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Introduction: key statements

1. Truism?: The level of monitoring should depend on 
the relative importance and sensitivity of the area.

2. Scientifically puffed up?: Monitoring surveys and 
analysis of data need to take natural variability into 
account.

3. Clients’ wish?: Monitoring should be cheap.
4. Please no interference!: Information gained during 

monitoring can be used to adjust the execution of 
the work.











Monitoring should be cheap?

• Clients are inclined to want monitoring as cheap as 
possible.

• We think monitoring can be made more cost-effective 
by careful prior definition of the monitoring 
programme. 

• We want to increase knowledge on the sea and 
seabed, so we can mitigate possible detrimental 
effects, or even improve habitat quality.   





“Gone are the days where environmental considerations 
were second to economic interest…” (Bray, 2008)

• 1. Projects take place in complex and dynamic systems
• 2. The world is constantly and unpredictably changing
• 3. Clients and financers are changing, issuing more restrictions
• 4. Unclear environmental impacts (and restrictions) exist
• 5. Non-dredgers interfere with environment at increasing rates
• 6. Immediate action is required to stop worldwide ecosystem 

degradation
• 7. There is no such thing as complete information
• 8. We can learn and improve 


























