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At the northern end of the proposed dualling, where the road crosses the River Coquet there are two designated
sites; the River Coquet and Coquet Valley Woodlands SSSI and the Coquet River - Felton Park LWGS (Local Wildlife
and Geological Sites). I'm not sure whether you need to consider these but the point of contact for this should be
David Feige, Principal Ecologist at Northumberland County Council (david.feige@northumberland.gov.uk).

I hope that helps, but please get back to me if you need anything else.

Regards

Gasy

Gary Park BSc (Hons)
Environmental Protection Officer
Public Health Protection Unit
Housing and Public Protection Service
Northumberland County Council
Northumberland Fire and Rescue Service Headquarters
West Hartford Business Park
Cramlington
Northumberland
NE23 3JP

Telephone: 01670 623697
Fax: 01670 626059
E-mail: gary.park@northumberland.gov.uk
Web: www.northumberland.gov.uk

Public Protection Privacy Notice

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Gary Park <gary.park@northumberland.gov.uk>
Date: Tue, 9 Aug 2016 at 16:46
Subject: Re: FW: A1 in Northumberland
To: Waterfall, Emily <Emily.Waterfall@highwaysengland.co.uk>

Hi Emily,

Further to our telephone conversation on 09/08/2016 I can confirm the following:

· A DMRB assessment for AQ impact may be acceptable if it can be supported by;
· Robust information on present and projected traffic flows demonstrating that this dualling (in itself) would

not increase the traffic load or increase any particular source (ie HGV).
· Information showing the predicted impact upon the number of receptors by the dualling scheme.

Obviously, you won't have baseline data from which to predict any AQ impact but the crucial thing here is predicting
change. Given that there should be no predicted increase in road traffic it may be acceptable to input pollutant
levels from similar roadside locations.

I think you may have to have a chat as to how a DRMB could be done or presented without baseline data and it may
be a conclusion that any attempt at doing this might just muddy the waters and then the reliance is just upon
robustly demonstrating no change in traffic.
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The Morpeth to Felton section has an AADF of 14k and the Alnwick to Browniside has an AADF of 10k. We have a
roadside AQ station on Cowpen Road (A193) Blyth which has a traffic flow of 19k and speed limit of 10-20 mph and
that doesn't exceed the AQ objectives.

It is likely that with faster speed limits and generally more open country dispersion is very much enhanced.

Given the 20-30 per cent error on diffusion tubes, I think it is unlikely that any attempt at baseline monitoring would
be very robust, especially if done over a relatively short period of time (even one year).

There are DfT census points on both stretches of road - census point id 36094 for Morpeth to Felton and census
point id 80436 for Alnwick to Browniside:

http://www.dft.gov.uk/traffic-counts/cp.php?la=Northumberland

Just as a "quick and nasty" assessment of receptor impacts and assuming a single carriageway road width of 5
metres and 10 metres for a dual carriageway, I did a quick count of properties at 45 and 55 metres from the
centrepoint of the A1 for the two sections to be dualled.

The 45 and 55 metres are arbitrary but using the NO2 fall-off calculator:

http://laqm.defra.gov.uk/tools-monitoring-data/no2-falloff.html

you might expect a 50 per cent reduction in NO2 from carriageway to approx 45 metres.

At present there are 17 properties on the Morpeth to Felton section within 45 metres of the carriageway, with the
dualling this would increase to 21 properties within 55 metres (an increase of 4).

At present there are 3 properties on the Alnwick to Browniside section within 45 metres of the carriageway, with
the dualling this would increase to 5 properties within 55 metres (and increase of 2).

I think this gives an indication of the minimal impact the dualling would have.

DEFRA have produced strategic noise maps for road and rail which show locations where noise is predicted to be a
significant impact, I mentioned this and they are available at:

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/open-data-strategic-noise-mapping

The "pinch point i was trying to remember is actually Ellingham Lodge which is just north of the Brownieside dual
carriageway section, but Patterson's Cottage is close.

You could also use/reference the DEFRA background maps for AQ which includes NO2, PM10 and PM2.5 They
include eastings and northings so they can be imported into a GIS:

https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/data/laqm-background-home

I think key to the rationale as to why an air quality assessment would not be required (other than any conconted
DMRB) is no increase in traffic, and possibly limited change to receptors introduced by the dualling.

As I also mentioned, you may also want to account for address any possible impact from the Morpeth Northern
Bypass as I think the did traffic predictions to the south and (I presume north) of Fairmoor, Morpeth where the
intersection is presently being created.

I don't think any of the former district and borough councils (Berwick, Alnwick or Castle Morpeth) in
Northumberland carried out any roadside monitoring of the A1 and it is certainly something we would not consider
doing currently.
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I think that's everything but please come back to me if you need anything else or you think I can help in any way.

Regards

Gary

Gary Park BSc (Hons)
Environmental Protection Officer
Public Health Protection Unit
Fire & Rescue Service
Northumberland County Council
County Hall
Morpeth
NE61 2EF

Telephone: 01670 623697
Fax: 01670 626059
E-mail: gary.park@northumberland.gov.uk
Web: www.northumberland.gov.uk

On 2 August 2016 at 13:04, Gary Park <gary.park@northumberland.gov.uk> wrote:

Hi Emily,

I don't think anyone has told me what this is in relation to and whether it involves any road realignment or
additional carriageways. However, I think any of the below might be applicable.

I think in order for you to demonstrate that this would not impact air quality it might be worth submitting a short
document. I hate to use the word "report" as it implies more than what we would require.

Obviously as an allegory for air quality impact (as I guess we are looking at primarily impacts upon AQ from road
traffic), is to show that:

· What impact on road traffic numbers the scheme would have.
· How these fit against; Table 7.1 – Screening Assessment of Road Traffic Sources in the LAQM Technical

Guidance (TG16) - http://laqm.defra.gov.uk/documents/LAQM-PG16-April-16-v1.pdf

It would be typical to present this as a "do nothing" and "do something" with projections up to x numbers of years
in the future (as in most DMRB reports).

I'm not familiar what section or sections this would apply to but we can certainly assist in providing the number of
relevant receptors for any stretch or stretches of the A1. It is worth noting that we do not consider monitoring air
quality on any stretch of the A1 in Northumberland, given the general set-back distances most dwellings are not
close to the carriageway and the mostly open environs affording better dispersion of emissions.

It may be that some work has been done on traffic and it might only need this presented in the form of air quality
impacts rather than traffic numbers.

I hope that helps but please get back to me if you need anything else.

Regards
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Gary

Gary Park BSc (Hons)
Environmental Protection Officer
Public Health Protection Unit
Fire & Rescue Service
Northumberland County Council
County Hall
Morpeth
NE61 2EF

Telephone: 01670 623697
Fax: 01670 626059
E-mail: gary.park@northumberland.gov.uk
Web: www.northumberland.gov.uk

On 2 August 2016 at 10:08, Waterfall, Emily <Emily.Waterfall@highwaysengland.co.uk> wrote:

Hi Gary

I refer to my Stuart’s email below where he passed on your details. Just by way of introduction my name
is Emily Waterfall and I am Assistant Project Manager on the A1 in Northumberland scheme.

We are currently working on our strategy for assessing Air Quality and as part of this are determining
whether Air Quality monitoring is required and if so when this should be gathered. It is currently considered
very unlikely that the changes in air quality caused by the scheme would cause any new exceedances, or
make any existing exceedances worse.  However we need to consider what information and data would
be required to support the Development Consent Order application for the scheme.

Therefore we would be very grateful if we obtain some guidance and views from yourself on behalf of NCC
around whether you would support a DCO application which scopes out AQ and states that the scheme
will not have a significant effect on AQ without gathering Air Quality monitoring data to evidence the current
baseline. As mentioned above Defra AQ background figures suggest that the scheme would be unlikely to
worsen AQ, but we are in discussions around whether PINs would support this conclusion without the
project having any AQ monitoring data and the risk associated with not doing AQ monitoring

Please do not hesitate to give me a call if it’s easier to discuss over the phone- or if needs be we can
arrange for a time to have a discussion on this.

Many thanks in advance for your help

Kind regards

Emily

Emily Waterfall
Highways England | Lateral | 8 City Walk | Leeds | LS11 9AT
Tel: +44 (0) 300 4702608
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Web: http://www.highways.gov.uk
GTN: 0300 470 2608

From: Stuart McNaughton [mailto:stuart.mcnaughton@northumberland.gov.uk]
Sent: 19 July 2016 15:43
To: Grubert, Jeff; Park, Gary
Cc: Waterfall, Emily; Cammock, Mike; Wain, Charles
Subject: Re: A1 in Northumberland

Hi Jeff

Contact at Northumberland would be Gary Park who I have copied into this email but his contact details are also
set out below.

Gary Park BSc (Hons)

Environmental Protection Officer

Public Health Protection Unit

Fire & Rescue Service

Northumberland County Council

County Hall

Morpeth

NE61 2EF

Telephone: 01670 623697

Fax: 01670 626059

E-mail: gary.park@northumberland.gov.uk

Web: www.northumberland.gov.uk

Thanks

Stuart

On 18 July 2016 at 16:10, Grubert, Jeff <Jeff.Grubert@highwaysengland.co.uk> wrote:
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Hi Stuart,

Not sure if Emily already contacted you about this as she is currently on holiday.  Our Environmental
Specialist has asked us to assess the risk of not taking air quality readings at this stage in the
project.  Can you please forward the message below from Emily to your air quality specialist or send
Mike Cammock his/her email or phone details?

Thanks,

Jeff

‘We are currently working on our strategy for assessing Air Quality and as part of this are determining
whether Air Quality monitoring is required and if so when this should be gathered. It is currently considered
very unlikely that the changes in air quality caused by the scheme would cause any new exceedances, or
make any existing exceedances worse.  However we need to consider what information and data would
be required to support the Development Consent Order application for the scheme. Therefore we would
be very grateful if we could have a conversation with your AQ representative to talk through our approach
and gather your views.

I have copied in Mike Cammock who is project manager on the scheme from our consultants Jacobs.
Could you please advise who it would be best to speak to and their contact details by return email (if this
isn’t you) and Mike will arrange a time to discuss.

Please do not hesitate to contact myself or Mike if you have any questions or wish to discuss further.

Kind regards

Emily’

Jeff Grubert
Highways England | Lateral| 8 City Walk | Leeds | LS11  9AT

Web: http://www.highways.gov.uk

This email may contain information which is confidential and is intended only for use of the recipient/s
named above. If you are not an intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any copying, distribution,
disclosure, reliance upon or other use of the contents of this email is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this email in error, please notify the sender and destroy it.

Highways England Company Limited | General enquiries: 0300 123 5000 |National Traffic
Operations Centre, 3 Ridgeway, Quinton Business Park, Birmingham B32 1AF |
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/highways-england | info@highwaysengland.co.uk
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Registered in England and Wales no 9346363 | Registered Office: Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close,
Guildford, Surrey GU1 4LZ

Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to.

--

Stuart McNaughton BSc. MSc. MIHT CMILT
Strategic Transport Policy Officer

Economic and Inclusion Policy Team

Planning, Economy and Housing Directorate
Northumberland County Council
County Hall
Morpeth
Northumberland
NE61 2EF

tel: 01670 624104

e-mail: stuart.mcnaughton@northumberland.gov.uk

Save Time Do It Online!

We have made a few key improvements to our site to make our services
easy to access. Now you can do everything from paying your council tax,
to reporting a faulty street light online. Go
to: www.northumberland.gov.uk and click 'pay, apply or report' to access
the relevant forms.
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Porter, Luc
Sent: 20 August 2018 17:52
To: wendy.stephenson@northumberland.gov.uk
Cc: Macmillan, Nic
Subject: A1 Morpeth to Felton

Hi Wendy, 
 
I am currently undertaking the Air Quality Assessment for the A1 upgrade from Morpeth to Felton and I just wanted 
to find the opportunity to discuss about any sensitive receptors/habitats you may want included in the assessment. 
 
When would be a good time to discuss? 
 
Kind regards  
 
Luc Porter MSc CEnv  MIEnvSc MIAQM 
Principal Air Quality Consultant, Environment 
 

 
Switchboard:  +44(0) 2920769200     

 
 

 
WSP, 1 Capital Quarter,  
Tyndall Street, Cardiff  
CF10 4BZ 
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    
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Townley, Nicola

Subject: FW: A1 M2F Air Quality Assessment

From: Porter, Luc <Luc.Porter@wsp.com>  
Sent: 01 May 2020 09:47 
To: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com> 
Subject: RE: A1 M2F Air Quality Assessment 
 
No I got contact in Jan but not heard anything since. 
 
Luc Porter MSc CEnv  MIEnvSc MIAQM 
Principal Air Quality Consultant, Environment 
 

 
Switchboard:  +44(0) 2920769200     

 
 

 
WSP, 1 Capital Quarter,  
Tyndall Street, Cardiff  
CF10 4BZ 
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 
 

From: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>  
Sent: 01 May 2020 08:38 
To: Porter, Luc <Luc.Porter@wsp.com>; David.Lathan@Northumberland.gov.uk 
Cc: Talbot, Andy <Andy.Talbot@wsp.com> 
Subject: RE: A1 M2F Air Quality Assessment 
 
Hi luc, have you had a response to this? 
Thanks 
Nic 
 

From: Porter, Luc <Luc.Porter@wsp.com>  
Sent: 08 July 2019 12:20 
To: David.Lathan@Northumberland.gov.uk 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Talbot, Andy <Andy.Talbot@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 M2F Air Quality Assessment 
 
David, 
 
I understand you are the person to talk to, or will know who best to contact. 
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Townley, Nicola

 

From: Gary Park <gary.park@northumberland.gov.uk>  
Sent: 22 January 2020 16:13 
To: Porter, Luc <Luc.Porter@wsp.com> 
Subject: Re: Air Quality A1 Morpeth to Felton consultation 
 
Hi Luc, 
 
Thanks for that - I have a spreadsheet (probably CSV originally) which I must have got from WSP which has 
the receptors on and I think these are unchanged. 
 
Will get comments to you tomorrow. 
 
Cheers 
 
Gary 
 

Gary Park BSc (Hons) 
Environmental Protection Officer 
Public Health Protection Unit 
Housing and Public Protection Service 
Northumberland County Council 
Northumberland Fire and Rescue Service Headquarters 
West Hartford Business Park 
Cramlington 
Northumberland 
NE23 3JP 
 
Telephone: 01670 623697 
Fax: 01670 626059 
E-mail: gary.park@northumberland.gov.uk 
Web: www.northumberland.gov.uk 
 
Public Protection Privacy Notice 
 

From: Porter, Luc <Luc.Porter@wsp.com> 
Sent: 22 January 2020 15:48 
To: Gary Park <gary.park@northumberland.gov.uk> 
Subject: RE: Air Quality A1 Morpeth to Felton consultation  
  
Hi Gary 
  
Looking at it that would be correct. This is the Stage 3 assessment going to DCO so I believe it will be the final 
alignment. The new alignment follows next to R20 and R21, with R13/19 and 22 on the old (to be) detrunked 
alignment. 
  
I wills end through the A2E comments shortly, keep getting interrupted. 
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a. Carlisle Park (Eco15)  
b. Ulgham Meadow (Eco10)  
  
Local Wildlife Sites  
a. Bothal Burn and River Wansbeck (Eco3)  
b. Wansbeck & Hartburn Woods (Eco7)  
c. Coquet River Felton Park (Eco1)  
d. Cocklaw Dene (Eco17)  
e. Cawledge Burn (Eco18)  
f. Coney Garth Pond (Eco19)  
g. Longhorsley Moor (Eco2)  
  
Unsurprisingly, considering the very low background concentrations, there were no significant impacts as a result of 
the scheme. 
  
Please let me know that you are happy with our approach.  
  
  
Luc Porter MSc CEnv  MIEnvSc MIAQM 
Principal Air Quality Consultant, Environment 
  

 
Switchboard:  +44(0) 2920769200     

 
 

  
WSP, 1 Capital Quarter,  
Tyndall Street, Cardiff  
CF10 4BZ 
  
wsp.com 
  
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
  
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    
  
  
  

 
 
NOTICE: This communication and any attachments ("this message") may contain information which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or otherwise 
subject to restricted disclosure under applicable law. This message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorized use, disclosure, viewing, 
copying, alteration, dissemination or distribution of, or reliance on, this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, or you are 
not an authorized or intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying to this message, delete this message and all copies from your e-
mail system and destroy any printed copies.  

 
 
 

  
  
Save Time Do It Online! 
We have made a few key improvements to our site to make our services easy to access. Now you can do everything from 
paying your council tax, to reporting a faulty street light online. Go to: www.northumberland.gov.uk and click 'pay, apply 
or report' to access the relevant forms.  
This email is intended solely for the individual or individuals to whom it is addressed, and may contain confidential 
and/or privileged material. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or 
taking any action in reliance on the contents of this email is prohibited. If you receive this email in error, please contact the 
sender and delete the email from any computer. All email communication may be subject to recording and/or monitoring 
in accordance with internal policy and relevant legislation.  
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Ashcroft, Michael
Sent: 29 April 2019 12:04
To: Kleinschmidt, Georgie
Cc: Franklin-Losardo, Declan
Subject: M2F Consultation 
Attachments: A1 Dualling.pdf

Hi Georgie,  
 
Please see below email chain. I’m afraid I don’t have the originals as I was not on the project then and the 
person who was has since left. 
 
Thanks, 
Michael 
 
 
Michael Ashcroft 
Senior Acoustic Engineer 

 

 

T+  020 3116 6004 
 

6 Devonshire Square 
London 
EC2M 4YE 

 
 
From: Gary Park [mailto:gary.park@northumberland.gov.uk]  
Sent: 21 November 2017 16:11 
To: Wigham, Stephen <Stephen.Wigham@wsp.com> 
Cc: david.lathan@northumberland.gov.uk 
Subject: Re: A1 Improvement Scheme (Morpeth to Felton) - Noise and Vibration Consultation (Scoping) 
 
Hi Stephen, 
 
Apologies for the delay in getting back to you. 
 
The proposed methodology looks considered and robust - noise impact should be considered in respect of 
BS 8233:2014 for impacts upon humans at residential dwellings. 
 
Please see the attached document for additional comments. 
 
Please get back to me if you need anything additional. 
 
Regards 
 
Gary 
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Gary Park BSc (Hons) 
Environmental Protection Officer 
Public Health Protection Unit 
Fire & Rescue Service 
Northumberland County Council 
Northumberland Fire and Rescue Service Headquarters 
West Hartford Business Park 
Cramlington 
Northumberland 
NE23 3JP 
 
Telephone: 01670 623697 
Fax: 01670 626059 
E-mail: gary.park@northumberland.gov.uk 
Web: www.northumberland.gov.uk 
 
On 8 November 2017 at 13:25, Wigham, Stephen <Stephen.Wigham@wsp.com> wrote: 

Hi Gary and David, 

  

I have been passed your contact details by Helen Armstrong. 

  

I write in consultation regarding the Morpeth to Felton A1 improvement scheme. 

  

The Scheme extends for 12.6 km between Warreners House Interchange at Morpeth to the dual carriageway at 
Felton, and comprises the continuous, high-quality dualling of the existing single carriageways. 

  

The Scheme includes approximately 6.6 km online widening and approximately 6 km of new offline highway.  The 
existing carriageway would be widened on its current line up to Priest’s Bridge, from where the proposed offline 
section of the Scheme would move west of the current road and pass west of Tindale Hill and Causey Park 
Bridge.  Just north of Burgham Park, it would re-join the line of the existing carriageway and widening would continue 
along the existing road northwards, until it meets the existing dual carriageway north of Felton. Please see attached 
plans.  

  

I write to confirm that we, WSP, have been appointed to undertake the environmental noise and vibration 
assessments that will be reported in the scheme Environmental Statements, and to confirm that I am the lead for this 
work. My full contact details can be found in the footer below. 

  

We are keen to get Northumberland County Councils’ (NCC) input to the assessment work that is to be undertaken. 
Accordingly, I have attached a draft baseline survey monitoring (attended and unattended) location plan for your 
review. Please would you be able to review and provide feedback? 

  

We are currently drafting the Scoping Report. In brief, the following assessment methodology is proposed: 
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Assessment Methodology 

  

It is proposed that a quantitative assessment will be undertaken to determine the potential noise and vibration 
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the Scheme, based upon the available traffic data. The 
operational and construction traffic noise and vibration assessment will be undertaken with reference to DMRB 
Volume 11, Section 3, Part 7, HD 213/11 Revision 1 (Highways Agency, 2011) and WebTAG unit A3 Section 2 
(Noise Impacts) as appropriate.  All road traffic noise predictions will be undertaken in accordance with the 
calculation methodology presented in the former Department of Transport/Welsh Office technical memorandum 
Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (CRTN).  Due regard will be afforded to the aims of the Noise Policy Statement for 
England (NPSE) (Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, 2010).  

  

As the Scheme has the potential to generate significant noise and vibration impacts, it is proposed that a Detailed 
Level assessment will be undertaken in accordance with guidance contained with HD 213/11. 

  

Study Area 

  

The study area for the noise and vibration assessment will be defined in accordance with the guidance provided in 
HD 213/11 which is as follows: 

  

      i.        Identify the start and end points of the physical works associated with the Scheme; 

     ii.        Identify the existing routes that are being bypassed or improved, and any proposed new routes, between the 
start and end points;  

    iii.        Define a boundary one kilometre from the carriageway edge of the routes identified in (ii) above;  

    iv.        Define a boundary 600m from the carriageway edge around each of the routes identified in (ii) above and also 
600m from any other affected routes (see below) within the boundary defined in (iii) above. This area is called the 
“calculation area”;  

     v.        Identify any affected routes (see below) beyond the boundary defined in (iii) above; and  

    vi.        Define a boundary 50m from the carriageway edge of the routes identified in (v) above. 

  

Affected roads are defined in DMRB as any roads which undergo a change in traffic noise level of 1 dB LA10, 18hr or 
more in the short term (year of opening Do-Minimum to year of opening Do-Something) or 3 dB LA10, 18hr or more in 
the long term (future year (worst affected year 15 years after opening) Do-Minimum to 15 years after opening Do-
Something). 

  

The study area will ultimately be defined through details emerging from the revised traffic modelling and will 
therefore be based on a combination of the Scheme Footprint and the predicted change in traffic flows. 
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Please can you review the above and draft baseline survey monitoring locations and let me know if you have any 
queries or comments on this? Also, does NCC have a set of noise limits for construction activities? 

  

We are seeking to progress the baseline noise survey works shortly so would be grateful to receive any comments 
before the end of the month if at all possible? 

  

Finally, in line with DMRB guidance, we are requesting that NCC provide the following information.  Please would it 
be possible for you to advise?: 

  

         available information on known local sources of noise and vibration across the area; 

         any specific noise or vibration related local planning policies; 

         national noise and vibration policies that are considered particularly relevant to the local area; 

         any known local receptors, other than dwellings, that could be particularly sensitive to noise and vibration (e.g. 
medical facilities, research centres etc.); and 

         sources of historic noise or vibration complaint. 

  

Best regards and we look forward to your response, 

  

Stephen Wigham 

Principal Engineer, Acoustics 

  

 

T+ 44 (0) 191 226 2552 

 

  

Amber Court, William Armstrong Drive 

Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

NE4 7YQ 

  

wsp.com 

  



A1 Dualling - Methodology 

● Available information on known local sources of noise and vibration across the area; 

Priestbridge Garage - GK Jackson & Sons (Recovery Services) Ltd - Vehicle Recovery, Repairs &               
Servicing and MOT Testing - (http://www.jacksonsgarage.com) - 418660, 591787 

G Youll & Son Fencing - suppliers and manufacturers of wood and metal fencing, garden sheds                
etc., logs etc. Centre of “island” formed by old Great North Road and modern A1 at Causey Park -                   
418919, 594663 

Causey Park Motocross - this was refused on appeal (Appeal Ref: APP/P2935/W/16/3144509) and             
should not be operating - field to east of Causey Park Hagg - 418525, 595257 

Eshott Airfield - light aircraft and microlights, they operate two main runways with circuits for each                
which are shown on their website under “Pilot Information” (http://eshottairfield.co.uk/) - 417760,            
597945 

Bywell Shooting Ground - (https://www.bywellshootingground.co.uk/) - 416522, 597553 

However, these may be considered as part of the existing noise environment and with all               
assessments it would be to achieve a representative sample of the noise at a location. The reason                 
for highlighting these is so that the assessment does not capture a biased sample where a noise                 
source is occurring (or not). 

● Any specific noise or vibration related local planning policies; 

Please consult the Local Planning Authority on this. 

● National noise and vibration policies that are considered particularly relevant to the            
local area; 

Please consult the Local Planning Authority on this. 

● Any known local receptors, other than dwellings, that could be particularly sensitive            
to noise and vibration (e.g. medical facilities, research centres etc.); and 

Tritlington School (although new alignment would take the road 500m further west). 

No other sensitive receptors in these categories. 

● Sources of historic noise or vibration complaint 

Bywell, Eshott Airfield 

Additional comments: 

Impact of Morpeth Northern Bypass - this has probably been addressed through the             
development of that road in itself, but may have to consider whether the provision of dual                
carriageway from Fairmoor to Alnwick makes this a more attractive route than it might be with the                 
current situation of direct half of this stretch only single carriageway. 

Seasonality -  

Impact of doubling of traffic load at busy times - four abreast rather than two at present on the                   
single carriageway stretches, traffic may convoy, with the provision of a second lane on each               
carriageway, this may double the number of vehicles on a stretch at any one time. 



Severity of Impact 

It will be important to show where existing residential dwellings are presently unaffected or less               
affected by road traffic noise, what the impact will be of placing the carriageway closer to these                 
dwellings will be. 

On the assumption of an HGV lorry producing approximately 75dB LAeq and 85dB LAMax at 10                
metres, simple distance attenuation will reduce these to: 

Metric Day / 
Night 

Criteria Expected 
Levels 

At 
Distance 

Distance to 
Receptor 

Distance 
Attenuation 

Attenuation 
Through an 

Open Window 

Internal 
Level 

LAeq Day Garden 75 10 100 55 N/A N/A 
LAeq Day Facade 75 10 175 50 15 35 
LAeq Night Facade 75* 10 300 45 15 30 
LAMax Night Facade 85 10 175 60 15 45 
* It is likely that night-time LAeq levels will be much reduced from this daytime  

It is likely that the most impacted dwelling will be New Houses Farm, being placed within 175                 
metres of the new carriageway whereas at present it is 575 metres distant. 

All other dwellings are either beyond 175 metres of the proposed carriageway or are already within                
close proximity to the carriageway. For these latter group of dwellings, although 

Receptor Impacts - From South to North 
 
From Start of Existing Single Carriageway 
 
Northgate Farm (12m from carriageway) and North Gate House (12m from carriageway) - latter              
may be affected if carriageway is to encroach nearer this dwelling. 
 
Capri Lodge (46m from carriageway). 
 
1.1-1.2km North - High Highlaws and Tritlington junctions 
 
High Highlaws Farm (270m) and Cottage (230m) - both buildings have farm buildings breaking              
line-of-sight from road to dwellings. Farm yard/buildings within 125m of existing carriageway. 
 
Hebron Hill - this will be placed closer to realigned Hebron road - 360m rather than 400m although                  
this premise is higher than the existing road and this road does not have a heavy traffic load                  
(except for HGVs from Dungait’s - Hebron West Farm). 
 
2.9km North - Deviation of New Carriageway to west near Priestbridge 
 
3.1km North - Priestbridge 
 
Residential dwellings of Priestbridge House and Woodland at greater distances from new            
carriageway. 
 
 
  



3.9km North - Changes to Fenrother Junction 
 
No apparent impact to residential dwellings. 
 
5.2km North - New Houses Farm (125km) 
 
This dwelling will be placed significantly closer to the carriageway - presently 580m reduced to               
125m. 
 
6km North - Causey Park 
 
Several dwellings will experience a positive impact from the road realignment to the west, although               
The Cottage and Joiners Cottage may experience a slight negative impact. 
 
6.7km North - Causey Park Lodge/Hagg 
 
Positive impact for the lodge but negative one for the 1-3 Hagg Cottages 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Teira Paz, Rosa <Rosa.TeiraPaz@HistoricEngland.org.uk>
Sent: 22 March 2018 12:55
To: Sims, Fearn
Subject: RE: A1 Morpeth to Felton viewpoint locations

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Ms Sims, 
 
Thank you very much for your email of 8 of March 2018 inviting us to review the Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment’s proposed viewpoint locations for the A1 Morpeth to Felton highway improvement scheme. 
 
The viewpoint locations presented in Figure 9.4 and described in Table 6 of the Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment 
Methodology take in a wide section of the area affected by the proposal but I defer to the more localised knowledge 
of landscape and heritage officers at Northumberland County Council in this regard. They are better placed to 
understand whether the view points are the best available in respect to historic landscape character and whether 
restricting views to public rights of way is adequate in this instance.  
 
In respect to our statutory planning remit, namely the effect on highly graded heritage assets and their settings, I 
would like to point out the lack of coverage of grade II* Bockenfield Farmhouse. Its proximity to the A1 would merit 
its inclusion within a visual assessment.  
 
If you have any queries about any of the above, or would like to discuss anything further, please contact me. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
Rosa I. Teira Paz 
Assistant Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas, North East 
Historic England | Bessie Surtees House | 41-44 Sandhill | Newcastle Upon Tyne |NE1 3JF 
Email: Rosa.TeiraPaz@historicengland.org.uk 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

We help people understand, enjoy and value the historic environment, and protect it for the future. Historic England is 
a public body, and we champion everyone’s heritage, across England. 
Follow us:  Facebook  |  Twitter  |  Instagram     Sign up to our newsletter      

Help us create a list of the 100 places which tell England's remarkable story and its impact on the world. A History of 
England in 100 Places sponsored by Ecclesiastical.  
 
We have moved! Our new London office is at 4th Floor, Cannon Bridge House, 25 Dowgate Hill, London, EC4R 2YA. 

 
This e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may contain personal views which are not the views of Historic England unless specifically stated. If 
you have received it in error, please delete it from your system and notify the sender immediately. Do not use, copy or disclose the information in any way nor 
act in reliance on it. Any information sent to Historic England may become publicly available. 
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From: Sims, Fearn [mailto:fearn.sims@wsp.com]  
Sent: 08 March 2018 09:15 
To: Teira Paz, Rosa 
Subject: A1 Morpeth to Felton viewpoint locations 
 
Dear Rosa Teira Paz, 
 
I am currently working on behalf of Highways England, in relation to the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
for the  A1 Morpeth to Felton highway improvement scheme. 
 
Following comments received in relation to the Scoping report, on the 19th February to Ms Lancaster, we would be 
grateful if you could review the proposed viewpoint locations illustrated upon the attached plans, and identify any 
additional views you feel should be taken under consideration due to their historic significance in terms of landscape 
character and sense of place. 
 
A member of the WSP cultural heritage team will be in touch shortly to discuss potential receptors relating directly 
to heritage assets found within the study area, that potential may be affected by the proposed scheme. 
 
Due to the size of the drawings a separate email ( we transfer) has been sent containing the full methodology 
proposed for information and the relevant plans. 
 
The methodology includes those representative viewpoint locations currently proposed for inclusion within the 
report, for which both day and night-time assessment will be carried out on. 
 
We would be grateful if you could review the proposed viewpoint locations and  indicate where you feel revisions to 
the proposed locations would be beneficial. 
 
The Northumberland National Park Authority will be consulted in addition to yourselves, along with 
Northumberland County Council. 
 
If you require further information in order to provide a response on the attached plans and methodology please do 
not hesitate to get in touch. 
 
Your help on this matter is appreciated. 
 
We are currently proposing to undertake the winter site visit later this month, weather depending.  
 
We look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Regards 
 
Fearn Sims 
Landscape Consultant  
  

 
T: +44 (0) 151 331 8195 
Exchange Station, Tithebarn Street, Liverpool, L2 2QP, UK 
 
wsp.com 

 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Whitehead, Andrew (NE) <Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 07 March 2018 15:48
To: Sims, Fearn
Subject: RE: A1 - Morpeth to Felton - Representative Viewpoint locations

Hi Fearn 
 
As requested I can confirm that in this case Natural England has no comment to make on the potential viewpoints 
proposed for the landscape assessment for the A1 North of Newcastle Morpeth to Felton stretch due to the 
proposed route having no impact on any areas designated at a national level for their landscape value. 
 
Regards 
 
Andy 
 
Andy Whitehead 
Team Leader – Sustainable Development, Marine & Wildlife Licensing 
Northumbria Area Team, 
Natural England,  
Lancaster House, 
Hampshire Court,  
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7YH  

Tel: 0208 0265533 /  

Please note I work a 9 day fortnight, with alternate Fridays off. 

www.gov.uk/naturalengland; Follow us on Twitter.  
 
We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected and 
England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to meetings and 
attend via audio, video or web conferencing. 

Northumbria Area Team is accredited to the Cabinet Office Customer Service Excellence Standard. 
 
We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service.   
 
To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals;  
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications. 
 

From: Sims, Fearn [mailto:fearn.sims@wsp.com]  
Sent: 07 March 2018 10:29 
To: Whitehead, Andrew (NE) <Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Subject: A1 - Morpeth to Felton - Representative Viewpoint locations 
 
Dear Andy, 
 
Further to our conversation this morning, please can you confirm via return email, that Natural England in this 
instance do not feel the need to consult on the location of representative viewpoint locations in association to the 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment for the A1 Northumberland Morpeth to Felton highway improvement 
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scheme, due to the route not directly effecting an area considered of being of high landscape sensitivity identified as 
an AONB, or National Park. 
 
Please note at a County level the route is located within an area identified as having a High Landscape Value, within 
the Local Development Plan. 
 
Regards 
 
Fearn  
 
Fearn Sims 
Landscape Consultant  
  

 
T: +44 (0) 151 331 8195 
Exchange Station, Tithebarn Street, Liverpool, L2 2QP, UK 
 
wsp.com 

 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 



Viewpoint No Nature of the Visual Receptors Sensitivity LPA Comments
Viewpoint 1: View looking northeast, along online section of the A1, 
from PROW ( 407/013) within the vicinity of Northgate Cemetery

Users of the PROW / Visitor to 
the cemetery / users of the A1

Moderate / Moderate / 
Low didn't visit but agree to viewpoint

Viewpoint 2: View looking west from PROW (407/010) Users of PROW Moderate agree. no photomontage
Viewpoint 3: View looking northwest towards the start of Coronation 
Avenue from PROW (407/010) Users of PROW Moderate

agree but but need to look at area to south in front of houses facing 
A1.  photomontage from houses suggested

Viewpoint 4: View looking west from unnamed road within the vicinity 
of Church of St Cuthbert (Listed Building) Road users / nearby residents Moderate / High Agree. photomontage needed
Viewpoint 5: View looking southwest from PROW (407/018) at Beacon 
Hill

Public right of way users/ nearby 
residents Moderate/High Agree. no photomontage

Viewpoint 6 : View looking northwest from the University of Newcastle 
Upon Tyne – Cockle Park Users of the educational facility Moderate Agree. no photomontage
Viewpoint 7: View looking west from Tritlington , illustrative of nearby 
properties, PROW (423/002)

Users of PROW/ nearby 
residents Moderate / High Agree. photomontage needed

Viewpoint 8: View looking northwest along PROW (423/001) at the 
northern extent of Coronation Avenue PROW users Moderate Agree. photomontage needed
Viewpoint 9: View looking southwest from The Farmhouse, PROW 
(423/002)

Nearby resident/ User of 
PROWs High / Moderate Agree. photomontage needed

Viewpoint 10: View looking south –west from PROW (423/009) PROW users Moderate Agree. no photomontage
Viewpoint 11: View looking northwest along PROW (423/008) PROW user Moderate Agree. no photomontage
Viewpoint 12:View looking west, at The Bungalow from unnamed road Nearby residents / road user High / Moderate Agree. no photomontage
Viewpoint 13: View looking southwest from PROW (422/018) PROW users Moderate Agree. no photomontage
Viewpoint 14: View looking southwest from PROW (422/008) PROW users Moderate Agree. no photomontage
Viewpoint 15: View looking northwest from PROW (422/003) PROW users Low Agree. no photomontage
Viewpoint 16: View looking southwest from PROW (422/020) adjacent 
to SSSI / Ancient Woodland PROW users High location of viewpoint needs to be reconsidered along this PROW
Viewpoint 17: View looking southwest from PROW (115/008), nearby 
proximity of Listed Buildings PROW users High location of viewpoint needs to be considered on site
Viewpoint 18: View looking southeast from PROW (115/016) PROW user High direction of viewpoint needs to be considered

Viewpoint 19: View looking northeast from St Oswald’s Way Users of Long Distance Path High

no assessment needed from this location.  move, closer to underpass 
under esisting A1 and considere additional viewpoints east of road 
looking west and south west from PROW

Viewpoint 20: View looking southeast from PROW (422/002), adjacent 
to SSSI PROW users High view point not visited but agree to viewpoint
Viewpoint 21: View looking southeast from junction of PROWs 
(422/002; 422/001; & 115/013) PROW users High view point not visited but agree to viewpoint
Viewpoint 22: View looking east from PROW (422/009) PROW users Moderate view point not visited but agree to viewpoint
Viewpoint 23: View looking northeast from Howdens Glebe Cottages, 
off unamend road

Residents / users of unnamed 
road High / Moderate Agree. photomontage needed

Viewpoint 24:View looking east from Public right of way (422/011) 
adjacent to Burgham Park Golf & Leisure Club

Public right of way users/ 
Recreational user Moderate/Moderate Agree. photomontage needed



Viewpoint 25: View looking southeast
from PROW (422/012) PROW users Moderate view point not visited but agree to viewpoint
Viewpoint 26: View looking southeast from PROW (411/008) PROW users Moderate view point not visited but agree to viewpoint
Viewpoint 27: View looking east from Causey Park Hag/ unnamed 
road

Residents/ users of unamend 
road High / Moderate Agree. photomontage needed

Viewpoint 28: View looking southwest from PROW (423/006) PROW user Moderate Agree. no photomontage
Viewpoint 29: View looking northwest from PROW 423/006 PROW user Moderate view point not visited but agree to viewpoint
Viewpoint 30: View looking west from PROW (411/016) PROW user Moderate view point not visited but agree to viewpoint

Viewpoint 31: View looking northeast from Fenrother/ Unnamed Road
Residents / users of the 
unnamed road High / Moderate location of viewpoint needs to be considered on site

Viewpoint 32: View looking north from PROW (423/001) PROW user Moderate Agree. photomontage needed
Viewpoint 33: View looking southeast from PROW (407/003) PROW user Moderate view point not visited but agree to viewpoint
Viewpoint 34: View looking northeast from PROW (407/001) in close 
proximity to Heighley Gate Garden Centre

PROW user / visitor to garden 
centre Moderate / Low

location of viewpoint needs to be considered on site.  may be more 
usefully relocated to layby opposite Heighley Gate Garden Centre



1

Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Sims, Fearn
Sent: 04 April 2018 13:06
To: Macmillan, Nic
Cc: Franklin-Losardo, Declan; Follis, Andy; Williams, Andrew; Stubbs, Kevin
Subject: M2F - NCC Consultation 
Attachments: WSP Early Warning Advanced Stage 3 works - NCC Site walkover.docx

Dear Nic, 
 
 
I have just got off the phone with NCC, who have requested that we conduct a joint site walkover of the scheme to 
confirm exact locations of the proposed viewpoint locations. 
 
They agree in principle the viewpoint locations but feel that better representation can be provide were some to be 
moved 100m or so further along the PRoW. 
 
Whilst they acknowledge that the viewpoint locations are indicative and based sole on a desk based assessment and 
thus would be revised on site, for the avoidance of miss representation they would like to be involved in the 
decision process. 
 
They are unavailable next week, however are free the following week and so propose that I meet with them during 
that week, weather depending. 
 
This will however put additional strain on the budget, but feel that every effort should be made to keep these 
consultees on side at this time. (Early Warning attached). 
 
During the visit, they would also like to discuss photomontage locations. This is in addition to those requested by 
Historic England and thus may need to be raised as a standalone Early Warning . We are currently just discussing the 
process for photomontages as a whole for the A1 projects internally in order to provide a consistent approach, and 
thus the Early Warning relating to this will follow shortly.  
 
Regards 
 
Fearn 
 
 
 
Fearn Sims 
Landscape Consultant  
  

 
T: +44 (0) 151 331 8100 
Exchange Station, Tithebarn Street, Liverpool, L2 2QP, UK 
 
wsp.com 

 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Sims, Fearn
Sent: 10 May 2018 12:06
To: Stubbs, Kevin
Cc: Macmillan, Nic
Subject: FW: M2F Revised viewpoint location plans

Hi Kevin, 
 
Please find attached response from NCC in relation to the meeting held on the 18th. It’s very short and to the point. 
 
