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1. Introduction 
 

1.1. Purpose of the Report  

 

This report is the Environmental Impact Assessment (“EIA”) consent decision and 
decision report for a marine licence under the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 
for aggregate dredging at Area 521 – Goodwin Sands (“the Project”). Dover Harbour 
Board (“DHB”) applied for a marine licence under Part 4 of the Marine and Coastal 
Access Act 2009 (the Act) on 19 May 2016.  
 
The purpose of this report is to summarise the proposed Project, the consultation 
undertaken and to record the key reasons for the  Marine Management 
Organisation’s (“MMO”) evaluation and conclusions under the Marine Works (EIA) 
Regulations 2007 (as amended) (“the Regulations”) and Section 69 of the Marine 
and Coastal Access Act (2009) (“the Act”). 
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1.2. Decision 

 
In summary: 

 The MMO has reviewed the proposed Project, and has concluded a 
favourable EIA consent decision and has determined that it is appropriate to 
grant a marine licence under Part 4 of the Act.  

 The MMO has concluded that adequate mitigation measures have been 
included to minimise the potential significant impacts associated with the 
proposed Project. Measures to control impacts will be secured through marine 
licence conditions.   

 
1.2.1. EIA Consent Decision  

 
In reaching this decision, the MMO has considered the Environmental Statement 
(“ES”) submitted in support of the application (including the Further Environmental 
Information) and representations received. The MMO concludes that an EIA consent 
for the Project should be given under the Regulations. An assessment of the likely 
significant impacts to the environment has been conducted and the MMO concludes 
that adequate mitigation measures will minimise the potential impacts of the Project. 
A summary of the consultation process is given at Section 4 of this Report. A 
summary of the evaluation undertaken by ES topic is presented in Section 5. 

 
1.2.2. Marine Licence Decision  

 
The MMO concludes that a marine licence for the Project should be given under Part 
4 of the Act, having regard to the test(s) under Section 69 of the Act and all other 
considerations. A full assessment of the impacts to the environment, human health 
and other legitimate uses of the sea including such other matters that the MMO 
thinks relevant has been conducted as summarised below in Section 5. The MMO 
has taken into account the evidence provided and the comprehensive consultations. 
The MMO has considered in its Decision under the Act, the clear conclusions of the 
EIA Consent Decision on individual issues as set out within Section 5, which 
includes consideration of the nature of the proposed activity (i.e. dredge campaign), 
its likely significant effects, and likely significant effects both individually and 
cumulatively.   
 
In relation to its decision under Part 4 of the Act, the MMO has considered the ES 
and representations received and in summary under Section 69 of the Act key 
considerations included (i) the need to protect the environment see especially those 
conclusions at Sections 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7, 5.8, and 5.9, (ii) the need to prevent 
interference with legitimate uses of the sea, see especially those conclusions at 
Sections 5.10, 5.11, and 5.12, and (iii) such other matters that it thinks are relevant, 
which in this case in particular included matters connected with the historic 
environment, see especially those conclusions at Sections 5.2, 5.13, 5.14, and 5.16, 
and the need for the proposed project as a legitimate use of the sea, see especially 
those conclusions at Sections 2.2 and 5.1. 
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The MMO has considered relevant policy including Section 3.5 of the Marine Policy 
Statement in respect of marine aggregate dredging, assessed the proposed Project, 
considered representations received and concludes that the benefits of this 
legitimate use (aggregate dredging) of the marine area in order to supply aggregate 
for reclamation and berth construction at the Dover Western Docks Revival (DWDR) 
are clear; marine aggregate dredging is an established well-understood activity and 
the MMO considers that the impacts of the Project are not significant for the reasons 
as detailed below in Section 5.   
 

2. Application details 

 

2.1. Project details 

 

To support the application, DHB has submitted an Environmental Statement (“ES”) 
for a two year marine licence application to dredge aggregate from Area 521. Area 
521 is located approximately 5km offshore of Walmer, Kent in an area named 
Goodwin Sands (see Figure 1).  

 
 
Figure 1: Proposed dredging location. Area 521 is highlighted in red. 
 
DHB proposes to extract a maximum of 3,000,000 tonnes (dry) (~2,000,000m3) of 
sand and gravel aggregate over an approximate two year period, with a maximum 
offtake per dredge campaign of 1,800,000 tonnes (dry) (~1,200,000 m3) from Area 
521. Dredging will take place using a trailer-suction-hopper-dredger; aggregate 
screening will not be employed.  
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DHB has provided the maximum tonnage per dredge campaign in the maximum 
annual tonnage section of the application form. The maximum tonnage per campaign 
is referenced in Section 2 of DHB’s response to the MMO’s Further Information 
Request (‘20170810_GoodwinSandsDec2016MMO_Response_Final_submission’) 
which can be viewed on the MMO Public Register.  
 
Further details on the Project can also be found in Sections 1 and 2 of the Non-
technical Summary of the ES, which can be viewed on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
  

2.2. Need for the Proposed Project 

 

The proposed Project is to supply marine aggregate for land reclamation and berth 
construction at the Dover Western Docks Revival (“DWDR”) Project. The DWDR 
Project will regenerate the Port’s Western Docks providing improved facilities for 
cargo business customers to meet their cargo requirements. It will also create new 
leisure options and amenities through a new marina. The MMO agrees the proposed 
Project is a legitimate use of the sea. Further details on the need for the proposed 
Project can be found in Section 3.9 of the ES and also in Section 4 of DHB’s 
response (August 2017) to the MMO’s Further Information Request, which can be 
viewed on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
 
The MMO granted a marine licence on 7 March 2016 (L/2016/00056) for the DWDR 
Project which can be viewed on the MMO Public Register:  
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
 
Area 521 is the preferred source of material for the DWDR due to a number of 
reasons including:  

 the availability of sufficient quantity of suitable material;  

 the proximity to the DWDR Project to Area 521;  

 the lower cost of obtaining the material from the Area 521 in terms of the 
additional steaming required to alternative available sources of material (e.g. 
Area 521 is approximately 12km whereas licenced aggregate site Area 501 in 
the outer Thames Estuary is ca. 81km from the DWDR); and 

 the limited availability of reliable recycled aggregates, which DHB has already 
identified for use within the DWDR.   

 
Alternatives are discussed in further detail below in Section 5.1. 
 
 
 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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3. Legislative and Policy Framework 
 

This section sets out a summary of the main relevant legislative and policy 
framework.  
 

3.1. Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 

 

A marine licence is required, under Part 4 (Chapter 1) Section 66 of the Act, for the 
following elements of the Project: 
 
Activity Type – Removals– Aggregate Dredging 
 
In determining an application for a marine licence, the MMO is required under 
Section 69 of the Act to have regard to –  
 

a) The need to protect the environment; 
b) The need to protect human health; and 
c) The need to prevent interference with legitimate uses of the sea, and such 

other matters that it thinks relevant. 
 

3.2. Marine Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) 

Regulations 2007 (as amended) (“the Regulations”) 

 

Council Directive 2011/92/EU on the assessment of the effects of certain public and 
private projects on the environment (“the EIA Directive”) aims to protect the 
environment and the quality of life by ensuring that projects that are likely to have 
significant environmental effects by virtue of their nature, size or location are subject 
to an EIA before permission is granted. The Regulations transpose the EIA Directive 
into UK law for marine licence applications.  
 
The MMO has screened in the proposed Project as requiring an EIA under Annex II 
‘2(c) Extraction of minerals by marine or fluvial dredging’ of the EIA Directive. DHB 
submitted an application for EIA consent and a Marine Licence on 19 May 2016 
under the Marine Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2007 
(screening opinion 24 September 2015). The Marine Works (EIA) Regulations 2007 
(2007 No. 1518) were amended by Regulations 2017 No. 588 which has effect 
subject to transitional provisions specified in 2017/588. The Goodwin Sands marine 
licence application is subject to the transitional provisions specified in 2017/588.  
 

3.3. Water Framework Directive (Council Directive 2000/60/EC) 

(“WFD”) 

 

The WFD (Directive 2000/60/EC) is transposed into the law of England and Wales 
by the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2003 (SI 2003/3242) (“the WFD Regulations”). The WFD and the WFD 
Regulations require a strategic planning process for the purposes of managing, 
protecting and improving the quality of water resources. For this purpose, waters in 
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England and Wales are divided into 'river basin districts', each of which has a river 
basin management plan (RBMP).  
 
Although the MMO is not a competent authority for the purposes of the WFD; the 
WFD and the WFD Regulations are relevant to the MMO's marine licensing 
functions. Consideration of an application for a marine licence will therefore have 
regard to the WFD and the WFD Regulations.   
 
The MMO’s consideration of WFD is presented below in Section 5.4.  
 

3.4. Waste Framework Directive (Council Directive 2008/98/EC) 

(“WaFD”) 

 
The WaFD (Directive 2008/98/EC) was adopted in 2008 and consolidates earlier EU 
legislation regulating waste. The WaFD contains the general rules applying to all 
categories of waste.  
 
The WaFD provides a general duty to ensure that waste is dealt with in an 
environmentally friendly way. The main objective of the waste hierarchy is the 
prevention of waste. Where waste cannot be avoided, the hierarchy aims for the re-
use, recycling or recovery of waste. 
 
The MMO’s consideration of WaFD is presented below in Section 5.13. 
 

3.5. The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 

 

European sites including Special Protection Areas (“SPAs”), Special Areas of 
Conservation (“SACs”) and Sites of Community Importance (“SCIs”) fall within the 
scope of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. In addition the 
National Planning Policy Framework requires that potential SPAs (“pSPAs”), 
candidate SACs (“cSACs”), listed or proposed Ramsar sites, and any site identified 
or required as compensatory measures for adverse effects on classified, potential or 
possible SPAs, SACs and Ramsar sites be treated in the same way as classified 
sites. 
 
The ES assessed the potential impacts on the European and Ramsar designated 
sites near or adjacent to the proposed Project and the MMO’s consideration is 
presented below in Section 5.5.1. 
 

3.6. Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)  

 

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (“SSSIs”) are protected by law to conserve their 
wildlife or geology. The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) ensures 
that SSSIs are protected and managed effectively.  
 
