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Thursday, 12th October, 2006 
 

at 10.00 a.m . 
 

in the Council Chamber, Civic Centre, Hartlepool 
 
 
 
MEMBERS OF PLANNING COMMITTEE: 
 
Councillors  Akers-Belcher, D Allison, R W Cook, S Cook, Henery, Iseley, Kaiser , 
Lauderdale, Lilley, Morr is, Payne, Richardson, M Waller, R Waller, Worthy and 
Wright. 
 
 
 
 
1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
 
2. TO RECEIVE ANY DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST BY MEMBERS 
 
 
3. ITEMS REQUIRING DECISION 
 
 3.1 Planning Applications – Assistant Director of Planning and Economic 

Development 
 

1. H/2005/5040/5041 and 5042 – Able UK Ltd T ERCC Facility, Tees Road, 
      Graythorp, Hartlepool – Developments 1, 2  (Option 1) and 3 (Option 2) 
2. H/2005/5878 – Able UK Ltd TERCC Facility, Tees Road, Graythorp, 

Hartlepool - Hazardous Substance Consent to store various hazardous 
      substances. 

 
 
4. ANY OTHER ITEMS WHICH THE CHAIRMAN CONSIDERS ARE URGENT 
 

PLANNING COMMITTEE AGENDA 
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No:  1 
Num ber: H/2005/5040/5041 and 5042 
Applicant: Able UK Ltd TERRC Fac ility  Tees Road Graythorp 

Hartlepool   
Agent: R Barnes 39 Low  Petergate    York YO1 7HT 
Date valid: 04/02/2005 
Development 1: Extend the current use of the site to inc lude the 

construc tion, repair, refurbishment and decommissioning 
of all types of ships, vessels and other craft as  descr ibed 
more comprehensively in the EIS.  Operational 
development cons isting of the construc tion of quays 1, 6, 
10 and 11; refurbishment of quays 7, 8 and 9; 
construc tion of cofferdam; construction of new  dock gates; 
installation of railw ay track; construction and operation of 
metal recyc ling fac ility; erection of industrial buildings  for 
the manufacture of w ind turbines; erection of w arehouse 
buildings ; construc tion of tw o holding tanks in connection 
w ith the drainage des ign; construction of sump in the dry  
dock bas in; construction of temporary secondary clay 
bund in the dock basin; dredging w orks being carried out 
w ithin the dock bas in and above the low  w aterline and 
engineering w orks assoc iated w ith the construction of the 
moor ing bollard and sheet piling structure to protect the 
Br itish Energy pow er station foreshore.  

Development 2 
5041: 

Construction of cofferdam at entrance to dock (option 1) 
 

Development 3 
5042: 

Construction of cofferdam at entrance to dock (option 2) 
 

Location: Able UK Ltd TERRC Fac ility  Tees Road Graythorp 
Hartlepool Har tlepool 

 
 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
1.1 Able UK Limited is seeking a range of permissions from the Local Planning 
Author ity (LPA) for the various developments descr ibed above.  Each application is  
dealt w ith as part of this s ingle report due to the interrelated nature of w hat is 
proposed. 
 
1.2 A fur ther related application for Hazardous Substances consent is repor ted 
elsew here on this  agenda. 
 
1.3 The main body of this report focuses on a summary  of the var ious consultation 
and publicity responses follow ed by an assessment of relevant planning 
cons iderations .  The impacts of this project and w here relevant any mitigation 
measures are summarised in tabular form.  The report conc ludes that w ith var ious 
conditions and a planning agreement to secure appropr iate levels of mitigation, the 
developments proposed w ill be acceptable. 
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1.4 The report incorporates 5 lengthy appendices : 
 

1. Appendix A  sets out in some detail the description and rationale for the project 
as prov ided by the applicant w ithin the Environmental Statement.  

 
2. Appendix B focuses on the predicted env ironmental impacts of the various 

elements of the project w hich are summarised in tabular  form ear lier  in the 
report.  The information is substantially copied from that provided by the 
applicant.  

 
3. The Habitat Regulations require that w here a project may potentially have a 

significant effect on a conservation site of international importance, the LPA 
undertakes an ‘appropriate assessment’ to specifically determine the effects 
of the development on this s ite.  On 7 December 2005  English Nature 
determined that the project w as likely to have a s ignificant effect w hich meant 
that the LPA w ere obliged to undertake an appropr iate assessment of the 
project alone and in combination w ith other projects  in order to determine 
w hether it w ould have an adverse effect on the integrity of the Teesmouth and 
Cleveland Coast Special Protection Area (SPA).  The LPA’s appropr iate 
assessment is provided at Appendix C.  The assessment considers the 
effects of the project in terms of the magnitude of habitat loss , fish mortality , 
siltation, noise , v isual and odour disturbance, tox ic contamination, nutr ient 
enr ichment and the threat to ecology from invas ive spec ies.   It concludes that 
w ith appropriate planning conditions and obligations to secure mitigation 
measures the project w ould not either alone or in-combination have an 
adverse affect on the integr ity of the SPA.   

 
4. Also attached is Appendix D w hich summarises technical information 

contained in the environmental statement and provides background to the 
findings  in the appropriate assessment. 

 
5. An extract from the applicant’s Conservation Management Plan is  attached at 

appendix E. 
 
1.5 An Environmental Statement w as submitted  to accompany applications 1-3 
above.  The LPA prev iously issued a formal statement to the applicant detailing the 
range of issues that w ould need to be considered as par t of the Environmental 
Impact Assessment.  This document, know n as a ‘scoping opinion’ w as issued on 28 
January 2004. 
 
1.6 Follow ing submiss ion of the or iginal application dated 17 January  2005 and its 
cons ideration by a range of consultation bodies it w as deemed necessary to request 
that fur ther information be prov ided by the applicant in relation to their Environmental 
Statement. 
 
1.7 Further information together w ith amendments to the descr iption of the 
application w ere subsequently made and submitted and these var ious actions are 
summar ised as  follow s:- 
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1. 9 November 2005 – Amendments to the descr iption of application 
H/2005/0040/FUL and fur ther environmental information. 

2. 6 January 2006 – Further environmental information 
3. 18 Apr il 2006 - Amendments to the descr iption of application 

H/2005/0040/FUL and fur ther environmental information. 
 

1.8 At each of the above stages a per iod of consultation and publicity  w as 
undertaken in accordance w ith the E.I.A regulations . 
 
1.9 In addition to this there have been ongoing discuss ions  w ith the applicant and 
various statutory regulators w hich have lead to a number of minor  corrections and 
points of clarification.  Relevant correspondence has been provided to Members  w ith 
background papers in the Members’ Room. 
 
The site 
 
1.10 The site know n as the Teesside Env ironmental Reclamation and Recycling 
Centre (TERRC) w as originally a shipyard dating from 1923.  It has since been used 
as dry dock in w hich offshore oil and gas s tructures w ere constructed.  Dur ing the 
1990s the gates enc losing the dry dock failed and the area has remained 
permanently flooded ever  since. 
 
2. Previous history 
 
2.1 In 1997 the Teess ide Development Corporation granted consent to Able UK for a 
variety of functions at TERRC including for the construction of mar ine structures and 
for the importation, refurbishment and decommissioning of mar ine structures and 
equipment.  In 2003 the question of w hether the term marine structure covered ships 
w as judicially rev iew ed in the High Court, w hich subsequently ruled that it did not.  
The current applications follow ed in the w ake of that decision. 
 
2.2 In 1997 the Development Corporation also granted consent for  the construction 
of a rock bund across the entrance to the dock so that the bas in could be pumped 
dry and re-used as a dry dock. 
 
2.3 The planning history of the site as  referred to in the Env ironmental Statement is 
listed below :- 
 
Application No. TDC/95/10 
A full planning application by Laing Civ il Engineer ing, the then ow ners of the TERRC 
site, dated 1 February 1995, for  development descr ibed as “Restoration of dock 
gates by  means of a rock fill/sheet pile bund to allow  use of dock for construction of 
offshore structures” at Graythorp Dry Dock, Tees Road, Hartlepool, w as granted by 
Teesside Development Corporation on 1 October  1997, the notice of approval being 
issued to ABLE UK described as ‘Restoration of Dock Gates and construction and 
removal of rock filled bund’. 
 
Application No. TDC/96/091 
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Planning permiss ion w as granted to ABLE by the Teess ide Development 
Corporation on 1October 1997, follow ing completion of a S106 agreement, for a 
range of activ ities  and development compr is ing: 
“Dismantling/refurbishment of redundant mar ine structures and equipment; storage 
and processing of sea dredged aggregate inc luding construction of ready-mix 
concrete batching plant; stockpiling of rock armour; recycling of construction and 
demolition w aste; w aste transfer  facility; bulk w aste mater ial storage fac ility ; 
composting facility; enlargement and refurbishment of dock and use as base for  oil-
related floating crane and transport barges; import and export of general cargoes; 
ber thing facility; use of land for fabrication yard for offshore structures  inc luding 
structures for oil and gas exploration; exploration production platforms and 
accommodation modules ; and for the construction of marine related s truc tures and 
equipment and storage of civ il engineering plant and equipment”, subject to 
conditions. 
 
Application No. H/FUL/0462/00 
A full planning application by ABLE for  the erection of w arehouse buildings, 
fabrication shops and an administration building totalling 71,550 sq. metres, and the 
installation of a gantry crane, w as approved w ith conditions by HBC on 7 February  
2002. 
 
Application No. H/FUL/0375/02 
An application by  ABLE f or the continuance of use of the TERRC fac ility w ithout 
comply ing w ith Conditions 9 & 10 of planning permission TDC/96/091 relating to 
activity c lose to the sea w all, and noise from activ ities on the s ite, w as approved by 
HBC Counc il on 5 August 2002. 
 
Application No. H/FUL/0591/03 
A full planning application by European Metal Recycling Ltd for the “ installation of a 
metal shear in connection w ith metal recyc ling operation, siting of portacabin and 
w eighbr idge and formation of 2m high bund” at TERRC, w as approved by HBC on 
22 December 2003. 
 
Application No. H/FUL/0069/04 
A full planning application by ABLE for  a steel fabrication and manufacturing fac ility , 
temporary offices and buildings for  construction staff use, lighting tow ers, security 
office and w aste w ater/oil separation unit, w as approved by  HBC on 27 Apr il 2004. 
 
3. The planning applications 
 
The main application 
 
3.1 Aside from the proposal to extend the current use of the site to allow  for the 
construc tion, repair, refurbishment and decommissioning of various ships , vessels 
and other craft the application comprises the follow ing proposed developments          
(Relevant dimens ions , length, depth and height are prov ided w here appropriate, all 
dimensions being in metres):- 
 

1. The construction and refurbishment of var ious quays w ith sheet piling.  The 
quayside immediately  adjacent to the Seaton Channel w ould be constructed 
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to a level of 5 metres  A.O.D. to offset the r isk of flooding.  The ground level 
behind the quays ide w ould be made up w ith appropr iate fill mater ial. 

2. The construction of a cofferdam and new  dock gates.  There are three 
potential  locations  ( and designs) for the cofferdam (see follow ing section).  
There are 2 potential locations for the proposed gate.  The proposed gate 
w ould be constructed to a height of 5 metres A.O.D. to safeguard agains t 
flooding.  It w ould incorporate some 16 filling valves, each 1 metre in 
diameter. 

3. Installation of a railw ay track.  This  w ould branch off from the pow er station 
line and w ould further branch into tw o routes either  side of the dock. 

4. Construction and operation of a metal recycling fac ility compr ising a metal 
shear, accommodation and w eighbr idge facilit ies and acoustic barrier 
incorporating aggregate bund adjacent to the south w est boundary of the site. 

 
Metal shear – 23.25l x 13.11d x  5.6h 
Accommodation unit  - 12 l x  3.6 d x 7 h. 
Weighbridge – 30 l x  4 d 
Acoustic  barr ier – 200 l x 8 h 
 
The metal shear w ill be used to reduce unit s ize to a form suitable for  
recycling in foundr ies. 
 
The purpose of the acoustic barrier w ould be to reduce the impact of noise 
from the metal shear on Greenabella Marsh to the w est. 
 

5. Erection of industrial buildings for the manufacture of w ind turbines each to be 
served by adjacent concrete pads. 

 
The manufacture of w ind turbines w ould take place in three separate buildings 
w hich respectively  w ould accommodate operations for  the production of 
blades, tow ers and generators:- 
 
Blade manufacture building – 250 l x 50 w  x 17.6 h ( incorporating 4 doors in 
each of the front and rear elevations) 
 
Tow er manufacturing building – main building 100 l x 69w  x 14.5h 
(incorporating doors in front and rear elevations).  2 offshoots including 
anc illary staff accommodation measur ing some 30 l x 20w  x 6h and 12l x 3w  x 
6h 
 
Generator manufacture building -  90l x60w  x16.3h  w ith offshoot 30l x 30w  x 
7.3h 
 

6. Erection of tw o w arehouse buildings. 
 

Building 1 - 50 l x 60d x 16.3 h 
Building 2 - 200 l x 30 d x16.3 h 
 

7. Construction of tw o holding tanks in connection w ith the proposed drainage 
des ign for the s ite. 
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Each tank – 90 l x  20 d x  1 h 
 

8. A secondary c lay  bund and sump system w ithin the dry dock bas in.  The 
purpose of the clay bund w ould be to prevent clean w ater that flow s back into 
the dry dock from the Seaton Channel entering the main w orking area of the 
dry dock.  Clean w ater w ould be collected in a chamber before being pumped 
back out into the Seaton Channel.  On the other  side of the clay bund 
contaminated w ater w ould be collected from the main w orking area of the dry 
dock in a separate chamber.  This w ater w ould be pumped to the tw o holding 
tanks w here it w ould be tested and only returned to the Seaton Channel if 
found to be sufficiently free of contamination in accordance w ith pre-
determined standards to be set by  the Env ironment Agency and governed 
though their  discharge consents.  Contaminated w ater w ould be removed for  
off-site treatment at an appropriately licensed site. 

 
9. Engineering w orks assoc iated w ith the construction of a moor ing bollard and 

sheet piling structure to protect the Br itish Energy Pow er Station foreshore.  
The bollard w ould allow  for ships arriving at quays 10 and 11 to be secured. 
The purpose of the sheet piling proposed to the pow er station foreshore w ould 
be to protec t this area from potential accelerated tidal scour follow ing the 
closure of the dock.  These engineering operations are examined more 
closely in the appropr iate assessment (see appendix  C) . 

 
10. Dredging w ork being carr ied out w ithin the dock bas in and above the low  

w ater line.  As ide from the dock bas in itself it w ould be necessary  to 
undertake dredging operations adjacent to the south-eastern corner of the site 
in order to allow  the dredged pocket serving quays 10 and 11 to be formed.  It 
is also proposed to carry out capital and maintenance dredging in sub-tidal 
par ts of the Seaton Channel.  This w ork is subject to separate controls outs ide 
the Tow n and Country Planning legislation although its impact is assessed as 
par t of the Env ironmental Statement. 

 
The purpose of the proposed cofferdam 
 
3.2 In order  to create the dry  dock it w ould be necessary to erect a barr ier across the 
dock entrance therefore enabling w ater to be pumped out.  The barr ier, know n as a 
cofferdam, w ould have 3 potential locations (and des igns) .  
 
3.3 Tw o of the designs cons ist of parallel vertical sheet piles infilled w ith var ious 
layers of mater ial such as c lay, alluvium and granular fill.  The third option comprises 
a combination of cofferdam and rock bund.  Each design w ould incorporate a 
removable section to allow  for success ive vessel admissions subsequent to the dock 
being reflooded.  The structures  w ould reach a height of 5.5 metres A .O.D to 
safeguard against flooding. 
 
3.4 The chosen option w ould depend on financial considerations.  The need to retain 
options for the cofferdam has given rise to the second and third planning 
applications . 
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3.5 The Environmental Statement states that the cofferdam is  initially required for  a  
5 year per iod after  w hich it could be review ed if the gates have not been provided. 
 
4. Sum mary of Impact and appropriate mitigation m easures. 
 
4.1 The follow ing table sets  out the key  findings of the env ironmental statement in 
terms of the various impacts predicted to arise from the project.  It identifies w here 
mitigation measures are required and w hat these w ill consist of, w here monitor ing 
measures are proposed and w hat the overall outcome is predicted to be in terms of 
magnitude and duration. 
 

FACTOR “TARGET” IMPACT MITIGATION MONITORING OUTCOME 
1. Provision of 
compliant end of 
life vessel 
decommissioning 
facilities.  

Global Much 
decommissioning 
of vessels takes 
place in 
uncontrolled 
conditions 
resulting in risks 
to human health 
and to the 
environment.  
Many British 
flagged ships 
have been 
dismantled in 
these conditions. 
 

Mitigation is by design of 
provision of properly controlled 
compliant conditions for 
decommissioning vessels in the 
UK 

 Wholly beneficial, 
in accordance 
with aspirations 
of the House of 
Commons 
Committee 
report. 
Proper disposal 
of waste. 
98% of vessel 
recycled. 
 

2. Provision of 
fabrication 
facilities for wind 
turbines. 

Global Contribution to 
reduction of CO2 
emissions 

  Strengthens UK 
ability in the 
sustainability 
energy market. 
 

3. Choice of site 
at TERRC. 

Teesmouth 
area, 
environmentally 
sensitive sites 
 

Increased 
industrial activity.  
Risk of 
disturbance, 
pollution, 
contamination 
 

See below for individual factors  See below for 
individual 
factors. 

4. Construction 
and Marine 
related works 
 
4a. Risk of bank 
stability 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4a. Risk of bank 

 
 
 
 
Inter-tidal 
feeding 
grounds. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Potential loss of 
feeding grounds 
reducing habitat 
for SSSI and SPA 
birds 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Potential loss of 

 
 
 
 
Full geotechnical survey and 
assessment so that stable 
channel banks have been 
designed and can be achieved  
 
Surface slope stability analysis 
and modelling. 
Deep failure mode slope 
stability analysis and modelling. 
Slope safety factors increased 
by adopting 1:3.5 slopes in the 
glacial drift and till layer.  A 5m 
terrace incorporated into the 
dredging profile at the west of 
the holding basin. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Geomorphology modelling and 

 
 
 
 
Pre-dredging 
surveys and 
annual 
bathymetric 
monitoring will 
check for 
channel 
stability. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
None required 

 
 
 
 
No loss of 
intertidal mud 
banks by 
slippage or 
erosion.  Impact 
neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Protected shore 
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FACTOR “TARGET” IMPACT MITIGATION MONITORING OUTCOME 
stability 
(continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 

 
 

feeding grounds 
reducing habitat 
for SSSI and SPA 
birds 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

analysis to assess long term 
impacts.  Shore defences 
required between Quay 11 and 
Power Station Cooling Water 
intake.  Trapezoidal sheet piling 
training wall structu re 
incorporated in the project 
design 
 
Incipient meander formation 
unrelated to dredging proposals 
but the deepening of the Seaton 
Channel by dredging reduces 
the water velocities and slows 
down the formation of impact 
on the SPA. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Pre-dredging 
surveys and 
annual 
bathymetric 
monitoring will 
check for 
channel 
stability. 
 
 

line between 
Quay 11 and 
Power Station 
Cooling Water 
intake. 
 
 
 
 
Long term 
neutral effect on 
the integrity of 
the SPA. 
Minor adverse in 
terms of 
attenuating 
erosion from the 
natural process 
of meander 
formation. 
 

4b. Removal of 
inter-tidal mud 
banks   
 

Bird feeding 
areas adjacent 
to channel. 
 

Loss of inter-tidal 
mud banks will 
reduce food 
supply available 
to SPA birds. 
 
Removal of 
feeding area 
limited to 0.56ha 
of predominantly 
stony foreshore.  
This represents 
0.29%  of the 
baseline total 
inter-tidal area.  
The area is a 
relatively low food 
resource owing to 
its physical 
condition and 
supports a mean 
count of 5 birds. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
A compensation scheme will be 
agreed with HBC in the form of 
a Section 106 agreement and 
implemented by Able to replace 
lost resources 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The 
development of 
any new 
replacement 
habitat will be 
monitored as 
per Section 7 of 
the 
Conservation 
Management 
Plan 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Impact minor 
adverse short 
term, neutral 
long term. 
 

4c. Impact of 
sediment 
accretion on Seal 
Sands 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4c. Impact of 

Bird feeding 
areas on Seal 
Sands. 
 

After the capital 
dredge is 
completed 
sediment 
accretion on Seal 
Sands will be 
reduced but the 
type of sediment 
will contain higher 
content of silts 
and clays. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sediment budget 

No mitigation required in the 
medium term. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Retention of maintenance 

Monitoring will 
be undertaken 
to assess the 
SPA 
sedimentation 
during the 
capital dredge 
and bathymetry 
and inter-tidal 
slopes 
thereafter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Monitoring will 

Short term minor 
adverse. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Long term 
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FACTOR “TARGET” IMPACT MITIGATION MONITORING OUTCOME 
sediment 
accretion on Seal 
Sands (continued) 

deficit due to 
maintenance 
dredge arisings  
disposed of at 
sea.  Sea level 
rise of 6mm per 
year assessed and 
in the long term 
sediment 
replenishment 
required to avoid 
loss of inter-tidal 
habitat. 
 

dredge arisings by placing 
maintenance dredge materials 
on the Seal Sands and on the 
north shore of Seaton Channel.  
Specific methods to be agreed 
with HBC and EN. 
 

be undertaken 
to assess the 
bathymetry and 
inter-tidal 
slopes before 
and after annual 
maintenance 
dredge. 
 

neutral impact. 
 

4d. Tidal 
Propagation 

Inter-tidal 
feeding areas. 

Computer 
modelling by DNV 
concludes that 
tidal propagation 
will lead to a rise 
of 1mm in the 
tidal prism.  On 
the south bank of 
the channel this 
computes to be a 
loss of 13m² 
along the 1.5km 
of dredging and 
less along the 
north shore. 
 
 

A 1mm rise is de minimus as 
hydro-graphic surveys are 
accurate to only +/- 25mm.  
The SPA area is only defined in 
the citation to two decimal 
places which means that areas 
smaller than 100m² are not 
defined within the SPA.  No 
mitigation required. 
 

 De minimus. 

4e. Noise 
disturbance by 
Dredging and 
Piling 

Feeding birds on 
the SPA and 
SSSI mudflats.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Seals rearing 
pups. 

Disturbs feeding 
birds which fail to 
gather the food 
supplies they 
need. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mother and pups 
disturbed and 
become 
separated. 
 

No dredging or piling +/-2 
hours either side of low tide 
during the months of 
November, December, January 
and February. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No dredging mid June to end of 
August +/-2 hours either side of 
low tide. 
 

On completion 
of the dredging 
and piling 
construction 
works one full 
winter season 
survey over the 
months of 
October through 
March will be 
undertaken for 
sectors 
DT019/DT05/DT
018. 
 
 
The INCA 
programme will 
be reviewed 
through TEAG. 

Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 

4f. Excessive 
disturbance of 
sediment during 
dredging. 

Power Station 
cooling water 
system. 
 
 
 
 
Invertebrates 
and fish 
spawning 
season 

Management of 
risk factors 
associated with 
cooling water 
system in power 
station. 
 
Potential 
smothering of 
shallow water 
areas leading to 
reduced 
invertebrate and 
fish spawning and 
disturbance to 
spawning 
grounds. 

No dredging during spring tides 
in the vicinity of Quays 10 and 
11. 
 
 
 
 
No dredging during the critical 
spawning season months of 
February and March 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Suspended 
solids in the 
channel water 
will be 
monitored 
during dredging 
 
 

Neutral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neutral 

4g. Fish and marine Capital dredge Pre-dredging sampling and Monitoring and Impact 
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FACTOR “TARGET” IMPACT MITIGATION MONITORING OUTCOME 
Sediment 
contamination 
within dock 

life and 
invertebrates in 
intertidal 
mudflats 

will cause partial 
resuspension of 
sediments 

testing shows contamination 
levels to be similar to that 
elsewhere in Tees River Estuary 
and on Seal Sands SPA. 
 
 

testing 
complete. 

moderate/minor 
adverse, short-
term, neutral 
long-term. 

4.h. 
Sediment 
contamination 
within channel 

Fish, marine life 
and 
invertebrates in 
intertidal 
mudflats 
 

Capital and 
maintenance 
dredging will 
cause partial 
resuspension of 
sediments. 
 
 

Pre-dredging sampling and 
testing shows contamination 
levels to be similar to those 
elsewhere in the Tees River 
Estuary and on Seal Sands SPA. 
 

Pre-capital 
dredge, 
sampling and 
testing 
complete.  
 

Impact moderate 
/ minor adverse, 
short term, 
neutral long term 

4.i. 
Site Flooding 

TERRC site. Risk to site staff.  
Dispersal of 
temporarily 
stored 
contaminated 
wastes. 
 

Constructed works along 
channel frontage designed to 
5m AOD.  Contaminated waste 
storage areas to be bunded 
against flooding. 
 

 Risk of 1 in 200 
year flooding 
eliminated. 

4.j. 
Surface Water 
Drainage 

TERRC site and 
Seaton Channel 

Harmful to fish 
and marine life.   

Purpose designed drainage 
system. 

Monitoring as 
required by EA 
to comply with 
Discharge 
Consents. 
 

Impact neutral. 

4.k. 
Foul Water 
Drainage 

Seaton Channel Harmful to fish 
and marine life, 
algal growth on 
Seal Sands. 

Primary treatment on site 
before discharge.  Substantial 
volume dilution in channel. 
 

Discharge 
monitored as 
required by EA 
to comply with 
Discharge 
Consent. 
 

No significant 
impact 

4.l. Bio-security Regional Introduction of 
alien species, 
parasites and 
pathogens which 
may harm native 
stocks of fish, 
invertebrates and 
crustaceans. 
 

Inspection and Risk Assessment 
at the holding port for every 
ship bound for TERRC. 
Risk assessment results will 
inform transit decision, bio-
security measures to be 
undertaken, and protocols. 
 
 

Monitoring as 
per TERRC 
Compliance 
Plan. 

No significant 
impact 

5a. Visual and 
noise disturbance 
to Greenabella 
Marsh. 

Common terns 
and other birds. 

Disturbance 
causing species in 
the citation to 
move away. 

Construction of shear acoustic 
and visual barrier.  Noise levels 
on nearest part of SSSI reduced 
to ambient. 
 
 
 

Noise 
monitoring on 
Greenabella 
Marsh to check 
predictions and 
to confirm 
barrier size. 
 

Minor adverse 
long term. 
 

5b  Visual and 
noise disturbance 
to SPA 

Birds on the 
SPA. 

Feeding by 
protected birds 
interrupted. 

Trials carried out in 2001 
indicated no disturbance to 
birds.  No mitigation needed. 
 
Access to the site will be 
restricted by the maintenance 
of site security. 
 
 

 
 

 
Neutral. 

6. Disturbance of 
ditches and 
wetland areas 
along north 
eastern margin of 
site. 

Amphibians. Disturbance if any 
amphibians or 
reptiles present. 

Pre-construction survey to be 
carried out and replacement 
habitat to be developed. 
 

Any habitat 
replacement to 
be monitored as 
per 
Conservation 
Management 
Plan 
 
 

Short-term minor 
adverse.  Long-
term neutral. 

7. Disturbance to Neutral Vegetation Sand dumps will be Any habitat Short-term minor 



Planning Co mmittee – 12th Oct ober 2006  3.1(1) 

Planni ng Committee Ships Meeti ng - 06.10.12 - Able UK Ltd 
 11 Hartlepool Bor ough Council  

FACTOR “TARGET” IMPACT MITIGATION MONITORING OUTCOME 
neutral grassland 
on sand dumps at 
TERRC site. 

grassland. destroyed. incorporated in the proposed 
acoustic barrier and grass re-
established there. 

replacement to 
be monitored as 
per 
Conservation 
Management 
Plan 
 
 

adverse effect.  
Long-term 
neutral. 

8. Delivery of 
vessels, etc to 
TERRC. 

High seas, 
Teesmouth, 
Seaton Channel. 

Vessels  may 
cause spillages 
and leaks, 
causing maritime 
incident. 

Vessel surveyed at point of 
departure, does not depart 
unless seaworthy to satisfaction 
of Coastguard agencies and 
insurers.  Su rvey to include 
inventory of all wastes to 
ensure TERRC has capacity to 
handle all materials safely 
before they arrive. 

As per 
Compliance Plan 

Risk of incident 
same as with any 
shipping.  
Teesport has an 
excellent safety 
record.  
However, in the 
case of a major 
incident the 
consequences 
could be serious, 
but not as 
serious as it 
would be the 
case with laden 
ships. 
 

9. Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions 

Atmosphere. Climate change. TERRC will minimise the use of 
oxygen / propane torches for 
metal cutting and will use 
shearing techniques. 
 
The recycling of 200,000 tonnes 
of steel means that 350,000 
tonnes of iron ore can stay in 
the ground and not be 
processed in an energy 
demanding smelting process. 

 There will be 
some greenhouse 
gas emissions 
from plant and 
equipment on 
site and from 
traffic to and 
from the site.  
However these 
emissions are  
outweighed by 
savings 
generated by the 
reuse of steel 
and other 
recycled 
materials.  Net 
effect long-term 
positive benefit. 

10. Method of 
working 

Seaton Channel 
and Seal Sands 
SPA. 

Damage to 
wildlife by 
transfer of 
pollution to the 
SPA and SSSI. 
 
 
 
Impact on 
groundwater.  
Pollution of the 
channel when the 
dock is re-
flooded.  

All processes where there is a 
potential risk of loss or spillage 
of polluting or contaminating 
materials e.g. ship 
decommissioning will be 
undertaken within a confined 
dry dock. 
 
The dock floor will be cleaned 
out, checked to ensure it is 
impermeable, or made 
impermeable, tested and if 
approved by the EA, flooded to 
allow entry of a new cycle of 
ships. 

As per 
Compliance Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As per 
Compliance Plan 

No adverse 
impact on the 
SPA or SSSI from 
harmful 
substances. 
 
 
 
No significant 
risk of pollution 
to groundwater, 
or to the channel 
water. 

11. Dust 
emissions 

Personnel on 
site, nearby 
environments. 

Human health and 
contamination of 
ecologically 
sensitive areas. 

No risk to local human 
population.  SPA not at 
significant risk owing to 
distance.  During dry windy 
periods with strong north or 
eastwards, dust management 
will be implemented involving 
restrict ions on vehicle speeds 
and dampening roadways.  PPE 
available for staff. 

