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Protected sites advisor response to an internal consultation on the Habitats Regulations Assessment of a project 


TO: 		Debbie Nicholas, Marine Licensing Team 

FROM: 	Delyth Rowlands, Development Planning Advice Service 

SUBJECT:	Habitats Regulations Assessment of DML1840 Rhyl Harbour Annual Dredging 

Thank you for consulting the Development Planning Advice Service on the above project and sending us a copy of the revised draft Form 1 HRA report on the 29th October 2018. Our comments are as follows:

We broadly agree with the conclusions reached in the HRA. This is on the basis that we can condition adequate monitoring of the potential effects of taking sediment out of the system.

Neil Smith (Senior Conservation Officer) was consulted on the adeqaucy of the HRA and has the following comments to make: 

1. Realistically there is no need in future to assess potential effects individually  for over-wintering bird species or the assemblage of the Dee estuary, as sediment starvation from the system may take years to get to the inner Dee estuary.  The exception to this are little tern that predominantly nest at Gronant (Dee estuary SPA/Ramsar feature 9m alongshore) and feed within 3 miles either side of this (Liverpool Bay / Bae Lerpwl SPA feature).  In future for Rhyl harbour applications we suggest assessing all of the over-wintering birds together. For clarity, we do agree with the conclusions presented. 

2. It remains to be seen whether this type of dredging will affect little tern feeding areas which are 9m away to the east. The context is that there is gradually a lack of gravels/cobbles/shingle moving alongshore at various points from Little Orme to the Dee Estuary, as many are locked in sea defences.  Sand supply, assuming the status quo is currently just about sufficient for parts (not all) of the Dee estuary dunes frontage but this assumes current inputs are maintained.  We tentatively agree with the conclusions reached for little tern, provided that monitoring of the potential effects of removing sediment from the system is conditioned in the permit. We advise that this point is made clear in the HRA. 
3. We agree with the conclusions reached for the Liverpool Bay SPA features, with the exception of little tern (see above). 

4. Dee Estuary SAC sand dune features – the reasoning provided for this feature appears to support Emmer Litt’s (Coastal and Physical Processes TE) previous comments regarding the Foryd harbour Scheme, in that it appears to be stopping a through flow of sediment from the estuary to the coastal cell.  If the Foryd harbour scheme no longer feeds into the system then the amount of sediment reaching the Dee estuary will reduce in the long term.

5. The ‘in combination’ assessment uses the Mostyn dredge proposal to justify how small the Rhyl dredge is. We do not agree with this as firstly the current dredge at Mostyn is only licenced to take out 50,000m3 (not the 100,000m3 as stated) for a limited period. Furthermore, Mostyn is at the ‘end of the system’ for want of a better term i.e.it is material that has already gone through the system and as such we do not believe it can be used as a direct comparison. 



Signed: Delyth W Rowlands 



Date: 5th December 2018
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