The ES assessed the potential impacts on SSSIs near or adjacent to the Project and 
the MMO’s consideration is presented below in Section 5.5.2. 
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3.7.  Marine Conservation Zones  

 

Section 116 of the Act provides powers to the Secretary of State to designate Marine 
Conservation Zones (“MCZs”) with the aim of contributing to the achievement of a 
network of ecologically coherent and well-managed marine protected areas. 
Achieving this aim will make a major contribution to achieving good environmental 
status in the UK's seas, as required by the Marine Strategy Framework Directive.  
 
Under Section 125 of the Act, public authorities must ensure they exercise their 
duties in a manner which best furthers the conservation objectives stated for an 
MCZ, or where it is not possible to exercise its functions in a manner which furthers 
those objectives, exercise them in the manner which the authority considers least 
hinders the achievement of those objectives. Under Section 126 of the Act, if the 
public authority believes that there is or may be a significant risk of the (licensable) 
activity hindering the achievement of the conservation objectives stated for the MCZ, 
the public authority must notify the appropriate statutory conservation body of that 
fact and wait 28 days for guidance on the matter. As a public authority, the MMO 
must have due regard to any advice or guidance provided by the appropriate 
statutory conservation body under Section 127 of the Act. 
 
The public authority must not grant authorisation unless the person seeking the 
authorisation satisfies the public authority that there is no significant risk of the act 
hindering the achievement of the conservation objectives stated for the MCZ. Unless 
the person seeking authorisation satisfies the public authority that:  

(i) there is no other means of proceeding with the act which would create a 
substantially lower risk of hindering the achievement of those objectives,  

(ii) the benefit to the public of proceeding with the act clearly outweighs the risk of 
damage to the environment that will be created by proceeding with it, and  

(iii) the person seeking the authorisation will undertake, or make arrangements for 
the undertaking of, measures of equivalent environmental benefit to the 
damage which the act will or is likely to have in or on the MCZ.  

The public authority must use its power to attach conditions to the authorisation to 
ensure that measures of equivalent environmental benefit to the damage which the 
activity will or is likely to have in or on the MCZ are undertaken. 
 
The ES assessed the potential significant impacts on MCZs and recommended 
MCZs (“rMCZs”) near or adjacent to the Project and the MMO’s consideration 
(including consideration of proposed MCZs (pMCZs)) is presented below in 
Sections 5.5.3 and 5.5.4. 
 

3.8. Sites of Nature Conservation Importance and UK 

Biodiversity Action Plan 

 

Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (“SNCIs”), together with statutory 
designations are defined in development plans under the Town and Country 
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Planning system and are a material consideration when planning applications are 
being determined. 
 
The UK Biodiversity Action Plan (“UK BAP”) describes the biological resources of the 
UK and provides detailed plans for conservation of these resources as well as action 
plans for the most threatened species and habitats requiring conservation. As a 
result of new drivers and requirements, the 'UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework', 
published in July 2012, has succeeded the UK BAP. The biodiversity framework sets 
out the priorities for UK-level work to support the Convention on Biological Diversity 
(CBD).The UK BAP list of priority species and habitats however remains an 
important and valuable reference for the assessment of potential impacts on nature 
conservation interests. 
 
The ES assessed the potential significant impacts on SNCIs and UK BAP near or 
adjacent to the proposed Project. 
 

3.9. Marine Policy Statement 

 

The UK Marine Policy Statement (“MPS”) is the framework for preparing Marine 
Plans and taking decisions affecting the marine environment. The MMO must ensure 
licensing decisions are made in accordance with the MPS and Marine Plans (where 
in place), unless relevant considerations indicate otherwise (in which case the MMO 
must state its reasons).  
 
The need for marine aggregates is outlined in the MPS, Section 3.5 as follows ‘The 
extraction of marine dredged sand and gravel should continue to the extent that this 
remains consistent with the principles of sustainable development, recognising that 
marine aggregates are a finite resource and in line with the relevant guidance and 
legislation’. 
 

3.10. National Planning Policy Framework 

 
The National Planning Policy Framework sets out the government’s planning policies 
for England and how these are expected to be applied. It sets out the government’s 
requirements for the planning system only to the extent that it is relevant, 
proportionate and necessary to do so. It provides a framework within which local 
people and their accountable councils can produce their own distinctive local and 
neighbourhood plans, which reflect the needs and priorities of their communities. 
 

3.11. Protection of Military Remains Act (1986) (POMRA) 

 
The POMRA 1986 (“POMRA”) provides protection to all military aircraft sites and 
designated military vessels in the United Kingdom, its territorial waters, and British 
aircraft and designated military vessels in international waters. The POMRA provides 
two types of protection, protected places and controlled sites. It is an offence under 
the POMRA to tamper with, damage, move or unearth any items at such sites, 
unless the Ministry of Defence (MoD) has issued a licence authorising such activity. 
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The ES assessed the potential impacts on military aircraft crash sites and 
designated military vessels and the MMO’s consideration is presented below in 
Section 5.2. 
 

3.12. UNESCO Convention for the Protection of Underwater 

Cultural Heritage (2001) 

 
The UNESCO Convention on the Protection of the Underwater Cultural Heritage 
(2001) sets out the basic principles for the protection of underwater cultural heritage. 
Whilst the UK is not a signatory to this UNESCO convention, it has been endorsed 
as good practice. UNESCO Convention on the Protection of the Underwater Cultural 
Heritage provides a detailed State cooperation system and widely recognised 
practical rules for the treatment and research of underwater cultural heritage. The 
Convention sets out the ‘Rules for activities directed at underwater cultural heritage’. 
 
The ES assessed the potential significant impacts on underwater cultural heritage 
and the MMO’s consideration is presented below in Section 5.2. 
 

3.13. Valletta Convention 

 
Formally known as the Convention for the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage 
of Europe. The Convention was originally signed in London in 1969, but later revised 
in Valletta in 1992. The Valletta Convention defines archaeological heritage and the 
signatories agree to make and maintain an inventory of it and to legislate for its 
protection. The emphasis is on protection of sites for future study, the reporting of 
chance finds, the control of excavations and the use of metal detectors.  
 
Signatories of the Convention also agree to allow the input of expert archaeologists 
into the making of planning policies and planning decisions. 
 
The ES assessed the potential significant impacts on archaeological heritage and 
the MMO’s consideration is presented below in Section 5.2. 
 

4. Consultation Exercise 
 

This section summarises consultation undertaken in relation to the proposed Project. 
 
The relevant responses have been summarised within this decision report and the 
relevant representations can be found on the MMO Public Register:  
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
 

4.1. First Consultation  

 

As part of its consideration of the proposed Project, the MMO consulted the bodies 
listed below in Table 1.  
 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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The Project, as an EIA proposal, was advertised for two successive weeks in two 
local publications (East Kent Mercury and Dover Express) on 9 and 16 June 2016, 
and in one national publication (Fishing News) on 16 June 2016. A copy of the 
application and associated documents were made available for public viewing at the 
Dover Harbour Board office, Harbour House, Marine Parade, Dover, Kent, CT17 
9BU. Public consultation was held for 42 days from the issue of the first notice (9 
June 2016). 
 
The MMO received 575 public representations during the first consultation. 
 
Table 1.  Consultation bodies 

 

Organisation Principal Purpose 

of consultation 

Response 

Received  

Angling Trust (“AT”) Recreational 

fishing 

No 

British Sub-Aqua Club 
(“BSAC”) 

Recreational diving Yes 

Centre for the 
Environment Fisheries 
and Aquaculture Science 
(“Cefas”) 

Scientific advisors 

on matters 

including physical 

processes; benthic 

ecology; fish and 

commercial 

fisheries; and 

underwater noise 

Yes 

Department of Culture, 
Media and Sport 
(“DCMS”) 

Historic 

environment 

No 

Department for Transport  
(“DfT”) 

Transport Yes 

Dover District Council 
(“DDC”) 

Local planning Yes 

Environment Agency 
(“EA”) 

WFD and migratory 

fish  

Yes 

European Subsea Cables  
Association (“ESCA”) 

Subsea cables No 

Historic England (“HE”) Historic 

Environment 

Yes 

Kent and Essex Inshore 
Fisheries and 
Conservation Authority 
(“K&EIFCA”) 

Local fisheries Yes 

Kent County Council 
(“KCC”) 

Local planning Yes 

Kent Wildlife Trust 
(“KWT”) 

Natural 

environment 

Yes 
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Organisation Purpose of 

consultation 

Response 

Received  

Maritime and Coastguard 
Agency (“MCA”) 

Navigation Yes 

Ministry of Defence – Joint 
Care and Compassionate 
Centre (“MoD” or “JCCC”) 

Military activity and 

historic 

environment 

Yes 

National Federation of 
Fishermen’s 
Organisations (“NFFO”) 

Commercial 

fisheries 

Yes 

Natural England (“NE”) Natural 

environment, 

protection of sites 

and species 

/aquaculture 

Yes 

New Under Ten 
Fishermen’s Association 
(“NUFA”) 

Commercial 

fisheries 

No 

Oil and Gas Authority 
(“O&GA”) 

Oil and gas  No 

Royal Society for the 
Protection of Birds 
(“RSPB”) 

Ornithology  No 

Royal Yachting 
Association (“RYA”) 

Recreational 

sailing 

Yes 

Shellfish Association of 
Great Britain (“SAGB”) 

Commercial shell 

fishing 

No 

Thanet District Council 
(“TDC”) 

Local planning No 

Thanet Fishermen’s 
Association (“TFA”) 

Commercial fishing Yes 

The Crown Estate (“TCE”) Landowner Yes 

The Port of Ramsgate  Harbour authority No 

The Sandwich Port and 
Haven  

Harbour authority No 

The South East Coastal 
Group 

Coast protection No 

Trinity House  Navigation Yes 

UK Hydrographic Office Navigation No 

 

4.2. Second Consultation  
 

Following the closure of the first consultation period on 15 July 2016 representations 
received were passed to DHB. Following a review of the application and the 
representations received, the MMO requested further information from DHB on 5 
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August 2016. In response to the representations received, DHB provided further 
information on 23 September 2016.  
 