Dust monitoring 
will be 
undertaken at 
the site 
boundaries 

No significant 
risk to human 
health, on site or 
off site.  
Ecologically 
designated areas 
not at risk. 

12. Lighting Birds on the Light spillage All lighting to be directional into  Neutral. 
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FACTOR “TARGET” IMPACT MITIGATION MONITORING OUTCOME 
SPA and SSI 
roosting sites. 

from the existing 
lighting towers 
was 
unmeasurably 
low.  

the site.  Progressive 
conversion to sodium lights. 

13. 
Socio-economic 
Issues 

Local and 
regional image. 

Effect on image 
and environment 
affecting local 
economy. 
 
 
Effect on local 
economy by 
provision of 749 
jobs. 
 

Detailed Environmental Impact 
Assessment shows no 
significant adverse long-term 
effects to the environment. 
 

 Neutral impact 
on local image or 
economy. 
 
 
 
Long-term 
positive impact. 

14. 
Traffic 

Local and 
regional roads 

Congestion and 
road safety 

Existing consent levels for 
Traffic not exceeded. 
Commitment to Green Traffic 
Plan. 

 Reduced traffic 

15. 
Airborne matter 
and Odour 

 
Personnel on 
site, nearby 
environments. 

 
Site staff and 
nearby human 
health. 

 
To reduce air emissions 
decommissioning of ships will 
employ a combination of hot 
(burning methods) and cold 
techniques (shearing methods). 
PPE available for staff. 
   

 
Remediation of wastes will be in 
accord with the compliance plan  
as regulated by the  EA under 
the waste management licence 
(WML). 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As per 
Compliance Plan 

 
 
 
 
 
No significant 
risk. 

16. 
Landscape and 
visual impact 
 

Receptor 
locations in 
surrounding 
landscape 

Generally 
negligible  or 
minor adverse. 
View from 
Greenabella 
Marsh and 
Teesmouth Field 
Study Centre 
moderate adverse 
during 
construction, 
minor in long 
term. Minor 
adverse 
significance at 
Power Station 
Hide 

  Same short term 
moderate 
adverse (during 
construction) 
long term 
negligible or 
minor adverse 
only 

 
 
5. Publicity 
 
5.1 The planning applications and env ironmental statement w ere public ised through 
individual letters, site notice and by formal public  notice in the local press  as  w ell as  
informal press  releases.  Dur ing April 2005 the proposals w ere exhibited at three 
different locations w ithin the tow n.  The format of these’ drop in sessions’ allow ed 
members of the public to view  the planning application and Environmental Statement 
documents to discuss  the proposal w ith planning officers and to take aw ay a pack of 
information for further consideration. 
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5.2 Further env ironmental information w as public ised in November 2005,        
January 2006 and Apr il 2006. 
 
5.3 As a result of the var ious publicity exercises some 485 letters of objection have 
been received in relation to the planning application and accompanying 
documentation. These comprise 153 indiv idual letters and 332 in a s tandard format 
signed by indiv iduals. The objections raised are summarised below .  This  list reflects 
a summation of the issues raised at various stages of publicity  over the life of the 
application.  The s ignificance of the concerns  raised is given cons ideration later in 
the report:- 
 

1. Each country should do its ow n ship dismantling.  The law  requires ships to 
be returned at the ear lies t opportunity .  The U.S should not export tox ic w aste 
problems.  This is a test case to allow  them to export around the w orld to the 
cheapest bidders .  The Ghost ships are the tip of the iceberg.  We need 
facilit ies to deal w ith our  ow n ships.  Toxic w astes should be returned to the 
country  of origin.  Hartlepool res idents are recycling their ow n rubbish so w e 
w on’t have landfill sites. 

2. Wind turbines  w ould affect w ildlife. 
3. There w ill be an adverse impact on birds on the TERRC s ite. 
4. There should be no dumping of mater ials at Seaton Meadow s which w ill 

become a tox ic marsh.  Tox ic w aste should not be allow ed to go to Seaton 
Meadow s as it falls w ithin 1 km of the tide line.  The site is  part of the coastal 
w etland.  Rainw ater w ill become contaminated.  The high w ater table in this  
area w ill have an adverse affect.  Waste could leak from Seaton Meadow s.  
Disposal of asbestos at Seaton Meadow s is breaking the law .  The impact of 
landfilling a range of toxic  substances breaches the E.I.A checklist. The 
project does not explore any of the impacts of landfilling.  Prox imity of Seaton 
Meadow s to human population.  The s ite w ould take thousands of tonnes of 
w aste w hich w ould have a devastating effect on human health in the long 
term.  Embedding of solid w aste on site w ill generate large quantities of dust.  
Problems of spillage and leaching into the ground / impact on drinking w ater. 

5. The need for such a fac ility in this location is questionable. 
6. Will w aste disposal sites  continue to be monitored? 
7. Concern w ith regard to the impact of toxic  w aste on human health (asbestos  

related diseases / children’s ’ development etc.  The proposals  should be 
located aw ay from large population areas.  It w ill lead to an increase in cancer 
rates.  Must find out w hat is causing adverse health problems in Hartlepool. 

8. The tow n has previously  had a negative image and this project w ill not help to 
improve that image.  It w ill be detr imental to the pos itive image of the tow n 
and w ill put tourists off.  It w ill counteract pos itive public ity such as that 
surrounding the ‘Tall Ships’  It w ill lead to less jobs as potential employers are 
put off. It w ill adversely affect inw ard investment therefore leading to a net 
loss  of jobs.  The tow n’s future is in tourism and not heavy industry. 
Investment in the regeneration of Seaton Carew  will be w asted. The 
env ironment should not be sacr ificed for jobs. 

9. The proposal w ill leave a terr ible legacy for future generations.  The price of 
the w ork envisaged is  too great. 

10. Able UK have prev iously been taken to cour t for illegally dumping w aste.  
They have breached their landfill licence numerous times in the last 5 years .  
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Concern that the company w ill try to cut corners .  Concern over w hether Able 
UK w ill be capable of doing the w ork.  Lack of trust of company 

11. Air pollution as a result of dust aris ing from the project w ill be aw ful. 
12. There needs to be an independent study into the impact of the development 

on the nature reserve.  An independent s tudy of the ES is required.  Nobody 
has vis ited the site, it is just a desk top study. 

13. Pollutants stirred up by the dredging w ill cause damage to w ildlife.  A 
comprehensive study  of dredging is required (  it is just desk based at the 
moment).  Tox ins w ill be disturbed everytime a ship passes.  The channel 
should be dredged once and thoroughly. 

14. Sea level rise w ill br ing toxins to Hartlepool  
15. The dock is  not big enough to dismantle large ships . 
16. There w ill be an increase in traffic through Seaton Carew  w hich w ill cause 

noise and fumes etc. 
17. No other Council is w anting to do this so w hy should Hartlepool tolerate it. 
18. Could set precedent for all types of w aste e.g. long- term storage of nuclear 

w aste. 
19. Doubts about the job claims. 
20. There is  lack of a solid dock floor 
21. There is  a lack of sufficient / accurate data on oil fuel discharge at Able UK’s  

yard. 
22. The stability of the cofferdam is questionable.   It might buckle.  How  w ould it 

be sealed against leakage. 
23.  Appendices of the ES state that there is likely to be a significant impact on 

w ildlife s ites. 
24. There w ill be no employment oppor tunities  for local people.  There is no 

demand for ship building in the UK, such jobs are created in developing 
nations.  Few er jobs w ill be created than predicted by the company. It is  not 
right to prov ide w ork at any price. 

25. There is  no ev idence of demand for w ind turbine manufac ture.  There is  no 
certainty  of contracts in this  area. 

26.  There w ould be no subs idiary companies  and theref ore no cash flow  back 
into the local economy 

27. PPS10 states that communities that have histor ically received a lot of w aste 
should not have to receive anymore. 

28. Blas ting w ould not be appropriate for cofferdam construction. 
29. There w ill be adverse affects due to cutting noise. 
30. Impact of noise on hous ing areas to the north. 
31. Vibration caused by the metal shear? 
32. Would there be a ban on overnight noise? 
33. Waste w ill get into the Seaton Channel. 
34. Conflicts w ith structure plan objectives  on sustainability. 
35. There is  a danger that ships w ill run aground on Seal Sands.  The biggest 

ships w ill not be able to enter the dock – a statement is  required from the 
harbourmaster. 

36. There is  lack of sufficient data regarding oil-fuel discharge, containment and 
process ing. 

37. What is the specification for the w ater treatment plant? There is a lack of a 
firm proposal for this equipment w hich is a ser ious shortcoming. 
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38. There is  no ev idence of an emergency plan.  Lack of ev idence that the 
company could cope w ith the amount of contaminated w ater. 

39. Questions over the stability of the Seaton Channel arising from dredging. 
40. What w ould the tidal effect be on the w etlands. 
41. Impact of toxic  metals. 
42. It is w rong for Counc illors to consider this application.  It should be decided by 

the Secretary of State. 
43. The pow er station bird hide w ould be lost. 
44. Quays 10 and 11 w ould have an adverse impact on the Teesmouth Field 

centre.  More information is  required. 
45. Would flood defences res tric t v iew s from hide?  Repair and refurbishment at 

quays 10 and 11 w ill affect value of the hide. 
46. Adverse impact of airborne pollution on the field centre. 
47.  Concern about how  impact and recoverability  is  defined. 
48. It w ill adversely  affect property values . 
49. The project w ould contravene the spir it of PPG9. 
50. It w ould conflict w ith PPS1 as there w ould be an unacceptable long term 

impact on interes ts of acknow ledged importance. 
51. The development w ould be in conflict w ith the PPG10 s trategy  in terms of the 

w aste management strategy, the proximity  pr inciple and best practical 
env ironmental option. 

52.  The mere storage of vessels is problematic. 
53. Cumulative effect of w aste disposal in other landfills. 
54. Lack of quality management sys tems. 
55. Proximity of schools 
56. Heavy metal content of paint and anti-fouling agents is not covered by the ES. 
57. Taxpayers money should not be used to create the dry  dock. 
58. There w ould be an adverse impact on the pow er station due to sand scour ing 

of pipes. 
59. Predicted noise levels w ould not be correct. 
60. Deposition of w aste w ill pose a threat to health. 
61. Various statutory bodies such as RSPB, English Nature and the Env ironment 

Agency have all voiced concern over the Env ironmental Statement in 
par ticular regarding the risk of poisonous s ilts. 

62. A cofferdam that has to be continuous ly dismantled and reassembled as ships 
enter  and leave the dock is not a satisfac tory  solution to prevent ser ious 
pollution. 

62. Able UK admit that their dredging proposals w ould be detrimental to nature 
conservation interests.  SSSI are dependent on large areas of intertidal 
mudflat to maintain productiv ity  of eco-sys tems w hich w ould be destroyed.  
Wide variety of marine / bird life and seals w ould suffer due to impact on food 
chain. 

63. Compensation w ould be inappropriate after all the effort invested in creating 
nature conservation areas. 

64. Need to quantify noise levels  / impact of excessive noise. 
65. Incineration of PCBs at Seaton Meadow s should never be considered. 
66. There are radioactive mater ials  (LSA scale) present on the boats. Why should 

this be allow ed. 
67. Impracticality of large ships gaining access to the dock 
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68. Thought of blocked w ater intake at the pow er station is  too frightening to 
contemplate 

69. Graythorp should provide cheap moor ings  to small leisure / w orking boats. 
 
5.4 5 petitions containing some 872 s ignatures have been received in oppos ition to 
the development.  The grounds of opposition raised are: 

1. the continuing presence of the ‘ghost ships’ in Har tlepool and Able UK’s  
option to import up to 80 more. 

2. The proposal w ould conflict w ith national planning PPG9, PPS1 and PPG10.  
The disposal of highly toxic w astes has not been examined in the 
Environmental Statement w hich is in breach of the E.I.A regulations .   

3. The matters raised are of more than local significance and should therefore 
be called in by the Government. 

 
5.5 The follow ing organisations  have commented as a result of the publicity exerc ise. 
 
Public Interest Law yers 
 

•  Raise concerns w ith regard to release of tox ic contamination follow ing 
dredging activity.  There is a need for  baseline information to be prov ided 
together w ith a cumulative assessment of PAH accretion. 

•  Further information required regarding the impact on seals . 
•  There is  a lack of information provided on trade effluent and w ater discharge 

analysis . 
•  Will the application include w et dock w orking 
•  Removal of tox ics should take place w ithin covered areas. 
•  Best Practice suggests that docks should have a secondary bund sys tem to 

contain any  leakage or accidental spills. 
•  The US should deal w ith its  ow n tox ic w aste 
•  The physical constraints of the s ite means that TERRC w ill not be able to take 

the largest ships and tankers . 
•  Hard to see how  the project fits  w ith tour ism initiatives in the tow n. 
•  Please indicate w hether  the applicant has  breached conditions  in respect of 

its landfill sites  in the last 5 years.  Please make this information available to 
Members. 

 
Friends of the Ear th (national) 
 

•  The proposal w ould conflict w ith the pr inc iples outlined in PPS9 
•  The ES fails to clarify phasing of w orks w hich prevents  consideration of 

cumulative impacts. 
•  There is  inadequate evidence that the projected loss  of 1.79 hectares of 

habitat is of low  value. 
•  Inadequate baseline data has been provided 
•  The application is  premature, primarily  intended to allow  scrapping of large 

ships.  The dec is ion should aw ait the publication of the ship scrapping 
strategy. 

•  Ship scrapping is  not a matter of overriding public interest 
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•  The application ignores v ital aspects of w aste policy .  It fails to consider the 
impacts  of off-site disposal. 

•  The application descr iption should refer to w aste management activity 
•  The policy support for  the proposal in terms of the industrial use of the s ite is 

outw eighed by  ecology concerns. 
•  The ES has incorporated no on-site measurement or  observation. 

 
Har tlepool Friends of the Ear th 
 

•  US should not export tox ic w aste problems w hich w ill set a precedent and 
result in Hartlepool becoming the destination for redundant ships from various 
places. 

•  Question how  the deal w ent ahead 
•  Question job creation figures 
•  Would harm tourism and image of tow n 
•  Concerned about impact on pollution levels.  There is already too much illness 

in Hartlepool. 
 
Teesmouth Field Centre 
 
Do not formally object but raise the follow ing concerns:- 
 

•  Concern about the s ize of the proposed dredging pockets alongside quays 10 
and 11 as it w ill result in significant habitat change. 

•  Noise, artif icial lighting and par ticulate matter all remain of concern. 
 
Har tlepool Countryside Wardens 
 

•  Express  concern about loss  of v iew s resulting from the mooring of ships at 
quays 10 and 11. 

•  Dredging the s ide of the quay to allow  a vessel to remain moored dur ing low  
tide w ill almost certainly result in the loss of valuable feeding areas to w aders. 

•  Impact of dredging on Sand Bank. 
 
9 letters have been received in suppor t of the projec t in pr inciple.  The comments are 
summar ised below :- 
 

1. “Tell the law yers to shut up and get on w ith the job” . 
2. Ok prov iding procedures are str ictly adhered to and enf orced. 
3. Minute amounts of w aste are involved. 
4. Jobs are needed. 
5. It is preferable to have ships dismantled safely in this country. 
6. It is s ignificant that the Government Agenc ies and other parties  involved w ith 

env ironmental matters have now  confirmed they  have no objection to the 
project  going ahead. 

7. Protesters have carr ied out a campaign of mis-information for  3 years and 
misled many people in the tow n w ith regard to the ships  being laden w ith tox ic 
substances. 
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One of the letters received is from the Mission for  Sea Farers in w hich the follow ing 
points are raised in support:- 
 

- Ships are being dismantled in appalling, dangerous and 
env ironmentally unfriendly conditions in countries  such as India. 

- This country has the respons ibility and skill to dismantle ships safely.  I 
believe Able UK has such skills. 

- The application is  not solely  concerned w ith the disposal of 4 ships 
w hich happen to be Amer ican but is to provide a fac ility for  the safe 
clean and respons ible disposal of other vessels. 

- The proposed vessels  pose no more of a threat than any other old 
ship. 

- At the port of Tees and Hartlepool thousands of shipping movements  
are handled every year.  The majority of these ships carry chemicals, 
Nor th Sea Oil and very toxic  cargoes.  These materials are handled 
safely on a daily basis .  

- The area could become a centre of excellence for this spec ialised 
industry. 

 
6. Consultat ion 
 
6.1 The follow ing consultation responses have been received:- 
 
British Energy -  Raise no objections 
 
English Nature - Raise no objection subject to the imposition of appropr iate 
planning conditions and obligations to safeguard and monitor impact on local 
ecology . 
 
Environment Agency -  Raise no objection subject to the follow ing:- 
 
1. A monitoring and mitigation plan should be made a conditional requirement of 

any  planning permiss ion granted.  
2. A planning agreement should be used to require the creation of a suitable 

compensatory  habitat to offset the SSSI loss resulting from dredging ac tivities.   
3. A Habitats  Regulations Appropr iate Assessment should be carried out w hich 

demonstrates that the development in combination w ith other  plans and projects 
does not have an adverse effect on the Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast Spec ial 
Protection Area. 

 
Centre for Environm ent, Fisheries & Aquaculture Science (CEFAS)  – Findings 
w ith respect to baseline sediment quality at the s ite and around the w ider Tees 
estuary  area incorporated into the Env ironmental Statement 
 
The Highw ay Agency – Cons ider that proposed development w ill not result in 
significant detr imental safety  or  capacity issues on the Highw ay Agency trunk road 
netw ork.  V iew s of the local highw ay authority should be taken into account. 
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North East Assembly  
 
•  The proposed change of use for construction, repair, refurbishment and 

decommissioning of a w ide range of ships can justify a port use and is 
supported. 

•  The proposed change of use to allow for the manufacture of w ind turbines can 
justify a por t use and is supported. 

•  The construction and refurbishing of quaysides are supported. 
•  The Assembly accepts that some activ ities related to the construction, repair , 

refurbishment or decommissioning of ships pose limited or no risk of pollution 
and can take place outs ide of a dry dock environment.  The Assembly does 
have concerns about those ac tiv ities w ith a risk of pollution.  Where the 
Environment Agency and/or Health and Safety Executive judge that cer tain of 
these ac tiv ities should take place in a dry  dock environment a condition should 
be imposed w ith any  planning consent to ensure that this is  the case. 

•  The construction of the heavy rail link to the site is w elcomed. 
•  The construction of w ind turbine manufac ture sheds, and industrial and 

w arehouse buildings  are supported. 
•  The re-location of the metal recycling plant is supported. 
•  The application w ould be in general conformity w ith RPG1 and the emerging 

RSS if the above condition is  imposed. 
 
North East Sea Fisheries 
 

•  Support the need for  a monitoring regime to ensure w ater quality is 
maintained.  Want to be made aw are of any changes in w ater quality . 

•  Seek assurance over the quality of any discharge from w et dock w orking. 
•  Welcome suggested modifications to the w ork programme to reduce impacts 

on estuarine species. 
•  Concern about impacts on migrating spec ies in the estuary. 
•  Concern over loss of SSSI habitat. 

 
Northumbrian Water 
 
Raise no objec tions 
 
PD Ports - Raise no objections.  With regard to the question of vessel s ize the term 
ULCC covers some of the biggest vessels.  The one show n (in the Environmental 
Statement Supplementary document April 2006) is 365m long by 70m beam.  It is  
not unreasonable for vessels  of these dimens ions to be nav igated into the bas in 
using tugs.  Before arr ival into the por t an operational meeting w ould be held to set 
the various parameters to ensure a safe passage. 
 
RSPB - Raise no objection subject to planning conditions covering w orking methods, 
locations, survey and monitoring requirements and a dredging plan. 
 
Request applicant considers implementing a simple programme of invertebrate 
monitor ing. 
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Greatham Parish Council - Seek assurances that the env ironment w ill be given 
every protection in the interests of res idents and nature conservation 
 
Tees Archaeology – The area is reclaimed land and has low  archaeological 
potential.  The scheme w ill not impact on archaeological remains 
 
Cleveland Em ergency Planning Unit  - Able UK should put in place an emergency 
management and response plan to prepare for the protection of its  employees.  This 
should be a condition of any  planning permiss ion. 
 
Countryside Agency – No comments or objections 
 
Health and Safety Executive (Hazardous Installat ions) -  No objections.  The 
Environmental Statement identifies  ac tivities w hich have  the potential to cause harm 
to people but these hazards are capable of management control and mitigation 
through health and safety  legis lation 
 
Health and Safety Executive (Nucle ar Safety) – Raise no objec tions. 
 
National Grid - Raise no objec tion.  Advice prov ided w ith respect to w ork in 
prox imity to overhead lines, tow ers and spans. 
 
Network Rail - Firmly support the planning application 
 
Tees Valley Joint  Strategy Unit - The application site broadly conforms w ith policy 
in the adopted Tees Valley Structure Plan in that it is located in an area suitable for 
development of port related industr ial development and potentially  polluting or  
hazardous industr ial development. 
 
Regional Planning Guidance for  the North East (RPG1), the consultation draft 
Regional Spatial Strategy  for the North East and the adopted Tees Valley Struc ture 
Plan all seek to encourage further  appropr iate development of land adjacent to the 
por ts for port related development that needs to take advantage of unique locational 
facilit ies. 
 
Such developments should not have a detrimental effect on nature conservation 
interests  particular ly s ites of international importance. 
 
The Tees Valley Structure Plan requires that proposals  for development that may 
destroy  or  adversely affect, directly  or  indirectly, a site of international importance for 
nature conservation should be subject to rigorous examination: such development 
should not be permitted unless  the local planning authority is satisfied that i)  there is 
no alternative solution and ii) there are imperative reasons of over-riding public 
interest.  If development is permitted mitigation measures or compensatory provis ion 
w ill be required. 
 
Har tlepool Borough Council should be satisfied that the mitigation measures 
proposed in the Environmental Impact Statement are satisfactory and sufficient to 
protect the integr ity of the adjoining National Nature Reserve and Special Protection 
Area. 



Planning Co mmittee – 12th Oct ober 2006  3.1(1) 

Planni ng Committee Ships Meeti ng - 06.10.12 - Able UK Ltd 
 21 Hartlepool Bor ough Council  

 
The Borough Council should also be satisfied that measures proposed to minimise 
the effect of the development on adjacent industrial sites and the w ider community  
are satisfac tory . 
 
One North East - Supports the proposed development subjec t to the satisfactory 
resolution of those outstanding matters relating to environmental issues. Recognise 
opportunity  for creating much needed jobs. 
 
British Waterways – No comment 
 
NEDL – No comment 
 
Hartlepool Economic Forum 
 

•  Fully  support the proposal 
•  Recognise economic  benefit both directly and in terms of the supplier chain.  

Many supplier bus iness’ are likely to be located in the locality. 
•  The direct creation of 200 jobs is feas ible and likely . 
•  Unique opportunity to develop w orld class fac ility in a key emerging industry . 
•  Adds significant value to the development of a green agenda. 
•  Site is w ell removed from the main centre of tour ism / w ater ac tiv ity centred 

around the mar ina.  The proposal w ill therefore have no impact on this. 
•  The area is highly industr ialised and the proposal w ould be in keeping w ith 

other  developments in the area and is highly  unlikely to discourage visitors. 
 
Internal Consultees 
 
Engineering Consultancy - Standard site inves tigation condition to be attached as 
a condition to any approval for the development and also that no dis turbance to the 
adjacent w atercourse should be covered by condition. 
 
Head of Traffic and Transportation – Requires the follow ing: 
Dedicated r ight turn lane; travel plan; upgrade to ex isting bus stop fac ilit ies; provis ion 
for 150 cycle parking spaces 
 
Head of Public Protection -  The site is located w ithin an industr ial area and is some 
distance from the nearest sens itive receptors at Seaton Carew  and Greatham. 
Gaseous and particulate emissions w ill disperse over distance and as long as the 
site is properly  managed and the procedures  and mitigation measures outlined in the 
Environmental Impact Statement are follow ed there should be minimal r isk to public 
health. The main potential is the possible impacts on the local environment. 
The site w ill be subject to a permit regulated by the EA and also subject to regulatory  
control by the HSE and the local authority. 
Therefore no objections in princ iple to these applications. 
 
Economic De velopm ent Manager - Supports the application.  Opportunity  to 
develop w orld class centre for excellence in recycling technology w hich w ill 
contribute both to the economic  development of the tow n and to the green agenda. 
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7. Policies 
 
7.1 The follow ing policies in the adopted Hartlepool Local Plan 2006 are relevant to 
the determination of this application: 
 
GEP1: states that in determining planning applications  the Borough Council w ill have 
due regard to the prov isions of the Development Plan.  Where appropriate 
development should be located on previously developed land w ithin the limits to 
development and outs ide the green w edges.   The policy also highlights  the w ide 
range of matters w hich w ill be taken into account as appropriate including 
appearance and relationship w ith surroundings, effects on amenity, highw ay safety, 
car parking, infras truc ture, flood risk, trees, landscape features, w ildlife and habitats, 
the historic environment, and the need for  high standards of design and landscaping. 
 
GEP2: states that provis ion w ill be required to enable access for  all ( in particular for  
people w ith disabilities, the elderly  and people w ith children) in new  developments  
w here there is  public access, places of employment, public transport and car  parking 
schemes and w here practical in alterations to ex isting developments . 
 
GEP3: states that in cons idering applications, regard w ill be given to the need for the 
des ign and layout to incorporate measures to reduce crime and the fear  of crime. 
 
GEP4: states that development proposals  w ill not be approved w hich w ould have a 
significant detr imental effect on the env ironment, on amenities of local residents, 
w atercourses, w etlands, coastal w aters, the aquifer or the w ater supply sys tem or  
that w ould affect air quality or w ould constrain the development of neighbour ing land. 
 
GEP5: states that environmental assessment of proposals w ill be required for all 
schedule 1 projects and for those schedule 2 projec ts likely to have a significant 
effect on the environment.   The policy  also lis ts other instances w here the Borough 
Council may require an env ironmental assessment. 
 
Ind5: states that bus iness uses and w arehous ing w ill be permitted in this  area.  
General industry w ill only  be approved in certain circumstances.  A particular ly high 
quality of design and landscaping w ill be required for development fronting the main 
approach roads and estate roads. 
 
WL1: s tates  that development likely to have a significant adverse effect on an 
international nature conservation s ite w ill be subject to the most r igorous 
examination and w ill be refused unless there is no alternative solution or there are 
imperative reasons of over-r iding public interest for  the development.  Where 
development is permitted, the use of planning conditions or obligations w ill be 
cons idered to avoid and minimise harm to the site, to enhance its interest and to 
secure any necessary compensatory measures. 
 
WL2: s tates  that developments likely to have a significant adverse effect on SSSIs  
w ill be subject to special scrutiny and may be refused unless the reasons for  
development c lear ly outw eigh the harm to the special nature conservation interest of 
the s ite.  Where development is approved, planning obligations  or  conditions w ill be 
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cons idered to avoid and minimise harm to the site, to enhance its interest and to 
secure any necessary compensatory measures. 
 
WL3: s tates  that the Borough Council w ill enhance the quality  of SSSIs in a 
sustainable manner and w ill seek management agreements w ith ow ners or 
occupiers to protect native species and habitats from damage or destruction. 
 
WL7: s tates  that development likely to have a significant adverse affect on locally 
dec lared nature conservation, geological sites  or  anc ient semi-natural w oodland 
(except those allocated for another use) w ill not be permitted unless the reasons for 
the development c lear ly outw eigh the particular interest of the site.  Where 
development is approved, planning conditions  and obligations may be used to 
minimise harm to the site, enhance remaining nature conservation interest and 
secure ensure any compensatory measures and site management that may be 
required. 
 
Tra2: identifies a safeguarded corridor for the Seaton Snook branch line to Seal 
Sands.  Development proposals affecting this corridor w ill only be approved if a 
feasible alternative through route is retained. 
 
Tra17: seeks to preserve access from industr ial land to the railw ay and supports the 
prov ision of new  rail s idings. 
 
Tra18: sets out the considerations for the development rail based freight handling 
facilit ies inc luding impact on surrounding area and prov ision of adequate access. 
 
GEP6: states that developers should seek to incorporate energy efficiency princ iples 
through siting, form, orientation and layout of buildings  as w ell as  through surface 
drainage and the use of landscaping. 
 
GEP18: states  that development on potentially contaminated land w ill be 
encouraged w here the ex tent of the contamination has been verified, remedial 
measures have been identified and w here there w ill be no s ignificant risk to 
occupiers of adjacent proper ties or adverse effect on the environment. 
 
GEP7: states that particularly high standards  of des ign, landscaping and w oodland 
planting to improve the visual environment w ill be required in respect of 
developments along this  major corridor. 
 
Dco2: states that the Borough Council w ill pay regard to the advice of the 
Environment Agency in cons ider ing proposals  w ithin flood r isk areas.  A  flood r isk 
assessment w ill be required in the Environment Agency's Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3 
and in the v icinity of des ignated main r ivers.  Flood mitigation measures  may be 
necessary w here development is approved.  Where these are imprac tical and w here 
the r isk of flooding on the land or elsew here is at a level to endanger life or property, 
development w ill not be permitted. 
 
IND9: reserves land in this area for  developments  w hich are potentially polluting or 
hazardous.  These w ill be permitted w here there is no s ignificant detrimental effect 
on the env ironment or on designated nature conservation sites , on amentiy or on the 
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development of neighbouring land.  In these respects spec ial regard w ill be had to 
adv ice received from the Health and safety Executive, HM Inspector of Pollution, the 
Environment Agency and English Nature as appropriate. 
 
IND11: states that proposals  for the introduction of hazardous substances w ill be 
permitted on s ites identified in policy Ind9 for potentially polluting or hazardous 
substances subject to there being no significant increase in risk to people or  
significant adverse effect on des ignated nature conservation s ites in the vic inity.  In 
cons ider ing such proposals  at other  locations the Borough Counc il w ill also need to 
be satified that they w ill not inhibit the full oppor tunities for development of nearby  
sites. 
 
8. Planning Considerations 
 
8.0 The follow ing par t of the repor t considers  the issues raised in the public ity / 
consultation exercise and is  div ided into the follow ing sub-sections :- 
 

1. Policy issues 
2. Choice of s ite ./ need issues 
3. Waste disposal cons iderations 
4. Human Health 
5. Risk management 
6. Drainage and flooding issues 
7. Ecology 
8. Economic / tourism issues 
9. Transportation issues 
10. Other matters 

 
8.1 Policy Issues 
 
Pertinent nat ional policies 
 
PPS1  -   Delivering Sustainable Development 
 
8.1.1 The proposal is considered to be in keeping w ith the environmental objectives  
of PPS1 w hich states  that account should be taken of air quality and pollution, land 
contamination, the protection of groundw ater and noise and light pollution, flood risk, 
protection and enhancement of w ildlife habitats and the management of w aste in 
w ays that protect the env ironment and human health. 
 
