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20 Marine Navigation 

20.1 Introduction 

20.1.1 This chapter of the Environmental Statement (ES) presents the 

assessment of likely significant effects on marine navigation arising 

from the construction and operation of the Proposed Development 

phases. It has been prepared by NASH Maritime Limited. 

20.1.2 The Proposed Development covers three main phases of marine 

operations.  More detail on each of the phases and a description of 

marine activity, vessel types and numbers is provided within Section 3 

of the Navigation Risk Assessment (NRA) Appendix 20A (ES 

Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3). In summary, the phases 

are as follows: 

• Phase 1: Construction of the quay (and demolition of existing 

infrastructure) and capital dredging of the berth pocket and access 

channel; 

• Phase 2: Marine operations during the construction of the rest of 

the Proposed Development (import of construction materials and 

modules); and 

• Phase 3: Marine operations during the operation of the facility (the 

import of biomass and waste wood feedstock via the quay). 

20.1.3 The navigational impacts of maintenance dredging (i.e. cyclical 

dredging activity undertaken during operation of the Proposed 

Development) have not been assessed within the NRA as 

maintenance dredging is a routine operational activity undertaken 

within the Port with associated navigational risks managed by PD 

Teesport (PDT) in its role as Statutory Harbour Authority (SHA). As an 

established business-as-usual activity, maintenance dredging 

associated with the Proposed Development is not anticipated to 

materially alter the existing navigational risk profile of the Port, and any 

incremental navigational risk associated with such activities is 

therefore considered negligible relative to the baseline navigational risk 

environment.  

20.1.4 This chapter is informed by the NRA Appendix 20A (ES Volume III, 

Application Document Ref. 6.3), produced in accordance with the 

relevant guidance and in accordance with the methodology set out in 

Section 7 of the NRA which was agreed by PDT as SHA. The NRA 

provides the detailed technical evaluation of the risks and impacts of 

the Proposed Development on maritime navigation which has been 
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20.3.4 The Proposed Development lies entirely within the SHA jurisdiction of PD 

Ports. 

20.3.5 The terminal situated adjacent to the Proposed Development is operated by 

Navigator Terminals and receives frequent tanker deliveries as a bulk liquid 

storage provider specialising in the supply of chemicals, fuels and biofuels. 

20.3.6 Additional navigational features include the navigable channel and Tees 

Dock turning circle (Inset 20.1)which are immediately adjacent to the 

Proposed Development. 

20.3.7 Vessels transiting within the study area that are over 20m in length are 

required to contact VTS before entering the relevant areas and vessels over 

95m in length are subject to compulsory pilotage in areas described more 

fully in the NRA. 

Vessel traffic movements  

20.3.8 Comprehensive analysis of vessel traffic adjacent to the Proposed 

Development has been undertaken within Appendix 20A: NRA (ES 

Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3).  

20.3.9 A total of 13,926 vessel transits were recorded in the study area with 

workboats (tugs) comprising the majority of transits (73%). Cargo and 

tanker vessels made up the second and third largest proportion of vessel 

transits, with Tees Dock being the busiest port area. Inset 20.2 shows the 

transits of these vessel types along with two gates that show the direction, 

position and count of vessels navigating within the study area. 

20.3.10 A total of 79% of cargo vessel transits (2,286 transits) were made by 

vessels >100m LOA. General cargo vessels >200m LOA primarily utilised 

Tees Dock or continued transiting upriver within the channel. 

20.3.11 There was no significant tidal constraint for the arrivals of cargo and tanker 

vessels (≥ 95m) one hour either side of high water (HW) i.e. the proportions 

of cargo transits relative to tanker transits remains consistent over a tidal 

cycle. 

20.3.12 Very few fishing vessel or recreational vessel transits were recorded – six 

and eight transits respectively. 
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this would be partly a result of using vessels of greater tonnage rather than 

more vessels, but no detailed information is available.  

20.3.16 Therefore, for the purposes of this assessment, a minor increase in third 

party large commercial shipping movements is considered in the future 

baseline. 