Owing to the further information provided by DHB, a further consultation was 
undertaken. The DHB further information response was distributed to the 
consultation bodies shown above in Table 1, and advertised for two successive 
weeks in two local publications (East Kent Mercury and Dover Express) on 6 and 13 
October 2016, and one national publication (Fishing News) on 13 October 2016. A 
copy of the application and associated documents were made available for public 
viewing at the Dover Harbour Board office. Public consultation was held for 42 days 
from the issue of the first notice (6 October 2016). 
 
The MMO received 475 public representations during the second consultation. 
 
A copy of the DHB further information response ‘160923_Goodwin Sands 
MLA_Further Environmental Information_Final’ and the consultation responses can 
be found on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
 

4.3. Third Consultation  

 
After completion of the second consultation period on 18 November 2016, 
representations received were passed to DHB. Following a review of the DHB further 
information and the representations received, the MMO requested more information 
from DHB. In response to the representations received DHB provided further 
information on 11 August 2017.  
 
A further consultation on the additional information provided by DHB was 
undertaken. The DHB response was distributed to relevant consultation bodies 
shown above in Table 1, and advertised for two successive weeks in two local 
publications (East Kent Mercury on 16 August 2017 and 23 August 2017 and Dover 
Express on 17 and 24 August 2017), and one national publication (Fishing News on 
24 August 2017). A copy of the application and associated documents were made 
available for public viewing at the Dover Harbour Board office. Public consultation 
was held for 42 days from the issue of the first notice (16 August 2017). 
 
The MMO received 344 public representations during the third consultation. 
 
 A copy of the DHB further information response 
‘20170810_GoodwinSandsDec2016MMO_Response_Final_submission’ and 
consultation responses can be found on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 

 

4.4. Recovery of marine licence application 

 

In their consultation response KWT requested the MMO refer the marine licence 
application for recovery to the Secretary of State under Marine Licensing (Delegation 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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of Functions) (Amendment) Order 2015. An application is referred under certain 
circumstances and if so requested by certain authorities (in addition to the MMO). A 
licence application can be referred to the Secretary of State for a marine licensing 
decision if either the local planning authority or the Inshore Fisheries Conservation 
Authority (IFCA) request it be recovered or the MMO decides the application meets 
the criteria for referral.  
 
The application to dredge aggregate is not a novel activity and neither the local 
planning authorities (KCC, DDC, TDC) or Kent and Essex IFCA requested that the 
application be recovered. The MMO also considered the criteria for referral. The 
MMO considers that aggregate dredging is a well-established activity. The issues 
raised as set out further in this report are not considered to be issues which the 
MMO consider require examination in an inquiry. Sufficient information has been 
provided to support this application for a well-established activity in the context of 
appropriate marine policy documents. The application was therefore not referred to 
the Secretary of State for determination as no local planning authority or IFCA 
requested recovery and the proposed Project is not novel and does not meet the 
criteria for recovery. 
 

5. Evaluation 
 

The MMO has considered the application and the accompanying ES and consulted 
widely upon it (Section 4 above details the consultation exercises). The 
representations received can be accessed on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER. The following section includes a summary of the MMO’s reasoning in 
relation to the key issues, having regard to the ES, the representations, and the 
statutory framework.     
 
Key issues raised by consultees included: 
 

 The consideration of obtaining material from alternative sources; 

 Dredging could impact known and potential heritage assets; 

 Funds have not been allocated for the recovery, restoration and 

preservation of archaeological remains as per the annex to the 2001 

UNESCO Convention and the 1992 Valletta Convention;  

 Further geo-archaeological surveys are required; 

 The proposed archaeological exclusion zones are not sufficient based on 

best available evidence; 

 The MMO needs to wait until the Ministry of Defence makes a decision on 

Goodwin Sands being designated a controlled site under the Protection of 

Military Remains Act 1986; 

 The historic seascape of Goodwin Sands needs to be considered; 

 The modelling did not consider extreme weather patterns;  

 Dredging could cause changes to currents that would lead to the loss of 

sediment elsewhere; 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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 Goodwin Sands is a closed system and the removal of sand from one part 

will lead to a loss elsewhere;  

 There is a correlation between historic dredging and changes to the 

coastline;  

 The modelling did not accurately predict the impact of dredging on the 

coastline and the dredging could increase the risk of coastal erosion and 

flooding;  

 The dredging could affect the Goodwin Sands proposed Marine 

Conservation Zone (pMCZ); 

 The results of the pre-application characterisation survey advised 

Sabellaria spinulosa reefs were not present, despite its presence in 

previous surveys; 

 Dredging could cause temporary and permanent damage to the seabed 

and associated benthic communities; 

 Dredging could impact on the seabirds that frequent the proposed dredge 

area; 

 Dredging could impact seals through noise, vibration and removal of their 

food source; 

 Grey seal survey data has been misinterpreted in the ES; 

 The importance of Goodwin Sands as an important foraging area and rest 

area for both harbour seals and grey seals has not been sufficiently 

explored; 

 The proposed exclusion zones around seal haul out sites are not 

satisfactory; 

 The potential impact of dredging on fish, and fish nursery and spawning 

grounds; 

 Dredging could cause damage to the seabed affecting spawning grounds; 

 Sandeel in Goodwin Sands were underestimated; 

 Fishing activity by vessels under 10m has not been adequately 

considered; 

 Bottom drift net fishing could be impacted by damage to the seabed. 

 Displacement of fishing vessels;  

 The risk of the loss of fishing gear from increased vessel traffic; 

 Dredging could affect the ability of vessels to shelter in The Downs; 

 If wildlife and the coastline were impacted by the dredging then tourism in 

Kent could be impacted; 

 There will be an increase in sediment suspension from dredging; 

 Dredging could disturb and re-suspend contaminated sediments;  

 Proposals for new interconnectors and aggregate dredging in the Thames 

Estuary would further reduce the amount of ground available to fishermen, 

either temporarily or continuously;  

 The cumulative impacts with previous dredging since the 1970s have not 

been considered; 
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 Dredging is not in accordance with the Dover Strait Implementation Plan; 

 There is a conflict of interest with the role of The Crown Estate;  

 Concerns regarding the visit of the MMO Director of Marine Licensing to 

the Port of Dover; and 

 The requirement for further consultation on the draft Archaeological 

Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) and Archaeological Protocol (AP). 

 

5.1. Alternative source of material 

 

The assessment of alternatives is presented within Chapter 2, Appendix 2.2 of the 
ES, Section 2 of DHB’s response (September 2016). Following consultation and 
assessment, the MMO requested further information and this is presented in Section 
3 of DHB’s response (August 2017) to the MMO’s Further Information Requests. The 
aforementioned information can be viewed on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
 

The focus of the representations raised were: 
 

 The consideration of obtaining material from alternative sources. 

 
The information submitted by DHB has been considered, in light of the relevant 
statutory framework and the MPS. The ES concluded that there were no reasonable 
alternative sources of material in terms of: known geotechnical properties; readily 
available quantities; readily available supply times; and within a suitable distance 
from Dover. The applicant informed the MMO on 11 August 2017 that due to delays 
in the marine licensing process and the need to conduct work for the DWDR project, 
they had to obtain 500,000m3 of material from licensed aggregate Area 501, located 
in the Thames Estuary. The MMO subsequently received representations from the 
public asking why Area 501 could not be used for the rest of the DWDR project.  
 
The MMO has assessed the ES’s conclusions and assessment of alternatives. In 
considering the suitability of alternative sources, the MMO have had particular regard 
to the following and corresponding issues and the evidence in relation to them: 
 

 The availability of alternative material and recyclates; 

 The CO2 emissions from dredger ships to access alternative sites; 

 The cost of alternative sources of aggregate material; and 

 The suitability of Goodwin Sands as a source of material. 
 
The use of recycled material was considered by DHB and summarised within the ES. 
DHB identified 50,000m3 from the DWDR which could be re-used in the DWDR and 
has stated they will review the availability of recycled material throughout the lifetime 
of the Project. However, there is insufficient recycled material available for the entire 
DWDR Project. 
 
Issues around Varne Bank and Area 501 were considered as alternative sites and in 
relation to CO2 emissions. DHB stated that the Varne Bank which is located ~14km 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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south west of Dover would be operationally difficult to dredge, as it is located in the 
middle of a shipping lane in the Strait of Dover. Varne Bank has also not been 
designated by the Crown Estate as a site for dredging. Whereas CO2 emissions from 
dredgers accessing Area 501 would be higher when compared to using Area 521 
(i.e. Area 501 is ~81km from DWDR whereas Area 521 is ~12km from DWDR). The 
ES also outlined that obtaining material from land based sites (quarries/pits) located 
between 30km to 60km from Dover would require the transport of material by road 
by Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGV). The use of HGVs would also likely result in air 
quality emissions including nitrogen dioxide and CO2. 
 
The MMO accepts the ES conclusion that the proposed dredging area (Area 521) is 
the closest source of material to the DWDR and contains sufficient material which is 
suitable for construction at the DWDR. The ES also considered the potential use of 
material generated from maintenance dredging projects within 200km of Dover. The 
ES, however, concluded that there was insufficient material to meet the requirements 
of the DWDR and that much of the material from maintenance dredging comprised of 
silt which is not suitable to be used for construction infill.  
 
A review of cost implications has been undertaken by DHB. The ES stated that the 
costs of the proposed Project would increase from ca. £7 per m3 from using Goodwin 
Sands as a source of material to between ca. £16.5 and £22 per m3 from using 
alternative aggregates sites.  
 
DHB has also stated that the design parameters of the DWDR project were based on 
the known engineering properties of the material from Goodwin Sands. The 
engineering properties of the material from Goodwin Sands are well known due to 
their historical use within other Dover Harbour project and other UK based project, 
which provides assurance that the engineering performance required for the DWDR 
would be achieved.     
 
The MMO considers that DHB has considered the reasonable alternatives to 
dredging at Goodwin Sands. The MMO does not consider that in this case that an 
alternative solution can be ruled out simply on the grounds that it is more expensive, 
however when considering reasonable alternatives the MMO consider matters such 
as terms of technical feasibility including: amount of resource, quality of resource, 
location of resource (in relation to other uses of the marine environment and 
designated sites), Crown Estate designation, air emissions related to accessing the 
resource and avoiding disproportionate additional costs are all relevant.  
 