PPS9 – Nature Conservation 
 
8.1.2 PPS 9 is concerned that planning decisions should aim to prevent harm to 
biodiversity and geological conservation interests.  Where harm is likely to be caused 
the LPA w ill need to be reasonably satisfied that the development could not be 
located on an alternative site  that w ould result in less or  no harm.  In the absence of 
alternatives  adequate mitigation and if necessary compensation measures should be 
put in place.  It is considered that the scale and location of the site  lends itself to a 
more flexible and efficient operation (potentially the largest dry  dock in Europe).  
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Given that satisfactory mitigation and compensatory  measures  can be implemented 
it is considered that the scheme accords w ith PPS9 guidance. 
 
PPS10 – Waste  
 
8.1.3 The government’s guidance on sustainable w aste management promotes  the 
re-use and recycling of w aste ahead of disposal.  Waste disposal should only be a 
last resort measure. 
 
8.1.4 A vast majority (some 98%) of mater ial ar ising from ship decommissioning 
w ould be recyc led w ith only 2% of mater ials destined for disposal.  Given that the 
origin of a ship is difficult to define (discussed in more detail later in the report)  the 
most appropriate destination for w astes ar ising from that ship ( taking into account 
the prox imity pr inc iple) is not a s traightforw ard logic.  It is cons idered that the 
proposed project is both in keeping w ith the objectives of guidance in terms of 
promotion of recycling and s imilarly  because of its nature w ould not conflict w ith 
w aste disposal princ iples. 
 
PPG23 – Planning and Pollution Control 
 
8.1.5 The guidance states that the overall aim of planning and pollution control policy 
is to ensure the sustainable and beneficial use of land (and in par ticular  encouraging 
reuse of previous ly developed site in preference to greenfield sites).  Polluting 
activities, necessary for society  and the economy should be sited and subjec t to 
planning conditions such that their  adverse effects are minimised and contained to 
w ithin acceptable limits.  In the case of this project the need for various mitigation / 
compensation measures has been considered in some depth.  It is considered that 
the project can be implemented in accordance w ith the objectives of PPG23   
 
National Ship Re cycling Strategy 
 
8.1.6 At present the United Kingdom does not have a national ship recyc ling 
strategy.  The Government acknow ledges how ever that such a s trategy needs to be 
put in place.  In November 2004 the House of Commons, Env ironment, Food and 
Rural Affairs Committee produced the report ‘Dismantling Def unct Ships  in the UK’. 
 
The report, inter alia, drew  the follow ing conclus ions:- 
 

1 There has been grow ing concern about the health and env ironmental impacts 
of ship dismantling.  It is clear that a major ity of large vessels are dismantled 
under w holly inadequate conditions  on the beaches of Pakistan, India and 
Bagladesh. 

2 As far as the government is aw are, there are currently no facilit ies in England 
and Wales w ith the capacity and exper tise to dismantle large defunct ships 
safely. 

3 The most important factors in deciding w here a ship should be dismantled are 
that the level of health and safety protection for w orkers and environmental 
protection at dismantling fac ilities meet the highest s tandards . 
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4. As regards ship dismantling in the United Kingdom, the dec ision to grant or 
deny permission for ship dismantling facilities is c learly for  the planning 
author ity concerned and the env ironmental and health and safety regulators . 
How ever, it seems to us that the UK has the potential to establish an industry 
in ship dismantling w hich can be done safely and offer economic  benefits to 
the communities in w hich it is carr ied out. 

5. There is  an urgent need to eradicate irresponsible ship dismantling all the 
more so because all remaining single hulled tankers must be dismantled 
before 2015. 

 
8.1.7 The Government responded to this report in January 2005 recognising that 
current practices in the majority of the w orld’s ship dismantling yards are 
unacceptable and must change.  It expressed hope that an enforceable global 
control framew ork can eventually be established. 
 
8.1.8 On 30 March 2006 DEFRA published a draft ship recycling strategy. 
The strategy is significant in terms of formulating a policy to treat domestic ships but 
also provides guidelines on importation.  The strategy includes the follow ing tw o key 
objectives. 
 

1. To develop a strategic approach to the recycling of UK flagged vessels 
cons istent w ith the UK’s  national and international sustainable development 
commitments. 

2. To encourage through the provision of guidance, the development of UK 
capacity for  recyc ling of end-of-life vessels  in an env ironmentally sound 
manner. 

 
8.1.9 The strategy recognises that tw o broad areas require change.  Firs tly, fac ilit ies 
in developing countr ies need to be upgraded to ensure improved conditions  for 
w orkers and the env ironment.   
 
 ” Pr imary concerns w ith ship recycling practices in developing countr ies are 

related to:  
 

 • Insufficient or lack of enforcement of national legislation per taining to 
occupational health and safety and the environment.  

 • Unsafe w orking conditions and inc idents of injury, disease and possible 
death for ship recycling employees.  

 • Unsafe handling, management and disposal of hazardous and other w astes 
due to a lack of appropr iate w aste management capac ity.  

 • Contamination of the local env ironment (soil, w ater, air pollution).  
 • Negative knock-on impacts on surrounding industries such as local fishing 

communities” .  
 
8.1.10 Secondly, capacity should be expanded to improve the current limitation on 
options for ship ow ners w ishing to send their end-of-life vessels to fac ilit ies that 
comply w ith the princ iple of environmentally sound management.  
 
8.1.11 There is recognition that the demand for ship recyc ling fac ilities w ill grow  
significantly in the near future.  The report states that the decision by the Me mber 



Planning Co mmittee – 12th Oct ober 2006  3.1(1) 

Planni ng Committee Ships Meeti ng - 06.10.12 - Able UK Ltd 
 27 Hartlepool Bor ough Council  

states of the International Maritime Organisation (IMO) to phase out s ingle hull oil 
tankers  by  2015 w ill increase the number of commercial vessels requiring recycling 
in the coming years. “ It is  es timated that betw een now  and 2010 near ly 400 EU 
flagged single hulled tankers w ill require recycling” though some of these may 
operate through to 2015 in line w ith international phase out dates. 
 
The report states:- 
 
 Given concerns regarding the standards employed at f acilit ies  in developing 

countries and the number of commerc ial tankers that w ill require recycling in 
the coming years , it w ould be preferable to expand capacity  in EU/OECD 
countries if a v iable business  case can be developed and implemented. The 
advantages of es tablishing ship recyc ling fac ilities, in EU countries  in 
par ticular, include:  

 
 • the possibility of investment in safer, more efficient mechanisation of many 

of the processes undertaken manually in developing countries;  
 • removal of hazardous materials by s taff w ith appropr iate expertise, using 

safe and environmentally  sound techniques and equipment. Many EU 
countries have access to such staff and equipment;  

 • a highly developed domestic and EU legal and regulatory infrastructure and 
effective enforcement of standards; and,  

 • a tradition of market led innovation and development prov iding good 
opportunities for European industry to benefit from the w orldw ide demands for 
env ironmentally sound ship recycling facilities.  

 
8.1.12 With respect to exports of w aste and the polluter pays principle the report 
states the follow ing:- 
 
“The proximity pr inciple, w hereby w astes should be managed as c lose to the source 
of their aris ing as  possible, does not apply  to movements of 
ships”……Environmental NGOs “are keen to see a more equitable distr ibution of 
such facilit ies around the UK and greater access  to env ironmental jus tice for  those in 
areas w here the industr ial burden is already high.  How ever the equitable distr ibution 
of facilities w ill depend on the suitability of sites.  Many areas w ill not have the 
infrastructure, depth of navigation or skills  base to readily support facilit ies” . 
 
8.1.13 Whilst it is recognised that this s trategy has only draft status at present it is 
significant in that it indicates  the direction in w hich UK government policy thinking is  
heading. 
 
8.1.14 The Government highlights the difficulty of apply ing the proximity  pr inciple to 
ship recyc ling.  Much concern has been raised about the MARAD project for w aste 
importation to the United Kingdom.  In this  regard not only is the relevance of the 
prox imity pr inc iple w eakened by the considerations in the draft recyc ling strategy but 
furthermore concerns about foreign ship importation must be placed in perspective 
given the context of the need for  facilit ies  to dismantle obsolete EU and UK flagged 
vessels. 
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Regional Planning Policy 
 
8.1.15 Regional Planning Guidance for the North East (RPGI, November 2002) 
contains policies that seek to facilitate an economic renaissance of the North East 
and encourage fur ther inw ard investment.  Policy EL7 in RPGI states that 
development plans should safeguard development sites  adjacent to existing ports  for 
industr ies and por t-related serv ices that w ill benefit from such locations.  How ever, 
policy EL7 also requires  that nature conservation interests  be protected, par ticular ly 
in locations w here designations of international s ignificance occur.  In such 
circumstances policy EL7 states that only  development that does not cause damage 
should be permitted.  Policy  T16 in RPGI stresses the role of ports  in suppor ting the 
regional economy but also reiterates the need to ensure the protection of sites  for 
nature conservation importance w hen safeguarding land for  port use. 
 
8.1.16 The draft Regional Spatial Strategy  (June, 2005)  recognises por ts as key 
drivers of the regional economy and Policy 22 supports their grow th, w hilst seeking 
to ensure the protection of sites  of nature conservation importance; more spec ifically, 
Policy 7 gives  priority to port related development as one of the key sectors in 
continuing development of the Tees Valley City Region (inc luding Hartlepool). 
 
Structure Plan Policy 
 
8.1.17 The application s ite is situated w ithin an area identified in the adopted Tees 
Valley Structure Plan as generally suitable for port related industrial development, 
and for  potentially polluting and hazardous industry.  It is also adjacent to an area 
identified on the key diagram as  a National Nature Reserve/Ramsar s ite, and as  a 
strategic  w ildlife corridor. 
 
8.1.18 Tees Valley  Structure Plan policy EMP8 identifies ‘North of Seaton Channel’ 
as an area w here priority w ill be given to port related industrial development.  The 
broad aim of this policy is to support the role of the ports in the Tees Valley economy 
and recognise the need for land for port use and port related industry.  Policy EMP8 
seeks to restr ict uses at such s ites to those that w ill benefit from the unique facilit ies. 
 
8.1.19 Structure Plan policy EMP10 identifies ‘South Hartlepool’ as an area suitable 
for potentially polluting or  hazardous industr ial development, although it does not 
make prov ision for new  land allocations over and above the 70ha or so already 
allocated for such uses.  The areas identified in policy EMP10 are situated aw ay 
from main centres of population and are considered suitable for industries of a 
potentially polluting or hazardous nature.   
 
8.1.20 The Structure Plan recognises that the Tees Estuary and associated 
Cleveland Coast is a w etland of international importance, and strategy and policies 
in the Plan are des igned to protect this interest from development.  Policy ENV 4 
states: 
 

“ Proposals for development w hich could destroy or adversely  affect 
directly or indirectly, or alone or in combination w ith other plans or 
projects, a site of international importance for  nature conservation w ill 
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be subject to the most rigorous examination.  Such development w ill 
not be permitted unless the local planning author ity is satisfied that: 
 
i)  there is  no alternative solution, and 
ii)   there are imperative reasons of over-riding public interest 
 
The Tees Valley author ities  w ill comply w ith the UK’s international 
obligation in respect of those s ites des ignated as ‘RAMSAR’ s ites by 
the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, Spec ial 
Protection Areas (SPAs) or potential SPAs, and Special Areas of 
Conservation (SACs) or candidate SACs.  If development is permitted, 
mitigation measures or compensatory provis ion w ill be required.” 

 
8.1.21 The Structure Plan seeks to ensure that not only are developments of a 
polluting or hazardous nature located appropr iately  but also that developments in the 
vicinity of polluting or  hazardous industry are controlled.  Policy  ENV 27 requires 
strict control over  the location of new  plants or factor ies regarding their hazard 
potential, and s tates that developments involving large numbers of people w ill not be 
permitted near  hazardous installations and areas allocated for  potentially polluting 
and hazardous industry.  Other developments w ill be permitted if, after consultations 
w ith the relevant agencies, the level of risk is  considered acceptable. 
 
Local Planning Policy 
 
8.1.22 The TERRC s ite is recognised as an industr ial area w ithin the recently 
adopted Local Plan.  The relevant policy ( Ind5j) states that proposals for  bus iness 
uses and w arehousing w ill be permitted in that area.  The policy states that 
proposals for general industr ial development and for uses w hich are complimentary 
to the dominant use of the  s ite  w ill be approved w here the Council is satisfied that 
they w ill not have a s ignificant detrimental effect on the amenities of the occupiers of 
adjoining or nearby properties or prejudice the development of adjacent s ites. 
 
8.1.23 The suppor ting text to this policy notes  that the Gray thorp Yard may be 
suitable for a range of industrial uses including marine and offshore activ ities . 
 
8.1.24 This  is a formally adopted policy . Dur ing the per iod of public consultation on 
the Local Plan there w ere no objections raised against this  policy .  It should therefore 
be given significant w eight in the decis ion making process. 
 
8.2 Choice of site / need issues 
 
8.2.1 The Government has produced a draft national ship recycling s trategy w hich 
clear ly identifies a need to prov ide recycling facilities in the UK.  With regard to the 
choice of site the applicant contends w ithin the Environmental Statement, as 
reflected in Appendix A of this report that the east coast of England or Scotland is 
advantageous in terms of its proximity  to infrastructure associated w ith the North Sea 
Oil and gas industry.  It states that the Teesmouth area is a favourable area, given 
that it is  a major maritime port w ith a w orkforce w ith all the historic  skills of ship and 
rig construction.   
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8.2.2 Spec ifically if permission is granted to c lose the dock area, the s ite w ould then 
become the largest dry dock in Europe.  Clear ly a large site such as this offers the 
benefit of potentially being able to accommodate a greater range of ship sizes, 
making it more flexible in terms of coping w ith demand and reducing the need for 
alternative sites. 
 
8.2.3 In the most recent supplementary information (dated Apr il 2006) supporting the 
planning application the applicant states that there is only one ship in the w orld that 
w ould have difficulty fitt ing into the dock (the Jahre V iking).  It s tates  that TERRC is  
the only end of life yard being cons idered that w ould be physically able to cope w ith 
very large crude carr iers  (VLCC) and ultra large crude carr iers  (ULCC) the largest 
class  and s ize of vessels) and that w ithout the s ite the UK w ould be unable to deal 
w ith the aforementioned classes of ship.   
 
The ES states  that  
 
“the Graythorp site is  not the only s ite in the United Kingdom on w hich a new  turbine 
fabrication plant could be located. How ever, the s ite is 
immediately available and it does have the necessary road and rail 
connections and a deep w ater berth w hich is needed to take offshore 
turbines to their intended locations”.  
 
8.2.4 The above factors are therefore considered to present a strong case for the 
proposed development on grounds of need and site location. 
 
Question of ships running aground 
 
8.2.5 The applicant has prov ided information to show  how  a vessel falling w ithin the 
ULCC c lass  can be manoeuvred through the proposed nav igable channel and into 
the dry dock. Friends of the Ear th have questioned the practicality of this  manoeuvre 
given the need to accommodate attendant tugs w ithin residual space constraints of 
the dredged channel.  In this  regard the Harbour  Master  has raised no objections.  
He states “ it is not unreasonable for  vessels of the dimens ions  show n to be 
nav igated into the main basin us ing tugs.  Before arrival into the port an operational 
meeting w ould be held to set the various parameters to ensure a safe passage”  
 
8.3 Waste disposal considerat ions 
 
8.3.1 The Government’s Planning Policy Statement (PPS10) – Planning for  
Sustainable Waste Management states that it is  the government’s policy to promote 
a w aste hierarchy in w hich prior ity should be given to the reuse and recyclability of 
redundant mater ials ahead of disposal.  Disposal should only be relied on as a las t 
resor t.  Waste management strategies  are to be initiated at the regional level. 
 
8.3.2 A number of respondents have objected on grounds that the proposal to 
decommission American ships and deal w ith the w aste generated w ould be in 
conflict w ith so-called best practical environmental options and the ‘prox imity 
princ iple’.   
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8.3.3 They state that in accordance w ith EU direc tives w aste should de disposed of 
at a location in proximity to its generation. 
 
8.3.4 It should be noted that the DEFRA committee, (mentioned ear lier in this report)  
referred in its findings to the difficulties faced by national regulators in applying w aste 
law  to ships.  The Basel Convention imposes certain controls over  the transfrontier 
movement of hazardous w aste from developed countr ies to developing countr ies 
although there is disagreement as to w hether this applies to ships . 
 
8.3.5 The report indicates that in terms of w here ships should be dismantled, Fr iends 
of the Earth and Greenpeace acknow ledge the prox imity princ iple should apply  so 
that developed countr ies dismantle their ow n ships. 
 
8.3.6 The application of the prox imity princ iple in this context is by no means s traight 
forw ard.  The present controversy centres on the disposal in a foreign location 
vessels that w ere made in America and ow ned by the Amer ican Government.  The 
allegation of departure from the proximity pr inciple is easy to unders tand.  How ever 
the w ider picture is far  more complicated. 
 
8.3.7 The Chamber of Shipping has argued that it is very difficult to say w hich 
country  should be regarded as home for any  particular ship.  It has s tated :- 
 
“w e are a UK-based shipping organisation of the [international] BP group. We have 
ships that w e w ere recyc ling that w ere built in Japan, they spent their entire lives 
trading around the w orld. If they had ever come to this country, they w ould only have 
come on a few  occasions and w ere then finally dismantled in China. Where is ‘home’ 
for that ship”? 
 
8.3.8 The MARAD contract is only par t of a much w ider pic ture that involves  
responding to an identified need for safe ship dismantling facilit ies irrespective of 
w hether the vessels w ere or iginally manufac tured in or  ow ned by  this  country. 
 
8.3.9 DEFRA’s  current position as stated in the draft recycling strategy is that the 
prox imity pr inc iple does not apply to the movement of ships. 
 
8.3.10 Others have commented that PPS10 – Planning for Sustainable Waste 
Management s tates that areas that have traditionally processed much w aste should 
not be required to receive anymore.  This is cons idered to misrepresent the true 
pos ition in PPS10 w hich states that in deciding w hich s ites  to identify for w aste 
management facilities, w aste planning author ities  assess their suitability agains t 
various cr iteria including the cumulative effect of previous w aste disposal facilit ies  on 
the w ell-being of the local community including any s ignificant adverse impacts on 
env ironmental quality , social cohes ion and inc lus ion or economic  potential. 
 
8.3.11 The proposal in this case, though, is not for a new  w aste disposal fac ility  but 
to utilise an existing facility w hich has consent for and has previously  under taken 
decommissioning w orks on oil platforms for purposes w hich do not include w aste 
disposal.  The processes consented are s imilar to those involved in the 
decommissioning of ships. 
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8.3.12 It is  also cons idered that, notw ithstanding that the grant of permission w ould 
allow  for the importation of w aste materials, that the TERRC s ite is in very close 
prox imity to the Seaton Meadow s site. The Environmental Statement indicates that 
Seaton Meadow s is likely to receive certain w aste mater ials ar ising from the 
proposed project subjec t to it being licensed to do so.  Consequently there is an 
opportunity  to overcome or at leas t reduce a potential requirement to transport 
resulting w astes on long overland journeys. 
 
Transfer of w aste from s ite 
 
8.3.13 Section 28 of the revised Environmental Statement dated November 2005 
states that most w aste w ill leave the site by road haulage rather than by  rail.  It is 
conceivable that some w ould leave by rail, but the rail traffic is likely to be largely for 
goods rather than w aste.  Wastes for disposal w ould generally  be carried in 25 
tonnes capacity HGV’s.  This w ould involve in the order  of up to 480 vehicles per 
year , an average of less than tw o vehic les  per day.  This figure includes w aste 
generated by routine cleaning up of the dock floor as w ell as w aste generated by 
decommissioning of ships. 
 
8.3.14 Details  of the removal, s torage and disposal of various w aste streams ar ising 
have been incorporated w ithin a compliance plan attached to the ES.  The 
Compliance Plan w ill need to be approved and monitored by the Env ironment 
Agency to ensure that agreed processes are being adequately implemented.   The 
Environmental Statement states that all w aste w ould be transpor ted betw een the s ite 
and its disposal location by a registered carr ier of w astes. 
 
Waste disposal capacity 
 
8.3.15 The applicant has  provided information w ithin the revised Environmental 
Statement – November 2005 setting out the position as at Apr il 2001  of available 
w aste disposal capac ity and life expectancy of landfill s ites w ithin the Tees Valley 
area and w ider  northern region.  At that time the annual landfill site input w ithin the 
Tees Valley area amounted to 562,000 tonnes (referred to as cubic metres  w ithin the 
env ironmental statement but subsequently  corrected).  This  amounted to a life 
expectancy w ithin the Tees Valley area of some 14.4 years. The ES projec ts that a 
maximu m of some 4,000 cubic metres of ship related w aste and 6,300 tonnes of 
contaminated dock floor  mater ial w ill be generated as a result of the 2 annual ship 
decommissioning cyc les .  The w astes generated from the project w ould therefore 
amount to less than 2% of the annual s ite inputs  w ithin the Tees Valley based on the 
above figures.  This w ould equate to around 3 months of the 14.4 year life 
expectancy.  
 
8.3.16 Taking these statistics into account the proposed facility is predicted to have 
only a very marginal impact on available landfill capacity and the need to plan for 
future prov ision w ithin the Tees Valley Region. 
 
8.3.17 There is no objection from the Tees Valley  Joint Strategy Unit on w aste 
disposal capac ity  grounds. 
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Seaton Meadow s 
 
8.3.18 Seaton Meadow s is a licensed w aste disposal s ite in c lose proximity  to 
TERRC.  Seaton Meadow s is already licensed and could receive many of types of 
w astes assoc iated w ith ship decommissioning e.g. asbestos irrespective of w hether 
the proposed project proceeds. 
 
8.3.19 Friends of the Earth consider that the Env ironmental Statement is  deficient in 
that it fails to prov ide an assessment of the suitability of Seaton Meadow s as an 
expected destination for  w aste arising from the project. 
 
8.3.20 The objector states that the regulations require the indirect, secondary, 
cumulative, short, medium and long term effects of the development to be 
cons idered. 
 
8.3.21 Whilst this  requirement is understood, the Seaton Meadow s site w as itself the 
subject of a number of prev ious  planning permiss ions for w aste disposal dating back 
to the 1980s. Consideration w as given to the effects of w aste disposal at this  site 
along w ith appropriate conditions such as leachate and landfill gas  control.  It is  
currently an operative landfill s ite and is licensed and regulated by  the Environment 
Agency to receive var ious w aste s treams. 
 
8.3.22 In this context it w ould be perverse to reassess the suitability of the site as a 
w aste disposal location along w ith the env ironmental protec tion measures in place 
there as  part of the environmental impact assessment procedures for  the current 
application. 
 
8.3.23 It is  possible that w aste w ill not alw ays go to Seaton Meadow s but might be 
sent to other disposal locations.  To provide a detailed assessment of each  
conceivable w aste disposal site over the life time of the projec t w ould be an 
extremely onerous task and is cons idered to be beyond w hat the E.I.A regulations  
seek to achieve. 
 
Setting a precedent for other types of w aste 
 
8.3.24 The types of w aste that are permissible for acceptance at landfill sites  are 
regulated by the Env ironment Agency subject to a valid planning permiss ion.  Each 
substance is dealt w ith depending on its ow n innate qualities and requirements.  The 
introduction of any mater ials not already permitted under the existing planning 
permiss ions w ould require a separate consent.  Precedent is not therefore 
cons idered to be an issue.  
 
Description should refer to a proposed w aste management activity 
 
8.3.25 The descr iption of the proposed development as amended in the submission 
of further supplementary information dated April 2006 is  cons idered to be acceptable 
 
8.4 Human Health 
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General human health / prox imity to populated areas 
 
8.4.1 Several people have commented on a perceived relatively high inc idence of 
cancer w ithin the Hartlepool area. 
 
8.4.2 There is  no evidence to link the application site w ith any  adverse affects on 
health in the Hartlepool area. 
 
8.4.3 The w astes aris ing from the proposed project w ill all be disposed of at suitably 
licensed premises many of w hich w ill already be able to accept identical w astes 
aris ing from many different sources .  It w ould therefore be both anomalous and 
inappropriate to call into question the safety of landfill operations and therefore 
effectively challenge the role of the licensing regime. 
 
Air pollution issues  
 
8.4.4 The follow ing table summarises the nature and source of potentially released 
contaminants prior to any mitigation measures to control or prevent such emiss ions. 
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8.4.5 The env ironmental statement identifies the locations in c losest prox imity to the 
site w hich are given cons ideration in terms of vulnerability to airborne pollution. 
 
• Play ing fields to the north at a distance of approx imately 300m of the site 

boundar ies , 
• An industr ial estate at approximately 70m north of the s ite boundary, 
• sew age w orks at approx imately  300m nor th east of the site boundary , 
• w orks at approximately 370m east of the site boundary, 
• a pow er plant to the east at approximately 350m of the site boundar ies. 
 
8.4.6 The majority of these receptors are identified as low  sensitiv ity  given that they 
comprise industr ial operations.  The playing field is recognised as more sens itive 
how ever the impact is considered to be reduced by the reduced frequency and 
duration of exposure. 
 
8.4.7 The nearest res idential communities  are  Seaton Carew  and Greatham both in 
excess  of 1.5 kilometres from the s ite 
 
8.4.8 The Environmental Statement contains the follow ing information:- 
 
A review of onsite air data taken at a typical ship decommissioning site i n 
Bangladesh has b een used to identify potential l evel of air concentrati ons  of typical 
pollutants associated with a shipyard.  These were found to b e generall y below 
acceptable exposure levels for air with occasional exceedance.  However, as the 
United Kingdom regulati ons  and methods of working are far  stricter and better 
managed then the situation at TERRC will be far better. 
 
A qualitati ve and semi-quantitati ve assessment of the potenti al dispersion and 
natural attenuation behaviour of the airborne contaminants and odours in the 
atmosphere has enabled the prediction that emissions of particulates matter, gases, 
vapours and odours at the site would not b e significant and should not be of potenti al 
concern to the l ocal population and environment. 
 
It is concluded that the potential risks from airborne matter and odours to the local 
populati on and the environment in the vicinity of the TERRC site should not be 
considered of potentially significant impact. 
 
The ES concludes that whilst there may be short term peaks i n the emissions of finer 
material (smaller than 10 microns)  the nati onal air quality standard of 40 micro 
grammes /cubic metre would not be breached as  a result of the current application. 
 
8.4.9 The Environmental Statement states that emissions to air  can be adequately 
controlled through appropriate w orking practices.  The Env ironment Agency and 
Health and Safety  Executive w ill be responsible for  stipulating detailed operational 
prac tices w ith respect to preventing any adverse effects from air emissions .   
 
8.4.10 For example all asbestos stripping w ill be carr ied out in sealed conditions  w ith 
negative air pressure so that dispersal of fibre into the atmosphere w ill be negligible.  
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The removal of naturally occurr ing low  level radioac tive substances w ould be subject 
to specific procedures controlled by the Environment Agency. 
 
8.4.11 The Env ironmental Statement confirms that it w ould be possible to control the 
cold cutting of any metal that w as found to be contaminated to ensure containment 
of any paint flakes. 
 
8.4.12 With regard to metal cutting in general any particulate release w ould become 
less  concentrated over distance and is not predicted to have an adverse affect on 
the prev iously identified receptors or on the env ironment.   
 
8.4.13 Any emiss ions to air in general are predicted to be in keeping w ith national air 
quality standards.  These w ill be monitored to ensure compliance.  There are no 
objections on public safety grounds from the Head of Public  Protection. 
 
Noise and v ibration issues – housing areas to north 
 
8.4.14 With regard to the need to protect the health of people w orking at the site the 
Environmental Statement indicates  that w orking practices w ill accord w ith the 
requirements of various relevant bodies of legislation including The Health and 
Safety at Work etc. Act 1974 and its subordinate legislation such as The Control of 
Substances Hazardous to Health Regulations 2002 and The Control of Asbestos at 
Work Regulations 2002. The respons ibility for implementation and compliance w ith 
this legislation lies w ith the HSE.  The operation is cons idered to be too far 
separated from the nearest res idential areas  for noise or v ibration to cause an 
impact there a view  endorsed by the Head of Public Protec tion and Hous ing.. 
 
Proximity of schools 
 
8.4.15 The neares t schools to s ite are located in Seaton Carew  and Greatham in 
excess  of 2 kilometres aw ay from the site.  Given the findings  of the Env ironmental 
Statement there is  not cons idered likely to be any adverse impact on these sites . 
 
Emergency Plan requirements 
 
8.4.16 The Cleveland Emergency Planning Unit has  raised no objec tion to the 
planning application. How ever given the s ites location betw een Huntsman Tioxide 
and the nuclear pow er station and taking account of the number of additional 
employees projected it recommends that the company should make plans to secure 
the protection of those employees through the preparation of a response plan.  
These measures can be secured through planning condition. 
 
8.5 Risk m anagement 
 
8.5.1 The ES s tates that various procedures and practices w ill be implemented to 
aver t the r isk of contamination and to treat any leaks and spillages should they  
occur.  Var ious measures include the follow ing:- 
 

1. Cofferdam construction w ill use only non-contaminated mater ials .  Mater ials  
w ill be tested for poss ible contamination before importation. 
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2. Oil retention booms w ill be deployed around vessels and across the dock 
entrance. 

3. Water sampling is  to be undertaken w ithin the dock to ensure that the 
presence of any contaminants do not exceed agreed tr igger points . 

4. For w ork on dry land and in the dry  dock, the site is  covered in granular 
material that can be dug out and replaced if contaminated. 

5. Absorbent material w ould be used to pick up any spillages. 
6. A clay bund w ill be constructed ins ide the pos ition of the cofferdam so as  to 

isolate any  leakage of contamination from any c lean w ater w hich might enter  
the dock through the gates. 

7. The applicant operates a 3 tier incident response plan in the event of an oil 
spillage occurr ing. 

8. Regular inspection of vessels to ensure no leakage. 
 
8.6 Drainage Issues 
 
Preparation of the dry  dock 
 
8.6.1 The methodology to be used in construc ting the dry dock is detailed w ithin the 
Environmental Statement and is summarised w ithin Appendix A to this repor t.  It 
acknow ledges the imprac ticality of treating the vast volume of w ater impounded 
w ithin the dock should this become necessary and as such the approach w ould be to 
ensure that steps are taken to minimise the risk of a pollution incident occurr ing 
through the drainage regulations adminis tered by the Environment Agency. 
 