Hope it is sufficient for the score. 
 
Regards 
 
Fearn 
 
From: Katherine Robbie [mailto:katherine.robbie@northumberland.gov.uk]  
Sent: 10 May 2018 12:02 
To: Sims, Fearn <fearn.sims@wsp.com> 
Subject: Re: M2F Revised viewpoint location plans 
 
Hi Fearn ,  
Sorry for not coming back to you.  Joe and I felt it was really useful talking the viewpoints with 
you and going on site to a few of them with you was also useful to gain a fuller understanding of 
the process you are going through. 
 
Hope that helps. 
 
 
Katherine 
 
On 8 May 2018 at 14:35, Sims, Fearn <fearn.sims@wsp.com> wrote: 

Hi Katherine, 

  

Sorry to bother you but I’m being chased by our internal team for feedback following our meeting. 

  

If you have ten minutes your feedback would be much appreciated. 

  

Regards 

  

Fearn 
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From: Sims, Fearn  
Sent: 01 May 2018 11:06 
To: 'katherine.robbie@northumberland.gov.uk' <katherine.robbie@northumberland.gov.uk>; 'Joe Nugent' 
<joe.nugent@northumberland.gov.uk> 
Subject: M2F Revised viewpoint location plans 

  

Dear Both, 

  

Please find attached the revised viewpoint location plans for M2F following our discussion on the 18th 
March. 

  

As part of our project deliverables we have been asked to get feedback, from those consultees we have 
liaised with more closely and thus we would appreciate if you could indicate by return email, whether your 
thought our discussion held on the 18th March was beneficial to yourselves. 

  

We appreciate your help on this matter. 

  

Regards 

  

Fearn 

  

Fearn Sims 

Landscape Consultant  

  

 

T: +44 (0) 151 331 8100 

Exchange Station, Tithebarn Street, Liverpool, L2 2QP, UK 

  

wsp.com 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Katherine Robbie <katherine.robbie@northumberland.gov.uk>
Sent: 16 August 2018 16:41
To: Sims, Fearn
Subject: Re: A1 - M2F - Photomontage viewpoint locations

Thanks Fearn,  
 
I'm completely happy with viewpoint 4 being replaced with viewpoint 5 as I recall our conversation at 
the time suggested that this may be a better view although we agreed a view from the highway may be 
more beneficial.  Given the health and safety concerns then I accept this change. 
 
I am slightly more concerned that the omission of viewpoint 27 will leave the visual impact assessment 
without a photomonage of the west moor junction.  Whilst I understand the health and safety concerns 
and having looked via google street view that options are limited, could I ask that this be looked at again 
with a view to finding a way of producing some form of illustration of this junction from a landscape 
point of view, if you can't agree consent from the landowner to access the land to the north.   
 
Thanks 
Katherine 
 
On 16 August 2018 at 16:16, Sims, Fearn <fearn.sims@wsp.com> wrote: 

Dear Katherine, 

  

Following our meeting on the 18th April 2018,  where by it was agreed that we would include 8 photomontages 
within the DCO application associated with the A1 – improvement scheme between Morpeth and Felton, I am 
writing to inform you of a proposed change to the agreed viewpoint locations on the ground of health and safety. 

  

Those viewpoint locations identified for inclusion as photomontages where identified as : 

  

Viewpoint 4,  

Viewpoint 6, 

Viewpoint 8, 

Viewpoint 10, 

Viewpoint 15, 

Viewpoint 27, 

Viewpoint 28, and  

Viewpoint 31. 
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It is currently proposed that the following viewpoints be revised due to being representative of views along the 
carriageway ( road users)  and thus are un survivable given the lack of wide verges within the  effected area, with 
respect to verified views. 

  

Viewpoint 4; and 

Viewpoint 27. 

  

Where possible every effort has been made to find an alternative viewpoint location from which to take the 
photomontage from which is representative of the original feature. 

As such it is proposed that:-  

  

Viewpoint 4 be replaced by Viewpoint 5; and 

Viewpoint 27 – if permitted it is proposed that the photomontage be taken from within the arable field directly to 
the north of the carriageway from which the representative viewpoint is taken.  

  

It should also be noted that given the photomontages are representative of summer views only, access to land may 
be denied were crops are present. 

NCC will be notified if and when this becomes an issue. Depending on the individual landowner, and date of 
harvest the photomontage may need to be omitted. 

  

  

A copy of the representative viewpoint locations, is attached for your convenience.   

  

  

We would appreciate if you could accept these changes by return email. 

  

Regards 

  

Fearn 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: David Feige <david.feige@northumberland.gov.uk>
Sent: 08 March 2018 11:34
To: Sims, Fearn
Cc: Follis, Andy; Macmillan, Nic; Nugent, Joe
Subject: Re: FW: A1 M2F - representative viewpoint location

Hello Fearn 
 
Thank you for your email. The site boundary for the Morpeth - Felton scheme is almost 8km from the 
Northumberland Coast AONB at its closest point, and this closest distance is between the northernmost end of the 
works and the southernmost tip of the AONB at the Coquet estuary. Consequently I think it is clear that the 
proposed works will not have any implications for the special qualities of the AONB, and so the AONB will not 
require particular consideration in the LVIA. 
 
I understand that there may be some junction improvements on the A1 north of Felton; these may be more 
significant in respect of the AONB because the AONB boundary is close to the A1 in places in this area. 
 
Regards 
 
David Feige 
 
On 7 March 2018 at 13:06, Sims, Fearn <fearn.sims@wsp.com> wrote: 

  

Dear Mr Feige, 

  

I am currently working on behalf of Highways England, in relation to the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
for the  A1 Morpeth to Felton highway improvement scheme. 

  

As part of the process we are inviting consultees to comment on the location of the proposed viewpoint locations. 
It has been suggested by Andy Whitehead at Natural England that in your capacity as AONB Officer, that this may 
be of interest to yourself. 

  

Two members of the Specialist Planning Services at Northumberland CC have also been asked to comment on the 
attached.  

  

Due to the size of the drawings a separate email ( we transfer) has been sent containing the full methodology 
proposed for information and the relevant plans. 

  



2

The methodology includes those representative viewpoint locations currently proposed for inclusion within the 
report, for which both day and night-time assessment will be carried out on. 

  

We would be grateful if you could review the proposed viewpoint locations and  indicate where you feel revisions 
to the proposed locations would be beneficial. 

  

If you require further information in order to provide a response on the attached plans and methodology please do 
not hesitate to get in touch. 

  

Your help on this matter is appreciated. 

  

We are currently proposing to undertake the winter site visit later this month, weather depending.  

  

We look forward to hearing from you. 

  

Regards 

  

  

Fearn Sims 

Landscape Consultant  

  

 

T: +44 (0) 151 331 8195 

Exchange Station, Tithebarn Street, Liverpool, L2 2QP, UK 

  

wsp.com 

  

Confidential 

This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly proh bited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the 
sender and delete the message. Thank you. 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Teira Paz, Rosa <Rosa.TeiraPaz@HistoricEngland.org.uk>
Sent: 22 March 2018 12:55
To: Sims, Fearn
Subject: RE: A1 Morpeth to Felton viewpoint locations

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Ms Sims, 
 
Thank you very much for your email of 8 of March 2018 inviting us to review the Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment’s proposed viewpoint locations for the A1 Morpeth to Felton highway improvement scheme. 
 
The viewpoint locations presented in Figure 9.4 and described in Table 6 of the Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment 
Methodology take in a wide section of the area affected by the proposal but I defer to the more localised knowledge 
of landscape and heritage officers at Northumberland County Council in this regard. They are better placed to 
understand whether the view points are the best available in respect to historic landscape character and whether 
restricting views to public rights of way is adequate in this instance.  
 
In respect to our statutory planning remit, namely the effect on highly graded heritage assets and their settings, I 
would like to point out the lack of coverage of grade II* Bockenfield Farmhouse. Its proximity to the A1 would merit 
its inclusion within a visual assessment.  
 
If you have any queries about any of the above, or would like to discuss anything further, please contact me. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
Rosa I. Teira Paz 
Assistant Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas, North East 
Historic England | Bessie Surtees House | 41-44 Sandhill | Newcastle Upon Tyne |NE1 3JF 
Email: Rosa.TeiraPaz@historicengland.org.uk 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

We help people understand, enjoy and value the historic environment, and protect it for the future. Historic England is 
a public body, and we champion everyone’s heritage, across England. 
Follow us:  Facebook  |  Twitter  |  Instagram     Sign up to our newsletter      

Help us create a list of the 100 places which tell England's remarkable story and its impact on the world. A History of 
England in 100 Places sponsored by Ecclesiastical.  
 
We have moved! Our new London office is at 4th Floor, Cannon Bridge House, 25 Dowgate Hill, London, EC4R 2YA. 

 
This e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may contain personal views which are not the views of Historic England unless specifically stated. If 
you have received it in error, please delete it from your system and notify the sender immediately. Do not use, copy or disclose the information in any way nor 
act in reliance on it. Any information sent to Historic England may become publicly available. 



2

 

From: Sims, Fearn [mailto:fearn.sims@wsp.com]  
Sent: 08 March 2018 09:15 
To: Teira Paz, Rosa 
Subject: A1 Morpeth to Felton viewpoint locations 
 
Dear Rosa Teira Paz, 
 
I am currently working on behalf of Highways England, in relation to the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
for the  A1 Morpeth to Felton highway improvement scheme. 
 
Following comments received in relation to the Scoping report, on the 19th February to Ms Lancaster, we would be 
grateful if you could review the proposed viewpoint locations illustrated upon the attached plans, and identify any 
additional views you feel should be taken under consideration due to their historic significance in terms of landscape 
character and sense of place. 
 
A member of the WSP cultural heritage team will be in touch shortly to discuss potential receptors relating directly 
to heritage assets found within the study area, that potential may be affected by the proposed scheme. 
 
Due to the size of the drawings a separate email ( we transfer) has been sent containing the full methodology 
proposed for information and the relevant plans. 
 
The methodology includes those representative viewpoint locations currently proposed for inclusion within the 
report, for which both day and night-time assessment will be carried out on. 
 
We would be grateful if you could review the proposed viewpoint locations and  indicate where you feel revisions to 
the proposed locations would be beneficial. 
 
The Northumberland National Park Authority will be consulted in addition to yourselves, along with 
Northumberland County Council. 
 
If you require further information in order to provide a response on the attached plans and methodology please do 
not hesitate to get in touch. 
 
Your help on this matter is appreciated. 
 
We are currently proposing to undertake the winter site visit later this month, weather depending.  
 
We look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Regards 
 
Fearn Sims 
Landscape Consultant  
  

 
T: +44 (0) 151 331 8195 
Exchange Station, Tithebarn Street, Liverpool, L2 2QP, UK 
 
wsp.com 

 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Katherine Robbie <katherine.robbie@northumberland.gov.uk>
Sent: 30 April 2018 14:41
To: Sims, Fearn
Subject: Re: M2F - Night Time Assessment

Fearn,  
 
Apologies for the delay in replying to you on this but  your explanation would appear to make sense and 
be an appropriate in the circimatances. 
 
Regards,  
 
Katherine 
 
On 24 April 2018 at 12:22, Sims, Fearn <fearn.sims@wsp.com> wrote: 

Dear Both, 

  

Following our discussion on Wednesday 18th April 2018, whereby I indicated the intention to carry out a night time 
assessments at a number of viewpoint locations, please be advised that this is no longer feasible and will be scoped 
out, subject to agreement; of the pending Environmental Statement. 

  

Given the rural setting of the scheme there is insufficient light pollution within the surrounding area to be captured 
upon illustrative photographs. With respect of this, night time assessments will be restricted to written descriptions 
only. At this time, given that there is no proposed lighting proposals associated with the scheme, we trust that this 
will be deemed satisfactory.   

  

As promised a revised plan indicating those viewpoint locations to be scoped out/ substituted/ or scoped in will be 
circulated shortly, for information. 

  

We hope that the above, omission is acceptable in this instance and look forward to hearing from you. 

  

Regards 

  

Fearn Sims 

Landscape Consultant  
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Robert Mayhew <robert.mayhew@nnpa.org.uk>
Sent: 19 April 2018 11:06
To: Sims, Fearn
Subject: RE: A1 Morpeth to Felton - Representative Viewpoint Locations Consultation

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Fearn, 
  
Many thanks for contacting me with respect to the representative viewpoint locations for the LVIA associated with 
the proposed A1 Northumberland Morpeth to Felton Improvement scheme and apologies for the late response to 
your email. 
  
I understand that you have 34 viewpoint locations currently identified but as yet I have not been able to ascertain 
the nature of these as the link to the documentation would appear to have expired. I would be grateful if you could 
send through a map indicating the planned development corridor and viewpoint locations and I will let you know 
whether I feel this is something the Authority would wish to be kept involved with going forward. 
  
Apologies once again and I’ll await to hear from you. 
  
Regards 
  
Robert Mayhew 
  

From: Sims, Fearn [mailto:fearn.sims@wsp.com]  
Sent: 04 April 2018 10:14 
To: Robert Mayhew 
Subject: FW: A1 Morpeth to Felton - Representative Viewpoint Locations Consultation 
  
Dear Mr Mayhew, 
  
Further to my email dated the 8th March ( attached), 
  
We would appreciate it if you would review and comment on the discussed viewpoint locations. 
  
We intend to carry out our site visit next week, due to the improved weather forecast and thus would appreciate 
feedback prior to this time. 
  
If the Northumberland National Park Authority, do not wish to be involved in further consultation in respect to the 
landscape and visual impacts associated with the project, and fell that this is not of interest to them given its 
proximity to the site, we would appreciate by conformation of a return email, words to that effect. 
  
Regards 
  
Fearn 
  

From: Sims, Fearn  
Sent: 08 March 2018 09:47 
To: 'robert.mayhew@nnpa.org.uk' <robert.mayhew@nnpa.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Follis, Andy <Andy.Follis@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 Morpeth to Felton - Representative Viewpoint Locations Consultation 
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Dear Mr Mayhew, 
  
I am currently working on behalf of Highways England, in relation to the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
for the  A1 Morpeth to Felton highway improvement scheme. 
  
As part of the process we are inviting consultees to comment on the location of the proposed viewpoint locations. A 
college of yours has suggested that you are best placed to review the attached and thus we would be grateful for 
your comments, and feedback. 
  
  
Due to the size of the drawings a separate email ( we transfer) has been sent containing the full methodology 
proposed for information and the relevant plans. 
  
The methodology includes those representative viewpoint locations currently proposed for inclusion within the 
report, for which both day and night-time assessment will be carried out on. 
  
We would be grateful if you could review the proposed viewpoint locations and  indicate where you feel revisions to 
the proposed locations would be beneficial if any. 
  
The Northumberland County Council will also be consulted in addition to yourselves. 
  
If you require further information in order to provide a response on the attached plans and methodology please do 
not hesitate to get in touch. 
  
Your help on this matter is appreciated. 
  
We are currently proposing to undertake the winter site visit later this month, weather depending.  
  
We look forward to hearing from you. 
  
Regards 
  
Fearn Sims 
Landscape Consultant  
  

 
T: +44 (0) 151 331 8195 
Exchange Station, Tithebarn Street, Liverpool, L2 2QP, UK 
  
wsp.com 
  
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
  
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    
  
   

Robert Mayhew, Head of Conservation 
Telephone: 01434 611539  
Web: www.northumberlandnationalpark.org.uk 

IMPORTANT NOTICE - Disclaimer - This communication is from Northumberland National Park Authority (NNPA).The Authority’s head office and principal 
place of business is Eastburn, South Park, Hexham, Northumberland, NE46 1BS, United Kingdom. If you are not the intended recipient(s) please note that 
any form of disclosure, distr bution, copying or use of this communication or the information in it or in any attachments is strictly prohibited and may be 
unlawful. If you have received this communication in error, please delete the email and destroy any copies of it. Any views or opinions presented are solely 
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Townley, Nicola

From: Williams, Andrew
Sent: 13 May 2020 12:24
To: robert.mayhew@nnpa.org.uk
Subject: A1 Morpeth to Felton Scheme

Good afternoon Robert 
 
I hope I find you well and you’re managing to get through work in these challenging conditions. 
 
You might recall that last summer we (Claire Horner and myself) emailed you regarding any comments that the NPA 
might have on the above scheme, I believe information was sent through regarding viewpoints etc. For a number of 
reasons there has been a delay in submitting this to PINS, and as we hadn’t heard back from yourselves I thought I 
would drop you a line to see if there was anything that we needed to be aware of or address ahead of the 
submission, or confirmation that you have no further comments to make at this time. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Andy Williams BA (hons), Grad Dip, CMLI 
Technical Director 
 

 

 
 
T +44 (0)161 6028817 

 
 
WSP Global Inc. 
No 8 First Street 
Manchester 
M15 4RP 
 
 
wsp.com 

 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    
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AGENDA & MEETING NOTES 
PROJECT NUMBER 70044136-149 MEETING DATE 29 March 2018 

PROJECT NAME A1 Morpeth to Felton VENUE Teleconference  

CLIENT Highways England RECORDED BY AG 

MEETING SUBJECT Meeting subject  

 

PRESENT Alexandra Grassam (WSP Senior Consultant Archaeology and Heritage) and Nick Best 
(Northumberland County Council Assistant County Archaeologist) 

APOLOGIES N/A 

DISTRIBUTION As above plus: Kevin Stubbs, Nic Macmillan, Declan Franklin-Losardo and Sally Hales 

CONFIDENTIALITY Internal 
 

ITEM SUBJECT ACTION DUE 

1  Current scope of the ES  

AG outlined the currently agreed scope of work to inform the heritage 
chapter (desk-based assessment and geophysical survey). AG explained 
that the DBA work is ongoing and a good proportion of the geophysical 
survey has been completed.  

AG explained that the scheme boundary is currently under review and may 
require additional geophysical surveys. NB suggested that a pragmatic 
approach be taken to extending the geophysical survey based on the size 
of area and the quality of the results in the immediate area.  

AG outlined that due to land access issues for intrusive surveys and the 
limitations of the project timetable, intrusive surveys (ie. trial trenching) 
have not been scoped into the EIA. NB stated that while trial trenching 
evaluation would be requested as standard, in line with the NPPF, he 
appreciated the limitations presented in this project. NB enquired whether 
the client was aware of the risks of pushing back any evaluation, including 
the effect on cost and programme and the impacts should any remains 
may be encountered that would require to be preserved in-situ. AG stated 
that she understood this to be in the client’s risk register.  

NB stated that an assurance for evaluation and mitigation (including strip, 
map and sample) would be required from Highways England in the 
absence of trial trenching pre-DCO. NB suggested exploring how 
informative trial trenching had been for other developments in the 
immediate area which had then progressed to strip, map and sample (e.g. 
around Alnwick) with a view of assessing the best approach to the whole 
programme of intrusive works.   

AG to 
discuss 

scope for 
additional 

non-intrusive 
surveys (e.g. 
field walking 
surveys) with 

project 
management 

team  

To be 
agreed 
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NB highlighted the need to be fully aware of any additional ground works 
associated with the project which could result in an impact on the historic 
environment (e.g. utility diversions).  

NB recommended that the assessment could be further informed by more 
non-intrusive surveys, such as fieldwalking. This recommendation has 
formed part of his response to the Scoping report. AG stated that WSP had 
not received any response to the scoping from NCC, however agreed to 
explore this option further with the EIA management team.  

NB stated that he is aware of consultation between WSP Landscape team 
and colleagues in NCC Conservation regarding agreement of receptors / 
viewpoints to be assessed. As this will likely overlap with historic 
environment assessment, it is advisable for AG to engage in this 
consultation in terms of the setting impacts. NB has flagged this up with 
managers and suggested that it would be helpful to identify a named 
Conservation Officer as soon as possible to facilitate this and hopefully 
provide continuity during the lifetime of the scheme. 

2  Current timetable for the EIA 

AG outlined the current timetable for the EIA with a submission date 
currently in Autumn 2018. NB asked what the determination period will be 
following submission.  

AG to find 
out the 

expected 
determination 

period 

To be 
agreed 

3  Review of the preliminary geophysical survey results 

AG and NB discussed the greyscale plots provided by Durham University 
so far. It was agreed that these hadn’t so far revealed much information 
about buried archaeology and there are areas of previous disturbance and 
possible spreading of green waste. NB noted the discrepancy between the 
visual quality of the data collected in earlier surveys. Suggests asking the 
surveyors at ASDU to review the whole data set and perhaps review and 
reprocess the raw data as a single exercise to iron out the apparent 
differences in grayscale appearance.    

AG to 
circulate the 

final 
geophysical 

survey 
results once 

available 

Expected 
April 
2018 

4  Identify and discuss any immediate key issues for heritage (buried 
archaeology) 

NB outlines the potential for early medieval activity in the area. NB 
provided AG with a report from a recent excavation in Felton which had 
revealed the remains of an early medieval settlement. The nature of the 
features identified during the excavation here would not have been readily 
identified in the geophysical survey data or trial trenching.  

NB enquired what was being proposed for the airfield as this is heritage 
asset in its own right. AG to get clarification.  

NB discusses current situation within NCC and explains that his role is 
under consideration for redundancy. No information about what structure 
would replace the current one and who would be responsible for providing 
advice for heritage. This uncertainty extends to the NCC Conservation 
Team too, and therefore NB advises to agree as much as possible in 
regards to method statements, viewpoints etc whilst the resource still 
exists.   

AG to clarify 
what the 
proposed 
scheme 

entails for the 
airfield.  

To be 
agreed 
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NEXT MEETING 

AG and NB to discuss the results of the geophysical survey once the report from Archaeological Services (Durham 
University) has been issued.  
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Harbord, Jim
Sent: 09 March 2018 15:08
To: Howard, Matthew
Cc: Grassam, Alex; Hugill, Gary
Subject: FW: A1 Upgrade Scheme - Morpeth to Felton - Proposed GI works

Matt 
 
Please see below about archaeology for the M2F GI works.  
 
Thanks 
Jim 
 

From: Grassam, Alex  
Sent: 09 March 2018 14:57 
To: Harbord, Jim; Hugill, Gary 
Cc: Stubbs, Kevin; Macmillan, Nic; Franklin-Losardo, Declan; Morrow, David 
Subject: FW: A1 Upgrade Scheme - Morpeth to Felton - Proposed GI works 
 
Dear Jim and Gary, 
 
The county archaeologist has confirmed that no archaeological monitoring is recommended for the GI works on the 
A1 M2F scheme.  
 
Kind regards 
 
 
Alexandra Grassam BA MSc 
Senior Heritage Consultant 

 

 
T + 44 (0) 113 3956200 
F + 44 (0) 113 3956201 

 
 
Three White Rose Office Park,  
Millshaw Park Lane,  
Leeds,  
LS11 0DL 
 
wsp.com 

 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 
 
 
From: Nick Best [mailto:nick.best@northumberland.gov.uk]  
Sent: 09 March 2018 14:49 



2

To: Grassam, Alex <alex.grassam@wsp.com> 
Subject: Re: A1 Upgrade Scheme - Morpeth to Felton - Proposed GI works 
 
Hi Alex, 
 
Thanks for the update. 
 
I agree that there would be little or no merit in monitoring this batch of GI works. 
 
I'd be grateful if you could update me regarding any future GI requirements, but in this instance no 
archaeological monitoring will be required. 
 
Regards, 
 
Nick  
 
On 1 March 2018 at 08:49, Grassam, Alex <alex.grassam@wsp.com> wrote: 

Dear Nick,  

  

I understand that you had some discussion with my colleague Charlotte Vallance before Christmas about 
monitoring the GI works along the A1 Scheme. Please find attached the proposed locations for the GI 
works on the Morpeth to Felton. stretch. I have also attached the most recent scheme boundary, however 
please note that this will change.  The bulk of the GI works has already been done on this scheme when the 
scheme was being worked on by Jacobs. The work comprises the following: 

  

         2 trial pits for National Grid works (labelled TP_NGrid) 

         2 boreholes for National Grid works (labelled BH_NGrid) 

         2 window samples for National Grid (labelled WS_NGrid) 

         Five hand dug observation pits (labelled TP_NGN) 

         4 boreholes in Causey Park 

         8 boreholes by the River Coquet 

  

The national grid works and the five observation pits are to see how to work around and re-route the 
pipeline. The hand dug ones are to locate the existing pipeline and so the ground will be disturbed here 
already. The boreholes will be closed and not opened on site and in my experience there is no merit in 
monitoring them on site. I will request the results from them though for the purposes of the heritage 
assessment, especially the ones from the River Coquet.  
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I will email you separately about the GI works proposed along the northern section of the A1 scheme 
(Alnwick to Ellingham). I personally think we need to concentrate our efforts on this section rather than the 
Morpeth to Felton ones. These are much more substantial and will need some consideration.  

  

In regards to this small programme of GI, I am not concerned about the position of the window samples 
and trial pits.  The HER points around relate to assets associated with Causey Park. Can you please let me 
know your views on this work and if you would recommend they are monitored. The work is due to start 
shortly so I need to advise the GI team quickly.  

  

Regards 

  

Alexandra Grassam BA MSc 

Senior Heritage Consultant 

  

 

T + 44 (0) 113 3956200 

F + 44 (0) 113 3956201 

 

  

Three White Rose Office Park,  

Millshaw Park Lane,  

Leeds,  

LS11 0DL 

  

wsp.com 

  

Confidential 

This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly proh bited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the 
sender and delete the message. Thank you. 

  

WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Nick Best <nick.best@northumberland.gov.uk>
Sent: 18 April 2018 12:25
To: Grassam, Alex; Karen Derham; Sara Rushton
Subject: Re: A1 M2F - Minutes of meeting

Thanks Alex, 
 
The Council uses gmail these days which I think can accommodate larger files (via Google Drive) than outlook. It 
might be worth trying to send over the files in the first instance. If that doesn't work we use 'cryptshare', but that 
can be quiet cumbersome. Failing that I'll be at the at the IFA for the full 3 days, so you could always just give me a 
copy on disc. I'll try not to leave it in the pub. 
 
Given that this is not an NPPF determination there will be scope for flexibility regarding evaluation. Obviously the 
critical issue to ensure that the route and ancillary impact areas are robustly assessed sufficiently ahead of 
construction to ensure that neither the archaeology or the programme are compromised (and that we avoid 
'archaeology delays road' headlines in the local press). We'd probably be seeking assurance from HE that they are 
and will continue to be proactive in engaging with landowners to ensure access at the earliest opportunity. Where 
possible this might mean working within the agricultural cycles, but it may not be appropriate to delay fieldwork the 
timescales are compressed, not least as this will push a potentially large programme into the winter with all of the 
risks and delays that would carry. 
 
Happy to discuss at the IFA if you like. 
 
Nick  
 
         
 
On 18 April 2018 at 10:04, Grassam, Alex <alex.grassam@wsp.com> wrote: 

Hi Nick, 

  

Thanks again for the comments below. The attached takes into account these, as well as comments from the EIA 
coordination team. They have asked for greater clarity in regards to the pushing back of TT to post-DCO. 

  

  

I have a copy of the geophysical survey report now, but it is a large PDF. Do you have a preferred system of sending 
over large documents? 

  

Regards 

  

  

Alexandra Grassam BA MSc 
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Senior Heritage Consultant 

  

 

T + 44 (0) 113 3956331 

F + 44 (0) 113 3956201 

 

  

Three White Rose Office Park,  
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Leeds,  

LS11 0DL 

  

wsp.com 
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WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

  

  

  

  

From: Nick Best [mailto:nick.best@northumberland.gov.uk]  
Sent: 06 April 2018 16:44 
To: Grassam, Alex <alex.grassam@wsp.com>; Sara Rushton <sara.rushton@northumberland.gov.uk>; Joe Nugent 
<joe.nugent@northumberland.gov.uk> 
Subject: Fwd: A1 M2F - Minutes of meeting 

  

Hi Alex, 
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Thanks for this. 

  

I don't wish to suggest any changes, but it would be useful to pick up on a couple of additional points we discussed. 

  

1 - scope of ES 

I gather from colleagues that some discussions with the Landscape team is already underway regarding agreement 
of receptors / viewpoints to be assessed. This topic has potential to overlap with the historic environment topic in 
terms of setting impacts (as might noise assessments, at least notionally). It would be helpful if we could ensure 
that NCC Conservation Team are involved in these discussions so that the relevant Conservation Officer has the 
opportunity to input into viewpoint selection etc. This will be important in terms of formal consultation responses 
further down the line as the Conservation Officer(s) rather than archaeologists will be commenting in relation to 
the assessment & mitigation of impacts to built heritage.  I have flagged up with my managers and suggested that it 
would be helpful to identify a named Conservation Officer as soon as possible to facilitate this and hopefully 
provide continuity during the lifetime of the scheme. 

  

3. geophysical surveys 

Can we explore asking the surveyors at ASDU to review the whole data set and perhaps review & reprocess the raw 
data as a single exercise to iron out the apparent differences in graysacle appearance? (I'm happy to be advised by 
an actual geophysicist as to whether this would be a worthwhile exercise).  

  

4 

Regarding the final para - the uncertainty regarding our future is ongoing. 

Given this, it is likely that NCC Conservation Team will have to balance fewer resources with competing demands in 
the future. It would therefore be advantageous to agree as much as we can now in terms of method statements / 
viewpoints / protocols etc whilst that resource still exists. This should minimise any impacts to continuity of advice 
etc. 

  

Enjoy your break, 

  

Nick  
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On 6 April 2018 at 12:42, Grassam, Alex <alex.grassam@wsp.com> wrote: 

Hi Nick, 

  

I hope you are well and had a nice break over Easter. Attached are the minutes from our meeting last week. Can 
you please review and let me know if you want any changes made, etc. Apologies for any typos, I have done this 
rather quickly as I’m off on leave next week and I didn’t want another week to slip by for me to forget what we 
had discussed! 

  

Regards 

  

Alexandra Grassam BA MSc 

Senior Heritage Consultant 

  

 

T + 44 (0) 113 3956331 

F + 44 (0) 113 3956201 

 

  

Three White Rose Office Park,  
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Leeds,  
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Glenn Shaw <glenn.shaw@northumberland.gov.uk>
Sent: 10 May 2018 11:47
To: Grassam, Alex
Cc: Joe Nugent
Subject: A1 - Felton to Morpeth - heritage assets

Hi Alex, 
 
In response to your request in regards to possible viewpoints to/from listed buildings throughout the study 
area, we have carried out a desktop study that has identified the following listed buildings as having potential 
for the A1 development to affect their settings. Of the 65 listed heritage assets that have been identified 
throughout the corridor buffer zone, only 13 are considered as having potential indirect impacts on the 
settings, which are listed below. I have not included the six Grade II mileposts that will be directly impacted. 
This has been carried out with a combination of a brief site visit, GIS mapping and the existing maps of the 
34 viewpoint locations as part of the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA), which related mainly 
to impacts on nearby residential properties, commercial premises and Public Rights of Way. 
 

Building Listing Distance to 
Development 

Viewpoints 

Garden wall to east 
Felton Park 

Grade II; list 
entry 
1041874 

Approx 430m 
east 

Near to proposed viewpoint 17; could also 
be assessed from the A1 at viewpoint 18 

Longfield Cottage Grade II; list 
entry 
1041875 

Approx 110m 
west 

Near 18; closer to A1 but may not be visible 
due to topography/screening 

Old Farmhouse at 
Hemelspeth with Yard 
Walls and Outhouses 
on North 

Grade II; list 
entry 
1042133 

Approx 670m 
east 

Closest proposed viewpoint is 16, which 
could be suitable as viewpoint 

Church of St Cuthbert Grade II; list 
entry 
1153555 

Approx 880m 
east  

Close to proposed viewpoint 4; unlikely to 
be affected due to distance 

West Shield Hill 
Farmhouse 

Grade II; list 
entry 
1153573 

Approx 860m 
east  

Unlikely to be affected due to distance, but 
near to proposed viewpoint 2; viewpoint 3 
may also be suitable 

Ha-Ha Wall to South of 
Causey Park 

Grade II; list 
entry 
1154074 

Approx 1000m 
west  

Setting is unlikely to be affected, but near to 
proposed viewpoints 26,27 

Greenhouse 120 Metres 
East of Felton Park 

Grade II*; 
list entry 
1154561 

Approx 430m 
east  

Near to proposed viewpoint location 17; 
could be viewed near A1 at viewpoint,18 

Farmbuildings at 
Hemelspeth 

Grade II; list 
entry 
1156133 

Approx 680m 
east 
 

Closest proposed viewpoint is 16 which 
could be suitable 
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Thirston New Houses 
Farmhouse 

Grade II; list 
entry 
1156136 

Approx 700m 
east  

None of the proposed viewpoints are in 
close proximity; may need an additional 
viewpoint to/from the A1 upgrade. 
However, unlikely to be affected 

Felton Park Grade II; list 
entry 
1303774 

Approx 430m 
east  

Near to proposed viewpoint 17; and from 
the A1 near viewpoint,18 

Causey Park House Grade II; list 
entry 
1370647 

Approx 950m 
west of new 
alignment  

Closest to proposed viewpoints 26,27 may 
be suitable. Unlikely to be affected due to 
distance despite A1 realignment closer to 
site 

Bockenfield Farmhouse  Grade II; list 
entry 
1371020 

Approx 300m 
east  

Nearest proposed viewpoint is 15 but 
direction may not be suitable. May need to 
consider additional viewpoint from the A1 
and/or the property 

Roman Catholic Church 
of St Mary 

Grade II; list 
entry 
1371126 

Approx 380m 
west  

Near to proposed viewpoint 17; and from 
the A1 near viewpoint,18 

 
The identified ‘non-designated’ assets that should be assessed include:  
 

 High Highlaws Farm (approx 140m to the west; similar aspect from viewpoint 34 on the 
Representative Viewpoint location Plan; and  

 Newhouses Farm (approx 150m to the west of new A1 alignment). Near viewpoint 28 from the 
Representative Viewpoint location Plan but an additional viewpoint may be required from the farm. 

 
No other non-designated assets have been identified.  
 
The Felton Conservation Area is located 650m east of the existing A1 at the northern end of the study area. 
It includes the historic core of Felton village and parts of the designed landscape of Felton Park, as well as 
encompassing a number of listed buildings. Many of the identified listed buildings are located within the 
Conservation Area.  The special character and appearance of the Conservation Area is unlikely to be 
affected, however it is understood that you would be assessing this as part of the study, which is 
recommended. 
 
I trust that helps. If you need anything else feel free to contact me. 
 
Regards 
Glenn 
 

 
 
 
 
--  
Glenn Shaw 
Building Conservation Officer 
Conservation Team 
Development Services 
Northumberland County Council 
 
County Hall 
Morpeth 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Grassam, Alex
Sent: 07 May 2019 08:42
To: Kleinschmidt, Georgie
Subject: FW: A1 Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton. Draft Desk-based assessment
Attachments: WSP_A1 in Northumberland M2F_Desk based Assessment_V1170818.pdf

Hi Georgie, 
 
I’ve just realised some of the consultation/email communications I thought I had forwarded you last week got stuck 
in my outbox. I will forward them to you again as individual emails (the attachments are the problem).  
 
This is 1 of 5 
                                                                    
Regards 
 
 
Alexandra Grassam BA MSc 
Senior Heritage Consultant 

 

 
T + 44 (0) 113 3956331 
F + 44 (0) 113 3956201 

 
 
Three White Rose Office Park,  
Millshaw Park Lane,  
Leeds,  
LS11 0DL 

 
wsp.com 

 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF. 
 
 
 

From: Grassam, Alex  
Sent: 17 August 2018 16:03 
To: 'Lowe, Martin' <Martin.Lowe@HistoricEngland.org.uk>; 'McFarlane, Lee' 
<Lee.McFarlane@HistoricEngland.org.uk> 
Cc: UK - Project - A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton. Draft Desk-based assessment 
 
Dear Martin and Lee, 
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Please find attached the draft of the historic environment desk-based assessment for the Morpeth to Felton section 
of the A1 for your comments. I look forward to having a chance to discuss this at the meeting on Wednesday.  
 
Best wishes 
 
Alexandra Grassam BA MSc 
Senior Heritage Consultant 

 

 
T + 44 (0) 113 3956331 
F + 44 (0) 113 3956201 

 
 
Three White Rose Office Park,  
Millshaw Park Lane,  
Leeds,  
LS11 0DL 

 
wsp.com 

 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF. 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Grassam, Alex
Sent: 07 May 2019 08:42
To: Kleinschmidt, Georgie
Subject: FW: A1 Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton. Draft Desk-based assessment
Attachments: WSP_A1 in Northumberland M2F_Desk based Assessment_V1170818.pdf
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From: Grassam, Alex  
Sent: 17 August 2018 15:56 
To: Karen Derham <karen.derham@northumberland.gov.uk> 
Cc: UK - Project - A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton. Draft Desk-based assessment 
 
Dear Karen, 
 
Please find attached the draft of the historic environment desk-based assessment for the Morpeth to Felton section 
of the A1 for your comments.  
 
Best wishes 
 
Alexandra Grassam BA MSc 
Senior Heritage Consultant 

 

 
T + 44 (0) 113 3956331 
F + 44 (0) 113 3956201 

 
 
Three White Rose Office Park,  
Millshaw Park Lane,  
Leeds,  
LS11 0DL 

 
wsp.com 

 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF. 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Grassam, Alex
Sent: 07 May 2019 08:42
To: Kleinschmidt, Georgie
Subject: FW: A1 Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton. Draft Desk-based assessment
Attachments: WSP_A1 in Northumberland M2F_Desk based Assessment_V1170818.pdf
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From: Grassam, Alex  
Sent: 17 August 2018 16:55 
To: Glenn Shaw <glenn.shaw@northumberland.gov.uk> 
Cc: UK - Project - A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton. Draft Desk-based assessment 
 
Dear Glenn, 
 
Please find attached the draft of the historic environment desk-based assessment for the Morpeth to Felton section 
of the A1 for comments. Please feel free to forward it to a colleague if they will be dealing with this from now on. I 
look forward to having a chance to discuss this with either yourself or you colleague on at the meeting on 
Wednesday.  
 
Best wishes 
 
 
Alexandra Grassam BA MSc 
Senior Heritage Consultant 

 

 
T + 44 (0) 113 3956331 
F + 44 (0) 113 3956201 

 
 
Three White Rose Office Park,  
Millshaw Park Lane,  
Leeds,  
LS11 0DL 

 
wsp.com 

 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF. 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Grassam, Alex
Sent: 07 May 2019 08:42
To: Kleinschmidt, Georgie
Subject: FW: A1 Northumberland - Meeting Agenda and information
Attachments: Figure A3 - Designated Heritage Assets.pdf; Figure A4 - Non-Designated Heritage 

Assets.pdf; A1 in Northumberland_Cultural Heritage Meeting Agenda_August 
2018.docx; A1 A2E_Heritage Assets.pdf
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From: Grassam, Alex  
Sent: 21 August 2018 09:52 
To: Karen Derham <karen.derham@northumberland.gov.uk>; 'McFarlane, Lee' 
<Lee.McFarlane@HistoricEngland.org.uk>; Glenn Shaw <glenn.shaw@northumberland.gov.uk> 
Cc: UK - Project - A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 Northumberland - Meeting Agenda and information 
 
Dear all, 
 
Please find attached the agenda for the meeting tomorrow at the County Hall in Morpeth (10am to 2pm). I 
circulated the draft desk-based assessment for the Morpeth to Felton section last Friday. Let me know if you have 
not received it and I will send it again.  
 
The Alnwick to Ellingham section is at much earlier stage of assessment. Attached to this email is the current red line 
for the Alnwick to Ellingham section, and a list of the heritage assets identified.  
 
I look forward to meeting you all tomorrow to discuss this. If you have any questions in the meantime, please do not 
hesitate to ask.  
 
Kind regards 
 
Alexandra Grassam BA MSc 
Senior Heritage Consultant 

 

 
T + 44 (0) 113 3956331 
F + 44 (0) 113 3956201 

 
 
Three White Rose Office Park,  
Millshaw Park Lane,  
Leeds,  
LS11 0DL 

 
wsp.com 

 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF. 
 