Having considered the evidence, the MMO therefore consider Goodwin Sands a 
suitable source of material and is satisfied that an assessment of reasonable 
alternatives has been undertaken. 
 

5.2. Archaeology and the Historic Environment 

 

The assessment of archaeology and the historic environment is presented within 
Chapter 14, and Appendices 14.1 and 14.2 of the ES. Many of the representations 
received from the consultation exercises raised concerns over archaeological and 
historic environment receptors. On consideration of the ES and consultation 
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responses, further information from DHB was sought (as outlined above in Section 
4). Further key information can be found in Section 8 of DHB’s response (September 
2016) and Section 6 and Appendices 1 and 2 of DHB’s response (August 2017) to 
the MMO’s Further Information Requests. This information can be viewed on the 
MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
 

The focus of the representations raised were: 
 

 Dredging could impact known and potential heritage assets; 

 Funds have not been allocated for the recovery, restoration and preservation 
of archaeological remains as per the annex to the 2001 UNESCO Convention 
and the 1992 Valletta Convention;  

 Further geo-archaeological surveys are required; 

 The proposed archaeological exclusion zones are not sufficient based on best 
available evidence; 

 The MMO needs to wait until the Ministry of Defence makes a decision on 
Goodwin Sands being designated a controlled site under the Protection of 
Military Remains Act 1986; and 

 The historic seascape of Goodwin Sands needs to be considered. 
 
Representations have been considered, and a summary of how the key issues have 
been addressed are outlined below.  
 
As a result of the representations received, DHB was required to undertake a site 
survey (using a magnetometer and other survey techniques) of the proposed Project 
footprint (i.e., Area 521) to assist in locating the presence of unknown or unchartered 
historic assets. Following the completion of the magnetometer survey 
(‘Archaeological Review of Geophysical Data’ which can be found on the MMO 
Public Register 
(‘https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC
_REGISTER)) and further analyses, anomalies were discovered and DHB has 
revised the application area to avoid the anomalies. The MMO in consultation with 
Historic England (“HE”) and the MoD, specifically the Joint Care and Compassionate 
Centre (“JCCC”), which has a remit for the management of British Armed forces 
casualties and compassionate cases, has reviewed the additional survey information 
and considers the survey work undertaken is sufficient to inform the assessment of 
impacts on both known and potential heritage assets. 
 
In order to ensure heritage assets are protected, DHB has prepared a draft Written 
Scheme of Investigation (WSI) and a final WSI in consultation with HE must be 
approved by the MMO prior to the commencement of the proposed dredging. The 
MMO and HE has reviewed draft versions of the WSI and the MMO is satisfied (as is 
HE) that such provision on the marine licence will adequately mitigate risks to 
historic assets. The final WSI is discussed further at Section 5.16 below.  
 
The rules listed in the Annex to the 2001 UNESCO Convention of the Protection of 
Underwater Cultural Heritage have been considered.  Principally they relate to 
activities which are directed at ‘all traces of human existence having a cultural, 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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historical or archaeological character which have been partially or totally under 
water, periodically or continuously, for at least 100 years…’ The primary objective of 
the marine licence application is to dredge sand from the Goodwin Sands, however, 
there could be an incidental interaction with underwater cultural heritage. The 
applicant has used best practicable means (magnetometer, multi-beam bathymetry, 
side-scan sonar, sub bottom profiler surveys) to identify areas of potential 
underwater cultural heritage. These aforementioned surveys did reveal some 
geophysical anomalies (possible features of archaeological interest). Whilst none of 
the anomalies have been identified as definite features of archaeological interest, as 
a further precautionary measure, DHB has amended the proposed dredge area to 
exclude such areas, which HE has supported. In addition to this, controls will be 
included as marine licence conditions to exclude any previously unidentified features 
of archaeological interest from dredging in the future. There is also a requirement for 
an independent on-board archaeologist to be present during the dredging 
operations. As such, the MMO is satisfied that the proposed activity has 
demonstrated compliance with the rules and the best practicable means have been 
used to prevent or mitigate any adverse effects that might arise. 
 
There is a requirement under the European Convention on the Protection of the 
Archaeological Heritage (revised) (1992), commonly known as the Valletta 
Convention for developers to allocate funding for any required archaeological 
investigations. DHB has confirmed they have budgeted for the risk of the unexpected 
discovery of archaeologically significant material. The MMO is satisfied the proposed 
Project is in compliance with the requirements of the Valletta Convention, noting also 
the evidence and further work undertaken to characterise the site, including the 
magnetometer and other field surveys, the inclusion of risk-reduction measures in 
the form of Exclusion Zones, and use of independent archaeologists (controlled by 
conditions see Section 5.17.1). This provides further assurances that the proposed 
Project is and will be in compliance with the Valletta Convention. 
 
Archaeological Exclusion Zones (AEZ) are included in the Project design based on 
the present evidence available. The application area has also been further revised to 
avoid potential historic assets identified during the most recent surveys (including the 
magnetometer and other geophysical surveys). The Exclusion Zones will be 
reviewed as part of the WSI approval process in consultation with HE. Due to the 
shifting nature of the sandbank, DHB will be required to conduct contemporaneous 
pre-dredge surveys which will inform the WSI. The MMO is satisfied that appropriate 
Exclusion Zones have been proposed within the application and there is sufficient 
provision in the marine licence to review and/or amend licence conditions should 
further information become available. 
  
Representations stated that Goodwin Sands should be designated as a controlled 
site under the Protection of Military Remains Act 1986 (POMRA) and raised issues in 
relation to the potential risk to human remains, downed aircraft, and wrecked 
vessels. Under POMRA, the MoD has a role in protecting the remains of members of 
the armed forces and the designation of areas as a controlled area under the 
POMRA. The MMO has considered the representations in relation to these 
aforementioned issues, having regard also in particular to Section 69 of the Act as 
well as the relationship with cultural heritage and the issues raised by the potential 
risk to human remains. The MoD stated on the 28 September 2017 and on the 30 
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November 2017 that the Secretary of State would not utilise his powers under 
POMRA to make a designation (of the Goodwin Sands). The MMO is aware that the 
MoD stated that for a designation to occur, the location of an aircraft wreck, even 
though not known with precision, must be identified to within a relatively small area 
to permit the exercise of that power. The MMO is also aware that the MoD have 
undertaken research and consulted with the Naval Historical Branch, The Fleet Air 
Arm and MOD Salvage and Marine Operations (SALMO), Richard Larne’s 
Shipwreck index and the Maritime Archaeology Sea Trust Navy Loss List and Air 
Historical Branch and reviewed the anomalies from the magnetometer survey to 
determine if the position of any wrecks could be identified. Given the nature of the 
issues, the MMO has also consulted the German and Polish embassies. Both the 
military attaches of the German and Polish embassies confirmed (in a meeting on 30 
November 2016 and in a telephone call on 9 February 2017 respectively) that they 
were content for the risks to military remains to be advised by the MoD. Whilst the 
MMO has no power to designate a controlled site under POMRA, the MMO has a 
wide statutory power under Part 4 of the Act and in relation to matters which it would 
consider when making an EIA Consent Decision or issuing a marine licence. Having 
considered the evidence, the MMO considers that in the particular circumstances of 
Goodwin Sands it is appropriate to place some weight on the view of the Secretary 
of State who has not used his powers to make a designation in relation to these 
issues.   
 
However, as above, the MMO has a wide statutory power under the Act. The MMO 
does not consider the Secretary of State’s decision not to designate under POMRA 
is determinative of the MMO’s decision. Leaving aside the position of the Secretary, 
the MMO has also considered the underlying substantive evidence provided in 
support of the marine licence application under the statutory consideration open to 
the MMO under the Act and the Regulations. In particular the MMO has considered 
the geophysical surveys results and interpretation (including: magnetometer, multi-
beam bathymetry and side-scan sonar and sub-bottom profiler surveys) which 
identified 305 anomalies of uncertain origin of possible archaeological interest, 9 
anomalies of uncertain origin of possible archaeological interest but outside the 
vertical limit of dredging and one historic record of possible archaeological interest 
with no corresponding geophysical anomaly in any recent surveys, which was 
deemed to be buried. The Richard Larne Shipwreck Index has also been reviewed 
by DHB to verify the origin of the above anomalies. On the basis of these results, the 
proposed dredge area has been refined to avoid these anomalies.  
 
The results of the magnetometer and geophysical surveys have been reviewed by 
the MMO in consultation with HE. None of the anomalies have been identified as 
definite features of archaeological interest, and thus do not provide robust evidence 
to support the contention that the anomalies represent features of archaeological 
interest in the proposed dredge area. Further, as the anomalies have been excluded 
from the dredging footprint, the anomalies are not a significant consideration when 
balancing the relevant considerations for granting a marine licence or weighing up 
the issues for an EIA Consent Decision.  
 
The ES presented the findings of the assessment of the historic seabed character. 
However, given that dredging has occurred previously in the wider area, the dynamic 
nature of the sandbank, the proposed mitigation measures to avoid and minimise 
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impact to known and unknown assets and that the proposed aggregate dredging is 
unlikely to impact the submerged paleoenvironmental landscape, the MMO is 
satisfied that there is unlikely to be significant change to the historic seascape (in the 
sense the term is used by HE, who consider the seabed as seascape in addition to 
the space above sea level) of Goodwin Sands.  
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes that, the measures to reduce risk including Exclusion Zones around 
anomalies and the mitigation measures (detailed in Section 5.17) secured by way of 
conditions on the marine licence, aggregate dredging and any residual risk of 
aggregate dredging to heritage assets is unlikely to be significant.   
 

