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MLA/2016/00372 Consultation Responses 

Consultation responses received by the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) for the 

marine licence application for dredging at Exmouth Marina and disposal at Sprey Point 

(PO070) disposal site. 

 
1. Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science 
(12-DEC-2016) 

Dredge material quality: 

1. Sampling was undertaken at the site in May 2016 (SAM/2015/00023) and the analytical 
results of these samples have been submitted to support the current application. I can 
confirm that the method of sampling was appropriate and all of the analysis has been 
undertaken using and MMO validated laboratory and procedures. 

2. Samples from 3 sites were collected at surface and subsequently analysed for metals, 
organotins and total hydrocarbons (THC), alongside particle size analyses.  

3. The results of these analyses confirmed levels of determinands in all samples to be 
below or only marginally in excess of their corresponding Cefas Action 1 values.  

4. On the basis of these results it can be concluded that the sediment quality of 
maintenance dredge material arising can be considered acceptable for disposal to sea.   

5. I suggest that use of these sample analyses to support the current application is 
adequate and would propose that on the basis of the very low contaminant values 
observed in the most recent samples, that sampling on a 5-yearly interval, would 
appear adequate to ensure that material remains acceptable for disposal at sea. 

Alternatives to sea disposal: 

6. I note that the applicants have conducted a Waste Heirarchy assessment under the 
Waste Framework Directive (entered under the Water Framework compliance 
assessment section), which failed to identify any immediate alternative use/disposal 
routes for this material arising.  Although I am content that at the present time sea 
disposal is the only viable option for this material, potential alternative disposal routes, 
including beneficial options, should remain under review during the course of the 
licence.  

Disposal site considerations: 

7. I note from your subsequent message received via MCMS on the on the 18th 
November, that the MMO had been made aware that ‘the last time the applicant 
disposed of at Sprey Point the material was 'black sludge' and travelled to the nearby 
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bathing waters causing members of the public to complain’, together with your request 
that ‘if the material cannot be disposed of at Sprey Point (that you) would like to know 
of any alternative disposal sites the applicant can use instead’.  

8. This most recent disposal campaign would appear to correspond with the disposal at 
the Sprey Point (PO070) site in March 2012 of 8,670 tonnes of maintenance dredge 
material removed by grab dredger which are described to have been deposited over 
the course of 51 loads. 

9. I consider that there are several points to address with respect to disposal 
methodology: - 

a. Sprey Point (PO070), is a designated disposal site located relatively close into shore 
(at its closest is adjacent to the shore, and at is furthest is 0.9km from the shore). It 
has received ongoing quantities of maintenance dredge material in recent years. This 
material has been deposited from licensed sources including Exmouth Marina and 
Teignmouth Harbour Commission. The difference between the two sites of origin 
being that the material arising from the maintenance operation at Teignmouth is 
predominately ‘clean’ sand which anecdotally is recirculated back onto the shore at 
Teignmouth before moving back into the channel. This information would obviously 
add weight to the argument that the fate of maintenance material deposited at the 
Sprey Point disposal site may be back towards the neighbouring amenity beaches 
and potentially provides explanation of the ‘black sludge’ observed during the most 
recent maintenance campaign at Exmouth Marina. 
 

b. If the use of this site is consented for this maintenance operation, given that 
comparable disposal operations have been undertaken here in the past and that the 
site is still open, then I would suggest that there may be ways to potentially mitigate 
the impact of disposal. These may include restriction of the volumes deposited by 
controlling the  rate of production of dredge material arising when silt material is 
anticipated, such as from the maintenance of Exmouth Marina. I would suggest that 
it may also be possible to potentially avoid undertaking such disposal campaigns 
during times of high amenity use of these beaches by means of a timing restriction.  
 

c. The only other open disposal site in this geographic area is Bundle Head (PO090). 
This has historically been used as a bad weather site for Spey Point and has received 
much smaller quantities (up to a maximum of 10% of licensed tonnages) of 
maintenance material, although it does not appear to have received any in recent 
years.  
 

d. It may also be that in light of the feedback you have received, that you may wish to 
consider both these disposal sites as potential candidates for review under the annual 
disposal site monitoring programme to be undertaken next year. 
 

e. Other than these aforementioned disposal sites, the closet open sites capable of 
receiving maintenance material would be at Swanage Bay (WI110) or Rame Head 
South (PL031) and apart from the obvious reasoning surrounding the use of at least 
one of these sites, the steaming distance that the disposal operation would then entail 
in this instance is likely to make these options logistically and commercially unviable. 
 