Data limitations and assumptions 

20.3.17 AIS is not necessarily required on all recreational or fishing vessels, 

dependent on size. Therefore, AIS analysis alone would underestimate the 

extent of these activities. Liaison with PDT confirmed that there are only 

very small numbers of fishing vessels and an insignificant number of 

recreational vessels operating in the Study Area.  

20.3.18 The incident data is unlikely to capture all incidents, with underreporting of 

minor incidents likely. Not all information, particularly position, is captured in 

every incident report, but there were no data deficiencies that presented 

concern. Unreported minor incidents are highly unlikely to affect the results 

of this assessment. Extensive research and consultation provide confidence 

that all incidents that may have an effect on the outcomes of this 

assessment have been included. 

20.3.19 Relevant nautical publications, such as Admiralty Charts, are updated 

periodically and therefore the information shown may not reflect the real-

time features within the region with total accuracy. Additionally, not all 

navigational features may be charted. Discussion with local operators, 

including PDT, has been used to verify the baseline. 

20.4 Likely impact and effects of the Proposed Development 

Phase 1: Construction of the quay (and demolition of existing jetties) and 

dredging of the berth pocket and access channel 

Impact on Port operations 

20.4.1 The construction of the quay may lead to some disruption of port operations 

in close proximity to the Proposed Development and the turning area. This 

is due to dredging operations and movements of workboats (see Appendix 

20A: NRA (ES Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3)). The 

presence of workboats carrying out dredging may create congestion and 

delays to port operation, resulting in deviations of vessels and delays to 

ensure safe passing distances. This impact will occur frequently throughout 

phase 1 Marine Operations.  

20.4.2 This impact is to be managed principally through deconfliction and 

information sharing with VTS at PDT (see Appendix 20A: NRA (ES 

Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3)). This was established to be 
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effective through communication with Tees Bay Pilots and Harbour Master 

team (Table 20.3). Therefore, the impact on port operations is assessed to 

be manageable. No concerns have been raised by the harbour master team 

to manage this impact. 

20.4.3 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as high and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as low. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. A minor rather than moderate effect has been concluded given the 

proven effectiveness of existing port controls at managing additional traffic 

volumes. 

Impact on adjacent terminals 

20.4.4 The construction of the quay may lead to disruption in the same manner 

described in paragraph 20.4.1 to 20.4.3 above. The adjacent terminal that is 

likely to be most affected is the Navigator Terminal No. 2 Jetty due to 

dredging operations. This impact will occur periodically throughout phase 1 

of the Proposed Development, when vessels are arriving or departing from 

Navigator Terminals. 

20.4.5 Control measures such as deconfliction and VTS communication will aim to 

mitigate this impact (see Appendix 20A: NRA, ES Volume III, Application 

Document Ref. 6.3) and was judged to be effective through engagement 

with stakeholders (Table 20.3). Therefore, the impact on port operations is 

assessed to be manageable. 

20.4.6 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as high and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as low. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. A minor rather than moderate effect has been concluded given the 

proven effectiveness of existing port controls at managing additional traffic 

volumes. 

Impact on risk of collision 

20.4.7 The construction of the quay may lead to a potential collision occurrence 

involving a workboat and either a cargo or tanker vessel or another 

workboat due to an increase in workboat numbers and the proximity in 

which these workboats will operate in relation to cargo and tanker vessels 

(see Appendix 20A: NRA, ES Volume III, Application Document Ref. 

6.3). 

20.4.8 Collision risk within the study area is already managed effectively through 

existing port risk controls. This elevated risk is to be managed through 

deconfliction whereby workboat activity should be scheduled around cargo 
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and tanker vessel arrivals/departures (Table 20.12). Again, this mitigation 

measure was agreed following discussion with PDT (Table 20.3). 

20.4.9 The NRA assessed three collision hazards which were identified during 

phase 1 of the Proposed Development. Two of these were scored as 

Medium Risk – Tolerable if ALARP and one were scored as Low Risk – 

Broadly Acceptable. The highest collision risk related to a workboat colliding 

with another workboat (see Appendix 20A: NRA (ES Volume III, 

Application Document Ref. 6.3)). The NRA determined that collisions 

were unlikely but carried a high potential consequence including loss of life. 