5.3. Coastal Processes, Hydrodynamics and Flood Risk 

 

The assessment of coastal processes, hydrodynamics and flood risk is presented 
within Chapter 6 and 16, and Appendices 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4 and 16.1 of the ES. 
Following consideration of the ES and consultation responses, the MMO requested 
further information and Section 3 of DHB’s response (September 2016) to the 
MMO’s Further Information Request. The aforementioned information can be viewed 
on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
 

The focus of the representations were: 
 

 The modelling did not consider extreme weather patterns;  

 Dredging could cause changes to currents that would lead to the loss of 
sediment elsewhere; 

 Goodwin Sands is a closed system and the removal of sand from one part will 
lead to a loss elsewhere;  

 There is a correlation between historic dredging and changes to the coastline; 
and 

 The modelling did not accurately predict the impact of dredging on the 

coastline and the dredging could increase the risk of coastal erosion and 

flooding.  

 

A consideration of how the MMO has addressed the key issues identified in the 
representations is presented below.   
 
Cefas agreed with the conclusions of the ES and the MMO agrees with Cefas’ 
advice that the coastal process modelling undertaken was appropriate. DDC also 
agreed that the modelling was appropriate and that there is unlikely to be a 
significant effect on the wave climate and coastal processes on the Kent coastline 
from the proposed aggregate dredging at Area 521.   
 
Cefas advised that any changes in tidal currents would be unlikely to extend beyond 
1km from the application area; that the predicted magnitudes of change in tidal 
current velocities were unlikely to affect sediment transport; and that bedforms are 
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likely to continue to form and be maintained at Goodwin Sands. The MMO agrees 
with Cefas’ advice. Cefas advised that although there was a possibility for the 
dredging to have a local morphological impact on the sand bank, there was no 
evidence to suggest that the impact would be sufficient to alter the morphology of the 
much larger Goodwin Sands system. Further, the Goodwin Sands system is a 
naturally dynamic environment, and bedforms are likely to continue to form and 
disperse throughout the system, despite the temporary localised impact at the 
dredging location.   
 
Cefas advised that the proposed dredging would be unlikely to increase wave 
heights within 4.5km of the Kent coast. It is, therefore, unlikely that there would be an 
increased risk of coastal erosion or flooding. The MMO agrees with Cefas’ advice. 
 
The MMO also considered the issues raised in respect of historic dredging of the 
Goodwin Sands and the impact on the coastline. Cefas advised that it was not 
possible to determine a correlation between historic dredging at Goodwin Sands and 
historic beach recharges. Cefas noted the first beach recharge campaign in 1974 
occurred before the first dredging activity on the Goodwin Sands in 1976. DDC also 
stated there are records in the British Museum, which were reported to Dover Rural 
District Council (Lewis and Duvivier reported in 1954) that showed there was 
accretion of sediment on the coastline until 1938 followed by erosion indicating that 
coastal change is not related to aggregate dredging at Goodwin Sands. Having 
considered the responses, the MMO agrees with the advice that historic dredging is 
unlikely to have caused an impact to the coastline.   
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes that the risk of aggregate dredging to coastal processes, 
hydrodynamics and flood risk is unlikely to be significant. Monitoring and mitigation 
measures (detailed in Section 5.17) secured by way of conditions on the marine 
licence, have also been implemented to ensure compliance with the parameters 
assessed in the ES.  
 

5.4. Water Quality 

 
The assessment of water quality is presented within Chapter 7, and Appendix 7.1 of 
the ES, and DHB WFD clarification letter (September 2016). The aforementioned 
information can be viewed on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
 
The focus of the representations were:  
 

 There will be an increase in sediment suspension from dredging; and 

 Dredging could disturb and re-suspend contaminated sediments.   
 

The ES identified that a temporary increase in suspended sediment would arise at 
the proposed dredge site but the levels would be within natural background 
concentrations. DHB also undertook a Water Framework Directive (WFD) 
Assessment and has considered the potential impacts to dominant currents and 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER


Page 24 of 41 

designated bathing waters on the East Kent coastline. The WFD assessment 
concluded that there would be no significant change to the dominant currents. The 
WFD assessment also concluded that predicted suspended sediment plumes would 
not significantly extend to the coast and that therefore the dredging will be compliant 
with the requirements of the WFD. The EA advised that potential impacts on water 
quality were within acceptable limits and that it was content with the WFD 
assessment. The MMO is satisfied that the temporary increase in suspended 
sediment is unlikely to be significant. The MMO has also undertaken its own WFD 
Assessment on the Kent South Water Body in line with the amended guidance 
‘Clearing the Waters for All’ and has concluded the impacts to water quality from the 
proposed dredging are unlikely to be significant.  
 

The risk of contamination in the water column has also been assessed in the ES. 
The MMO is satisfied that given a lack of sources of contamination and the results of 
the sediment sampling undertaken by DHB in support of the application, it is unlikely 
that contaminated sediments would be disturbed by the dredging. 
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes that the risk of aggregate dredging to water quality and designated 
bathing waters is unlikely to be significant.   
 

5.5. Nature Conservation 

 
The assessment of nature conservation is presented within Chapter 5 of the ES, 
Section 6 of DHB’s response (September 2016) and Section 7 of DHB’s response 
(August 2017) to the MMO’s Further Information Requests. The aforementioned 
information can be viewed on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
 

5.5.1. European and Ramsar Sites 
 

The following European and Ramsar designated sites are near (within 20km) or 
adjacent to the Project: 
 

 Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay (SPA and Ramsar); 

 Outer Thames (SPA) 

 Thanet Coast (SAC); 

 Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs (SAC); 

 Sandwich Bay (SAC); and 

 Southern North Sea proposed Special Area of Conservation (pSAC). 
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Figure 2. Proposed dredging location (red) and Zone of Influence (yellow) in relation to 
European and Ramsar sites within 20km of the proposed Project (Goodwin Sands ES, 
2016). 

 
The proposed Project is not within or directly adjacent to any European designated 
site (Figure 2). Further, the coastal processes modelling showed that any changes 
to tidal currents, wave heights and increases in suspended sediments from the 
dredging are unlikely to significantly affect the designated sites, as the Zone of 
Influence does not interact with any designated sites. As such and adopting a 
Source-Pathway-Receptor model, there is no significant pathway from Goodwin 
Sands Area 521 to the European and Ramsar sites. The MMO has, therefore, 
concluded that there is no pathway to any European designated site, and screened 
the proposed Project out from requiring a Likely Significant Effect (LSE) under the 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. 
 
The Ruddy Turnstone (Arenaria interpres), is a feature of the Thanet Coast and 
Sandwich Bay SPA and Ramsar sites but is unlikely to be impacted by the dredging, 
as their foraging is confined to intertidal habitats. Red Throated Diver (Gavia 
stellata), Little Tern (Sterna albifrons), and Common Tern (Sterna hirundo) are 
features of the Outer Thames SPA. The Red Throated Diver may forage in the 
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dredge area footprint and the dredge area is within the foraging ranges of the tern 
species. However, there are areas of adjacent suitable habitat that will support 
sandeel prey and the impacts of the proposed dredging are unlikely to be significant 
on these bird species. 
 
Section 5.3 above assessed the risk of aggregate dredging to coastal processes, 
hydrodynamics and flood risks. As the risk is unlikely to be significant, and having 
considered the representations in the context of the above sites, the MMO considers 
that the impact of the proposed dredging to the features of the SACs is also unlikely 
to be significant. 
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes that the risk of aggregate dredging on European and International 
sites is unlikely to be significant. 
 

5.5.2. Sites of Special Scientific Interest 
 
The following SSSIs are near (within 20km) or adjacent to the Project: 
 

 Thanet Coast SSSI; 

 Sandwich Bay to Hacklinge Marshes SSSI; 

 Dover to Kingsdown Cliffs SSSI; and 

 Folkestone Warren SSSI. 
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Figure 3. Proposed dredging location (red) and Zone of Influence (yellow) in relation to 
SSSIs and (r)MCZs (Goodwin Sands now pMCZ) within 20km of the proposed dredge site 
(Goodwin Sands ES, 2016). 

 
The proposed Project is not within or directly adjacent to any SSSIs (Figure 3). The 
coastal processes modelling showed that any changes to tidal currents, wave 
heights and increases in suspended sediments from the dredging are unlikely to 
significantly affect the SSSIs, as the Zone of Influence from the proposed Project 
does not interact with any SSSIs. The MMO concluded that there is no significant 
pathway to any SSSIs. 
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes that the risk of aggregate dredging to SSSIs is unlikely to be 
significant. 
  
 

5.5.3. MCZs, recommended (rMCZs) and proposed MCZs (pMCZs) 
 
The following MCZs, recommended (rMCZs) and proposed MCZs (pMCZs) are near 
(within 20km) or adjacent to the project: 
 

 Dover to Deal MCZ; 

 Goodwin Sands pMCZ; 
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 Offshore Foreland rMCZ;  

 Thanet Coast MCZ; 

 Dover to Folkestone MCZ; and 

 Folkestone Pomerania MCZ. 
 
The proposed Project is within Goodwin Sands pMCZ, however there are no other 
MCZs, rMCZs or pMCZs within or directly adjacent to the proposed Project (Figure 
3). The coastal processes modelling showed that any changes to tidal currents, 
wave heights and increases in suspended sediments from the dredging are unlikely 
to have the potential to significantly affect the designated sites other than Goodwin 
Sands pMCZ. The MMO concluded that there are no significant pathways to any 
MCZs, rMCZs or pMCZs, other than Goodwin Sands pMCZ which is considered 
further in Section 5.4.4.  
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes the risk of aggregate dredging to the MCZs and the Offshore 
Foreland rMCZ is unlikely to be significant. A further assessment of the Goodwin 
Sands pMCZ is presented below in Section 5.5.4.  
 

5.5.4. Goodwin Sands pMCZ 
 
The focus of the representations raised were: 
 

 The effect of dredging on the Goodwin Sands proposed Marine Conservation 
Zone (pMCZ). 

 
Goodwin Sands pMCZ is currently out to consultation as part of the Tranche 3 
Marine Conservation Zone consultation to designate sites under Section 116 of the 
Act. Goodwin Sands pMCZ is now material consideration, therefore, the MMO have 
undertaken an MCZ Stage 1 Assessment, and a summary of the assessment is 
presented below. A summary of the pMCZ features assessed included: 
 

 Ross worm (Sabellaria spinulosa) reefs; 

 Common blue mussel (Mytilus edulis) beds; 

 Moderate energy circalittoral rock; 

 Subtidal sand; and  

 Subtidal coarse sediment.  
 
