, 2 February 

2016. 
 

Description of the proposed works  
15. The Garden Bridge Trust proposes the development of the Garden Bridge. 

This proposal is for a pedestrian footbridge over the River Thames in Central 
London. The structural support of the bridge would be provided by two piers in 
the river channel; the site includes the northern and southern foreshore of the 
Thames near the Temple Underground Station and The Queen’s Walk 
respectively. The HQS Wellington that is moored at the western end of 
Temple Stairs, will be moved approximately 38m downstream to facilitate the 
construction of the bridge. This will require the installation of new mooring 
dolphins, and access ramps and floating platforms to access the vessel in its 
new position. The existing dolphins and ramps will be removed making the 
new position permanent. The Garden Bridge scheme includes also the 
relocation of some Crown River Cruise berths.   

 
16. This is the Environmental Statement as part of the application for the 

development of the proposed Garden Bridge by The Garden Bridge Trust. 
Two applications for full planning permission are submitted to the City of 
Westminster and the London Borough of Lambeth.  

 
Is it appropriate to dredge the area identified? 
Observations 

17. Yes, it is, two different areas have been identified to be dredged in relation 
with two works Appendix A7, ES 2016):  
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 Dredging is proposed at the site where the HQS Wellington will be relocated. 
This is required to achieve the -5.83m OD desired to provide sufficient keel 
clearance for the vessel (Appendix A7, ES 2016). The need of dredging has 
been identified comparing the riverbed at both sites, the current and the 
proposed locations, based on the Port London Authority (PLA) chart database 
(2.5.9, page 22, ES 2016). To determine and confirm the need of dredging, it 
is noticed that prior the commencement of the works, a new hydrographic 
survey will be undertaken (HQS Wellington RAMS, 2016). 

 Dredging is proposed outside the temporary cofferdams to allow the 
construction of the permanent scour protection at the north and south piers of 
the bridge (2.5.10, page 24, ES 2016; Appendix A7, ES 2016). Prior the 
commencement of the work, it is noticed that surveys will be undertaken to 
establish baseline conditions. 

 
What mitigation, if any, would you suggest to limit the smothering of sensitive 
benthic receptors as a result of the agitation of the sediment through 
dredging, construction and removal activities? 
Observations 

18. N/A. Noticed by applicant in Table 12.3 (page 127, ES 2016). 
 
What mitigation, if any, would you suggest to limit the disturbance to marine 
mammals and/or fish through construction/dredging noise? 
Observations 

19. N/A. Notice by applicant in 2.5.9 (pages 22, ES 2016). 
 
Will there be an impact on coastal processes of the area as a result of each 
part of the works? 
Observations 

20. In terms of coastal processes, the proposed works are likely to have an effect 
on the hydrodynamic and sediment regimes of the tidal Thames during and 
after construction (12.1.1, ES 2016). As a result, those changes are likely to 
have an effect on the scour around the temporary and permanent structures 
as the piers and the river wall. 

 
21. The assessment of the potential impacts on coastal processes, i.e. drainage 

and flooding, flow, scour and deposition, due to the proposed temporary and 
permanent works, resulted with not significant effects (11.7, 11.10, 11.11, 
12.7, 12.10 and 12.11, ES Vol 1, 2014; Table 11.1).      

 
How will the works, particularly the dredging, impact on the water chemistry of 
the area? 
Observations 

22. N/A. 
 
Is the evidence consistent with that submitted for operations of a similar 
nature? 
Observations 

23. Yes, it is. 
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Please assess the methodology provided. Have they used standard practises? 
Observations 

24. Yes, the ES has been prepared in accordance to relevant regulations and 
guidance (1.1.7, 11.3, 12.3, ES Vol 1; 2.5.1, 11.1-11.2, ES 2016). The 
relocation of the HQS Wellington follows the CoCP (Code of Construction 
Practice) that was approved as part of the planning consent (2.5.9, page 24, 
ES 2016; HQS Wellington RAMS, 2016). The alternatives of the scheme have 
been considered in accordance with the Marine Works EIA Regulations (2.6, 
ES 2016).  
 

25. The methodology followed for the hydrodynamic and scour assessment is 
appropriate (1, 2.1, Appendix A17, ES 2016; 2.1, Appendix 2.2, ES Vol 1 
2014). It is noted that the Thames 2D numerical model used has been 
previously validated and calibrated (2.1, ES VOL 1 2014). 

 
There is a significant amount of mitigation suggested for each part of the 
works. For each part are there further mitigation measures that you would 
suggest to prevent significant impacts? 
Observations 

26. No, in terms of coastal processes. 
 
Is the sample plan appropriate for this project? 
Observations 

27. In terms of coastal processes, the hydrodynamic and sediment conditions 
assessed for the flow, scour and deposition impact assessment are 
appropriate (Appendix A17, ES 2016; Appendix 2.2, ES Vol 1 2014). 