20.4.10 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as high. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. A minor rather than moderate effectiveness has been concluded 

given the NRA shows mostly broadly acceptable or minor increases on 

collision hazards. 

Impact on risk of allision/contact 

20.4.11 The construction of the quay may lead to vessels carrying out dredging 

coming into close proximity to AtoN’s or quay infrastructure. Dredging works 

will take place in the vicinity of navigation buoy No. 21 and the North Tees 

No. 4 Winker buoy. 

20.4.12 This increases the magnitude of a potential contact incident i.e. a workboat 

(dredging) striking one or both of these buoys (see Appendix 20A: NRA, 

ES Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3).  

20.4.13 Allision/contact risk within the study area is already managed effectively 

through existing port risk controls. This risk will be further mitigated via the 

relocation of the two navigation buoys during the proposed works. For the 

No. 21 buoy this will involve permanent removal, and such action should be 

promulgated via a Notice to Mariners (NtM) and charted (see Appendix 

20A: NRA, ES Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3). 

20.4.14 The NRA assessed four allision/contact hazards which were identified as 

being relevant to phase 1 of the Proposed Development. One of these was 

scored as Medium Risk – Tolerable if ALARP, two hazards were scored as 

Low Risk – Broadly Acceptable and one hazard was scored as Negligible 

Risk - Acceptable. The highest allision/contact risk related to a Tanker 

striking the berth whilst alongside, yet this was deemed to be tolerable and 

ALARP (see Appendix 20A: NRA, ES Volume III, Application Document 

Ref. 6.3) The consequences of allision/contact were judged to be lower 

than that of collision. 
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20.4.15 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as medium. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. 

Impact on risk of grounding 

20.4.16 The construction of the quay and associated marine operations may lead to 

increased congestion in the study area which poses the risk of displacing 

vessels into shallower areas and the potential outcome of running aground. 

20.4.17 Grounding within the study area is already managed effectively through 

existing port risk controls. This risk is to be managed by deconfliction of 

vessels in the same manner described in paras. 20.4.1, 20.4.2 and 20.4.8. 

Therefore, the likelihood of grounding was assessed to be low. 

20.4.18 The NRA assessed one grounding hazard which were identified during 

phase 1 of the Proposed Development. This singular hazard was scored as 

Low Risk – Broadly Acceptable and related to the grounding of a workboat 

(see Appendix 20A: NRA, ES Volume III, Application Document Ref. 

6.3). The consequences of grounding were judged to be lower than that of 

collision or contact as these hazards present a greater potential for 

significant effects on port and terminal receptors due to the increased 

likelihood of infrastructure damage, operational downtime, and wider 

commercial impacts. 

20.4.19 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as low. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. 

Impact on risk of diving 

20.4.20 The construction of the quay may lead to the presence of divers in the 

water from a support boat during the construction of the new quayside (see 

Appendix 20A: NRA, ES Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3). 

20.4.21 In this situation, divers may be at risk of vessels performing other Proposed 

Development operations and so this is to be managed via vessel 

deconfliction (as described in paras. 20.4.1, 20.4.2 and 20.4.8). Any diving 

activity will also need to follow the diving procedures and meet with 

permitting arrangements set out by PDT. Therefore, the likelihood of this 

hazard occurring was judged to be low. 

20.4.22 The NRA assessed one diving hazard which was identified during phase 1 

of the Proposed Development. This singular risk was assessed as Low Risk 

– Broadly Acceptable (see Appendix 20A: NRA, ES Volume III, 
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Application Document Ref. 6.3) but carried a heightened potential 

consequence of loss of life. 

20.4.23 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as high. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. A minor rather than moderate effect has been concluded given the 

existence of the control measures in place. 

Impact on risk of mooring/anchoring 

20.4.24 The construction of the quay will involve the mooring or anchoring of 

Proposed Development vessels in between operations. This could result in 

a vessel parting from its mooring or anchor dragging and result in 

subsequent damage to the surrounding environment or vessel itself but is 

not identified as a key navigational issue in the NRA (see Appendix 20A: 

NRA, ES Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3), with a low 

likelihood. 