 

 

 
www.wsp.com 

AGENDA & MEETING NOTES 
PROJECT NUMBER Project number MEETING DATE 22 August 2018 

PROJECT NAME A1 in Northumberland VENUE Northumberland County 
Hall, Morpeth   

CLIENT Highways England RECORDED BY VW 

MEETING SUBJECT A1 Northumberland. Morpeth to Felton and Alnwick to Ellingham. Cultural Heritage  

 

PRESENT Attendees 

APOLOGIES Apologies 

DISTRIBUTION As above plus: Click to type 

CONFIDENTIALITY Choose an item. 

 

ITEM SUBJECT ACTION DUE 

1  Introductions   

2  Morpeth to Felton Section: Introduction to the scheme design and programme    

3  Morpeth to Felton: Review of potentially sensitive receptors identified in the 
draft Historic Environment desk-assessment and in the PEIR 

  

4  Morpeth to Felton: Post submission programme of investigation and mitigation   

5  Alnwick to Ellingham: Introduction to the scheme design and programme   

6  Alnwick to Ellingham: Review of potentially sensitive receptors identified in 
Scoping report 

  

7  Alnwick to Ellingham: Programme of works required to support the DCO 
submission  

  

8  AOB   

 

NEXT MEETING 

An invitation will be issued if an additional meeting is required. 



Alnwick to Ellingham - HER Data
SMR_ID SITE_NAME XCOORD YCOORD

4420 418060 617310

4421
Heiferlaw defended settlement and Second World War Zero Station, 100m
north of Holywell 418060 617690

4430 Heckley, deserted medieval village 418400 616000
4430 Heckley, deserted medieval village 418400 616200
4434 419700 617900
4437 Rennington Moor Quarry lime kiln 419475 617497
4439 Broomhouse Farm, collared urn 419000 615000
4440 Sub-rectangular ditched enclosure 419300 616700
4447 Pillbox at Loaning Head 419046 615232
4449 Loaning Head rectilinear enclosure 418820 615320
4451 Rock South Farm possible ring ditch 419230 619500
4488 Malcolm's Cross 419040 614760
5029 416000 623000

5032
Iron Age defended settlement in Camp Plantation, 350m north west of North
Charlton Mill 416220 623180

5033 417030 622220
5035 417500 622000
5037 Kitty Carter Well 418240 621120
5041 Site of Camp (Chester Hill) 417200 620400
5043 417290 621910
5045 Bronze Age barrow 417130 620790
5054 Charlton Hall, deserted medieval village 417800 622400
5055 Linkhall, deserted medieval village 417000 621000
5056 Charlton Burn limekiln 417000 623300
5062 Two flint flakes from Charlton Mires 417800 620700
5650 Broxfield, deserted medieval village 420100 616600
5711 Denwick, deserted medieval village 420500 614300

13178 Milepost 80m south of Broom House roundabout 419035 614766
13179 Milepost 380m north of Denwick Bridge End 420700 614848
13187 Nos 1, 3 and 5 Denwick village 420355 614314
13188 Nos 7 and 9 Denwick Village 420378 614308
13189 Nos 11 and 13 Denwick village 420395 614299
13190 Numbers 17 and 19 Denwick village 420438 614282
13191 Nos 21 and 23 Denwick village 420462 614285

13192 Front walls and gate piers to Nos 1-23 (odd) Denwick village 420406 614283
13193 Pant 50m east of Village Hall 420544 614250

13195 Pant and adjacent walls, 30m south-west of road junction in centre of village 420454 614260
13222 Denwick parish overview for Keys to the Past 418277 616099

14340 Barn and engine house on north side of main farm building group, Broxfield 420124 616706

14341 Smithy at south-east corner of main farm building group, Broxfield 420132 616672

14342 Rennington Moor Farmhouse and attached farm buildings 420006 617302



14343 Yard walls to south of farm buildings, Rennington Moor 419998 617285
16836 Milepost near Ellsnook Plantation 417877 619240
16878 Milepost north of Shipperton Bridge (A1) 416996 622296

19874 Polygonal lozenge-shaped pillbox north-east of Heckley House 418790 616480
19936 Polygonal lozenge-shaped pillbox, Heiferlaw 417946 618018
22425 Well 416945 620521
22428 Traveller's Rest (P.H.) 418327 617842
22429 Well 417055 621094
22431 Buck Well 417477 622728
22433 Well 419275 618925
22435 Well 419302 618643
22436 Spread Eagle Inn 416912 622982
24250 Battle of Alnwick, 1093 419200 614400
25114 North Charlton Mill 416427 622847
25513 Church at Denwick 420525 614294
25514 Denwick war memorial 420496 614274
26255 Seahouses landing ground, Rennington 419000 620300



Alnwick to Ellingham - Scheduled Monument
ListEntry Name Easting Northing AREA_HA

1006500 Camp at West Linkhall 417577.2 621399 5.241983
1006564 Ellsnook round barrow, 175m north east of Heiferlaw Bridge 418226.8 618765.7 0.039404
1006595 St Leonard's Hospital, Alnwick 418787.2 614387.1 0.446241
1014061 Heiferlaw tower house, 230m north east of Holywell 418269.7 617711.7 0.022043
1014074 Defended settlement, 800m SSE of South Charlton Farm 416708.8 619087.2 0.839519

1014080
Heiferlaw defended settlement and Second World War Zero Station,
100m north of Holywell 418056.1 617697.8 0.872982

1017955
Iron Age defended settlement in Camp Plantation, 350m north west of
North Charlton Mill 416229.1 623179.1 1.122364

1018348 North Charlton medieval village and open field system 417098.9 622892.9 27.25279
1018499 Prehistoric burial mound, 420m north west of East Linkhall 417132.9 622024.2 0.101732



Alnwick to Ellingham - HER Data
SMR_ID SITE_NAME XCOORD YCOORD

4420 418060 617310

4421
Heiferlaw defended settlement and Second World War Zero Station, 100m
north of Holywell 418060 617690

4430 Heckley, deserted medieval village 418400 616000
4430 Heckley, deserted medieval village 418400 616200
4434 419700 617900
4437 Rennington Moor Quarry lime kiln 419475 617497
4439 Broomhouse Farm, collared urn 419000 615000
4440 Sub-rectangular ditched enclosure 419300 616700
4447 Pillbox at Loaning Head 419046 615232
4449 Loaning Head rectilinear enclosure 418820 615320
4451 Rock South Farm possible ring ditch 419230 619500
4488 Malcolm's Cross 419040 614760
5029 416000 623000

5032
Iron Age defended settlement in Camp Plantation, 350m north west of North
Charlton Mill 416220 623180

5033 417030 622220
5035 417500 622000
5037 Kitty Carter Well 418240 621120
5041 Site of Camp (Chester Hill) 417200 620400
5043 417290 621910
5045 Bronze Age barrow 417130 620790
5054 Charlton Hall, deserted medieval village 417800 622400
5055 Linkhall, deserted medieval village 417000 621000
5056 Charlton Burn limekiln 417000 623300
5062 Two flint flakes from Charlton Mires 417800 620700
5650 Broxfield, deserted medieval village 420100 616600
5711 Denwick, deserted medieval village 420500 614300

13178 Milepost 80m south of Broom House roundabout 419035 614766
13179 Milepost 380m north of Denwick Bridge End 420700 614848
13187 Nos 1, 3 and 5 Denwick village 420355 614314
13188 Nos 7 and 9 Denwick Village 420378 614308
13189 Nos 11 and 13 Denwick village 420395 614299
13190 Numbers 17 and 19 Denwick village 420438 614282
13191 Nos 21 and 23 Denwick village 420462 614285

13192 Front walls and gate piers to Nos 1-23 (odd) Denwick village 420406 614283
13193 Pant 50m east of Village Hall 420544 614250

13195 Pant and adjacent walls, 30m south-west of road junction in centre of village 420454 614260
13222 Denwick parish overview for Keys to the Past 418277 616099

14340 Barn and engine house on north side of main farm building group, Broxfield 420124 616706

14341 Smithy at south-east corner of main farm building group, Broxfield 420132 616672

14342 Rennington Moor Farmhouse and attached farm buildings 420006 617302



14343 Yard walls to south of farm buildings, Rennington Moor 419998 617285
16836 Milepost near Ellsnook Plantation 417877 619240
16878 Milepost north of Shipperton Bridge (A1) 416996 622296

19874 Polygonal lozenge-shaped pillbox north-east of Heckley House 418790 616480
19936 Polygonal lozenge-shaped pillbox, Heiferlaw 417946 618018
22425 Well 416945 620521
22428 Traveller's Rest (P.H.) 418327 617842
22429 Well 417055 621094
22431 Buck Well 417477 622728
22433 Well 419275 618925
22435 Well 419302 618643
22436 Spread Eagle Inn 416912 622982
24250 Battle of Alnwick, 1093 419200 614400
25114 North Charlton Mill 416427 622847
25513 Church at Denwick 420525 614294
25514 Denwick war memorial 420496 614274
26255 Seahouses landing ground, Rennington 419000 620300
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Grassam, Alex
Sent: 07 May 2019 08:43
To: Kleinschmidt, Georgie
Subject: FW: A1 Northumberland - Meeting Agenda and supporting information
Attachments: Figure A3 - Designated Heritage Assets.pdf; Figure A4 - Non-Designated Heritage 

Assets.pdf; A1 in Northumberland_Cultural Heritage Meeting Agenda_August 
2018.docx; A1 A2E_Heritage Assets.pdf; WSP_A1 in Northumberland M2F_Desk 
based Assessment_V1170818.pdf
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From: Grassam, Alex  
Sent: 21 August 2018 10:12 
To: alyssa.young@highwaysengland.co.uk; James.Finnigan@highwaysengland.co.uk; Wilson, Victoria 
<Victoria.Wilson@wsp.com>; Hugill, Gary <Gary.Hugill@wsp.com> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 Northumberland - Meeting Agenda and supporting information 
 
Dear all, 
 
Please find attached the agenda for the meeting tomorrow at the County Hall in Morpeth (10am to 2pm). NCC have 
set up and conference call and tested it out yesterday (successfully). I forwarded this to you yesterday, however if 
you haven’t received it please let me know and I will send it again. If it fails on the day for any reason, I will have my 
laptop with me and I will try and set up a connection via Skype.  
 
Please find attached the draft historic environment desk-based assessment for Morpeth to Felton. This sets out the 
results of the assessment so far and will inform the baseline for the ES chapter. I don’t propose you read the entire 
document, however you may find the summary and sections 7 and 8 the most relevant parts of the document for 
you. The report also contains figures which shows the locations of heritage assets in and around the scheme 
(Appendix E) which is supported by a gazetteer (Appendix D).  
 
The Alnwick to Ellingham section is at much earlier stage of assessment. Attached to this email is the current red line 
for the Alnwick to Ellingham section, and a list of the heritage assets identified.  
 
Please do let me know if you need anything else from me ahead of the meeting tomorrow.  
 
Kind regards 
 
 
Alexandra Grassam BA MSc 
Senior Heritage Consultant 

 

 
T + 44 (0) 113 3956331 
F + 44 (0) 113 3956201 

 
 
Three White Rose Office Park,  
Millshaw Park Lane,  
Leeds,  
LS11 0DL 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Karen Derham <karen.derham@northumberland.gov.uk>
Sent: 06 June 2019 10:38
To: Grassam, Alex
Subject: WSI for trial trenching Morpeth to Felton

Dear Alex 
 
Thanks for for providing a copy of the WSI for trial trenching for comment. It's a really useful and comprehensive 
document but I do have  few minor comments to make. 
 
Modern farming practices have impacted on the survival of later prehistoric date so that they rarely represented by 
upstanding earthworks in this area and geophysical survey can produce variable results due to the shallow nature of 
some of the features and/or presence of ridge and furrow. In addition, early medieval sites have been revealed by 
trial trenching rather than geophysical survey at both Shotton to the south of Morpeth and to the north of Felton, 
near but not on the site of the later medieval settlement. This needs to be identified in the archaeological 
background as it needs to be considered as part of the trenching strategy. 
 
4.3.3 bullet point 3 refers to "other linear and discrete features: all stake-holes, post-holes, pits, ring ditches, kilns, 
and other structural/funerary/industrial features will be 50% excavated in the first instance, recorded in section, and 
then fully excavated." which is a little contrary to the final bullet point of this section. A bit of clarification would be 
appreciated 
 
4.4.4 - unless associated with industrial activity which requires post-excavation analysis of the full sample 
 
6.1.1 The museum for archiving is the Great North Museum in Newcastle with digital archives going to ADS in York 
   
All the locations plans showing trench locations are annotated figure 2 which makes it difficult to refer to specific 
sheets except in number order.  
 
Figure 2 - I'd prefer to see the trenches a little more staggered rather than in rows in order to provide greater 
coverage of the area and avoid the potential for linear being present in the gaps 
 
Figure 2 3rd from the south - what is the area outlined as National Grid Temporary Works and will this 
involve groundworks in relation to the road scheme? 
 
Figure 2 4th from the south  - could the trench to the south of Blackwood Hall, north of the side road be moved 
further west to intersect with the geophysical anomaly (unless this anomaly can  clearly demonstrated to be 
modern) 
 
Many thanks 
 
Karen 
 
--  

Karen Derham  

Assistant County Archaeologist  

Northumberland Conservation  

Development and Regulatory Services   
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Karen Derham <karen.derham@northumberland.gov.uk>
Sent: 06 June 2019 11:36
To: Grassam, Alex
Subject: WSI for Strip, Mpa and recriod to the north of Noerpeth

Dear Alex, 
 
Thank you for the WSi. I have a few comments to make which I have detailed below: 
 
Firstly, 4.2.3 do you know whether the soil will be stored and does this need to be monitored archaeologically, 
particularly where soil needs to be stripped for the storage of plough and/or subsoil 
 
4.2.8, can we include Historic England's Regional Science Advisor in these discussions, where necessary? 
 
Table 4.1, I'd prefer all pits to be excavated to 50%, irrespective of size unless agreed with the NCA 
 
 
4.3.4 as with the other WSI - unless associated with industrial activity which requires post-excavation analysis of the 
full sample 
 
Sampling 
As discussed on the phone, there is the potential that this site could be  Iron Age or potentially multi-period 
in date.The need for multiple radio carbon dates is a requirement for Neolithic to Romano-British periods as 
identified in the North East Regional Research Framework (NERRF ). The Resource Assessments, 
Research Agendas and Strategies for these periods clearly identify the importance of understanding the 
relationship between settlement and landscape and the importance of more accurate dating on sites. 
NERRF identifies the use of multiple radiocarbon dating as standard combined with the use of Bayesian 
calibration of dates. These research priorities are also reflected in other agendas relating to the Iron Age 
such as Haselgrove et al  2001. Understanding the British Iron Age: an agenda for action. A report for the Iron Age Research 

Seminar and the Council of the Prehistoric Society, Trust for Wessex Archaeology, Salisbury.  
 
I would also like to flag up at this point that the HE Regional Science Adviser has identified that particularly on 
mitigation sites, 100% of environmental samples need to be processed unless clearly justified by the on site 
contractor. 
 
6.1.5 As with the other WSI The museum for archiving is the Great North Museum in Newcastle with digital archives 
going to ADS in York   
 
Figure 2 - for clarification I would advise that the Strip, map and record area is  marked and annotated in the key.  
 
Many thanks 
 
Karen 
--  

Karen Derham  

Assistant County Archaeologist  

Northumberland Conservation  

Development and Regulatory Services   
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Fenwick, Jack
Sent: 24 August 2018 11:14
To: Cussen, Robert (NE)
Cc: Macmillan, Nic
Subject: M2F - Ancient woodland compensation area
Attachments: Figure 1 - Proposed Red Line Amendment.pdf

Hi Bob, 
 
There has been progression in discussions regarding land acquirement to facilitate woodland planting as part of the 
strategy to address loss of ancient woodland for the M2F scheme. Please see the attached figure; it is intended to 
include the hatched area within the red line boundary and use this for compensatory planting. 
 
In combination with the two areas show below in yellow (preferable area highlighted by Natural England) and 
orange, this provides approximately 9 ha for woodland planting. It is proposed to use these areas to address loss of 
both ancient woodland (as discussed previously, approximately 0.37 ha) and woodland belonging to the Local 
Wildlife Site along the northern bank (estimated at also 0.37 ha) – agreement to be sought with Northumberland 
County Council. 
 
Could you confirm if this area would be agreeable as an acceptable location for compensatory planting. The 
acquired land takes into consideration your comments regarding the likely reduction in nitrogen deposition from 
traffic given the prevailing winds against use of land to the east of the A1. This area is also located adjacent to the 
existing woodland and provides opportunity to create a substantial extension to the existing woodland habitat. 
 
I look forward to your response. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
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Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
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and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
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MEMO 
TO Silas Walton, Natural England 

Bob Cussen, Natural England 
Andrew Whitehead, Natural England 

FROM Jack Fenwick, WSP 

DATE 25 September 2018 CONFIDENTIALITY Confidential 

SUBJECT A1 in Northumberland, Morpeth to Felton Scheme – Assumption of Bat Roost Presence in 
Building B101A 

 

INTRODUCTION 

During the 20th March 2018 consultation meeting regarding the A1 Morpeth to Felton scheme (hereafter referred to as 
‘the Scheme’), the reliance on assumed presence of roosting bats to inform mitigation design was discussed (attendees 
included Jack Fenwick (WSP), Nic Macmillan (WSP), Bob Cussen (Natural England) and Abby Halstead (Natural 
England). The discussion included the agreement that, if access could not be obtained for the completion of emergence/ 
re-entry surveys of specific building(s), an assumption of roost presence could be made.  

Despite repeated attempts to agree access, permission has not been granted to a single building (referenced as B101A1, 
Figure 1). As such, the below outlines the proposed assumption to inform the impact assessment and mitigation 
proposals for your review and comment. 

BACKGROUND & SURVEY EFFORT 

During the bat roost potential survey conducted in 2016 by Jacobs2, access was not permitted to building B101A for the 
completion of an internal or external survey to determine the potential for roosting bats. An external assessment was 
undertaken by Jacobs from the neighbouring road to the north, which recorded the following: 

“Single-storey, stone-walled dwelling with a two-pitched interlocking tile roof. The dwelling was approximately 
15 m long and 9 m wide. The windows were uPVC. A flat-roofed conservatory was attached to the western 
side of the dwelling, and a small felt-roofed porch was attached to the eastern side. Soffit boxes were present, 
and lead flashing was located around the chimneys.” 

With regards to the presence of Potential Roost Features (PRF), the survey confirmed: 

“None were observed, but features may have been present on the southern aspect of the building that could 
not be viewed.” 

Overall, B101A was considered to have Low Roost Suitability for bats and would, under best practice guidelines3, require 
a single emergence or re-entry survey to confirm presence/ likely absence of a roost.  

Access was not permitted in 2017 to Jacobs for the emergence/ re-entry survey4. WSP attempted to arrange access in 
2018, which was again denied by the tenant of B101A. As such, it has not been possible to undertake the single 

                                                      
1 Jacobs (2018). A1 in Northumberland, Bat Roost Potential Survey Report 2017, Version 2.1, March 2018. 
2 Jacobs (2018). A1 in Northumberland, Bat Roost Potential Survey Report 2017, Version 2.1, March 2018. 
3 Collins, J. (ed.) (2016). Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (3rd edn). The Bat Conservation Trust, 
London, 
4 Jacobs (2018). A1 in Northumberland, Bat Activity Survey Report, Version 1.1, March 2018. 



 

  
 

emergence or re-entry survey. An external view of B101A achieved during emergence/ re-entry surveys of an adjacent 
building in 2018 by WSP identified no changes to the above description and supports the Low Roost Suitability status. 

Jacobs also document that the building was being renovated and possibly in the process of conversion. A review of the 
MAGIC mapping tool (accessed 25th September 2018) did not identify the presence of a European Protected Species 
(EPS) Licence in relation to the building or surrounding buildings5.  

ASSUMPTION PROPOSAL 

The adjacent building to the south (referenced as B84A, Figure 1) supports greater value for bats with multiple PRFs. 
The building was subject to a Preliminary Roost Assessment (PRA) in 2017 and three emergence/ re-entry surveys, in 
2017 (July, August and September). The surveys identified common species roosting within the building; including a 
single common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus, a single soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus and a single brown 
long-eared bat Plecotus auritus.  

For the purposes of undertaking an impact assessment as part of the Scheme, it is proposed that a precautionary 
approach is taken and the same confirmed roosting status B84A is also assumed for B101A. It would be assumed that 
buildings B84A and B101A support day roosts of low numbers of common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle and brown 
long-eared bats. There is no evidence to suggest that either building supports a maternity roost, given individual bats 
were recorded during surveys conducted within peak maternity season. In addition, B84A did not contain PRF 
considered suitable for a hibernation roost and the same is considered for B101A (due to lack of PRF recorded from the 
external vantage points, the building is inhabited and therefore internally heated and the type and condition of the 
building). 

IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

CONSTRUCTION 

Buildings B84A and B101A are located directly adjacent to a proposed slip road connecting to a new junction (West 
Moor Junction, hereafter referred to as the ‘Junction’) approximately 100 m to the northeast (Figure 1). It is considered 
that during the construction phase, there will be a temporary increase in disturbance due to increased noise and vibration 
levels. This may result in a potential temporary functional loss of the roosts through desertion during the construction 
period. Initial intrusive ground works (including any piling) have been scheduled between late September 2020 (28th) 
and January 2021. These works are considered to incur the greatest disturbance impacts and their timing avoids the 
summer period when bats are known to occupy the roost. The buildings are also not considered to have value for 
hibernation roosting.  

The embankments and road construction are then scheduled to commence in January 2021, with completion in August 
2021. The construction of the overbridge section of the junction, approximately 200 m to the northeast of the buildings, 
is scheduled for completion by June 2021. It is likely that most of the works expected to incur significant disturbance 
(ground preparations and initial construction) would be completed prior to first occupation of the roosts (late Spring/ 
early Summer). Due to the current scheduled timeframes for development in proximity to Buildings B84A and B101A, 
the potential impact is considered minor adverse but temporary during a single season (2021).  

Construction has the potential to increase light spill onto the buildings and habitats of value to bats in the vicinity (such 
as hedgerows, tree lines and woodland blocks), both for foraging and commuting. 

Mitigation is proposed below to reduce and avoid the potential impacts of increased light spillage and the potential 
damage of a resting place (particularly in relation to the brown long-eared bats in B84A and B101A (assumed)). As the 
buildings will remain as part of the development and therefore the roosting space retained (although potential temporary 
desertion acknowledged), compensatory roosting is not considered necessary in relation to impacts during the 
construction period.  

                                                      
5 Acknowledged that the EPS Database on MAGIC has not been updated since 2016. 
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OPERATION 

The buildings are currently located approximately 110 m from the busy A1 and, upon completion, the distance between 
the buildings and the A1 carriageway will remain approximately the same. Therefore, the bats are likely to be habituated 
to traffic disturbance levels (particularly noise) from the A1 carriageway long-term. A new slip road is proposed to the 
east (approximately 70 m). Studies have shown that noise levels decrease significantly with distance from a road, with 
89% of the change occurring within the first 50 m (Berthinussen and Altringham, 20126). The A1 carriageway and new 
slip road would also be screened from the building by the existing woodland to the immediate east. The woodland is tall 
and dense, creating a screen to impacts of lighting and noise from passing vehicles. Overall, no permanent significant 
impacts during the operational phase are considered and therefore compensatory roosting is not proposed.  

PROPOSED MITIGATION 

TIMING 
Intrusive works are currently scheduled during the autumn/ winter period (September 2020 and January 2021), with 
general construction of the Junction to commence during winter (January 2021), prior to bats occupying the roosts. In 
addition to the scheduled timing, works could be undertaken during daylight hours to reduce the impact of construction 
works on the foraging and commuting behaviour of bats.  

LIGHTING 

It is understood that there will be no permanent lighting of the road network upon completion. Any temporary lighting 
during construction should be designed to avoid direct lighting of either building and habitats of value to foraging and 
commuting bats in the vicinity (such as hedgerows, trees and woodland). A lighting strategy would be implemented in 
accordance with the following advice: 

• Avoidance of light spillage using direction and/ or baffled lighting; 

• Avoidance of blue-white short wavelength lights and high UV content; 

• Creation of light barriers utilising physical screening; 

• Reduce the spacing and height of units to decrease the density of lighting units and reduce the spread of the 
light to minimise the illuminated area; and 

• Avoid lighting above a 900 to 1000 angle to avoid the upward spread of light above the horizontal plane. 

The lighting strategy would be developed in accordance with guidance promoted by the Bat Conservation Trust and 
Natural England (Stone, 20137). 

Currently, it is known that the site compound to the northeast of the buildings on the other side of the existing A1 
(approximately 400 m) will be lit 24 hours a day. Temporary stock piled soil mounds are proposed to create screening 
during the construction phase, helping to mitigate light spill within the wider area. Stock piles will be restricted to a 
maximum height of 2 m. The compound will also be screened from B84A and B101A by the existing woodland block 
between the buildings and the existing A1. The impacts of light spillage from the site compound are likely to be negligible 
due to distance and natural/ artificial screening. The lighting within the site compound would also be subject to the same 
lighting strategy recommendations as outlined above. 

LANDSCAPE DESIGN 

The landscape plan is designed to encourage bats to move away from the road network, particularly the new junction, 
to decrease the likelihood of traffic collision. This is currently achieved by the creation of new linear features (hedgerows 
                                                      
6 Berthinussen, A. and Altringham, J. (2012). The effect of a major road on bat activity and biodiversity, Journal of Applied 
Ecology, 49, 82-89 
7 Stone, E. L. (2013). Bats and Lighting. Overview of current advice and mitigation.  
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Fenwick, Jack
Sent: 25 September 2018 12:34
To: Macmillan, Nic; Stubbs, Kevin; Sims, Fearn
Subject: FW: M2F - Ancient woodland compensation area
Attachments: 2018-09-24 Dukes Bank Woodland NVC survey 2009.pdf

FYI – see below. 
 
Positive comment regarding agreement of the size and location of the compensatory planting for ancient woodland 
loss. 
 
Fearn – see comment about hay meadow mix. Not sure what is meant by use of green hay rather than seed mix 
option. Any ideas? 
 
Also, positive comment about the barn owl survey. 
 
Thanks, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 

From: Cussen, Robert (NE) [mailto:Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk]  
Sent: 24 September 2018 14:20 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Subject: RE: M2F - Ancient woodland compensation area 
 
Hi Jack, 
 
As per our conversation this morning, I have discussed the proposed compensation area and location with 
Marion Bryant, one of Natural England’s national woodland specialists, and can confirm that both the 
proposed size of the compensatory planting and location are acceptable from a Natural England 
perspective.  
 
It is useful to know Plant Health England’s advice regarding soil translocation.  I will chase up this with 
Marion to see how this has been dealt with elsewhere.  She had indicated that this had cropped up as an 
issue with some of the woodlands impacted by HS2.   
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Attached is the relevant section of the Thompson Ecology 2009 Woodland NVC survey of Dukes Bank 
Woodland which will gives the most recent species list for the SSSI unit.  It would be good to try to replicate 
the species mix for the canopy and shrub layer except for ash, sweet chestnut and sycamore (which will no 
doubt find its way in over time).  Marion, who also happens to be a hay meadow expert, thought that the 
sowing of a hay meadow mix would be an appropriate option for the reasons we discussed 
previously.  She suggested the use of green hay was likely to give better results than a seed mix option.   
 
With regard to the Barn Owl Survey, thank you for the additional justification provided by Jacobs.  The 
justification provided indicates that, as we thought, the quality of the habitat (from a barn owl perspective) 
out with the survey area within the wider landscape is of poor quality much like the habitat within the survey 
area.  It would be appropriate to give some percentage cover values to evidence this point.  I can confirm 
that Natural England is satisfied that the survey should be sufficient to inform the impact assessment. 
 
In relation to the culvert design and ecological mitigation documentation format, if you can send me the 
same consultation documents that you will be supplying to the EA that would be great. 
 
Finally, let me know which dates would suit you best for a meeting regarding developments on the 
compensation plan, bridge design etc., and I will do my best to free up a date as early as possible. 
 
All the best 
Bob 
 
Robert Cussen 
Lead Adviser 
Northumbria Area Team 
Natural England 
Lancaster House 
Hampshire Court 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
NE4 7YH 
 
Tel: 02080265449 
email: robert.cussen@naturalengland.org.uk  
 

www.gov.uk/natural-england  

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected 
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to 
meetings and attendvia audio, video or web conferencing. 
 
Follow us on Twitter 
 
 
We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service   

 
To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals  
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications. 
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From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 24 August 2018 11:14 
To: Cussen, Robert (NE) <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com> 
Subject: M2F - Ancient woodland compensation area 
 
Hi Bob, 
 
There has been progression in discussions regarding land acquirement to facilitate woodland planting as part of the 
strategy to address loss of ancient woodland for the M2F scheme. Please see the attached figure; it is intended to 
include the hatched area within the red line boundary and use this for compensatory planting. 
 
In combination with the two areas show below in yellow (preferable area highlighted by Natural England) and 
orange, this provides approximately 9 ha for woodland planting. It is proposed to use these areas to address loss of 
both ancient woodland (as discussed previously, approximately 0.37 ha) and woodland belonging to the Local 
Wildlife Site along the northern bank (estimated at also 0.37 ha) – agreement to be sought with Northumberland 
County Council. 
 
Could you confirm if this area would be agreeable as an acceptable location for compensatory planting. The 
acquired land takes into consideration your comments regarding the likely reduction in nitrogen deposition from 
traffic given the prevailing winds against use of land to the east of the A1. This area is also located adjacent to the 
existing woodland and provides opportunity to create a substantial extension to the existing woodland habitat. 
 
I look forward to your response. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Fenwick, Jack
Sent: 25 September 2018 14:02
To: Cussen, Robert (NE)
Cc: Macmillan, Nic; Sims, Fearn
Subject: RE: M2F - Ancient woodland compensation area

Hi Bob, 
 
Thanks for your email.  
 
Many thanks for the confirmation regarding size and location of the compensation planting area to address ancient 
woodland loss. I will progress the strategy further on this basis. Were there any further actions/ activities that could 
be included within the strategy relating to improvement/ enhancement of the existing woodland? I know we 
discussed previously that creation of rides is unlikely to be required (as ash die back is likely to fulfil this naturally) 
and deer/ rabbit management is unlikely to be of use. I note from my site visits that currently Himalayan balsam 
remains confined to the Felton area and has not made its way upstream to the bridge. 
 
I have asked our arbs team for confirmation of Plant Health England’s advice, I’ll forward this on once received. 
Many thanks for the Thompson Ecology 2009 woodland survey, this will be most helpful when developing the 
strategy. With regards to the use of green hay, are you aware of any donor sites that have been used in the local 
area that have been used in the past? 
 
Many thanks for your confirmation on the validity of the barn owl survey. I take on board your comment regarding 
evidencing the quality of the barn owl habitat in the wider area.  
 
I will be in contact regarding dates for a meeting to discuss the ecological mitigation following finalisation of the 
plan. 
 
Kind regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 

From: Cussen, Robert (NE) [mailto:Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk]  
Sent: 24 September 2018 14:20 
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To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Subject: RE: M2F - Ancient woodland compensation area 
 
Hi Jack, 
 
As per our conversation this morning, I have discussed the proposed compensation area and location with 
Marion Bryant, one of Natural England’s national woodland specialists, and can confirm that both the 
proposed size of the compensatory planting and location are acceptable from a Natural England 
perspective.  
 
It is useful to know Plant Health England’s advice regarding soil translocation.  I will chase up this with 
Marion to see how this has been dealt with elsewhere.  She had indicated that this had cropped up as an 
issue with some of the woodlands impacted by HS2.   
 
Attached is the relevant section of the Thompson Ecology 2009 Woodland NVC survey of Dukes Bank 
Woodland which will gives the most recent species list for the SSSI unit.  It would be good to try to replicate 
the species mix for the canopy and shrub layer except for ash, sweet chestnut and sycamore (which will no 
doubt find its way in over time).  Marion, who also happens to be a hay meadow expert, thought that the 
sowing of a hay meadow mix would be an appropriate option for the reasons we discussed 
previously.  She suggested the use of green hay was likely to give better results than a seed mix option.   
 
With regard to the Barn Owl Survey, thank you for the additional justification provided by Jacobs.  The 
justification provided indicates that, as we thought, the quality of the habitat (from a barn owl perspective) 
out with the survey area within the wider landscape is of poor quality much like the habitat within the survey 
area.  It would be appropriate to give some percentage cover values to evidence this point.  I can confirm 
that Natural England is satisfied that the survey should be sufficient to inform the impact assessment. 
 
In relation to the culvert design and ecological mitigation documentation format, if you can send me the 
same consultation documents that you will be supplying to the EA that would be great. 
 
Finally, let me know which dates would suit you best for a meeting regarding developments on the 
compensation plan, bridge design etc., and I will do my best to free up a date as early as possible. 
 
All the best 
Bob 
 
Robert Cussen 
Lead Adviser 
Northumbria Area Team 
Natural England 
Lancaster House 
Hampshire Court 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
NE4 7YH 
 
Tel: 02080265449 
email: robert.cussen@naturalengland.org.uk  
 

www.gov.uk/natural-england  

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected 
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to 
meetings and attendvia audio, video or web conferencing. 
 
Follow us on Twitter 
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We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service   

 
To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals  
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications. 
 
 
 
 

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 24 August 2018 11:14 
To: Cussen, Robert (NE) <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com> 
Subject: M2F - Ancient woodland compensation area 
 
Hi Bob, 
 
There has been progression in discussions regarding land acquirement to facilitate woodland planting as part of the 
strategy to address loss of ancient woodland for the M2F scheme. Please see the attached figure; it is intended to 
include the hatched area within the red line boundary and use this for compensatory planting. 
 
In combination with the two areas show below in yellow (preferable area highlighted by Natural England) and 
orange, this provides approximately 9 ha for woodland planting. It is proposed to use these areas to address loss of 
both ancient woodland (as discussed previously, approximately 0.37 ha) and woodland belonging to the Local 
Wildlife Site along the northern bank (estimated at also 0.37 ha) – agreement to be sought with Northumberland 
County Council. 
 
Could you confirm if this area would be agreeable as an acceptable location for compensatory planting. The 
acquired land takes into consideration your comments regarding the likely reduction in nitrogen deposition from 
traffic given the prevailing winds against use of land to the east of the A1. This area is also located adjacent to the 
existing woodland and provides opportunity to create a substantial extension to the existing woodland habitat. 
 
I look forward to your response. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Whitehead, Andrew (NE) <Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 24 August 2018 11:46
To: Fenwick, Jack
Cc: Macmillan, Nic
Subject: Natural England comments on A1 bat surveys

Hi Jack 
  
Apologies for the delay in getting this across to you, but please find below our comments on the bat surveys 
provided – as you’ll see there are a couple of areas where some further clarification would be helpful: 
  
Following review of  the A1 bat activity report (A1 in Northumberland Bat Activity Survey Report March 2018) 
Natural England believe it is sufficient to effectively understand the impacts of the project and design mitigation 
within the ES.  
  
Jacobs used an amalgamation of survey techniques which, although didn’t follow guidance explicitly within each 
individual method, carried out a broad range of survey techniques based on industry standard. These included BCT 
guidance bat activity transects and emergence/re-entry surveys of suitable structures and Defra style guidance with 
respect to infrastructure.  
  
One concern would be the lack of crossing point surveys along the proposed offline section of the scheme, in line 
with Defra style guidance, where it will sever current commuting routes. However given the scope of the additional 
activity transects, point counts and static monitoring and the continuation from the current road scheme of 
waterways and woodland belts this could be extrapolated effectively from the data, especially when combined with 
CP data from the current route.  
  
All known roosts locations (to building or tree scale) are highlighted by emergence and re-entry surveys/inspections 
conducted. The details of weather conditions etc. are recorded in the appendix but details regarding number of 
surveyors used, methodology on the night and exact roost location is unclear. We would like clarification that WSP 
has this data if these features are to be affected (directly or indirectly by the development).  
  
Overall the combination of techniques and the data presented within the report allows the local population and site 
usage to be understood in a way that allows mitigation to be designed effectively.  
  
Mitigation is to be dealt with as part of the ES but should include: 
  

 Crossing structures as per the Defra guidance at key crossing location and along key commuting routes to be 
severed to allow contiguous features across the landscape. Bat gantries to be avoided.  

 Where access wasn’t possible to assess buildings all works to be carried to a method statement and mitigation to 
assume roosts are present. 

 Light pollution to be minimised during and post construction at known crossing points.  
 Felling works to trees that retained a moderate to high bat roost potential following further survey (activity survey 

or climbing assessment) where roosts where not confirmed to be carried out to a precautionary method statement 
for bats.  

 Where roosts are identified in trees or buildings then relevant licences in place and mitigation designed/provided 
prior to works if they are to be affected.  

 Continuation of survey during and post construction, as per the DEFRA style guidance, to assess impact. 
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As I’m sure you’re aware we are unable to issue any licences for protected species until the DCO has been granted. 
However, assuming all of the required information is available we are happy to work towards the production of 
letter(s) of no impediment to inform the Examiner when the application is submitted. 
  
I hope you find this helpful. 
  
Regards 
  
Andy 
  
Andy Whitehead 
Team Leader – Sustainable Development, Marine & Wildlife Licensing 
Northumbria Area Team, 
Natural England,  
Lancaster House, 
Hampshire Court,  
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7YH  

Tel: 0208 0265533 /  

Please note I work a 9 day fortnight, with alternate Fridays off. 

www.gov.uk/naturalengland; Follow us on Twitter.  
 
We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected and 
England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to meetings and 
attend via audio, video or web conferencing. 
  
We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service.   
  
To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals;  
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications. 
  
  
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you 
have no authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the 
sender. Whilst this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst 
within the Natural England systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. 
Communications on Natural England systems may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective 
operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Fenwick, Jack
Sent: 03 October 2018 11:41
To: 'Whitehead, Andrew (NE)'; 'Walton, Silas (NE)'
Cc: 'Cussen, Robert (NE)'; Macmillan, Nic
Subject: RE: A1 Morpeth to Felton - building bat roost assumption

Dear Andrew and Silas, 
 
Further to my email below, have you had chance to review the document? 
 
I’d appreciate your comments at the earliest opportunity as the ES Chapter is currently being drafted. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 

From: Fenwick, Jack  
Sent: 26 September 2018 09:12 
To: Whitehead, Andrew (NE) <Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>; Walton, Silas (NE) 
<Silas.Walton@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Cussen, Robert (NE) <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk>; Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 Morpeth to Felton - building bat roost assumption 
 
Dear Andrew and Silas (Cc Bob), 
 
Many thanks for your previous correspondence in relation to bat survey work completed as part of the A1 Morpeth 
to Felton (M2F) scheme. Further to previous emails and discussions, access has been refused to a single building as 
part of the baseline surveys for the scheme. It has therefore not been possible to undertake a bat survey to inform 
the impact assessment. 
 
As such, the attached document outlines the proposed assumption in relation to this building, which would be 
adopted to inform the impact assessment. In addition, an outline of the proposed mitigation is also documented. 
 
Please could you review and provide comment on the attached with a view to agreeing the approach taken. 
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If you have any queries, please feel free to get in contact. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Whitehead, Andrew (NE) <Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 04 October 2018 10:59
To: Fenwick, Jack; Walton, Silas (NE)
Cc: Cussen, Robert (NE); Macmillan, Nic
Subject: RE: A1 Morpeth to Felton - building bat roost assumption

Hi Jack 
 
Apologies for the delay in providing comments, but we’ve now had a chance to have a look at the information you 
provided, and our comments are provided below: 
 
The mitigation proposed, based on an assumed roost site that won’t be physically altered as a result of the 
development, is considered  proportionate. Especially given the roost site won’t be physically altered and only the 
potential commuting and foraging habitats in the immediate vicinity will be affected over a short time frame which 
is primarily during the winter hibernation period.  
 
Comments; 

- The building is low suitability and risk of a roost being present is low, although roosts are present in the 
adjacent building. The suggested recent conversion/works going on at the time of assessment from nearby 
roads would support that the building has a low risk of supporting  roost features. 

- Works won’t lead to isolation as potential commuting routes are already severed by the existing A1. Also 
there is no significant loss of potential commuting routes long term. Potential for some temporary loss of 
small section of potential commuting route (hedgerow along the A1) but it is not considered an essential 
attribute to the local bat population and is along the highly disturbed A1 which looking at the transect and 
static monitoring is a very low use feature when compared to areas away from the A1. Landscaping is 
suggested to be designed in a manner that supports movement of bats across the landscape to better 
crossing points such as the Coquet. The woodland immediately adjacent to the buildings should be left 
intact and necessary tree protection plans/measures implemented before the start of work to ensure this 
feature is retained  and not damaged, especially via compaction.  