f. It may be that the potential disposal of material via WID should be explored further. 
However, I note that when the applicant initially suggested pumping silt material 
arising from the capital dredging campaign into the river on an outgoing tide in 
2006, (capital dredging was subsequently not undertaken until 2010-11 due to 
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funding restraints), the then local MFA officer did not support this methodology due 
to the potential impacts of the anticipated extended retention time of the silt material 
suspended in the water column. I would suggest that the local MMO office should 
again be consulted regarding the proposed use of WID disposal methodology for 
this operation.  
 

g.  I note also that the applicant maintains that they have conducted an assessment 
under the Water Framework Directive (WFD) to ensure its compliance, and have 
appended a scan of the cover sheet which does not appear to refer to the potential 
use of WID methodology. I suggest that the Environment Agency are consulted 
regarding their view of the adequacy of assessments undertaken with respect to 
WFD compliance and potential for deterioration of water quality due to the 
methodology proposed. 

 

Disposal contractor and vessels 

10. As discussed above, I suggest that specific details of dredging contractors and vessels 
to be used will require subsequent notification.  

Dredging method: 

11. Again, as discussed above. Best practices should always be adopted and this will be an 
area on which the EA will wish to provide further comment. 

GENERAL 

Conservation designations 

12. The Dawlish Warren SSSI and Exe Estuary Ramsar site are within 500m of the site of 
dredging. I defer to Natural England to determine whether these proposals warrant an 
Appropriate Assessment under The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 
2010 and if this is the case on the specifications of these assessments.   

Requirement for EIA 

13. It is my view that these works will fall outside the scope of a relevant project as defined 
by the Marine Works (EIA) Regulations 2007.  

Summary  
14. Based on my assessment of the available documents submitted in support of this 

application as discussed above, although I consider the disposal of up to 50,000 tonnes 
of maintenance material in total over the 5 year licence period from the proposed dredge 
area within Exmouth Marina acceptable for disposal at sea to the Sprey Point (PO070) 
disposal site, I recommend further consultation regarding limitation to the rate of 
production of volumes of silt arising for disposal to this site and also that potential timing 
restrictions of this disposal operation are explored. I also recommend further consultation 
as indicated above before WID disposal methodology is potentially employed.  

 I recommend the following initial licence conditions, which may require 
amendment/supplement dependent upon the selected route forwards; 

The Licence Holder must ensure that; 

Pre-works 
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 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 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. 

 

 Any man-made material must be separated from the dredged material and disposed of 
to land. 
Reason: To exclude the disposal at sea of man-made material such as shopping 

trolleys, masonry, paint cans etc.  

 Material must be disposed of within the site PO070(Sprey Point)  
Reason: To ensure material is deposited within the appropriate disposal area. 

 A regime of future sediment sampling is undertaken by the applicant of at least five yearly 
intervals, which must be agreed in advance with the MMO. If a longer term licence period 
is awarded, samples must be collected, analysed and the report of their notification 
signed off prior to dredging in the sixth year of this licence. 

Reason: To ensure the dredge material disposed continues to be acceptable for sea 
disposal. 

 During the course of each disposal, material is distributed as evenly as possible 
over the disposal site PO070.  

Reason: To ensure material is deposited evenly within the appropriate disposal area to 

avoid potential shoaling effects etc. 

 No more than 10,000 tonnes wet weight is disposed of at PO070 (Sprey Point) per 
annum Reason: To ensure that acceptable volumes of material can be 
accommodated within the capacity of the disposal site. 

 They inform the MMO of the location and quantities of material disposed of each month 
under this Licence by 31 January each year for the months August to January inclusive, 
and by 31 July each year for the months February to July inclusive. 

Reason: To ensure that accurate data is collected for the reporting of disposal at sea 

to meet UK OSPAR requirements 

Post-works 
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 The District Marine Office must be notified within 10 days of completion of the works.  

Reason: To ensure that the MMO officer is aware of the operations at the site occurring 

within its jurisdiction in order to notify other sea users and can arrange enforcement 

visits as appropriate.   

 

2. Environment Agency (25-NOV-2016) 
 
Environment Agency Position 

We recommend that the application should not be determined until further information has 

been received on the likely impact on the water environment.  

Our areas of concern are as follows: 

Contamination of Sediment 

We do not consider that the applicant has adequately demonstrated the possible levels of 

contamination in the sediment to be dredged. The results from the one sample provided do 

not in themselves show any excessive contamination, however this is based only on the 

one suite of analysis.   

This is unlikely to be sufficient to carry out a full waste characterisation. The applicant 

would be advised to look at the sampling guidance in Waste Management paper 3, and 

ensure that their sampling is sufficient to correctly categorise their waste. The producer 

also has a duty to assess whether there is an alternative to disposal for this waste.” 