20.4.25 The NRA assessed one mooring/anchoring hazard which was identified 

during phase 1 of the Proposed Development. This hazard was scored as 

Low Risk – Broadly Acceptable. 

20.4.26 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as medium and 

the sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as low. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. 

Impact on risk of girting 

20.4.27 The construction of the quay may lead to the use of tugs to tow and 

manoeuvre flat top barges around the Proposed Development site (see 

Appendix 20A: NRA, ES Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3). 

20.4.28 This poses the risk of the tug girting and is anticipated to be managed 

through existing port wide risk controls and vessel deconfliction (methods 

described in paras. 20.4.1, 20.4.2 and 20.4.8). 

20.4.29 The NRA assessed one girting hazard which was identified during phase 1 

of the Proposed Development. Whilst the consequences of a tug girting 

incident are high, the likelihood was assessed to be low. This hazard was 

therefore scored as Low Risk – Broadly Acceptable and related to tugs. 

20.4.30 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as high. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. A minor rather than moderate effectiveness has been concluded 
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given the NRA shows mostly broadly acceptable or minor increases on 

girting hazards. 

Phase 2: Marine operating during the construction of the LGF plant 

Impact on Port operations 

20.4.31 The construction of the Proposed Development may lead to impact on port 

operations as a result of Mediterranean-moored MC class vessels during 

offloading of AIL deliveries. This occurrence may affect navigation in the 

turning circle (see Appendix 20A: NRA, ES Volume III, Application 

Document Ref. 6.3). As this operation will occur infrequently and only for 

short periods of time, the magnitude of impact is reduced. 

20.4.32 This impact will be managed by a vessel deconfliction plan with particular 

detail pertaining to pilotage and towage resources, approval of mooring 

configuration from the harbour master where Med-mooring is concerned 

and berthing plans for a variety of scenarios also to be approved (see 

Appendix 20A: NRA, ES Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3). No 

concerns have been raised by the harbour master team to manage this 

impact. 

20.4.33 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as medium and 

the sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as low. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. 

Impact on adjacent terminals 

20.4.34 The construction of the LGF plant may impact Navigator Terminal No.2 

Jetty due to its close proximity to the Proposed Development. In a worst-

case scenario (paras 20.2.17 to 20.2.19), there would be 72.2m between 

two vessels on the respective berths (see Appendix 20A: NRA, ES 

Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3). This could be problematic in 

adverse weather conditions (see Appendix 20A: NRA, ES Volume III, 

Application Document Ref. 6.3) that might limit access or operational 

flexibility. 

20.4.35 Navigator Terminal No.1 Jetty is located closer to the Proposed 

Development berth than No.2 Jetty. However, No.1 Jetty was not included 

within the detailed assessment presented in the NRA because it was 

inactive at the time of the baseline surveys and insufficient information was 

available regarding the nature, timing and intensity of any future operations. 

The assessment therefore focused on No.2 Jetty, which was operational 

and for which vessel movement data were available. 

20.4.36 This will be mitigated using the same measures as discussed in 20.4.32. 
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20.4.37 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as medium and 

the sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as low. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. 

Impact on risk of collision 

20.4.38 The construction of the Proposed Development may lead to a collision 

between an MC class vessel depositing AILs and a tanker utilising 

Navigator Terminal. 

20.4.39 Control measures discussed previously (deconfliction), as described in 

paragraph 20.4.8, are assessed to be sufficient to mitigate this risk and this 

has been confirmed through discussion with PDT (see Appendix 20A: 

NRA (ES Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3)). 

20.4.40 The NRA assessed six collision hazards which were identified during phase 

2 of the Proposed Development. All of these were scored as Low Risk – 

Broadly Acceptable. The highest collision risk related to .a workboat 

colliding with a cargo vessel but the risk score for this hazard was lower 

than the highest ranked collision hazard for phase 1 (see Appendix 20A: 

NRA (ES Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3)). The NRA 

determined that collisions were unlikely but carried a high potential 

consequence including loss of life. 