Lack of solid dock floor 
 
8.6.2 The revised Environmental Statement (section 12.5.10) confirms that the 
structure of the dock floor  compr ises a lattice w ork of concrete beams infilled w ith 
ballast of crush rock.  Follow ing dismantling operations and pr ior to the dock being 
reflooded, the dock floor w ill be tested for residual contamination.  Any contaminated 
aggregate w ould be removed and replaced w ith c lean material.  The Environment 
Agency has not objected to this proposed remediation strategy . 
 
8.6.3 The follow ing text is  taken from para. 12.5.11 of the Env ironmental Statement 
and provides the justification: 
 
“The dock floor is permeable by virtue of the l ayer of aggregate infilling the spaces 
between the existi ng concrete beams which are load b earing and give the floor 
sufficient strength to suppor t steel and concrete oil and gas rigs during their 
construc tion. Photographic evidence (see front cover of ES) from the time the dock 
was used in dry conditions shows water on the dock floor in dry weather conditions. 
This indicates  that there is a movement of groundwater upwards onto the dock  floor. 
In fact the fl oor  of the dock was excavated to this depth and no deeper as the 
leakage of groundwater  would then have b ecome excessi ve. Because the base of 
the dock  is below the l evel of the Seaton Channel, the natural water table will be 
somewhat higher  than the l evel of the dock floor, so the dri ve of the watertable will 
mean that the flow of groundwater  is upwards into the dock. This being the case, it is 
not expected that there will be significant downward movement of liquids  in the dock 
through the fl oor into the groundwater. The superficial geological deposits in the area 
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were found in the site inves tigation undertaken b y Able UK in 1998 to be a series of 
clays  in a thick sequence of low-permeability glacial till and these underlie the site to 
provide a low permeability seal below the dock floor. Had they not been there 
channel water would have surged upwards through the dock floor every time Laing 
Offshore Ltd closed the dock gates  and pumped out the dock . This did not happen, 
hence Laing Offshore Ltd was able to use the dry dock  for its ri g fabricati on work”. 
 
Analys is of trade effluent /w ater discharge 
 
8.6.4 The impact from trade effluent is considered w ithin the appropr iate assessment 
of this development attached as  Appendix C.  The question of w ater discharge 
quality w ill be cons idered by  the Environment Agency w ho are required to assess an 
application for drainage consent in relation to this project.  The Agency raises no 
objection in princ iple. 
 
Need for a secondary bund / Stability of cofferdams – may buckle / requirement for  
sealing etc . 
 
8.6.5 Public Interest Law yers have commented that bes t practice suggests that 
docks should have a secondary bund sys tem in place to contain any  leakage or 
accidental spills.  It is par t of the current planning application to incorporate such a 
secondary  bund w ithin the dock.  This w ill serve to separate the ‘dirty’ part of the dry 
dock w ithin w hich dismantling takes place from any clean w ater filter ing back into the 
dock through the dock gates or cofferdam.  The ES confirms w ithin chapter 24 that 
these separate areas are to be drained v ia separate sumps.  Clean w ater is  to be 
pumped back into the Seaton Channel.  Any dirty w ater is to be contained on s ite 
prior to testing.  If the w ater contains excess ive hydro-carbons these w ill be removed 
by an oil w ater interceptor before being pumped back into the channel.  Where 
testing reveals  any dock w ater to contain additional pollutants  it w ill be tankered for 
treatment offsite.  These discharges w ill be regulated by discharge consents issued 
by the Environmental Agency monitor ing and disposal arrangements w ill also form 
par t of the Env ironmental Agency Waste Management Licence. 
 
8.6.6 Concerns  have been expressed w ith regard to leakage of w ater back into the 
dock and the potential for this to cause contamination. 
 
8.6.7 In this regard the Government’s draft document ‘Overview  of Ship Recyc ling in 
the UK’ states that it is  normal for a dry dock to have some w ater running into it from 
land drainage, leakage from dock gates, rain w ater or any  spillage from the ship. 
This effluent is  to be continually  pumped out and stored ready for treatment on or off 
site. Standby or fixed cleanup facilit ies  are to be available for  the treatment or 
removal of effluent in the event of an acc idental spillage.  
 
8.6.8 The proposed drainage s trategy for  the site is  considered to be consistent w ith 
the princ iples outlined above.  
 
Adequacy of means for dealing w ith dock contaminants and drainage etc . 
 
8.6.9 The Environmental Statement confirms that a new  drainage system w ill be put 
in place. 
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8.6.10 Foul sew erage is  to be treated in a propr ietary sew age treatment w orks on 
site to EA standards. 
 
8.6.11 Clean w ater leaking back into the dock through the dock gates or cofferdam 
w ould go to a sump before being discharged back into the Seaton Channel.   
 
8.6.12 Run-off from the dock floor w ould be potentially contaminated and w ould 
therefore go to a separate sump segregated from the c lean w ater sump by the 
secondary  clay bund.  This w ater w ould then be held in storage tanks before being 
tested and in necessary treated through a retention interceptor to extract oily 
substances before being discharged into the Seaton Channel.  If further types of 
contamination in addition to hydrocarbons are found to be present in  the w ater e.g. 
invas ive spec ies the w ater w ould be transported offsite for appropriate treatment.  
The quality standard that the w ater w ould need to meet so as not to tr igger a need 
for treatment have been specified in the ES and w ould need to be agreed by the 
Environment Agency as par t of the w orking plan for the site. 
 
8.6.13 Potential contaminants and their source are listed in the table below :- 
 

 
 
8.6.14 Any contaminated liquids running off the land based dismantling areas w ould 
be passed through retention interceptors.  The ES states that no contaminated scrap 
metal w ill be sheared on permeable surfaces.  Contaminated scrap metal is  to be 
processed on a purpose built fully contained concrete area. 
 
8.6.15 Roof drainage is to be direc ted into a sealed underground sys tem before 
being discharged directly into the Seaton Channel. 
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8.6.16 The gates w ill be constructed to a height of 5 metres A .O.D w ith 0.5 metre 
splash w all in order to protect against 1:200 year tidal surge. 
 
Lack of sufficient data regarding w ater treatment plant – need for firm specification. 
 
8.6.17 The Env ironmental Statement as amended confirms that there is to be no on- 
site treatment of contaminated w ater ar ising from dry dock operations  w ithin the site. 
Water is to be held w ithin purposely  constructed tanks on the s ite.  This  w ater w ould 
be tested w hereafter  it w ould either be disposed of to the Seaton Channel or 
tankered off-site for treatment at a suitably licensed fac ility depending on w hether it 
meets Environment Agency quality cr iteria. 
 
Lack of sufficient / accurate data regarding oil / fuel discharge 
 
8.6.18 The applicant has  provided w ith the Environmental Statement details of the 
proposed drainage system f or the s ite.  This is referred to in appendix B of this 
report.  Essentially it involves pumping clean w ater  back into the Seaton Channel, 
pre- treating it through an oil / w ater interceptor if found to be necessary.  Any w ater 
subject to additional contamination is to be tankered off-site to be dealt w ith at a 
spec ialist facility.  The precise details of this process  inc luding the design of the oil 
w ater separator w ill be controlled by the Env ironment Agency through its drainage 
licensing regime. 
 
Wet dock activ ity 
 
8.6.19 The Env ironmental Statement confirms that under no circumstances w ill hull 
decommissioning be under taken w hilst the ship is in w et dock.  This methodology 
has been rejected as  it w as considered to pose too great an environmental risk.  Wet 
dock operations are to be restric ted to w aste stripping w ithin enclosed areas and 
certain repair and refurbishment processes. 
 
Removal of tox ic material in covered areas 
 
8.6.20 The ES confirms that prior to decommiss ioning w aste materials w ithin the 
inter ior of vessels  w ill be removed.  This w ork does not depend on a dry dock 
location given that it w ould be undertaken in an enc losed area.  The w aste material 
w ould then be safely  container ised and stored w ithin the vessel prior to unloading 
w hen the vessel is settled in the dry  dock. 
 
Flooding 
 
8.6.21 The mitigation strategy confirms that the frontage of the site w ith the Seaton 
Channel w ill be constructed to a minimum 5 metres A.O.D to sufficiently protect the 
dry dock against tidal surge.  Certain par ts of the site are low er than 5 metres A.O.D 
and vulnerable to inundation in an extreme flood event in par ticular sens itive storage 
areas.  How ever it is proposed to protect vulnerable areas of the s ite containing 
contaminated mater ials w ith appropriate bunds to protect against flood r isk. 
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8.7 General ecology considerat ions 
 
8.7.1 The Local Planning Author ity  has undertaken an appropr iate assessment of the 
project alone and in-combination w ith other projects in relation to its impact on the 
Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast SPA.  The findings  and conclus ions of this  
assessment are presented separately at Appendix C.    The assessment concludes, 
amongst other things that dredging adjacent to quays 10 and 11 w ill lead to the loss 
of 0.56 hectares of SSSI (0.3% of the inter-tidal area).  This area is cons idered to be 
of low  value to the SPA birds  but by  w ay of compensation a financ ial contribution 
tow ards habitat replacement is proposed as part of a planning agreement in the 
event that Me mbers are minded to approve the planning application.  As yet a 
spec ific location at w hich this replacement habitat w ill be prov ided has not been 
identified. 
 
8.7.2 How ever at present, the Env ironment Agency are engaged in a programme of 
identifying land for  habitat creation w ithin the Tees Valley Area.  This  programme 
responds to a projected need to replace habitat that w ill be lost to sea level r ise in 
the future.  It is  antic ipated that the contr ibution from the applicant w ill dovetail w ith 
this strategy.   
 
8.7.3 In identifying an appropriate level of financ ial contr ibution, a guiding princ iple 
has  been applied that the amount of habitat replacement should outw eigh the 
amount being los t (in this  case 0.56 ha SSSI).  English Nature has advised that an 
appropr iate contribution for  the prov ision of 1.5 ha of habitat should be secured.  
Based on a previous  habitat creation scheme of similar  scale undertaken by  INCA, a 
sum of £150,000 is cons idered to be appropr iate.  This  has been accepted by the 
applicant and w ould be payable in annual instalments.  A final target date for 
completion of implementation has been set as October 2012 and at this s tage it is 
antic ipated that the scheme can be achieved w ithin that time frame. 
 
8.7. 4 The project has the potential to impact on other residual ecological interests 
including w ithin the site itself and in relation to nearby SSSI designated sites  notably 
bird communities roos ting on Greenabella Marsh to the w est of the s ite and seal 
communities using Seal Sands. 
 
8.7.5 The applicant proposes a Conservation Management Plan to c lear ly identify 
the w orks, procedures, spec ific actions and monitoring surveys  required.  The 
various mitigation and monitor ing proposals are presented in the summary table set 
out ear lier  in this report.  The monitoring regime w ould inc lude surveys of channel 
stability, replacement habitat, SPA sedimentation, suspended solids  in channel w ater 
dur ing dredging and dust.  If Members are minded to approve planning permiss ion 
these measures w ould be secured through planning conditions and a planning 
agreement.   
 
8.7.6 At present operations on the s ite are monitored and review ed  through a 
quarter ly meeting the T.E.A.G (TERRC Ecological Adv isory Group).  This group w as 
set up as part of the planning agreement relating to the 1997 planning permission.  It 
comprises representatives of Able UK, English Nature the Env ironment Agency, 
INCA and Hartlepool Borough Council.  In the event of planning permiss ion being 
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granted the TEAG remit w ould be expanded to encompass the monitoring and 
review  requirements of this project. 
 
Ecological interests w ithin the site 
 
8.7.7 The Environmental Statement recognises that there are 2 ecological interest 
areas w ithin the s ite that could be affected.  With respect to ditches and w etland 
along the north east margin of the site some potential for amphibian presence is 
identified, though considered to be ex tremely unlikely.  English Nature accept that 
the likelihood of this is  ex tremely low . 
 
8.7.8 Nevertheless a pre-construction survey is to be carr ied out and replacement 
habitat provided w ithin the site if found to be necessary . 
 
8.7.9 Some grass land habitat w ill how ever need to be replaced. 
 
8.7.10 The freshw ater and neutral grassland habitats have been identified as being 
of low  quality, and this is no doubt the case compared to the ecological value of the 
surrounding designated sites , how ever these habitats have some intrins ic ecological 
value w hich w ould need to be mitigated or  compensated for .  For  example the Dingy 
Skipper butterfly, Erynnis tages, has been recorded on the grass land areas 
(Wainw right, Oct 2005).  A commitment is  made in the Conservation Management 
Plan to “relocate any areas of neutral grassland ( including calcicolous species) that 
w ill be lost dur ing construction” and, regarding w etland habitats, “to replace and, to 
the extent prac ticable, enhance these habitats for  w ildlife.”  The implementation of 
these commitments should ensure that there is no net loss of biodiversity in terms of 
these habitats. 
 
Effec ts on Greenabella Marsh 
 
8.7.11 The Env ironmental Statement identifies that noise emissions from the 
proposed s ite of the metal recyc ling apparatus have the potential to disturb bird 
assemblages such as  common tern.  By w ay of mitigation it is proposed to construc t 
a visual and acoustic  barr ier  some 8 metres in height.   Notw ithstanding this the 
noise generated by the metal shear is expected to penetrate some distance into the 
marsh resulting in approximately 8 dba increase in noise levels across over 4 per 
cent of the area immediately adjacent to TERRC.  The ES concludes that w hils t the 
disturbance w ill be long term the impact is minor as the rise in noise level is relatively  
small as is the extent of the area affected.  Notw ithstanding this the noise impact of 
the metal recyc ling facility is to be monitored once installed in order to inform the 
most appropriate design of barrier. 
 
Effec ts on seals using Seal Sands  
 
8.7.12 The Env ironmental Statement indicates that in general terms seals have the 
potential to be affected by  toxic  contamination or  excess ive noise par ticular ly during 
the pupping season. The ES conc ludes, how ever, that seals w ill not be exposed to 
any  increased levels of contamination and as  such no mitigation is required.   
A number of factors have lead to the conc lus ion that tox ic contamination w ill not 
present a s ignificant issue to seals.  These are:- 
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1. The ability of low er order  species to metabolise certain contaminants . 
2. The inherent ability of seals to break dow n tox ins . 
3. The exis ting level of sediment contaminants (confirmed by CEFAS) on Seal 

Sand expected to be similar to that mobilised by dredging – therefore impact 
insignificant. 

4. The controls over deposition of dredged sediments. 
5. An effective w orking plan to manage and help prevent the risk of leaks and 

spillages of substances such as oil. 
 

8.7.13 With regard to noise impact, the ES states that mitigation is required to 
ensure that no piling or dredging operations w ill take place over the per iod mid June 
– August (the pupping season)  w ithin the per iod 2 hours either side of low  tide and 
also that ‘soft start’ procedures  are used for relevant machinery. 
 
8.7.14 Furthermore there is  a commitment to continue to contr ibute to the ongoing 
seal monitoring programme.   The results of this monitor ing “w ill be repor ted at the 
end of the survey period and the information fed into the review  process w ith the 
potential to revise operations  in response to the findings”. (Conservation 
Management Plan, section 7.2.3.)   It is considered that these measures should be 
sufficient to avoid any  long- term damage to the seal population in the Tees Estuary . 
 
Concerns raised by N.E. Sea Fisheries 
 
8.7.15 The concerns  raised w ith regard to habitat loss, fish mortality and tox ic 
contamination are addressed as part of the LPA ’s appropriate assessment (appendix  
C).  The impact of the projec t on fish migration patterns has  not been highlighted by 
English Nature as a cause for concern. The applicant’s Conservation Management 
Plan states  that a w ater quality  monitoring regime w ill be agreed w ith the 
Environment Agency and CEFAS to ensure a robust approach. 
 
Impact of quays 10 and 11 on Teesmouth field centre / w ould flood defences/ restr ict 
view s from the hide / impact of repair and refurbishment on value of hide. 
 
8.7.16 The applicant has  confirmed that construc tion of the jetty w hich extends along 
the shoreline from Quay 11 to the British Energy pow er station is no longer  
proposed. It is  stated that the shoreline frontage w ill still be reinforced by  sheet piling 
to same height as Quay 11 (5m Above Ordinance Datum – AOD), and a moor ing 
bollard w ill be ins talled.  
 
8.7.17 The observation hide (seal hide) on the r ivers ide next to the pow er station w ill 
not now  be dis turbed and w ill remain intac t in its present position. Whilst inevitably 
the mooring of ships at quays 10 and 11 w ill res trict view s to a certain extent in a 
w esterly direc tion view s w ill continue to be available from the hide to Seal Sands 
 
RSPB comments 
 



Planning Co mmittee – 12th Oct ober 2006  3.1(1) 

Planni ng Committee Ships Meeti ng - 06.10.12 - Able UK Ltd 
 44 Hartlepool Bor ough Council  

8.7.18 The RSPB raise no objec tion to the application subject to conditions.  The 
conditions are considered to be reasonable and are reflec ted later in the report.  
It is considered that proposed mitigation measures w ill provide sufficient control over 
the r isk of toxic contamination ar ising.  These measures include the sampling of dock 
floor  sediments  for contamination prior to dock being reflooded.  It has been 
determined that sediments in the Seaton Channel are of a similar composition to that 
in the w ider  Tees River system.  There is  therefore cons idered to be no reasonable 
justification for an invertebrate monitor ing programme. 
 
ES fails to c larify phas ing of w orks 
 
8.7.19 The general phas ing of operations inc luding any simultaneous w orks that are 
likely to give rise to in-combination effects is cons idered to have been adequately 
addressed w ith the Environmental Statement. 
 
Need for full seasons bird count data. 
 
8.7.20 The further  information provided April 2006 included, at Appendix 10, bird 
count data w hich w as gained during surveys  over the period September 2005 to 
March 2006.  The survey compr ised some 16 site v isits over this per iod.  It is 
cons idered the extent of the survey provides  a satisfac tory ins ight into bird usage of 
the SPA w hich informs the LPAs appropr iate assessment.  There has been no 
objection from English Nature either to the extent or quality  of the bird count survey . 
 
8.7.21 Notw ithstanding this the applicant has agreed to under take a fur ther full 
seasons survey of bird usage over the per iod October through March follow ing the 
completion of dredging and piling construction w orks. 
 
Climate change 
 
8.7.22 The relationship betw een c limate change and the proposals to carry out 
capital dredging w ithin the Seaton Channel is considered w ithin the LPAs 
appropr iate assessment (see Appendix C of this  report).  This recognises  that an 
annual r ise in sea level of 6mm is predicted. 
 
8.7.23 There is the possibility that the accretion rate on the SPA w ill not keep pace 
w ith this  sea level change and that areas of the SPA w ill be inundated and 
unavailable to birds.  The reduced accretion rate assumes that the dredged mater ial 
is released at sea.  As an alternative to this, Able UK w ould agree to use some of 
dredged mater ial from the maintenance dredge to replenish the sediment on the 
SPA should this be felt necessary.  This w ould only  occur if tr iggered by  bathymetr ic 
monitor ing results and w ith prior agreement from the Counc il and after consultation 
w ith the statutory author ities .  
 
Concern about definitions of impact and recoverability. 
 
8.7.24 The evaluation of various impacts, the ability of the env ironment to deal w ith 
these effects and the appropriate mitigation measures are matters  dealt w ith w ithin 
the Environmental Statement. 
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Removal of tox ics should be w ithin covered areas 
 
8.7.25 The ES confirms that tox ic material such as asbestos w ill be stripped from the 
vessel prior  to it being decommissioned.  This w ill ensure that the w orks take place 
in an enclosed space.  Asbestos w ill be double bagged and w ill not be unloaded until 
the ship is in dry dock. 
 
Questions over predicted noise levels /sound pow er levels? 
 
8.7.26 The Health and Safety Executive is  a statutory consultee in relation to this 
project.  Had the sound pow er levels identified been unacceptable or  erroneous the 
LPA w ould have expected this to have been draw n to its  attention.  The Health and 
Safety Executive has raised no concerns over  the identified sound pow er levels. 
 
Heavy metal content of paint and anti-fouling agents/impact of tox ic metals/ capac ity 
to deal w ith PCBs and radioactive materials. 
 
8.7.27 The processing and means of disposal of the various forms of w aste that are 
expected to ar ise as a result of the proposed project has been detailed in the 
TERRC compliance plan.  This plan has been attached as  an appendix to the 
Environmental Statement but ultimately w ill need to be approved and regulated by 
the Environment Agency.  The EA do not object to the scheme. 
 
8.7.28 No ships carry ing military w eaponry (especially nuclear armaments) w ill be 
allow ed into the TERRC site for  decommissioning. No ships w ith nuc lear engines w ill 
be received at TERRC for decommiss ioning, though the ship w ould be accepted if 
the engines had been previous ly removed.  Any radioac tiv ity left over  from these 
sources w ould be removed at the por t of departure before the vessel commenced its 
journey to TERRC. 
 
8.7.29 The w orking plan for  the site administered by  the Environment Agency w ill 
include monitor ing for the presence of naturally occurr ing radioactive w aste: low  
spec ific activity scale (LSA) that can form on structures  and assemblies and 
radioac tive smoke detec tors . 
 
8.7.30 Any hazardous substances recovered w ould be landfilled or treated as 
appropr iate at a s ite appropriately licensed by the Environment Agency.  
 
8.7.31 The cofferdam is to be constructed from c lean materials and there is no 
reason to expect that its  dismantling and re-building w ould cause any tox ic pollution. 
 
8.8 Economic issues – image of the town 
 
8.8.1 The Local Plan recognises  tourism as a grow ing sec tor of the local economy 
follow ing the advent of attractions such as the marina and historic quay.  Seaton 
Carew  is recognised as an opportunity to prov ide seaside based recreation and 
leisure opportunities.  At the same time the Local Plan does not identify the 
appearance of the Graythorp dock area as  a threat to the tow n’s tour ism industry 
and does not seek to prohibit heavy  industrial practices  there for  this  reason. 
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8.8.2 The env ironmental statement acknow ledges that the TERRC s ite w ould not be 
visible from a range of tour ist destinations  in both Hartlepool and Seaton Carew .  It 
conc ludes that the only des tinations of vis itor value from w hich the s ite w ould be 
visible are the Teesmouth Field Centre and the national nature reserve both of w hich 
lie in a heav ily  industrialised env ironment. 
 
8.8.3 It is cons idered that the most direct routes to the var ious  attractions on to w hich 
a major ity of traffic is likely to be concentrated w ould be the A689 to the south and 
the A179 to the north of the tow n centre.  Neither  route passes the s ite. 
 
8.8.4 Any tourist related traffic on the A178 Tees Road w ould pass the s ite very 
quickly and w ould therefore have only limited view s.  In any event the site w ould be 
view ed w ithin a heavy industrial landscape context, betw een the Huntsman Tiox ide 
and the pow er station sites character ised by substantial energy infrastructure.  
These cons iderations are supported by  the Hartlepool Economic Forum w ho state 
that the site is w ell removed from the main tourism centre and should therefore have 
no impact on this. 
 
8.8.5 The proposed development is not therefore considered likely to have an 
adverse effect on the image of the tow n.   
 
Employment generation c laims/relationship w ith local economy 
 
8.8.6 The various regional policy documents inc luding regional planning guidance, 
the draft regional spatial strategy and the Tees Valley Structure Plan all seek in 
princ iple to encourage appropriate development of land adjacent to the por ts for port 
related development that needs to take advantage of the unique locational facilit ies. 
 
8.8.7 Furthermore One North East, the Hartlepool Economic Forum and the 
Council’s Economic Development Manager have all recognised that the project 
offers the opportunity for creating much needed jobs. 
 
8.8.8 The env ironmental statement predic ts that there w ill be shor t term job gains 
associated w ith the construction of the cofferdam, quays and var ious  buildings.  In 
terms of the ongoing operations of ship dismantling and metal processing some 219 
jobs are forecast. 
 
8.8.9 The applicant forecasts that some 26 vessels w ill be accepted at the TERRC 
facility per year in tw o decommissioning cycles (some 12-15 vessels each) .  It 
recognises that the number of vessels that can be accepted depends on size and the 
need to retain at least 20m of access betw een each vessel as free space for  
machines and decommissioning. 
 
8.8.10 The supplementary document to the ES dated January 2006 prov ided the 
follow ing further employment profile details assuming a batch of 12 ships  w ithin the 
dock aw aiting decommissioning:- 
 

1. 21 management staff compr ising 1 overall decommissioning Works Manager, 
4 managers  cover ing w orks planning and resources management, and 16 
superv isors  cover ing 6 decommiss ioning teams. 
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2. 192 manual employees to be formed into 6 decommiss ioning teams (each 

team split betw een tw o ships .  Therefore each ship is attended by  16 
operators, made up of 2 team leaders, approx imately 6 operators involved 
w ith w aste removal operations and approximately 8 involved w ith metal 
removal and de-fabr ication operations . 

 
8.8.11 The government has produced a draft document entitled ‘Overview  of ship 
recycling in the UK’.  This  document is  currently out to consultation but helpfully 
prov ides  an estimate of the type and number of staff required to dismantle a vessel 
of 2,500 - 5,000 tonnes in an established recycling facility.  Var ious provisos are 
given in that the estimate does not inc lude shift staff and subcontractors and that the 
actual numbers of staff w ill depend on the size of the facility , the number of ships 
being dismantled and the time allocated for the dismantling process.  
 
MANAGEM ENT:  
Project Manager  
1  
Health, Safety  and Environmental Manager  
1  
Quality  Assurance Manager  
1  
Human Resource Manager  
1  
Competent Waste Manager  
1  
TECH SPECIALISTS:  
Professional Engineers  
2  
Demolition Engineer  
1  
SUPERVISORY:  
Project Foremen  
1  
Store Person  
1  
TECH AND SUPPORT:  
Cler ical Staff  
2  
Welders and Gas Cutter Operators  (double as Fire Watchers)  
4  
Mechanics   
2  
Elec tric ians   
2  
Plant Operators (2 plants)  
2  
Crane Operators (2 cranes)  
2  
Forklift Operators  
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3  
Support Store Person  
2  
Security  Staff  
4  
Labourer Staff  
6  
TOTAL STAFF  
39  
 
8.8.12 Taking into account the economies that w ill be available from 
decommissioning ships in multiple batches it is considered that the job creation 
projections are consistent w ith the Government’s ow n assessment above. 
 
8.8.13 The ES states that the applicant intends to have the capac ity also to build 
ships at the TERRC s ite, though this is  not likely  to be the main activ ity in the 
foreseeable future. 
 
8.8.14 The rev ised version of the ES submitted November 2005, incorporated a 
letter from Tees Valley Regeneration.  This letter provided an estimate of the number 
of jobs that could be created in the w ind energy industry w ithin the Tees Valley.  
 
Wind turbine blades – 100-200 
 
Wind turbine tow ers and bases – 130-200 
 
Wind turbine nasal heads – Up to 100 
 
8.8.15 These figures  w ere based on enquiries  that had been received from w ind 
energy related companies.  It is understood that at present there are no 
manufacturers of turbine related components in the Tees Valley. 
 
8.8.16 The Env ironmental Statement projects that the s ite could create some 510 
jobs in the turbine manufacturing industry  w hich w ould be consis tent w ith the upper 
projection levels that TVR cons ider  possible based on prev ious  enquiries .   
 
8.8.17 It is  therefore cons idered that this element of the project provides 
cons iderable job creation potential. Based on the above evidence even the most 
conservative estimates suggest that in excess of 200 jobs could be created. 
 
8.8.18 In addition to the number of jobs proposed the company confirm that as par t 
of a planning agreement they are prepared to offer targeted training and recruitment 
opportunities to local res idents. 
 
Reputation of the company 
 
8.8.19 References have been made to the company breaching health and safety and 
env ironmental protection regulations in relation to their existing operations.  
Objections have been raised on this basis to the developers ability to carry out the 
proposed operation in a competent manner.   
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8.8.20 It should be noted that the competence of the site operator w ould be 
evaluated through the ability of the applicant to produce a sound and enforceable 
w orking plan for the s ite.  The w orking plan w ould need to be approved by the 
Environment Agency w ho has to ensure that the applicant is a fit and proper person 
before issuing a w aste management licence.  The Agency has the pow ers to revoke 
the activities under the licence w here the management of the licensed activ ities  has 
ceased to be in the hands of a technically competent person.  With respect to 
planning regulations it is the use of the land rather than the individual operator that is 
in question.  The competence of the developer has occasionally been taken into 
account as a material planning consideration in certain his tor ical planning cases 
w here there w as thought to be a risk of a s ite becoming abandoned w ith adverse 
consequences for surrounding land uses.  This is not considered to be a mater ial 
planning cons ideration in this case. 
 
8.8.21 As prev ious ly touched on in this  report, the L PA are not consider ing a 
planning application for landfill operations.  The applicant’s subsidiary  company Alab 
Environmental operates a landfill s ite at the Seaton Meadow s which has been the 
subject of prev ious planning applications.  The s ite is monitored and regulated on an 
ongoing basis through the Env ironment Agency ’s licens ing regime.  It is therefore 
cons idered inappropriate to call into question the applicant’s compliance record at 
Seaton Meadow s in the context of this par ticular  application. 
 
8.9 Traffic Issues 
 
Traffic volumes 
 
8.9.1 It is calculated that up to 749 staff w ill be employed at the site on an ongoing 
bas is w hen operating at full capacity.  Us ing data from the 2001 Census a modal 
split for these staff has been estimated.  The split has been adjusted to take into 
account the fac t that there are unlikely to be any trips by LRT, by train or foot. 
 
LDV vehicles 
 
8.9.2 The number of car trips is calculated to be up to 1168 vehic les  (584 arrivals 
and 584 depar tures).  This of course w ill depend on precise employment numbers . 
 
8.9.3 The Environmental Statement states that traffic movements  to and from the 
site w ill be substantially accommodated w ithin w hat is already permitted by the 1997 
permiss ion for  the site. 
 