- Temporal factors have been considered which can be seen in the suggested timings for works out with the 
summer roosting period which will minimise any potential disturbance to bats roosting in the building.  

 
Overall WSP have demonstrated that there is no satisfactory alternative and that the works will not adversely affect 
the favourable conservation status of the bats assumed to be present.  The mitigation is proportionate to the 
importance of the population discussed within this assumption and supported by low risk involved with the building 
discussed, especially given recent renovation works on this building. 
 
I hope you find this helpful – please let us know if you need anything further. 
 
Regards 
 
Andy 
 
Andy Whitehead 
Team Leader – Sustainable Development, Marine & Wildlife Licensing 
Northumbria Area Team, 
Natural England,  
Lancaster House, 
Hampshire Court,  
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7YH  

Tel: 0208 0265533 /  
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Please note I work a 9 day fortnight, with alternate Fridays off. 

www.gov.uk/naturalengland; Follow us on Twitter.  
 
We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected and 
England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to meetings and 
attend via audio, video or web conferencing. 
 
We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service.   
 
To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals;  
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications. 
 

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 03 October 2018 11:41 
To: Whitehead, Andrew (NE) <Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>; Walton, Silas (NE) 
<Silas.Walton@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Cussen, Robert (NE) <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk>; Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com> 
Subject: RE: A1 Morpeth to Felton - building bat roost assumption 
 
Dear Andrew and Silas, 
 
Further to my email below, have you had chance to review the document? 
 
I’d appreciate your comments at the earliest opportunity as the ES Chapter is currently being drafted. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 

From: Fenwick, Jack  
Sent: 26 September 2018 09:12 
To: Whitehead, Andrew (NE) <Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>; Walton, Silas (NE) 
<Silas.Walton@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Cussen, Robert (NE) <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk>; Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 Morpeth to Felton - building bat roost assumption 
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Dear Andrew and Silas (Cc Bob), 
 
Many thanks for your previous correspondence in relation to bat survey work completed as part of the A1 Morpeth 
to Felton (M2F) scheme. Further to previous emails and discussions, access has been refused to a single building as 
part of the baseline surveys for the scheme. It has therefore not been possible to undertake a bat survey to inform 
the impact assessment. 
 
As such, the attached document outlines the proposed assumption in relation to this building, which would be 
adopted to inform the impact assessment. In addition, an outline of the proposed mitigation is also documented. 
 
Please could you review and provide comment on the attached with a view to agreeing the approach taken. 
 
If you have any queries, please feel free to get in contact. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
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Fenw  ick, Jack

From: Cussen, Bob <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 09 May 2019 11:13
To: Fenwick, Jack
Cc: Macmillan, Nic; Stubbs, Kevin; Achampong, Henri; Morrow, David; UK - Project -

A1 Northumberland; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF';
Laura.Colquhoun@highwaysengland.co.uk; Whitehead, Andrew

Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton - HRA Screening Report

Hi Jack

Thank you for supplying the HRA Screening Report relating to the proposed upgrade to the A1 from
Morpeth to Felton.

I have checked through the report and I note that the comments made in my email of 23-11-2018 with
regard to the earlier draft of the report relating to the potential impact of aerial emissions and surface water
runoff have been addressed in the latest draft.

With regard to the consideration of the impact of aerial emissions it may be worth considering highlighting
why the potential impacts of aerial emissions beyond the distance of 200m from the Affected Road
Network (ARN) are not considered to be significant i.e. that beyond this distance from the ARN the
accepted scientific evidence suggests that there will not be a significant impact on sensitive habitats or
species.  This will no doubt be highlighted in the Environmental Statement (ES) but given that the HRA
Screening Report will be publically available document and that there is likely to be considerable public
interest in the proposed scheme, it may be worth clarifying why the use of the 200m distance as a bench
mark for screening out significant impacts of aerial emissions is important.

I can confirm that I concur with the overall conclusion of the HRA Screening Report that the proposal is not
likely to have a significant effect on the coastal and marine N2K sites located to the east of the proposed
scheme.

On the issue of potential hydrological impacts of the proposal on the R. Coquet SSSI, although the
proposal is unlikely have any hydrological impacts on the N2K sites due to their considerable distance
downstream, the ES will need to fully consider the potential impacts of both the construction and
operational phases of the proposal on the water quality of the SSSI downstream (unit 5) of the proposed
crossing point.  As discussed previously, it should also be noted that the SSSI standards for water quality
for the R. Coquet will need to be complied with and that for some of these parameters the targets may be
more stringent than their corresponding WFD targets.

If you have any queries regarding the above please do not hesitate to contact me.

Regards
Bob

Robert Cussen
Lead Adviser
Northumbria Area Team
Natural England
Lancaster House
Hampshire Court
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE4 7YH

Tel: 02080265449
email: robert.cussen@naturalengland.org.uk
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www.gov.uk/natural-england

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations.

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to
meetings and attendvia audio, video or web conferencing.

Follow us on Twitter

We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service

To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications.

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]
Sent: 02 May 2019 17:01
To: Cussen, Bob <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk>
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Achampong, Henri
<Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com>; Morrow, David <David.Morrow@wsp.com>; UK - Project - A1 Northumberland
<A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' <A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>;
Laura.Colquhoun@highwaysengland.co.uk
Subject: A1 in Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton - HRA Screening Report

Hi Bob,

Further to your previous review of the HRA Screening Report for the A1 M2F scheme last year, the report has been
updated to address your comments  and include additional information from the impact assessment process. The
report is now considered finalised.

Please could you review and provide comment on the attached within one week. Apologies for the relatively short
timescale, however, this is required to maintain the current programme and upcoming deadlines.

Attached is your previous email response, for reference. In response to your comments:
- Information relating to aerial emissions is presented within the ‘Emissions’ section on pages 6-8. Impacts

from aerial emissions have been screened out as the modelling has calculated that there are no roads within
200m of the N2K sites that exceed the assessment thresholds.

- The network of detention basins and their associated treatment features has been referenced as an
additional measure to minimise risk of polluted surface water runoff. It is acknowledged in Section 1.3.2 that
pollution control/prevention measures are embedded into the scheme. However, in accordance with case
law (People vs Wind), the screening assessment was undertaken without taking these into account to
determine if LSE would occur in the absence of mitigation. No impacts anticipated due to distance.

The majority of the report remains as previously reviewed, with the same conclusion that the scheme is not likely to
have a significant impact on the coastal and marine N2K sites.
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If you have any queries, please feel free to get in contact.

Kind Regards,
Jack

Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM
Senior Ecologist

T +44(0)113 395 6275

Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL

wsp.com

Confidential
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender and delete the message. Thank you.

WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane,
London, WC2A 1AF.

This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you
have no authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the
sender. Whilst this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst
within the Natural England systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems.
Communications on Natural England systems may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective
operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Fenwick, Jack
Sent: 02 September 2019 13:45
To: Macmillan, Nic
Subject: FW: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton

Email below for consultation response from NE regarding brown hare 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Principal Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 

From: Cussen, Bob [mailto:Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk]  
Sent: 08 August 2019 11:05 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; UK - Project - 
A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' 
<A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Morrow, David 
<David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Achampong, Henri <Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com>; Whitehead, Andrew 
<Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>; Walton, Silas <Silas.Walton@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton 
 
Hi Fenwick 
 
I will get you with additional comments on the ES Chapter later today (probably late this evening) but, 
specifically, with regard to the two questions in your email I have set out my thoughts below. 
 
Brown hares: 
 
To the best of my knowledge this species is considered to be widespread across all suitable habitats in 
Northumberland where the mixed agricultural systems seems to favour brown hares.  They are common in 
certain areas of the county (upper Coquetdale and in the R. Till catchment around the Cheviot where I 
have regularly seen up to 8 individuals in riparian fields adjacent to the R. Glen in the Kirknewton area of 
NW Northumberland in the early spring).   
 
There are not any licence requirements for the species in relation to developments as far as I am aware 
and the main thing that we would be looking to ensure is that you have mitigated for any likely impacts 
during construction and the operational phase of the proposal.  The proposed mitigation pre construction to 
encourage dispersal from within the Order Limits and the overall design of the scheme to mitigate against 



2

RTA caused by wildlife should be sufficient to ensure that the local brown hare population is not 
significantly impacted by the proposal. 
 
Air quality assessment: 
 
Four main points to make here, one of which, relating to water quality, we have discussed previously. 
 

 With regard to section 9.10.13,  while it is true that nitrogen is not the limiting nutrient in most river 
systems (where phosphorus is the limiting nutrient) any increases in nitrogen will ultimately end up 
in the estuary and marine environment (where there are a number of designated sites) where 
nitrogen is the limiting nutrient.  I think that there are number of issues here which may need to be 
clarified further: a) while the direct nitrogen deposition on to the River Coquet is likely to be 
insignificant, the impact of the nitrogen levels from the carriage way runoff from the section of the 
proposal that drains into the Coquet catchment also needs to be considered.  Particularly as all the 
drainage network is likely to be with in the zone of heaviest aerial deposition, all the nitrogen this 
will ultimately end up in the river except for any that is stripped out by vegetation growing in the 
balancing ponds (pond design that include appropriate vegetation could help significantly here not 
only to strip out nutrients but also to help trap sediment from the carriageway surface). This 
potential issues may have been addressed in the Road Drainage and Water Environment chapter 
of the ES and if so it should be crossed referenced in this table.  b) The downstream impact of 
increased nitrogen levels on the marine environment from the carriageway runoff is not considered 
in this chapter of the ES but it may have been covered in Ch10.  This potential issue is something 
we discussed with regard to the HRA screening and it may be appropriate to reiterate that this risk 
will be minimised by appropriate pollution prevention and control measures deployed during the 
construction phase and by the network of stilling/balancing ponds during the operational phase 
bearing in mind the comment about the pond design given above. 
 

 Section 9.10.17 relating to the % area of the SSSI affected.  The SSSI is broken up into 16 units for 
monitoring purposes and the impacts of the proposal need to be considered in terms of the units 
impacted the proposal (units 5 and 13) rather than against the entire area of the SSSI.  As a 
percentage the overall area of the units impacted is still likely to be relatively small but this should 
be set out with regard to these specific units so that the impact on the units can be clearly 
illustrated. 
 

 Section 9.10.20 relating to the area of 0.13 ha of SSSI adversely impacted by nitrogen deposition 
(also referenced in section 9.10.17). It is not clear how exactly this area was calculated or if this 
adverse impact on this area has been compensated for through the Ancient Woodland Strategy.  
 

 Sections 9.10.21 and 9.10.22 – indicate that the increase in nitrogen deposition i.e. 35m to the east 
(which equates to 0.2 ha) is compensated by the Ancient Woodland Strategy.  What is not clear in 
my mind is whether or not this 35m falls within the Order Limits of the site?  I assume that the 35m 
is east of the new bridge and Ecological mitigation plan in Figure 9.2 appears to show that this is 
the case and assuming that this is correct then it may be worth explaining this in a bit more detail in 
the this section.  If, however, this is not the case and the 35m extends beyond the Order Limits then 
potentially the portion of the SSSI woodland impacted out with the Order Limits has not been 
covered by the compensation agreed in the Ancient Woodland Strategy. 
 

One general point, there are several references to the proposed scheme resulting in a decrease in levels of 
deposition at a number of locations.  It may be worth exploring/explaining how this occurs as it is counter 
intuitive to most people’s understanding increases in traffic.  I understand that mitigation built into the 
design can help to alter where and how much deposition occurs but it may be worth clarifying the 
mechanisms by which the proposed scheme may actually reduce deposition in certain locations. 
 
I will include all of the above in my overall comments later today but I hope this proves to be useful. 
 
All the best 
Bob 
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From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 07 August 2019 15:51 
To: Cussen, Bob <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; UK - Project - 
A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' 
<A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Morrow, David 
<David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Achampong, Henri <Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton 
 
Hi Bob, 
 
I hope the review of the ES Chapter and Appendices is going okay. Further to internal discussions, please could I 
request your comment specifically to the items below via reply to this email: 

- Targeted surveys for brown hare were not undertaken as part of the baseline assessment of the Scheme. 
Brown hare were recorded incidentally when encountered during other surveys completed, with the Order 
Limits comprising habitats suitable to support the species. Due to the distribution and abundance of suitable 
habitat in the wider area and the known widespread distribution of brown hare nationally and within 
Northumberland, survey effort was not considered necessary to inform mitigation design. Mitigation 
includes habitat manipulation prior to commencement of construction to encourage natural dispersal into 
the wider suitable habitat. The impact assessment with respect to brown hare is considered valid. 

- Please could you provide comment and/or confirm agreement with the outcomes of the air quality 
assessment on designated sites, detailed within the Assessment of Likely Significant Effects section of the ES. 

 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Principal Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 
 

 
 
NOTICE: This communication and any attachments ("this message") may contain information which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or otherwise 
subject to restricted disclosure under applicable law. This message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorized use, disclosure, viewing, 
copying, alteration, dissemination or distribution of, or reliance on, this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, or you are 
not an authorized or intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying to this message, delete this message and all copies from your e-
mail system and destroy any printed copies.  

 
 
 

  
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Cussen, Bob
Sent: 08 August 2019 23:41
To: Fenwick, Jack
Cc: Macmillan, Nic; Franklin-Losardo, Declan; UK - Project - A1 Northumberland; 'A1 in 

Northumberland PCF'; Stubbs, Kevin; Morrow, David; Achampong, Henri; 
Whitehead, Andrew; Walton, Silas

Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton

Hi Jack  
 
Apologies for getting this to you so late in the day. 
 
Natural England has considered all the sections of the ES submitted on CD which was received on the 26th 
July 2019 and can confirm that all the relevant surveys and the mitigation outlined for the species and 
habitats that are likely to be impacted by proposed scheme are in line with current guidance and best 
practice.  The various comments and advice given by Natural England in the many detailed discussions 
and consultations regarding the proposals over the last 18 months have been taken on board.  In 
particular, the considerable amount of time spent consulting on the specifics of the woodland compensation 
area have resulted in a detailed Ancient Woodland Strategy which will hopefully prove to be reasonable 
compensation for the unfortunate, but unavoidable, loss of an area of Ancient and Semi-Natural woodland 
within the River Coquet and Coquet Valley Woodlands SSSI. 
 
Further to the comments given in the email below earlier today, I would like to make the following additional 
comments which are set out below under the relevant chapter/appendices headings. 
 
Chapter 9: Biodiversity 
 
Table 9-22, pg. 76 (last row) refers to the installation of the cofferdam within the river to facilitate the 
construction the southern pier for the new bridge.  It is my understanding that this is a temporary measure 
to allow for the construction of the southern pier which is out with but immediately adjacent to the 
river.  The table on does not indicate that they coffer dam is temporary in nature and is due to be removed 
once the work on the pier is completed.  Can you confirm that my understanding is correct and that the in 
river works will be temporary in nature? 
 
Table 9-22, pg. 77 Table (first row) and the Aquatic Ecology Report (Appendix 9.3) indicate that bullhead 
have been recorded on the R. Lyne.  This species has not been recorded on any of the other tributaries 
and particularly in the Coquet catchment, although there is one as yet unconfirmed report of this species 
from the main river at Guyzance.  Although this species is native to the UK, there are very limited number 
of rivers in Northumberland where it is present and it is important to ensure that the proper biosecurity 
measures (Check, Clean, Dry) are put in place to eliminate the risk of the species being accidently 
introduced to other water courses where in river works are proposed for this scheme.  
 
Table 9-22, pg. 81 (row two) indicates that new channel will be planted with aquatic vegetation.  Where this 
is deemed to be necessary the aquatic vegetation needs to be consistent with what is found in the existing 
watercourse/catchment and the sourcing of plants needs to be from suppliers that are free from aquatic 
Invasive Non Native Species (INNS).  Advice should potentially be sought from the Environment Agency 
with regard to any relevant protocols for the sourcing of aquatic plants. 
 
 
Badger Survey Report Appendix 9.10 
 
The report indicates that there is an active set approx. 360m west of the bridge ((Table 4 no.12).   This 
active sett were noted in this area in the surveys undertaken in 2004 when the duelling of the A1 from 
Morpeth to Felton was last proposed.   Additionally, I noted badger activity at this set complex in the 
summer of 2018.  Although this sett is out with the 100m buffer distance from of the works area for the new 
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bridge over the Coquet and thus unlikely to be damaged of disturbed by the works, it will be worth including 
this area in the pre-commencement walkover to ensure that no new setts have been excavated closer to 
the bridge.  Additionally, extra vigilance will be required around any excavations associated with the new 
bridge piers as there is a risk that both otter and badger will be active in this area.  
 
Appendix 9.23 Ancient Woodland Strategy 
 
Natural England would like to acknowledge the resource and effort that Highways England and their 
consultants have put into to developing the Ancient Woodland Strategy and looks forward to helping further 
refine the design of the Woodland Creation Area at the detailed design stage. 
 
Section 2.2.11 Japanese knotweed is present in Felton Village in the carpark of the public house on the 
south bank of the river. 
 
Section 3.2.7 The haul road mentioned in this section is referred to as the ‘temporary’ haul road in section 
3.2.15.  From previous discussions I understood that, while a decision had yet to be finalised regarding the 
haul road immediately to the east of the proposed new bridge, it was likely that there was a preference for 
this to be retained as a permanent access to allow inspection and maintenance of the southern section of 
the bridges.  Has a decision been made regarding the possible retention of the road as a permanent 
structure? 
 
As discussed previously, the design of the haul road will need to take into consideration the risk of erosion 
caused by any drainage or run off associated with such a steep track.  Additionally, assurance will need to 
be sought from Highways England that the track will be used for the only by their employees/contractors 
and will not be accessible to the general public. 
 
Section 3.2.8. Protective fencing referenced needs to be resilient to flooding as the lower sections of the 
fence are likely to be subject to periodic flood events. 
 
Section 3.2.11. The risk of the spread of Invasive Non Native Species (INNS) to/within the designated site 
and the wider countryside cannot be overemphasized, particularly when the project involves the large scale 
use of earth moving machinery moving between various water courses across different river 
catchments.  Therefore, it is vital that the Biosecurity Method Statement is robust and strictly adhered to by 
all the contractors working on the project. 
 
Section 3.2.18. The open habitat within the Woodland Creation Area is likely regenerate as woodland over 
time and the management of the neutral grassland will need to accommodate this gradual succession to 
native woodland. 
 
Section 3.2.19 – 3.2.24.  Natural England welcomes the additional enhancements listed in this section.  
 
Section 4.3.12 and Section 4.5.5. It may be appropriate to consider using natural regeneration as a tool for 
the creation of the woodland on a portion of the site, most likely adjacent to the existing woodland edge to 
the north of the Woodland Creation Area.  Trees that generate naturally from adjoining woodlands tend to 
be more vigorous and would be genetically suited to the local area. This is something that Natural England 
would like to explore further at the detailed design stage. 
 
Section 4.5.12.  Natural England notes that long term management for a minimum of 50 years is 
proposed.  After this period has elapsed, it is assumed that the management of the woodland will be 
continued as necessary within the normal woodland management operations that Highways England 
undertakes in woodlands within its land holding.  It is also assumed that the Woodland Creation Area will 
be retained as a woodland in perpetuity. Can you confirm that these assumptions are correct? 
 
Section 5.2.1 Boundary fencing will probably need to be retained for a period longer than the 5 years 
mentioned in this section, particularly if we wish to use natural regeneration as a tool for the establishment 
of woodland in parts of the Woodland Creation Area. 
 
Section 5.3.1 Makes reference to the use of tree guards in contradiction to proposed fencing option set out 
in Section 4.2.11 which is the preferred option already agreed in earlier consultations.  Tree tubes/guards 
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are also referenced in Section 5.3.3.  I suspect that the reference to tree guards/tuber in the above may be 
a cut and paste error. 
 
Section 5.3.6 and Section 5.4.1 Herbicide should be used sparingly and only when it is deemed to be 
absolutely necessary.  A protocol for the use of herbicides should be developed and set out in the Ancient 
Woodland Management and Monitoring Plan (AWMMP). 
 
I hope the above comments prove to be useful and I would be happy to discuss any of the above further if 
necessary but please note that I am going to be on annual leave for the next three weeks and will be back 
in the office in the first week in September. 
 
All the best 
Bob 
 
Robert Cussen 
Lead Adviser 
Northumbria Area Team 
Natural England 
Lancaster House 
Hampshire Court 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
NE4 7YH 
 
Tel: 02080265449 
email: robert.cussen@naturalengland.org.uk  
 

www.gov.uk/natural-england  

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected 
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to 
meetings and attendvia audio, video or web conferencing. 
 
Follow us on Twitter 
 
 
We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service   

 
To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals  
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications. 
 
 
 
 

From: Cussen, Bob  
Sent: 08 August 2019 11:05 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; UK - Project - 
A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' 
<A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Morrow, David 
<David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Achampong, Henri <Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com>; 
andrew.whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk; Walton, Silas <Silas.Walton@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton 
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Hi Fenwick 
 
I will get you with additional comments on the ES Chapter later today (probably late this evening) but, 
specifically, with regard to the two questions in your email I have set out my thoughts below. 
 
Brown hares: 
 
To the best of my knowledge this species is considered to be widespread across all suitable habitats in 
Northumberland where the mixed agricultural systems seems to favour brown hares.  They are common in 
certain areas of the county (upper Coquetdale and in the R. Till catchment around the Cheviot where I 
have regularly seen up to 8 individuals in riparian fields adjacent to the R. Glen in the Kirknewton area of 
NW Northumberland in the early spring).   
 
There are not any licence requirements for the species in relation to developments as far as I am aware 
and the main thing that we would be looking to ensure is that you have mitigated for any likely impacts 
during construction and the operational phase of the proposal.  The proposed mitigation pre construction to 
encourage dispersal from within the Order Limits and the overall design of the scheme to mitigate against 
RTA caused by wildlife should be sufficient to ensure that the local brown hare population is not 
significantly impacted by the proposal. 
 
Air quality assessment: 
 
Four main points to make here, one of which, relating to water quality, we have discussed previously. 
 

 With regard to section 9.10.13,  while it is true that nitrogen is not the limiting nutrient in most river 
systems (where phosphorus is the limiting nutrient) any increases in nitrogen will ultimately end up 
in the estuary and marine environment (where there are a number of designated sites) where 
nitrogen is the limiting nutrient.  I think that there are number of issues here which may need to be 
clarified further: a) while the direct nitrogen deposition on to the River Coquet is likely to be 
insignificant, the impact of the nitrogen levels from the carriage way runoff from the section of the 
proposal that drains into the Coquet catchment also needs to be considered.  Particularly as all the 
drainage network is likely to be with in the zone of heaviest aerial deposition, all the nitrogen this 
will ultimately end up in the river except for any that is stripped out by vegetation growing in the 
balancing ponds (pond design that include appropriate vegetation could help significantly here not 
only to strip out nutrients but also to help trap sediment from the carriageway surface). This 
potential issues may have been addressed in the Road Drainage and Water Environment chapter 
of the ES and if so it should be crossed referenced in this table.  b) The downstream impact of 
increased nitrogen levels on the marine environment from the carriageway runoff is not considered 
in this chapter of the ES but it may have been covered in Ch10.  This potential issue is something 
we discussed with regard to the HRA screening and it may be appropriate to reiterate that this risk 
will be minimised by appropriate pollution prevention and control measures deployed during the 
construction phase and by the network of stilling/balancing ponds during the operational phase 
bearing in mind the comment about the pond design given above. 
 

 Section 9.10.17 relating to the % area of the SSSI affected.  The SSSI is broken up into 16 units for 
monitoring purposes and the impacts of the proposal need to be considered in terms of the units 
impacted the proposal (units 5 and 13) rather than against the entire area of the SSSI.  As a 
percentage the overall area of the units impacted is still likely to be relatively small but this should 
be set out with regard to these specific units so that the impact on the units can be clearly 
illustrated. 
 

 Section 9.10.20 relating to the area of 0.13 ha of SSSI adversely impacted by nitrogen deposition 
(also referenced in section 9.10.17). It is not clear how exactly this area was calculated or if this 
adverse impact on this area has been compensated for through the Ancient Woodland Strategy.  
 

 Sections 9.10.21 and 9.10.22 – indicate that the increase in nitrogen deposition i.e. 35m to the east 
(which equates to 0.2 ha) is compensated by the Ancient Woodland Strategy.  What is not clear in 
my mind is whether or not this 35m falls within the Order Limits of the site?  I assume that the 35m 
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is east of the new bridge and Ecological mitigation plan in Figure 9.2 appears to show that this is 
the case and assuming that this is correct then it may be worth explaining this in a bit more detail in 
the this section.  If, however, this is not the case and the 35m extends beyond the Order Limits then 
potentially the portion of the SSSI woodland impacted out with the Order Limits has not been 
covered by the compensation agreed in the Ancient Woodland Strategy. 
 

One general point, there are several references to the proposed scheme resulting in a decrease in levels of 
deposition at a number of locations.  It may be worth exploring/explaining how this occurs as it is counter 
intuitive to most people’s understanding increases in traffic.  I understand that mitigation built into the 
design can help to alter where and how much deposition occurs but it may be worth clarifying the 
mechanisms by which the proposed scheme may actually reduce deposition in certain locations. 
 
I will include all of the above in my overall comments later today but I hope this proves to be useful. 
 
All the best 
Bob 
 
 

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 07 August 2019 15:51 
To: Cussen, Bob <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; UK - Project - 
A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' 
<A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Morrow, David 
<David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Achampong, Henri <Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton 
 
Hi Bob, 
 
I hope the review of the ES Chapter and Appendices is going okay. Further to internal discussions, please could I 
request your comment specifically to the items below via reply to this email: 

- Targeted surveys for brown hare were not undertaken as part of the baseline assessment of the Scheme. 
Brown hare were recorded incidentally when encountered during other surveys completed, with the Order 
Limits comprising habitats suitable to support the species. Due to the distribution and abundance of suitable 
habitat in the wider area and the known widespread distribution of brown hare nationally and within 
Northumberland, survey effort was not considered necessary to inform mitigation design. Mitigation 
includes habitat manipulation prior to commencement of construction to encourage natural dispersal into 
the wider suitable habitat. The impact assessment with respect to brown hare is considered valid. 

- Please could you provide comment and/or confirm agreement with the outcomes of the air quality 
assessment on designated sites, detailed within the Assessment of Likely Significant Effects section of the ES. 

 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Principal Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
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This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 
 

 
 
NOTICE: This communication and any attachments ("this message") may contain information which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or otherwise 
subject to restricted disclosure under applicable law. This message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorized use, disclosure, viewing, 
copying, alteration, dissemination or distribution of, or reliance on, this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, or you are 
not an authorized or intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying to this message, delete this message and all copies from your e-
mail system and destroy any printed copies.  

 
 
 

  
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Fenwick, Jack
Sent: 12 December 2018 08:59
To: Achampong, Henri; 'Alyssa.Young@highwaysengland.co.uk'; 'Gibbins, Phillip'; 

'Harrison, Heather'
Cc: Macmillan, Nic; Stubbs, Kevin; mark.stoneman@highwaysengland.co.uk; Morrow, 

David
Subject: A1 in Northumberland M2F - 05/12/18 call minutes
Attachments: M2F loss of watercourse call minutes_051218_JF.pdf

Categories: Green Category

Dear All, 
 
In the absence of comment, please find attached the final version of the minutes following the call on 12th 
December to discuss potential mitigation options to address the net loss of watercourse as a result of the Scheme. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 



 

 

 
www.wsp.com 

MEETING NOTES 
PROJECT NUMBER 70044136 MEETING DATE 05 December 2018 

PROJECT NAME A1 in Northumberland – Morpeth to Felton VENUE Skype 

CLIENT Highways England RECORDED BY JF 

MEETING SUBJECT A1 in Northumberland Morpeth to Felton (M2F) – Impacts to watercourses   

 

PRESENT Environment Agency (EA): Heather Harrison (HH) 
Highways England: Phillip Gibbins (PG) – OBO Mark Stoneman (MS), Alyssa Young (AY) 
WSP: Henri Achampong (HA), Jack Fenwick (JF) 

APOLOGIES Click here to enter text. 

ABSENTEES  

DISTRIBUTION As above including Dave Morrow (DM), Kevin Stubbs (KS), Nic Macmillan (NM), Mark 
Stoneman 

CONFIDENTIALITY Restricted 

 

ITEM SUBJECT Issues/Action Arising Who 

1  Introduction JF provided a background to the call. The impact assessment for the 
M2F scheme has identified a likely net loss in watercourse habitat of 
approximately 380m, although this doesn’t distinguish between those 
high priority watercourses (such as Longdike Burn and River Lyne) and 
those watercourses that represent shallow burns or ditches (JF will be 
investigating further). 

The call was intended to start discussions about possible 
mitigation/compensation measures to address the loss of watercourse 
habitat. 

JF requested any information on priority projects/schemes/proposals 
that could be explored as part of the mitigation strategy for the scheme. 
Below is an overview. 

 

 

 

JF 

2  River Wansbeck – 
White-clawed 
crayfish ark site 

At least two of the watercourses crossed by the scheme (Cotting Burn 
and Shield Hill Burn) are tributaries of the River Wansbeck, which is 
known to support our native white-clawed crayfish (WCC).  

The WCC is under significant threat due to the introduction of the 
American signal crayfish, which are a carrier of crayfish plague and 
larger in stature (out compete the native species). Signal crayfish are 
known to be present in other watercourses within the catchment. The 
baseline surveys for the scheme recorded a significant population of 
signal crayfish in the River Lyne.  
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A potential captive ARK site has been identified and proposed at 
Northumberland Zoo, to provide a refuge for WCC. Funding support is 
required to set up the ARK site (approximately £10k).  

The project would also likely incorporate noticeboards for education 
purposes and include an element of publicity. 

HH to provide further information on the proposed ARK site for 
reference. 

 

 

 

 

HH 

3  Wallington Hall 
(National Trust) 

Further up catchment of River Wansbeck. Projects not discussed, 
although raised as a site of interest. 

 

4  River Lyne HH confirmed that the River Lyne has been identified as failing under 
WFD.  

Funding required for research into a catchment restoration plan. 

 

5  Cockle Park 
(headwall of River 
Lyne) 

Newcastle University farm site. Identified potential scope for land as 
part of a SUDS scheme. Currently being explored. 

 

6  Longdike Burn HH confirmed that Longdike Burn has been identified as failing under 
WFD. The Northumberland Rivers Trust has applied for a Water 
Environment Grant (WEG), which would include work on three side 
streams of the River Coquet, including Longdike Burn. 

HH explain that the project cannot be double funded and therefore care 
would need to be taken to ensure that proposals as part of the scheme 
did not overlap the work under the grant (although could compliment). 

HH to provide information on grant proposal following agreement 
with Northumberland Rivers Trust. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HH 

7  Acklington Weir Funding is required for options identification as part of a feasibility study 
for Acklington weir, following a major failing event that resulted in the 
death of a significant number of fish. 

 

8  Addressing 
impacts of the 
scheme 

JF queried whether the funding of projects was an option as part of the 
mitigation for the scheme. AY confirmed that this was not a 
conventional approach and that further discussions would need to be 
had to determine the feasibility of this. AY agreed to discuss with 
colleagues in Highways England to determine if there is a 
precedent for this on other projects. AY requested that “standard 
mitigation” was explored further, which JF confirmed would be 
undertaken.  

JF raised that, should opportunities of funding be suitable as mitigation, 
a method for quantifying the level of funding against the impact of the 
scheme would need to be determined. JF questioned whether there 
was a precedent for this. HH agreed to discuss with colleagues at 
EA to determine if there is a precedent for this. JF queried whether 
this would be reliant on an agreement between HE and the EA 
regarding the level of mitigation funding. 

HH raised that it would be expected that mitigation/compensation would 
be delivered over and above the anticipated net loss of watercourse to 
ensure no risk of deterioration in WFD status of those waterbodies 
impacted by the scheme. 

 

 

AY 

 

JF 

 

 

 

HH 
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HH also raised that the list of project options provided by the 
Northumberland Rivers Trust (appended to these minutes) is focussed 
around the River Coquet, however, it would be considered appropriate 
to focus on those watercourses that require action to address their 
current status (such as Longdike Burn and the River Lyne). JF added 
that the impacts of scheme are more relevant to Longdike Burn and the 
River Lyne. 

HH confirmed that the Forestburn fish passage (Item 1 on the 
Northumberland Rivers Trust list) has been completed and that Item 8 
is to be addressed as part of the WEG for Londike Burn (see ‘6’ above). 

9  Questions for 
further discussion 

Are there opportunities for Highways England to fund other projects as 
mitigation for the net loss of watercourse or will funding only be 
available for the actual delivery of works on the ground within the 
vicinity of the scheme/ road network? 

HH has confirmed that once the above question is answered, a list of 
projects or actual works that could be delivered on the ground can be 
provided.  

HH also raised that, in the long-term, it could be more beneficial to fund 
an identified project rather than undertake measures on the ground in 
the vicinity of the scheme that may have little impact on the overall 
quality of a watercourse. 

How can the net loss of watercourse be quantified in the context of 
mitigation funding? 

What standard mitigation approaches can be taken to address the 
impacts of the scheme? (JF to explore). 

All agreed that further discussions are required to identify 
mitigation proposals with regards to the loss of watercourse as a 
result of the scheme. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

JF 

 

NEXT MEETING 

To be confirmed. 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Cussen, Robert (NE) <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 04 January 2019 10:11
To: Fenwick, Jack
Cc: Macmillan, Nic; Stubbs, Kevin; Franklin-Losardo, Declan; Bedford, Lee
Subject: RE: A1 M2F - River Coquet Bridge construction methodology

Thanks Jack. 
 
I have not been able to get in touch with Lucy Mo in the agency yet but will hopefully speak to her early 
next week with regard to the agency’s permitting procedure for the GI works and the tree question. 
 
I will have a look at the note you sent through and the bridge designs next week and get back to you with 
any comments I may have.  One initial thought relates to the risk of drainage from the temporary haul roads 
potentially contaminating the river.  This risk is likely to be greater on the south side due to the steeper 
slope involved.  Appropriate measures to prevent/intercept sediment (and other pollutants) from the haul 
roads contaminating the SSSI will need to be put in place as part of the CEMP.  
 
January is looking pretty full for me at the moment but I could make a meeting one of the following dates: 
29th, 30 or 31st.  Let me know if any of these dates would be suitable and we can get it booked in before my 
diary gets any fuller.  
 
All the best 
Bob 
 
Robert Cussen 
Lead Adviser 
Northumbria Area Team 
Natural England 
Lancaster House 
Hampshire Court 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
NE4 7YH 
 
Tel: 02080265449 
email: robert.cussen@naturalengland.org.uk  
 

www.gov.uk/natural-england  

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected 
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to 
meetings and attendvia audio, video or web conferencing. 
 
Follow us on Twitter 
 
 
We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service   

 
To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals  
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications. 
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From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 04 January 2019 08:48 
To: Cussen, Robert (NE) <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan 
<Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; Bedford, Lee <lee.bedford@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 M2F - River Coquet Bridge construction methodology 
 
Hi Bob, 
 
Further to our call yesterday, please find attached the current River Coquet Bridge construction methodologies, 
along with accompanying plans for your review and reference. There are two options currently being explored; 
launch with the use of a temporary pier or launch with king post and cable. 
 
The plans also show the haul road proposed on the south side, which I have been informed is temporary during the 
construction period and is contained within the red line boundary, therefore not incurring additional loss of 
woodland beyond that already addressed. 
 
I’d appreciate any comments you may have regarding the proposed bridge construction. 
 
Separate to the above, do you have availability in January for a meeting to discuss the ecological mitigation strategy 
for the scheme? This is now at a developed stage and therefore a consultation and chance to discuss this would be 
beneficial. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack  
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Fenwick, Jack
Sent: 22 October 2018 12:54
To: 'Cussen, Robert (NE)'
Cc: Stubbs, Kevin; Macmillan, Nic; Franklin-Losardo, Declan; Porter, Luc
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - M2F - Air quality assessment

Categories: Green Category

Hi Bob, 
 
Further to the below, could I also request a response with regards to Local Nature Reserves (as a statutory site). My 
main aim is to ensure that the scope of our air quality assessment in relation to protected sites is agreed. 
 
Kind regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 

From: Fenwick, Jack  
Sent: 22 October 2018 09:47 
To: Cussen, Robert (NE) <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan 
<Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; Porter, Luc <Luc.Porter@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 in Northumberland - M2F - Air quality assessment 
 
Dear Bob, 
 
Many thanks for your time over the phone. A summary of my query is found below and I appreciate you speaking to 
Andy about this. 
 
Currently our air quality assessment addresses potential impacts to SSSIs, European sites (SAC, SPA and Ramsar) and 
ancient woodland (national significance) within 200m of the Affected Road Network (ARN) as a result of the Scheme. 
It has been raised whether Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) should also be included within this assessment. The Design 
Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB HA 207/07) states that SSSI, SAC (and cSAC), SPA (and pSPA) and Ramsar sites 
should be assessed, however, does not include local sites. 
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A comment from the Planning Inspectorate states that “The need to consider … sensitive nature conservation sites 
should be established through consultation with the relevant statutory consultees” and therefore comment is 
requested from Natural England. 
 
I take on board that Natural England may not comment on locally designated sites and that this may sit with the 
local planning authority, however, would welcome any advice before I approach Northumberland County Council. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: David Feige <david.feige@northumberland.gov.uk>
Sent: 23 October 2018 14:03
To: Fenwick, Jack
Cc: Macmillan, Nic; Stubbs, Kevin; Franklin-Losardo, Declan
Subject: Re: A1 in Northumberland Morpeth to Felton - Air quality and designated sites
Attachments: image001.png

Hello Jack 

Thank you for your email. I am firmly of the view that Local Wildlife Sites should be included for the following 
reasons: 

1. While Local Sites have to be of at least local importance to be designated, it does not mean that they are of no
more than local importance. There are plenty of SSSI quality or near SSSI quality sites which are not designated as
SSSIs and are only protected through their LWS designation.
2. The NPPF requires the determining authority for this project to consider impacts on a wide range of ecological
features including LWS, and so it is important that relevant evidence is provided to enable this.
3. The NPPF requires the planning system to provide net gains for biodiversity, but it will be impossible to establish
the extent to which this is being achieved if there are significant gaps in the assessment process such as not
considering air quality impacts on LWS.
4. LWS are an important reservoir of habitats of principal importance, which the HA obviously has duties towards
under S.40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006.

I hope these thoughts are of assistance. 

Regards 

David Feige 

On Tue, 23 Oct 2018 at 11:27, Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> wrote: 

Dear David, 

Further to previous correspondence, please could I ask for your comment in relation to the scope of the air quality 
assessment with regards to designated sites as part of the impact assessment for the A1 in Northumberland 
Morpeth to Felton highways scheme. Natural England have also been consulted, with a final response pending. 

Currently our air quality assessment addresses potential impacts to SSSIs, European sites (SAC, SPA and Ramsar) 
and ancient woodland (national significance) within 200m of the Affected Road Network (ARN) as a result of the 
Scheme. It has been raised whether Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) should also be included within this assessment. The 
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB HA 207/07) states that SSSI, SAC (and cSAC), SPA (and pSPA) and 
Ramsar sites should be considered in the assessment, however, does not include local sites in the assessment 
criteria. 



2

A comment from the Planning Inspectorate states that “The need to consider … sensitive nature conservation sites 
should be established through consultation with the relevant statutory consultees” and therefore comment is 
requested from Northumberland County Council. 

  

Kind Regards, 

Jack 

  

Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 

Senior Ecologist 

  

 

T +44(0)113 395 6275 
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wsp.com 

  

Confidential 

This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly proh bited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the 
sender and delete the message. Thank you. 

  

WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

  

 
 
 
--  

David Feige  

Principal Ecologist and AONB Officer 

Planning and Housing Services 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Fenwick, Jack
Sent: 09 August 2018 15:19
To: enquiries@nnpa.org.uk; info@barnowltrust.org.uk
Cc: Proctor, Sarah; Macmillan, Nic
Subject: Coquet Barn Owl Box Project
Attachments: Possible barn owl box locations_street map.pdf

Dear Northumberland National Park and Barn Owl Trust, 
 
I am contacting to seek assistance and guidance in relation to barn owl mitigation, particularly in reference to the 
Coquet Barn Owl Box project. The mitigation strategy is currently being developed for the A1 in Northumberland 
Morpeth to Felton highways scheme (improvements to the existing A1 carriageway and construction of a new off-
line section). The impact assessment has identified the requirement to compensate for at least five breeding/ 
possible breeding locations, which may be functionally lost due to disturbance as a result of the completed scheme 
(no breeding locations are to be physically lost). As such, between five and ten suitable mitigation sites are being 
sought as part of the mitigation strategy. 
 