Dredging Method 

It is not entirely clear which dredge option is being proposed because reference is made to 

3 different dredge methods in the application and supporting documents. Each will have a 

different potential impact on the environment which needs to be formally considered.  

The method involving agitation and displacement of sediment has perhaps the highest 

potential to impact on movements of migratory fish (at this particular location) and more 

generally on other ecological receptors within the estuary.   

Fisheries Concerns 

There appears to have been little or no formal assessment of impacts to fisheries 

associated with the proposed works. It should be noted that the Exe estuary is an 

important migratory route for several species of diadromous fish, namely Atlantic salmon, 

sea trout, eels, sea, allis and twait shad and sea and river lamprey.  

 

These fish are known to be seasonally present in the lower Exe and ascend the river 

throughout the early spring period. Atlantic salmon and sea trout also have a sensitive 

down-stream running life stage (smolts) which typically descend to sea en masse in the 

period April-June.  
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Exmouth Marina basin is adjacent to the narrowest part of the lower estuary, which is a 

critical location for all migratory fish to pass through. Works within the confines of the 

marina basin are unlikely to have a direct impact on these species within the estuary, but 

any navigational works within the approach channel are likely to have some impact.  

 

Equally, secondary effects from the marina works such as excessive sediment plumes 

extending into the estuary mouth could potentially affect the ability of migratory fish to pass 

up or downstream. This is especially true if hypoxic conditions occur as a result. This might 

be most critical at the point of low-water/start of the flooding tide, when up-stream 

migrating fish typically begin to congregate and move through the mouth of the estuary. 

This is the point when dilution of disturbed matter would theoretically be at its lowest with 

an additional impounding/slack water effect created by the in-coming tide.  

 

Mechanisms for impact on migrating fish at this part of the estuary and any necessary 

mitigation measures need to be considered as part of this application. If necessary, this 

may include measures such as shut-down times over the most critical tides (or points of 

the tides) for fish movements over the working period. 

Dawlish Beach Management Scheme 

It seems that the stated dredge period of 2 weeks in March at Exmouth Marina  should not 

overlap with the current dredging programme for the Dawlish Beach Management Scheme 

(June – August). However, it may be relevant to consider potential cumulative impacts of 

both works together in relation to that year’s migratory fish runs. 

Effects on Designated Habitats 

The application lacks any detail of the assessments undertaken to demonstrate 

consideration of the impact of the dredging and transport on the Exe Estuary Special 

Protection Area, Ramsar Site, and Site of Special Scientific Interest, and any mitigation 

that has been put in place to protect these sites. We recommend full consultation with 

Natural England and evidence presented as to how any mitigation has been accounted for. 

Disposal of Dredged Sediment at Sprey Point  

It is not clear from the application whether Sprey Point has been used as a disposal 
location previously.  We would like evidence of the justification for its use (for example, is it 
an established disposal location?). If it is a new location then we would expect to see an 
assessment of this. 
 

3. Environment Agency (03-FEB-2017) 
 
Environment Agency Position 
Following your responses to the points which we raised in our letter dated 25 November 
2016, we now have no objection to this application. 
 
Contamination of Sediment 
We accept your decision not to request further sampling from the applicant, but to refer to 
guidance provided by CEFAS. 
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Dredging Method and Fisheries Concerns 
Avoiding Water Injection Dredging for any reason here is favourable as other mechanical 

means should produce a lower broadcast of suspended solids/turbidity into the sensitive 

areas of the estuary/fish migratory routes. Again 2 different dredge methods have been 

referred to (grab-hopper and backhoe), but the preference of one over the other in terms of 

minimising suspended solid release is likely to be negligible. A grab-hopper methodology 

may be marginally better in this respect.  

 

Measures to contain any sediment plume to the confines of the marina should be a 

condition of the authorisation. If deployment of a silt-curtain within the marina has been 

effectively used in the past (without interference to navigation) then this may be adequate, 

however some amount of visual monitoring during the operation across one full tidal cycle 

may be required to confirm this (i.e. to ensure that sediment is not being drawn out of the 

marina during the ebb). This may require a temporary watching brief from a suitably 

experienced person/ecologist.  

 

Alternatives to a silt curtain could include deployment of a bubble screen. There may be 

specialist consultants who can advise further on this. The following document provides 

useful information on silt curtain efficacy and deployment: 

http://eprints.hrwallingford.co.uk/618/1/HRPP560_Silt_curtains_-

_a_review_of_their_role_in_dredging_projects.pdf 

 

The works should take place immediately prior to an ebb tide, to allow for immediate 
dispersion in Lyme Bay, and for it to avoid the Bathing Water Season from 15 May - 30 
September if possible. 
 