8.9.4 Due to the phys ical constraints of the s ite there w ill inev itably be a trade off in 
the range of operations that could poss ibly  take place on the site at any  one time..  
For example the room taken up in the dry  dock for ship decommissioning w ould 
potentially be at the expense of rig decommissioning, construction or  refurbishment.  
This w ill exert a brake on the number of additional staff on the site.  Car parking 
prov ision is to be made w ithin the site for up to 760 vehicles.  This is to the 
satisfaction of the Highw ay Engineer. 
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HGV vehic les 
 
8.9.5 l HGV movements  assoc iated w ith the decommissioning, refurbishment, repair 
or construc tion of ships is   expected to amount to 4 vehicles (2 in and 2 out) per  day.  
There w ould be a further 100 movements  assoc iated w ith other s ite activities such 
as turbine manufacture w hich can eas ily be absorbed w ithin the exis ting consented 
limit of 248.5 vehic les. 
 
8.9.6 The applicant is also w illing to enter  into a planning agreement to operate a 
travel plan w hich w ill seek to limit car use to the s ite. 
 
8.9.7 The traffic impact assessment conc ludes that the development w ill not result in 
any  significant detr imental safety or capac ity  issues on the Highw ay Agency ’s trunk 
road netw ork. 
 
8.9.8 There is  no objection to the proposed project from the Council’s Highw ay 
Author ity or  from the Highw ays Agency. 
 
8.9.9 Able UK undertake not to increase other  operations on s ite such that the 
aggregated traffic movements exceed those allow ed by virtue of the 1997 consent.  
The exception is proposed rail movements .   
 
Rail traffic 
 
8.9.10 It is  expected that the proposed rail link into the s ite w ill be used by up to 6 rail 
movements per day (3 trains in and 3 out). 
 
8.9.11 It is  therefore not expected that traffic impacts  w ill result in any environmental 
impact beyond w hat w as consented in 1997. 
 
Marine traffic 
 
8.9.12 The study notes that most recyclable material w ould leave for  the site by  sea 
generating approximately one shipping movement per  w eek.  In addition there w ould 
be 0-4 ship movements per  w eek associated w ith decommiss ioning.  This level 
w ould be accommodated w ithin the 8.75 total movements approved in the 1997 
consent. 
 
Movements of traffic through Seaton Carew  
 
8.9.13 It is  considered likely  that a vast major ity of traffic leaving or entering the site 
w ould use either Brenda Road or Tees Road w estbound depending on direc tion of 
travel.  Travelling through Seaton Carew  would be a less direc t route to the w ider 
highw ay netw ork and as such there w ould be a lack of incentive for traffic to do so.  
This is not therefore considered to be a s ignificant issue. 
 
8.10 Other matters 
 
Adequacy of investigation of potential alternative sites 
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8.10.1 The env ironmental impact regulations require an Environmental Statement to 
contain an outline of the main alternatives  studied by the applicant and an indication 
of the main reasons for his choice, taking into account the env ironmental effects. 
 
8.10.2 Section 5 of the Env ironmental Statement indicates  that insofar as a yard is 
most efficiently  used if it serves the oil and gas exploration industr ies  as  w ell as  
ships, the east side of England or Scotland w ould be the preferable location on the 
bas is of the proximity principle. 
 
8.10.3 The Env ironmental Statement indicates that there is  currently a lack of 
comparable fac ilit ies in the U.K. on the scale of the site proposed at Graythorp.  It 
notes that there are smaller scale facilit ies  on the south side of the Humber, on the 
nor thern tr ibutary  to Portsmouth Harbour and at Fleetw ood in the North–West.  Apart 
from being smaller in scale these sites  w ould be outside the ow nership of the 
applicant and as such there are acquis ition constraints. 
 
8.10.4 The application s ite w as originally constructed as a ship building yard and at 
present already refurbishes and decommissions marine structures. The labour skills 
and industr ial processes involved in current s ite operations are therefore very s imilar 
to those proposed by virtue of this project. 
 
8.10.5 The site w ould provide the largest dry dock in Europe and as such w ould be 
able to accommodate a uniquely w ide range of vessels. 
 
8.10.6 Clearly a larger s ite such as this offers the benefit of potentially  being able to 
accommodate a greater range of ship sizes, making it more flexible in terms of 
coping w ith demand  and reducing the need for  further  sites . 
 
8.10.7 In the most recent supplementary information (dated April 2006)  suppor ting 
the planning application the applicant states that there is only  one ship in the w orld 
that w ould have difficulty fitting into the dock ( the Jahre Viking).  It states that 
TERRC is the only end of life yard being cons idered that w ould be phys ically able to 
cope w ith very large crude carr iers  and ultra large crude carriers ( the larges t class  
and size of vessels.  Without TERRC the UK w ould be unable to deal w ith the 
aforementioned classes of ship.   
 
The ES states  that “the Graythorp site is not the onl y site in the United Kingdom on 
which a new turbine fabrication plant could b e located. However, the site is 
immediatel y available and it does have the necessary road and rail connections and 
a deep water berth which is needed to take offshore turbines to their intended 
locati ons”.  
 
8.10.8 These factors  are therefore considered to present a strong case for the 
proposed development on grounds of s ite location.  Providing the proposal is 
cons idered to be acceptable in env ironmental terms, taking account that this  is  a 
very sensitive location there is not considered to be a need to consider alternative 
siting in any  greater depth. 
 
Lack of quality management sys tems / questions of post scheme monitor ing 
programmes 
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8.10.9 The operation of the s ite w ould be subject to a range of controls and 
monitor ing regimes that w ould be enforced through planning conditions and 
agreements  and through legislation operated by  other bodies such as  the Health and 
Safety Executive and the Environment Agency. 
 
Financ ing erection of dry  dock / taxpayers money 
 
8.10.10 At the present time the project is proposed to be entirely privately financed 
by the company.  There w ill be no taxpayer’s  contribution.  How ever in the event that 
support funding becomes available the company w ould w ish to apply for  it 
accordingly. 
 
Requirement for ships  to be returned 
 
8.10.11 In the event that planning permiss ion is refused the Environment Agency 
w ould be faced w ith a decision either to allow  the four ships currently moored at 
TERRC to remain in their present pos ition or to be removed. 
 
Need for independent study  of issues 
 
8.10.12 The E.I.A . regulations c lear ly put the responsibility for preparation of an 
Environmental Statement onto the applicant. In this  case the Env ironmental 
Statement has  been prepared by an independent team of env ironmental consultants 
(RPS) to w hich var ious other independent consultants have contributed expertise.  
The document inc luding the var ious  supplementary  submissions have been 
review ed by relevant Counc il Officers in consultation w ith English Nature and the 
Environment Agency taking account of other  consultees  comments.  An independent 
study is not necessary or appropriate given these circumstances. 
 
Cons ideration by councillors – should be a matter for gov. policy / public inquiry 
 
8.10.13 The planning application w ill be decided by the Council’s planning committee 
taking account of relevant national, regional and local polic ies  and other  mater ial 
planning cons iderations.  The Government Office for the North East has now  
formally indicated that the Secretary of State does not w ish to call in the applications. 
 
Impact on pow er station 
 
8.10.14 The environmental statement (Supplementary document 2) makes the 
follow ing statement w ith regard to the impact of the project on the pow er station 
cooling w ater intake. 
 
8.10.15 Proposed to remove by dredging the sub-tidal alluvium and glacial clay 
layers associated wi th the 0.56 Ha inter-tidal area between the eastern end of Quay 
11 and the power stati on CW intake. This sub-ti dal material will be removed to 
approximatel y -4.0m LAT (around the current level of the CW intake channel). The 
reasoning is embodied in the Pethick Report (Appendix 5, specificall y sections 6.3 
and 7.3). The bank of the channel at that point is experiencing erosion stress. 
Sediment loosened in the erosion process  is being sucked into the power station 
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cooling water intake and this will conti nue to be the case. This is a natural process of 
erosion, not caused or affected by the TERRC facility. However, the Pethick Report 
predicts that should the TERRC dock be closed permanently the meander will shift 
20m eastwards  in the vicinity of Quay 11, the result being potential accelerated 
erosion of the inter-tidal and sub-tidal area. This would result in an i ncreased burden 
of sediment being sucked into the power stati on cooling sys tem. Various scenarios  
are modelled and presented in DNV report (Appendix 1.3, Table 1 and Table 2) . 
 
8.10.16 This then explains the reason behind the proposal to remove the 0.56 ha of 
inter- tidal area.  In order to prevent problems it is proposed to construct sheet piling 
adjacent to the pow er station w ater intake in order to stabilise and strengthen the 
foreshore. 
 
8.10.17 In general the statement also proposes to avoid dredging quays 10 and 11 
dur ing spr ing tides in order to avoid excessive sediment intake. 
 
Impact of w ind farms on w ildlife interests 
 
8.10.18 The planning application includes a proposal to manufacture w ind turbine 
equipment.  The env ironmental impact of these manufactured structures w hen in s itu 
and operational is beyond the scope of this Env ironmental Statement. 
 
Landscape and v isual matters 
 
8.10.19 The Environmental Statement concludes that the treatment of ships w ill 
impact on v isual amenity  but that due to the industrial location of the s ite w ill be of 
minor s ignificance.  The proposal is no longer  to construct a quay ex tens ion onto the 
British Energy frontage but to construct a mooring bollard instead.  This  means that 
ships w ill not be moored directly in front of the seal observation hide.  Therefore 
w hilst v iew s to the w est and southw est w ill from time to time be s lightly obscured by 
moored vessels there w ill be no interference w ith view s directly across the channel 
to Seal Sands. 
 
Property  devaluation 
 
8.10.20 In the Government’s  document ‘Planning system – General princ iples’ the 
follow ing statement made. 
“The planning system does not ex ist to protect the pr ivate interes ts of one person 
against the activities of another , although pr ivate interests  may coincide w ith the 
public interest in some cases. It can be difficult to dis tinguish betw een public  and 
private interes ts, but this may be necessary on occasion. The bas ic question is not 
w hether ow ners and occupiers of neighbouring properties w ould experience financial 
or other  loss from a particular development, but w hether  the proposal w ould 
unacceptably affect amenities and the ex isting use of land and buildings w hich ought 
to be protec ted in the public  interest”.  
 
8.10.21 Accordingly proper ty devaluation is not regarded as a mater ial planning 
cons ideration. Notw ithstanding this  there has been no evidence presented to 
demonstrate that the proposed development w ould result in such an effect. 
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Appropriate Assessment 
 
8.10.22 As previously indicated the Habitat Regulations  require that w here a projec t 
may potentially have a significant effect on a conservation s ite of international 
importance, the LPA undertakes an appropriate assessment to specifically determine 
the effects of the development on this  site.  On 7 December 2005 English Nature 
determined that the project w as likely to have a s ignificant effect w hich meant that 
the LPA w ere obliged to under take an appropriate assessment of the project alone 
and in combination w ith other projects  in order to determine w hether it w ould have 
an adverse effect on the integr ity of the Spec ial Protec tion Area (SPA).  The LPA’s 
appropr iate assessment is provided at Appendix C.  The assessment considers the 
effects of the project in terms of the magnitude of habitat loss , fish mortality , siltation, 
noise, v isual and odour disturbance, toxic contamination, nutrient enrichment and the 
threat to ecology from invas ive species.   It conc ludes that w ith appropr iate planning 
conditions and obligations to secure mitigation measures the project w ould not either 
alone or  in-combination have an adverse affect on the integrity of the SPA.   
 
9. Conclusion 
 
9.1 It is considered that the proposed development w ould be in keeping w ith the 
Government’s draft ship recycling s trategy.  Furthermore regional and local plan 
policy identify this area as  an acceptable location in pr inciple for heavy industr ial 
activities.  The relevant Local Plan Policy  ( Ind 5j) states  that Graythorp yard may be 
a suitable location for  a range of industrial uses including marine and offshore 
activities. 
 
9.2 The Environmental Statement conc ludes that the project w ithout mitigation w ill 
cause certain adverse environmental affects.  How ever w ith mitigation these impacts 
can be reduced to neutral over time.  In addition compensatory and monitoring 
measures are proposed to be secured through planning agreement w ith the 
applicant.  There w ould be a minor long term adverse effect on a relatively small 
por tion of the Greenabella Marsh SSSI due to noise emanating from the metal shear.  
The Environmental Statement and previous monitor ing suggests that this should not 
be significant. 
 
9.3 This must be balanced against the pos itive effects of the development including 
job creation and the potential to provide modern, safe and environmentally 
acceptable ship recyc ling fac ilities.   The proposal is  considered to present a major 
opportunity  for the Council to demonstrate its green credentials  by  placing itself at 
the forefront of the government’s ship recycling agenda. 
 
10. Recom mendations 
 
10.1 Re comm endation application H/2005/0040 –Approve subject to the 
following conditions and planning agreement heads of  terms. 
 
10.2 Re comm endation application H/2005/0041- Approve subject  to condit ions 
2, 4, 5, 15, 16 and 21 (m odified) and planning agreement to secure a 
programm e for the rigorous inspection of the cofferdam for leakage and 
restrictions on the timing of piling / dredging operat ions. 
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10.3 Re comm endation application H/2005/0042- Approve subject  to condit ions 
2, 4, 5, 15, 16 and 21 (m odified) and planning agreement to secure a 
programm e for the rigorous inspection of the cofferdam for leakage and 
restrictions on the timing of piling / dredging operat ions. 
 
 1. The development to w hich this permiss ion relates shall be begun not later 

than three years from the date of this permiss ion. 
 Reason: To clarify the period for w hich the permiss ion is valid. 
 
2. Permiss ion for the cofferdams hereby approved is valid until 31 October 2011 

and any cofferdam erected in accordance w ith these permissions shall be 
removed from the site unless an amendment is approved by the Local 
Planning Authority  granting an extens ion of this period.  

 Reason: To minimise the impact of the assembly and disassembly  of the 
structure and to enable the Local Planning Authority to rev iew  the position in 
light of experience. 

 
3. The materials to be used in the construction of the var ious  buildings hereby 

approved shall be agreed w ith the LPA pr ior  to commencement of their 
construc tion. 
Reason: In the interes ts of visual amenity 
 

4. Subject to any fur ther restrictions in the follow ing conditions  the development 
hereby approved shall be carried out in complete accordance w ith the findings  
and mitigation measures contained in the applicant’s Environmental 
Statement November 2005 and updated by supplementary documents dated 
January 2006 and Apr il 2006. 
Reason: In order  to ensure a satisfactory form of development. 
 

5. The proposed shore defence w orks, including sheet piling, betw een quay 11 
and the pow er station cooling w ater intake as detailed in Supplementary  
Document 2 shall be completed pr ior to both the commencement of dredging 
w orks to form the berthing pocket adjacent to quays 10 and 11and to the 
closure of the dock.  
Reason: In the interes ts of providing protection to the pow er station frontage. 

 
6. There shall be no dredging operations associated w ith the formation of the 

ship berthing pocket adjacent to quays 10 and 11 during spring tides.  
 Reason: In order  to manage risk factors associated w ith the cooling w ater 

intake system serv ing the pow er station. 
 
7. Pressur ised gasses for the purposes of industrial ac tivities on the site shall 

not be used or stored w ithin 5 metres of any transport route, installation or the 
site boundary. 

 Reason: In the interes ts of safety 
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8. The decommissioning (as defined in the Env ironmental Statement) of the 
external structure of ships1 shall under  no circumstances occur outside the 
proposed dry dock.   
Reason: In the interes ts of environmental protec tion. 

 
9. Decomissioning (as defined in the Env ironmental Statement)  w ork on ships1 

w ithin the dry dock shall not be commenced until drainage and dock floor 
arrangements for  the site as  proposed w ithin the Environmental Statement 
have been constructed and brought into operation. 
Reason: In the interes ts of environmental protec tion. 
 

10. Unless otherw ise agreed in w riting w ith the Local Planning Author ity , except in 
an emergency, no repair or refurbishment w ork(s) shall be undertaken to the 
external par ts of any ship(s)1 in any w et dock location w hich could give r ise to 
contamination of the environment through harmf ul release of fumes, dust, 
smells, liquids or solids. 

 
An emergency situation inc ludes a situation w hich is expected to arise or 
has  arisen on a vessel moored at quays 1, 10 or 11 that threatens:  
a)        the health of or  injury  to personnel  
b)        harm to any protected species or designated habitats or the local 
ecosys tem.  
c)        To pollute w ater in the Seaton or Tees Channel, or  in the River 
Tees or the local atmosphere.  
Reason: In the interes ts of environmental protec tion. 
 

11. No ships carrying military arma ments inc luding nuclear armaments, nuc lear 
pow er units  or  nuc lear fuels shall be allow ed into the TERRC s ite for  
decommissioning repair or refurbishment.  
Reason: In the interes ts of environmental protec tion.  
 

12. Prior  to the development being brought into use details of measures  to 
manage the suppress ion of dus t emanating from the site shall be submitted to 
and agreed w ith the LPA.  Thereafter no w orks w hich are subject to this 
planning permission w hich could give r ise to dust releases shall be 
undertaken unless the approved measures are in place and operable. 
Reason: In the interes ts of environmental protec tion. 
 

13.The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until: 
 

a)  A desk-top study  is carr ied out to identify and evaluate all potential 
sources of contamination and the impacts  on land and/or controlled 
waters, relevant to the s ite. The desk-top study shall establish a 
‘conceptual s ite model’ and identify all plaus ible pollutant linkages. 
Furthermore, the assessment shall set objectives for intrusive site 
investigation w orks/ Quantitative Risk Assessment (or  state if none 

                                                 
1 The use o f the term ‘ship(s)’ within the conditions d escribed shall b e tak en to  mean all ships, vess els and other 
craft  as described in  more detail in the Environ mental Statement. 
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required). Tw o copies  of the study shall be submitted to and 
approved in w riting by the Local Planning Authority . 

 
If identified as being required follow ing the completion of the desk-top study ,  

 
b)  The application site shall be subjected to a detailed scheme for the 

investigation and recording of contamination, and remediation 
objectives  be determined through risk assessment, and agreed in 
writing w ith the Local Planning Author ity 

 
c) Detailed proposals for the removal, containment or otherw ise 

rendering harmless of any contamination (the ‘Rec lamation Method 
Statement’)  be submitted to and approved in w riting by the Local 
Planning Author ity . 

 
d)  The w orks specified in the Rec lamation Method Statement be 

completed in accordance w ith the approved scheme. 
 

e)  If during reclamation or redevelopment w orks any contamination is 
identified that has not been considered in the Reclamation Method 
Statement, then remediation proposals for  this material should be 
agreed w ith the Local Planning Authority. 

Reason: In the interes ts of environmental protec tion 
 

14. Prior  to the use hereby approved being brought into operation details of the 
siting and des ign of any fixed containers to be used for  the storage of 
substances relating to by-products from the uses hereby approved or  on-site 
activities shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
15. There shall be no dredging of the Seaton Channel or the holding bas in dur ing 

critical fish spaw ning season months of February  and March. 
Reason: In order  to safeguard against potential smother ing of shallow  w ater 
spaw ning grounds.  

 
16. No dredging, piling or cofferdam assembly / disassembly operations  shall be 

undertaken + or – 2 hours either s ide of low  tide during the months of 
November, December, January and February  and betw een 15 June and 31 
August inc lusive (all piling operations to adopt “soft s tar t procedures”  w hereby 
the increase in noise is progress ive). 
Reason: In order  to avoid dis turbance to feeding birds using the Teesmouth 
and Cleveland Coast SPA and Seal Sands SSSI mudflats  and to avoid 
disturbance to seals rear ing pups. 
 

17. Subject to the exception at i)  below , the acoustic and visual barrier  hereby 
approved is to be constructed and in place along the boundary of the site 
bordering Greenabella Marsh (as indicated on the planning  
draw ing) pr ior  to the metal shear being brought into operation.   

 
i)  A period of 1 month to be allow ed to test / ver ify noise emissions  from 

the metal shear (w ithout the acoustic barr ier  in place) in terms of the 
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impact of noise on Greenabella Marsh in order to inform the 
appropr iate the final design of the acoustic  barr ier.  The applicant to 
give one month’s notice to the LPA of the date that tes ting w ill 
commence along w ith notice of the dates  of commencement and 
completion of testing. 

 
Reason: In the interes ts of protecting the nature conservation interes t of 
Greenabella Marsh. 
 

18. All lighting associated w ith the development shall be direc ted into the site and 
shall be progress ively  converted to sodium lights in accordance w ith a 
programme to be agreed w ith the LPA before decommissioning w ork 
commences. 
Reason: To avoid disturbance to birds and us ing the SPA and SSSI roosting 
sites. 
 

19. Pre-construction surveys for  amphibians and reptiles  shall be carr ied out and 
any necessary  mitigation measures introduced in accordance w ith the terms 
of the Conservation Management Plan. 
Reason: To ensure no adverse impact upon amphibian and reptile 
populations . 

 
20. Ditch, w etland and neutral grass land habitats  in the north and east of the 

TERRC site shall be replaced, as stipulated in the Conservation Management 
Plan. 
Reason: To ensure the maintenance of locally-important habitats w ithin the 
site. 
 

21. The various operational developments  proposed along the frontage of the 
Seaton Channel compris ing quay, cofferdam and gate construction shall be 
completed to a minimum level of 5 metres A.O.D.  

 Reason: In order  to safeguard against the risk of flooding. 
 

22. All bunding to contaminated w aste storage areas shall be completed to a 
minimu m height of 5 metres A.O.D. 
Reason: In order  to safeguard against the risk of flooding. 
 

23. All w atercourses running along the boundaries of the site shall be kept free 
from obstruction at all times 
Reason: In order  to prevent the risk of flooding. 
 

24. Prior  to any  part of the development hereby approved being brought into 
operation, prov ision for cycle storage shall be made in accordance w ith details 
(numbers and location) to be previous ly agreed w ith the Local Planning 
Author ity. 
Reason: To promote transport to the site by means other than the pr ivate car. 

 
25. Unless otherw ise agreed in w riting w ith the Local Planning Author ity , prior to 

any  part of the development hereby approved being commenced a central 
reserve area on Tees Road allow ing for vehic les w aiting to turn r ight into the 



Planning Co mmittee – 12th Oct ober 2006  3.1(1) 

Planni ng Committee Ships Meeti ng - 06.10.12 - Able UK Ltd 
 59 Hartlepool Bor ough Council  

site shall be prov ided in accordance w ith details  to be prev ious ly submitted to 
and agreed w ith the Local Planning Author ity. 
Reason: In the interes ts of highw ay safety. 
 

26. Prior  to any  part of the development hereby approved being brought into 
operation an emergency response plan detailing the emergency procedures  
(to be prev ious ly agreed w ith the Local Planning Author ity)  to be undertaken 
in the event of an on-site or  off-site inc ident shall be put in place. 
Reason: In the interes ts of protecting the safety of staff w orkers on the s ite. 
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Draft Se ction 106 agreement Heads of terms  
 
The applicant undertakes the follow ing:- 
 

1. Com pensatory requirements 
 

a) The applicant undertakes to make payments for  the creation of 1.5 
hec tares of replacement intertidal habitat, such payments to cover  the 
costs, as relevant, of land acquisition, infrastructure w orks, means of 
enc losure, any other physical w orks necessary to create and safeguard 
the habitat as a s ite, and any other w orks for the environmental benefit of 
the area as the applicant and the local planning author ity shall agree the 
details of such scheme to be agreed in w riting betw een the applicant and 
the Local Planning Authority .  Such payments are to be made in 
accordance w ith the follow ing schedule:- 

 
i)  £50,000 to be paid pr ior to commencement of w ork on Quay 11; 
ii)  £50,000 to be paid on or w ithin 12 months  of i) above; 
iii) £50,000 to be paid on or w ithin 6 months of ii) above. 

 
The Local Planning Author ity  under takes to pay the above sums into an 
interest-bear ing account on the basis that it w ill hold the monies together 
with any interes t accruing for the purpose of creation of replacement habitat.  
In the event that any part of the said monies  is  not expended for this 
purpose of creation of replacement habitat, by 1st October  2012, the 
unexpended balance of the said monies together w ith any accrued interes t 
shall be repaid to the applicant w ithin 28 days of the applicant’s request for  
the same. 

 
b)  Subject to the findings of the monitoring programme, and w ith the 

agreement of all relevant s tatutory  parties institute sediment feeding via a 
suitable engineer ing technique using maintenance and/or  other dredge 
aris ings to help replenish sediment supply to Seal Sands and the north 
shore of the Seaton Channel. 

 
c) To provide replacement / enhancement of grassland / w etland habitat w ithin 

the site. Sand dumps to be incorporated w ithin the proposed acoustic barr ier 
and grass re-es tablished there. 

 
2. Channel stabilis ation requirements 

 
a) As part of the channel dredge to construct stable channel banks in 

accordance w ith Supplementary Document 2, subject to monitor ing regime 
below . 

 
b)  Provide a dredging plan to include a simple contingency plan incorporating 

possible remedial ac tion should slope failure occur.  To be produced and 
agreed pr ior to the commencement of any dredging. 
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3. Monitoring requirements 

 
a) To implement the env ironmental monitoring regime set out below  

(programme to be agreed).  Monitor ing w ill be undertaken by a competent 
env ironmental manager or ecological c lerk of w orks employed by Able UK, 
operating independently of Able UK’s contractors and equipped w ith the 
ability and resources to draw  on spec ialist companies to support as 
needed in the fields of ecology and env ironmental practice. 

 
 b) The findings of the environmental monitoring regime w ill be reported to the 

LPA. 
 
 c) The LPA w ill stipulate any reasonable requirements  pursuant to ecological 

and environmental protec tion stemming from the findings of the monitor ing 
regime. 

 
 d) The applicant w ill carry out any requirements specified in 3c) above in 

accordance w ith a programme to be agreed. 
 
4 Monitoring Regime 
 
 a) Pre-dredging bathymetry surveys in accordance w ith spec ification to be 

agreed w ith the LPA to check s tability  of Seaton Channel.  Findings to be 
reported to and agreed by the LPA pr ior to commencement of capital 
dredging w ithin the Seaton Channel. Follow ing completion of the capital 
dredge, a bathymetr ic survey w ill be instituted to ver ify compliance w ith 
slope design parameters . Thereafter an annual bathymetry  survey w ill be 
undertaken to enable channel s tability  to be monitored and to determine 
the pos ition of any  change to the inter-tidal areas to include mean high 
(MHWS) and low  (MLWS) w ater contours and surface surveys of the 
inter tidal areas. 

 
 b) Monitor ing of SPA sedimentation and the need f or and effectiveness of the 

use of supplementary sediment feeding by  a suitable technique, using 
either maintenance dredge aris ings  or  other suitable mater ial. 

 
c) The development and establishment of new  replacement habitat as 

spec ified in section 7 of the Conservation Management Plan. 
 

d) The quantities  of suspended solid in channel w ater dur ing dredging 
operations. 

 
e) Adequate biosecur ity protection measures. 
 
f) Noise monitor ing on Greenabella Marsh. 

 
g) Inspection of coffer dam / dock gates for leakage. 

 
h) Inspection regime of the dock floor  pr ior to flooding.   
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i)  Dust monitoring. 

 
j)  One full w inter season’s  bird survey  (October  to March inc lusive) of 

sectors DT05, DT018 and DT019 to be ins tituted upon completion of 
dredging and piling construction w orks. Surveys to be conducted tw ice 
monthly and to cover  2 hours before low  tide and 2 hours after  low  tide. 

 
k)  Rev iew  the INCA seal monitor ing programme through T.E.A.G. w ith a v iew  

to revising operations subject to findings. 
 

5. Restrictions 
 

a) Not to admit to the site any leaking and / or s tricken vessels or any vessel 
w ith an unstable cargo or w ith ineffective means of containment of 
cargoes, fuels or lubr icants giv ing r ise to a risk of escape and 
consequential pollution of the environment. 

 
b) No dredging, piling or cofferdam assembly/disassembly operations shall 

be undertaken +2 or –2 hours either s ide of low  tide during the months of 
November, December, January and February  and betw een 15 June and 
31 August inclusive (all piling operations to adopt “soft s tar t procedures” 
w hereby the increase in noise is progressive). 

 
c) There shall be no capital or maintenance dredging of the Seaton Channel 

or the holding bas in dur ing critical fish spaw ning season months of 
February and March.  

 
6. Other – Details to be agreed prior to development 
 

a) Travel Plan provis ion  
 

b) Bus stop improvements 
 

c) Targeted training and recruitment tow ards local labour  sources  
 
 
Notes 
 
HBC to consult w ith TEAG members 
TEAG Group to review  and monitor  progress 
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APPENDIX A – Rationale for and description of development (extracted from 
Environmental Statement and supplem entary documentation) 
 
 
Need for the Developm ent 
 
Sooner or later  every ship comes to the end of its  life. Most ships are currently  sold 
for dismantling, often passing through several brokers before reaching the beaches 
of Pakistan, India, Bangladesh. There are very few  environmental or health and 
safety controls  exerc ised in many of these locations. 
 
Elliott Mor ley, the Env ironment Minister, has referred to the recycling of ships as  a 
big and grow ing global trade. He has identified both the lack of top quality facilit ies 
available to carry out this w ork and the need to develop such capabilities. In 
November 2004 the House of Commons Environment Food and Rural Affairs 
Committee noted that the United Kingdom has the potential to es tablish fac ilities 
w here ship recyc ling can be done safely w ith economic benefit to the communities in 
w hich it is carr ied out. There is a need for  the United Kingdom to have at least one 
facility w here ships can be recyc led in the United Kingdom. Up to now  this need 
remains unfulfilled. 
 
The Government has recently revised dow nw ards the national target for reductions 
in carbon dioxide emissions . Or iginally set at 20% reduction the revised target is 
12.5% and on the basis of recent trends even this may be difficult to achieve. There 
is a strong argument for expansion of energy production from renew able sources, 
w ind turbines being w ithin this category. 
 
Choice of Site 
 
Follow ing the logic of the House of Commons Committee that the United Kingdom 
should have ship recycling facilit ies the question is then, on w hich coastline. The 
east coast of England or  Scotland is a first choice as it is a better location for ships 
from Europe and it is the home of the North Sea oil and gas production industry. 
Teesmouth in the centre of the North Sea w ith its sheltered bay, is a favourable 
choice being a major maritime port w ith a w orkforce w ith all the historic skills of ship 
and r ig construction. The Graythorp yard has a long history of ship and r ig fabrication 
and in more recent years rig decommissioning. ABLE has demonstrated its 
capabilit ies  in the demolition and decommiss ioning industry w hile maintaining an 
excellent safety and environmental record essential to this  kind of w ork. 
 