Due to limitations in the survey information, data is only available for a distance of 500 m from the scheme, 
however, it is intended to provide any compensation features at least 1 km from the scheme in accordance with 
best practice. 
 
I found reference to the Coquet Barn Owl Project and wondered whether, in relation to this or any other projects in 
the area, are there current sites that are being reviewed for the installation of barn owl boxes that may fall within a 
target area shown on the attached map (yellow)? This area has been identified as it falls outside the 1 km buffer 
surrounding major roads (shown in blue). The area between the scheme and the A697 is considered unsuitable due 
to the potential of encouraging barn owl within an area sandwiched between two busier roads. However, the area 
that extends to the west may also be suitable. 
 
I would be most interested to receive your comments on the above and any assistance you may be able to provide 
in locating suitable locations for compensation features and in developing the mitigation strategy to benefit barn 
owl. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Fenwick, Jack
Sent: 27 September 2018 08:14
To: ipin
Cc: Macmillan, Nic
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton highways scheme

Hi Ian, 
 
Many thanks for your email and apologies for my delayed response following your return to work (I’ve been rather 
busy myself!). 
 
Would you be available for a call to discuss in more detail? I’m keen to understand any information you may be able 
to pass on in assisting the identification of at least five receptor locations for a compensatory barn owl box (possibly 
increased to ten). 
 
I look forward to your reply. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 
From: ipin [   
Sent: 03 September 2018 22:20 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Subject: Fwd: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton highways scheme 
 
Dear Jack, 
 
Your email to local barn owl workers has found its way to me. I have a few boxes close to the A1 as does 
another barn owl worker, Peter Rose.  I'm happy to meet with you to discuss your mitigation plan, in my 
day job I sit with the NCC County Ecologist team (but work for the Northumberland Coast AONB 
Partnership). 
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As you have experience with similar projects I suggest you contact Jack Fenwick once you have had comments 
from Iain and Peter and I would be grateful if you could keep me informed on how it progresses.  

I have copied Mike Carr just in case he can provide any input. 

Regards 

Bryan  

----Original message---- 
From :  

 
 

 

Subject : Fwd: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton highways scheme 

Hello Bryan, 
 
I have looked at the map (what a illegible job I would not have let this out of my unit at NCC when I was still 
working) - and eventually matched it up with an OS map.  The main area seems to the east of the A1 and is 
definitely Iain Robson's patch (with I think a bit of Keith Brookes; who I see you have copied in)  so I have 
copied Iain in to this reply.  I do think that Iain and Keith are the best people to try to answer this enquiry. 
   
I do have a study area near Longhorsley (around Haredene and Whinney Hill Farms; going towards 
Netherwitton) but it might be more appropriate for Peter Rose to give some input since I think he overlaps and 
then has a patch to the south of me - towards Morpeth.  So I have copied him in as well. 
 
I am quite ready to talk to these Consultants as I have worked with several people in the last couple of years 
who have had to put up Owl boxes as part of Planning Permission mitigation schemes.  Unfortunately when 
they go to most (there are exceptions) Ecological Consultants they encounter staff who know quite a bit about 
Bats but not a lot about Barn Owls requirements. 
 
Best regards 
 
Phil 
 
Philip & Alison Hanmer;  

 

 

N.B. Please check you are responding to  

----Original message---- 
From  
Date : 30/08/2018 - 11:23 (GMTST) 
To  

 
Subject : Fwd: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton highways scheme 

Hello Phil.  
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I think that this is more applicable to yourself as well as Peter Rose and Iain Robson. Can I suggest that 
you reply to Jack Fenwick after discussing with Iain and Peter. 

I will wait for your reply before I respond to Jack. 

Hope you have had a good season. 

Bryan 

----Original message---- 
From : Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com 
Date : 29/08/2018 - 13:14 (GMTDT) 
To :  
Cc : Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com, Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com 
Subject : A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton highways scheme 

Dear Bryan, 

  

It has been suggested that I contact you by the Northumberland National Park following an enquiry email 
to them. I am contacting to seek assistance and guidance in relation to barn owl mitigation location. The 
mitigation strategy is currently being developed for the A1 in Northumberland Morpeth to Felton 
highways scheme (improvements to the existing A1 carriageway and construction of a new off-line 
section). The impact assessment has identified the requirement to compensate for at least five breeding/ 
possible breeding locations, which may be functionally lost due to disturbance as a result of the 
completed scheme (no breeding locations are to be physically lost). As such, between five and ten suitable 
mitigation sites are being sought as part of the mitigation strategy. 

  

Due to limitations in the survey information, data is only available for a distance of 500 m from the 
scheme, however, it is intended to provide any compensation features at least 1 km from the scheme in 
accordance with best practice. Taking this into account, a target area as shown on the attached is 
currently under consideration. This area has been identified as it falls outside the 1 km buffer surrounding 
major roads (shown in blue). The area between the scheme and the A697 is considered unsuitable due to 
the potential of encouraging barn owl within an area sandwiched between two busier roads. However, the 
area that extends to the west may also be suitable. 

  

Does the Northumberland ringing group have any information that may assist in identification of suitable 
barn own receptor sites within the target area? I would be most interested to receive your response 
should you be able to provide any assistance in locating suitable sites for the compensation features. 

  

Please feel free to give me a call if you would like to discuss further, 

  

Kind Regards, 

Jack 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Fenwick, Jack
Sent: 23 October 2018 15:46
To: iain.robson@northumberland.gov.uk
Cc: Macmillan, Nic; Stubbs, Kevin
Subject: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton highways scheme - barn owl mitigation
Attachments: Possible barn owl box locations_street map.pdf

Hi Iain, 
 
Good to speak to you over the phone and thanks for your assistance with this. As promised, attached is the rough 
map of a target area identified for barn owl mitigation, which falls outside the 1km buffer around major roads (blue) 
and also excludes an area to the west of the A1 between the A697 (red hatched) I think would be too narrow 
between the two major roads to provide effective receptor sites for the compensation features. 
 
As discussed, the impact assessment has identified the requirement to compensate for at least five breeding/ 
possible breeding locations, which may be functionally lost due to disturbance as a result of the completed scheme 
(no breeding locations are to be physically lost). As such, between five and ten suitable mitigation sites are being 
sought as part of the mitigation strategy. 
 
I appreciate you reviewing the attached and look forward to any comments and feedback you can provide regarding 
potential sites for the compensation features. Please feel free to get in contact if you have any queries. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    
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Iain Robson 
Northumberland Coast AONB Partnership  
 
This email has been sent from my mobile phone so apologies for brevity. 
 
On Tue, 6 Nov 2018, 10:42 Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com wrote: 

Hi Iain, 

  

Hope you’re well. Have you had chance to review the below following our phone conversation? Looking to finalise 
the details of the barn owl mitigation as soon as possible due to the current progress of the Scheme. 

  

Please let me know if you have any queries.  

  

Kind Regards, 

Jack  

  

Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 

Senior Ecologist 

  

  m        m    
m  m    V         

  

 

T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  

  

  

Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  

  

wsp.com 

  

Confidential 

This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly proh bited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the 
sender and delete the message. Thank you. 
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WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

  

From: Fenwick, Jack  
Sent: 23 October 2018 15:46 
To: iain.robson@northumberland.gov.uk 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton highways scheme - barn owl mitigation 

  

Hi Iain, 

 
Good to speak to you over the phone and thanks for your assistance with this. As promised, attached is the rough 
map of a target area identified for barn owl mitigation, which falls outside the 1km buffer around major roads 
(blue) and also excludes an area to the west of the A1 between the A697 (red hatched) I think would be too narrow 
between the two major roads to provide effective receptor sites for the compensation features. 

  

As discussed, the impact assessment has identified the requirement to compensate for at least five breeding/ 
possible breeding locations, which may be functionally lost due to disturbance as a result of the completed scheme 
(no breeding locations are to be physically lost). As such, between five and ten suitable mitigation sites are being 
sought as part of the mitigation strategy. 

  

I appreciate you reviewing the attached and look forward to any comments and feedback you can provide 
regarding potential sites for the compensation features. Please feel free to get in contact if you have any queries. 

  

Kind Regards, 

Jack 

  

Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 

Senior Ecologist 

  

  m        m    
m  m    V         

  

 

T +44(0)113 395 6275 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Fenwick, Jack
Sent: 04 September 2018 15:24
To: Cussen, Robert (NE)
Cc: Whitehead, Andrew (NE); Macmillan, Nic; Franklin-Losardo, Declan
Subject: RE: A1 M2F - Consultation Call overview

Hi Bob, 
 
Further to your email below, I have received the following expansion (table below) from Jacobs regarding the 
justification for the reduction in survey area in relation to barn owl for the A1 M2F scheme. Jacobs have confirmed 
that this methodology has been employed on at least one other DCO scheme, which has progressed through its 
hearings. 
 
Please could you provide comment at your earliest opportunity to confirm that you are happy that the survey is 
acceptable to inform the impact assessment. 
 
Please feel free to get in contact if you would like to discuss further. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 

Factor Justification  
Desk Study Results There are only 6 barn owls records identified for the study area 

(2km buffer from the offline option) that are fairly widely 
distributed. Therefore no indication that the records received 
identify a particular cluster of records or “hotspot” beyond  the 
500m buffer that would warrant extending the survey area to 
1km-1.5km.   

Barn Owl Ecology This a general comment regarding how the survey area has 
been informed by our working knowledge of barn owl ecology in 
terms of habitat suitability, the location/concentration of 
potentially suitable features barn owl are likely to use for 
roosting//nesting (i.e. focusing on buildings, structures and trees 
) and how barn owls are likely to move around in the landscape 
using suitable corridors such as hedgerows, woodland edge, 
field margins and riparian margins.   

Physical Barriers Within The Landscape That 
May Limit Barn Owl Movement 

A number of barriers to barn owl movement occur in the survey 
area  including the A1 itself and the A697. In addition optimal 
(Type 1) and sub-optimal (Type 2) barn owl habitat is sparsely 
distributed within the survey area therefore poor barn owl habitat 
occupies the majority of the 500m buffer which indicates a lack 
of connectivity with habitats in the wider landscape.   

Habitat Types Present Within The Wider 
Landscape 

As above the percentage of optimal (Type 1) and sub-optimal 
(Type 2) are low and sparsely distributed within the survey area 
therefore poor barn owl habitat occupies the majority of the 
500m buffer. This trend is consistent with habitats in the wider 
landscape which is dominated by arable with minimal field 
margins or relatively high density grazing.  Therefore extending 
the survey buffer to 1-1.5km is unlikely to alter the impact 
assessment for barn owl. 

Average Barn Owl Home Ranges Barn Owl home ranges are comparatively large. In the winter 
they can be up to 5,000 hectares but in summer, when there’s 
more food about, the area they use most shrinks to about 350 
hectares. This equates to 1 km radius around the nest when 
they are breeding (Barn Owl Trust - 
https://www.barnowltrust.org.uk/barn-owl-facts/barn-owl-home-
range/). Therefore the survey area of a 1km corridor (500m 
buffer)  is considered proportionate.   
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Anticipated Potential Construction And 
Operation Impacts 

At the time of undertaking the surveys the option under 
consideration was online improvements with a short offline 
section focusing on the existing A1. Refining survey area 
enabled survey effort to be focused/concentrated on suitable 
roosting and nesting features (buildings, structures and trees) 
likely to be impacted during the construction and operation of 
the scheme.  
In addition the data set collected would be more comprehensive 
in detail than might otherwise been the case with a larger survey 
buffer. Therefore any mitigation proposals are more likely to be 
focused and proportionate to the scheme.  

 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 

From: Cussen, Robert (NE) [mailto:Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk]  
Sent: 07 August 2018 00:44 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Cc: Whitehead, Andrew (NE) <Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>; Halstead, Abigail (NE) 
<Abigail.Halstead@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Subject: RE: A1 M2F - Consultation Call overview 
 
Hi Jack 
 
Thank you for the notes of our telephone conversation last week. 
 
I have set out below my comments on the Barn Owl survey, breeding bird survey and the Ancient 
Woodland Salvage Plan which confirm discussions we had last week.  Apologies for getting this to you so 
late in the day. 
 
Barn Owl survey: 
 
The main concern with the survey relates to the decision by the Jacobs to opt for a survey area of 500m 
rather than the 1.5km advised by best practice guidance.  The survey report indicates that professional 
judgement was used to determine the size of the survey area having taken into account desk study results, 
habitat types within the wider landscape, average barn owl home range etc.    
 
A clearer justification is required as to why best practice guidelines were not followed with regard to the 
survey area.   Although 500m may potentially be sufficient to identify roosts and breeding sites vulnerable 
to noise disturbance from construction and traffic noise, there may be an increase in the risk of traffic-
related mortality for birds roosting/breeding further away.  There might be a significant risk of increased 
road deaths if there are more birds breeding up to 1.5km away given that barn owls can have a home 
range of up to about 4km.  
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If part of the consultants reasoning was that the habitat quality in the wider landscape mirrored that found 
within the survey area and was thus unlikely to support anything other than a low density of barn owls then 
this would need to be fully evidenced in the survey report.  
 
Apart from the above issue, the survey seems to be of reasonable quality and suggests that there is a 
relatively low barn owl density in the survey area primarily due to the lack of suitable foraging habitats.  I 
note the conclusion that due consideration needs to be given to this particular species when finalising the 
design and overall mitigation strategy for the scheme.  In our discussions last week we touched on the risk 
of an increase traffic-related barn owl mortality as a result to of the proposal and how this could potentially 
be mitigated for through design changes that would hopefully ensure that the birds would fly at a safe 
distance above the proposed road carriageway. 
 
One further thought, if the line of the proposed new route is likely to damage/destroy Type 1 or 2 foraging 
habitat, are there any proposals to mitigate or compensate?  
 
Breeding Bird Survey: 
 
The main issues raised in relation to the survey relate the age of the survey information and the lack of 
transects through the woodland impacted by the proposed new crossing over the R. Coquet.  Both of these 
issues are dealt with below. 
 
Survey age: 
The survey was undertaken in 2016, which although not very recent, is still considered to be current and 
thus suitable to inform the impact assessment assuming that there has not been any significant changes in 
the way the land within the survey has been used within the intervening time period.  Natural England is not 
aware of any major changes in land use in this area of Northumberland and thus consider that, in this 
instance, the survey data from 2016 is acceptable.  
 
Lack of survey transects with within R. Coquet and Coquet Valley Woodlands SSSI: 
 
The survey transects undertaken skirted the edge of the section of semi natural ancient woodland in the 
area where the new crossing is proposed but did not transect through the section of woodland likely to be 
impacted by the proposal.  However, given the narrow strip of woodland involved, it is considered that as 
long as the surveyors are confident that conditional at the time of the surveys allowed them to conclude 
that the data is sufficiently robust to conclude that no species were missed then the lack of a transect 
through the SSSI woodland is not a significant issue. 
 
While birds are not a notified interest feature of the SSSI, if works are required within the woodland within 
the breeding season then checking surveys will be required prior to works commencing.  From our recent 
conversation I noted that access to the south bank of the river may now potentially be achieved by the use 
of a bailey bridge constructed from the northern bank where access is easier.  If this access option is to be 
used additional checks will need to be undertaken for kingfisher (which are known to breed along the lower 
Coquet) in this area.  I suspect that the while the southern bank is largely unsuitable nesting habitat for 
kingfisher, the northern bank is likely to be more suitable. 
 
The survey itself appears to be of good quality and I note that it will be used to inform appropriate 
mitigation as necessary. 
 
Ancient Woodland Salvage Plan: 
 
I have set out below the relevant comments for each of the sections of the plan. 
 
Impacts 
 
Direct Loss 
I understand that the area of semi-natural ancient woodland to be lost is likely to be approximately 
0.35ha.  This includes both woodland lost directly under the new bridge crossing, any adjacent work area 
required for cranes platforms etc., and any area associated with new access route beneath the 
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bridges.  Any trees felled within the redline boundary should either be left in the adjacent woodland or used 
as a source of dead wood for the compensatory planting sites. 
 
The current compensation ratio now being looked at is approximately 1-9 with two land parcels adjacent to 
the SSSI boundary on the south side of the river being considered for the delivery of compensatory 
planting i.e. part of the grass field immediately east of the existing A1 and part of the arable field 
immediately to the west of the A1.  
 
Indirect Impacts 

 Soil Compaction: 
 On the southern side of the river, within the SSSI woodland, it appears that the bed rock is 

either at, or close to, the surface in several locations and so impacts of construction and 
machine access are likely to vary depending on soil depth.   Ideally, construction would be 
organised so as to avoid any impacts on the works areas required on the downstream 
side of the proposed new bridge but where this cannot be avoided e.g. for the proposed 
crane platform, any compaction will have to be alleviated once the construction works 
have been completed. 

 If the works site on the southern bank is to be accessed via a bailey bridge consideration 
will need to be given as to how both the northern bank and southern bank of the river are 
to be restored once the access has been removed.  The northern bank of the river is 
steeper and appears to have a greater soil depth and so the stability of the river bank and 
soil compaction is likely to be more of an issue on this bank of the SSSI.  Please note that 
although all the SSSI woodland is founds on the southern side of the river, both banks of 
the river are included within the SSSI. 

 Dust:  
 Any dust generated during the construction of the new bridge crossing is likely to find its 

way into the river where it has the potential to alter the water chemistry of the river 
immediately downstream of the site, the substrate type of the river bed by increasing the 
level of fine sediment inputs and the soil composition of the woodland immediately 
adjacent to the construction site.  Sufficient dust suppression should be put in place to 
keep dust levels entering the water course and surrounding habitats to a minimum.  

 
 

 Storage of materials: 
 Materials should be stored out with the SSSI if at all possible. 
 Any materials which have the potential to constitute a pollution risk to the SSSI e.g. fuels, 

lubricants, chemicals including cement etc., should not be stored within the SSSI but 
should be brought on to site only when necessary. 

 Given the location of the site is situated in a gorge of a very flashy river catchment the 
flood risk in the lower sections of the site should not be underestimated in either the 
design of bailey bridge access of the placement of machinery or materials.  Any machines 
or materials that cannot be removed from within the SSSI outside working hours should be 
moved sufficiently far back from the river so as not to be at risk from a sudden high flow 
event. 

 
 Temporary site compound: 

 My understanding is that this will be out with the SSSI on the south side of the river in the 
grass field immediately east of the existing A1.   

 
 Spread of invasive species:  

 As discussed, INNS (Invasive Non-Native Species) are a significant issue on many of the 
rivers in Northumberland.  Himalayan balsam and Japanese knotweed have become 
established on the lower Coquet a short distance downstream of the A1 bridge at 
Felton.  It is vitally important that all necessary measures are taken to ensure that all 
machines and materials imported to the site and all personnel working on project the 
follow the Check, Clean, Dry protocol to help ensure that no new INNS are introduced to 
the system or that those already present on the system are not spread any further in the 
system as a result of the works within the R. Coquet catchment. 
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Avoidance 
 

 Efforts made to retain habitat e.g. design of drainage outflow and footbridge design: 
 While the positioning of the footbridge underneath the road bridges will reduce the impact 

on the woodland habitats, perhaps more of a concern with this element of the proposal my 
inadvertently introduce access to an area of the woodland which at present shows little sign 
of human disturbance.  If possible the footbridge and access steps should be designed in 
such a way as to reduce the likelihood of people and their dogs straying from the access 
route and potentially disturbing otters (an interest feature of the site), badgers ( there is a 
substantial set a short distance upstream of the existing bridge) and other wildlife.   

 Introducing access to this area is also likely to hasten the spread of the INNS species found 
along the access paths in the Felton area.  

 
Construction Mitigation Requirements 
 

 Construction Environment Management Plan: 
 The significance of the SSSI should be clearly highlighted in the CEMP to ensure that all 

personnel working on the project are aware of the sensitivities of both the river and 
associated semi-natural ancient woodland. 

 The CEMP should clearly define what works are going to be undertaken with in the SSSI, 
the risks associated with these works and how the impacts of works are to be mitigated.  In 
particular, attention should be drawn the potential impacts of possible contamination of soil 
or water, the introduction/spread of INNS and the risk of entrapment/injury of otters/badgers 
using the woodland in this area. 

 
 Machine movements:   

 Machine movements must be restricted to an agreed works area adjacent to the new 
bridge.  The works area should be clearly delineated with some sort of visible barrier to 
ensure that machine drivers do not accidently stray into the woodland beyond the works 
area. 

 All machines are to be in good working order with refuelling taking place out with the SSSI 
in an appropriately bunded area away from the river.   

 
 Use of the crane and platform: 

 If the crane is to remain onsite for any period of time such that refuelling is required within 
the SSSI the appropriate measures will need to be put in place to ensure that the risk of 
contamination of the site during refuelling is eliminated.  Such measures will need to be 
agreed with both Natural England and the Environment Agency. 

 If material needs to be imported for the crane platform, all materials will need to be removed 
on completion of the works and the site appropriately restored. 

 
Location of Donor Site 
 
The selection of the donor sites has been discussed in some detail previously and is touched on briefly 
above.  Natural England would like to acknowledge the efforts being made by WSP to secure the preferred 
donor site located in arable lands to the west of the existing highway as part of the compensation 
area.  The lands to the west of the A1 are likely to suffer less of an impact from nitrogen deposition 
associated with the motorway due to the direction of the prevailing wind.  Additionally, new planting in this 
area would increase the buffer between intensive arable operations and the SSSI reducing the potential 
flow of nutrients into the designated site.  If this site can be secured it would also allow the establishment of 
one of the compensatory planting area to begin almost immediately which would help to deliver some 
compensatory habitat prior to the loss of the existing woodland within the redline boundary. 
 
Detailed Botanical Survey 
 

 Arbs and ground flora surveys: 
 The detailed surveys of the tree and ground flora should aim to cover not just the area within 

the redline boundary but the area of woodland both upstream and downstream of the 
existing bridge.  This is to ensure that the results of the survey provide an accurate 
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representation of the woodland with in the river reach where the  bridge is located rather 
than concentrating solely the area  immediately adjacent to the bridge, some of which 
appears to have been significantly impacted when the existing A1 bridge was installed over 
40 years ago. 

 The results of the survey will help inform the tree composition of the compensatory planting 
areas, density of planting and the ground flora that is likely to be found in the compensatory 
areas in the medium to long term. 

 It would also be useful if the survey could determine how prevalent ash die back disease is 
in the woodland as this will also help to inform the planting plan for the compensatory areas. 

 
Donor Site Preparation   
 

 Soil conditions: 
 Nutrient levels in the two proposed donor sites are likely to be different to those found in the 

existing woodland with higher nutrient levels (mainly P but also potentially for N) likely to be 
present in both her arable and grass field donor sites. 

 Soil testing will be required for the two compensation sites and for a number of locations in 
the woodland around the bridge to help inform what soil management may be required to 
ensure that the soil conditions in the compensatory sites are as close to that in the 
woodland as possible. 

 Soil parameter to be tested should include, pH, Total P, N, K and Mg. 
 
Soil Preparation 
 

 Nutrient levels: 
 It is likely that both sites will have elevated levels of P due to the nature of current 

agricultural practices and if this proves to be the case soil stripping is likely to be 
required.  The outcome of the soil testing will help to inform the level of stripping required 
and this may be in the region of 10cm for the grass field with possibly a slightly greater 
depth of stripping required from the arable field where nutrient applications are likely to 
have been greater. 

 
Salvage Effort 
 

 Soil translocation: 
 While the volumes of soil that are likely to be displaced by the proposed bridge design are 

likely to be small, it will be potentially worth while collecting this soil for spreading on the 
compensation sites unless there are good biosecurity reasons (i.e. the potential to spread 
ash die back disease to the compensation sites) for not using displaced soils from within 
the woodland. 

 WSP will seek the advice of the Plant Health England with regard to the risks associated 
with soil harvesting from the works area. 

 
 Seed bank collection: 

 Ideally, seed from the existing woodland would be used to propagate the trees for the two 
proposed compensatory sites.  This would give the best genetic match suited to local 
conditions and also would ensure that there are no issue with the securing the appropriate 
tree of local provenance for the site. 

 Given that ash dieback has been found within the woodland, this species should be 
excluded from the planting mix for the compensatory sites.  In any event, it is more than 
likely ash is will seed into these sites of its own accord. 

 Assuming that there are no plant health reasons why seeds from other species can’t be 
harvested from with the SSSI woodland.   Seed harvesting should begin this season and be 
grown on in an appropriate nursery, or potentially even on one of the compensatory sites, to 
ensure that we have stock ready for the compensatory planting sites. 

 
 Tree sapling translocation: 

 Collection of saplings of the appropriate species from within the works area should be 
attempted if at all possible.   



7

 Collection of saplings from the wider woodland area is acceptable provided that the level of 
collection does not impact on the overall ability of the woodland to regenerate. 

 Ideally, the root ball with the surrounding soil would be removed intact but this may not be 
possible given the presence of ash die back in the woodland.  

 Any saplings collected could potentially be transplanted directly into the proposed 
compensatory area west of the A1, assuming that this land is secured for compensatory 
planting.  This would negate the need to find temporary storage for the saplings. 

 
 Ground flora: 

 The establishment of understory ground flora is likely to be difficult in the newly established 
woodland blocks due to the lack of shade and competition from other species.  It might be 
worth exploring the possibility of sowing a Coquet Valley hay meadow mix amongst the 
saplings as hay meadows have a number of species in common with woodland ground 
flora.  This would also help to supress weeds and over time allow ground flora from the 
adjacent woodland to colonise.  Once the trees close canopy additional plant species could 
be transplanted from the adjacent woodland if they did not manage to colonise naturally.  

 
 Timber collection: 

 Some of the timber felled within the redline boundary should be used to improve the habitat 
quality of the compensatory sites. 

 
Improvement to Existing Woodland 
 

 Removal of non-native tree species, thinning, deer management etc.: 
 Potential management options to help mitigate for the impacts of the proposed development 

will need to be carefully considered and may be informed, in part by the arbs survey 
currently being conducted.  The presence of ash die back in the forest will naturally create 
openings on the canopy thus reducing the need to thin/create openings within the existing 
woodland. 

 Previous attempts to reduce the density of non-native tree species such as sycamore have 
not proved to be successful and indeed there is potentially a climate change argument for 
retaining sycamore as it has been suggested that it is likely to be one of the trees species is 
adaptable enough to cope with predicted future climate change.  It may however be worth 
considering removing/reducing the density of other non-native trees e.g. sweet chestnut. 

 Meaningful management of deer and rabbits is unlikely to be possible within the existing 
woodland due to the size of the woodland and the difficult terrain involved and efforts to 
control the damage caused by graziers should be concentrated on the two compensatory 
sites which are relatively small and easily fenced. 

  There is potential for INNS control to be undertaken at the Felton edge of the woodland and 
possibly further upstream depending on how far they have spread into the woodland. 

 
Proposed Woodland Establishment  
 

 Planting plan, establishment and protection of the woodland : 
 As previously discussed, Natural England’s first preference is to use seed collected from the 

species representative of the NVC woodland community for which the site is notified (W9a) 
which would then be grow and used to plant the compensatory planting areas.  This could 
be supplemented by sapling collected from within the SSSI woodland.  If it proves 
impossible to use seed collected from the SSSI woodland in this area due to the presence of 
ash die back disease then consideration should be given to sourcing seed from an 
alternative source of the relevant species in the wider Coquet catchment.  If neither of the 
above options are possible then sourcing the relevant species of local provenance from 
local nurseries can be considered. 

 If the two areas of land proposed for compensatory planting can be obtained they it should 
be possible to establish the woodland on the western section relatively quickly with the site 
to the east of the new carriage way coming on stream once the compound is no longer 
required.  This would allow Highways England to provide some upfront compensation for the 
loss semi-natural ancient woodland. 
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  The design of the woodland planting would need to be carefully considered to ensure that 
existing mature trees, which include some large oaks, on the edge of the SSSI woodland 
are not crowed out by any new planting.   

 A robust deer fence would be required to protect the newly created woodland and this would 
need to be maintained until the canopy is beyond browse height. 

 
Monitoring and Management 
 
Many of the topics in this section have already been covered under the various heading above.  The length 
of time for which Highways England will be responsible for the management of the compensatory 
woodlands needs to be discussed further but Natural England’s view is that these sites should be looked 
after in perpetuity and managed along with other woodlands on the Highways England estate. 
 
I hope the above comments on the salvage plan prove to be a useful in furthering the development of the 
proposals to compensate for the loss of semi-natural ancient woodlands with in the River Coquet and 
Coquet Valley Woodlands SSSI.  
 
If you would like to discuss any of the above comments further feel free to contact me but please note that I 
will be on leave from two weeks from the 10th August. 
 
All the best 
Bob 
 
Robert Cussen 
Lead Adviser 
Northumbria Area Team 
Natural England 
Lancaster House 
Hampshire Court 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
NE4 7YH 
 
Tel: 02080265449 
email: robert.cussen@naturalengland.org.uk  
 

www.gov.uk/natural-england  

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected 
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to 
meetings and attendvia audio, video or web conferencing. 
 
Follow us on Twitter 
 
 
We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service   

 
To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals  
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications. 
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From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 03 August 2018 12:18 
To: Cussen, Robert (NE) <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; Proctor, 
Sarah <sarah.proctor@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 M2F - Consultation Call overview 
 
Hi Bob, 
 
Many thanks for your time over the phone yesterday. Please find a quick overview of our discussion for reference, 
prior to a more detailed breakdown to be received from you on Monday. 
 
Barn Owls 

- It was discussed that a barn owl specialist has been consulted regarding the reduced survey area adopted in 
comparison to the Shawyer guidance. You confirm that further expansion on the justification bullet points 
contained within the barn owl report is required in order to fully understand the rationale for reducing the 
survey area. Action – JF to provide full justification upon receipt from Jacobs. 

- I raised that WSP are aiming to consult specialist groups and the wildlife trust for Northumberland to attain 
any additional baseline data regarding the distribution of barn owls within 1.5 km of the Scheme. This would 
then be used to inform placement of mitigation boxes (to compensate for the functional loss of nesting 
locations recorded within close proximity of the Scheme). 

- The above consultation would also aim to understand any areas currently being considered for the 
placement of barn owl boxes, also using this information to inform the mitigation location design.  

 
Breeding Birds 

- It was confirmed that, unless the habitat composition or usage has changed significantly since the survey 
work in 2016 (both agreed that this is unlikely), then the age of the data is suitable to inform the impact 
assessment. 

- It was also confirmed that, as long as the surveyors are confident that they captured all bird calls within and 
around the SSSI from the transect routes adopted (Jacobs have confirmed they are happy with the 
robustness of the survey work completed), then the absence of survey effort from directly within the SSSI is 
not considered a significant constraint. In addition, the SSSI is not cited for any particular breeding bird 
species. 

 
Bats 

- Comments regarding survey work to be provided by Abi Halstead upon return from leave. 
 
Ancient Woodland Strategy 

- Ground investigation is likely required to understand the potential impacts of soil compaction. 
- Dust suppression too be incorporated into mitigation (CEMP) to prevent impacts, particularly to the 

watercourse. 
- Storage of materials – ideally outside the SSSI. Refuelling of a crane (if the case) would need to be 

considered in CEMP. 
- Invasive species – importantly Himalayan balsam (HB) and Japanese knotweed (JK)  

o Both known to be downstream near Felton – not believed that HB has moved upstream as far as the 
bridge 

o Check, clean, dry protocol to be implemented as minimum 
o Materials brought in (e.g. spoil and plants) – source to be confirmed to ensure they are clean and 

free of invasive materials 
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- Minimisation of footbridge impacts  
o Prevent access to the woodland – possibility of enclosing walkway 
o Also important to prevent access of walkers from Felton, which may incur spread of invasives 

- Treatment of run-off – salt and grit – to be undertaken through balancing pond (TBC) 
- Current compensation ratio approximately 1:9, with discussions ongoing  

o Compensation land to west preferred, due to likely lower levels of N deposition from prevailing 
winds 

o Nutrient levels likely higher on west side (arable)  
 Sampling of soils and nutrient stripping likely 

- Ash die back discussed – unlikely to be able to plant in compensation areas  
o Alternative species (i.e. those already found within woodland to be lost and also wider woodland) to 

be used 
o Possible control of spread through “cordon sanitaire” or similar – Action – JF to discuss with arbs 

and Plant Health England 
- Phased preparation of compensation planting areas – possibly prepare east early to allow this to be used as 

nursery and also become established. Then prepare east following removal of temporary site compound, 
then plant in this area. 

- Soil testing – possibly also test for potassium and magnesium 
- Soil stripping – understood to be 10cm depth in grassland fields, possible deeper for arable 
- Woodland understorey  

o Option to plant compensation areas with Coquet Valley Haymeadow species mix 
o Once tree canopy established, then try to plant understorey/ ground flora and/ or encourage 

natural colonisation from existing woodland 
- Mature oaks along existing west woodland edge – compensation planting will need to consider avoidance of 

over-crowding these (stand-off distances) 
- Preferable to source seeds from existing woodland – Action: JF to discuss feasibility given the presence of 

ash die back to be discussed with Plant Health England  
o Source acorns, seeds, etc? 

- Sycamore – possible substitute of ash, although recognised as a non-native. Action – BC to loo into 
opportunities of using sycamore. Gut feeling is to not use.  

o Discussed potential to use initially to establish the woodland canopy and once other more desirable 
species are well-established, start to remove sycamore and manage – potential difficulties  

- Soil strip for compound, before or after removal – Action: JF to discuss with engineers to confirm 
- Species composition – review broader area, not just woodland block being lost. Action – JF to speak to arbs 

to understand possible species mix for compensation planting 
- Sapling translocation – may have to removal soils from root stock to prevent spread of ash die back  

o Potential to obtain saplings from further into woodland (to be informed by outbreak map of ash die 
back) 

o Able to collect saplings from SSSI woodland as long as this doesn’t have impact on overall health of 
woodland/ SSSI 

- Improvements to existing woodland  
o SSSI assent required for sapling translocation 
o Creation of temporary open spaces – possibly not. Likely natural due to ash die back 
o Removal of sycamore – possible not 
o Deer management and rabbit – more important for new compensation planting areas 
o Interested to understand what arbs team would suggest for woodland enhancement (Action – JF to 

discuss with arbs) 
o Possibly tackle issues with invasive species  
o Sycamore and sweet chestnut 
o Action – BC to discuss and advise other opportunities for enhancement in existing woodland to 

support ancient woodland strategy 
- Timeframes – once the west compensation area (if to be used) is prepared, start planting straight away 

(Action – JF to discuss timeframes with project team) 
- Monitoring and management  

o Initial sapling collection – possibly retain some, store in nursery and use for additional planting (in 
subsequent years) 
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o Would expect strategy to include management and maintenance of fencing, rabbit guards, etc. 
- Soil collection – sooner rather than later, collect now? (Action – JF to discuss timeframes with project 

team) 
 
I look forward to your response on Monday and further discussions. 
 
Kind regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Cussen, Robert (NE) <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 23 November 2018 12:30
To: Fenwick, Jack
Cc: Macmillan, Nic
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland M2F - HRA Screening Report

Hi Jack 
 
Apologies again for the delay in getting back to you with comments on the above. 
 
I have looked through the HRA Screening report for the proposal and the only area where I would suggest 
that the HRA may need some additional comment is the Annex C Screening Matrix section relating to 
emissions which would help to support the overall conclusion of the report. 
 
This section of the report does not appear to address the potential risks of aerial emissions.  Given that 
there is going to be an increase in the number of vehicles using the upgraded road the potential impacts of 
aerial emissions on the N2K sites distant from the scheme should be referenced.  I am assuming that the 
air quality assessments that have been carried out have indicated that any increase in aerial deposition will 
occur relatively close to the road and thus would be unlikely to impact on the N2K sites due to the 
distances involved.  If this is the case then it would be appropriate to be evidenced this in the report. 
 
Additionally, with regard to the risk of polluted surface water runoff, it may be appropriate to highlight that 
the risk of this occurring as a result of the proposal will be minimised by appropriate pollution prevention 
and control measures deployed during the construction phase and by the network of stilling/balancing 
ponds during the operational phase rather than relying solely on distance and natural dilution rates as a 
reason to screen out potential impacts on hydrology. 
 
Apart from the above comments, I concur with the overall conclusion of the report that the proposal is not 
likely to have a significant impact on the coastal and marine N2K sites located to the east of the proposed 
scheme. 
 
Happy to discuss further if necessary. 
 
All the best 
Bob 
 
Robert Cussen 
Lead Adviser 
Northumbria Area Team 
Natural England 
Lancaster House 
Hampshire Court 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
NE4 7YH 
 
Tel: 02080265449 
email: robert.cussen@naturalengland.org.uk  
 

www.gov.uk/natural-england  

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected 
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 



2

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to 
meetings and attendvia audio, video or web conferencing. 
 
Follow us on Twitter 
 
 
We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service   

 
To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals  
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications. 
 
 
 
 
 

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 22 November 2018 09:59 
To: Cussen, Robert (NE) <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com> 
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland M2F - HRA Screening Report 
 
Many thanks for the confirmation Bob. 
 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 

From: Cussen, Robert (NE) [mailto:Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk]  
Sent: 22 November 2018 09:54 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland M2F - HRA Screening Report 
 
Hi Jack 
 
I have down loaded the documents and will get back to you with comments by COP tomorrow. 
 
All the best 
Bob 
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Kind Regards, 
Jack 

Your credentials: 

 
Username: HUGLYOVHTY 
Password: T1mVRdA9 
                   
 
Simple access via Web Browser:  
https://share-ca.wspgroup.com  
Access with FTP client via port 22 :  
ftp://share-ca.wspgroup.com  
 
 
The login above will expire on 2018-12-22 00:00:00 , the site and all its data are deleted 
automatically after it expires. 
No backups are done of the FTP server. Keep a copy of your data to avoid any inconvenience.  
Contact us at 1-855-977-4873 or by email at ITCanada-ServiceDesk@wspgroup.com for 
modification of the site. 

 

 

 

 

NOTICE: This communication and any attachments ("this message") may contain information which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or otherwise 

subject to restricted disclosure under applicable law. This message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorized use, disclosure, viewing, 

copying, alteration, dissemination or distribution of, or reliance on, this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, or you are 

not an authorized or intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying to this message, delete this message and all copies from your e-

mail system and destroy any printed copies.  

 
 

 

  
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Fenwick, Jack
Sent: 29 August 2018 12:49
To: David Feige
Cc: Macmillan, Nic
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton highways scheme - ecology

Hi David, 
 
Many thanks for your response below. Following further consultation with land owners to understand viability of 
land acquirement, it is currently proposed to use the land shown below for compensatory planting to address the 
loss of both ancient woodland and woodland belonging to the Local Wildlife Site (LWS) as a result of the new 
crossing over the River Coquet. 
 
This area has also been presented to Natural England for comment (response pending). NE expressed a preference 
of land to the west of the A1 over land to the east due to likely reduction in nitrogen deposition from traffic as a 
result of the prevailing winds. 
 
Whilst this area is located to the south of the river, it is contiguous with the riparian corridor and affords a large area 
to be set aside and managed for woodland planting.  
 
I would welcome your comments on the above with regards to the compensation for the loss of LWS. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
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Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 
From: David Feige [mailto:david.feige@northumberland.gov.uk]  
Sent: 15 August 2018 11:29 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Cc: Proctor, Sarah <sarah.proctor@wsp.com>; Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com> 
Subject: Re: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton highways scheme - ecology 
 
Hello Jack 
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Thank you for your email and plan; the areas marked in yellow and purple look promising, subject to their existing 
ecological characteristics of course. We don't hold any ecological data for these sites, but satellite images don't 
show any obvious constraints to woodland planting. 
 
Regards 
 
David 
 
On 9 August 2018 at 14:49, Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> wrote: 

Hi David, 

  

Many thanks for your response. Consultation with Natural England is ongoing to progress and agree a strategy to 
address the loss of ancient woodland, however, the woodland within the LWS is also being considered carefully 
given the characteristics and indicator species it supports.  

  

The area shown in blue on the below map represents an area proposed for woodland planting, in part to address 
the loss of woodland from the LWS. This is located to the north of Felton Park and is directly connected at present 
to the LWS by the presence of woodland strips that run parallel and adjacent to the existing A1. Some of the 
connective woodland may be lost to the scheme, however, it is also proposed to strengthen the connectivity 
through further woodland planting (orange area). Proposals will be finalised following further discussions with land 
owners, but I can confirm that we are currently investigating a ratio higher than a simple 1:1 and ideally would aim 
to meet the same ratio to be employed for the ancient woodland. 

