Main identity

From: *| atimars” <robertii@latimers.com>
To: im&am,manﬁ@ﬂmimmmnm&nw.uwnb
Sant: Monday, September 04, 2008 10:00 AM

Subject:  The EA say they seek to deal with the public In a couteous manner, then direct me back fo the
person that could nol answer my questions in the firat place

Dear Ms Ruane

Further to your letter dated 28 August, | take note of wiat you say in the second paragraph of your letter but
the fact is if you conslder that passing me from EA Dept to EA Dept s courtecus and serdes d Do, You
should be sshamed because &5 you well know - this is what ks being dona. To suggest thal you understand
my krustrafion when it seems thal my requests are passed from one department ko another, than you ghate -
*In rder to ansura that any future requests afe dealt with effectively and o avold any potentential confusion
ovier muliple requests, John Hogger has been nominated as the co-ordinator in relation [ your
comespondence on the River Tyne Dredging” - this has to be a joke, is this what you, s the EA Regional
Solicitor, calls being courteous, directing e back to the very person who could not answer my questions in
the first place?

This is what John Hogger sald - “in order o make sUre wa give you an accusale picture of our relevant
legislation pertaiiving to this waori. | have asked the EA Legal Dept to prepare & heiaf surmmary. | will forsard
this on to you when | receive i, which wil e within the next teo weeks (Le by 18 July)" - 13 Juty came and
went these was no reply < then a response from your colleague Rebeccy Blcxwich - “As you know, John
Hogger forwarded your query 1o the kegal department. | realise that we promised you 3 response by the 18
July and | can onty apolegise that this ‘-mail did not reach you by that date, there was some confuslon over
whether this &-mail was coming to you directly from tegal or from the area office”

The reply came fram Ms Bloawich but it did not answer my questions. so | wrote back to het, to my surprise |
then received ancther letter from Ms Carol Boll. another colleague of yours In the EA legal Dept, | quote Ms
Blaxwich did not address the specific question you quate in your e-amil of 21 July as this was addressed to Dr
Hogger in your e-mail of 5 July and she was answering queries raised by you al an earber point. However I
am happy to clarily the matier. The concams that you quote as being ralsed on behalf myself (Carel Bot of
the EA Regional Legal Dept) were raised by the fgency in ls oringinal objection 1o the application for the
Transport and Works Act 1982 Order for the Second Tyne Tunnel. Afer making this objaction the EA
negotiated with the promating autherity, the TWETA, which was prepared to agree” - "The dredging under the
Tyne Dredging Trial iz not belng carried out under Transport and Works Act 1992 powsrs put under the Port
of tyne's statutory powess. The Agency has no oppertunity to ohject to dredping camied out under thasa
powars, under statutory procedure, as it fiad under the proposal for the second Tyne Tunnel” -1 questioned
thie information provided by ks Bolt, her reply was, | quote - "| have forwarded your e-mail ard your clher 3
amalls of the sama daie o John Hogger”

It has abways bean my belief thal it 1 g seam to call the Tyne Dradging Trial - ‘maintanents dredging’ -
hecauge it clearty i not, being calied this is anly to get around the regulations. The contaminated sadiment
rmbemth!relnwmﬂoﬂnmmandtomwms“uﬁhldwmam | balieve it was tha EA's legal
duty o point s out and to insist that a full EIA was caried gut and this is why the EA legal dept are
attempiing 1o fob me off

Defra now state, | quote - "On your final point any application to camy out @ further confined disposal st sea of
contaminated dredged material would only be considerad ance Dalra and Ministers wers satished that the trial
disposal had fiet its objectives. Ay future application for such a disposal oparation i likety to be classed a5 8
capital dredge and in any case woukd tequired an EI1A to be carred out which would nesd to be advartised if
the nonmal way” - The EA are the experts in this field 2 Me Carol Bolt's objaction to the Naw Tyne Tunnet
shows, the regulstions have not changed, so if a full E1A is raquired now, then a full EI1A should have been
provided for the dispesal that has taken place, it was the EA lngal depariment's duty to point this qut.

| wanl ifis lstler to be considered as a formal complaint that tha EA failed to look after the public's interast
ciding with the applicants and Defra in aliowing the Dredging Trisl fo go forward under the pretence It was just
normal dredging when clearly, as seen by Dafra’s comments now, it was mot
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