How ever, the choice of the Gray thorp yard is  not w ithout potential sensitivities. It has 
a number of sites nearby w here w ildlife is  protected.  Seal Sands for example, has  
international Spec ial Protection Area (SPA) status. There are other nearby Sites  of 
Spec ial Scientific Interest (SSSI).  This  EIS evaluates the r isk of environmental harm 
to these areas and acknow ledges the fact that unless the proposals can be 
implemented w ithout the risk of adversely affecting the population of protected 
spec ies and habitats , consent w ould not be appropr iate. 
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The Graythorp site is  not the only s ite in the United Kingdom on w hich a new  turbine 
fabrication plant could be located. How ever, the s ite is immediately available and it 
does have the necessary  road and rail connections and a deep w ater berth w hich is 
needed to take offshore turbines to their intended locations . There is  only one ship in 
the w orld (the Jahre V iking) w hich w ould have difficulty fitting into the TERRC dock.  
The Graythorp yard is big enough to accommodate all other vessels  w ithout 
difficulty . No other fac ility being considered as  a possible end of life yard can offer 
this advantage, so that w ithout TERRC, the UK could not decommiss ion the ultra 
large crude oil carr iers w hich bring essential oil imports  to our  refineries. Both Very 
Large Crude Carr iers (VLCC) and Ultra Large Crude Carriers (ULCC), (being 
indicative of the largest c lass  and s izes  of vessels) can be manoeuvred through the 
proposed navigable channel proposed by  this application and accommodated into 
the Dry Dock. Verification of the proposals to inc lude ULCC’s has been undertaken 
by PD Teesport Harbour Master Authority  
 
Choice of methodology 
 
The methods of constructing, repairing, refurbishing and decommissioning ships are 
established. A ll techniques used w ill be s imilar to w hat has been used on the s ite 
prev ious ly and the operations w ill be under the regulations of the Health and Safety 
Executive (HSE) and the EA. 
 
Where practicable steel sec tions w ill be ripped or cut us ing hydraulic excavators  w ith 
spec ial attachments rather than us ing oxygen propane torches w hich emit 
undesirable greenhouse gases. How ever, the choice of operating methods w ill be 
determined by ABLE in a manner that provides the Best Prac ticable Env ironmental 
Option (BPEO). 
 
There is  sometimes a choice of servicing ships in the dry dock or  w orking on them in 
tidal conditions . Decommissioning of vessels  (taking them apart)  w ill only be done in 
dry dock conditions. The repair of the outs ide of hulls can only be done in a dry  dock. 
The fabrication of replacement sections of a ship w ill be done on dry land adjacent to 
the dockside.  How ever, repair and refurbishment of a ship may be done in tidal 
conditions providing the w ork w ill not involve pollution of the dock w ater. 
 
Wet or Dr y Dock 
 
ABLE w ill only decommission ships  on dry land or in the large dry dock. Although the 
alternative option of decommissioning ships on the quayside in tidal conditions is 
theoretically available, ABLE considers the r isks of unmanageable r iver pollution to 
be unacceptable. 
 
These risks  centre mainly on the impossibility of controlling pollution of dock w ater by 
either chemicals inside or  on the surface of hulls or by alien species fouling the 
outside of the ships but also inc lude the additional r isk to w orkers. Another  factor is 
the additional energy  required to decommiss ion a ship afloat reduces the overall 
benefit to the env ironment. Operations on the dock floor  w ould be over 14m below  
the surrounding ground levels, and the top of the dock gates. Noise, dust and v isual 
disturbance (to the SPA) w ould therefore be minimised. 
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Prepar atory w orks 
 
Before the dry  dock can be used, the cofferdam has to be constructed across the 
entrance. The Channel w ill be deepened and new  quays w ill be constructed w here 
the s ite faces onto the Seaton on Tees Channel.  This is  likely  to take around nine to 
tw elve months but, w here it is close to Seal Sands, w ork w ill be timed to minimise 
disturbance and as much of the w orks as possible w ill be completed in the summer 
w hen the migrating birds for w hich Seal Sands has an international conservation 
status, are not present. A gap w ill be left in the centre of the cofferdam to allow  
passage of ships. Sediments  on the dock floor and from the Channel w ill be removed 
by dredging and disposed of at sea (subject to a licence being issued by DEFRA). 
The analysis of the sediments has  been undertaken by CEFAS w ho have confirmed 
them to be very s imilar to those found in the w ider Tees River and Estuary, therefore 
permitting their  release at sea.  All rock and other  mater ial proposed for  use in 
building the cofferdam w ill be subject to pr ior testing and analysis and w ill only  be 
accepted for use if it is sufficiently free from contamination to meet Government 
standards.  Since the revised EIS w as submitted to Har tlepool Borough Council in 
November 2005, there have been tw o significant changes to the proposals. 
Construction of the jetty w hich extends along the shoreline from Quay 11 to the 
British Energy pow er station is no longer proposed. The shoreline frontage w ill s till 
be reinforced by sheet piling to same height as Quay 11 (5m Above Ordinance 
Datum – AOD, sea level), and a moor ing bollard w ill be installed. The resulting w orks 
are seen as less intrusive, and less likely to disturb the env ironment in either the 
shor t or long term. The observation hide (Seal Hide) on the riverside next to the 
pow er station w ill not now  be disturbed and w ill remain intact in its present position.  
The second change to the proposals comes from a reduction in the w idth to w hich it 
is planned to dredge the channel. In the November 2005 (Rev ised) EIS the 
deepened channel w idth w as set at 120m at 8.5m below  Low est Astronomical Tide 
(LAT). It is  now  proposed to develop the deepened channel to 85m but to deepen it 
to 9.5m below  LAT – the deepening being a consequence of the mitigation 
incorporated in the final dredging design to increase safety fac tors  for slope stability. 
As a result the dredged channel is  aligned w ithin the current navigable channel 
ensuring that the mud banks ly ing betw een low  and high tide on the south and north 
sides of the channel are left undisturbed and stable. These inter- tidal mud banks 
contain w orms and other  organisms w hich are the major food supply for  the 
protected birds  on the SSSI and SPA. In total 0.56 Ha of inter-tidal banks w ill s till be 
lost in the current proposals , out of a total inter-tidal area of 189.4 Ha i.e. 0.3%. The 
affected 0.56 Ha “mud banks” are largely  covered w ith s tone and rock (and have 
been for over 30 years), resulting in this particular mud bank being less plentiful in 
food source and therefore as  a feeding ground for birds this area is used 
disproportionately less. The 1997 bird survey has been updated for the current 
2005/06 w inter season and mean bird count records for  this  latest season show  that 
the affected 0.56 Ha area is  being used by  5 birds.  The w idth and shape of the 
channel has also been designed to ensure that the below  sea level side slopes are 
stable. This  has been done by borehole exploration of the geology of the channel, 
sophisticated computer modelling and reference to British Standard Spec ifications 
for below  w ater slope stability for a range of geological mater ials.  Modelling has also 
assis ted w ith predicting flow  patterns in the channel w ith and w ithout the TERRC 
dock being open and similar ly ( to assess long term impacts) w ith and w ithout the 
pow er station abstracting cooling w ater from the channel.  The design of the 
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dredging w ill therefore not generate erosion or stability problems in the channel but if 
the dry dock gate is permanently closed the currents in the area of Quay 11 move 
tow ards the pow er station foreshore necessitating this shoreline to be protected by 
engineered sheet piling shore defences. In addition it is w orth noting that the channel 
has  been for the past many years developing its natural current flow s and it has 
been assessed that even today there is eros ion of the SPA in certain areas of 
around 1m per annum. These patterns of development are not changed by  the 
project and dredging w orks. There is s imilar action taking place around the 0.56 Ha 
inter- tidal area. After the dock is  sealed off, dew atered and cleaned out, Quays 6 and 
7 w ill be repaired and the floor of the dock inspected. Much of the floor comprises 
thick concrete beams. These enclose rectangular  areas of stone infill dating from the 
time w hen the dock w as used for construc ting oil rigs. These areas w ill be inspected 
and sampled. If the mater ial below  the stone is not impermeable it w ill be made 
impermeable by cover ing w ith compacted clay (to protect groundw ater) and any 
contaminated s tone infill w ill be replaced by c lean stone as the final surface of the 
dock floor. 
 
Passage of  Ships to TERRC 
 
ABLE trades in the international market and ships coming to TERRC may come from 
foreign w aters as  w ell as  from other  parts  of the United Kingdom.  37.7.2 Ships  
arriv ing for repair or refurbishing w ill probably sail under  their ow n pow er and be 
subject to all the normal maritime regulations. End of life ships  coming for recyc ling 
w ould have the major ity of all oil and fuel emptied before departure and all cargoes 
removed. An inventory of any w astes or toxic materials left on board w ill be compiled 
before departure so that w hen it arr ives, ABLE (by rechecking the amounts and 
pos ition of w astes on board) know  w hether there have been any losses and be fully  
prepared to deal w ith all circumstances safely. 
 
It is anticipated that 26 ships  for decommissioning w ill be received at TERRC per 
year , in tw o cycles each of around 12 to 15 vessels .  37.7.4 Regulation of the 
movement of shipping to ensure its safety  is by the Government of the country of 
origin, the United Kingdom Government ( if different), national coastguard services, 
PD Teesport, maritime insurers and the International Maritime Organisation. At the 
current time some aspects are only the subject of a voluntary code of practice, for  
example ships should never carry hazardous substances in excess of their need for 
immediate operational purposes, and each ship should have a green passport,. 
These may eventually become enforceable, so also may the choice of recyc ling 
facilit ies for Br itish flagged ships be limited to yards  operating only  to approved 
technical health, safety and env ironmental standards .  37.7.5 Ships coming to 
TERRC w ill either be taken directly  into the dock or be berthed temporar ily outs ide at 
moor ings ow ned and provided by ABLE or at other berths by prior arrangement w ith 
the Port Authority. Pr ior to any w aste removal operations commencing on the ships , 
the dock entrance or  the ship w ill be sealed off w ith an oil boom. All ships  having 
w aste removed w hils t afloat w ill be inspected on a daily  bas is for  any leakages or  
damage. The cause of any pollution to the w ater w ould be remedied immediately, 
the vessel w ould be isolated by use of an oil barrier and as much spillage as  
prac tically poss ible w ould be retrieved, removed and disposed of. It is not intended 
to use the r iver , the turning bas in or channel berths as long term ship ‘parks ’. 
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Construction repair refurb and decommissioning m ethods etc. 
 
Once arrived, each ship w ill be thoroughly inspected, surveyed and a risk 
assessment carr ied out in respect of any potential hazardous substances.  A 
Working Plan w ill be designed for each ship, be it for repair, refurbishment or 
decommissioning. This is required by the EA.  37.8.2 Some operations, par ticular ly 
repair and refurbishment, may be undertaken in tidal conditions, that is, at the quays 
facing onto the Channel or in the dock w ith the gates open. 
 
Construction, repair and refurbishment w ill involve many of the operations common 
to Decommiss ioning.  How ever there may be tw o additional processes, grit blas ting 
and painting. It is env isaged that very litt le grit blasting w ould be required but, in the 
unlikely event that it is , the bes t available methods w ill be used to prevent 
contaminated mater ial escaping and to minimize risk to human health. In many 
cases it may be poss ible to use vacuum blas ting, w hich takes place in an isolated 
unit in c losed c ircuit conditions. Gr it blasting w ould be undertaken to remove 
unw anted substances adher ing to the hulls or  surfaces of sections of the ships or to 
remove loose rust pr ior to treatment. Where the section to be blasted is small 
enough to be detached it w ill be treated w ithin a grit blasting chamber on the 
dockside. Grit w ill be contained w ithin the chamber so that it w ill not be dispersed as 
dus t (Section 15). It w ill be recycled so long as it is fit to do so. Rejec ted gr it w ill be 
analysed and taken to an appropriately licensed w aste disposal facility as landfill. 
Where blasting has to be done in situ, e.g. on a hull or deck, the target area w ill 
either be enclosed in sheeting to prevent dispersal of dust or equipment used w ill be 
of a design to collect the gr it. External treatment of hulls  w ill have to be done in a dry 
dock. Again used gr it w ill be collected from the containment system, screened and 
recycled as far as possible. Reject mater ials w ill be tested and disposed of at an 
appropr iately licensed w aste disposal fac ility . Activities  at TERRC w ill not involve 
removal of paints  containing TBT’s. If dur ing decommiss ioning activities any  such 
paint flakes off and falls to the dock floor, this  w ill be de minimis, and w ill be removed 
and, if necessary, treated in the process of cleaning the dock floor after 
decommissioning is complete (as detailed in Section 13.2.2). Small-scale operations 
w ill be w ithin a spray booth on the dockside. The painting of large sections w ill be 
done w ithin the dock, the decks  possibly in tidal conditions, external hulls us ing the 
dry dock facilit ies . 
 
Once all ships  to be taken into the dock for decommissioning had entered, the 
entrance w ould be closed off. Dock w ater, after testing and consultation w ith the EA, 
w ould be pumped into the Channel. Remaining sediments and marine debr is w ould 
be removed and disposed of by  means author ised by the Env ironment Agency. 
 
As long as there are ships berthed in the dock and the dock entrance is  open to tidal 
movement the quality of w ater in the dock w ill be inspected daily. If upon inspection 
any contamination is  noticed its source w ill be traced and the pollution removed. If 
pollution enters  the dock, even if containable by boom, it w ill comprise an ‘incident’ of 
w hich the EA w ill be immediately notified. Samples of w ater from the vicinity of the 
ships w ill be taken to ensure no contamination remains . The sample w ill be sent for 
the follow ing analyses : 
• Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD), Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH), pH, 
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Suspended Solids, Cadmiu m (Cd), Chromium (Cr), Copper  (Cu), Iron (Fe), 
Manganese (Mn), Mercury (Hg) , Nickel (Ni), Lead (Pb), Zinc (Zn)  and Organic Tin 
(Sn). 
 
It should be noted that ships us ing Quays 1, 10 and 11 w ill mostly  be in connection 
w ith the import and export of general cargoes. No decommissioning of ships w ill be 
undertaken at these Quays w ith one exception. Ships may be str ipped of insulation 
here, but this is  quiet w ork w ith operatives engaged in this activity being ins ide the 
ship. The stripped insulation is double bagged and left inside the ships. It is  removed 
only w hen the vessel is inside the dry dock. 
 
Where practicable the w astes w ould first be removed from each ship prior to 
decommissioning. These are usually likely to be less than around 2% of the w eight 
of the ship. No w astes at all w ill be disposed of on the TERRC site. A ll w astes w ill be 
containerised on s ite and then transpor ted to appropriately  licensed w aste disposal 
sites using only regis tered carriers of w aste. Some w aste may go at the nearby 
Seaton Meadow s landfill site.  Some may go to other w aste disposal sites in 
Teesside or even fur ther afield. The annual amount of w aste to be generated from 
operations at TERRC w ill be around 4,000 to 10,000 tonnes (equal to around 2667 
cubic metres to 6667 cubic metres).  
 
After all w astes are removed, and dur ing the decommissioning w orks any reusable 
sections or equipment on the ships  w ill be removed and stored for resale. These 
range from instrumentation to deck cranes, pumps, motors, etc .  No ships carry ing 
military w eaponry  (especially  nuclear armaments) w ill be allow ed into the TERRC 
site for decommiss ioning.  No ships w ith nuc lear engines w ill be received at TERRC 
for decommiss ioning, though the ship w ould be accepted if the engines had been 
prev ious ly removed.  Final decommiss ioning could be by r ipping or cutting the ship 
into ver tical slices star ting at each end w orking to the centre.  The operation may use 
a large s low  mov ing chain saw . Noise and dust from this operation is  minimal 
because of the slow  movement. As each sec tion becomes detached it w ill settle on 
the dock floor. Here it w ill be ripped, cut or sheared into smaller sections w hich w ill 
be processed or lifted onto dump trucks and carr ied to the metal recycling facility. 
The operations here w ill further  reduce the size of the metal sections and the 
majority of the processed mater ial w ill be loaded onto ships moored at the quays and 
be dispatched for recycling. Other  materials, such as  brass, bronze, glass, timber, 
etc w ill be separated into streams and also sent for recycling.  Approx imately 98% of 
the w eight of ships  taken into TERRC f or decommissioning w ill be recyc led.  When 
all ships  in the dry dock have been decommissioned and the materials disposed of, 
the floor  of the dock w ill contain a minor amount of debris from the operations. This 
w aste w ill be c leaned up, removed and disposed of to an appropr iately licensed 
w aste disposal fac ility  us ing a registered carr ier  of w aste.  Once the dock has been 
cleaned out it w ill be available for further w orks, and another cycle of 
decommissioning w ill begin. 
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Dry Dock Completion 
 
Once decommissioning w orks are completed in the dry  dock, a third party consultant 
w ill inspect the floor to assess w hether or not there is any contamination of the dock. 
The inspection method statement w ill be issued to the EA and its w ritten approval 
w ill be sought before the assessment takes place. The assessment w ill include a full 
visual inspection of the total floor area. This w ill be done on a grid bas is (25m x 25m) 
The grid inspections w ill then be reported and identified on a plan w hich w ill give 
descriptions of surface mater ial, suspected contaminants, etc. Where the inspection 
identifies any suspected areas of contamination the repor t w ill detail how  the surface 
sample has  been taken and w hat contaminants have been tested for. The suite of 
determinands in all but exceptional circumstances w ill include those set out in Table 
13.1 w ith the addition of the organo-tin range and PAH’s .  These results  w ill be 
available to the EA for  its consideration, but w ould be obtained primar ily  for ABLE to 
give guidance on the operations necessary for cleaning up the dock floor. The area 
of the excavated material w ill then be replaced by a similar clean granular material to 
the existing fl oor (possibly slag)  and inspected again by a third party consultant as 
described in Section 13.2.2. All of the excavated mater ial w hich has been removed 
for testing w hether contamination is found or not w ill be removed and reprocessed or 
disposed to a suitably  licensed fac ility . 
 
Once the third party consultant has certified quality assurance by  w ritten repor t 
(CQA) that the floor has been c leared of any  contamination assoc iated w ith the 
decommissioning operations. ABLE w ill submit the CQA report to the EA 5 days prior 
to re-flooding the dock.  This  w ill enable the EA if they w ish to inspect the basin and 
satisfy themselves that it is uncontaminated prior to being flooded. 
 
Decommissioning Operat ions on Dry Land 
Some mar ine structures  may arr ive on ships or barges and w ill be loaded onto dry 
land w ithin the TERRC site for decommissioning there. Decommissioning 
procedures w ill vary s lightly according to the requirements of indiv idual ships , but in 
general w ill follow  those set out in Section 8.3 here, and in Section 9. 
 
Monitoring 
Dur ing the per iod w hen vessels  are being accepted into the dock prior to 
decommissioning activities, before the boom is opened across  the dock entrance to 
allow  a ship to enter, tw o w ater samples w ill be taken up and dow n stream of the 
dock entrance. These samples  w ill be analysed for oil and grease, PCB and TBT 
content before the ships are received. The samples w ill set the background levels  of 
contamination. Before the samples are taken a v isual check of the w ater and report 
of w eather conditions  w ill be w ritten in the site diary.  After decommissioning w orks 
in the dry dock are completed and prior to flooding tw o further w ater samples w ill be 
taken up and dow n stream of the dock entrance and tes ted for  oil and grease, PCB 
and TBT content. These samples w ill be taken again after the dock has been re-
flooded and w ill be measured against the previous samples to determine levels of 
contamination. This sampling is  in addition to the routine monthly  sampling described 
in Section 8.2.10. 
 
Upon request, the results of these samples w ill be made available to the EA. 
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The dock w ill then be flooded as  descr ibed in Section 13, further ships allow ed to 
enter  the basin, and the cyc le of w orks repeated. 
 
Treatm ent and Disposal of Wastes 
 
Wastes arr iving on ships to be repaired, refurbished or decommissioned range from 
asbestos in pipe insulation to toilet w astes, from mar ine grow th on hulls  to batteries 
and tank s ludges. A method for treating each type of w aste has been submitted to 
the EA, full and cons istent compliance w ith each approved method of w orking w ould 
be enforced by  the Site Manager as it is essential for  ABLE to retain its Waste 
Management Licence. 
 
37.9.2 In broad terms, all hazardous w astes w ill be removed from each ship, placed 
in steel containers and disposed off site or taken to the hazardous w aste store. This 
store is w ithin a secure location on the site. From there they w ill be dispatched by a 
registered carr ier of w aste to an appropriately  licensed w aste disposal s ite, offsite. 
No w astes of any kind w ill be disposed of on TERRC. Liquid w astes w ill be placed in 
suitable containers on s ite. In some cases the liquids w ill be treated on site prior to 
removal but, w ith one exception, all w ill be removed offsite by  a registered carr ier of 
w aste and taken to an appropr iately licensed treatment and or disposal facility 
offsite. 
 
The single exception is bilge and ballast w ater. This is w ater in the hull of the ship or 
carried in tanks  to improve the ship’s sea-w orthiness. Both categories of w ater w ill 
be sampled and tested to the satisfaction of the EA and only w ith pr ior approval w ill 
they then be discharged into the Seaton Channel. The EA w ill determine the cr iteria 
to ensure it w ill not adversely affect human health or the ecology of Tees Bay. 
 
37.9.3 ABLE has a spillage and leakage emergency plan, approved by the EA, to be 
implemented in any emergency involving loss  of w astes on land or  in w ater. 
 
37.10 Routine Use of the Dock Facility 
There w ill be a routine for  use of the dock as a dry dock fac ility . Ships  w ill enter or be 
tow ed through the dock entrance into the dock and be moored ins ide the basin. 
Before any w aste removal operations commence the dock entrance w ill be c losed off 
w ith an oil boom, so that if there is  a leakage or spillage of oil it w ill not enter the 
Channel. When the dock entrance has been sealed the w ater ins ide w ill be tes ted. If 
the analyses show  that the dock w ater meets  standards  set by the EA, the dock w ill 
be pumped dry w ith the w ater discharging into the Seaton Channel at an approved 
flow  rate. The ships w ithin w ill settle on the solid dock floor, and w ill be made s table 
there. 
 
37.10.2 With all the w ater removed, sediments and mar ine debris  w ill be left. The 
sediment and mar ine debris w ill be collected. If of a standard acceptable to DEFRA, 
the sediments may be loaded onto ships and released at sea in compliance w ith a 
licence issued and regulated by DEFRA. If the sediments, after  testing are show n to 
be contaminated, they w ill be disposed of at an appropr iately licensed w aste 
disposal site. 
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37.10.3 Work on the ships w ill be carr ied out as described, first a survey , then 
removal of the major ity of w astes, then repairs, refurbishment or decommiss ioning. 
There may be around 13 ships in the dry dock at any one time. 
 
37.10.4 It is expected that the facility w ill process  around 230,000 tonnes of ships in 
any  year. Of the 230,000 tonnes, most w ill be steel w hich w ill leave the s ite in ships 
or barges and be taken for recycling. Steel w ill go either  to the Corus  Works at 
Redcar or by ship to other facilities requir ing scrap steel for recycling. 
 
37.10.5 Any rainw ater or other  w ater accumulating in the dock w hile it is dry w ill 
drain to sump at basin floor level. The w ater w ill be tested and, if it meets s tandards 
set by the EA, it w ill be discharged into the Seaton Channel. If it fails  to meet 
standards, it w ill be treated at a suitably licensed w ater treatment plant, retested and, 
if approved, discharged. If it is still found to be unacceptable, it w ill be further treated 
until it meets acceptable standards. With the dock thus thoroughly cleaned, sluice 
gates w ill be opened to allow  Channel w ater to flood the basin. Once the w ater is to 
level the cofferdam w ill be opened, a further cons ignment of ships allow ed to enter 
and the cyc le of operations repeated. 
 
Construction of  the Cofferdam, Preparation of the Dock, Building Construction 
and Work on the Quays 
 
The ES provides the follow ing description of operational development w ithin the 
dock. 
 
12.1 Introduction 
12.1.1 This  sec tion descr ibes the process of construction of the cofferdam, erec tion 
of the gates, erection of the industrial buildings, building the rail line, w ork on the 
quays and relocation of the Metal Recycling Fac ility. 
 
12.2 Construction of the Cofferdam 
12.2.2 The physical footprint of this structure is set in the dock entrance and tw o of 
the options w ill be partly on Crow n Commiss ion land w ith w hom ABLE has had 
discuss ions.  Construction operations for the cofferdam w ould involve the follow ing 
activities (noise levels are taken from BS5228, Part 1, 1997): 
• Approximately 28,000 cubic metres of sediments and other alluv ial depos its w ould 
have to be removed from the footpr int of the dam. The equipment involved w ould be 
a back-hoe dredger, a grab or a suction dredger. The noisiest plant w ithin this 
selection w ould operate at 110dB. This operation w ould take 2-4 w eeks. Disposal of 
the sediments is subject to their sampling and testing. This has already been 
undertaken; the application to DEFRA for a licence to dispose of the dredgings at 
sea has been made (a licence has been issued for  this  disposal prev ious ly but 
expired due to the delays in starting the w orks). 
• Sheet piling w ould generate sound pow er levels of 114dB and it w ould then be 
installed to form tw o parallel w alls across  the dock entrance. Short sections of sheet 
piling w ould cut across the dam w all at 90o to form a dock entrance in the centre of 
the structure. This stage of the w orks w ould take 6-12 w eeks. 
• The tw o arms of the cofferdam w ould be backfilled w ith aggregate being brought in 
by lorries and end tipped off each side of the dock, backfilling tow ards the centre of 
the dock entrance or  by ship. Lorries w ill have sound pow er levels of 110dB. Stone 
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w ill then be distributed by a dozer (115dB). This  w ill take 4-6 w eeks. Water  rising 
w ithin the sheet piling corridor, as s tone is tipped in, w ill be moved back into the 
channel. This is expected to create 104dB noise emiss ions . The centre access 
through the cofferdam w ill either be sealed by sheet piling w ithin a stone bund 
requiring importation of tested, c lean and approved s tone using the same technique. 
As and w hen it is necessary to open access through the centre of the cofferdam a 
tracked excavator w ith dump trucks w ill excavate stone from that par t of the bund 
and carry it into s torage areas on either s ide of the cofferdam. A crane w ill remove 
the piling at 114dB. It w ill take around 2 w eeks to open and 2 w eeks to close the 
cofferdam.  Because the stone w ill have very litt le fines  and be tipped into w ater, 
dus t emiss ion w ill be minimal. Should further w orking of the infill generate dust, 
either a w ater bow ser w ill be used to suppress emissions, or w ork w ill pause 
temporarily  until w eather conditions (w ind strength and direction) become more 
favourable. There are minor differences betw een the options for the cofferdam 
construc tion. 
 
12.3 Installation of Dock Gates 
12.3.1 The dock can be used for either  dry  or  tidal conditions indefinitely  by  vir tue of 
the cofferdam.  A central removable section allow s ships access to the flooded dock. 
The section w ould be rebuilt, the dock dew atered, w ork commenced and completed 
on ships ins ide, the dock floor c leaned to the satisfaction of the EA and the dock 
reflooded. The central section in the cofferdam w ould then be removed; more ships 
allow ed in and thus the cyc le is  repeated. 
12.3.2 ABLE seeks permiss ion in the consent to use a cofferdam f or up to 5 years  in 
the expectation that it w ill be economically  feasible to replace it w ith dock gates 
w ithin the per iod. How ever, if threshold feasibility  is  not achieved w ithin 5 years, 
ABLE w ill apply for an amendment to the consent to ex tend this time limit. It is 
antic ipated that decommiss ioning a full dock load ( i.e. 12-15)  of vessels of assorted 
sizes  and types w ould normally take about 6 months, w hich w ould mean tw o cycles  
of opening and closing the cofferdam per  year. If from the commencement of the 
development ABLE had been seeking to install dock gates, the construction of the 
cofferdam (though not w ith a central removable access)  w ould still have been 
necessary to protect the gates w hile they  w ere being mounted in pos ition, and 
tested. 
12.3.3 There are tw o w ays by w hich the gates w ould be fabricated. The s tructures 
may be built elsew here and be brought to TERRC on barges or tow ed. These w ould 
be as per normal shipping movements . 
12.3.4 Alternatively, steel components and sections  w ould be brought to TERRC, 
some by  HGV, others by rail and/or  ship. Construction w ould take place on the site 
as allow ed by the 1997 consent. This w ould be either on the level ground around the 
dock w ith the sections  being taken dow n to the dock floor on trailers or in the dry 
dock. The access  to the dry dock is  via a ramp, w hich is at the north w est end of the 
site, fur thest aw ay from the Channel. Finally, assembly w ould be completed on the 
dock floor in dry dock conditions. The dock w ould then be flooded allow ing the gates 
to float vertically. They w ill then be manoeuvred into pos ition and sunk into place by 
opening valves in the gates  allow ing the gates to sink into their  final pos ition. The 
dock w ill then be dew atered and the gates checked for their  secur ity and for the 
efficiency of the seal. If they are approved the cofferdam w ill be removed and the 
gates w ill be commissioned into routine use. If the gates  are not satisfac tory  the dock 
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w ill be flooded, the gates floated off, the dock dew atered, alterations made to the 
gates or  gatew ay and the process repeated to hang them. 
12.3.5 Fabr ication of the gates w ill take around nine months. Work on constructing 
components on land is not expected to involve noise levels  likely  to affect the SPA. 
Operations w ill be 500m from the SPA giv ing a distance attenuation of over 60.8dB. 
Therefore, the sound pow er level at source w ould have to be 105dB before it had 
any cumulative impact on the background noise levels at the SPA, south of TERRC. 
Work on the dock floor w ill have even higher  attenuation values, 83dB. This  w ould 
mean that noise emissions from operatives there w ould have to be over 127.5dB 
before impact on the SPA w as noticeable. These sound pow er levels are unlikely to 
be exceeded, thus noise levels on the SPA w ill not exceed ex isting background 
levels. 
12.3.6 The main planning application plan, Figure 1.1, show s tw o positions  for the 
gates. One pos ition may be used to impound the w ater the other pos ition w ould 
relate to dry  dock use. 
 
12.4 Removal of  the Cofferdam 
12.4.1 When the cofferdam is to be removed the construction procedure w ould be 
reversed and the s tone and steel w ould be recyc led. 
 
12.5 Preparat ion of the Dock for the first time it is used for De comm issioning 
12.5.1 The sediments  on the floor of the dock have been sampled and subjected to 
analyses required by the EA and an application for  a licence for disposal at sea has 
been made but is not yet determined. If this is granted then they w ill be dredged in 
tidal conditions  and transferred to a barge alongs ide for removal and disposal at sea 
under licence from DEFRA. 
 