  

I’d be interested in your comment on the above and I too would be interested in discussing the scheme further. I 
am out of the office today, however, should be back in the office tomorrow if you are available.  

  

I look forward to further discussions soon. 

  

Kind Regards, 

Jack 
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Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 

Senior Consultant 

  

 

T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  

  

  

Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
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wsp.com 

  

Confidential 

This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly proh bited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the 
sender and delete the message. Thank you. 

  

WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

  

From: David Feige [mailto:david.feige@northumberland.gov.uk]  
Sent: 03 August 2018 10:42 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Cc: Proctor, Sarah <sarah.proctor@wsp.com>; Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com> 
Subject: Re: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton highways scheme - ecology 

  

Hello Jack 

  

Thank you for your email; the LWS citation is attached. You will see that the area of LWS woodland around the A1 
crossing is semi-natural deciduous woodland with ancient woodland indicator species and lies immediately 
adjacent to ancient semi-natural woodland that is designated as SSSI. Therefore while the area to be lost is not 
designated ancient woodland, in terms of ecological characteristics and position in ecological unit its value is likely 
to be very close to that. Bearing in mind Natural England's advice that where loss of ancient woodland is 
unavoidable it should be replaced at a ratio of 30:1, I would consider 1:1 replacement to be a very long way short 
of what would be appropriate in this case. 

  

Perhaps we could have a chat once you have had a chance to look at the citation. I'd also be very happy to discuss 
other aspects of the scheme and would be particularly interested to hear your thoughts concerning opportunities 
for ecological enhancements along the route.  

  

Regards 

  

David Feige 

  

On 30 July 2018 at 16:31, Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> wrote: 

Hi David, 
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I have been provided your details in order to discuss the ecology element of the Morpeth to Felton highways 
scheme. In particular, is the impact to the Coquet River Felton Park Local Wildlife Site (LWS).  

  

As a brief overview, the Scheme will result in the loss of a small area of the LWS, approximately 0.35 ha, to 
facilitate the construction of a new bridge crossing across the River Coquet and associated infrastructure. The 
mitigation scheme will likely involve compensatory planting at a minimum of like-for-like (in area) to compensate 
for the loss, with current draft proposals including planting to the northeast of the existing bridge to improve 
connectivity between the LWS woodland and Felton Park woodland to the north. Mitigation will also consider 
impacts to wildlife, such as nesting birds, otter & water vole and great crested newts. 

  

I am awaiting a response from Northumberland Wildlife Trust in order to obtain a copy of the LWS citation for 
further understanding, however, would welcome your comment and discussion regarding the Scheme, both in 
terms of the LWS or other ecological elements. 

 
Kind Regards, 

Jack 

  

Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 

Senior Consultant 

  

 

T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  

  

  

Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  

  

wsp.com 

  

Confidential 

This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly proh bited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Mo, Lucy <lucy.mo@environment-agency.gov.uk>
Sent: 14 June 2018 16:20
To: Fenwick, Jack
Cc: Macmillan, Nic
Subject: RE: A1 Morpeth to Felton Scheme - culvert design

Hi Jack,  
Fish and mammal passage & mitigation should be considered for all culverts and watercourses, not just in locations 
where they’ve been previously recorded.  
 
Many thanks  
 
Lucy  
 

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 14 June 2018 16:05 
To: Mo, Lucy <lucy.mo@environment-agency.gov.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 Morpeth to Felton Scheme - culvert design 
 
Hi Lucy,  
 
Many thanks for getting back to me. To confirm our discussions, fish passage and mammal movement through 
culverts should be considered on all culverts, not just those that have previously recorded presence. 
 
Please could you confirm in writing for my records. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
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and delete the message. Thank you. 
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ITEM MEETING NOTES 

1  Prior to the meeting, JF issued the latest Draft Ecological Mitigation Plan for review (appended for reference). 

Items in BOLD reference key discussion points/take away messages. 

Items in RED detail actions to be completed following the meeting. 

2  Prior to the discussion of ecological mitigation, a brief discussion was had regarding the proposed ground 
investigation (GI) around the River Coquet bridge and Post-Tensioned Special Investigation (PTSI) of the 
existing bridge itself.  

JF confirmed that the EA Flood Risk Activity Permit (FRAP) had been issued (or was to be issued imminently) 
for the GI works, including ecological mitigation: 

- Pre-start walkover to confirm no change to site conditions. Includes a check for badger, red squirrel, 
otter and invasive species (none of which have been previously recorded within the works area); 

- Appointment of an Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW) to oversee the works; 

- Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP); 

- Precautionary working methods on the northern side of the river in relation to great crested newts (to 
include ECoW supervised habitat clearance); and 
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 - Habitat clearance with regards to nesting birds (clearance outside bird nesting season or pre-
commencement survey if undertaken within, protective buffer adopted and ecological support 
provided if active nest(s) found). 

BC queried whether a licence assessor had been consulted with regards to the GCN mitigation proposals. 
JF confirmed that contact had not been achieved prior to submission of the permit application.  

With regards to PTSI works, JF confirmed that the Environment Agency (EA) had confirmed the requirement 
for a FRAP. Currently under discussion. 

BC and JF identified and agreed primary routes of impact were the risk of materials/matter released into the 
watercourse. JF confirmed that a CEMP would be developed to address this. 

3  The Draft Ecological Mitigation Plan was systematically discussed, working from south to north of the 
scheme. The following were presented by JF: 

- Following consultation with the EA, fish passage and mammal passage have been considered and 
incorporated, where possible, into all culverts (not just those where fish or riparian mammals were 
recorded during baseline surveys). Only a couple of instances where it has not been possible to 
incorporate a natural bed (fish passage) or a mammal shelf due to site constraints. 

- Demolition of North Gate House (B4A) – single common pipistrelle day roost. Compensation to 
include a bat box installed on a nearby tree. Details to be presented within a method statement. 

- Wildlife culverts incorporated at several locations along the scheme to provide suitable crossing 
points. These are designed as 600mm diameter, in line with recommended specifications for badger 
tunnels (which also accommodate other species). 

- Balancing ponds within junctions will not be enhanced through planting, to discourage wildlife from 
entering the junction network and at risk of collision with vehicles. The habitat will be established 
using grassland mixes and maintained to avoid development of scrub and trees. 

- Badger fencing has been included at two locations along the scheme, to discourage badgers 
crossing the road. The southern location (north of Highlaws Junction – online section) aims to prevent 
badgers crossing the road (active outlier and subsidiary setts recorded either side of carriageway. 
The northern location (Causey Park – offline section) aims to encourage and direct badger 
movement to a culvert with a mammal shelf for safe crossing beneath the road. 

- A new culvert, under the offline route, is proposed along the River Lyne that supports fish passage 
(natural bed and low-flow channel). Following consultation with the EA, it is proposed to install fish 
pass features (such as baffles) on the existing culvert under the current A1 downstream of the new 
culvert (improvement). 

- Following consultation with the EA, It shall be recommended that the new channel to be created to 
the north and west of Fenrother Junction is designed (likely at detailed design stage) to create a 
meandering channel with changes in flows and conditions, rather than a continuous straight channel. 
The channel passes through the Fenrother Junction and, to discourage wildlife from becoming 
entrapped within the junction, an alternative wildlife culvert (600mm diameter) has been provided 
nearby to the west. Through habitat design, the wildlife culvert will connect the new channel to two 
proposed balancing ponds. 

- The offline section of the scheme passes between an occupied barn owl breeding site (west of 
scheme) and active roost (east of the scheme) at approximate chainage 16100. Excess spoil will be 
used to create bunds on either side of the carriage way between 15900 to 16400 and 16700 to 
16950. This aims to encourage barn owl to fly higher over the carriageway, above risk of collision 
with vehicles. The outer slopes of the bunds (i.e. those away from the carriageway) will be planted 
with woodland planting to further increase the height profile either side of the road in the long-term. 
The inner slopes (i.e. those facing the carriageway) will be maintained as conservation grassland to 
discourage barn owl foraging along the road side (risk of collision) and discourage bats from crossing 
the road (encourage flight lines parallel with the road). 
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- The baseline surveys recorded four barn owl breeding sites (three confirmed, one potential) within 
the surveyed area. It is proposed to provide compensation for these features in the form of barn owl 
boxes within buildings/tree-mounted, located at least 1km from main roads (target area identified to 
the northeast of the scheme). WSP is currently in discussions with the AONB Partnership, who have 
offered their assistance in identifying potential receptor sites for mitigation, installation of the features 
and future monitoring (5-year period). Detail to support the DCO for securing the barn owl mitigation 
to be confirmed.  

- A wildlife culvert is proposed at approximate chainage 18300 to facilitate mammal crossing under 
the scheme, including potential for bats. However, due to site constraints to the dimensions of the 
culvert (1500mm diameter), the culvert is currently described as experimental mitigation. There are 
no known sources to confirm that a culvert of this size would be readily used by bats as a commuting 
feature (further literature being reviewed) to allow the culvert to be classed as “mitigation”. 

- A medium sized metapopulation (11-100 individuals) of great crested newts (two ponds) is present 
at Burgham Park Golf Course. The scheme will result in a greater habitat loss than is feasible to 
create (in terms of area), due to land availability (location adjacent to golf course). As such, it is 
proposed to create woodland and grassland habitats, enhance existing habitats through inclusion of 
refugia piles/hibernacula, create two new ponds and include an amphibian tunnel under a single-
track road to provide connectivity between mitigation habitat (including one of the two proposed 
ponds). BC recommended that woodland creation is not densely planted, particularly around 
the proposed pond (open woodland design). The temporary exclusion fence shown on the Draft 
Ecological Mitigation Plan is considered a worst-case scenario, enclosing all land within 500m of the 
great crested newt ponds. However, at detailed design, the fence layout would be discussed further 
with Natural England to inform a licence application and it is considered that this could be reduced 
(particularly to exclude trapping of the arable field to the north).  

o Longdike Burn passes between the scheme and the great crested newt ponds. The 
watercourse is several meters wide, however, during site visits did not appear to have a 
significant flow. As such, this is considered as a partial barrier to great crested newt 
movement, reducing the impacts of the scheme. 

- The northern culvert along Longdike Burn (existing) will be extended as part of the scheme, 
continuing the arch culvert design to maintain a natural bed for fish passage. A mammal ledge is 
also to be installed within the new section of culvert and retrospectively fit to the existing section.  

- There are two bat boxes on the western headwall of the northern culvert along Longdike Burn, the 
origin of which is unknown. It is proposed to remove the bat boxes, extend the culvert and reinstall 
the boxes on the new headwall (subject to a Natural England licence if bats are found to be occupying 
during a pre-commencement survey). 

- The southern existing culvert along Longdike Burn (no construction works proposed) currently 
supports wooden baffles for fish passage. Following discussion with the EA, it is proposed to replace 
these with a longer-lasting material (to be confirmed) to improve the life span and efficiency of the 
features. 

- The two balancing ponds to the southwest of Eshott Airfield will be maintained as short grassland 
(similar management and maintenance to those balancing ponds found within junctions) to address 
the perceived risk of bird collision with planes/gliders that may occur if these are ecological 
enhanced. 

- Area 14 (highways management) expressed an interest in the design of the 8-lane screening to the 
west of Eshott Airfield (within the central reservation), to be more natural and softer than the standard 
metal fencing. The screening would be designed with this in mind, but to be inert and not attractive 
to wildlife to discourage movement into the road network (risk of vehicle collision). 

- Ancient woodland compensation area – detail presented in Item 4 below. 

- It is proposed to install bat boxes along the southern woodland edge of the River Coquet and Coquet 
Valley Woodlands SSSI and northern boundary of the ancient woodland compensation area as 
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compensation for the temporary functional loss of pipistrelle roosts along the scheme. This includes 
four tree roosts and a roost in the existing River Coquet Bridge, which are all retained but will be 
temporarily disturbed during construction. 

- A small population of great crested newts is present to the north west of the River Coquet Bridge. It 
is proposed to compensate through the creation of scrubby grassland from an area which is currently 
intensively grazed. Grazing during restricted times of the year may form part of habitat management, 
although this is subject to further discussion/agreement between landowners and the client. The 
temporary exclusion fence shown on the Ecological Mitigation Plan is considered a worst-case 
scenario, enclosing all land within 500m of the great crested newt pond. However, at detailed design, 
the fence layout would be discussed further to inform a licence application and it is considered that 
this could be reduced. 

- An area of woodland planting is proposed on the eastern side of the carriageway, north of the River 
Coquet Bridge, to maintain the connection between the river valley woodland and Felton Park 
woodland to the north. The current connective woodland strip would be lost as a result of the scheme. 

- Parkwood Subway was identified as an important underpass for wildlife movement during the 
baseline survey, particularly for bats and badger. The subway is to be extended to accommodate 
the widening of the road, but the underpass will be maintained post-construction. 

- There are two badger setts to the east of Parkwood Subway that will be lost as a result of the scheme 
(one active outlier and one inactive outlier). A licence will be obtained for the exclusion and 
destruction of the setts. As the setts represent outliers and there is an expanse of suitable habitat in 
the wider area, no artificial setts are proposed. Depending on scheme design and impacts, it is 
possible that a third inactive outlier in the same vicinity would be included within the licence. 

- The location of the balancing pond at the north end of the scheme (east side of carriageway) is under 
review and may be relocated to the western side of the carriageway, outside the red line boundary. 
This would require a licence due to loss of great crested newt habitat and suitable mitigation and 
compensation. If the relocation does occur, the red line boundary is likely to be brought in on the 
eastern side. 

4  Ancient Woodland Strategy 

JF confirmed that, since previous discussions, it has been possible to bring the red line boundary (working 
footprint) in around the proposed River Coquet Bridge, thereby reducing the loss of ancient woodland. As 
previously discussed and agreed, the strategy is compensating for the loss of designated ancient woodland 
within the SSSI (south side of the river) but also compensating for loss of woodland within the Local Wildlife 
Site (LWS) located within the red line boundary. The latter is not designated as ancient woodland although 
supports ancient woodland character (such as indicator species).  

Latest calculations show the loss (area within the red line boundary) to be 0.27ha of SSSI woodland 
(previously 0.37ha) and 0.41ha of LWS woodland (previously 0.37ha, giving a total loss of 0.68ha of ancient 
woodland. Applying the ratio previously agreed (August 2018) of 1:12, the strategy will include 8.16ha of 
compensatory woodland planting.   

JF explained that the Ancient Woodland Strategy document has been progressed, but still includes the range 
of possible actions that could be undertaken, as previously presented. It is now intended to finalise the 
document to show what will be undertaken as part of the strategy. As such, the following high-level task list 
is proposed: 

1. Receptor site1 - Test soil conditions/nutrient levels 
2. Receptor site - Manipulate soils 
3. Receptor site - Re-test to confirm achieved 
4. Donor site2 – translocate ground flora to wider SSSI/ancient woodland (BC confirmed this action 

requires SSSI Assent). Salvage saplings (by hand) if achievable. 

                                                      
1 Compensatory woodland planting area 
2 Area within red line boundary 
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5. Donor site – fell woodland (retain material for use on receptor site) 
6. Donor site – soil strip 
7. Receptor site – spread stripped soils 
8. Receptor site – sow hay meadow seed mix and plant nursery transplants (60-90cm) and salvaged 

saplings (if achieved) 
9. Wider woodland – collect and transplant saplings by hand into the receptor site) (BC confirmed 

this action requires SSSI Assent) 
10. Manage and maintain receptor site 

a. During which, ground flora seed obtained and grown on, ready to be transplanted at 
suitable time (trigger – when canopy of woodland has developed and hay meadow 
grassland has started to die back/recede). 
 

JF explained that it has not been possible to undertake the soil sampling to date and therefore the strategy 
will stipulate this as a prerequisite to inform soil manipulation actions (such as nutrient stripping). The details 
of soil manipulation would be subject to the results of the sampling and therefore the strategy will detail the 
aims, objectives and high-level options for soil manipulation (to replicate conditions, as closely as possible, 
to the donor site) rather than present a detailed methodology. BC recommended that any soils taken from 
the receptor site (as part of soil manipulation/treatment) are reused, either by providing to the farmer 
or alternative local use, rather than sent to landfill. Preferred option. 

JF explained that the strategy identifies the optimal period for undertaking soil treatment (August), however, 
this can be undertaken at other times of the year. BC highlighted the priority is to avoid damaging 
underlying, retained soils. Also, soil treatment is subject to weather conditions. JF suggested that 
the strategy could recommend soil treatment is undertaken within the optimal period, however, may 
be undertaken outside this during suitable weather conditions (to provide some flexibility with 
programme). BC agreed. 

JF explained that, due to programme timeframes, it would not be possible to collect woody seed and grow 
on to establish the compensation woodland. The client is unlikely to want to commit to commencing actions 
under the strategy until the scheme has been through DCO and there is assurance that the scheme is going 
ahead. As such, assuming an estimated DCO decision of December 2019, the next suitable timeframe for 
seed collection would be September 2020. The saplings would then not be suitable to transplant until at least 
2023 (ideally 2025 or 2030 for slow growing species, such as oak). Given the timeframes, it is not considered 
appropriate to rely on seed grown-on to establish the woodland. JF and BC agreed that the compensation 
woodland establishment would rely on transplants with local provenance sourced from local 
nurseries and, if achievable, salvaged saplings from the donor site. 

BC questioned the density of trees within the compensatory woodland planting area; JF could not confirm. 
BC suggested that the density replicates that found in the existing woodland (both within and outside 
the red line boundary). 

BC asked what the species list of the compensatory woodland area is; JF confirmed that this replicates the 
SSSI woodland, except for ash and sycamore. JF to send species list to BC. BC to provide 
recommendations for additional species. 

BC raised a possible supplier for sourcing an appropriate seed mix to establish the hay meadow. BC to 
provide details. JF explained that this would likely be finalised at detailed design but could be presented in 
the strategy document for assistance. JF explained that management would include a summer hay cut of the 
hay meadow grassland. BC raised the potential difficulties of achieving this around the tree planting – 
depends on density of trees. Logistics to be discussed with team. BC to provide feedback/advice following 
discussion with Natural England colleagues. BC suggested that it may be appropriate to cut in less dense 
areas and accept that dense areas of tree planting cannot be cut. 

BC questioned if the Forestry Commission (FC) had been consulted regarding whether the compensatory 
woodland planting area requires a woodland creation licence. JF was unsure - consultation with the FC had 
been completed by the WSP Arbs team. BC suspected a licence would not be a requirement. JF to discuss 
with Arbs team, BC to take away for discussion and provide guidance. 
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JF explained that it is proposed to fence the compensation area to protect from rabbit and deer grazing, 
rather than use guards on each sapling tree. BC agreed this was sensible and suggested adding one-
way deer gate(s) into the fence in case a deer does find its way into the enclosed area.  

5  Haul Road 

JF explained that a haul road is proposed on the southern bank of the River Coquet to facilitate construction 
of the proposed new bridge. However, Area 14 have expressed an interest in retaining the haul road for use 
as a permanent maintenance access. As such, the haul road is being assessed as a permanent structure 
with the final design to be developed at detailed design stage.  

It is understood that the haul road would largely be cut into rock.  

BC raised the following: 

- Concerns that the permanent haul road would allow, or possibly encourage, unwanted public 
access into the SSSI (which at present is relatively undisturbed). 

- Drainage needs to be considered – anything from the haul road is likely to be washed straight 
into the river. Concern regarding water quality (also in combination with discharge from the 
nearby detention basin). JF to speak to water team. 

- Haul road would possibly require an agreement for management (as it is contained within a 
SSSI) and a long-term agreement in relation to access for future works. 

- Would the haul road be gated? It may be attractive to dog walkers, off-road bikers etc. that 
would result in potential damage to the SSSI. 

- The preference would be for HE access (and possibly land owner) only, not publicly 
accessible. Restricted access to be considered. 

6  New River Coquet Bridge construction 

JF confirmed that whilst the southern pier of the new bridge would be outside the water, construction required 
river training measures (BC confirmed he was aware and receipt of the draft methodologies provided 
previously). This may include a sheet-piled cofferdam. JF explained that the ES currently proposes a highly 
restrictive time constraint due to disturbance to fish; works to be conducted outside period September to 
May. 

BC highlighted that the “in river works” period is usually end April to end September. Recent feedback from 
the EA Fisheries Officer (JF to confirm name) is that the impacts may be negligible given the short duration 
of the works (2 weeks) and that fish movement is generally in higher flows and at night. BC to discuss 
further with colleagues and EA, but would agree that this may be correct and therefore timeframes 
currently imposed could be relaxed. 

JF to review and send BC construction programme timeframes regarding bridge construction for 
reference. 

7  JF confirmed that licence method statements are being prepared in the interests of presenting the mitigation 
strategies for European protected species (bats and great crested newts) and badger. These are not intended 
to inform a licence application and are intended to inform the DCO only. Future licence applications would 
be supported by update baseline surveys. 

8  Current Landscaping Plan was taken to the meeting and referenced as appropriate. JF explained that 
landscaping had been developed collaboratively with the ecological mitigation to achieve similar aims; such 
as stripping back vegetation around overbridges/underbridges to discourage bats crossing the road or using 
excess earth material to create bunds to encourage barn owls to fly higher over the road. 

JF explained that woodland creation would be with native broadleaved species across the scheme. BC 
stated that inclusion of Scots pine would be acceptable and encouraged. 
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BC also recommended that created woodlands are not over planted – example to avoid being the 
embankment tree planting adjacent to the new A1 junction at Morpeth, with dense rows of tree 
planting that are likely to fail. Would prefer to see open woodlands created. 

BC confirmed that tree protection (individual guards/rabbit fencing) would need to be removed before the 
end of the management period. 

9  Habitat Compensation and Biodiversity Metric 

JF confirmed that habitat compensation is being informed by a metric (DEFRA metric with reference to CHE 
Memo). Currently awaiting final red line boundary and scheme design (expected 8th March), following which 
the biodiversity calculations would be completed to understand the impacts of the scheme in relation to no 
net loss/net gain. 

JF confirmed that the scheme commenced prior to the latest NPPF revision (February 2018) and therefore 
the scheme is working towards no net loss. This can only be confirmed following the completion of the 
biodiversity calculations. 

The mitigation hierarchy has been applied to avoid and/or reduce impacts to habitats where possible. 
Compensation is focussed on Priority Habitats as identified under NERC 2006. The landscape plan is 
currently achieving a 2:1 ratio for hedgerow compensation and a 3.6:1 ratio for woodland compensation. 
Woodland loss includes a mixture of types and conditions (including coniferous plantation), whereas 
woodland creation will all be native broadleaved woodland (of higher ecological value). 

10  DCO Documentation Review 

JF confirmed that it is currently intended to issue the ES along with the Statement of Common Ground 
(SOCG) at the end of May/start of June. A DCO submission is scheduled for end of June and therefore a 
response is required within one or two weeks of issue. 

BC raised that the EPS Method Statements may need to be reviewed by the licensing team and therefore 
may be subject to different timeframes. BC to discuss with licensing team. JF confirmed that if the EPS 
Method Statements are available prior to the issue date for the ES, these would be issued at the earliest 
opportunity.   

BC to discuss with colleagues/line manager to schedule in reviews in accordance with the above. 

11  AOB 

Other comments raised: 

- BC - Do the detention basins discharge into watercourses or just retain water? Need to consider the 
impacts of discharging salts from the roads and the impacts on the watercourses (particularly the 
River Coquet and its tributaries). 

JF asked whether there were any issues or concerns with the information presented and discussed. BC 
confirmed there were no issues at that time. 

No other business. 

 

NEXT MEETING 

An invitation will be issued if an additional meeting is required. 



 

 

 
www.wsp.com 

AGENDA & MEETING NOTES 
PROJECT NUMBER 70038006 MEETING DATE 06 March 2018 

PROJECT NAME A1 in Northumberland – Morpeth to Felton VENUE Natural England Office, 
Newcastle 

CLIENT Highways England RECORDED BY Jack Fenwick 

MEETING SUBJECT Environment Agency (EA) Consultation 

 

PRESENT Jack Fenwick (JF), WSP 
Heather Harrison (HH), Environment Agency 
Sarah Beeson (SB), Environment Agency 
Robbie Stevenson (RS), Environment Agency 

APOLOGIES Lucy Mo (LM), Environment Agency 

DISTRIBUTION As above 

CONFIDENTIALITY Confidential 

 

 

ITEM MEETING NOTES ACTIONS BY 

1  A1 in Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton – Prior to Meeting (3rd March 2018) 

Prior to the consultation meeting, JF supplied an overview document of the aquatic 
ecology survey and riparian mammal survey effort understood to date. This document 
was accompanied by figures extracted from the relevant Jacobs survey reports for 
reference of findings. It is noted that WSP are awaiting further updates from Jacobs 
regarding the survey work completed.   

N/A 

2  A1 in Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton – Introduction  

JF commenced the meeting by detailing the aims of the consultation meeting, which 
were to:  

 Present the survey effort undertaken in support of the upcoming 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the Scheme,  

 Obtain initial thoughts on the survey effort and impacts of limitations 
identified, 

 Discuss mitigation and compensation proposals to acquire EA input and 
discuss any concerns with regards to the survey effort, findings or likely 
significant impacts.  

The discussion of the above is presented below. 

 

 

N/A 
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3  Survey Effort and Findings 

JF explained that an overview document had been provided in lieu of the original 
Jacobs reports as further information/ clarification had been requested (to be 
provided by Jacobs) to confirm the impact assessment and also to provide a concise 
document for review prior to the meeting.  

JF requested feedback on the survey effort undertaken to date to confirm that this 
was suitable and to ascertain if there were any issues with the data collected. SB and 
RS confirmed that the survey effort was suitable and they did not have any significant 
issues with the survey work completed. 

(Continued overleaf) 

JF queried the implications of the limitations outlined by Jacobs with regards to the 
aquatics assessment, particularly the absence of survey effort upstream of the 
crossings with the River Lyne and Floodgate Burn due to lack of access. SB and RS 
did not see this is a significant issue. JF confirmed that WSP have requested 
confirmation from Jacobs that the habitats surveyed were comparable to those 
upstream, to allow the findings to be extrapolated to inform the impact assessment. 

Regarding the lack of access to four ponds, SB raised that it would be helpful to have 
at least some information of the ponds (whether this is photos or Phase 1 field notes), 
at least to inform Habitat Suitability. Action 1: JF to discuss with Jacobs to 

ascertain any information that may have been collected during the suite of 

surveys conducted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

JF – 26/03/2018 

4  Water Quality 

Potentially the most significant impact was agreed by all parties to be to water quality, 
both from direct impacts to watercourses and also from run-off. Of particular 
importance are Longdike Burn and the River Lyne, which are both designated Water 
Framework Directive (WFD classification rivers. Current proposals include the 
extension of the culvert at Longdike Burn and a proposed culvert for the crossing with 
the River Lyne.  

RS and SB raised that there are existing/ proposed works to improve the condition of 
the River Lyne, however, there have been significant impacts from run-off and 
modification that have decreased the value of this watercourse and its current state is 
considered to be the “new norm”. RS outlined two previous projects along the 
watercourse, which aimed to improve eel and fish passage and deal with rural 
diffuse. These two issues are considered key with regards to the River Lyne. 

RS reiterated that the mitigation and compensation for the Scheme should ensure 
that there is no impact/ deterioration to the current status of each watercourse. In 
addition, impacts to tributaries should be considered when determining impacts to the 
three WFD designated watercourses (River Coquet, Longdike Burn and River Lyne). 
The EA and River Restoration Centre websites contain useful information regarding 
pollution prevention and watercourse improvement. 

SB raised that it would be preferable to see the creation of water habitats, designed 
for use by both water vole and fish. JF confirmed that current proposals included the 
creation of ‘drainage ponds’ and, depending on the structural design, these could be 
created in a way to benefit wildlife as well as performing a hydrological function. RB 
highlighted that any water habitats created for fish should consider avoiding 
entrapment of fish and therefore would require connectivity to the surrounding flowing 
watercourses. Action 2: JF to discuss with project team and engineering to 

inform EIA and mitigation proposals. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

JF – 26/03/2018 
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5  Culverts 

SB explained that there is an aim to phase out the use of culverts and that other 
options should be considered, allowing for a soft engineering approach (for example, 
use of bridges to allow soft landscaping beneath). An assessment and discussion of 
alternatives would need to be considered within any permit application.  

Action 3: JF to feed this information back to the project team and engineering 

for consideration. 

Should culverts be implemented, they should be designed to maintain fish pass by 
taking into consideration the depth of water along the length of the culvert and 
consideration to the inclusion of features to assist passage  by fish (such as baffle 
arrangements).  

Action 4: JF to feed this information back to the project team and engineering 

for consideration. 

SB raised the possibility of replacing culverts along the scheme with soft 
infrastructure alternatives, although JF highlighted that this was likely to be above the 
scope of the scheme and unlikely to be achievable.  

 

 

 

 

JF – 12/03/2018 

 

 

 

 

JF – 12/03/2018 

6  Biosecurity 

SB questioned the presence and distribution of invasive non-native species across 
the surveyed area. JF commented that, from memory, this included Himalayan 
balsam and Japanese knotweed; however, this would need to be confirmed. 
Correction: From review of the Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey Report and Aquatic 

Ecology Survey Report, a stand of Japanese knotweed was recorded in Blubbery 

Wood (to the east of Hebron Hill Farm). This had been cut and left in-situ, indicating 

attempted management. In addition, non-native macrophytes New Zealand 

pigmyweed and curly waterweed were recorded in pond A17 (to the west of Eshott 

Airfield). Neither of these areas is located within the footprint of the proposed scheme 

or likely to be directly affected by the works.  

SB raised that a Biosecurity Plan would be required to address the potential risk to 
spread of floral invasive non-native species listed on Schedule 9 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). It would not be considered necessary for this to 
extend to fauna, including American mink and signal crayfish (both recorded within 
the survey area). JF confirmed that any biosecurity requirements would be addressed 
within the EIA and appropriate mitigation developed.  

 

7  Water vole and otter 

SB highlighted that the field records for water vole within the survey area were 
surprising and interesting, as anecdotally, water vole have been considered by some 
as absent from Northumberland. Of particular interest was the recorded presence of 
a water vole burrow to the west of the scheme along Longdike Burn (although SB 
raised that this could be rat or another small mammal) and the congregated field 
signs (latrines and feeding remains) along Fenrother Burn. JF confirmed that an 
updated water vole and otter report had recently been received and would be 
reviewed shortly, which may provide more clarity or information regarding the 
distribution of water vole and activity of the burrow recorded.  

Action 5: JF to provide further information regarding water vole recorded 

during 2017 survey to SB. 

The presence of the otter holt on the River Coquet, which will likely to be lost to the 
new bridge, was discussed. SB queried how active the holt was, however, JF 
confirmed that this information was not presented within the current Jacobs report 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

JF – 26/03/2018 
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(although the updated report may provide more clarity). For the purposes of the EIA, 
it will be assumed that the holt is active and mitigation will be devised to address this.  

8  River Coquet 

JF informed that the proposed new bridge over the River Coquet has been designed 
to avoid entering the watercourse, with the piers to be located parallel with those of 
the existing bridge. As such, there will be no direct impacts to fish passage through 
obstruction. Potential impacts to the River Coquet primarily relate to a reduction in 
water quality, which will be addressed through the implementation of a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and design of balancing ponds.  

RB highlighted that whilst the surveys did not record fish in the River Coquet (with the 
exception of the incidental juvenile salmon record during the crayfish survey) as 
targeted surveys were not undertaken, the impact assessment should operate under 
the assumption that priority species (such as salmon) are present given the historic 
knowledge of presence along the watercourse. 

 

9  WFD Assessment 

JF requested if there were any specific requirements for inclusion in a WFD 
assessment that would be highlighted by the EA. HH confirmed that information had 
previously been supplied to Sarah Hamilton and this could be provided.  

Action 6: HH to forward advice email to JF. 

 

 

 

HH – received 
at time of writing 

10  AOB 

No other business raised. 

 

 

NEXT MEETING 

An invitation will be issued if an additional meeting is required. 
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ITEM MEETING NOTES 

1  A1 in Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton – Prior to Meeting (16th March 2018) 

Prior to the consultation meeting, JF supplied an overview document (excel spreadsheet) of the 
ecological survey effort understood to date. This document was accompanied by figures extracted from 
the relevant Jacobs survey reports for reference of findings. It is noted that WSP are awaiting further 
updates from Jacobs regarding the survey work completed.   

In addition, a proposed itinerary was put forward, with key discussion points as follows: 

1)      Scheme design 

2)      Bats: 

 Access restrictions. This includes an absence of data for Blackwood Hall and West Moor and 
revoked access for several buildings, resulting in a lack of emergence/ re-entry surveys for these 
structures. Discussion will also include the potential for adopting a precautionary approach if 
access cannot be achieved, as the scheme may result in the loss of at least one structure that 
has not been surveyed. This is considered of particular importance with regards to EPS licensing  

 Crossing point methodology 

 Defra landscape scale effect methodology 
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1  3)      Breeding Birds 

 Age of data (2016) 

 Dates of survey effort – (March, April, May and July) 

 Survey effort in relation to the River Coquet and Coquet valley Woodlands SSSI 

4)      Barn Owl 

 Survey area (500 m) - not in line with Shawyer (2011)  

5)      Ancient Woodland / SSSI 

 Salvage plan 

 Ratio to be adopted for “compensation” land 

2  A1 in Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton – Scheme Introduction  

JF and NM commenced the meeting with a run through of the scheme to allow all parties to become 
more familiar with the proposal prior to further discussion of the species survey effort. 

This included presentation of the latest red line boundary (Design Freeze 3 (DF3)), with NM confirming 
that this will be superseded in late March/ early April by the next iteration. The next iteration of the red 
line boundary (RLB) will be the “worst-case scenario” with regards to its area coverage and extent. The 
figure presented to BC and AH showed the DF3 RLB overlaid onto the area assessed within the Scoping 
Report, for reference. 

JF and NM explained that the RLB encompassed the proposed new off-line section, the existing A1 that 
is to be “de-trunked”, working footprint and areas set aside for mitigation and compensation. The area to 
the southeast of the existing River Coquet bridge was highlighted, which has currently been chosen as 
the “compensation” area for the proposed loss of ancient woodland/ SSSI habitat (discussed further 
below). 

Further discussion was then held on the following topics. 

3  Bat Assessment 

JF firstly explained the issues that are present with access to several locations within the RLB, principally 
Blackwood Hall and West Moor. Repeated attempts through various avenues have been made to try and 
gain access; however, to date this has not been successful. These attempts have also been undertaken 
over several years, since site assessments commenced.  

Of particular importance are two structures on the western edge of the Blackwood Hall plot, one of which 
is considered likely lost to the scheme (within RLB). JF explained that, from aerial imagery alone, this 
building appeared small in nature and it is unknown whether it represents a building-type structure or 
storage container. The remaining inaccessible buildings at Blackwood and West Moor will be subject to 
potential disturbance due to their proximity to the scheme. AH explained that, as guidance, disturbance 
impacts at 100 m distance are usually negligible, but are potential at 50 m. 

JF and NM requested discussion regarding a scenario where no access can be gained to these buildings 
and therefore feasibility of assuming a worst-case scenario for the purposes of the impact assessment 
within the Environmental Statement (ES). JF explained that nearby surveyed building at West Moor had 
recorded the presence of roosting common pipistrelle, soprano pipistrelle and brown long-eared bats. AH 
stated that a worst-case scenario may need to adopt an assumption of a maternity roost for these 
species (also Natterer’s bat may be supported by buildings in the area), with a mitigation and 
compensation strategy to reflect this. This may need to include a structure to compensate for an 
assumed maternity roost of brown long-eared bats, which could be costly. AH stated that further 
discussions will be undertaken with Natural England colleagues and specialists to discuss what routes 
have been taken in similar situations on previous projects to provide some guidance and stance on this 
matter. 



MEETING NOTES 
 

Page 3 
 

Action 1: AH to discuss possible acceptable approaches for the impact assessment in the event 

that access is not obtained. 

It was agreed, following suggestion by NM, that JF and NM would discuss a cut-off date for first access 
(progress has been made since the meeting). In the event that a full assessment could not be 
undertaken, it is suggested that an overview of any assumptions would be put together, along with 
proposed mitigation and compensation, for issue to BC and AH for comment. This would ensure an 
agreement of proposed actions in the event of no further access for input into the ES. 

Action 2: In the event of no further access, JF to put together a proposal of assumptions and 

mitigation/ compensation to address impacts, accompanied by justification. To be issued to AH 

for comment. 

BC suggested discussion with the parish council may assist in allowing access or alternatively, the 
options or use of drone photography. In addition, a previous proposal for the A1 may shed light on bat 
data gathered for the inaccessible buildings (contact - White Young Green). 

Action 3: NM to pass information onto project team and further investigate access as necessary. 

JF raised the methodology for both the crossing point surveys and Defra transect surveys, which 
deviated from the guidelines. AH and BC stated that they did not have knowledge of the Defra methods 
or guidelines and therefore would need to take this point away for further review and discussion.  

Given that crossing point data has only been collected for the existing A1 and not for the new off-line 
section, it was discussed whether similar assumptions could be adopted to inform mitigation 
development. JF raised that certain mitigation, such as bat gantries/ wires, are known to be ineffective 
and therefore research into alternative options for mitigation was being undertaken in relation to this 
scheme. 

Action 4: AH and BC to provide comment on Defra assessments and deviations from 

methodology, particularly in relation to the use of crossing points along the existing A1 only. JF 

to issue assumed/ potential crossing points along the new offline section to AH and BC for 

comment on the feasibility of applying assumptions to develop the mitigation strategy. 

4  Breeding Bird Assessment 

The first two key discussion points were raised, age of data (2016) and dates of survey effort, which BC 
confirmed would need to be directed to a bird specialist. 

Action 5: BC to discuss with specialists as appropriate to provide response on suitability of data 

collected. 

Regarding the survey effort in relation to the River Coquet SSSI, JF raised that the surveyors (Jacobs) 
have not undertaken any direct survey effort within the woodland, however, have completed transects 
along the woodland edge on both the northern and southern sides of the River Coquet. JF confirmed that 
a single kingfisher (a notable species within the SSSI citation) was recorded on one occasion.  

JF questioned whether the lack of direct internal survey effort of the woodland was considered a 
significant issue particularly with regards to obtaining SSSI Assent. JF highlighted that Jacobs, as the 
surveyors, were confident in the assessment undertaken. BC did not believe that the absence of direct 
survey effort within the SSSI woodland was a significant issue, given that the impacts of the proposed 
development are relatively small in area. BC highlighted that the breeding birds of the SSSI citation are 
not the primary reason for qualification and also raised that the area to be impacted by the proposed new 
bridge over the River Coquet was not considered to hold value for nesting kingfisher to his knowledge 
(although kingfisher are known to be along the river and hold territory).  

BC highlighted that the primary concern will be the completion of works outside the breeding bird season 
or, if planned during this period, the provision of pre-commencement survey(s). JF confirmed that this 
would be included within the mitigation strategy. 

Whilst it was not considered a significant issue, BC confirmed that a further discussion would be held 
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with the bird specialist to confirm the response. 

Action 6: BC to discuss bird data collected and impact to the SSSI further with colleagues and 

provide a response regarding suitability of data to inform the impact assessment. 

5  Barn Owl Assessment 

JF indicated that the Jacobs surveys had considered a 500 m boundary around the Scheme, which does 
not meet current guidance of 1.5 km. JF indicated that Jacobs were confident for their justification, which 
was mainly due to the fact that records are confirmed.  

Action 7. JF to provided BC and AH with additional information regarding the justification in the 

reduction of the Survey Area (once received from Jacobs) so they can determine whether the 

deviation from guidance is acceptable. 

6  Ancient Woodland / SSSI 

JF and NM talked through the current proposed area of compensation land, located to the southeast of 
the River Coquet, to seek agreement in principle of this area. This is located at the opposite side that 
Natural England originally suggested. In order to agree the area to the southeast, BC requested some 
more information relating to nitrogen deposition and whether the southeast would experience increased 
deposition due to the prevailing wind. BC did agree that the proximity of the current proposed 
compensation land to the SSSI/ ancient woodland was positive. 

BC indicated that consideration should be given to establishing the compensation land prior to removal 
of trees to facilitate the new bridge, including planting of seeds collected from the existing woodland now. 
NM informed that the southeast area would also be used as a temporary compound for the construction 
of the River Coquet bridge and so planting would have to be phased around that.  BC said there could 
be potential to wait until after the construction works have finished, and potentially plant sapling trees 
instead of seeds.   