 
To the best of your knowledge is the description of the environment and 
potential impacts accurate? 
Major comments 

28. The historical morphological assessment should include a figure showing the 
bathymetry differences between the data available up to date. This is 
important to support the conclusions of the review presented in 12.5.6 (ES Vol 
1 2014).  
 

29. The baseline should include a figure with the location of the particle size 
distribution referred in 12.5.7 (ES Vol1 2014).   

 
Observations 

30. In terms of water drainage and flooding, and flow, scour and deposition, there 
have been not notable changes to the baseline respect to the baseline 
conditions presented in the 2014 ES Vol 1 and those remain the same for the 
2016 ES (11.3 and 12.3, pages 119 and 129 respectively, ES 2016). The 
description of the environment and potential impacts are accurate (11.5, 11.6, 
11.7, 12.5, 12.7, 12.9, 12.10 and 12.11, ES Vol 1; 11.5 and 12.5, ES 2016).   
 

31. Evidence of the Pier profile CFD modelling (12.5.1, ES 2016) should be 
provided.  
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Has the appropriate evidence base been used? Is the evidence complete for its 
intended use i.e. is there sufficient information to allow a decision on the 
application to be made? If not please explain why and what you would expect 
to see and any additional work. 
Observations 

32. In general, in terms of coastal processes the evidence used is appropriate for 
its intended used. 

 
Do you agree with the conclusions reached? 
Observations 

33. Yes. In terms of coastal processes, I agree with the conclusions reached for 
the impact assessment, including the consideration of the monitoring and 
mitigation plan. This plan should include the recommendations made in the 
updated hydrodynamic study (Appendix A17, ES 2016). This is important to 
ensure that the works will not pose a risk to the integrity of the existing 
structures and being consistent with the predictions presented in the ES.  

 
Are the proposed mitigation and monitoring measures sufficient? 
Observations 

34. Yes, in terms of scour the mitigation and monitoring measures considered are 
sufficient (Table 12.3 and 12.5.7, ES 2016; Appendix A16, ES 2016; Appendix 
A16, ES 2016). Those measures considered the approach recommended by 
the Environmental Agency (12.2, ES Vol1 2014). These measures include the 
new surveys to be undertaken to demonstrate the need of dredging as 
commented in paragraph 14 of this minute.  

 
Are there any minor technical or presentational comments that affect the 
overall confidence in the conclusions? Please insert as an annex. 
Observations 

35. The axes and labels in Figure 2.11 are not legible (ES 2016).   
 

36. The drawings referenced in the ES Volume 1 were not provided, e.g. 
Drawings no. HS-A-E-0103 and HS-A-E-0104 (2.2.13), AR-TRA-P-0103 and 
AR-TRA-P-0108 to 0110 (2.3.36, 2.3.39), AR-M-P-0006 (2.3.40).  

 
Summary  

37. Please consider comments in paragraphs 25 and 26 of this minute. 
 

38. I note that the evidence provided in the ES is appropriate and consistent with 
that submitted for works of a similar nature.   
 
 

4. Cefas – Benthic Ecology 
 
With reference to the above application for the Construction of Garden Bridge at 
London by The Garden Bridge Trust and your request for comments dated 14th 
March 2016 please find my comments below in my capacity as advisor on marine 
ecology. 
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Document (s) reviewed 
 2016 Garden Bridge Environmental Statement 

 Garden Bridge Marine Licence Application 

 2014 Garden Bridge ES Volume 1 

 2016 Garden Bridge Environmental Statement - Chapters 2 and 10. 

 Garden Bridge ES volume 1 - Chapters 1, 2 and 10. 

 Garden Bridge Off-Shore Permanent Piling Works Risk Assessment and 
Method Statement - Chapters 1, 4 and 6. 

 Garden Bridge - On-Shore Permanent Piling Works Risk Assessment and 
Method Statement - Chapters 1, 4 and 5. 

 Garden Bridge Off-Shore Temporary Piling Works Risk Assessment and 
Method Statement - Chapters 1, 3, 4 and 5. 

 Garden Bridge Bridge Pier Scour Protection Dredging Method Statement - 
Chapters 1, 4 and 6. 

 HQS Wellington - Relocation Method Statement - Chapters 2, 5 and 10. 

 HQS Wellington - Piling Method Statement - chapters 2, 5 and 10. 

 HQS Wellington - Dredging Method Statement - Chapters 2, 5 and 10. 
 