20.4.41 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as high. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. A minor rather than moderate effectiveness has been concluded 

given the NRA shows mostly broadly acceptable or minor increases on 

collision hazards. 

Impact on risk of allision/contact 

20.4.42 Phase 2 of the Proposed Development was assessed to have a higher 

allision/contact risk due to the Mediterranean-mooring arrangement 

discussed (20.4.31). This is as a result of the level of encroachment this 

configuration will potentially cause into the turning circle (Inset 20.1), 

therefore inhibiting vessels accessing Navigator Terminals No. 2 Jetty 

and/or vessel manoeuvring towards Tees Dock. Additionally, the stern of the 

tanker may be at risk of contacting the berth. 

20.4.43 Secondly, the proximity of the Proposed Development berth and Navigator 

Terminal No.2 Jetty discussed (20.4.34) further increases the likelihood of 

contact between a Proposed Development vessel and moored tanker, the 

uplift in risk of this hazard is reflected in the NRA scoring and is to be 

managed through methods described in 20.4.32.  
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20.4.44 The NRA assessed six contact hazards which were identified during phase 

2 of the Proposed Development. Two of these were scored as Medium Risk 

– Tolerable if ALARP, two hazards were scored as Low Risk – Broadly 

Acceptable and two hazards were scored as Negligible Risk - Acceptable. 

The highest contact risk related to a tanker contacting the berth (see 

Appendix 20A: NRA, ES Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3). 

The consequences of allision/contact were judged to be lower than that of 

collision. 

20.4.45 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as medium. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. 

Impact on risk of grounding 

20.4.46 The construction of the Proposed Development may lead to the risk of 

grounding due to increased vessel congestion and vessel movements to 

the Proposed Development. There is a small increased in the assessed risk 

profile in phase 2 compared to phase 1 due to the increase in Proposed 

Development cargo vessels and this is reflected in the NRA scoring output 

(20.4.47). However, risk control measures, discussed in stakeholder 

engagement, are considered to manage this risk (Table 20.3 and Table 

20.12). 

20.4.47 The NRA assessed two grounding hazards which were identified during 

phase 2 of the Proposed Development. One of these was scored as Low 

Risk – Broadly Acceptable and the other scored as Negligible Risk – 

Acceptable. The highest grounding risk related to a Proposed Development 

cargo vessel grounding (see Appendix 20A: NRA, ES Volume III, 

Application Document Ref. 6.3). The consequences of grounding were 

judged to be lower than that of collision or contact. 

20.4.48 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as low. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. 

Impact on risk of mooring/anchoring 

20.4.49 The construction of the Proposed Development may lead to a mooring 

hazard due to the increased operations and the risk of a breakout that might 

pose a hazard to the vessel or to other navigating vessels. Risk of a 

mooring/anchoring hazard for phase 2 of the Proposed Development shows 

a modest uplift in risk scoring but this will be managed by control measures 

which will remain consistent from those of phase 1 (20.4.24). 
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20.4.50 The NRA assessed one mooring/anchoring hazard which was identified 

during phase 2 of the Proposed Development. This hazard was scored as 

Low Risk – Broadly Acceptable. 

20.4.51 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as medium and 

the sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as low. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. 

Impact on risk of girting 

20.4.52 The construction of the Proposed Development may lead to a girting hazard 

due to tugs assisting the delivery of AIL deliveries on MC vessels and other 

bulk carriers. Yet, this risk is acknowledged to be managed by controls 

discussed previously (see paragraph 20.4.28) and has been confirmed 

through liaison with PDT. 

20.4.53 The NRA assessed one girting hazard which was identified during phase 1 

of the Proposed Development. Whilst the consequences of a tug girting 

incident are high, the likelihood was assessed to be low. This hazard was 

therefore scored as Low Risk – Broadly Acceptable and related to tugs. 

20.4.54 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as high. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. A minor rather than moderate effect has been concluded given the 

NRA shows mostly broadly acceptable or minor increases on girting 

hazards. 