BC questioned about the management of the compensation land.  

BC raised that water quality to the River Coquet (SSSI) is of particular concern and consideration should 
be given not only to impacts to the river itself but also to tributaries and burns that feed into the Coquet. 

Action 8. NM to look into management options, 

Action 9.  NM / JF to provide BC and AH with additional justification for the use of the southeast 

side, including (as far as practicable at this stage) consideration of nitrogen deposition and 

phasing of the construction works etc. 

Action 10. BC to seek opinions from Natural England woodland specialists in relation to the 

southeast proposed area. 

7  Designated Funds 

NM sought whether Natural England had further thoughts of potential use of designated funds (including 
off-site areas).  BC discussed options, for example removal of non-native trees from the SSSI woodlands 
(namely sycamore and sweet chestnut). 

Action 11: BC and NM/ JF to consider options for use of designated funds. 

8  Salt Gritting 

BC asked whether this would be considered in the ES. NM indicated that this issue has been passed to 
the water team for consideration. 

9  Natural England Assent 

NM asked whether a separate Natural England assent would be needed for the River Coquet ground 
investigation (GI) works and the construction of the main Scheme. BC confirmed two separate assents 
would be required. 
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10  Arboriculture Surveys 

NM informed that these were being undertaken in April. BC requested the findings once available. 

Action 12. NM to issue survey findings once undertaken. 

11  Circular path near River Coquet 

NM informed of the current consideration of a circular path around the River Coquet.  BC had concerns 
about encouraging increased people / dogs into the SSSI and ancient woodland. 

Action 13.  NM to issue BC with a map showing the potential path (together with design aspects) 

for consideration, once available. 

Action 14. BC to speak to coastal path specialist for information. 

12  River Coquet Badger Sett 

BC raised that there is a known and well-established badger sett approximately 100 m upstream of the 
current River Coquet bridge, close to the watercourse. 

Action 15. JF to review the badger survey report to confirm presence and ensure impacts are 

addressed within the ES. 

13  General Ecology Survey Reports 

BC would like to review the aquatics report. 

Action 16. JF to send BC the aquatics report. 

BC asked for a list of all reports so he can then identify additional ones to review. 

Action 17. JF to send a list to BC. 

14  Impact Assessment 

In addition to those items raised above, BC questioned whether the ES would review impacts from the 
addition of the new off-line section in combination with the existing A1 carriageway, which will be de-
trunked but remain active. JF confirmed that this would be addressed within the ES. 

15  AOB 

No other business raised. 

 

NEXT MEETING 

An invitation will be issued if an additional meeting is required. 
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Kleinschmidt, Georgie

From: Fenwick, Jack
Sent: 23 May 2018 13:06
To: Mo, Lucy
Cc: Macmillan, Nic; Stubbs, Kevin; Haberfield, Stephanie
Subject: RE: EA A1 morpeth - Felton meeting Tuesday 6 March 

Hi Lucy, 
 
Also FAO Heather, Robbie and Sarah 
 
There are a number of culverts proposed along the A1 Morpeth to Felton scheme that are being considered in 
regards to fish and riparian mammals, two of which are new structures and the remainder (5No.) are extensions to 
existing culverts. Please could you provide comment whether the EA would be looking for maintenance of fish 
passage on all culverts or only those where fish were recorded during the survey effort. There are three 
watercourses where fish were either not recorded during the survey (1No.) or unsuitable due to lack of water or 
shallow depth of water (2No.) and therefore fish passage is not considered of priority. With regards to fish passage, 
should you have any guidance or information regarding the lengths of culverts, light levels and fish passage, this 
would be much appreciated.  
 
In addition, it would be proposed to target mammal passage mitigation (otter and water vole) to those culverts 
along watercourses where evidence of otter and water vole has been recorded during surveys. Similar to the above, 
would mitigation be required on all culverts or those where otter and water vole are known to be present? 
 
Further to our consultation meeting in March and as requested by Sarah, there was no evidence of water vole 
recorded during the 2017 surveys. Additional otter field signs were recorded, including two new holts. The Water 
Vole and Otter Survey Report will be issued in a separate email (sent from our file share system due to the file size 
of the report) for your consideration and comment. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

M +44 7469 402413  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 

From: Mo, Lucy [mailto:lucy.mo@environment-agency.gov.uk]  
Sent: 07 April 2018 17:11 
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To: Fenwick, Jack 
Subject: RE: EA A1 morpeth - Felton meeting Tuesday 6 March  
 
Hi Jack  
 
I apologise for the delay in responding to your email regarding the minutes of the A1 meeting. Heather, Sarah and 
Robbie are satisfied with the minutes. 
 
Please do not hesitate to get in touch if you require any further information.  
 
Regards 
 
Lucy  
 

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 09 March 2018 16:08 
To: Mo, Lucy <lucy.mo@environment-agency.gov.uk> 
Cc: Proctor, Sarah <sarah.proctor@wsp.com>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Macmillan, Nic 
<Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com> 
Subject: RE: EA A1 morpeth - Felton meeting Tuesday 6 March  
 
Hi Lucy, 
 
Please find attached the minutes from the meeting earlier this week. No problem about missing the meeting, 
completely understandable given the weather we were having (thank goodness it seems to have passed!). 
 
Please could you circulate the minutes to Sarah, Heather and Robbie for their comment. If there are any requested 
amendments or clarification required, please let me know. Feel free to give me a call next week to discuss further if 
you would like. 
 
Have a great weekend. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 

From: Mo, Lucy [mailto:lucy.mo@environment-agency.gov.uk]  
Sent: 06 March 2018 20:04 
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To: Fenwick, Jack 
Subject: Re: EA A1 morpeth - Felton meeting Tuesday 6 March  
 
Hi Jack,  
Minutes of the meeting would be very useful and I’ll pass on your thanks to heather, Sarah and Robbie. I apologise 
again for missing the meeting. Unfortunately we opened our area incident room and I had to undertake flood duty 
at the last minute.  
 
I’m hoping to give you a call later this week to discuss the meeting and any outstanding actions.  
 
Regards  
 
Lucy  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
On 6 Mar 2018, at 13:35, Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> wrote: 

Hi Lucy,  
  
Further to the meeting this morning, please pass on my thanks to Heather, Sarah and Robbie for 
their time. I will put together an overview/ minutes of the meeting shortly and pass this to you for 
circulation so that all points discussed can be confirmed. 
  
Please feel free to give me a call over the next couple of days if you’d like to catch up. 
  
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
  
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Senior Consultant 
  
<image006.png> 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
  
  
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
  
wsp.com 
  
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or 
confidential information. Any other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have 
received this message in error, please notify the sender and delete the message. Thank you. 
  
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 
70 Chancery Lane, London, WC2A 1AF.    
  

From: Mo, Lucy [mailto:lucy.mo@environment-agency.gov.uk]  
Sent: 02 March 2018 16:28 
To: Fenwick, Jack 
Subject: EA A1 morpeth - Felton meeting Tuesday 6 March  
  
Hi Jack 
  
With respect to Tuesday’s meeting. Unfortunately I haven’t been able to get a room for the meeting 
at the EA’s offices at Tyneside House. However, I’ve got a room booked at Natural England’s offices, 
which is just around the corner from Tyneside house. Thus, are you happy to meet at Tyneside 
house before 9am and we’ll walk over to Lancaster House? 
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Regards 
  
Lucy  
  
Lucy Mo 
Planning Technical Specialist, Sustainable Places, North East  
Environment Agency | Tyneside House, Skinnerburn Road, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7AR 
 
lucy.mo@environment-agency.gov.uk 
External: 020 847 46524 | Mobile: 07464494913 
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CONFIDENTIALITY Confidential 
 

Prior to the meeting on 17th August 2018, the WSP final colour-coded gap report was submitted to Highways 
England (HE) and, in turn, to Jacobs. This document forms the basis of the discussions held during the meeting.  

Each of the labelled items below correlate to the gap items referenced in the final colour-coded gap report, with an 
outline of the agreed action(s) to address the gap item. 

ITEM GAP ITEM AGREED ACTION PERSON DUE Jacobs Response 

1  Barn owl survey 
area  

Email to expand on each justification 
bullet point to provide a full rationale 
for the reduction in survey area from 
best practice guidelines. 

AM 24/08 Email received 22nd 
August. 

Expansion on barn owl 
ecology requested via 
email on 24th August 

2  Terrestrial 
invertebrate 
habitat SQI 

Email providing the habitat quality 
categories for an understanding of the 
interpretation of the data. Reference 
to Pantheon guidance.  

AM 24/08 Email received 22nd 
August. 

 

3  Breeding bird 
survey of SSSI 

Natural England have confirmed that 
as long as the surveyors are 
confident in the robustness of their 
data, there is no issue. 

No further action required. 

N/A N/A N/A 
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4  Breeding bird 
surveys – 
deviation from 
guidance for 
timing of 
surveys 

Email to confirm the justification for 
the deviation, such as field logistics. 

AM 24/08 Email received 24th 
August. 

5  Otter holts 
recorded in 
2016 and 2017 

Call to be held on Monday 24th 
August 2018 between JF and Jacobs 
surveyor (Matthew Robson - MR) to 
discuss and confirm information to 
address gap item. 

Raw survey sheets to be provided. 

Revised report. 

JF/MR 

 

 

AM 

 

 

AM 

20/08 

 

 

24/08 

 

 

29/08 

Details confirmed 
Monday 21st August 
(call and emails). 

Raw survey sheets 
provided 24th August – 
2017 raw sheets not 
present. Not considered 
an issue for impact 
assessment. 

Revised report received 
(29th August). 

6  Otter holt 
description 

Call to be held on Monday 24th 
August 2018 between JF and Jacobs 
surveyor (Matthew Robson - MR) to 
discuss and confirm information to 
address gap item. 

Raw survey sheets to be provided. 

Revised report. 

JF/MR 

 

 

AM 

 

 

AM 

20/08 

 

 

24/08 

 

 

29/08 

Details confirmed 
Monday 21st August 
(call and emails). 

Raw survey sheets 
provided 24th August – 
2017 raw sheets not 
present. Not considered 
an issue for impact 
assessment. 

Revised report received 
(29th August). 

7  Water vole 
2017 results – 
figure and 
report text 

Call to be held on Monday 24th 
August 2018 between JF and Jacobs 
surveyor (Matthew Robson - MR) to 
discuss and confirm information to 
address gap item. 

Revised report. 

JF/MR 

 

 

AM 

20/08 

 

 

29/08 

Details confirmed 
Monday 21st August 
(call and emails). 

Revised report received 
(29th August). 

8  Potential holts 
along Longdike 
Burn 

Call to be held on Monday 24th 
August 2018 between JF and Jacobs 
surveyor (Matthew Robson - MR) to 
discuss and confirm information to 
address gap item. 

Revised report. 

JF/MR 

 

 

AM 

20/08 

 

 

29/08 

Details confirmed 
Monday 21st August 
(call and emails). 

Revised report received 
(29th August). 

9  Bat activity 
report - 
methods – 
survey effort of 
building 

Table (similar to that of Table 4 for 
trees) to be provided in an email for 
reference. 

AM 24/08 Email received 24th 
August. 
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10  Bat activity – 
survey effort of 
tree 206A 

Two climb and inspect surveys 
undertaken on 15th May 2017 and 5th 
June 2017. 

No further action required. 

N/A N/A N/A 

11  Terrestrial 
invertebrate 
report – aquatic 
sampling 
methodology 
reference 

Sadler and Bell (2002) as referenced 
in the report was the methodology 
undertaken. JF to pass this back to 
the WSP terrestrial invertebrate 
specialist. 

JF N/A N/A 

12  Reptile survey – 
habitat 
suitability 
definitions 

AM described that the low, moderate 
and high classifications used are 
based on a qualitative and 
professional judgement in the 
absence of guidance that provides set 
definitive categories.   

No further action required. 

N/A N/A N/A 

13  White-clawed 
crayfish – times, 
dates and 
locations of 
repeat manual 
searches 

 

Email to clarify the information 
requested. Raw data to be provided. 

AM 24/08 Email received 24th 
August. 

Raw data not in 
appendices as quoted – 
needed? 

14  Breeding bird – 
inaccessible 
areas 

Hand drawn map to be provided to 
show the inaccessible areas 
described within the report. Provided 
by email. 

AM 24/08 Email received 24th 
August. 

15  Water vole/ 
otter – 
inaccessible 
areas 

Hand drawn map to be provided to 
show the inaccessible areas 
described within the report. Provided 
by email. 

AM 24/08 Email received 20th 
August 

16  Wintering bird - 
deviation from 
guidance for 
timing of 
surveys 

Email to confirm the justification for 
the deviation, such as consistency in 
bird activity recorded during the 
survey for each visit. 

AM 24/08 Email received 24th 
August. 

17  Wintering bird – 
inaccessible 
areas 

Hand drawn map to be provided to 
show the inaccessible areas 
described within the report. Provided 
by email. 

AM 24/08 Email received 24th 
August. 

18  Wintering bird – 
incorrect report 
section 
references 

JF to check if these are critical to the 
understanding of the report. If 
considered critical, cover note to be 
appended within report to confirm the 
correct reference. 

JF N/A N/A 
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No further action from Jacobs. 
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Fenw  ick, Jack

From: Whitehead, Andrew <Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 14 October 2019 13:37
To: Fenwick, Jack
Subject: FW: RE: LoNI Morpeth to Felton Upgrade A1

Hi Jack

Further to your request for LoNIs to be produced for the A1  scheme I’ve had the advice below back from our
Wildlife Licensing team.

You may well have already have provided this, and if so if you could direct me to the correct documents I can
highlight with the licensing team.

Apologies for the delay in getting back to you, and hopefully this is a clear but if you need anything further please let
me know.

Thank you

Regards

Andy

Andy Whitehead
Team Leader – Sustainable Development & Marine
Northumbria Area Team,
Natural England,
Lancaster House,
Hampshire Court,
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7YH

Tel: 0208 0265533 / 

Please note I work a 9 day fortnight, with alternate Fridays off.

www.gov.uk/naturalengland; Follow us on Twitter.

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected and
England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations.

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to meetings and
attend via audio, video or web conferencing.

We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service.

To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals;
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications.

_____________________________________________
From: SM-Defra-Wildlife Licensing Mailbox Areas 1-4 - North
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Sent: 01 October 2019 16:40
To: Whitehead, Andrew <Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>
Subject: RE: LoNI Morpeth to Felton Upgrade A1

Hi Andy,

Following on from our conversation yesterday, and after discussing this at length with the advisers who will be
assessing and writing the LoNI:

We will need to be provided with a draft licence application with as much information as the applicant can provide
at the time. This will include a draft:

· Application form
· Method statement
· Reasoned statement

Also, where possible and appropriate, a master plan, work schedule and appropriate, labelled supporting figures
should be provided.

We recognise that the full project design may not be known at this time, however the more information we can
assess at this stage, the greater confidence our advisers can have in their consideration of whether  the proposals
are likely to meet licensing requirements.

Please see below a link to our guidance for PSS submissions, which is applicable to the LoNI:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/pre-submission-screening-service-advice-on-planning-proposals-affecting-protected-
species

After reviewing the guidance you forwarded, I direct attention to paragraph 2, page 2:

“in order to gain a LONI, NE must determine a full draft licence application (which is
typically considered PSS) even if discretionary advice has been given before the case
gets to the draft licence stage (eg where non-licensing advice is also provided on other
protected species).”

We aim to be able to produce a decision within 30 working days of receipt of the draft application documents.

If you want to discuss anything else with myself or the team, I will be in the office all week and available on Jabber.

Many thanks,
Adam

Adam Rodgers
Support Advisor
Natural England Wildlife Licensing Service (DT2)
Tel: 02087202033
My associated office is Newcastle but please send my post to Lancaster House, Hampshire Court, Newcastle
upon Tyne, NE4 7YH marked for my attention.

www.gov.uk/natural-england
To help people consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS), which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications.

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to meetings and
attend via audio, video or web conferencing.
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This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.
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Fenw  ick, Jack

From: Cussen, Bob <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 18 October 2019 12:10
To: Fenwick, Jack; Whitehead, Andrew
Cc: Macmillan, Nic; Franklin-Losardo, Declan; UK - Project - A1 Northumberland; 'A1

in Northumberland PCF'; Stubbs, Kevin; Morrow, David; Achampong, Henri;
Gibbins, Phillip

Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton

Hi Jack

Apologies for the long delay in getting back to you regarding your queries below.

Thank you for the clarifications given regarding my original comments on the ES documents supplied in
July.  The only outstanding query regarding your clarifications relates to the Section 4.5.12 and the
question of the long term management of the Woodland Creation Area.  As you will be aware it is Natural
England’s view that this area must be managed as a woodland in perpetuity.  Have Highways England
come to a decision about the future management arrangements for the Woodland Creation Area?

With regard to the two main queries I have set out come comments below:

Would Natural England be able to provide any advice and guidance on how management of the
SSSI works in practice? If a third party is contracted, is it possible to obtain contact details to
assist discussions?

Woodland management operations and changes to management within the SSSI are listed as an operation
requiring Natural England’s (NE) consent (in the past this list has been known as operations likely to
damage the special interest or potentially damaging operations).  None of the listed operations can be
carried out or permitted without Natural England's prior written consent or the consent of another public
body (provided that the other body has formally consulted Natural England first).

In practice what this means is that when the owner/occupier of the SSSI wants to carry out woodland
management operations they need to consult with Natural England to agree the specific management and
get written consent from NE for the agreed management.  In situations where the proposed woodland
management is already covered by a permission/licence/consent of another public body (e.g. a Forestry
Commission (FC) woodland management plan) and NE has been formally consulted prior to the
permission/licence/consent being granted, then the consent of NE is not required.

In the past Natural England has agreed and consented management plans for a number of the SSSI
woodland units along the R. Coquet with the respective land managers but, having looked through the files,
we do not appear to have consented to any management plans for Duke’s Bank Woods.  This is not that
unusual as these woodlands have traditionally not had required a lot of management.  More recently
woodland management plans for the SSSIs come through from the FC as they are the principle statutory
authority responsible for woodland management regardless of whether the woodland is part of a
designated site or not.  In cases where the levels of management required is minor enough not to warrant
an authorisation from FC then Natural England

For a public body like the Highways England (referred to as a Section 28G authority in the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)) the permission for works within an SSSI is known as a section 28h
assent.  However, assuming that all the aspects of the work being undertaken within the SSSI are outlined
within the Ancient Woodland Strategy that has been submitted and agreed as part of the planning process,
then additional assents would only be required for any works that had not already been agreed as part of
the planning process.
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The permission for the planned works associated with the improvements to the A1 and the delivery of the
compensatory planting through the Ancient Woodland Strategy would cover any contractors working for
Highways England and this would include third parties such charitable organisations that may be
contracted to manage the proposed compensatory woodland into the future as they would effectively be
delivering Highways England’s management commitments as set out in the proposed scheme.

I hope the above sets out how management works within SSSI’s operate in practice but I am happy to
discuss further if required. With respect to part of the query that refers to obtaining contact details to assist
discussions, I am not sure if I understand what you are looking for here.  Highways England will already
have all the contact details of the land owners/managers in question and I am assuming that you are free
to share these with your contractors if necessary.

Air quality assessment

Thank you for providing the amended text of the air quality section of the Assessment of Likely Significant
Effect.  All the comments provide to date by Natural England have been based on the air quality
information outlined in Chapter 9 of the ES.  We have not been provided with Chapter 5 relating to air
quality so it is difficult to comment on the approach taken to the change in the assessment.

However, I note that the revised assessment for Eco 1 concludes that while the critical load threshold for
NOx is exceeded within 15m to the east of the existing bridge it falls below the threshold at the order limits
and that this area lies within the SSSI woodland that will be compensated for by the provision of the
Woodland Creation Area.  Based on the information provided in the amended air quality assessment text
for the three areas of the ARN (Eco 1, Eco 9 and Eco 12) located within 200m of the SSSI, the overall
conclusion that the scheme will result in effects of overall neutral significance on the SSSI as a result of
changes to air quality is supported by the evidence provided.

SOCG

With regard to the SOCG, I need to discuss this in a bit more detail with Andrew Whitehead before
providing a response.   I hope to be able to go through this with Andrew at the end of next week and will
get back to you during the week of 28th Oct.

If you have any queries regarding any of the above comments please get in touch.

All the best
Bob

Robert Cussen
Lead Adviser
Northumbria Area Team
Natural England
Lancaster House
Hampshire Court
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE4 7YH

Tel: 02080265449
email: robert.cussen@naturalengland.org.uk

www.gov.uk/natural-england

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations.

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to
meetings and attendvia audio, video or web conferencing.





1

Fenw  ick, Jack

From: Halstead, Abigail <Abigail.Halstead@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 18 October 2019 12:55
To: Fenwick, Jack
Subject: A1 Morpeth to Felton-draft bat licence submission

18/10/2019
Hi Jack, following on from our conversation just now, this is just an informal message/heads up, for when you
submit the draft bat licence docs for the LONI. I have had a quick look at the method statement which was originally
submitted.
When you submit the draft bat licence docs for the LONI could you include in the MS reference to all of the buildings
within the Red Line boundary and if they have been ruled out of the licence application in relation to bat suitability
etc. please say why and what type of survey this is based on.
Could you also include an explanation of the buffer zone and say why it is needed or rule it out if necessary.
Sorry this is brief I just thought it might help when you come to do the submission, of course there may be other
points I need to raise when I fully assess the draft submission.
Regards Abby

Abby Halstead
Wildlife Lead Adviser
Natural England Wildlife Licensing Service DT2

email: abigail.halstead@naturalengland.org.uk
http://www.gov.uk/natural-england

My associated office is Lancaster House Newcastle Upon Tyne, please send post to Lancaster House,
Hampshire Court, Newcastle Upon Tyne, NE4 7YH marked for my attention.

www.gov.uk/natural-england

To help people consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS), which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence
applications.

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to
meetings and attend via audio, video or web conferencing.

Natural England is accredited to the Cabinet Office Customer Service Excellence Standard.

If you are trying to make a request for a copy of your personal information under the Data Protection Act
1998, or a request for information under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 or Environmental Information
Regulations 2004, please contact the Enquiry Service on 0300 060 3900 or 0208 0261089 or email
foi@naturalengland.org.uk

This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.
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Townley, Nicola

From: Storey, Claire
Sent: 05 February 2020 15:37
To: Fenwick, Jack
Cc: Gibbins, Phillip; Stoneman, Mark; Morrow, David; Achampong, Henri; Stubbs, Kevin; 

Macmillan, Nic; UK - Project - A1 Northumberland; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF'; 
Whitehead, Andrew

Subject: RE: PSS LONI for A1 Morpeth to Felton  - Reasoned Statements (NSA and IROPI 
tests)

Hello Jack 
 
As you will be aware there are three tests that need to be satisfied to obtain a LONI for the above 
Scheme.  We have sufficient information (unless there are issues we need to clarify) for the FCS test, but 
the other two tests (NSA and IROPI) we need to have reasoned statements for both bats and newts. 
 
Could you please send these through as soon as you are able. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Claire 
 
Claire Storey 
NEWLS (DT2) 
Tel: 02082 258698 

 
 
Please note my usual work days are Mon-Wed. 
 
Please note I work part time and my usual work days are Mon-Wed. 
 
My associated office is York, please send post to Foss House, Kings Pool, 1-2 Peasholme Green, Floor 4, 
York YO1 7PX marked for my attention.  

 

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 03 February 2020 11:22 
To: Storey, Claire <Claire.Storey@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Gibbins, Phillip <Phillip.Gibbins@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Stoneman, Mark 
<Mark.Stoneman@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Morrow, David <David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Achampong, 
Henri <Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Macmillan, Nic 
<Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; UK - Project - A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in 
Northumberland PCF' <A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Whitehead, Andrew 
<Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Subject: RE: PSS LONI for A1 Morpeth to Felton - Use of Undefined Scope DAS Contract 
 
Hi Claire, 
 
Many thanks for your call this morning. Further to your email below, I can confirm that the invoicing details 
(including PO numbers) within the PSS application forms match that used to set up the DAS and therefore 
can be used for the LONI’s. 
 
I have added your contact details to the OneDrive platform so that you should be able to access the draft 
licence application documents for the following: 
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- Draft Bat licence (building B4a) 
- Draft GCN licence - River Coquet 
- Draft GCN licence - Burgham Park 
- Draft Badger licence (Setts 4, 5 and 6) 

 
Please use the following link: https://wsponline-
my.sharepoint.com/:f:/g/personal/jack fenwick wsp com/EvpHkrFklJFAiAjE2SjcgccBBVPJRDttgmEe1f 5nV
Ad A?email=Claire.Storey%40naturalengland.org.uk&e=FjDwQ1 
 
If you have any queries or require further information, please let me know. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) MCIEEM 
Principal Ecologist 
 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential 
information. Any other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in 
error, please notify the sender and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 
Chancery Lane, London, WC2A 1AF.    

 

From: Storey, Claire <Claire.Storey@naturalengland.org.uk>  
Sent: 03 February 2020 10:30 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Subject: PSS LONI for A1 Morpeth to Felton - Use of Undefined Scope DAS Contract 
 
Hi Jack 
  
Following on from our call earlier, it would make sense for us and reduce the time to review the 
draft licence applications under the undefined scope DAS contract that is in place already.  Could 
you please confirm with HE that they are happy for this to happen and that all works in relation to 
the LONI’s will be suing the invoicing details of the DAS contract currently in place.  
  
Many thanks 
  
Claire 
  
Claire Storey 
Wildlife Lead Adviser  
Natural England Wildlife Licensing Service (DT2)  
Tel: 02082 258698 

 
  
Please note I work part time and my usual work days are Mon-Wed. 
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My associated office is York, please send post to Foss House, Kings Pool, 1-2 Peasholme Green, 
Floor 4, York YO1 7PX marked for my attention.  

www.gov.uk/natural-england 

To help people consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS), which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals 
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence 
applications. 
  
In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to 
meetings and attend via audio, video or web conferencing.  My teleconference number is 0800 073 
0694 (from mobiles - 0330 606 8753)   - Access code: 6772835448 
  
If you are trying to make a request for a copy of your personal information under the Data 
Protection Act 1998, or a request for information under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 or 
Environmental Information Regulations 2004, please contact the Enquiry Service on 0300 060 3900 
or 0208 0261089 or email foi@naturalengland.org.uk. 
  
  
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you 
have no authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the 
sender. Whilst this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within 
the Natural England systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications 
on Natural England systems may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system 
and for other lawful purposes.  
 

 
 
NOTICE: This communication and any attachments ("this message") may contain information which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or 
otherwise subject to restricted disclosure under applicable law. This message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorized 
use, disclosure, viewing, copying, alteration, dissemination or distribution of, or reliance on, this message is strictly proh bited. If you have received 
this message in error, or you are not an authorized or intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying to this message, delete 
this message and all copies from your e-mail system and destroy any printed copies.  

 
 
 

  
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
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Townley, Nicola

From: Whitehead, Andrew
Sent: 05 February 2020 11:38
To: Fenwick, Jack
Cc: Cussen, Bob
Subject: RE: A1 North of Newcastle Feasibility Study - Updated Draft SoCG

Hi Jack 
 
Apologies for the delay in responding.  
 
I’ve now had a chance to have a look at the updated SoCG, and have no further comments to make in relation to the 
content.  
 
I’m therefore happy with the content, and look forward to receiving the final version for signing. 
 
Regards 
 
Andy 
 
Andy Whitehead 
Team Leader – Sustainable Development & Marine 
Northumbria Area Team, 
Natural England,  
Lancaster House, 
Hampshire Court,  
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7YH  

Tel: 0208 0265533 /  

Please note I work a 9 day fortnight, with alternate Fridays off. 

www.gov.uk/naturalengland; Follow us on Twitter.  
 
We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected and 
England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to meetings and 
attend via audio, video or web conferencing. 
 
We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service.   
 
To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals;  
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications. 
 

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 15 January 2020 09:59 
To: SM-Defra-Plan Cons Area Team (Northumbria) (NE) <PlanConsAreaTeamNorthumbria@defra.gov.uk>; Cussen, 
Bob <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk>; Whitehead, Andrew <Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; UK - Project - 
A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' 
<A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Morrow, David 
<David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Achampong, Henri <Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com>; Gibbins, Phillip 
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<Phillip.Gibbins@highwaysengland.co.uk> 
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton 
 
Hi Andy and Bob, 
 
Hope you are both well and a belated Happy New Year. 
 
Further to the below email, please find attached an updated draft SoCG for A1 in Northumberland: Morpeth to 
Felton. The document captures consultation (emails, teleconference and meetings) undertaken to date, including 
those items documented within the previous version and additional consultation following issue of the previous 
draft (up to and including 18 October 2019, email attached for reference). 
 
The updates made primarily relate to Section 3, which now includes a summary of comments provided by Natural 
England following review of the draft ES Chapter 9: Biodiversity and appendices (associated emails can also be found 
in the email chain below and attached). The comments received are detailed in the ‘Natural England Comment’ 
column of the table, with responses and actions taken to address the comment detailed in the ‘Highways England 
Response’ column. Please note, the comments received regarding the outdated air quality impact to the River 
Coquet and Coquet Valley Woodlands SSSI (within the email chain of this email) have not be captured for clarity. 
 
The appendices of the SoCG relate to meeting minutes and email correspondence. These have not been attached to 
this email but would be inserted into the final PDF document. Should you require a copy of any of the referenced 
appendices, please let me know. 
 
Please could you provide comment and agreement with the wording of the SoCG, preferably before 24 January 
2020. If there are any issues with this timeframe, please could you let me know at the earliest opportunity. Once the 
content has been agreed, a final version of the SoCG shall be issued for signing. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) MCIEEM 
Principal Ecologist 
 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.  

 

From: SM-Defra-Plan Cons Area Team (Northumbria) (NE) <PlanConsAreaTeamNorthumbria@defra.gov.uk>  
Sent: 04 November 2019 13:12 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com>; Cussen, Bob <robert.cussen@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; UK - Project - 
A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' 
<A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Morrow, David 
<David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Achampong, Henri <Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com>; Gibbins, Phillip 
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<Phillip.Gibbins@highwaysengland.co.uk> 
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton 
 
Hi Jack 
 
Please accept apologies for the delay in replying; Bob and I have had a chance to look through the SoCG. 
 
Bearing in mind that it isn’t meant to be a repeat of the details in the biodiversity chapter, it still appears 
incomplete. The way it is set makes it appear that there have been no issues from an NE perspective from the 
outset, rather than reflecting the 20 months or so of meetings, conversations and correspondence. To us it would 
make more sense for the NE column to at least make reference to the relevant appendix where a particular issue 
has been worked through to the point of resolution. The HE column can then summarise what has been done to 
address these points before the final column confirming that all outstanding issues have been agreed. 
 
I’ve also mentioned previously that the document as it currently stands makes no reference to air quality issues, and 
while we haven’t specifically made comments on the draft of that chapter yet, we have made comments in regards 
to impacts from increased road traffic on the SSSI interest features. This really needs to be included for 
completeness. 
 
I hope you find these comments helpful. 
 
Regards 
 
Andy 
 
Andy Whitehead 
Team Leader – Sustainable Development & Marine 
Northumbria Area Team, 
Natural England,  
Lancaster House, 
Hampshire Court,  
Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7YH  

Tel: 0208 0265533 /  

Please note I work a 9 day fortnight, with alternate Fridays off. 

www.gov.uk/naturalengland; Follow us on Twitter.  
 
We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected and 
England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to meetings and 
attend via audio, video or web conferencing. 
 
We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service.  
 
To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals;  
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications. 
 
 
 

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 20 September 2019 15:40 
To: Cussen, Bob <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; UK - Project - 
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A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' 
<A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Morrow, David 
<David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Achampong, Henri <Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com>; Whitehead, Andrew 
<Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>; Gibbins, Phillip <Phillip.Gibbins@highwaysengland.co.uk> 
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton 
 
Dear Bob and Andrew, 
 
Further to the below email, please could I request your response to my email dated 21st August 2019 as soon as 
possible (email chain below). 
 
Please also find attached an updated Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) for your consideration and amendment 
as required. Section 3 of the SoCG allows comment on Chapter 9: Biodiversity of the ES in addition to the ES 
Appendices. The appendices of the SoCG relate to meeting minutes and email correspondence. These have not been 
attached to this email but would be inserted into the final PDF document. Should you require a copy of any of the 
referenced appendices, please let me know.  
 
Andrew – to confirm, as agreed during our call earlier last week, please proceed with review and provision of Letters 
of No Impediment in relation to the protected species method statements (single bat, single badger and two GCN). 
As discussed, please note that the method statements are intended to inform the DCO application for the Scheme 
only and not an EPS licence application. As discussed during consultation, it was considered that the most practical 
and efficient way of presenting the information of the method statement was to use the Natural England EPS licence 
template. A future EPS licence application following DCO approval would be subject to updated surveys. The future 
EPS licence application would be informed by this method statement and appropriate updates at detailed design. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Principal Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.  
 

From: Fenwick, Jack  
Sent: 11 September 2019 12:19 
To: Cussen, Bob <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; UK - Project - 
A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' 
<A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Morrow, David 
<David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Achampong, Henri <Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com>; Whitehead, Andrew 
<Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>; Gibbins, Phillip <Phillip.Gibbins@highwaysengland.co.uk> 
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton 
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Dear Bob, 
 
Please could you provide a response at your earliest convenience to the below email. The email provides responses 
to your comments on the draft ES. 
 
If you have any queries, please feel free to get in contact. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Principal Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.  
 

From: Fenwick, Jack  
Sent: 21 August 2019 08:43 
To: Cussen, Bob <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; UK - Project - 
A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' 
<A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Morrow, David 
<David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Achampong, Henri <Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com>; Whitehead, Andrew 
<Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>; Walton, Silas <Silas.Walton@naturalengland.org.uk>; Bascombe, 
Andy <Andy.Bascombe@wsp.com>; 'Gibbins, Phillip' <Phillip.Gibbins@highwaysengland.co.uk> 
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton 
 
Dear Bob, 
 
I hope you enjoyed your time off. Many thanks for your comments. Please find responses below in green, as 
appropriate, to both emails. One query for assistance is in relation to the maintenance and management of the 
Woodland Creation Area. As detailed in the response below, Highways England are exploring the logistics of putting 
the Ancient Woodland Strategy into practice. Are you able to provide any advice and guidance on how this works in 
relation to the SSSI? If a third party is appointed, is it possible to obtain contact details? 
 
Following discussions with the air quality team, the impact assessment with regards to the River Coquet and Coquet 
Valley SSSI has changed since your review of the ES. Attached is the amended text of the Assessment of Likely 
Significant Effects section in relation to the SSSI for operational impacts. Those sections where wording is amended 
or new text is added are highlighted in green.  
 
The Ancient Woodland Strategy provides compensatory planting for the loss of all SSSI woodland (ancient 
woodland) within the Order Limits adjacent to the existing A1. As such, the closest point affected by increased NOx 
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levels from the existing A1 is at the Order Limits boundary, approximately 15 m distance. At this distance, NOx levels 
do not exceed the threshold (30µg/m3). Therefore, in accordance with DMRB, no further assessment in terms of 
impact is required at Eco1. 
 
In-combination with Eco9 and Eco12, which both result in a reduction in NOx levels although only significant at 0m 
from the A1, the effect has changed from adverse with Slight significance (not significant) to Neutral significance. 
The same level of significance is therefore applied to Duke’s Bank Wood ancient woodland and the Coquet River 
Felton Park LWS for the same reasons. 
 
Please could you provide comment on the approach taken to the amended air quality assessment and its 
conclusions. 
 
Following the responses to your comments detailed within this email, is it possible to complete and sign the 
Statement of Common Ground? 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack  
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) ACIEEM 
Principal Ecologist 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.  
 

From: Cussen, Bob [mailto:Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk]  
Sent: 08 August 2019 23:41 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; UK - Project - 
A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' 
<A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Morrow, David 
<David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Achampong, Henri <Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com>; Whitehead, Andrew 
<Andrew.Whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk>; Walton, Silas <Silas.Walton@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton 
 
Hi Jack  
 
Apologies for getting this to you so late in the day. 
 
Natural England has considered all the sections of the ES submitted on CD which was received on the 26th 
July 2019 and can confirm that all the relevant surveys and the mitigation outlined for the species and 
habitats that are likely to be impacted by proposed scheme are in line with current guidance and best 
practice. The various comments and advice given by Natural England in the many detailed discussions and 
consultations regarding the proposals over the last 18 months have been taken on board. In particular, the 
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considerable amount of time spent consulting on the specifics of the woodland compensation area have 
resulted in a detailed Ancient Woodland Strategy which will hopefully prove to be reasonable compensation 
for the unfortunate, but unavoidable, loss of an area of Ancient and Semi-Natural woodland within the River 
Coquet and Coquet Valley Woodlands SSSI. 
 
Further to the comments given in the email below earlier today, I would like to make the following additional 
comments which are set out below under the relevant chapter/appendices headings. 
 
Chapter 9: Biodiversity 
 
Table 9-22, pg. 76 (last row) refers to the installation of the cofferdam within the river to facilitate the 
construction the southern pier for the new bridge. It is my understanding that this is a temporary measure 
to allow for the construction of the southern pier which is out with but immediately adjacent to the river. The 
table on does not indicate that they coffer dam is temporary in nature and is due to be removed once the 
work on the pier is completed. Can you confirm that my understanding is correct and that the in river works 
will be temporary in nature? 
 
The proposed construction methodology for the southern pier no longer requires the installation of a 
cofferdam extending up to 5 m into the River Coquet. The embedded mitigation entails the installation of 
sheet piles following pre-augering into the bedrock. These sheet piles, located outside of assumed bankfull 
channel, would then serve two functions: firstly, as a cofferdam to create a dry working area for 
construction [river training measures]; and, secondly, would form part of the permanent framework for the 
new pile cap. Once constructed, the sheet piles would be burnt off to the pile cap level.  
 
The above is extracted from the geomorphological assessment of the River Coquet, which is an appendix 
to Chapter 10: Road Drainage and Water Environment. The extract has been added into Chapter 9, with 
reference to the appendix. 
 
Table 9-22, pg. 77 Table (first row) and the Aquatic Ecology Report (Appendix 9.3) indicate that bullhead 
have been recorded on the R. Lyne. This species has not been recorded on any of the other tributaries and 
particularly in the Coquet catchment, although there is one as yet unconfirmed report of this species from 
the main river at Guyzance. Although this species is native to the UK, there are very limited number of 
rivers in Northumberland where it is present and it is important to ensure that the proper biosecurity 
measures (Check, Clean, Dry) are put in place to eliminate the risk of the species being accidently 
introduced to other water courses where in river works are proposed for this scheme.  
 
Noted. Bullhead has now been specifically referenced within the biosecurity measure of Table 9-22. 
 
Table 9-22, pg. 81 (row two) indicates that new channel will be planted with aquatic vegetation. Where this 
is deemed to be necessary the aquatic vegetation needs to be consistent with what is found in the existing 
watercourse/catchment and the sourcing of plants needs to be from suppliers that are free from aquatic 
Invasive Non Native Species (INNS). Advice should potentially be sought from the Environment Agency 
with regard to any relevant protocols for the sourcing of aquatic plants. 
 
Noted. The text of the chapter has been extended to capture the comment: “The channels would also be 
planted with aquatic vegetation consistent with the existing floral community of the watercourse/catchment. 
The sourcing of any plants would be confirmed at detailed design but would be from suppliers that are free 
from aquatic invasive non-native species. Advice would be sought from the Environment Agency, if 
required, about relevant protocols for the sourcing of aquatic plants.” 
 
 
Badger Survey Report Appendix 9.10 
 
The report indicates that there is an active set approx. 360m west of the bridge ((Table 4 no.12). This 
active sett were noted in this area in the surveys undertaken in 2004 when the duelling of the A1 from 
Morpeth to Felton was last proposed. Additionally, I noted badger activity at this set complex in the summer 
of 2018. Although this sett is out with the 100m buffer distance from of the works area for the new bridge 
over the Coquet and thus unlikely to be damaged of disturbed by the works, it will be worth including this 
area in the pre-commencement walkover to ensure that no new setts have been excavated closer to the 
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bridge. Additionally, extra vigilance will be required around any excavations associated with the new bridge 
piers as there is a risk that both otter and badger will be active in this area.  
 