 

Description of the proposed works 
1. This application pertains to the construction of a footbridge, Garden Bridge, 

across the River Thames, from Temple station on the north bank to the ITV 
studio on the south by the Garden Bridge Trust.  The main elements of the 
works that may affect the aquatic environment include the construction of two 
bridge-supporting piers within the Thames, each surrounded by areas of 
scour protection, and the relocation of HMS Wellington 38m to the east from 
its present location, with dredging works to accommodate this.  The bridge 
construction will require a range of activities including piling to allow the 
construction of temporary cofferdams, and the dredging is to be conducted 
using a backhoe dredger supported by a floating hopper barge. 

  

Comments 
2. Within the ES, it is stated that the baseline information used to allow potential 

impacts on the benthic invertebrates (my specific areas of specialism) to be 
assessed comes from a review of historic data, together with data acquired 
through sampling undertaken by the EA (coring in the intertidal and kick-
sampling in the low shore areas) and a subtidal survey in 2013 conducted by 
Wallingford Environmental Surveys (WES). 
 

3. At times within the ES, it is difficult to know to which survey or source of data 
is being referred to when the environment is being described or the outcomes 
of survey work being presented. 
 

4. The ES does not list the sources of information accessed as part of the 
historic data acquisition. 
 

5. An assessment of the designated habitats or regions has been performed, 
and it is stated that no designated sites lie within 2km of the proposed site and 
all non-statutory designated sites within this area lie above MHWS. 
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6. The tidal Thames is part of the proposed Thames Estuary MCZ, and the ES 

treats this proposed site as a designated site for this application.  Aside from 
the two fish FOCI (smelt and European eel), the tentacled lagoon worm and 
sheltered muddy gravels are considered within this proposed designation.  
The ES states that neither of these features are, however, found within the 
vicinity of the site.  This statement is referenced, however, I cannot comment 
as to the degree of confidence that may be placed on this reference regarding 
the existence of these two features in the vicinity of the proposed works. 
 

7. There are minimal areas of intertidal within the vicinity of the works, being 
limited to a narrow stretch along the south bank.  The existing intertidal area 
consists largely of imported sand and a mix of mud, gravel and rubble.  The 
ES concludes that given this, there are no BAP Priority Habitats (e.g., 
‘Intertidal mudflats’ or ‘Sheltered muddy gravels’) present.  However, without a 
proper assessment of the sediment types from the intertidal, it is difficult to 
determine whether this statement is correct (i.e., while the described 
sediments do not appear to represent those of mudflats, they may, in theory, 
qualify as sheltered muddy gravels). 
 

8. The ES also concludes that based on the data obtained from the WES survey 
during 2013, there are no BAP Priority habitats present in this locality in the 
subtidal.  However, I do not see if this assessment has been done formally or 
not. 
 

9. Regarding macroinvertebrate species, the ES describes the main species, 
together with those of conservation importance, from the EA data for the 
intertidal and shallow subtidal.  However, I cannot see evidence where the 
comparable information for the subtidal is described, the WES survey in 2013 
appears to have focussed solely on the physical characteristics of the subtidal 
sediments. 
 

10. The macroinvertebrate communities of the intertidal are dominated by a small 
number of amphipod, gastropod and annelid taxa.  Two species of 
conservation importance were observed; Apocorophium lacustre and 
Theodoxus fluviatilis.  A. lacustre is a Red Data Book species and regarded 
as rare.  The ES states that the EA consider this species, however, to be 
common in the tidal Thames and thus its significance for this project reduced.  
T. fluviatilis is an IUCN Red List (least concern) species, and the ES states 
that the species was rare in the EA surveys between 1992 and 2008 but 
common in the baseline survey.  However, I am unsure which survey the ES 
is referring to as ‘baseline’ as I was under the impression that the EA data 
was being used a baseline data for this application.  
 

11. Regarding the verdict of ‘not significant’ for all aspects of the project on the 
benthic environment and its macroinvertebrate communities, both in terms of 
construction, presence and operation, I am largely in agreement.  I would 
suggest that my point regarding the apparent lack of macroinvertebrate data 
for the subtidal (i.e., the WES survey did not assess the biology) be taken into 
consideration however, i.e., is this a significant omission?  Additionally, I 
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would suggest that the non-significance regarding impacts on the above two 
species of conservation importance be given specific focus by the relevant 
conservation agency.  Finally, whether the source reference which is used to 
indicate that neither of the two FOCI under the proposed MCZ provides 
sufficient confidence regarding this statement should be further addressed. 
 

12. I agree that the assessment of impacts presented in the 2014 ES does not 
require change as a result of the revised construction methodology presented 
in the 2016 ES. 
 

13. I cannot comment as to the justification for the non-significance regarding the 
potential for leaching of the copper-nickel bridge alloy into the aquatic 
environment; this is outside my area of specialism.  
 