The licence, if issued, w ill spec ify the location of the tipping area at sea. No such 
disposal w ill take place w ithout first obtaining such a licence. If, how ever, they are 
found to be contaminated above acceptable levels, they  w ill be dredged and stored 
on an impermeable holding pad on dry land prior to disposal at a suitably  licensed 
w aste disposal fac ility , transported by a licensed carr ier  of w astes. Waters draining 
from the sediments w ill be stored in holding tanks and tested for contamination. If 
found to be compliant w ith the discharge consent issued by  the Environment Agency 
they w ill be discharged into the Channel, and if not they  w ill be tankered offsite by a 
licensed carrier  of w aste w ater to a w ater treatment fac ility. With the majority of the 
sediments thus c leared, the cofferdam can be construc ted to c lose off the dock at 
low  tide. No problem w ith discharge of w ater to the Channel is seen, prov ided there 
has  been no pollution event w hile the w ater has been impounded in the dock. 
It is only after  the dock gates are closed that a discharge consent w ould be required 
to discharge the remaining w ater in the dock. Because of the impracticality of 
treating 610,200m3 of w ater, every  effort w ould be made to ensure that no pollution 
w hatsoever  entered the dock pr ior  to dew atering being completed. The discharge 
consents required by  the site w ill be administered through the w aste management 
licence, w hich has been applied for but is not yet determined. No operations at 
TERRC w hich involve discharge of w ater directly or indirec tly into the Channel may 
proceed until the necessary consents are in place. 
 
12.5.2 Once the cofferdam has been construc ted, samples of w ater from the basin 
w ill be taken, as required by the EA, and subjected to analyses required by the 
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Agency. For this purpose ABLE w ill use a UKAS accredited laboratory. Under its 
regulating pow ers the Agency w ill confirm threshold limits for the pollutants  it 
spec ifies (see Section 24) in the discharge consent it issues. If the w ater is of 
acceptable quality it w ill be discharged into the channel subjec t to any conditions set 
by the Agency. The volume of w ater to be discharged w ill be around 610,200m3. 
 
12.5.3 Pumps w ill be used for dew atering the dock. They w ill produce noise 
emissions of 115dB and w ill be mounted on floating pontoons w ithin the dock. Any 
remaining s lurry and sediments w ill be loaded on the basin floor using the dozer 
(115dB) and front loading shovel (111dB) feeding dump trucks (105dB) and 
disposed of as  above, depending on its degree of contamination. From draw ings of 
its construction supplied by ABLE, the dock floor is know n to be composed of a 
netw ork of concrete beams w ith aggregate fill in the interposing spaces. 
The aggregate w ill have been permeable w hen laid but the inters tices are now  filled 
w ith sediment, reduc ing this permeability s ignificantly. This aggregate w ill be 
sampled and analysed to determine if it is contaminated or  not, and any 
contaminated mater ial w ill be excavated and removed to a suitably licensed w aste 
disposal site. It w ill be replaced w ith c lean aggregate. Any concentrations  of marine 
debr is w ill be collected and removed to an appropr iately  licensed w aste disposal s ite. 
Only as much short term storage of such mater ial w ill be undertaken as  dictated by 
prac tical purposes. Odour from marine grow th is considered in the Working Plan 
(Appendix 8.1) and in Section 23 of the EIS. All reasonable methods w ill be taken to 
remove coarse mater ial to material to be disposed of at sea. Removal of sediments 
and cleaning of the dock floor is expected to take four w eeks. 
 
12.5.4 If how ever, analyses of the dock w ater are unacceptable to the EA for  direct 
discharge into the channel, the dock gates w ill be closed and w orks w ill cease until 
such time as the w ater can be decontaminated. It is  emphasised that every effort w ill 
be made to prevent such contamination occurring. 
 
12.5.5 If the analyses of some or all of the sediments on the dock floor are judged by 
DEFRA not to be suitable for disposal at sea, they w ill be taken by a registered 
carrier to a w aste disposal facility licensed to accept w astes of that type. The 
disposal of w astes w ill be subject to WAC procedures regardless  of its eventual 
des tination. 
 
12.5.6 Routine dew ater ing and flooding of the dock is described in Section 13. 
 
12.5.7 A lis t of all plant to be used in operations covered by  this section is given in 
Appendix 8.2. 
 
This also assesses noise impact on the SPA on the south s ide of the Seaton 
Channel. 
 
12.5.8 To the extent that it is  practically possible, any mar ine debr is or other  organic 
detritus  exposed w ith the sediments after the dock is dew atered w ill be collected and 
disposed w ith minimu m storage time onsite of at an appropriately licensed w aste 
disposal fac ility. Odour from such matter is considered in Section 23 and Appendix 
8.1. 
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12.5.9 ABLE confirms that the vas t major ity of vessels received into the facility w ill 
be flat across 75% of the hull bottom. The decommissioning method employed w ill 
mean the removal of bow  and s tern sections  first, leaving the hull flat across 100% of 
the bottom. For  vessels of this kind no stabilisation is necessary. On the rare 
occasions w hen a vessel w ithout a flat bottom is  decommissioned, it can be 
stabilised either by  the use of w ooden chocks  or  by  allow ing it to fall under controlled 
conditions until it reaches its ow n level. Vessels w ill at all t imes be stabilised 
sufficiently to eliminate potential for harm to the w orkforce or the env ironment. 
 
12.5.10 The present dock s truc ture w as built by Laing Offshore Ltd in 1970. The 
dock floor is show n on the construc tion draw ings to compr ise a lattice of concrete 
beams, the intervening spaces being infilled w ith ballas t or crushed rock. This 
structure w as strong enough to bear the w eight of steel and concrete oil and gas rigs 
and w ill be suitable for ship decommiss ioning. 
 
The sequence of events leading to assessment of dock floor conditions w ill be as 
follow s. The ex isting sediment load in the dock comprises a layer 800mm thick on 
average across the basin. The cofferdam w ill be constructed but the central entrance 
w ill be open. A dredger w ill enter the dock and remove as much of the sediment as 
poss ible (Paragraph 12.5.1). Vessels to be decommissioned w ill enter the dock and 
be berthed there. The cofferdam entrance w ill be closed and the dock dew atered 
(Paragraph 12.5.2). Before the vessels are decommissioned as much residual 
sediment as poss ible w ill be removed (Paragraph 13.1.12). Upon completion of 
decommissioning all remaining sediments w ill be removed (Paragraph 13.2.2). 
Exposure of the complete dock floor for the first time w ill allow  a survey  of 
contamination to be carried out in respect of ground conditions in the dock basin. A 
site condition report w ill be prepared and submitted to the EA as part of a further 
Waste Management Licence Application together  w ith any mitigation measures, the 
need for w hich is identified in the repor t. 
 
12.5.11 The dock floor is  permeable by  vir tue of the layer of aggregate infilling the 
spaces betw een the exis ting concrete beams w hich are load bearing and give the 
floor  sufficient strength to support steel and concrete oil and gas rigs during their 
construc tion. Photographic evidence (see front cover) from the time the dock w as 
used in dry conditions show s w ater on the dock floor in dry w eather conditions . This 
indicates that there is  a movement of groundw ater upw ards onto the dock floor. In 
fact the floor of the dock w as excavated to this depth and no deeper  as the leakage 
of groundw ater w ould then have become excess ive. Because the base of the dock is 
below  the level of the Seaton Channel, the natural w ater table w ill be somew hat 
higher than the level of the dock floor, so the dr ive of the w atertable w ill mean that 
the flow  of groundw ater is upw ards into the dock. This being the case, it is not 
expected that there w ill be significant dow nw ard movement of liquids  in the dock 
through the floor into the groundw ater. The superficial geological depos its in the area 
w ere found in the site inves tigation undertaken by Able UK in 1998 to be a series of 
clays  in a thick sequence of low -permeability glac ial till and these under lie the s ite to 
prov ide a low  permeability seal below  the dock floor. Had they not been there 
channel w ater w ould have surged upw ards through the dock floor every time Laing 
Offshore Ltd c losed the dock gates  and pumped out the dock. This did not happen, 
hence Laing Offshore Ltd w as able to use the dry dock for its r ig fabrication w ork. 
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12.6 Construction of the Buildings 
12.6.1 The building w ill be construc ted as show n on the site layout plan, Figure 1.1. 
The process w ill follow  traditional lines . Each site w ill be marked out and the ex isting 
crushed concrete/ballast layer w ill be removed w here there is any change in levels 
required in order to obtain level platform for the floors. Little general ear thmoving is 
required as the site is close to level now . Adjustments in height w ill be made to the 
underly ing surface. Ballast and crushed concrete w ill be replaced to form a sub-base 
for the floor. Serv ices  w ill be laid to the buildings. Floor slabs w ill be laid us ing either 
offsite produced mixed concrete or from a concrete plant on s ite, w hich is  already 
consented. With the floors and serv ice yard s labs  cast and set, the s teel frame 
structures w ould be lifted and secured into position and the framew orks  added to 
allow  attachment of roof and w all panels. Noise levels from these w orks are 
calculated in Appendix 8.2. They relate to the effects of buildings D and E on the 
SPA. The other buildings A, B and C are more distant and their  effects w ould be 
less .  Construc tion of the buildings is expected to take 6-9 months and is not 
scheduled to be restr icted to any part of the year . 
 
12.6.2 Lighting around the buildings and their  service yards  w ill be provided by  low -
level directional lighting columns, similar to street lighting. While the lighting w ill be 
visible from some parts of the SPA it is  not expected to increase illumination on the 
SPA measurably.  Measurements of illumination from the exis ting lighting tow ers on 
the TERRC site indicated TERRC’s attributable illumination of the SPA to be 1 to 2 
lumens only. The lighting from around the buildings  w ill be less pow erful and 
generally further aw ay from the SPA. 
 
12.7 Construction of the Rail Line 
12.7.1 The alignment of the proposed rail route is  show n on Figure 1.1. The corridor 
of land affected w ill be prepared as indicated for building construc tion. It is not 
expected that any major levelling w ill be required. The w ork on the rail link is  
expected to take four months.  Work on the most southerly section oppos ite Quay 1 
w ould be undertaken dur ing the months mid-Apr il to mid-September. It is not 
expected that the railw ay construc tion w orks w ill have any significant noise or 
disturbance effects on the SPA. The railw ay line w ill be provided w ith low  level 
directional lighting, w hich w ill not be a significant factor on the SPA. 
 
12.8 Quayside Works 
12.8.1 Quayside w orks are needed to raise levels to those specified by the EA for  
flood protection purposes. This is discussed more fully in Section 25. The proposed 
quayside height w ill be 5.0m AOD. No piling or other construction w orks w ill be 
carried out at Quay 1 during the months of November, December, January and 
February in any year except betw een the times of tw o hours after a low  tide and tw o 
hours before the next low  tide (unless  the agreement of the LPA has first been 
obtained in w riting to any variation to this restr iction). 
 
12.8.2 Construction w orks w ill commence in the dock entrance at the corner of 
Quays 9 and 10 and continue tow ards Quay 11. Concurrently steel piling w ill be 
undertaken along Quay 1 w ith w orks to br ing the quay to level w ith the top of the 
piling. No additional dredging w ill be required for Quay 1. From the new  dock 
entrance, piling w ill ex tend eastw ards tow ards Quay 11, eventually to finish w ith a 
50m retaining w all beyond the TERRC site, into adjacent Br itish Energy land. This  
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extension is  covered in the planning application and permission is  the subjec t to 
current discussions betw een ABLE and Br itish Energy. 
 
12.8.3 The total time estimated for piling w ill be about one year. Noise levels 
generated by piling have been calculated f or the shoreline of the SPA oppos ite and 
are set out in Appendix 8.2.  Distance attenuation from Quays 10 and 11 reduces 
piling noise received at the SPA to close to background noise levels there anyw ay. 
How ever, ABLE w ill monitor noise levels during the summer and assess  the impact 
on summer birds on the SPA. Any sheet piling continued beyond October w ill be 
subject also to the conditions set out in paragraph 12.8.1.  Works w ill also be 
undertaken to raise ground levels behind the sheet piles to form the w orking surface 
of Quays 10 and 11. These operations are not expected to generate more noise than 
piling hence w ill not be perceptible at the SPA. 
 
12.8.4 The majority of the construction w orks w ill be contained w ithin normal w orking 
hours, i.e. 7.00am to 6.00pm Monday to Fridays and 8.00am to 2.00pm on 
Saturdays. How ever there w ill be occasions w hen some of the w orks w ill be 
undertaken on a 7day x 24hr basis.  Any w orks that may disturb the birds on the 
SPA betw een November and February inclus ive w ill be subject also to the conditions 
set out in paragraph 12.8.1. 
 
12.8.5 ABLE has identified defic iencies  in the condition of the dock w all in the area of 
Quays 7 and 8.  The ships currently  in the dock w ill be moved aw ay from these 
quays pr ior  to dew atering, and repairs  to this section w ill take place w hen the dock is 
dew atered for  the first time w ith w orks largely being contained w ithin the dock. 
Continual engineering monitor ing w ill take place during dew atering. The barr ier  
attenuation on noise emissions by v irtue of w orks below  surrounding ground level 
and distance from the SPA and Greenabella Marsh w ill mean that the w orks w ill 
have no significant noise impacts at either of these locations.  Once the 
refurbishment w orks on the dock w all are complete, the condition of that section w ill 
be monitored by the Site Manager, on first a daily  basis then a w eekly basis. This 
monitor ing w ill extend to all s ides of the dock and w ill be carried out indefinitely so 
long as the dock is  dry. 
 
12.9 Relocation of the Metal Recycling Facility 
12.9.1 It is  necessary  to seek permission to relocate the Metal Recycling Facility 
(MRF) from the south east corner of the s ite to the w est side of the dock bas in to 
make room for  the w ind tow er manufac tur ing facilit ies. The MRF w ill take steel 
sections from decommiss ioning w orks and cut or shear them into smaller sections  
for outloading from TERRC Quays. 
 
12.9.2 Operation of the facility w ill involve dump trucks plac ing their loads c lose to 
the MRF. Steel sections  w ill then be fed into the plant. Processed sec tions w ill then 
be stockpiled aw aiting disposal (the major ity by ship but some may also go by rail 
and road). Noise generated by the fac ility is discussed in Appendix 8.2, Paragraph 
1.26. 
 
12.10 Quays 6 and 7 
12.10.1 There is an extension to the main dock as show n on Figure 
SP/0/04/12/80/RO, w hich provides  Quays 6 and 7. This ex tens ion currently  exists 
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but repairs and reconstruction w orks may be necessary. These w ill be undertaken as  
they become evident dur ing renovatory  excavation. As it has not been required 
recently it has been filled in w ith aggregate and this  is its present s tatus . ABLE 
proposes to remove the aggregate br inging the exis ting Quays 6 and 7 back into use 
again. No new  excavation of natural material w ill be undertaken as part of the 
renovation of Quays 6 and 7. The aggregate thus removed w ill be tested for 
contamination as it has been in contact w ith dock w ater, and if it is show n to be free 
of contamination exceeding thresholds set by CL EA or the Dutch Intervention 
Standards, the aggregate w ill be marked as prov ided in the 1997 planning consent. If 
the aggregate, or  any part of it fails  to meet the thresholds listed here, it w ill be taken 
by a registered carrier of w aste to a w aste disposal fac ility licensed to accept it. 
Further details of the proposed w orks at Quays 6 and 7 are contained in Appendix 
1.1. 
 
12.10.2 The low est layer of aggregate is probably under lain by sediments s imilar to 
those found across the main dock bas in. This layer w ill not be removed until 
operations to clean up the main dock floor are being under taken (Section 12.5). It is 
not antic ipated that removal of the aggregate w ill give r ise to any  significant 
env ironmental impact. Removal of the base layer of aggregate and under ly ing 
sediment is covered by the env ironmental evaluation set out in Paragraph 12.5.3 and 
13.2.2. The noise levels from this excavation on the SPA at Greenabella Marsh are 
calculated to be at most 44dB; this  is below  the background levels  of 47.5dB, and so 
no increase in noise levels w ill be detectable.  The excavation is therefore 
cons idered to have a neutral noise impact on the SPA. 
 
12.11 General Site Management 
12.11.1 Much of the s ite w ill be regular ly subjected to vehicle movements . How ever, 
some parts  may not be and in these areas it may be necessary  to control the spread 
of noxious or invas ive w eeds. 
 
12.11.2 Only certified herbic ides  and pesticides approved under the Control of 
Pesticides Regulations 1986 w ill be used. No pestic ides  are s tored on the site.  The 
only pesticide to be used is ‘Roundup” and this w ill be applied by an operator 
certified under the Control of Pestic ides Regulations 1986. 
 
12.11.3 It is anticipated that any  other chemicals w ill be used for  site management 
purposes. 
 
37.11 Existing Wildlife and Conservation 
 
37.11.1 The TERRC s ite lies in the vicinity of several sites  of international 
conservation importance, w hich together  form part of the Teesmouth and Cleveland 
Coast Ramsar Site and SPA. 
 
37.11.2 Six SSSIs are adjacent to, or nearby the site, including The Hartlepool 
Submerged Forest, Seaton Dunes and Common, Seal Sands, Tees and Hartlepool 
Foreshore and Wetlands, Cow pen Marsh and South Gare and Coatham Sands. The 
SSSIs in the Tees Estuary together  are important feeding and roosting s ites for 
w intering w ildfow l. The birds move in regular patterns around the estuary  utilising 
different sites at different stages of the tide. 



Planning Co mmittee – 12th Oct ober 2006   

Planni ng Committee Ships Meeti ng - 06.10.12 - Able UK Ltd 
 79 Hartlepool Bor ough Council  

 
37.11.3 There are five other sites recognised for  their local ecological importance, of 
these Greenabella Marsh is recognised as being the most important in the context of 
this assessment. 
 
37.11.4 Ecological habitats present on the site w ere Bare Ground, Ephemeral/Shor t 
Perennial Vegetation, Scattered Scrub, Neutral Grassland, Sw amp, and Standing 
Water, w ith Buildings and boundary features  inc luding Fences, Walls and Earth 
Banks. Lime loving plants, found on the concrete rubble on the east-s ide of the 
bas in, are often assoc iated w ith derelict industrial sites  w here concrete w aste is left 
undisturbed for a number of years and are not unique to the s ite. 
 
37.11.5 The s ite is of limited w ildlife interest, w ith the most important areas being the 
scattered scrub, neutral grassland and sw amp areas on the margins of the s ite. 
These are not protected habitats although they may be suitable for breeding birds . 
For this reason any construc tion w orks that may alter potential breeding habitats w ill 
be done w hen possible outside the breeding season. 
 
37.11.6 The s ite is of limited interest w ith respect to protec ted species . How ever, the 
legislation relating to Great Cres ted New ts, Common Lizards and nesting birds is 
noted as there may be a small chance of their occurrence in the area based on the 
exis ting records of protected species in the vicinity of the TERRC site. 
 
37.11.7 The potential impacts on the ecology on the site as a result of the proposed 
activities are associated w ith physical dis turbance, dust, noise disturbance, visual 
disturbance, and chemical and biological pollution. The assessment show s that 
w ithout mitigation the impacts from all the above are neutral to minor/moderate. 
When these are related to the conservation status of the ecological features the 
assessment of the overall s ignificance of the impacts is minor /moderate negative. 
 
37.11.8 Whilst the site itself is not ecologically  significant, given the sens itive nature 
of the surrounding area, every care needs to be taken to mitigate potentially harmful 
impacts  that may arise from the site itself or in any combination w ith the exis ting 
industry in the area. The Supplementary Document No.2 (Apr il 2006) Section 5 
tabulates several mitigation measures  that w ill take place to reduce the impacts of 
this development.  With these in place the significance of the impacts  w ill be reduced 
to a neutral or minor  negative residual impact. 
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Appendix B  
 
Environmental Impacts (extracted from Environmental Statement and supplementary 
documentation). 
 
Effects on Human Health on Site and in the Community 
 
A full occupational health audit has  been conducted w ith regard to the risks  of 
exposure to the w hole range of substance or chemicals w hich operatives  on site 
could encounter. ABLE has submitted to the EA a w orking method plan regarding 
the handling of w astes. It is concluded that providing operations are cons istently  and 
fully  in accordance w ith these documents, there w ill be no s ignificant r isk to the 
health of operatives on site. It is also concluded that w ith the same careful methods 
fully  applied to the handling of potentially hazardous substances on site, there w ill be 
no significant r isk to the health of residents in the w ider  community outs ide the s ite. 
 
Impacts on Marine and Estuarine Life 
37.13.1 This section evaluated the marine ecology of the Tees Bay and Estuary  and 
the sens itiv ity of the fish, birds and other organisms present to potential impacts 
aris ing from the proposed TERRC activities. 
 
37.13.2 A small (0.56 Ha) area of habitat loss of estuarine mud containing w orms 
and shellfish w ill occur as  a result of the dredging inc luded in this  proposal. 
 
37.13.3 Dredging and assoc iated indirect effects are the main potential impacts  on 
the marine ecological resources . Redistr ibution of toxic contamination may occur as 
a result of dredging in areas not previous ly disturbed, how ever the geotechnical 
borehole results show  that much of new  “capital”  dredging is in the glacial drift and till 
clay  layers. Analys is of these layers  by  CEFAS has show n they are less 
contaminated than those sediments  in the most recent layers – but even these most 
recent layers have been confirmed by CEFAS to be of s imilar analys is to the 
sediments found in the w ider Tees r iver  and estuary . Harmful organic chemical 
compounds (PAHs) and heavy metals  may be amongst those contaminants bound to 
sediments that are re-suspended as a result of dredging. How ever, only  cer tain 
PAHs w ere above benchmark levels and due to their  soluble nature, and a reduction 
in concentration caused by oxidation their levels in dredged mater ial w ill be low er 
than the levels  found on Seal Sands and therefore of minor significance. 
37.13.4 In terms of general ecology (omitting birds and seals), it is  cons idered that 
the proposals w ould not lead to an adverse impact on the Sites  having a European 
conservation designation nor  therefore to affect the overall coherence of the 
internationally protected Natura 2000 netw ork. 
 
37.13.5 Mitigation recommendations are made to reduce impacts, such as carrying 
out activities at spec ified times of year and to monitor the project as it progresses so 
that the programme can be informed and fine-tuned as  appropriate and w hich can 
also provide information for the local ecology  management plan. 
 
Effects on Waterbirds 
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37.14.1 It is recognised that the Teesmouth and Cleveland coast is of national and 
international importance for  birds and as such the area has been conferred Special 
Protection Area (SPA) s tatus  for breeding birds, passage migrants and assemblages 
of w aterfow l. 
 
37.14.2 The TERRC docks site lies next to the Teesmouth and Cleveland coast SPA 
and due to their prox imity, the Seal Sands and Greenabella Marsh s ites, w hich hold 
important numbers of birds, are recognised as the most sensitive areas to potentially 
be affected by  the development proposals. 
 
37.14.3 The impacts that are recognised as being of potential concern include noise 
and visual disturbance (light and human) from the dock operations and the 
construc tion and disassembly of the cofferdam, the production of nox ious  odours 
(minor r isk), pollution (inc luding short-term chronic and long term accumulation of 
toxic substances in the bodies of fish, birds and animals) and the interaction of 
factors w ith other  proposed developments in the vic inity of Seal Sands. To prov ide a 
clear assessment of the potential impacts, their magnitude and s ignificance, the 
Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment developed by the Institute of Ecology 
and Env ironmental Management ( IEEM, 2002) have been used. 
 
37.14.4 An assessment of the impact on birds  of habitat loss and change in habitat 
quality, w ithout mitigation, show s that the change of use and cofferdam 
construc tion/disassembly proposals  are likely to result in a minor negative impact. 
How ever because of the relatively low  numbers of w orms and other resources of 
food at the North Shore in the vicinity of the proposed Quay 11 there are low  
numbers of feeding birds there and its  loss w ill have very limited significance to the 
bird population. 
 
37.14.5 An assessment of the noise impacts  w ithout mitigation show s that the 
change of use proposals are not expected to result in a negative impact, w hile for the 
cofferdam construction/disassembly the impact is  expected to be of a minor  negative 
significance, but then only for short per iods.  Mitigation proposals limit the periods  
and duration of piling and dredging operations  to create a neutral impact. 
 
37.14.6 An assessment of the v isual impacts  w ithout mitigation show s that the 
change of use and cofferdam construction/disassembly proposals  among other 
w orks are expected to result in a minor negative impact, again only for short per iods. 
Mitigation proposals limit the per iods and duration of piling and dredging operations 
to create a neutral impact. 
 
37.14.7 An assessment of the pollution impacts w ithout mitigation show s that the 
development proposals are expected to result in a minor/moderate negative impact. 
 
37.14.8 An assessment of impacts  from odours created by the change of use and 
cofferdam construction/disassembly proposals among other w orks are expected to 
result in a neutral impact. 
 
37.14.9 Currently the overall assessment of the proposals w ithout mitigation results 
in a minor/moderate negative impact on the integrity of the SPA.  There are a small 
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number of, but nevertheless important, mitigation measures that w ill be implemented 
to reduce the impact of the proposals on the integrity  of the SPA to neutral and 
therefore not s ignificant.  These mitigation measures inc lude screening some of the 
activities and restricting access  to the south eastern site boundary  to reduce visual 
disturbance to Seal Sands and Greenabella Marsh. The creation and implementation 
of a conservation management plan, w hich includes operational prescriptions (e.g. 
timing of certain operations) has been developed to minimise the potential impact of 
certain operations  assoc iated w ith the proposals (see Conservation Management 
Plan, Supplementary  Document No.2, Apr il 2006, Appendix 6). The ABLE 
Environmental Manager w ill be present on the s ite during different phases of the 
development to monitor  the impacts of noise on birds on Seal Sands and 
Greenabella Marsh. 
 
37.14.11 With full implementation of the mitigation measures through the 
implementation and management of the conservation management plan, the residual 
impact of the proposals on the SPA is expected to be neutral/minor negative. 
 
Effects on Se als  
 
37.15.1 This section prov ides information on the seal colony of Seal Sands. 
Teesmouth is the only  know n estuary in Europe w here Harbour seals have re-
colonised as a direct result of environmental improvements (INCA, 2004) . 
 
37.15.2 The effects of impacts including noise, contaminants, and visual disturbance 
w ere inves tigated. Effec ts of noise on seals is not fully understood, how ever, animals  
are thought to be most vulnerable dur ing the pupping season, w here an adverse 
effect could result in a mother abandoning her pup.  There are no guidelines on w hat 
levels of noise could result in this response and therefore a precautionary pr inc iple 
w ill apply to industrial ac tivities. ABLE w ill continue to contr ibute to INCA w ho 
undertake monitoring of the impacts of industr ial ac tivities on the ecology  of 
Teesmouth. Without prejudging the outcome of any monitoring programme it is 
poss ible that the results may assist in improv ing the overall management of the local 
ecology . Mitigation proposals limit the per iods and duration of piling and dredging 
operations to create a neutral impact. 
 
37.15.3 Seals  are susceptible to contaminants  in the marine environment.  Reduced 
immunity or mortality could arise from severe tox ic contamination. 
How ever, due to the implementation of a strategy  to avoid discharges of any  toxic  
substances into the channel and test sediments before release at sea, the impacts 
on seals from contamination are identified as neutral. 
 
37.15.4 There are no potential impacts  resulting from visual dis turbance on seal 
populations . 
 
37.15.5 Recommendations have been made to ensure that improvements in 
env ironmental conditions are sustained in order to maintain a successful breeding 
colony. 
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The degree of additional shipping movements attributable to this project w ould be 
minimal and as such visual disturbance to seals  is not cons idered to be a s ignificant 
impact. 
 
Introduction of Alien Species and Pathogens 
 
37.16.1 A Biosecurity  Plan has been created to manage the r isks associated w ith 
alien spec ies and any micro-organisms poss ibly carrying disease. It is not poss ible to 
summar ise the risks posed into a general statement and no attempt to do so has 
been made. Instead a solid framew ork has been established through the Biosecur ity 
Plan to manage r isk on a marine unit bas is. 
 
37.16.2 The Biosecur ity Plan w orks on a precautionary principle and regards  all alien 
organisms carrying a risk of harm as being w aste (unless testing confirms otherw ise) 
needing collection, container isation and disposal of in landfill or through robust 
treatment processes. 
 
37.16.3 The biosecurity of TERRC and its  adjacent environment w ill be assured by  a 
process of specific A lien Species Risk Assessments identifying target organisms of 
concern, gener ic deep w ater sanitisation processes and then w aste containerisation 
and elimination at the fac ility. 
 
37.16.4 The magnitude of the unmitigated impact is potentially  HIGH and the 
sens itiv ity of the env ironmental receptors  (as  have been indicated elsew here in the 
EIS)  are HIGH and therefore the unmitigated impact is MAJOR. With this and other  
factors in mind ABLE has decided that it w ill not decommission ships  in w et dock 
conditions and this  is  expected to reduce the impact to a level that should can be 
regarded as ALARP (As Low  As Reasonably  Practicable). 
 
Water and Sedim ent Movement 
 
The process of dredging the channel, dock, cofferdam area and quays w ill have an 
impact on the environment. Studies by DNV and Geomorphologist Prof. Pethick 
have been carr ied out to assess the magnitude of these changes. 
 
37.17.2 The DNV study show s that the hydrodynamic characteristics and 
corresponding sediment transport processes are influenced to a small ex tent w ithin 
the bounds of Seaton Channel. Outside Seaton Channel the hydrodynamics and 
sediment transportation regime are changed slightly . 
 
Once dredging to deepen the channel is complete, the rate at w hich sediments 
accumulate across Seal Sands w ill be reduced. Moreover , w hat w ill be deposited w ill 
have more silt and clay and w ill contain less sand than at present. Both the reduction 
in sand content and the reduction rate of deposition compared w ith present 
conditions, are seen as ecologically beneficial.  How ever the impact is assessed as 
minor adverse but w ith mitigation is  assessed neutral long term. 
 
37.17.3 There are ongoing changes in the channel today w hich w ill continue into the 
future and are not influenced to any large extent by the dredging proposals . The 
present studies  show  that today the Seal Sands SPA is eroding in places by around 
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1m per  annum. The dredging proposals are assessed to slow  dow n, over the long 
term, this manifestation.  This attenuation impact on the natural process  is assessed 
as minor adverse. 
 
Resuspension of Contaminated Sediments 
 
The Tees estuary  has had a long history of industrialisation and consequently 
sediments w ithin the estuary  have been contaminated w ith a range of organic and 
inorganic contaminants. 
 
37.18.2 Of concern in the TERRC bas in and Seaton Channel are the high levels of 
certain organic compounds know n as PAHs w hich have been found in surface 
sediments w ithin the dock and along the north of the Seaton Channel. 
 