The benthic characterisation survey identified that neither S. spinulosa nor M. edulis 
were present in the proposed dredge area, and as detailed in the ES the nearest 
records of observed S. spinulosa reef and M. edulis beds were located outside of the 
secondary impact zone. NE and Cefas agreed with the conclusion of the 
characterisation survey that known S. spinulosa reef features and M. edulis beds are 
not present within the proposed dredge area.  
 
Both S. spinulosa and M. edulis are, however, ephemeral species that could 
potentially form reefs or beds respectively in the proposed dredge area in the future. 
To ensure the presence of future reef/bed forming pMCZ features is identified ahead 
of any dredging, measures have been included in the marine licence in the form of 
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conditions requiring an MMO approved monitoring plan ahead of any dredging. 
Licence conditions are also attached that requires the inclusion of exclusion zones in 
the event a pMCZ reef or bed feature are found within the dredging area. Therefore, 
the MCZ assessment concluded that aggregate dredging would not hinder the 
conservation objectives for both S. spinulosa and M. edulis. 
 
The presence of biogenic reef and rock habitats were not identified in the proposed 
Project area during the benthic characterisation survey that is presented in the ES. 
Subtidal coarse sediment was identified in the north eastern corner of the original 
application area. However the area of subtidal coarse sediment to the north east of 
the proposed Project area has now been avoided and will not form part of the Area 
521 footprint (DHB updated application of 11 August 2017 refers). Further, although 
subtidal coarse sediment is present within the secondary impact zone, temporary 
increases in suspended sediment are unlikely to hinder the conservation objectives 
of the Subtidal Coarse Sediment feature. The licensed area and buffer zone will be 
surveyed (to a specification agreed by the MMO) prior to dredging commencing to 
validate the predictions in the ES. The licensed area will again be surveyed following 
the cessation of dredging and should further monitoring or remedial action be 
required as a consequence of the information presented in the post-dredge 
monitoring report, this work must be carried out by the licence holder within a 
timetable approved by the MMO. Therefore, the MCZ assessment concluded that 
aggregate dredging would not hinder the conservation objectives for Subtidal Coarse 
sediment. The only feature of the pMCZ where there is, therefore, a risk of direct 
impact by the dredging activity is Subtidal sand. 
 
The ES assessed the potential loss of feature extent, changes to feature sediment 
composition and distribution, changes to feature species composition and 
component communities, changes to feature sediment movement and hydrodynamic 
regime and the increases in suspended sediments and turbidity on the feature. The 
ES concluded that any changes to the subtidal sand feature were unlikely to be 
significant due to the temporal and spatially limited nature of the activity, the dynamic 
nature of the sandbank and the proposed measures to promote recovery of the site. 
DHB is required by the marine licence to leave a minimum of 1m of similar Subtidal 
sand substrate at the cessation of dredging, to ensure that once dredging ceases the 
seabed sediment composition is suitable for the re-colonisation of benthic 
communities. To ensure compliance with this requirement, DHB will be required to 
undertaken a suite of monitoring to agreed specifications throughout the lifetime of 
the licence. Therefore, the MCZ assessment concluded that aggregate dredging 
would not hinder the conservation objectives for Subtidal sand.  
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from the Statutory 
Nature Conservation Body (SNCB), the MMO concludes that subject to the 
adherence of the mitigation measures (detailed in Section 5.17) secured by way of 
conditions on the marine licence, there is no significant risk of the activity hindering 
the achievement of the conservation objectives stated for the pMCZ. 
 

5.6. Benthic Ecology 

 
The assessment of benthic ecology is presented within Chapter 8, and Appendices 
8.1 and 8.3 of the ES, and Section 4 of DHB’s response (September 2016) to the 



Page 30 of 41 

MMO’s Further Information Request. The aforementioned information can be viewed 
on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
 
The focus of the representations raised were: 
 

 The results of the pre-application characterisation survey advised Sabellaria 
spinulosa reefs were not present, despite its presence in previous surveys; 
and 

 Dredging could cause temporary and permanent damage to the seabed and 
associated benthic communities. 
 

The benthic characterisation survey identified that S. spinulosa was not present in 
the proposed dredge area and as detailed in the ES the nearest record of observed 
reef was located outside of the secondary impact zone. NE and Cefas agreed with 
the conclusion of the characterisation survey that known S. spinulosa reef features 
are not present within the proposed dredge area.  
 
However, S. spinulosa is an ephemeral specie that could form reef in the proposed 
dredge area in the future, therefore mitigation measures in the form of an approved 
monitoring plan ahead of any dredging and where applicable exclusion zones have 
been included in the marine licence.   
 
DHB is also required by the marine licence to leave a minimum of 1m of similar 
substrate at the cessation of dredging to ensure the seabed sediment composition is 
suitable for the recolonisation of benthic communities. To ensure compliance with 
this requirement, DHB will be required to undertaken a suite of monitoring to agreed 
specifications.  
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes that subject to the adherence of the mitigation measures (detailed in 
Section 5.17) secured by way of conditions on the marine licence, the residual risk 
of aggregate dredging to benthic ecology is unlikely to be significant. 
 

5.7. Ornithology 

 

The assessment of ornithology is presented within Chapter 11 of the ES and Section 
11 of DHB’s response (September 2016) to the MMO’s Further Information Request. 
The aforementioned information can be viewed on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
 

The focus of the representations raised were: 
 

 Dredging could impact on seabirds that frequent the proposed dredge area.  
 
The ES assessed the disturbance of birds through vessel noise, increased vessel 
movements, loss of food resource, impacts to supporting habitat and increases in 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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suspended sediment impacting on foraging success. NE advised during the 
consultation that the correct impacts and pressures on bird species had been 
assessed in the ES. NE also advised that whilst there are certain bird species that 
are likely to forage in the dredge area, there were other areas of suitable adjacent 
habitat that will support sandeel prey. 
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes that the risk of aggregate dredging to ornithology is unlikely to be 
significant. 
 

5.8. Marine Mammals 

 

The assessment of marine mammals is presented within Chapter 10 of the ES, 
Section 7 of DHB’s response (September 2016) and Section 5 of DHB’s response 
(August 2017) to the MMO’s Further Information Requests. The aforementioned 
information can be viewed on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
  

The focus of the representations raised were: 
 

 Dredging will impact seals through noise, vibration and removal of their 

food source; 

 Grey seal survey data has been misinterpreted in the ES; 

 The importance of Goodwin Sands as an important foraging area and rest 

area for both harbour and grey seals has not been sufficiently explored; 

and 

 The proposed exclusion zones around seal haul out sites are not 

satisfactory. 

 
The MMO has considered the ES’s key considerations and main conclusions. The 
MMO notes that the ES assessed the potential impacts to seals from vessel noise; 
vessel strikes; disturbance at seal haul out sites; reduced prey for seals; and 
suspended sediment reducing seals ability to hunt. The ES assessed the importance 
of the presence, foraging areas and rest areas for both harbour and grey seals using 
a range of data sources and assessment techniques The ES concluded that the 
potential impacts are unlikely to be significant. DHB acknowledged in their response 
to the MMO Further Information Request (August 2017) that grey seals could be 
present within the Goodwin Sands area but were not hauled out during the survey 
period and this has been considered in the ES. 
 
The MMO considered these matters together with the representations. NE advised 
that they were content with the conclusions reached in the ES, which concluded that 
there was unlikely to be a significant impact on the presence, foraging areas and 
haul out areas of both harbour and grey seals from the aggregate dredging. The 
application originally recommended exclusion zones of 0.5km around seal haul out 
zones with 1km exclusion zones during the breeding season and moulting periods. 
Following representations from both KWT and NE, DHB has increased the exclusion 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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zones to 1km with exclusion zones extended to 1.5km during the breeding season 
and moulting period.  
 
KWT and members of the public also expressed concern that a haul out site to the 
east of the application area had not been considered for an exclusion zone. The 
MMO sought clarification on the suitability of the exclusion zones with NE. NE 
advised that they were satisfied with the proposed location and extent of the 
exclusion zones around known seal haul out sites. The MMO is content that the 
location and extent of the zones are satisfactory.   
 
As a further precautionary approach, a licence condition will establish a Monitoring 
Plan that will include provision for marine mammal monitoring. Marine Mammal 
Observers will also be present on the dredging vessels during dredging and will 
survey for signs of disturbance to seals from the dredging activity.  
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes that subject to the adherence of the mitigation measures (detailed in 
Section 5.17) secured by way of conditions on the marine licence, the residual risk 
of aggregate dredging to marine mammals is unlikely to be significant. 
 

5.9. Fish and Shellfish 

 
The assessment of fisheries and shellfisheries is presented within Chapter 9 of the 
ES, Section 5 of DHB’s response (September 2016) and Section 8 of DHB’s 
response (August 2017) to the MMO’s Further Information Requests. The 
aforementioned information can be viewed on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 

  

The focus of the representations raised were: 
 

 The potential impact of dredging on fish, and fish nursery and spawning 
grounds; 

 Dredging could cause damage to the seabed affecting spawning grounds; and 

 Sandeel in Goodwin Sands were underestimated. 

 
The MMO has carefully considered the evidence presented in the ES. The ES and 
further information assessed the impact of dredging on fish which included: the direct 
loss of fish eggs and larvae; the direct loss of habitat used for spawning, nursery 
grounds, feeding or overwintering grounds; changes in water quality on fish species 
including larvae; smothering of species and fish eggs; the impacts of noise and 
vibration; and the loss of prey species.  
 
The main fish species identified as potentially using the Project area to spawn, are 
pelagic spawners and removal of seabed habitat is unlikely to directly result in 
significant impacts to these species. Furthermore, the majority of fish species 
present that may use the site for nursery grounds all have pelagic larvae and, 
therefore, removal of seabed habitat is unlikely to directly impact these species.  
 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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Both herring (Clupea harengus) and sandeel (Ammodytidae spp.) are present within 
the vicinity of Goodwin Sands and could spawn on the seabed and hence they were 
the focus of the assessment on fish species that may be impacted by the proposed 
Project. Both herring and sandeel are sensitive to dredging, and the wider Goodwin 
Sands area has been identified as suitable habitat for herring spawning and a 
potentially important habitat for sandeel, which show fidelity to the area. 
 