14. Regarding the impacts to the macroinvertebrate assemblages resulting from 
the relocation of HMS Wellington and the dredging required for this, no 
specific assessment appears to have been undertaken regarding impacts.  
The spatial area being impacted by this dredge is small, and the use of a 
backhoe dredger would minimise associated increases in suspended 
sediments compared to some other dredging approaches, I would, however, 
suggest that whether this requires further assessment of impacts should be 
considered.   

 
 

5. Historic England  
   

Decision 
Support proposal.  
 

Advice 
Historic England is the Government’s advisor on all aspects of the historic 
environment in England.  Historic England’s general powers under section 33 of the 
National Heritage Act 1983 were extended (via the National Heritage Act 2002) to 
modify our functions to include securing the preservation of monuments in, on, or 
under the seabed within the seaward limits of the UK Territorial Sea adjacent to 
England. 
 
This application is for the construction of the Garden Bridge, and the relocation of the 
HQS Wellington, and relocation of Crown Cruise pontoons. Planning permission has 
been granted for the scheme through the terrestrial planning process, and the 
specific heritage issues of impact upon views and setting of historic assets have 
been addressed through the terrestrial process and will not be addressed in this 
advice letter. In addition, the proposed scheme will also impact upon several listed 
assets landward of high water, and the applicant should be informed that the 
appropriate statutory consents must be obtained before works may commence. This 
particularly relates to works to the listed river wall, listed benches and listed Cabbies 
Shelter.  
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The proposal has the potential to impact adversely on archaeological deposits, 
features or objects at or below high water. This includes on the southern foreshore, 
all new pile positions, the dredge locations and loss through scour, consequent upon 
the construction of the bridge. Such impacts could lead to loss of significant material 
remains and should be mitigated against. The applicant has undertaken research 
and initial survey to establish a baseline dataset, which indicates that items of 
archaeological interest are present within the development site, but nothing of 
national significance that would require preservation in situ is likely to be impacted 
upon. I concur with this assessment and feel that all archaeology likely to be 
impacted upon can be preserved by record.  
 
Fieldwork will be required to compile this record, including additional walkover survey 
directly in advance of all aspects of construction of the bridge, deployment of plant 
and temporary structures. The purpose of this is to update the existing walkover 
survey, identify and record any new features or deposits, and undertake limited 
excavation where this is deemed necessary. A watching brief on dredge arising 
should also be undertaken, and monitoring of scour should be undertaken for a 
limited period after practical completion of the bridge, with contingency to record any 
archaeology adversely affected.  
 
I would recommend that an archaeological condition is applied to any licence you 
may choose to issue. Such a condition could read: 
 
"No works shall take place until the applicant has commissioned an archaeological 
programme of investigation. This programme should be secured through a method 
statement submitted to Historic England for approval.  
 
 

6. Environment Agency 
 

Marine Licence application: Garden Bridge and relocation of HQS 
Wellington  

Thank you for consulting us on this application which we received on the 9 March. 
We apologise for the delay in response.  
 

Planning/consenting history  

We raised no objections to the planning applications submitted to both London 
Borough of Lambeth and Westminster City Council. Since the grant of permission we 
have been in discussions with the applicant and their consultants for the discharge of 
planning conditions and other permits/licences.  
 
The following details have been agreed for the Garden Bridge/HQS Wellington:  

 Dredging licence from the PLA for dredging associated with the relocation of 
the HQS Wellington  

 Planning conditions related to  
o Piling,  
o Scour and accretion monitoring (south bank only)  
o Land contamination  

 Granted flood risk activity permits for  
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o Ground investigation works (north bank only)  
o Installation of fencing, welfare unit and stairs (north bank only) 

 

Outstanding issues  

We are currently considering the following information which is likely to have 
supercede information submitted for the marine licence:  

 Dredging method statement (north and south bank)  

 Scour and accretion monitoring (north bank only) We therefore recommend 
the following conditions and recommend on any marine licence granted: 

 
Condition:  
Prior to commencement of works in the river, a Dredging Method Statement shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Marine Management Organisation. The 
scheme shall be carried out as approved.  
The Dredging Method Statement shall include:  

 Details of the dredging methods to be used  

 A detailed plan of the dredge area and depth 

 Details of the timing of dredging works - planned (i.e. non-emergency) 
dredging work to avoid the period June-August  

 
Condition:  
No works in the river shall commence until a scheme to monitor and address 
potential scour on both the bridge and flood defences has been submitted to, and 
approved by, the Marine Management Organisation. The scheme should include pre, 
during and post development monitoring. The details of the scheme should include 
type, trigger levels and frequency of monitoring. Any required remedial works 
identified as a result of monitoring works shall be completed within timeframes to be 
agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.  
 