37.18.3 Dredging w ill result in the re-suspens ion of sediment contaminated w ith 
elevated levels  of PAHs and contr ibute to the spreading of PAH contaminated 
sediments that have concentrations that exceed current guidelines . Due to a 
reduction in concentration of PAH, caused by ox idation, levels of PAHs in dredged 
material are likely  to be low er than PAH levels found on Seal Sands.  Possible 
settling of re-suspended sediments on Seal Sands w ill therefore have little or no 
impact on Seal Sands and it communities. The deeper levels of dredging w ill be into 
natural c lays w hich ex ist below  the river sediments.  These are almost unaffected by 
manmade pollution and w ill der ive par ticles of clay and silt in suspens ion far  cleaner 
than those on the exis ting surface of Seal Sands. 
 
37.18.4 In conc lus ion, the re-suspens ion of contaminated sediments  w ill pose a 
shor t-term adverse impact on the local ecosystem but w ill not harm the integrity of 
the protected s ites or species in the area. In the long term a neutral impact can be 
expected. 
 
Sediment Disposal 
 
Disposal of dock sediments at sea w ould be subjec t to a licence from DEFRA and if 
this is not forthcoming they w ould be disposed of a suitably licensed land fill site.  
With such controls, the env ironmental impact is not predicted to be s ignificant.  
 
Airborne m atter and odour 
 
There is  a potential for the activ ities on site to generate or release gases and dust 
w hich could be harmf ul to health, or  have an unpleasant odour, be of nuisance value 
or be harmf ul to the neighbouring w ildlife s ites. A full audit has been carried out of all 
processes involved in construc tion, repair, refurbishment or decommiss ioning of the 
ships. It reveals that protective and mitigating techniques can be applied on site to 
remove risk to human health and to the environment on site. The measures w ill be 
fully  applied so that emissions carr ied offsite w ill therefore be minimal and of no 
significant risk to persons or the environment outside the s ite. 
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Site drainage  
 
Drainage w ater from the site w ill either be clean, for  example from roofs, or 
potentially contaminated, i.e. from parts of the s ite dedicated to decommissioning oily 
sections of the ships, or potentially  polluted by disease carrying organisms or 
invas ive plants or animals.  A drainage strategy has been des igned w hich deal w ith 
all three classes of w ater separately.   Clean w ater w ill pass through oil traps  and 
then be discharged into the Channel. Water w hich might be polluted w ill be held, 
tested, and if sufficiently clean, also discharged into the Channel. If the w ater is not 
fit for discharge into the channel it w ill be tankered off site for  disposal v ia a licensed 
w ater treatment w orks. Water from ballast tanks or loose inside the hulls, e.g. bilge 
w ater, w ill be tested, and treated w here necessary to eliminate chemical pollution but 
also to eradicate any harmful organisms, tes ted again and then discharged into the 
Channel. In total these drainage and treatment systems w ill ensure w ater leaving the 
site w ill harm neither  persons or  the ecology of Teesmouth. 
 
Site Flooding 
 
37.21.1 Parts of the eas t coast of England may be subject to future flooding by  the 
sea and the areas of risk have been mapped by the EA. The EA has set a level of 
5m Above Ordnance Datum, AOD (mean sea level)  as  being the limit of the kind of 
flooding w hich is likely to occur only  once every 200 years . Some of the TERRC s ite 
is above this level, but much is not, therefore some precautions are needed to guard 
against harm by flooding.  The quayside against the Seaton Channel w ill be raised to 
5m AOD. The top of the cofferdam and the central removable section w ill all be 
construc ted to more than 5m AOD, likew ise the dock gates. This still leaves the 
poss ibility of tidal flooding entering the site from ditches w hich run up each side of 
the s ite. Vulnerable parts of the site w ould be allow ed to flood in this s ituation w ith 
the exception of certain areas, w hich must be protec ted. These are the hazardous 
w aste storage areas, and the section of the site dedicated for  dirty  decommiss ioning. 
If these areas w ere allow ed to flood, contaminating mater ials could be sw ept across 
the s ite and be los t to neighbouring land. These sensitive areas w ill have their  ow n 
flood protection w alls to at least 5.0m height AOD, so that they remain as dry islands 
even in flood conditions. 
 
37.21.2 The s ite w ould be evacuated if deemed necessary  dur ing flood risk per iods 
for safety reasons. With all these precautions  in place flooding is not considered 
likely to give rise to environmental harm. 
 
Water Issuing from Contaminated Sediments 
 
The operations to construct a dam across the entrance to the dock and to prepare 
the dock for use, w ill involve the dredging and removal of sediments . These have 
been show n by CEFAS to be c lean enough for release at sea and that is  w here they 
w ill be taken, in compliance w ith a licence issued by  DEFRA. Dur ing routine use of 
the dry dock, access ible sediments exposed after the dock is pumped dry w ill be 
disposed at sea subject to meeting DEFRA requirements. How ever, sediments 
trapped under hulls of ships  and any other debris  derived from decommissioning 
operations w ill disposed of to a suitably licensed landfill before the dock is reflooded. 
Leachate w ill seep out of the sediments as they drain.  The leachate w ill be drained 
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to a holding tank w here the w ater w ill be tested and analysed. If of a compos ition 
acceptable to the EA, the w ater w ill be discharged into the Seaton Channel. If the EA 
does not approve this, the w ater w ill be taken by tanker to an appropriately licensed 
w ater treatment plant. Whichever option is used, there w ill be no harm to the 
env ironment. 
 
Noise and Vibration 
 
37.23.1 There w ill be a w ide range of plant and equipment operating on s ite.  In 
some cases a single item of equipment w ill be operating but normally  noise from 
more than one source w ill be ev ident. A full audit has been carried out on the effects 
of noise on staff and operatives on site. In some cases staff w ill require ear 
protectors, as is necessary on many construction and industrial s ites. How ever, w ith 
full use of personal protective equipment as required by the Health and Safety at 
Work Act 1974, no adverse consequences are expected. 
 
37.23.2 Noise and vibration are not expected to be encountered at levels  giv ing rise 
to concern at the neares t residential developments. 
 
Traffic Effects 
 
37.24.1 The planning consent issued by Teesside Development Corporation in 1997 
had limits on road and sea traffic to and from the site.  TERRC currently operates 
under this consent and in future road and sea traffic w ill continue to be w ithin these 
consented limits. ABLE seeks to es tablish use of a railw ay on the site, linked w ith the 
exis ting rail line running along the north eastern boundary. Planning consent is  
requested for around three trains per day. Use of the rail connection is to receive 
redundant rolling stock for recyc ling and to assist in the import and export of general 
cargoes.  The site already has planning consent for these functions. This w ill 
minimize use of HGVs on public roads. 
 
Accidents 
 
The activities associated w ith the construction and use of the Seaton Por t TERRC 
facilit ies are not thought to present any unusual risks  to the environment and w ill be 
subject to compliance w ith current HSE requirements. Compliance w ill be enforced 
either direc tly by the Site Manager or by the Fac ility Manager w hen the development 
(i.e. buildings) is occupied. 
 
37.25.2 With any mar ine or industr ial operation there is  a risk of accident. The 
addition of ships to the mar ine s truc tures already being decommissioned at TERRC 
is unlikely to significantly increase that risk. A  large number of safety measures  are 
undertaken pr ior to any ship departing for  TERRC.  Ships w ill only be allow ed to 
arrive in the United Kingdom if the United Kingdom Coastguard is satisfied w ith the 
condition of the ship.  Once in the Hartlepool Port limits, ships come under the 
control of the Por t Author ity , a w ell equipped and modern port w hich handles  on 
average over five thousand ship arr ivals annually. Operational acc ident r isk is 
present w ith decommissioning and construction of the cofferdam, as w ith any 
industr ial operation. ABLE is exper ienced at decommissioning marine s truc tures and 
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has  been doing so since 1985, they have a skilled and experienced w orkforce along 
w ith tried and tested w ork practices  and procedures. 
 
Visual and Landscape Assessment 
 
37.26.1 The landscape and visual assessment concluded that the new  development 
w ill not s ignificantly affect the v isual character of the site and surrounding area, or  
the majority of visual receptors. This is due to the context of its  location betw een the 
Huntsman Tioxide w orks, the Nuclear  Pow er Station and other  industrial uses along 
both sides of the Seaton-on-Tees channel, and the familiarity of receptors w ith v iew s 
predominantly  industrial in nature. 
 
Cradle to Grave Assessment 
 
37.27.1 The TERRC s ite has  been operational s ince 1997 to repair, refurbish and 
decommission marine structures. To date, this has involved oil and gas exploration 
and production rigs and modules. In 2001, Able commissioned an assessment of the 
impacts  these operations  w ould have on the w ildlife of Seal Sands. It concluded that 
there w as no correlation betw een industr ial activ ities  on the TERRC s ite the numbers 
or distribution of birds on the SPA. As a result all operations permitted under  the 
1997 planning consent w ere then allow ed to take place w ithout further restr iction. 
 
37.27.2 A survey of the site has show n one area of historic ground contamination but 
this has  been subsequently  dealt w ith. All w orks that have been carr ied out on s ite 
have been compliant w ith consents and licences apply ing to the site. 
 
37.27.3 It is concluded therefore that at the moment, the site is  w ithout any  
env ironmental problems and is  not adversely affecting the environment. 
 
37.27.4 Any operations w hich take place in the f uture w ill be regulated by  Hartlepool 
Borough Council in some respects on the bas is of information from its statutory 
adv isors, e.g. English Nature, and also by  the EA and DEFRA. All these regulators 
have pow ers to monitor activities on s ite and to w ithdraw  permiss ions if they feel that 
such ac tion w ould be appropriate. 
 
There is  no reason to believe that the TERRC s ite cannot complete its operating life 
span w ithout harm to the env ironment. In practical terms, this means that the dock is 
regular ly c leaned out, all w aste is removed from the site and disposed of safely 
offsite, and in the case of any accidental spillages or leakages on site, all affected 
ground w ill be dug out, disposed of and replaced w ith c lean mater ial. The site can 
therefore be expected to end its life span in a clean condition. At this point, ABLE or 
its successor operator  w ill produce a s ite condition report w hich w ill trace the 
condition of the site from now  until that time. 
 
37.27.5 What happens to the s ite if and w hen operations cease is speculative and 
w ould depend upon a new  planning consent. If how ever the site is  left unoccupied, 
the likelihood is that the Channel w ould no longer be dredged to the proposed depth. 
The dock might also be left open. From examination of analyses of the exis ting 
sediments, and by  computer modelling, it is evident that sedimentation w ill occur 
such that layers w ill build up in the Channel and dock floor to existing depths over  a 
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per iod of 20-40 years . The source of these sediments is likely to be from upstream 
and dow nstream and may contain the contamination w hich ex ists  there now . In any 
case the situation w ill be recreated w hich currently exists, hence a “no change”  
assessment is given. 
 
Economic Effects 
37.28.1 It is ev ident from the results of the 2001 census that Hartlepool suffers from 
economic and social depr ivation. Unemployment levels are traditionally high by 
compar ison w ith those elsew here in the region, and the Country generally. Allied 
w ith this , and perhaps as a direct result, Hartlepool has a disproportionately  low  
percentage of 20-35 year old persons in its population. This may be a reflection of 
relatively poor career opportunities in the area, but the w eakening of this generation 
places a community at significant disadvantage. 
 
37.28.2 The operations at TERRC w ill in total provide over  749 full t ime jobs in w hat 
is expected to be grow ing international industr ies  of future construction ship recyc ling 
and turbine fabrication. It has been contended that ship recyc ling may harm the 
image of Hartlepool and adversely affect the economic  grow th and tour ism of the 
area. This is examined as far as possible but is believed to be no more than of 
neutral impact and poss ibly  benefic ial. The overall benefit of long term employment 
associated w ith a safe and efficient ship recyc ling, repair and refurbishment yard is  
believed to more that outw eigh any disadvantages occurring from the development. 
 
Archaeology 
 
The statement concludes that the operation w ill not involve any excavation of natural 
material, only the removal of contaminated aggregates  placed betw een the concrete 
beams of the dock floor. 
 
Interact ion between the TERRC Proposals and Other Foreseeable 
Developments in the Area 
 
37.29.1 Other  developments  proposed in the area have been assessed in relation to 
the env ironmental impacts likely to accrue from the ABLE proposals. This involves 
dredging of the Seaton on Tees Channel and construc tion to the Redcar Offshore 
Wind Farm. The assessment found no harmf ul interaction w ith either  to be likely. 
 
37.30 Conclusions 
37.30.1 If all the mitigating measures detailed in this EIS are fully , efficiently and 
cons istently implemented, the proposals embodied in the planning application 
examined here can be carried out w ithout significant risk of harm to human health or 
significant risk of adverse impact upon the environment. The benefic ial effect of 749 
jobs derived from this proposal is very  considerable. 
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No:  2 
Num ber: H/2005/5878 
Applicant: Able UK Ltd Able House Billingham Reach Ind  Estate 

Billungham  TS23 1PX 
Agent: Able House  Billingham Reach Ind  Estate Billingham 

TS23 1PX 
Date valid: 17/10/2005 
Development: Hazardous Substance Consent to store var ious 

hazardous substances 
Location: Able UK Ltd TERRC Fac ility  Tees Road Graythorp 

Hartlepool Har tlepool 
 
 
 
 
Introduction 
 
1 The Hazardous Substance Consent controls are designed to regulate the presence 
of hazardous substances so they cannot be kept or used above specified quantities  
until the responsible author ities  have had the oppor tunity to assess the r isk of an 
accident and its consequences for  people in the surrounding area and for  the 
env ironment. 
 
2 If consent is agreed this may be subjec t to a consultation zone being established 
w ithin w hich proposals for future development w ill need to be cons idered by relevant 
statutory consultees prior to any grant of consent.  This w ould allow  potential effects 
on public safety and the env ironment to be considered. 
 
3 The TERRC site lies adjacent to Tees Estuary and Cleveland Coast Spec ial 
Protection Area (SPA). SPA’s are amongst the highest classification of nature 
conservation designation and are of international significance.  In its  letter of 8 
December 2005 English Nature indicated that the proposal w ould be likely to have a 
significant effect on the interest features of the Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast 
Spec ial Protec tion Area and Ramsar s ite.  Consequently it w as necessary for the 
Council as Hazardous Substances Author ity to undertake an ‘appropr iate 
assessment’ under the terms of the Habitat Regulations  to determine w hether the 
proposal w ould either alone or in combination w ith other plans and projec ts result in 
an adverse effect on the integr ity of the SPA s ite.  The ‘appropriate assessment’ is  
appended to this report.  It concludes that providing appropriate precautionary s teps 
are taken in storing the var ious hazardous substances an adverse effect on the SPA 
w ill not arise.  
 
The Application  
 
4 Hazardous Substances Consent is sought by Able UK to allow  various mater ials to 
be stored at TERRC.  Some of these materials cons ist of w astes, temporarily s tored 
on the site prior to onw ard transmission for disposal at licensed s ites. Other 
materials are to be kept on the s ite for  use in industr ial processes there or as fuels 
for site based activ ities.  The proposals  subject to this application are closely linked 
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to the ship decommissioning process w hich is subject to the main application on the 
agenda. 
 
5 The application has been amended to c lar ify the range, quantity  and location of 
substances to be stored on the site. 
 
6 The follow ing maximum quantities (tonnes) of w aste materials are proposed for 
temporary s torage on the site. 
 

1. Asbestos - 2250 
2. Waste mineral Oil – 5500  
3. PCBs and PCNs - 5 
4. Mercury  and Compounds - 5 
5. Lead acid batteries - 500 
6. NiCad Batteries -  5 
7. Anti-fouling paint - 10 
8. Fuel oil – 2991.5 
9. Gas oil – 1475 

 
7 Other hazardous mater ials  i.e. non w astes as listed below  w ould be required to 
enable the cutting of ship hulls and other  structures and as fuel sources for  on-s ite 
activities. 
 

1 Acetylene -– 0.5 
2 Oxygen - 15  
3 Propane -– 3  
4 Fuel Oil – 8.5 tonnes 
5 Gas Oil – 25 tonnes 
6 Various maintenance and c leaning mater ials -  10 
7 Various medic ines – 10 

 
8 With respect to the w aste fuel and gas oils ( items 8 and 9 above) clar ification has  
been given that these substances w ould be present w ithin the engines of ships 
aw aiting decommiss ioning.  This material is not to be stored on s ite outs ide the ships 
themselves but transferred direc tly  to tankers  for off site removal as acknow ledged 
w ithin the Environmental Statement accompany ing the main application.  It is 
intended to recyc le redundant fuel and gas oils.  With respect to the w aste oils  
clar ification is s imilar ly received that these substances w ill be transferred directly 
from the ships  to tankers  for off-site disposal.  The applicant has also made a further 
amendment to the application, in that there is  no longer a proposal to store oxygen 
and propane in large capac ity bulk tanks on the quayside.  These are to be replaced 
w ith portable cylinder supplies.  There is no change to the max imu m quantities  of 
propane and oxygen to be stored, only to the container type and size.  In the 
interests  of safety it is  proposed not to use these pressurised gasses w ithin 5 metres 
of transpor t routes  and other  installations . 
 
9 The substance location plan submitted w ith the application w ill be displayed at the 
meeting.  It indicates several storage locations w ithin the s ite.  In the northern part of 
the s ite there w ould be a storage area for the various oils and compressed gas 
cylinders (oxygen, propane and acety lene).   
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10 Adjacent to the eastern boundary of the dock w ould be the location for the 
mercury  w aste. 
 
11 The location of temporary containers for asbestos and PCBs are show n w ithin the 
proposed dry dock area.  It is intended to keep such materials there for shor t term 
per iods  only prior to transfer  for off site disposal or for appropriate storage elsew here 
on the TERRC site w hen the dock is due to be reflooded.  The proposed site for the 
PCB and asbestos  containers w hen not in the dry dock w ould be w ithin bunded 
areas on the eastern side of the dock. 
 
12 The var ious  w aste containers are to be bunded, as are the storage areas for oils  
used in site processes. 
 
13 There is an existing hazardous w aste storage building on the s ite that w ould be 
used to accommodate the lead-acid and NiCad batteries the various c leaning and 
maintenance chemicals and medic ines. 
 
14 Typical locations for steel contaminated w ith anti-fouling paint are show n w ithin 
the dry dock and on the ‘dirty ’, dismantling pad. 
 
Publicity 
 
15 Both the or iginal and amended applications w ere advertised by w ay of a press 
notice and site notice.  As a result of this exercise some 8 letters of objection to the 
original proposals w ere received and a further  11 letters of objection to the amended 
scheme.  The follow ing issues are raised:- 
 
1 The substances w ould have a long term detr imental effect on health.  They could 

be w ashed into the r iver . 
2 The proposal w ould have an adverse effect on tour ism and the image of the 

tow n. 
3 The materials could be lost/spilt through var ious means. 
4 Evidence at Seaton Meadow s suggests that care w ill not be taken.  The adjacent 

road has been covered in mud and dust. 
5 Danger of explosions/fire and this w ill cause distr ibution of toxic mater ials  across 

the tow n. 
6 How  much more land w ill be required for tipping.  Seaton Carew  entirely 

surrounded by w aste tips . 
7 Detriment to local w ildlife. 
8 Airborne pollution to surrounding area. 
9 Hazardous impacts due to traffic. 
10 Vulnerability of groundw aters. 
11 Precedent - other companies w ill follow  suit.  Tow n w ill be seen as  an easy touch 

as a “dumping ground”. 
12 Company should be applying for a PPC licence instead. 
13 There are no toxic refuges on the s ite, medical facilit ies nor  site emergency 

control room. 
14 No attempt to deal w ith flooding or oil/chemical pollution of Greatham Green that 

w ill result from proposed ship breaking activities. 
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15 What w ill happen to bilge w ater, dock w ater and rain w ater run off from this s ite. 
 
 Copy letters B 
 
The per iod for public ity has expired. 
 
Consultat ions 
 
16 The follow ing consultation replies have been received: 
 
English Nature – Confirms appropriate assessment is  satisfac tory and has been 
able to ascertain that the proposed development w ould not adversely  affect the 
integrity of the European SPA/Ramsar site and w ould not be likely  to cause damage 
and disturbance to the SSSI. 
 
Environment Agency  - No objec tions.  Important that appropr iate pollution 
prevention measures are in place to protect controlled w aters.  Amended proposal 
for propane and oxygen appears sens ible to reduce magnitude of any inc ident 
prov iding pipew ork is arranged in a manner to prevent incidents spreading to 
adjacent gas cylinders.  Transfer of any w aste oil from ships to tankers should occur 
at earliest opportunity in dismantling process and, in the absence of a land based 
w aste oil storage tank, the ship not utilised as  a w aste oil storage vessel.  The 
proposal w ould appear to be a sens ible measure to reduce handling and storage and 
therefore the potential of oil spillages from the s ite.  The applicant should ensure that 
spillages during w aste oil transfer in the tanker loading area can be contained (by 
prov iding impermeable surfaces w ith containment capacity) w ithout caus ing 
pollution. 
 
Health and Safety Executive – Hazardous Substances Installation 
 
The r isks to the surrounding population ar ising from the proposed operation are so 
small that there are no significant reasons on safety grounds for refus ing Hazardous 
Substances Consent.   
 
Conditions should be imposed to ensure range and location of substances is in 
accordance w ith application and that consent for tox ic substances is limited to those 
named in the application. 
 
Changes set out in letter dated 22 September 2006 reduce the level of r isk. 
 
No consultation zone is recommended on this basis. 
 
Health and Safety Executive – Nucle ar Safety Director ate – No objec tion.  
Satisfied that external hazards safety case for the pow er station is not compromised 
by the application proposals.  Attention to safe w orking areas and propane storage 
should be given ( in accordance w ith Br itish Energy’s  view s). 
 
Police – No comments 
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Cleveland Em ergency Planning Unit  – No objection.  If the application is 
successful it w ill be subject to stringent COMAH regulations requir ing Able UK to 
prov ide a safety case that includes an on-site emergency response plan requiring 
approval of HSE. 
 
Fire Brigade – No comments 
 
Hartlepool Friends of the Earth – Objection on ground of insufficient information 
 
Greatham Parish Council – Express concern at risks caused by  presence of 
hazardous and toxic substances as  w ell as flammable and explosive mater ials.  The 
site together w ith neighbour ing sites w hich deal w ith hazardous and tox ic substances 
w ill increase risk to area in relation to cross contamination. 
 
Northumbrian Water – No comments  or  objections 
 
National Grid  Transco – No objections to original application.  No gas transmission 
infrastructure in the area.  In light of revised details they are cons ider ing the matter 
further par ticularly w ith regard to s torage in the v icinity of the overhead transmission 
lines.  A reply is anticipated in time for  the meeting. 
 
NEDL – No comments 
 
Stockton Borough Council – No comments 
 
Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council – No comments 
 
Head of Traffic & Transportation – No major traffic or highw ay implications 
 
Head of Public Protection  - No objec tions 
 
Engineering Consultancy – No comments 
 
British Energy – No objections.  Require restriction of w orking areas (regarding 
oxygen, acety lene and propane)  to be applied to the area w ithin 5 metres  of the site 
boundary.  Any impacts are not predicted to be s ignificant and w ould not threaten the 
nuc lear  pow er station safety  case.  In the event that proposals are made in the future 
to use propane in a bulk tank on the s ite, it w ill be necessary for detailed studies  of 
the effects of blast, missiles and vapour c loud dispersion to be under taken in order to 
underw rite the station safety case. 
 
Planning Policy 
 
17 The follow ing polic ies in the adopted Hartlepool Local Plan 2006 are relevant to 
the determination of this application: 
 
DC02: s tates that the Borough Counc il w ill pay regard to the advice of the 
Environment Agency in cons ider ing proposals  w ithin the indicative floodplain areas 
including the need for a flood r isk assessment.  Flood mitigation measures may be 
necessary w here development is approved.  Where these are imprac tical and w here 
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the r isk of flooding on the land or elsew here is at a level to endanger life or property 
development w ill not be permitted. 
 
GEP1: states that in determining planning applications  the Borough Council w ill have 
due regard to the prov isions of the Development Plan.  Where appropriate 
development should be located on previously developed land w ithin the limits to 
development and outs ide the green w edges.   The policy also highlights  the w ide 
range of matters w hich w ill be taken into account as appropriate including 
appearance and relationship w ith surroundings, effects on amenity, highw ay safety, 
car parking, infras truc ture, flood risk, trees, landscape features, w ildlife and habitats, 
the historic environment, and the need for  high standards of design and landscaping. 
 
GEP4: states that development proposals  w ill not be approved w hich w ould have a 
significant detr imental effect on the env ironment, on amenities of local residents, 
w atercourses, w etlands, coastal w aters, the aquifer or the w ater supply sys tem or  
that w ould affect air quality or w ould constrain the development of neighbour ing land. 
 
IND9: reserves land in this area for  developments w hich are potentially polluting or 
hazardous.  These w ill be permitted w here there is no s ignificant detrimental effect 
on the env ironment or on designated nature conservation sites , on amentiy or on the 
development of neighbouring land.  In these respects spec ial regard w ill be had to 
adv ice received from the Health and safety Executive, HM Inspector of Pollution, the 
Environment Agency and English Nature as appropriate. 
 
IND11: states that proposals  for the introduction of hazardous substances w ill be 
permitted on s ites identified in policy Ind9 for potentially polluting or hazardous 
substances subject to there being no significant increase in risk to people or  
significant adverse effect on des ignated nature conservation s ites in the vic inity.  In 
cons ider ing such proposals  at other  locations the Borough Counc il w ill also need to 
be satified that they w ill not inhibit the full oppor tunities for development of nearby  
sites. 
 
Planning Considerations 
 
18 The main cons iderations  in this case are w hether  the proposed s torage of 
hazardous substances on the s ite in connection w ith the proposed project w ould 
have adverse effects on health and safety and the env ironment. 
 
19 Policy Ind9 of the adopted Local Plan confirms that this is an appropr iate location 
for developments w hich are potentially polluting or hazardous subject to no 
significant adverse environmental effects. 
 
20 It is important to note that there are no objections to this application from the key 
statutory regulators i.e. the Health and Safety Executive and Environment Agency.  
The HSE (Hazardous Ins tallation Directorate) confirm that the r isks to the 
surrounding population w ould be so small that there w ould be no s ignificant reason 
on safety grounds to refuse the application most significantly they have confirmed 
that development if approved w ould not attract a health and safety consultation zone.  
HSE (Nuclear  Safety Directorate) and Br itish Energy have requested that the 
restr iction of w orking areas should be extended to include areas w ithin 5 metres of 
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the s ite boundary.  This can be secured through an appropriate condition as  can 
control over bulk tank storage of propane. 
 
21 The Env ironment Agency has s tated that it does not objec t to the application.  
The proposals are also subject to control under the COMAH (Control of Major 
Accident Hazards) legis lation and w aste management licensing.  These controls are 
enforced by the Environment Agency and Health and Safety Executive and w ill 
incorporate appropriate controls  over the r isk of pollution incidents  occurr ing. The 
storage and transfer  of hazardous mater ials on the s ite w ould be subjec t to control 
through the Environment Agency’s  w aste management protocols.  In the event that 
an accidental spillage of mater ial w ere to occur it w ould be dealt w ith under  the 
Hazard Materials Spillage and Clean Up Plan under the superv is ion of the 
Environment Agency.  The potential for  this has been assessed and addressed 
w ithin the Environmental Statement accompany ing the main application. 
 
22 The Local Planning Authority has completed an appropr iate assessment of the 
proposals and has concluded that the proposals to store hazardous substances on 
the s ite w ill not result in an adverse impact on the integr ity  of the SPA.  English 
Nature has confirmed that this assessment is  satisfactory. 
 
Flooding/release of contamination 
 
23 The methods for ensuring that w ater either w ithin the dock or the w ider Seaton 
Channel area does not become exposed to unacceptable levels of contamination is 
given cons ideration w ithin the report on the main application w hich deals w ith 
drainage and remediation s trategies for the dry dock. 
 
24 In order to safeguard against potential pollution r isk from f looding, substances 
that are potentially dangerous for the env ironment w ould be stored in bunded 
locations. 
 
Other matters 
 
25 The impact of the proposed development in terms of traffic operation and effect 
on the image of the tow n are given consideration in the report to the Committee on 
the main application. 
 
26 Each application for hazardous substances consent should be considered on its  
ow n mer its by the appropriate regulatory author ities  taking into cons ideration the in-
combination effect of other hazardous substances already present on the s ite.  
Precedent is not therefore considered to be an issue. 
 
27 The concern that the company should be applying for a PPC (Pollution 
Prevention Control) licence is not a mater ial consideration in this case.  The PPC 
regime is adminis tered by the Environmental Agency and as such the decision as to 
w hether the PPC regime is appropr iate in this  case rests w ith the Env ironment 
Agency. 
 
RECOMMENDATION – APPROVE subject to no objections from National Grid 
Transco and subject to the follow ing conditions: 
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1. Unless otherw ise agreed w ith the Local Planning Authority and subject to the 

amendments detailed in the letter dated 6 September 2006 and the letter  and 
accompany ing plan dated 22 September 2006, the substances subject to this 
application shall be s tored in complete accordance w ith the application 
documentation as amended on 20 July 2006. 
In the interests of environmental protec tion. 

 
2. Outs ide the w et/dry dock all substances that are destined for w aste disposal 

off site or that contain oil shall only  be stored in areas w hich are surrounded 
by protective bunds to a minimum height of 5 metres AOD, details  of w hich 
shall be first agreed in w riting by  the Local Planning Author ity . 
In order  to safeguard against flood r isk. 

 
3. Save as  indicated below  there shall be no storage or use of pressur ised gas 

for the purposes of industrial ac tivities on the site other than in the manner 
described by the applicant’s letter and the accompanying plan dated 22 
September 2006.  For the avoidance of doubt no such gasses shall be used 
or stored w ithin 5 metres  of any  of the site boundar ies. 

 In the interests of safety . 
 
4. Hazardous Substances Consent hereby granted is limited to those 

substances named w ithin Table A of the amended application dated 20 July 
2006. 

 For the avoidance of doubt. 
 
5. No ship(s)1 shall be used as a vessel for the storage of w astes including oils 

from other ships. 
 In the interests of environmental protec tion. 
 

                                                 
1 The use of  the term ‘ship(s)’ within the conditions described shall be taken to mean all ships, vessels 
and other craf t as described in more detail in the Env ironmental Statement. 
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