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INTRODUCTION 

1. This written summary ("WS2") has been prepared on behalf of C.RO Ports Killingholme 

Limited ("C.RO").  It relates to the oral submissions made by C.RO at the Issue Specific 

Hearing ("ISH") on marine issues arising from the Application for Able Marine Energy Park 

("AMEP") Development Consent Order ("DCO") held on Thursday 13 September 2012.  

2. C.RO is the statutory harbour authority for, and operator of, C.RO Ports Killingholme 

("CPK"). This document summarises the submissions made by C.RO at the ISH in relation to 

marine issues, using the agenda of the ISH as a framework. The relevant issues are set out in 

the order in which they were discussed at the ISH. 

3. A number of discussions took place at the ISH regarding the additional information that Able 

should produce to assist the Examining Authority's understanding of the various marine 

issues. Attached at Appendix 1 to this WS2 is a letter sent by C.RO to the Examining 

Authority on 17 September containing legal submissions in respect of what information C.RO 

considers is outstanding.  

ISSUES  

4. Issue 3: Dredging and disposal issues 

E.ON and Centrica outfalls 

4.1 In relation to discussions regarding these outfalls, C.RO confirmed to the Examining 

Authority that the two buoys for the outfalls lie in close proximity to the CPK approaches and 

to the Killingholme Haven at CPK and are used by the masters as an aid for navigation.  

Plough dredging around these outfalls will re-suspend particles in the water column. C.RO 

submits that Able should be required to make a decision as to which approach to take to 

protect the outfalls and this should be reflected in the DCO.  

4.2 Furthermore, as submitted at the ISH, protective provisions for the benefit of C.RO should be 

included in the DCO giving it the right of approval for any works by Able in relation to these 

outfalls.    

Protective provisions 

4.3 In response to a question from the Examining Authority, C.RO confirmed that it requires its 

own protective provisions, not jointly with C.GEN Killingholme Ltd, drafts of which were 
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included as Appendix 1 to C.RO's written summary of its oral submissions at the ISH 

regarding the DCO (WS1). C.RO has not received a response from Able to those protective 

provisions. C.RO notes that the protective provisions proposed by C.RO are entirely 

appropriate for an entity of this nature.   It is not appropriate that the protective provisions for 

C.RO be agglomerated with those for C.GEN Killingholme Limited, which is an entirely 

separate entity with different interests. C.RO is a port authority and a statutory harbour 

authority, whereas C.GEN is a power generator. C.RO notes that Able agreed at the ISH that 

separate protective provisions should be given.  

Dredging requirements at CPK  

4.4 In response to questions from the Examining Authority C.RO confirmed that dredging is 

presently carried out monthly at CPK. The primary areas where this occurs are to the 

northwest of the C.RO berths and the downstream approaches to the berths.  In response to a 

question from the Examining Authority, C.RO confirmed that it is not the case that no 

maintenance dredging will be required. 

4.5 C.RO and Able have not yet reached an agreement regarding dredging requirements. C.RO 

confirmed to the Examining Authority that it has not received any proposals from Able that 

relate to the overlap in the approaches. This is why protective provisions, which would 

provide a statutory basis for tripartite discussions between C.RO, Able and the Harbour 

Master, and would provide for arbitration should those discussions break down, are so 

important. Able confirmed that although it thought it had submitted proposals, these have not 

been received by C.RO.  The Harbour Master confirmed that he would need to see an agreed 

position between the parties. 

5. Issue 1: The hydrodynamic and sedimentary regime in the Humber 

5.1 C.RO supported the assertion by the Marine Management Organisation that the effects of the 

berths at CPK should have been included in the hydrodynamic modelling. C.RO confirms that 

it has no in-principle objection to AMEP, however it wishes to ensure that AMEP has been 

properly assessed. At present there is a gap in the environmental impact assessment that has 

been carried out. This gap reinforces the need for protective provisions for the benefit of 

C.RO to protect C.RO against any adverse impacts that may arise as a result of AMEP. C.RO 

welcomes the confirmation from Able at the ISH that it will review C.RO's protective 

provisions. C.RO will constructively engage with Able on this issue.  
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5.2 C.RO submits that the hydrodynamic modelling is deficient in another respect. While C.RO 

accepts that additional modelling using the final iteration of the quay has been carried out - 

that used for the Application documents was the previous iteration - there is no assessment, 

either in the original Environmental Statement or the supplementary environmental 

information submitted by Able during the course of the examination, of the effects on the 

hydrodynamic regime when there are vessels moored alongside that quay. C.RO explained 

that Able had provided it with two different lists of vessels that may be expected to use 

AMEP.  C.RO welcomes the confirmation made by Able at the ISH that it will instruct HR 

Wallingford to carry out additional modelling work which incorporates vessels moored 

alongside the AMEP quay. The Examining Authority must be better informed about the 

environmental impacts arising from the AMEP to allow it to make its decision on the DCO.  