Flood risk activity permit (FRAP)  
The applicant will still need a number of licence and permits from the Enviornment 
Agency as the detailed design process progresses.  
 
As of 6th April 2016, the Water Resources Act 1991 and associated byelaws has 
been amended and flood defence consents will now fall under the Environmental 
Permitting Regulations. Any works in, over, under or within sixteen metres of the 
landward extent of a flood defence may require a permit. Please contact:  

 pso.selondon&Nkent@environment-agency.gov.uk for consents on the South 
Bank of the River Thames  

 pso-thames@environment-agency.gov.uk for consents on the North Bank of 
the River Thames 

 
 

7. Inshore Fisheries Conservation Authority 
 
RE: Application (Construction of new works, Other dredging, Other works) The 
Garden Bridge 
Kent and Essex IFCA (KEIFCA) thank you for your consultation request regarding 
the above project. 

mailto:pso.selondon&Nkent@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:pso-thames@environment-agency.gov.uk
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The proposed project falls outside of the KEIFCA district boundary. As such KEIFCA 
would like to communicate that it is in support of the Environment Agency response 
for this application. 
 
If you require any further information on any of the above please do not hesitate to 
contact KEIFCA. 
 
 

8. Marine and Coastguard Agency 
 

The Garden Bridge 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the potential impact of the above 
proposed works on the safety of navigation. 
 
The Marine Licence application and supporting documentation have been 
considered by Navigation Safety Branch. On this occasion, the Maritime and 
Coastguard Agency (MCA) has no objection to consent being granted provided all 
maritime safety legislation is followed and the conditions below are applied: 
 
Conditions: 

 The Licencee must ensure that HM Coastguard, in this case 
nmoccontroller@hmcg.gov.uk, The National Maritime Operations Centre is 
made aware of the works prior to commencement. 

 The Licencee must notify the UK Hydrographic Office to permit the 
promulgation of maritime safety information and updating of nautical charts 
and publications through the national Notice to Mariners system. 
 

In addition, the following advice should be provided to the applicant to facilitate the 
proposed works: 
 
Advisories: 

 The Consent Holder should ensure suitable bunding, storage facilities are 
employed to prevent the release of fuel oils, lubricating fluids associated with 
the plant and equipment into the marine environment. 

 Any jack up barges / vessels utilised during the works/laying of the cable, 
when jacked up, should exhibit signals in accordance with the UK Standard 
Marking Schedule for Offshore Installations. 

 The site is within port limits and the applicant should gain the 
approval/agreement of the responsible local navigation authority or the 
Harbour Authority/Commissioners/Council. They may wish to issue local 
warnings to alert those navigating in the vicinity to the presence of the works, 
as deemed necessary. 

 If in the opinion of the Secretary of State the assistance of a Government 
Department, including the broadcast of navigational warnings, is required in 
connection with the works or to deal with any emergency arising from the 
failure to mark and light the works as required by the consent or to maintain 
the works in good order or from the drifting or wreck of the works, the owner 
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of the works shall be liable for any expense incurred in securing such 
assistance. 

 
 

9. MMO Coastal Office 
 

MLA/2016/00048 (LN/129) The Garden Bridge 
 
1) Outline fishing activity and any other legitimate users of the sea in the area 
of application (include number and type of vessels, home ports etc List 
industry contacts as necessary) 
There are no commercial marine fisheries in the area of the works. There is a 
commercial European Eel fishery along the Thames. The local Environment Agency 
office would be able to provide a detailed response on this. 
 
2) Are there any comments on the likelihood that these activities will interfere 
with fishing operations or other legitimate users of the sea in the area of the 
application (i.e. interference with static gear/traditional fishing grounds, 
navigation measures) 
There are no fishing operations in the immediate area of the works. 
 
3) Are there any comments on the likelihood that these activities will have an 
impact on fish/shellfish stocks (i.e. smothering fish beds) 
Suspension of sediment from marine based works or dredging activities will have an 
effect on fish stocks through displacement or if historical spawning areas are 
disturbed. Sessile shellfish stocks (such as cockles) can be smothered by 
suspended silt particles from works further upstream. 
 
The Thames is a spawning ground for various marine fish species which travel up 
the river during the spring to lay their eggs. Therefore please contact CEFAS or the 
Environment Agency for any scientific details on spawning areas within the Thames. 
 
4) Highlight any seasonality to the local fisheries (i.e. periods when proposed 
activity would be unacceptable and the reasons for this) 
There are no seasonal marine commercial fishing operations in the area of the 
works. However there may be a number of fishermen targeting European Eel using 
fyke nets. Please contact the Environment Agency for more details. 
 