Dawlish Beach Management Scheme 

With effective plume containment measures in place further mitigation on seasonal/tidal 

timing may not be necessary, but we advise that it be established that the applicant has 

means to provide the mitigation first.  

 

Likewise, it is not likely that there will be in-combination effects with the Dawlish Beach 

Management Scheme dredging with the suggested March working period and mitigation in 

place, but a condition to exclude an overlap of the activities (i.e. no dredging June-August 

2017) would be an added assurance. A further condition to temporarily stop works should 

the mitigation measures be shown to be ineffective (especially plume containment) should 

also be included. 

 
Disposal of Dredged Sediment 
There should be adequate consideration of the risks of spreading invasive non-native 
species as a result of the dredging and dumping of this material. Marinas have the 
potential to harbour harmful non-native species brought in by boats and these should not 
be spread by dredging and dumping operations. We would recommend the applicant be 
required to consider the risks and possible mitigation measures and apply appropriate 
control methods. 

 

http://eprints.hrwallingford.co.uk/618/1/HRPP560_Silt_curtains_-_a_review_of_their_role_in_dredging_projects.pdf
http://eprints.hrwallingford.co.uk/618/1/HRPP560_Silt_curtains_-_a_review_of_their_role_in_dredging_projects.pdf
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4. Exeter City Council 

No response. 

 

5. Historic England (29-NOV-2016) 
 
Many thanks for consulting Historic England on this applciation for the maintainance 
dredging of Exmouth Marina (estimated 50,000 tonnes over 5 years) and dumping of the 
arisings at Spey Point, within an area indicated within the application. 
 
The 'site sensitivities' have not been correctly identified for Sprey Point in the relevant 
section of the application which states that no designated sites lie within 2km of the 
proposed activities. The National Heritage List for England (NHLE) shows that the 
Protected Wreck site 'Church Rocks' (NHLE ref: 1000064) lies some 600m to the west of 
the centre of the site identified for disposal of the dredge material. 
 
Protected Wrecks are designated by Statutory Instrument under the Protection of Wrecks 
Act 1973. The Protected site, centred on OS NGR 94725 73210, consists of the remains of 
a 17th century armed trading vessel of Venetian origin. 
 
It is currently uncertain, what the effects of depositing dredge material within the area 
shown in the submission, will be on the wreck and / or its setting. 
 
2.3.2.1 of the UK Marine Policy Statement states that "the decision maker should weigh 
the potential benefits and adverse effects of each proposal, drawing on different, 
identifiable lines of evidence to consider the different impacts of a proposal. When 
considering potential benefits and adverse effects, decision makers should also take into 
account any multiple and cumulative impacts of proposals, in the light of other projects and 
activities. The level of assessment undertaken for any project should be proportionate to 
the scale and impact of the project as well as the sensitivity of the environment concerned 
and in accordance with the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Directive (Directive 
85/337/EEC) where applicable" 
 
2.6.6.8 states that "The marine plan authority, working with the relevant regulator and 
advisors, should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the 
significance of heritage assets and should adopt a general presumption in favour of the 
conservation of designated heritage assets within an appropriate setting. The more 
significant the asset, the greater should be the presumption in favour of its conservation. 
Substantial loss or harm to designated assets should be exceptional, and should not be 
permitted unless it can be demonstrated that the harm or loss is necessary in order to 
deliver social, economic or environmental benefits that outweigh the harm or loss. 
Protected Wrecks are considered 'designated heritage assets' for the purposes of the UK 
Marine Policy Statement. As a result, and in accordance with the precautionary principle 
and 2.3.2.1 of the MPS it would be appropriate to expect the applicant to provide further 
information on the potential impacts of the disposal of dredge materials at this location on 
the wreck site and its underwater setting, in the form of a heritage impact assessment 
undertaken by a marine archaeologist, proportionate in its level of detail to the status of the 
site as a 'Protected Wreck'. We would be happy to comment on the scope of any proposed 
assessment . 
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Unfortunately it is not possible to provide informed advice on the potential risks to the 
designated heritage asset without this further information. 
 
The impacts of the dredging operations on archaeological deposits at Exmouth Marina are 
likely to be less severe given that this is a maintenance dredge within an existing 
engineered harbour basin and we would advise that there is less risk from this part of the 
scheme. 

 

6. Devon and Severn Inshore Fisheries and Conservation 
Authority 

No response. 