There is an area of high herring larval density to the south of the study area, 
however, due to the convergence of currents in the vicinity of Goodwin Sands, it is 
unlikely that the high densities of larvae originated from eggs hatched within the 
proposed dredge area. As such, there is unlikely to be a significant risk of direct 
removal of herring eggs within the proposed dredge area. Particle Size Analysis 
(PSA) data also indicated that the substrate is unlikely to be suitable for spawning 
herring as the gravel proportion is not  large enough. The MMO therefore agree with 
the conclusion in the ES that the primary impact zone (PIZ) and secondary impact 
zone (SIZ) are unlikely to be utilised as herring spawning grounds.  
 
The MMO has considered the representation that sandeel were under-estimated.  
The MMO acknowledge that a night survey may have identified a higher 
representation of sandeel. However the MMO is satisfied that the potential 
underrepresentation of sandeel was satisfactorily taken into account and that 
representative abundances have been assessed in the ES. The ES assessed that 
sandeel are likely to be present in the dredge area despite the absence of sandeel in 
the majority of the grab samples collected to inform the ES. Although grab samples 
did not identify the presence of large numbers of sandeel, the epibenthic beam trawl 
surveys returned a considerable number (40-60 records per trawl from 3 of the 4 
trawls) of sandeel, and as beam trawl surveys are a non-specific method to survey 
sandeel, this indicated that sandeel use the area. Further, the PSA indicated that the 
majority of the PIZ is a suitable habitat for sandeel.  
 
Nevertheless, whilst a suitable habitat, the proposed dredge area is not considered 
prime habitat for sandeel, there are large areas of more suitable habitat in the wider 
region and recolonisation can usually occur within 12-24 months following the 
cessation of dredging (as discussed this will be further facilitated by retaining 1m of 
similar sediment above the overlying bedrock). As such, the MMO is satisfied that 
the impact to sandeel habitat is unlikely to be significant. 
 
The MMO in consultation with Cefas and NE are satisfied that the potential impacts 
to fish, nursery and spawning grounds have been sufficiently assessed and that the 
risk to fish nursery and spawning grounds from dredging is unlikely to be significant. 
To ensure compliance with this requirement, DHB will be required to undertaken a 
suite of monitoring throughout the lifetime of the marine licence to agreed 
specifications. The MMO is satisfied that the condition provides suitable mitigation. 
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes that subject to the adherence of the mitigation measures (detailed in 
Section 5.17) secured by way of conditions on the marine licence, the residual risk 
of aggregate dredging to fisheries and shellfisheries is unlikely to be significant. 
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5.10. Commercial and Recreational Fisheries 

 

The assessment of commercial and recreational fisheries is presented within 
Chapter 13 and Appendix 13.1 of the ES, which can be viewed on the MMO Public 
Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 

 
The focus of the representations raised were: 
 

 Fishing activity by vessels under 10m has not been adequately considered; 

 Bottom drift net fishing could be impacted by damage to the seabed; 

 Displacement of fishing vessels; and 

 The risk of the loss of fishing gear from increased vessel traffic. 
 

The MMO has carefully considered the evidence in the ES together with the 
representations. The ES assessed the amount of fishing activity taking place on 
Goodwin Sands and in the surrounding area. The MMO acknowledges that the ES 
may have underestimated fishing activity by vessels under 10m as some fishermen 
had been unwilling to provide data to the applicant due to commercial sensitivities. 
However, the MMO considers that this potential under-estimation is not significant 
because the available fishing landing, fishing effort, vessel sighting data and other 
consultations with fishermen in the ES had indicated there was generally low levels 
of commercial fishing activity in the proposed dredging area. Therefore, despite the 
potential underestimation, the MMO is satisfied the impacts to fishing have been 
assessed using the best available evidence and that suitable mitigation measures 
have been proposed to minimise impacts to fishing activity.    
 
DHB will leave a minimum of 1m of similar substrate at the cessation of dredging. 
There would therefore be little risk of exposure of bedrock and therefore bottom drift 
net fishing would still be able to be undertaken. To ensure compliance with this 
requirement, DHB will be required to undertake monitoring of seabed substrate 
composition and remaining resource depth to agreed specifications. The MMO is 
satisfied that the condition provides suitable mitigation and that bottom drift net 
fishing is not likely to be significant impacted by damage to the seabed. 
 
The MMO acknowledge that fishing with static fishing gear will not be possible during 
each of the dredge campaigns and that there will be some displacement of fishing 
vessels. However, static fishing gear will be able to be used for the other times of the 
year. There are also other adjacent areas that can be used during the dredging 
campaigns. The MMO notes that the ES also assessed the potential disruption to 
fishing from dredgers transiting between the proposed dredge area and the DWDR. 
The ES concluded that given the low intensity of fishing activity along the transit 
route and the ability of dredgers to manoeuvre around the fishing vessels, that the 
impacts to fishing activity from transiting dredgers is not likely to be significant. The 
ES also assessed the risk of the loss of fishing gear from increased vessel traffic 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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unlikely to be significant.  As such the MMO is satisfied that the displacement to 
fishing vessels and risk of loss of fishing gear is unlikely to be significant. 
 
To further reduce the risk of the dredging impacting on fishing activity, the marine 
licence will include a condition that a Fishing Liaison Plan (FLP) - which will include 
the appointing of a Fisheries Liaison Officer (FLO) - will be established to keep 
fishermen informed of the timings and location of dredging activities and to provide 
contacts to liaise between DHB and local fishermen. The marine licence will also 
include a condition that there must be adherence to the Marine Aggregate Extraction 
and Fishing Industry Operational Code of Practice developed by the British Marine 
Aggregate Producers Association (BMAPA), MMO and The Crown Estate for the 
marine aggregate industry. This will minimise operational conflicts between 
aggregate dredging vessels and fishing vessels/activity (particularly in respect of the 
loss or damage of fishing gear). 
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes that subject to the adherence of the mitigation measures (detailed in 
Section 5.17) secured by way of conditions on the marine licence, the residual risk 
of aggregate dredging to commercial and recreational fisheries is unlikely to be 
significant. 
 

5.11. Commercial and Recreational Navigation 

 
The assessment of commercial and recreational navigation is presented within 
Chapter 12 of the ES, which can be viewed on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
 
The focus of the representations raised were:  
 

 Dredging would affect the ability of vessels to shelter in ‘The Downs’. 
 
The ES identified that the changes from dredging on the hydrodynamic regime are 
unlikely to be significant. The MMO in consultation with its advisor Cefas (from a 
coastal processes perspective) agree with the conclusion that any changes to 
hydrodynamics will be localised and are unlikely to impact coastal processes further 
afield. As such, the MMO is satisfied that a vessel’s ability to shelter in ‘The Downs’ 
is unlikely to be impacted significantly, due to the spatial separation.  
 
The RYA, TH and MCA have also suggested mitigation measures to further reduce 
risks to navigation, which have been secured as conditions that have been attached 
to the marine licence (see Section 5.17). 
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes that subject to the adherence of the mitigation measures (detailed in 
Section 5.17) secured by way of conditions on the marine licence, the residual risk 
of aggregate dredging to commercial and recreational navigation is unlikely to be 
significant. 
 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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5.12. Tourism, Recreation and Socio-Economics 

 

The assessment of tourism, recreation and socio-economics is presented within 
Chapter 15 of the ES, and Section 4 of DHB’s response (August 2017) to the MMO’s 
Further Information Request, which can be viewed on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
 
The focus of the representations raised were: 

 

 If wildlife and the coastline were impacted by the dredging then tourism in 
Kent could be impacted. 
 

The ES has considered the impacts to sensitive receptors such as nature 
conservation designations, marine mammals, benthic ecology and ornithology, as 
well as potential changes to coastal processes that could impact the coastline. The 
MMO has considered these points in Sections 5.3, 5.5.1, 5.5.2, 5.5.3, 5.5.4, 5.6, 
5.7, and 5.8, the temporary nature of the dredging activity and is satisfied there is 
unlikely to be significant impacts to the coastline and wildlife, as such tourism is 
unlikely to be impacted.  
 
The further information provided by DHB stated the DWDR will directly create around 
600 jobs and will create provision for retail units, bars, cafes, restaurants and will 
create a new marina. This is likely to have a beneficial impact on tourism. The 
DWDR Scheme is estimated to have a local economic impact up to £765m Gross 
Value Added (GVA) and a national economic impact GVA of up to £233m.  
 
There are also potential indirect benefits from the extension of the proposed 
monitoring surveys to include the Admiral Gardner, Restoration and Northumberland 
protected wreck sites, which could increase knowledge for users of the sites. 
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes that the risk of aggregate dredging to tourism, recreation and socio-
economics is unlikely to be significant. 
 

5.13. Waste Framework Directive 

 

The Project is for the dredging of marine aggregate. As part of the dredging process 
there will be an overspill of sediment from the dredger. The overspill qualifies as a 
by-product under Article 5(1) WaFD and is therefore regarded as non-waste. 
 
The MMO consider that the application is therefore compliant with the WaFD. 
 

5.14. Cumulative Impacts 

 

The assessment of cumulative impacts is presented within Chapter 17 of the ES, 
Section 10 of DHB’s response (September 2016) to the MMO’s Further Information 
Request. The aforementioned information can be viewed on the MMO Public 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER 
  
The focus of the representations raised were: 
 

 Proposals for new interconnectors and aggregate dredging in the Thames 
Estuary would further reduce the amount of ground available to fishermen, 
either temporarily or permanently; and 

 The cumulative impacts with previous dredging since the 1970s have not 
been considered. 