5) Are there any comments on whether local industries, if known, are aware of 
the proposals? 
Please provide further information on proposal awareness as appropriate (i.e. 
has the MMO attended any meetings, if so please provide a summary. What are 
the local views? Any press articles? Has fisheries liaison been organised) 
No comments 
 
6) Does the application fall within any conservation areas? 
This question is better answered by Natural England. 
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7) Is further information required before the application can be fully 
considered? 
Please provide further information response as appropriate 
YES/NO. 
 
8) Suggest any conditions MMO would like to see imposed to mitigate impact 
of works and/or assist monitoring and enforcement 
Generic conditions will include: 

 Damage to the sea/riverbed must be kept to a minimum, and it should be 
returned to its original state before works commenced. 

 Suitable bunding and fuel storage facilities must be kept on site to prevent 
materials polluting the environment. 

 The applicant must ensure all redundant materials removed/waste on site 
must be disposed of responsibly. 

 
9) Are there any comments on the likelihood that these activities will have an 
impact on other users of the sea? If known give details. 
Please contact the Port of London Authority for further details. 
 
10) Any other comments? 
No comments. 
 
 

10. Natural England 
 

Proposal: The Garden Bridge TQ30987 80493  
Location: River Thames, Lambeth London  
 
Thank you for your consultation dated 10 March 2016. The following constitutes 
Natural England’s formal statutory response.  
 
Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009  
The works, as set out in the information supplied by the applicant, are not sited 
within or near to a Marine Conservation Zone. Natural England has not identified a 
pathway by which impacts from the development would affect the interest features of 
the site(s). We are therefore confident that the works will not hinder the conservation 
objectives of such a site.  
 
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) and 
The Offshore Marine Conservation (Natural Habitats, & c.) Regulations 2007 
(as amended)  
We can confirm that the proposed works are not located within or in close proximity 
to any Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Area (SPA) or 
Ramsar site. Natural England have not identified a pathway by which impacts from 
the development would affect the interest features of the site(s). Therefore, providing 
the works are carried out in accordance with the application, it can be excluded that 
the application will have a significant effect on any SAC, SPA or Ramsar site, either 
individually or in combination with other plans or projects.  
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Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)  
We can confirm that the proposed works are not located within or in close proximity 
to a Site of Special Scientific Interest. Natural England have not identified a pathway 
by which impacts from the development would affect the interest features of the 
site(s). Therefore, if the works are carried out in accordance with the application, in 
Natural England’s view they are not likely to damage any of the flora, fauna or 
geological or physiographical features for which the site is designated.  
 
Other Relevant Matters  
The proposed works are located in a local Site of Importance for Nature 
Conservation (SINC) and the adjacent mudflat habitat along the River Thames is 
protected by the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) as a priority habitat. The 
applicant should ensure that this is taken into consideration and should aim to  
conserve and enhance biodiversity at the site of the proposed works. Natural 
England advises that the applicant liaises with the local authority regarding any sites 
of local importance.  
 
Natural England notes that the proposal is not in close proximity to any designated 
sites, however a number of designations are located downstream from the proposed 
works. Natural England defers to the Environment Agency regarding any potential 
hydrodynamic impacts arising from the development 
 
 

11. Trinity House 
 
Accept proposal – The bridge is a 2 pier design with 1 large centre span which most 
traffic would navigate under. To avoid any confusion, marking to be in accordance 
with other bridges over the Thames (i.e. 2 horizontal amber/yellow lights over the 
navigable spans). 
 
 

12. Port of London Authority 
 

Initial Response 
Dredge location HQS Wellington, Temple Stairs, Victoria Embankment 

Date 14th January 2016 

Dredge 
characteristics 

The PLA have received an application for dredging to be 
carried out at the site of HQS Wellington, Temple Stairs, 
Victoria Embankment.  
As this is a capital dredge, a one year licence will be 
issued.  
The volume applied for is 1750m3, with one dredge 
campaign allowed over the duration of the licence. 
The method of the dredge is to be backhoe. 
Dredge depth: 2.93m below CD 
Dredged material will be disposed of to land; the disposal 
site has been stated as Goshems Farm, East Tilbury. 
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In accordance with the HQS Wellington Relocation Code of 
Construction Practise document, it is proposed that 
dredging should take place outside the sensitive fish period 
between June and August. 

 No dredging to occur between June and August 
inclusive.  

Within the application it is stated that the duration of the 
capital dredge campaign will be eight days. The licence will 
be valid for one year, however once notification of the 
campaign has been received the campaign must be 
completed within six weeks. 

 The dredge campaign must be completed within 
six weeks of notification of commencement. 