6. Issue 2: Impact on other facilities, including development plans for the Port of 

Immingham 

Impact on CPK  

6.1 C.RO emphasised at the ISH that any suggestion that the Harbour Master represents the 

interests of C.RO is not accepted. C.RO needs to be given the same rights of consultation and 

prior approval as are sought by the Harbour Master. C.RO, too, is a statutory harbour 

authority, with different interests to that of the Harbour Master. C.RO is interested in 

protecting its nationally significant harbour. The protections required are set out in C.RO's 

draft protective provisions annexed to C.RO's WS1.  

6.2 Moreover, C.RO requires financial protection through protective provisions to ensure that the 

reasonable expenses incurred in carrying out any additional dredging required as a result of 

AMEP are met by Able. This mechanism was included in C.RO's draft protective provisions 

and C.RO looks forward to receiving confirmation from Able that it is accepted.  

7. Issue 4: Navigation  

7.1 C.RO has concerns regarding the adequacy of the navigation assessments that have been 

carried out by Able. As submitted at the ISH, and explained in C.RO's previous written 

representations, the original application was supported by a 2010 assessment based on a 

superseded quay design. The revised assessment submitted during the course of the 

examination incorporates the current iteration of the quay but still fails to provide sufficient 

information on which to base a decision regarding the navigational impacts of AMEP.  
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7.2 As part of the revised assessment Able has only carried out a single simulation which shows 

berthing arrangements at the southern end of the AMEP quay, using a vessel that is not 

typical of the type used by wind ports. There are a number of wind vessels of substantially 

greater draught and beam that were not chosen to be included in the simulation. C.RO has no 

way of assessing the impact of the vessels likely to be arriving at, and sailing from, AMEP as 

it has not been assessed.  A list of vessels supplied to C.RO by email was appended to C.RO's 

comments on the written representations (WR3), and as C.RO submitted at the ISH, C.RO has 

subsequently been provided with an updated list with a wider range of vessel types. This list, 

which was supplied to C.RO in August 2012, is appended to WS2 as part of Appendix 1.  

7.3 Revised simulations are thus required that not only incorporate an appropriate range of vessel 

types, but also incorporate vessel movements to and from the northern end of the AMEP quay 

and up to date hydrodynamic data (i.e. that incorporates the berths at CPK and vessels moored 

alongside the AMEP quay). Moreover, information must be provided as to the weather and 

tidal conditions (including wind force) inputted into the simulation. C.RO submits that a 

strong flood tide should be included.  

7.4 C.RO drew the Examining Authority's attention to Appendix 5 of its first written 

representation (WR1) which illustrates the overlap in the C.RO and AMEP approach 

channels. This plan was produced by AMEP and should be included as an application 

drawing and referred to in the requirements. At present sections of the AMEP turning area  

and approach channel lie in C.RO's approach channel. However the simulations carried out by 

Able fail to show that vessels arriving to or sailing from AMEP require the area of overlap for 

manoeuvring. The only vessel that has been modelled was able to turn within the AMEP 

approaches.  There was no need to have that turning area.  C.RO submits that if this area 

cannot be shown to be required by AMEP vessels it should be removed from the AMEP 

approaches, so as to reduce the potential for conflict.  

7.5 As stated at the ISH, C.RO relies on scheduled sailings and is concerned that there has been 

inadequate assessment regarding the navigational impacts of AMEP. While C.RO accepts that 

a navigation risk assessment has been undertaken by Able and was included as part of the 

application, it submits that this is not the same as an assessment of the environmental impacts. 

To assert that it is the same is not supportable. Vessel traffic is an environmental receptor, the 

effects on which should have been assessed as part of the application. The interactions 

between vessels, particularly in the area of the overlap in approaches, must be assessed and 

proposals must be put forward to address the impacts identified as part of that assessment.  
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7.6 Moreover while it may be physically possible for pilots and masters to liaise with each other 

and thus manoeuvre vessels in such a way that avoids conflict, C.RO submits that there must 

be management arrangements put in place to govern the situation. C.RO notes that the DCO 

refers to the future development of a vessel movement management plan, however C.RO has 

not been consulted about the proposed content of this document. Able confirmed at the ISH 

that this would be reviewed with the Harbour Master and other river users at a later date. 

C.RO submits that the obligation to include C.RO in the preparation of the vessel movement 

management plan must be secured. C.RO deserves protection and it is not sufficient to rely on 

discussions taking place between the Harbour Master and Able, and the oversight of the VTS 

on the Humber. C.RO is a statutory harbour authority, and a port operator that relies on 

scheduled sailings, and must be consulted in its own right.  It is entirely appropriate that 

management systems are put in place to protect the movement of vessels arriving to/sailing 

from CPK.  If the nature of those measures is not known now, there is no certainty as to 

environmental effects.  C.RO has made additional comments on this matter in its letter to the 

Examining Authority at Appendix 1.  In particular, C.RO wishes to have certainty that vessels 

may move outside its approaches if an AMEP vessel is blocking them.  Whilst the Examining 

Authority suggested this would be possible, C.RO requires comfort. 

 

DLA Piper UK LLP on behalf of C.RO Ports Killingholme Limited  

24 September 2012 
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APPENDIX 1 
 

Letter from C.RO Ports Killingholme Limited to Examining Authority  
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