 

7. Maritime and Coastguard Agency (30-NOV-2016) 
 
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/advisories below are applied: 
 
Conditions: 

mariners and fishermen's organisations are made 
fully aware of the activity through local notices to mariners. 

nmoccontroller@hmcg.gov.uk, The National Maritime Operations Centre is made aware of 

the works prior to commencement. 

 

8. Natural England (07-DEC-2016) 
 
 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 have not identified a pathway by 

which impacts from the development would affect the interest features of such a site. 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 dredging works are located adjacent to the Exe 
Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA) and the Exe Estuary Ramsar site, and the 
disposal site at Sprey Point is <5km away. These sites are of international importance for 
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their overwintering and migratory wetland birds, and the habitats which support these 
features.  
 
We understand the proposal is five year marine licence application to dredge 10,000 
tonnes a year from Exmouth Marina, up to a maximum of 50,000 tonnes over the five year 
licence. The application details both water-injection dredging and grab-hopper dredging, 
however it our understanding grab-hopper dredging with disposal at Sprey Point will be the 
primary dredge option.  

Dredging in the marina has the potential to increase suspended sediment concentrations 

and deposition in the estuary therefore our preferred option would be the use of a grab-

hopper dredge coupled with additional mitigation to minimise the suspended sediments 

entering the SPA. Mitigation has not been detailed in the application, however we feel the 

conditions detailed below are sufficient to minimise increases in suspended sediment and 

deposition within the sites. These should be included in a detailed method statement which 

should be agreed before works commence. 

Condition Reason 

If possible the marina should be sealed 
prior to dredging or a silt curtain should 
be deployed that spans the marina 
entrance.  

 

To minimise the potential for increase 
suspended sediment concentrations 
entering the Exe Estuary SPA and 
Ramsar site.  

 

 The Environment Agency Pollution 
Prevention Guidelines should be 
adhered to, particularly PPG5 for works 
and maintenance in or near  
watercourses. Although the guidance 
has been withdrawn from use, the key 
principles are still relevant.  
The National Archives- EA PPG5  

 

 To minimise the potential for pollution to 
enter the marine environment.  

 

 
Providing the dredge technique is grab-hopper, and the conditions we have provided are 
incorporated into a method statement, then we feel it can be excluded that this application 
will have a significant effect on the SPA or Ramsar site, either alone or in combination with 
other plans or projects.  
 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)  

We can confirm that the proposed works are located adjacent to the Exe Estuary Site of 

Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). If the conditions detailed for the Exe Estuary SPA and 

Ramsar site are implemented and the proposal is undertaken in strict accordance with the 

details submitted, it is not likely to damage the interest features for which the site has been 

notified. 

9. Royal Yachting Association (09-DEC-2016) 

No comments. 

10. Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 

No response. 
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11. Teignbridge District Council (09-DEC-2016) 

MLA/2016/00372 

The above application has come to our attention via a third party – I would be grateful in 

future if Teignbridge District Council as a Maritime Authority is made aware of applications 

which have the potential to directly effect this area.  

The primary concern in this instance is that the proposed disposal site for sediments 

dredged from a contained dock, with potential to include all the usual associated elevated 

levels of contaminates, is adjacent to designated bathing waters where the community has 

worked together through a dedicated ‘love your beach’ to address the challenges of 

revised bathing water standards.   

The application appears to indicate two distinct methodologies namely Hydrodynamic -

Water Injection (where material is dispersed by the tidal flow) and using a grab hopper 

system including transfer of material to a disposal site – clarity is likely to be sought on 

which is actually being applied for and regime/timings/volumes within the five year period, 

including disposal proposals.  

The samples appear to have only been taken from immediate surface deposits rather than 

from within the body of the material to be excavated and is described as fluid sandy mud 

and may not be entirely representative of consolidated sediments 1m below surface.  

The MMO website today (case summary) indicates validation 5 Oct and that the case is 

open – could you please confirm the required response date so that we can properly 

assess and respond.  

12. The Crown Estate (01-DEC-2016) 

The Crown Estate is affected by the proposed works and landowner's consent is required. 

The applicant should contact our Managing Agent for the area: Michael Bapty of Knight 

Frank on 0117 945 2635, Michael.bapty@knightfrank.com regarding consent to the 

proposed activity. 

13. Trinity House (29-NOV-2016) 

With reference to the above application, I can confirm that Trinity House has no objections 

but advise that appropriate Notices to Mariners should be promulgated in connection with 

these works. 

Moreover, the dredged material should be dumped within the spoil ground area delineated 

on UKHO admiralty charts and not an area further to seaward as detailed in the 

application. 