Legislative Context 

Other Consents 
Required 

EA flood defence consent may be required due to the 
proximity of the dredge area to the flood defence. 
An MMO Marine licence will be required for these works. 

 All relevant consents should be in place prior to 
dredging commencing. 

Consultation DLG: Yes 
Internally consulted: Yes 

Consultees A full DLG and PLA internal consultation was run for this 
dredge licence application. 

Responses with 
comments   

The Environment Agency, PLA Harbour Master Upper and 
the Marine Conservancy Manager responded to the 
consultation. 

Responses 
without 
comments/ 
concerns 

None 

SSSI (CROW 
Act) 

No 

SPA/SAC 
(Habitats Regs.) 

No 

Designated 
Shellfish Waters 

No       

EIA Project This development is associated with the Garden Bridge 
development, which has an Environmental Statement. This 
Environmental Statement covers the area of the proposed 
dredge area, volume and method. 

WFD - no 
detriment to 
current 
status? 

The Environment Agency has requested that a satisfactory 
water framework directive assessment which concludes no 
adverse WFD impacts should be determined for this 
dredging activity.  A WFD assessment has been completed 
and the EA are reviewing this document for sign off. 

 Standard WFD assessment condition. 

Environmental 
parameter 

Issue/impact of dredging 

Coastal The Marine Conservancy Manager was consulted and 
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processes responded. The MCM noted that the sediment samples in 
this site were composed mainly of gravel and the proposed 
methodology of backhoe will limit dispersion of the material.  
The dredge area is within a berth pocket, and the removal 
of the material is unlikely to impact the hydrodynamics of 
the area. 

 Standard Marine Conservancy Conditions 

Flood defence The EA were consulted and in their response it was not 
deemed necessary for a flood defence to be issued for this 
site, even though the dredge area is within 16m of the flood 
defence. 

 All relevant consents should be in place prior to 
dredging commencing. 

Sediment 
quality 

Sediment samples were taken in July 2015. Levels of 
arsenic, chromium, copper, nickel, lead, DBT, TBT, and 
most PCBS were found to be above CEFAS AL1. Levels of 
cadmium, mercury, zinc were found to be above CEFAS 
AL2. Further investigation of PAH, in accordance with the 
methods agreed with the EA, gave a value of 0.05mg/l at 
this site. The levels of determinands would suggest that 
sediment would not be suitable for dispersive dredge 
methods.  
Backhoe dredging has been proposed as the methodology 
at this site, this method will limit dispersion of dredged 
material into the water column. Dredged material will be 
disposed of to land, and will not be left in the river 
environment. Removal of the contaminated sediment from 
the riverine system may benefit the quality of the rivers 
environment.  
Disposal of the dredged material will be to land, this is 
conditioned later in the disposal section. 
The sediment sample results will be used to inform the 
WFD assessment, the WFD assessment should be 
approved by the EA and any mitigation measures 
determined by the WFD assessment should be in place.  

 Standard WFD assessment condition. 

 The PLA should be informed as to the mitigation 
measures to be used as part of this work, as 
advised in the approved WFD assessment. 

Water quality A WFD assessment has been carried out for this site, which 
reviews the impact of the activity on the water quality. 
Within the WFD assessment appropriate mitigation 
measures will be determined to ensure that there are no 
impacts on the water quality from the dredging activity. 

 Standard WFD assessment condition. 

 The PLA should be informed as to the mitigation 
measures to be used as part of this work, as 
advised in the approved WFD assessment. 

Ecology The proposed dredging activity will have a direct impact on 
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the benthic ecology which is present in the dredge area 
where the material is removed. However the benthic 
communities within the dredge site are likely to reflect the 
unfavourable conditions from the levels of contaminants 
within the sediments. High levels of contaminants shown in 
the sediment sample results would suggest that this is an 
unfavourable environment, and low species diversity. The 
impacts on the fauna in this area will be minimal.  

Fisheries There are no commercial fisheries in the area. However 
fisheries sensitivity in this part of the river is high over the 
summer months. Within the application documents it was 
suggested that no dredging occurs within the summer 
months, between June and August.  

 No dredging between June and August inclusive. 

Archaeology No responses were received from the archaeological 
stakeholders. The dredge area is not noted for any 
significant archaeological features. The material to be 
removed is an accumulation of sediment in the berth pocket 
and is unlikely that the dredge activity will cause impact to 
archaeological features. 

 Standard Archaeological Condition 

Local 
community 

No residences within close proximity of the site. This is a 
relatively small scale dredge and the duration of the dredge 
activity will be short term and carried out from the river, the 
local community will not be impacted. 

Recreation This area is a very busy area of the Thames, and 
recreational use is restricted. The impacts of the dredge 
activity on recreational users will not be significant.  