 
The MMO has considered the assessment of the potential for cumulative impacts to 
arise in relation to the ES topics raised above and has reviewed Section 17 of the 
ES, which considered the potential cumulative impacts of the proposed dredge with 
other projects and plans. The ES also identified relevant proposed projects and 
plans such as the Goodwin Sands rMCZ and pSAC for the Southern North Sea: ES 
Section 7 – Marine Water and Sediment Quality, ES Section 8 – Benthic Ecology, 
ES Section 9 Fish Ecology, ES Section 10 Marine Mammals, ES Section 11 
Ornithology, ES Section 12 – Commercial and Recreational Navigation, ES Section 
13 – Commercial and Recreational Fisheries, ES Section 14 – Archaeology and 
Historic Environment, ES Section 15 – Other Commercial and Recreational 
Activities, ES Section – 16 Coastal Protection and Flood Defence. The MMO is 
satisfied that the ES has sufficiently considered cumulative impacts of the proposed 
Project.  
 

The ES and further information assessed the cumulative impact of the Project and 
concluded that the dredging was unlikely to have cumulative impacts on commercial 
fishing. DHB has also proposed to appoint a FLO and implement a FLP to minimise 
the displacement of fishing vessels at the site as far as possible. Given the footprint 
of the proposed dredge area, the small number of dredgers (i.e. one to two) and the 
temporal nature of the activity, the MMO is content that cumulative impacts 
(including cumulative impacts to fisheries from the works in relation to proposals for 
new interconnectors and aggregate dredging in the Thames Estuary Area) are 
unlikely to be significant.  
 

Aggregate dredging has previously been undertaken on the Goodwin Sands and 
representations advised the need to consider previous dredging activity with the 
proposed Project. An analysis of the sediment volume changes by HR Wallingford in 
the study ‘Goodwin Sands: Study of Historic Changes (2008)’ using historic datasets 
since the 1980s and recent changes in bathymetry in the South Goodwin Sands 
show that although the morphology of the sand banks had changed over time, a 
consistent volume of sediment in the sand banks is evident. Given the dynamic 
nature of the sandbank; that dredging last took place at Goodwin Sands in 1998; and 
that it had not significantly changed the volume of sediment on the sand banks, the 
MMO is satisfied that significant cumulative impacts with previous dredging 
campaigns are unlikely to occur. 
 
After considering the information in the ES and the responses from consultees, the 
MMO concludes that subject to the adherence of the mitigation measures (detailed in 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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Section 5.17) secured by way of conditions on the marine licence, the residual risk 
of cumulative impacts from aggregate dredging is unlikely to be significant. 
 

5.15. Environmental Statement 

 
The MMO has considered the application and the ES (including the Further 
Environmental Information) together with consultation responses received. It is not 
practicable to set out every consideration within the substantial documentation but 
this EIA Consent Decision summarises the main reasons for the MMO’s decision on 
key matters including those raised by consultees and in respect of where mitigation 
measures are identified and are attached to the marine licence as conditions (see 
also at Section 5.17 below). The MMO confirm that in relation to information 
submitted by DHB such as in the application and the ES, we are content with the 
conclusions adopted.    
 

5.16. Other Matters 

 
Other matters not falling under the thematic headings above are addressed in the 
following section where it is considered necessary or appropriate that the MMO give 
a further response. The other matters considered include: 
 

 There is a conflict of interest in the role of The Crown Estate; 

 Concern over a visit of the MMO Director of Marine Licensing to the Port of 
Dover;  

 Dredging is not in accordance with the Dover Strait Implementation Plan; and 

 The requirement for further consultation on the draft Archaeological Written 

Scheme of Investigation (WSI) and Archaeological Protocol (AP). 

Some consultees were concerned about a perceived potential conflict of interest, 
including in relation to the Crown Estate, RHDHV, Wessex Archaeology and the 
MMO. Firstly, the MMO has satisfied itself that all of the evidence obtained has been 
fully considered and consulted upon through a robust process, see as summarised 
at Section 4 above. Even if there was a conflict (which the MMO does not consider 
there is), this robust process has overcome any such issues. Secondly, as to the 
concerns themselves, the MMO does not consider there is a conflict of interest in 
these particular situations. Thirdly, the MMO is also generally aware that directors of 
a company have a duty to avoid conflicts of interest, professionals are usually 
required by professional codes of conduct to avoid conflicts, and that similarly the 
Crown Estate’s Code of Business Ethics requires employees to avoid conflicts of 
interest between their private activities and their responsibilities in the conduct of 
Crown Estate business. Finally, as to the concern raised in relation to the MMO. The 
MMO is a Non-departmental Public Body (NDPB) and its officials must ensure they 
follow the Staff Code of Conduct and operate with integrity in a fair and honest 
governance framework. This concern related to site visit to the Port of Dover 
undertaken by the MMO Director of Marine Licensing. The visit was undertaken as 
part of a round of stakeholder engagement meetings to familiarise the, then new-to-
post, Marine Licensing Director to the marine industry and/or stakeholders. The 
meeting was not in any way connected with the licence application 
(MLA/2016/00227) and the proposals of DHB to dredge aggregate from the Goodwin 
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Sands. The Director of Marine Licensing is not involved in the decision making on 
this application.  
 
Concerns have been raised as to whether dredging is in accordance with the Dover 
Straight Implementation Plan.  This issue is not determinative and indeed unlikely to 
be one that it needs to resolve, but the scope of Section 69 of the Act is wide and the 
MMO has considered the representation within the context of this Decision Report 
and EIA Consent Report.  The MMO considers that part of the core purposes of the 
Dover Strait Implementation Plan (DSIP) is to conserve and enhance the natural 
environment, and to encourage the development of tourism and sustainable jobs. 
The MMO is satisfied following the assessment of the project that the impacts on the 
natural environment is not likely to be significant. DSIP also states in respect of the 
DWDR ‘…there are plans for a major waterfront transformation that will provide a 
fantastic destination and offering for tourists’. Securing the aggregate material from 
other sources with a higher financial cost could impact the viability of the waterfront 
redevelopment, which could impact on tourism and jobs. The MMO is, therefore, 
satisfied that the Project is in accordance with the Dover Strait Implementation Plan.  
 
Some consultees expressed concern as to whether there should be further 
consultation on the draft Archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation (AWSI) and 
Archaeological Protocol (AP). The MMO has taken into account this representation.   
The AWSI and AP are documents that are ordinarily finalised after the licence is 
granted but before the activity authorised by the licence are carried out. As such, the 
conditions of the licence granted will require these documents to be approved by the 
MMO before the activity authorised by the licence can commence. A draft AWSI and 
AP was provided by DHB to the MMO and to heritage experts at HE to review and 
provide their consultation response, as set out at Section 5.2 above. The draft AWSI 
and AP is, however, only a draft and a formal, updated AWSI and AP is required 
post-consent and on receipt of the Applicant’s AWSI and AP to discharge the 
condition the MMO will consult on the proposed AWSI and AP with HE. After 
consideration of the application and final proposed AWSI and AP, if approved, the 
approved AWSI and AP will also then be published on the MMO Public Register: 
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_
REGISTER.  The MMO considers that this usual process is appropriate, noting also 
the extensive consultation process (at section 4) and representations and 
investigations in relation to archaeology and the historic environment summarised at 
Section 5.2.    
 

5.17.  Monitoring, Mitigation and Other Conditions 

 

Consideration has also been given to appropriate conditions. Marine licence 
conditions ensure that pre-dredge, during operation and post-dredge monitoring 
surveys are submitted to the MMO. Marine licences (and attached conditions where 
relevant) can be suspended, varied, and revoked throughout the lifetime of a project. 
Powers within the Act allow for such outcomes and for reasons including new 
information coming to light, and should monitoring identify impacts that were not 
previously identified. The surveys required to discharge conditions must be 
completed and specifications agreed by the MMO, in consultation with primary 
advisers. This is to ensure robust, effective monitoring is in place to assess; that the 
dredging is proceeding in accordance with its consent; the impacts against 

https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
https://marinelicensing.marinemanagement.org.uk/mmofox5/fox/live/MMO_PUBLIC_REGISTER
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predictions made in the ES; and the effectiveness of mitigation measures. Conditions 
which specifically address mitigation matters are summarised below.   
 

5.17.1.  Archaeology and the Historic Environment 
 

 A WSI and Dredge Management Plan (DMP) will be submitted to the MMO for 
approval prior to the commencement of any works;  

 A Protocol for Reporting Archaeological Finds must be prepared and 
implemented; 

 An independent on-board archaeologist will be present during dredging 
operations; 

 Exclusion zones will be implemented around areas where the seabed is 2m 
lower than depth survey using the magnetometer survey; and 

 AEZ for known and potential archaeological assets will be implemented. 
 

5.17.2. Physical Processes 
 

 Exclusion zones will be implemented around areas where the seabed depth is 
1.12m lower than the modelled pre-dredge seabed level in scenario one and 
1.95m lower than the modelled pre-dredge seabed level in scenario two. 
 

5.17.3. Nature Conservation 
 

 Exclusion zones will be implemented around areas of known sensitive nature 
conservation features. 
 

5.17.4. Benthic Ecology 
 

 Maintenance of 1 m of sediment on the seabed to allow the recovery of 
benthic communities upon the completion of dredging operations. 
 

5.17.5. Marine Mammals 
 

 Exclusion zones which increase at times of greater sensitivity for seals will be 
implemented;  

 A Marine Mammal Monitoring will be prepared, agreed by the MMO and 
implemented; and 

 Marine Mammal Observers will be present during dredging operations. 
 

5.17.6.  Commercial and Recreational Fishing 
 

 Notification to mariners and fishermen’s organisations prior to dredging 
commencing; 

 A FLP will be prepared and implemented; 

 A FLO will be appointed; and 

 Adherence to the marine aggregate dredging and the fishing industry - 
Operational Code of Practice will be mandatory. 
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5.17.7.  Navigation 
 

 Adherence to the Guide to Good Practice for Ensuring Navigation Safety 
during Dredging Operations will be mandatory; and 

 Issue of Notice to Mariners to inform other users of the sea of the proposed 
dredging activity. 

 

5.18. Data, Evidence and Modelling 

 

The MMO has reviewed the application and supporting ES, as well as consulting our 
technical advisers, who have commented on the suitability of the evidence 
presented. The MMO is satisfied that the conclusions reached are based on the best 
available evidence and DHB has adequately addressed issues raised during the 
consultation process. 
 