Phase 3: Marine operation during the operational phase of the facility 

Impact on Port operations 

20.4.55 The construction of the Proposed Development may lead to an impact on 

port operations due to delivery and offload of biomass and waste wood 

feedstock from Panamax vessels which disrupts or impacts other vessel 

movements or operations in the port whilst the Proposed Development is in 

operation. 

20.4.56 This impact is considered to be managed by similar means relative to 

phases 1 and 2 and no concerns have been raised by the harbour master 

team (Table 20.3). Vessels offloading this material will moor alongside the 

Proposed Development berth which is deemed as lower risk than a med 

mooring configuration. 

20.4.57 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as low. The effect will, 
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therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. 

Impact on adjacent terminals 

20.4.58 As with phase 2, the proximity of the Proposed Development berth to 

Navigator Terminal No. 1 and No.2 Jetty results in an impact on this 

adjacent terminal. This impact could arise from the proximity between 

vessels moored alongside the respective berths. Control measures are 

consistent with those discussed previously for the other phases (20.4.32) 

with no requirement for additional mitigation. This pertains to a lower risk 

mooring configuration (see paragraph 20.4.56). 

20.4.59 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as low. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. 

Impact on risk of collision 

20.4.60 Phase 3 of the proposed development could result in a collision between a 

Panamax vessel, delivering bulk imports, and another vessel in the port 

such as a tanker vessel transiting to/from Navigator Terminals. However, 

this is unlikely considering the embedded commitments in place (para. 

20.2.16). 

20.4.61 Additionally, the additional risk controls described previously (e.g. 

deconfliction) in paragraph 20.4.8, will allow this risk to be managed 

appropriately. 

20.4.62 The NRA assessed six collision hazards which were identified during phase 

2 of the Proposed Development. All of these were scored as Low Risk – 

Broadly Acceptable. The highest collision risk related to a workboat colliding 

with another workboat but the risk score for this hazard was lower than the 

highest ranked collision hazard for phase 1 (see Appendix 20A: NRA (ES 

Volume III, Application Document Ref. 6.3)). The NRA determined that 

collisions were unlikely but carried a high potential consequence including 

loss of life. 

20.4.63 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as high. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. A minor rather than moderate effectiveness has been concluded 

given the NRA shows mostly broadly acceptable or minor increases on 

collision hazards. 
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Impact on risk of allision/contact 

20.4.64 As with phase 2 the proximity of the Proposed Development berth to 

Navigator Terminal No.2 Jetty results in a modest increase in the likelihood 

of a contact occurrence between a Proposed Development vessel and a 

tanker moored at Navigator Terminal and so associated controls are 

consistent too (20.4.43). 

20.4.65 The NRA assessed six contact hazards which were identified during phase 

3 of the Proposed Development. All six of these hazards were scored as 

Low Risk – Broadly Acceptable. The highest contact risk related to a tanker 

contacting the berth (see Appendix 20A: NRA, ES Volume III, Application 

Document Ref. 6.3). The consequences of allision/contact were judged to 

be lower than that of collision. 

20.4.66 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as medium. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. 

Impact on risk of grounding 

20.4.67 Phase 3 of the Proposed Development could lead to the risk of grounding of 

a Panamax vessel transiting outside of the navigable channel or berth 

pocket, however, this is unlikely given embedded commitments such as 

pilotage (para. 20.2.16).  

20.4.68 The risk control measures discussed previously are applicable (Table 20.3 

and Table 20.12) to this hazard and no concerns were raised from PDT 

(Table 20.3). 

20.4.69 The NRA assessed two grounding hazards which were identified during 

phase 2 of the Proposed Development. One of these was scored as Low 

Risk – Broadly Acceptable and the other scored as Negligible Risk – 

Acceptable. The highest grounding risk related to a Proposed Development 

cargo vessel grounding (see Appendix 20A: NRA (ES Volume III, 

Application Document Ref. 6.3)). The consequences of grounding were 

judged to be lower than that of collision or contact. 