Navigation The relevant Harbour Master department was consulted. 
The methods statement will need to be approved by the 
PLA prior to dredging commencing 

 Methods statement must be approved by the 
PLA prior to dredging commencing. 

The following conditions are required to go on the licence.  

 A Port of London Authority Notice to Mariners 
giving warning of the proposed work is to have 
been issued at least 4 weeks prior to the start of 
the works. 

 Standard HM Conditions should be applied 

Disposal 
issues 

Dredged material will be disposed of to land, within the 
application; the disposal site has been stated as Goshams 
Farm, East Tilbury. 

 The PLA should be provided with evidence 
which shows the chosen disposal site will accept 
the dredged material. 

Licence 
conditions 

 Location: HQS Wellington, Temple Stairs, Victoria 
Embankment.  

 Duration: One year licence.  

 Volume: 1750m3 
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 Dredge depth: 2.93m below CD 

 Campaigns per year: one dredge campaign per 
year 

 Method: backhoe. 

 Disposal: Dredged material will be disposed of to 
land. 

 No dredging to occur between 1st June and 31st 
August inclusive. 

 All relevant consents should be in place prior to 
dredging commencing. 

 Standard WFD assessment condition  

 The PLA should be informed as to the mitigation 
measures to be used as part of this work, as 
advised in the approved WFD assessment. 

 Standard Marine Conservancy Conditions 

 Standard Archaeological Condition 

 Methods statement must be approved by the 
PLA prior to dredging commencing. 

 A Port of London Authority Notice to Mariners 
giving warning of the proposed work is to have 
been issued at least 4 weeks prior to the start of 
the works. 

 The PLA should be provided with evidence 
which shows the chosen disposal site will accept 
the dredged material. 

 The dredge campaign must be completed within 
six weeks of notification of commencement. 

 

 
I confirm that the PLA does not see a need for additional conditions to be imposed 
on marine the licence beyond those already contained within the Works Licence. 
 

Subsequent Response 
Thank you for consulting the Port of London Authority on the above application, 
submitted by the Garden Bridge Trust, for a new pedestrian bridge over the River 
Thames in Kings Reach, together with associated development including the 
relocation downstream of HQS Wellington.  In September 2014, the PLA considered 
and granted a Works Licence under Section 66 of the Port of London Act 1968 (as 
amended) for the Garden Bridge; this consent is subject to the imposition of a 
number of conditions.  A further application under the 1968 Act for the relocation of 
HQS Wellington is currently under consideration by the PLA. 
 
The PLA, as Statutory Port and Harbour Authority of the tidal River Thames, 
engaged in very detailed pre-application discussions with the applicant in relation to 
the design of the bridge and more particularly its navigational characteristics.  The 
bridge’s final (as approved) dimensions comply with the PLA’s stated requirements 
in relation to air draught in the main & other spans and pier location.  Other relevant 
navigational issues, particularly the relocation of relevant moorings; the use of the 
river for the movement of materials and associated construction methodologies; and 
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the consideration of navigational safety associated with any juxtaposition between 
the construction of the bridge and the river movements associated with the Thames 
Tideway Tunnel, are addressed through the imposition of conditions within the 
Works Licence.   
 
Further conditions imposed on the applicant within the Works Licence relate to the 
potential for scour and accretion from both the temporary works associated with 
construction and the permanent works and the consideration of appropriate 
mitigation measures. 
 
Relevant conditions that have been imposed on the Works Licence are attached to 
these representations.  These have been redacted as necessary and do not 
represent all of the conditions. 
 
The PLA has no objection to the application – whether during construction or 
operationally – on navigational safety or conservancy of the tidal River Thames.  
 
 

13. Westminster Council  
 
As discussed I can confirm that we have fully considered and determined the 
planning application , along with Lambeth and jointly agreed 100 planning conditions 
and a legal agreement.  The planning reference will lead you to the draft decision 
letter and draft conditions. 
 
That permission will be issued when the legal agreement is finalised, that is 
imminent but discussions continue on a number of matters including a guarantee 
against the council being exposed to future maintenance etc.  
 
Alongside the planning application we are negotiating a number of legal agreements 
over property and asset rights, they are continuing and have some similarities with 
PLA, Lambeth considerations which I believe are at similar stage.  
 
A further legal matter involving the potential use of the council powers under 
S237/241 of the Planning Acts is also under consideration.  
 
None of these agreements have any bearing on the planning application or 
conditions.  
 
 

14. Crown Estate 
 
Accept proposal – No comments.  
 
  

15. Ministry of Defence 
 
Accept proposal – No comments.  
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16. RYA 
 
Accept proposal – No comments.  
 
 
 
 
 
 