20.4.70 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as low. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. 
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Impact on risk of mooring/anchoring 

20.4.71 The construction of the Proposed Development may lead to mooring hazard 

during the offloading of bulk feedstocks from Panamax vessels. This risk 

will be managed by control measures described previously (20.4.24). 

20.4.72 The NRA assessed one mooring/anchoring hazard which were identified 

during phase 2 of the Proposed Development. This hazard was scored as 

Low Risk – Broadly Acceptable. 

20.4.73 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as medium and 

the sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as low. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. 

Impact on risk of girting 

20.4.74 The construction of the Proposed Development may lead to a girting hazard 

due to tugs assisting the delivery of feedstock to the Proposed 

Development berth. This hazard will be mitigated by embedded 

commitments (para. 20.2.16) and additional risk controls (20.4.28). 

20.4.75 The NRA assessed one girting hazard which was identified during phase 3 

of the Proposed Development. This hazard was scored as Low Risk – 

Broadly Acceptable and related to tugs. 

20.4.76 Overall, the magnitude of the impact has been assessed as low and the 

sensitivity of the receptor has been assessed as high. The effect will, 

therefore, be of minor adverse significance, which is not significant in EIA 

terms. A minor rather than moderate effectiveness has been concluded 

given the NRA shows mostly broadly acceptable or minor increases on 

girting hazards. 

20.5 Residual effects and conclusions 

Mitigation and enhancement measures 

20.5.1 Following the assessment of navigation risk, additional risk controls were 

developed with PDT that are designed to specifically address the residual 

navigation issues identified in Appendix 20A: NRA (ES Volume III, 

Application Document Ref. 6.3). 

20.5.2 The identified risk controls are summarised in Table 20.12 along with 

commentary surrounding how the identified risk control will be implemented. 

The table also highlights the applicability of each of the additional risk 

controls to each marine operation phase. 
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Phase 3 

20.5.9 Risk controls identified to be applicable to phase 3 of the proposed 

development include the deconfliction plan which will manage the 

arrivals/departures of vessels at the Proposed Development berth as well 

as the adjacent Navigator Terminals. 

20.5.10 These mitigations result in modest reductions in risk in the residual NRA 

analysis and there are no hazards that are rescored into a lower risk 

category (see Appendix 20A: NRA (ES Volume III, Application 

Document Ref. 6.3)). 

20.5.11 As all likely impacts identified for phase 3 of the Proposed Development 

were assessed to be not significant in EIA terms and both Tolerable and 

ALARP within the NRA, all residual effects with proposed additional 

mitigation are judged to also be not significant in EIA terms. 

20.6 Cumulative impacts 

20.6.1 Several other schemes/developments have been identified within Teesport, 

including: 

• Northern Gateway Container Terminal – a proposed deep sea container 

terminal located in vicinity of the existing Teesport Container Terminal 

and Riverside RoRo Terminal. 

• Navigator Terminals – Following engagement with Navigator Terminals 

(February 2026) they indicated that they intend to bring their No.1 jetty 

back into use and that utilisation at No.2 and No.3 jetty was below their 

potential utilisation capacity. It was established through engagement 

with Alfanar (see Table 20.3) that Navigator Terminals have reserved 

capacity on behalf of their clients (which may not show up on the exiting 

navigational data). To date, further information has been requested on 

this additional capacity, but no further information has been received. 

However, following the preliminary Navigation Risk Assessment, further 

analyses was carried out as part of the NRA where a 25% uplift in 

utilisation was applied to Navigator Terminals No.2 and No.3 jetties and 

this was further discussed with the Harbour Master on 27 April 2026 

(Refer to Annex F of Appendix 20A: NRA (ES Volume III, Application 

Document Ref. 6.3)).  The Harbour Master and his deputy did not 

identify any concerns regarding this higher level of utilisation. 

20.6.2 In the absence of detailed development plans and timescales, it was agreed 

during engagement with relevant stakeholders that the NRA could be 

undertaken on the basis of existing projects and that future vessel traffic 

within the port would be managed through PD Ports using existing risk 
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