Comment noted. This is captured within the pre-commencement walkover measures detailed within Table 
9-22, DM003. Whilst not extending to a distance of 100 m, the measure confirms a pre-commencement 
walkover of the works area (which would extend further than the construction area where excavation may 
occur) to confirm there are no changes to baseline conditions. The follow up action would be as follows: 
“Should badger activity be confirmed within the area of works or within a zone of influence determined by 
the ECoW, a Natural England licence would be applied for/ mitigation developed, as required, in advance 
of Scheme commencement.” 
 
In response to the comment regarding vigilance in association with otter and badger around the River 
Coquet bridge, pre-commencement walkover surveys for both species are proposed to ensure changes in 
baseline conditions are identified and appropriate measures can be put in place to avoid/reduce impacts. 
 
Appendix 9.23 Ancient Woodland Strategy 
 
Natural England would like to acknowledge the resource and effort that Highways England and their 
consultants have put into to developing the Ancient Woodland Strategy and looks forward to helping further 
refine the design of the Woodland Creation Area at the detailed design stage. 
 
Many thanks for your comment, much appreciated. 
 
Section 2.2.11 Japanese knotweed is present in Felton Village in the carpark of the public house on the 
south bank of the river. 
 
Noted. This has been included in paragraph 2.2.10. 
 
Section 3.2.7 The haul road mentioned in this section is referred to as the ‘temporary’ haul road in section 
3.2.15. From previous discussions I understood that, while a decision had yet to be finalised regarding the 
haul road immediately to the east of the proposed new bridge, it was likely that there was a preference for 
this to be retained as a permanent access to allow inspection and maintenance of the southern section of 
the bridges. Has a decision been made regarding the possible retention of the road as a permanent 
structure? 
 
Reference to “temporary” in relation to the haul road has been removed. It is understood that the haul road 
would likely be permanent, due to the nature of its installation, although permanent future use of the road is 
yet to be confirmed. 
 
As discussed previously, the design of the haul road will need to take into consideration the risk of erosion 
caused by any drainage or run off associated with such a steep track. Additionally, assurance will need to 
be sought from Highways England that the track will be used for the only by their employees/contractors 
and will not be accessible to the general public. 
 
Noted regarding the design of the haul road (at detailed design) to consider the risk of erosion. Discussions 
have been held with Highways England (Area 14) regarding the use of this route as a maintenance track 
following construction, but Area 14 has indicated that they will not be using it. The haul route will not be 
accessible to the general public.  
 
Section 3.2.8. Protective fencing referenced needs to be resilient to flooding as the lower sections of the 
fence are likely to be subject to periodic flood events. 
 
Noted. Sentence added to para 3.2.8 to capture the above. 
 
Section 3.2.11. The risk of the spread of Invasive Non Native Species (INNS) to/within the designated site 
and the wider countryside cannot be overemphasized, particularly when the project involves the large scale 
use of earth moving machinery moving between various water courses across different river catchments. 
Therefore, it is vital that the Biosecurity Method Statement is robust and strictly adhered to by all the 
contractors working on the project. 
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Understood. Both the Ancient Woodland Strategy and ES document the requirement for a Biosecurity 
Method Statement, which would be developed at detailed design. This is also captured within the Outline 
CEMP for the Scheme. 
 
Section 3.2.18. The open habitat within the Woodland Creation Area is likely regenerate as woodland over 
time and the management of the neutral grassland will need to accommodate this gradual succession to 
native woodland. 
 
Noted. The high level management measures detailed in Section 5.2 detail that an annual hay cut of the 
grassland would be undertaken. Cessation of this would be triggered by natural die off of the grassland as 
a woodland canopy develops.  
 
Section 3.2.19 – 3.2.24. Natural England welcomes the additional enhancements listed in this section.  
 
Section 4.3.12 and Section 4.5.5. It may be appropriate to consider using natural regeneration as a tool for 
the creation of the woodland on a portion of the site, most likely adjacent to the existing woodland edge to 
the north of the Woodland Creation Area. Trees that generate naturally from adjoining woodlands tend to 
be more vigorous and would be genetically suited to the local area. This is something that Natural England 
would like to explore further at the detailed design stage. 
 
Noted. A paragraph in relation to this has been added to the strategy (para 4.3.13), confirming that Natural 
England have expressed an interest in exploring this further at detailed design stage. 
 
Section 4.5.12. Natural England notes that long term management for a minimum of 50 years is proposed. 
After this period has elapsed, it is assumed that the management of the woodland will be continued as 
necessary within the normal woodland management operations that Highways England undertakes in 
woodlands within its land holding. It is also assumed that the Woodland Creation Area will be retained as a 
woodland in perpetuity. Can you confirm that these assumptions are correct? 
 
Discussions are ongoing with Highways England regarding the logistics of putting the Ancient Woodland 
Strategy into practice. WSP shall seek confirmation from Highways England that the Woodland Creation 
Area would be retained as a woodland in perpetuity. Would Natural England be able to provide any 
advice and guidance on how management of the SSSI works in practice? If a third party is 
contracted, is it possible to obtain contact details to assist discussions? 
 
Section 5.2.1 Boundary fencing will probably need to be retained for a period longer than the 5 years 
mentioned in this section, particularly if we wish to use natural regeneration as a tool for the establishment 
of woodland in parts of the Woodland Creation Area. 
 
Noted. A comment has been added within the high level management overview against the removal of the 
boundary fence to identify that the timing of this action (currently year 5) may be delayed should natural 
regeneration be used as a tool. 
 
Section 5.3.1 Makes reference to the use of tree guards in contradiction to proposed fencing option set out 
in Section 4.2.11 which is the preferred option already agreed in earlier consultations. Tree tubes/guards 
are also referenced in Section 5.3.3. I suspect that the reference to tree guards/tuber in the above may be 
a cut and paste error. 
 
Many thanks. Reference to tree tubes/guards has been removed. 
 
Section 5.3.6 and Section 5.4.1 Herbicide should be used sparingly and only when it is deemed to be 
absolutely necessary. A protocol for the use of herbicides should be developed and set out in the Ancient 
Woodland Management and Monitoring Plan (AWMMP). 
 
Noted. This advice has been incorporated into the AWS. 
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I hope the above comments prove to be useful and I would be happy to discuss any of the above further if 
necessary but please note that I am going to be on annual leave for the next three weeks and will be back 
in the office in the first week in September. 
 
All the best 
Bob 
 
Robert Cussen 
Lead Adviser 
Northumbria Area Team 
Natural England 
Lancaster House 
Hampshire Court 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
NE4 7YH 
 
Tel: 02080265449 
email: robert.cussen@naturalengland.org.uk  
 

www.gov.uk/natural-england  

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected 
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to 
meetings and attendvia audio, video or web conferencing. 
 
Follow us on Twitter 
 
 
We now offer free and chargeable advice to land owners and managers planning works on Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest through SSSI Advice Service  

 
To help Developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services:  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS) which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals  
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications. 
 
 
 
 

From: Cussen, Bob  
Sent: 08 August 2019 11:05 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; UK - Project - 
A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' 
<A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Morrow, David 
<David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Achampong, Henri <Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com>; 
andrew.whitehead@naturalengland.org.uk; Walton, Silas <Silas.Walton@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Subject: RE: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton 
 
Hi Fenwick 
 
I will get you with additional comments on the ES Chapter later today (probably late this evening) but, 
specifically, with regard to the two questions in your email I have set out my thoughts below. 
 
Brown hares: 
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To the best of my knowledge this species is considered to be widespread across all suitable habitats in 
Northumberland where the mixed agricultural systems seems to favour brown hares. They are common in 
certain areas of the county (upper Coquetdale and in the R. Till catchment around the Cheviot where I 
have regularly seen up to 8 individuals in riparian fields adjacent to the R. Glen in the Kirknewton area of 
NW Northumberland in the early spring).  
 
There are not any licence requirements for the species in relation to developments as far as I am aware 
and the main thing that we would be looking to ensure is that you have mitigated for any likely impacts 
during construction and the operational phase of the proposal. The proposed mitigation pre construction to 
encourage dispersal from within the Order Limits and the overall design of the scheme to mitigate against 
RTA caused by wildlife should be sufficient to ensure that the local brown hare population is not 
significantly impacted by the proposal. 
 
Many thanks for your response. 
 
Air quality assessment: 
 
Four main points to make here, one of which, relating to water quality, we have discussed previously. 
 

 With regard to section 9.10.13, while it is true that nitrogen is not the limiting nutrient in most river 
systems (where phosphorus is the limiting nutrient) any increases in nitrogen will ultimately end up 
in the estuary and marine environment (where there are a number of designated sites) where 
nitrogen is the limiting nutrient. I think that there are number of issues here which may need to be 
clarified further: a) while the direct nitrogen deposition on to the River Coquet is likely to be 
insignificant, the impact of the nitrogen levels from the carriage way runoff from the section of the 
proposal that drains into the Coquet catchment also needs to be considered. Particularly as all the 
drainage network is likely to be with in the zone of heaviest aerial deposition, all the nitrogen this 
will ultimately end up in the river except for any that is stripped out by vegetation growing in the 
balancing ponds (pond design that include appropriate vegetation could help significantly here not 
only to strip out nutrients but also to help trap sediment from the carriageway surface). This 
potential issues may have been addressed in the Road Drainage and Water Environment chapter 
of the ES and if so it should be crossed referenced in this table. b) The downstream impact of 
increased nitrogen levels on the marine environment from the carriageway runoff is not considered 
in this chapter of the ES but it may have been covered in Ch10. This potential issue is something 
we discussed with regard to the HRA screening and it may be appropriate to reiterate that this risk 
will be minimised by appropriate pollution prevention and control measures deployed during the 
construction phase and by the network of stilling/balancing ponds during the operational phase 
bearing in mind the comment about the pond design given above. 
 
Chapter 10 addresses effects as a result of drainage and run-off, proposing suitable mitigation to 
reduce the potential impacts and concluding effects of Neutral significance (not significance). Text 
has been added to Chapter 9 to reference this assessment and its conclusions, presented within 
the attached document. 
 
With regards to downstream impacts of increased nitrogen levels on the marine environment, this is 
captured separately within the HRA for the Scheme. 
 

 Section 9.10.17 relating to the % area of the SSSI affected. The SSSI is broken up into 16 units for 
monitoring purposes and the impacts of the proposal need to be considered in terms of the units 
impacted the proposal (units 5 and 13) rather than against the entire area of the SSSI. As a 
percentage the overall area of the units impacted is still likely to be relatively small but this should 
be set out with regard to these specific units so that the impact on the units can be clearly 
illustrated. 
 
Due to the change in assessment, the text this comment refers to is no longer present. However, 
noted for future reference with other projects. 
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 Section 9.10.20 relating to the area of 0.13 ha of SSSI adversely impacted by nitrogen deposition 
(also referenced in section 9.10.17). It is not clear how exactly this area was calculated or if this 
adverse impact on this area has been compensated for through the Ancient Woodland Strategy.  
 
Due to the change in assessment, the text this comment refers to is no longer present. 
 

 Sections 9.10.21 and 9.10.22 – indicate that the increase in nitrogen deposition i.e. 35m to the east 
(which equates to 0.2 ha) is compensated by the Ancient Woodland Strategy. What is not clear in 
my mind is whether or not this 35m falls within the Order Limits of the site? I assume that the 35m is 
east of the new bridge and Ecological mitigation plan in Figure 9.2 appears to show that this is the 
case and assuming that this is correct then it may be worth explaining this in a bit more detail in the 
this section. If, however, this is not the case and the 35m extends beyond the Order Limits then 
potentially the portion of the SSSI woodland impacted out with the Order Limits has not been 
covered by the compensation agreed in the Ancient Woodland Strategy. 
 
Due to the change in assessment, the text this comment refers to is no longer present. However, 
the amended text provides clarity regarding the woodland compensated by the Scheme (that within 
the Order Limits) and the subsequent assessment. In response to a comment following review by 
the lawyers, a justification for use of the compensatory planting within the assessment of significant 
effects has also been detailed. 
 

One general point, there are several references to the proposed scheme resulting in a decrease in levels of 
deposition at a number of locations. It may be worth exploring/explaining how this occurs as it is counter 
intuitive to most people’s understanding increases in traffic. I understand that mitigation built into the design 
can help to alter where and how much deposition occurs but it may be worth clarifying the mechanisms by 
which the proposed scheme may actually reduce deposition in certain locations. 
 
Noted. The following has been added to Chapter 9 for Eco9 (the first instance where a reduction in total N 
deposition is presented): “The decrease in total nitrogen deposition is due to the ability of the Scheme (A1) 
to draw traffic from other roads within the local network. Therefore, this causes a reduced traffic flow on 
some roads radiating from the A1, thereby a reduction in associated nitrogen deposition.” 
 
I will include all of the above in my overall comments later today but I hope this proves to be useful. 
 
All the best 
Bob 
 
 

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 07 August 2019 15:51 
To: Cussen, Bob <Robert.Cussen@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Franklin-Losardo, Declan <Declan.Franklin@wsp.com>; UK - Project - 
A1 Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' 
<A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Morrow, David 
<David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Achampong, Henri <Henrietta.Achampong@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 in Northumberland - Morpeth to Felton 
 
Hi Bob, 
 
I hope the review of the ES Chapter and Appendices is going okay. Further to internal discussions, please could I 
request your comment specifically to the items below via reply to this email: 

- Targeted surveys for brown hare were not undertaken as part of the baseline assessment of the Scheme. 
Brown hare were recorded incidentally when encountered during other surveys completed, with the Order 
Limits comprising habitats suitable to support the species. Due to the distribution and abundance of suitable 
habitat in the wider area and the known widespread distribution of brown hare nationally and within 
Northumberland, survey effort was not considered necessary to inform mitigation design. Mitigation 
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Townley, Nicola

From: Storey, Claire
Sent: 24 March 2020 08:17
To: Fenwick, Jack
Cc: Macmillan, Nic; Stubbs, Kevin; Morrow, David; Stoneman, Mark; UK - Project - A1 

Northumberland; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF'
Subject: RE: PSS LONI for A1 Morpeth to Felton  - Reasoned Statements (NSA and IROPI 

tests)

Hi Jack 
 
Thanks for the documents. 
 
Hope you are well too and keeping safe. 
 
Regards 
 
Claire 
 
Claire Storey 
NEWLS (DT2) 
Tel: 02082 258698 

 
 
Please note my usual work days are Mon-Wed. 
 
Please note I work part time and my usual work days are Mon-Wed. 
 
My associated office is York, please send post to Foss House, Kings Pool, 1-2 Peasholme Green, Floor 4, 
York YO1 7PX marked for my attention.  

 

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 24 March 2020 08:06 
To: Storey, Claire <Claire.Storey@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; Stubbs, Kevin <Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Morrow, David 
<David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Stoneman, Mark <Mark.Stoneman@highwaysengland.co.uk>; UK - Project - A1 
Northumberland <A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' 
<A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk> 
Subject: RE: PSS LONI for A1 Morpeth to Felton - Reasoned Statements (NSA and IROPI tests) 
 
Hi Claire, 
 
Hope you’re well. Please find attached the three reasoned statements in support of the draft EPS licence 
applications for the A1 in Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton scheme. These include: 

- Draft bat licence 
- Draft GCN licence – Burgham Park (BP) 
- Draft GCN licence – River Coquet (RC) 

 
Apologies for the delay in submitting these. If you have any queries or require further information, please 
feel free to get in contact.  
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
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Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) MCIEEM 
Principal Ecologist 
 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential 
information. Any other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in 
error, please notify the sender and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 
Chancery Lane, London, WC2A 1AF.    

 
 

 
 
NOTICE: This communication and any attachments ("this message") may contain information which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or 
otherwise subject to restricted disclosure under applicable law. This message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorized 
use, disclosure, viewing, copying, alteration, dissemination or distribution of, or reliance on, this message is strictly proh bited. If you have received 
this message in error, or you are not an authorized or intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying to this message, delete 
this message and all copies from your e-mail system and destroy any printed copies.  

 
 
 

  
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
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Townley, Nicola

From: Ivison, Annie <Annie.Ivison@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 26 March 2020 16:57
To: Fenwick, Jack
Subject: RE: A1 Morpeth to Felton PSS

Hi Jack 
 
Thank you for getting back to me so quickly. This has helped my understanding.  
 
Thanks again, 
 
Annie  
 

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 26 March 2020 13:17 
To: Ivison, Annie <Annie.Ivison@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Proctor, Sarah <sarah.proctor@wsp.com>; Chatterton, David <david.chatterton@wsp.com> 
Subject: RE: A1 Morpeth to Felton PSS 
 
Hi Annie, 
 
Many thanks for your email. Please find attached an annotated version of Figure C5b. The offline section of the 
Scheme starts approximately 3km to the north of building B4a and is the central 6.1km, shown within the blue 
rectangle. For ease of understanding, I have also annotated the route of the existing A1 as a dashed green line. The 
online sections of the Scheme extend south of the rectangle towards Morpeth, with building B4a located at the 
southern end of the Scheme, and north of the rectangle towards the River Coquet.  
 
Building B4a was the only building recorded that supports a roost that would be lost to the Scheme. There are other 
buildings and trees along the Scheme that support roosts that may be subject to disturbance, although this is 
addressed in the ES and mitigation has been proposed. 
 
The road that you labelled on your diagram is a proposed alternative private means of access for the residential 
buildings to the to the east of the A1, opposite building B4a (current access is directly off the A1). This proposed 
road is minor (single track) and therefore would not incur severance to bat movement. The Scheme adjacent to 
building B4a involves widening of the existing A1, on its western side, which already acts as a partial barrier to bat 
movement.  
 
I hope the above covers your main queries, but please let me know if you would like to discuss further. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) MCIEEM 
Principal Ecologist 
 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 



2

Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 

From: Ivison, Annie <Annie.Ivison@naturalengland.org.uk>  
Sent: 26 March 2020 12:17 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Subject: A1 Morpeth to Felton PSS 
 
Dear Mr Fenwick 
  
I am currently assessing the draft bat application for the above PSS and require a little clarity regarding the 
following:  
  

 Where the 6.1km of offline development is proposed - see annotated figure below, is this area all of the off-line 
section? 

 Please provide numbers for the buildings in the vicinity of the offline works, see figure note.  

  
What I am trying to ascertain is what the roost potential of the buildings in the vicinity of the new section is or if 
they are any the buildings that are known to host a roost -I hope this helps? 
  
Please do not hesitate to get in touch if you would like to discuss this further – please note my main phone line is 
currently out of service. Please contact me on: 07341780500 
  
Kind regards, 
  
Annie  
  
Annie Ivison 
Wildlife Lead Adviser  
Natural England Wildlife Licensing Service (DT2) 

)  
02080268612 (external) 

)  
  
annie.ivison@naturalengland.org.uk 
  
My associated office is: 
Lancaster House, Hampshire Court, Newcastle Upon Tyne, NE4 7YH  
Please mark correspondence for my attention.  
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Please consider the environment before printing this email 
  
www.gov.uk/natural-england 
  
We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected and 
England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 
  
In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to meetings and 
attend via audio, video or web conferencing. 
  
To help developers consider the environment Natural England offers two chargeable services  
- the Discretionary Advice Service (DAS), which can provide advice on planning/licensing proposals  
- the Pre-submission Screening Service (PSS) for European Protected Species mitigation licence applications. 
  
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. 
  
  
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
 

 
 
NOTICE: This communication and any attachments ("this message") may contain information which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or otherwise 
subject to restricted disclosure under applicable law. This message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorized use, disclosure, viewing, 
copying, alteration, dissemination or distribution of, or reliance on, this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, or you are 
not an authorized or intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying to this message, delete this message and all copies from your e-
mail system and destroy any printed copies.  

 
 
 

  
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
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Townley, Nicola

From: Pashley, Isabelle <Isabelle.Pashley@naturalengland.org.uk>
Sent: 21 April 2020 08:03
To: Fenwick, Jack
Cc: Mark.Stoneman@highwaysengland.co.uk; Bevan, Tsuwun; Gibbins, Phillip; Morrow, 

David; Stubbs, Kevin; Macmillan, Nic; UK - Project - A1 Northumberland; 'A1 in 
Northumberland PCF'

Subject: RE: NSIP Initial Draft Application GCN: 2020-44765-EPS-AD1 - River Coquet. 
Changes to mitigation – please reply by 13/04/20

Hi Jack, 
 
Thanks for getting back to me. 
 
Yes the confirmation provided for this (and Burgham Park) is sufficient to inform the LONI. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Issy 
 
Isabelle Pashley 
Wildlife Lead Adviser 
Natural England Wildlife Licensing Service (DT2) 
Second Floor, Arndale House 
The Arndale Centre 
Manchester 
M4 3AQ 
Telephone: 02080266656 

 
 
www.gov.uk/natural-england 
 
We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected 
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 
 

From: Fenwick, Jack [mailto:Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com]  
Sent: 15 April 2020 16:28 
To: Pashley, Isabelle <Isabelle.Pashley@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Cc: Mark.Stoneman@highwaysengland.co.uk; Bevan, Tsuwun <Tsuwun.Bevan@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Gibbins, 
Phillip <phillip.gibbins@highwaysengland.co.uk>; Morrow, David <David.Morrow@wsp.com>; Stubbs, Kevin 
<Kevin.Stubbs@wsp.com>; Macmillan, Nic <Nic.Macmillan@wsp.com>; UK - Project - A1 Northumberland 
<A1Northumberland@wsp.com>; 'A1 in Northumberland PCF' <A1inNorthumberlandPCF@highwaysengland.co.uk> 
Subject: RE: NSIP Initial Draft Application GCN: 2020-44765-EPS-AD1 - River Coquet. Changes to mitigation – please 
reply by 13/04/20 
 
Dear Issy, 
 
Further to your email, many thanks for your feedback and comment on the draft GCN licence application for the A1 
in Northumberland: Morpeth to Felton – River Coquet. Following discussion with the client, please find below 
confirmation that each item raised shall be addressed within the formal licence application.   
 
Is the confirmation provided below sufficient to inform a Letter of No Impediment in relation to the draft licence 
application? 
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Kind Regards, 
Jack 
 
Jack Fenwick BSc (Hons) MCIEEM 
Principal Ecologist 
 
 

 
T +44(0)113 395 6275 

  
 
 
Three White Rose Office Park, Millshaw Park Lane, Leeds LS11 0DL  
 
wsp.com 
 
Confidential 
This message, including any document or file attached, is intended only for the addressee and may contain privileged and/or confidential information. Any 
other person is strictly prohibited from reading, using, disclosing or copying this message. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender 
and delete the message. Thank you. 
 
WSP UK Limited, a limited company registered in England & Wales with registered number 01383511. Registered office: WSP House, 70 Chancery Lane, 
London, WC2A 1AF.    

 

From: Pashley, Isabelle <Isabelle.Pashley@naturalengland.org.uk>  
Sent: 06 April 2020 10:51 
To: Fenwick, Jack <Jack.Fenwick@wsp.com> 
Cc: Mark.Stoneman@highwaysengland.co.uk 
Subject: NSIP Initial Draft Application GCN: 2020-44765-EPS-AD1 - River Coquet. Changes to mitigation – please 
reply by 13/04/20 
 
Dear Jack Fenwick,  
CC: Mark Stoneman 
 
With reference to the above draft NSIP licence application relating to great crested newts (GCNs) and the 
points outlined below, please confirm against each item that the following changes will be made and the 
following information will be included when the formal application for the above licence is submitted. If 
these issues are not addressed within the formal licence application this is likely to result in delays in Natural 
England being able to reach a licensing decision and the issuing of a licence, should the DCO be 
granted.  Please note this email relates only to the method statement and supporting documents. You are 
not required to resubmit the draft Method statement: 

Changes to be made which would form part of the formal licence conditions when all three tests are met: 

Application form  
 
Section 2 and Section 10: 

- Please confirm that a suitably experienced named ecologist will be proposed at formal submission 
(refer to the web link at the top of Section 10 in the application form, for guidance regarding 
ecologist experience and references). Confirmed. 
 

Section 16: 
- Confirm that the Declarations in this section will be signed and dated. Confirmed. 
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Method statement and figures 
 

Section C1 – Pre-existing survey information: 
- Confirm that at formal submission this section of the Method Statement will refer to the results of 

a data search or other pre-existing records known for the River Coquet site, rather than referring to 
the Burgham Park site. Confirmed. 

 
Figure C3.4 – Photographs: 

- Confirm that photographs showing the habitats on-site will be provided at formal submission. 
Confirmed. 

 
Section D1 – Habitat impact tables: 

- Temporary habitat loss is currently calculated as being the area between the Scheme Footprint and 
the Order Limits – this is acknowledged as an overestimate. Please confirm that the areas of 
temporary habitat loss will be calculated accurately in the formal application and will not include 
any retained (unaffected) habitats. Confirmed. 

- The A1 is considered to represent a significant barrier to GCN dispersal (except for a potential 
movement pathway beneath a bridge over the River Coquet located to the south of Pond A19). 
Given the distance of this bridge from Pond A19 (c.200m), the presence of good-quality terrestrial 
habitat around the pond, the absence of ponds to the east of the A1 and the size of the GCN 
population, it is considered highly unlikely that GCNs will be utilising habitats to the east of the A1. 
It’s not therefore considered necessary to include habitat losses in this area within the calculations 
(nor would it be appropriate to compensate for the impacts of the development in this area). 
Please therefore confirm that the impact totals will be revised prior to formal submission to 
exclude any habitat losses to the east of the A1. Confirmed. 

 
Section D4 – Post-development interference impacts: 

- The management and maintenance of compensatory habitats should not result in the killing / 
injuring of GCNs. Confirm this impact will be removed from this section of the Method Statement 
at formal submission. Confirmed. 
 

Figure D – Impacts: 
Confirm that the following comments will be addressed in the formal application: 

- Areas to be permanently lost and temporarily damaged will be more clearly differentiated – 
currently the black and dark blue hatched overlay makes it difficult to distinguish between these 
two impact types. Confirmed. 

- Impacts to the: (1) east of the A1 and (2) south of the River Coquet will be removed from the map 
as these features are considered to be significant barriers to dispersal. Confirmed. 

 
Section E3 – Habitat creation, restoration and/or enhancement: 

- Compensatory habitat located to the east of the A1 should be excluded from the habitat creation 
calculations as the A1 is considered to be a significant barrier to dispersal. An ecological 
justification for the net loss of habitat based solely upon compensatory habitat to the west of the 
road will still be possible given that habitat loss to the east of the A1 can be dismissed and long-
term permanent habitat loss to the west of the road is not substantial . Please therefore confirm 
that the compensation totals (provided in Table E3 and Table E3.2*) will be amended prior to 
formal submission to exclude this area from the compensation area calculations. Confirmed. 
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*The terrestrial habitat measures detailed in Tables E3 and E3.2 must be consistent. 
 

Section E3.2 – Terrestrial habitat measures: 
- Confirm that the difference between the woodland planting creation (1.2ha) and reinstatement / 

enhancement (0.5ha) will be clarified in the formal application. Confirmed. 
- Confirm that the relaxed grassland mowing regime will be to a height of no less than 150mm. 

Confirmed. 
- Confirm that two hibernacula (rather than one hibernacula and one refugia) will be created – 

hibernacula offer better long-term habitat provision for GCNs. Confirmed. 
- Confirm that details of the GCN habitat to be reinstated will be included in Table E3 and Table E3.2 

of the formal application (reinstated habitats should also be shown clearly on the relevant maps). 
Confirmed. 

 
Figure E3.1 – Habitat measures: 
Confirm that the following comments will be addressed in the formal application: 

- Revision will be undertaken to reflect the updated proposals.  To include the creation of two 
hibernacula and the removal of the compensatory habitat to the east of the A1. Confirmed. 

- All of the habitat measures detailed in Sections E1, E3.1 and E3.2 of the Method Statement will be 
detailed on the map. Currently this figure does now show the reinstatement / enhancement 
(depending on what is proposed) of the woodland habitat. Confirmed. 

- The ‘Woodland Creation Area (Ancient Woodland Strategy)’ will be removed from the figure.  This 
area is separated from the impacted GCN population by a significant barrier to dispersal (the River 
Coquet) and cannot therefore be categorised as compensation. Confirmed. To note, the Woodland 
Creation Area and habitats to the south of the River Coquet have not been included within the 
habitat measures detailed in Sections E1, E3.1 and E3.2 or calculations of the Method Statement. 

 
Section E4 – Capture, exclusion and translocation: 

- Given the distance from Pond A19 and the presence of a significant barrier to dispersal (the A1), 
Natural England would be satisfied for no capture or exclusion to take place on the eastern side of 
the A1 - this can be confirmed in the formal application. Confirmed. 

- Natural England is concerned, given the size of the area to be trapped, that the capture proposals 
will not effectively clear GCNs from the area to the west of the A1 in the absence of drift fencing to 
compartmentalise the impacted area. Please therefore confirm, in the formal application, that drift 
fencing will be employed to help clear GCNs from the site. Confirmed. 

 
Figure E4a – Capture and exclusion: 
Confirm that the following comments will be addressed in the formal application: 

- The figure will be amended to show the location of drift fencing (as requested above) and any site 
access points and measures (e.g. newt grids) to prevent newts re-entering the development site at 
these points. Confirmed. 

 
Section E5.1 – Habitat management and maintenance: 

- No details of the habitat management and maintenance measures to be undertaken have been 
provided. Please confirm that appropriate management and maintenance measures will be 
provided with the formal application (and shown on Figure E5.1), and will include both aquatic and 
terrestrial habitat management and maintenance. Confirmed. 

 
Figure E5.1 – Post-development management and maintenance: 
Confirm that the following comments will be addressed in the formal application: 
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- Revision will be undertaken to reflect the updated proposals. To include the creation of two 
hibernacula and the removal of the compensatory habitat to the east of the A1. Confirmed. 

- All of the proposed compensatory habitat will be shown on this figure. Currently this figure does 
now show the reinstated / enhanced (depending on what is proposed) woodland habitat. 
Confirmed. 

- The ‘Woodland Creation Area (Ancient Woodland Strategy)’ will be removed from the figure. This 
area is separated from the impacted GCN population by a significant barrier to dispersal (the River 
Coquet) and cannot therefore be categorised as compensation. Confirmed. As per above, to note, 
the Woodland Creation Area and habitats to the south of the River Coquet have not been included 
within the habitat calculations of the Method Statement. 

 
Section E5.2 – Post-development population monitoring: 

- Confirm that the population monitoring proposed in the formal application will be in accordance 
with the recommendations in the GCNMG (dependent upon results from the updated surveys). 
Confirmed. 

 
Section E5.3 – Site safeguard: 

- Confirm that a site safeguard mechanism will be provided at formal submission. Confirmed. 
 
Figure F1 – Final layout: 
Confirm that the following comments will be addressed in the formal application: 

- Revision will be undertaken to reflect the updated proposals. To include the creation of two 
hibernacula and the removal of the compensatory habitat to the east of the A1. Confirmed. 

- All of the proposed compensatory habitat will be shown on this figure. Currently this figure does 
now show the reinstated / enhanced (depending on what is proposed) woodland habitat. 
Confirmed. 

- The ‘Woodland Creation Area (Ancient Woodland Strategy)’ will be removed from the figure. 
Confirmed. 

- Pond A19 will be correctly labelled (currently shown as Pond A12). Confirmed. 
 
Section I – Declarations: 

- Confirm that the declarations will be completed at formal submission, and that landowner 
consent(s) will be confirmed. Confirmed. 

 
Sections E6a & E6b - Work schedule: 
Confirm that the following amendments will be made to this document in the formal application: 

- Site checks and maintenance during construction: State in the comments box that monthly site 
checks will be undertaken by the ecologist during the active season (as a minimum). Confirmed. 

- Drift fence removal: The date for this activity will be included. Confirmed. 
- Newt fence removal: These activities will be timed to take place outside of the newt hibernation 

period (i.e. excluding November – February). Confirmed. 
- Habitat reinstatement: An end date will be provided for this activity. Confirmed. 
- Post construction mitigation / compensation on dev’t site: Start and end dates for post-

development management and maintenance (as detailed in Section E5.1 of the Method Statement) 
will be covered within Section E6b of the work schedule (not in this row which relates to mitigation 
/ compensation works only). Confirmed. 

- Start and end dates for all habitat creation and enhancement works will be included in the Work 
schedule. Confirmed. 
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Additional comments: 
- All of the required information should be included within the Method Statement and associated 

figures – the assessor should not be directed to the Environmental Statement for further 
information. Noted. 

- The suitability of the proposals in this application have been assessed based on the current survey 
data (a small population). Revision to the application may be required depending on the results 
from the updated surveys. Noted. 

- Updated surveys should be conducted on all ponds within 500m of GCN ponds found to support 
GCNs in 2016 (unless separated by significant barriers to dispersal or totally unsuitable for GCNs). 
Noted. 

- Any survey constraints must be acknowledged in the formal application and a sound ecological 
explanation provided to justify why the constrained results are considered to accurately reflect the 
size and distribution of the population present. Noted. 

 
What you (the named ecologist) need to do: 
 
1. Discuss with your client the specified changes.  

 
2. Confirm to me by the 13/04/20 that your client has agreed to the changes. 
 
Please ensure you “Reply to all” when responding to this email. If your client does not agree to the above 
changes, or a response is not received by the above date, an in principle ‘Further Information Request’ will 
be issued to allow time to resolve these issues. A ‘Further Information Request’ will require a resubmission 
of the draft Method Statement together with all Figures and appendices and may take up to 30 working 
days in which to receive a licensing decision.   
 
If you would like to discuss any of the points raised in this email, or the Burgham Park email, then please 
give me a call on the telephone number below. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Isabelle Pashley 
Wildlife Lead Adviser 
Natural England Wildlife Licensing Service (DT2) 
Second Floor, Arndale House 
The Arndale Centre 
Manchester 
M4 3AQ 
Telephone: 02080266656 

 
 
www.gov.uk/natural-england 
 
We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected 
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 
 
 
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
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systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  
 

 
 
NOTICE: This communication and any attachments ("this message") may contain information which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or otherwise 
subject to restricted disclosure under applicable law. This message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorized use, disclosure, viewing, 
copying, alteration, dissemination or distribution of, or reliance on, this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, or you are 
not an authorized or intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying to this message, delete this message and all copies from your e-
mail system and destroy any printed copies.  

 
 
 

  
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you have no 
authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst 
this email and associated attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England 
systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems 
may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes.  





A1 Northumberland Morpeth to Felton 

EA / NCC Meeting 

Date: Tuesday 9th January 2018 

Time: 1 pm 

 

Attendees 

Lee Bedford – WSP 
Sarah Hamilton – WSP 
Lucy Mo – EA 
Caroline Maarouf - EA 
James Hitching – NCC 

Notes 

Item Notes Actions 

1. Modelling 
WSP’s approach to the hydraulic assessment of the scheme was 
discussed in detail. The key focus is to maintain the current level of 
flood risk. It was agreed that the small watercourses / overland flow 
routes and minor modification to existing hydraulic structures could 
initially be assessed using a simple analysis such as Culvert master 
or CIRIA 689.  Where more complex changes or new hydraulic 
structures are proposed, simple 1D modelling is required. The 
extents of any hydraulic modelling must extend beyond the main 
receptors e.g. any downstream property. 
 
Model scenarios should include the operational phase of the 
permanent works and possibly the construction phase subject to 
the scale of temporary works particularly where any alterations are 
proposed to the watercourse or the topography of the floodplain. 
 
1D modelling will be required if it is not possible to attenuate the 
required volume of surface water runoff and discharge to a 
watercourse is required (refer to Section 2). 
  
Modelling approach for each watercourse are summarised in Table 
1. 

SH / LB to confirm 
modelling 
methodology for 
each watercourse 
once further details 
are known on 
existing and 
proposed situation 

2. Climate Change 
Climate change will need to be addressed in any hydraulic 
modelling and surface water attenuation calculations.  The EA and 
NCC expect 20-25% for fluvial modelling and for surface water 30-
40% on rainfall intensity. This is in conflict with the HE requirements 
for 20% climate change and it is understood that there is currently a 
debate between the EA and HE to confirm how to take this forward. 

LB to investigate HE 
requirements 

3. Surface Water 
The proposed surface water drainage regime (standards, treatment 
etc.) requires detailed discussions and a separate meeting was 
suggested. 

LB to set up 
separate meeting 



All attenuation ponds need to be outside the 1 in 100 year plus cc 
extent. 

4. Permitting 
DCO Application usually includes permitting but this is dependent 
on the level of detail submitted in the application.  If the 
appropriate level of detail is not submitted, the EA may waiver this 
right and a separate application will be required for an 
Environmental Permit which will take two months to determine 
after receipt of all information. 

 

5. Embankments 
The EA recommended that the construction of embankments was 
confined to Flood Zone 1 if possible. Any embankments constructed 
in the floodplain need to be kept to a minimum and any loss of 
floodplain would require compensatory flood storage upto the 1 in 
100 year plus cc event.   

 

6. Felton 
Felton is at risk from flooding from the River Coquet, Back Burn and 
Bradley Brook.  In addition, the current holding tanks that store 
surface water runoff from the existing A1 are not operating as 
required and may contribute to flooding downstream.  NCC require 
any design proposal for surface water to include both the new and 
existing drainage systems. 

 

7. WFDA 
A separate telecom is to be arranged to discuss the scope of the 
WFDA. 
WFD investigation reports are available from 2012 and they are 
currently being updated 

LM to provide 
available dates / 
times. 
SH to request 
existing WFD 
reports. 

8. Additional topics 

 Design - Culvert grilles are only to be added if a need for a 
screen assessment can demonstrate that it is required. 

 Design – Scour protection will be required if any structures 
are located in a channel. 

 Betterments – welcomed throughout.  Mammal ledges are 
likely to be required. 

 Draft reports / Timescales - EA / NCC would like to see draft 
reports and review modelling before application is 
submitted.  It was discussed that due to timescales this may 
not be possible. Estimated cost of model review £1k. 

 Timescales – work to start on site and expected completion 
 

SH to keep EA 
informed of 
progress and to give 
advance notice of if 
and when reports 
are to be issued / 
modelling can be 
released to them 
for review. 

 

  



Table 1 – Hydraulic Assessment Proposal 

Ref Name Proposal Info from Meeting 

01 Unnamed WF A02 Culvert Master / CIRIA 689 
or 1D model if change to 
existing culvert capcity 

Southern watercourses are 
tributaries of the Cotting Burn 
which has major flooding issues 
further downstream.  There is a 
flood dam downstream and no 
changes to flow should take 
place.  Interaction / effect on the 
dam will need to be determined. 

01a Shieldhill Burn Culvert Master / CIRIA 689 

02 Surface Water Flowpath Culvert Master / CIRIA 689 

03 Floodgate Burn Culvert Master / CIRIA 689  

04 River Lyne 1D model Main river extent of the River 
Lyne ends at the existing A1. 
Erosion of riverbanks along full 
length of watercourse. Hydraulic 
modelling should include worst 
case scenario of the Fenrother 
Burn in flood and the River Lyne 
in flood. 

05 Fenrother Burn 1D model  

06 Earsdon Burn 1D model  

07 Un-named (06) 1D model  

08 Un-named (06) 1D model  

08a Surface Water Flowpath Culvert Master / CIRIA 689  

09 Surface Water Flowpath Culvert Master / CIRIA 689  

10 Long Dyke Burn 1D model  

11 Surface Water Flowpath 1D model  

12 Long Dyke Burn 1D model  

13 Surface Water Flowpath Culvert Master / CIRIA 689  

14 Thirston Burn Tributary Culvert Master / CIRIA 689  

15 River Coquet Subject to location of 
proposed bridge piers 

River Coquet – Major sediment 
and gravel source.  EA and NCC 
would prefer that any piers are 
located outside of the 1 in 100 
year plus cc flood extent due to 
changes in sedimentation / flood 
risk.  Any change on 
sedimentation could have a 
major impact on fisheries. EA 
recommend piers match existing 
arrangement. If piers are 
positioned in the river hydraulic 
modelling, scour protection and 
a long term management plan 
will be required.  Additional 
constraints in that no works will 
be allowed in the river between 
sept-may due to fisheries. 

16 Bradley Brook / Back Burn  Culvert Master / CIRIA 689 Existing flood risk for Felton 

 





 

from the hydraulic analysis, provision for mammal passage, 
fish passage, mitigation and requirement for scour protection. 

 WSP to provide details of methodology and results for all 
ecological surveys undertaken by Jacobs to EA 

LB 10/09/18 

 EA (PR) described the need for fish passage and requested the 
creation of low flow channels within the culverts where low 
flows are sufficient to permit fish passage. PR requested low 
flow channels mirror the width of the open channels 
upstream and downstream if hydraulics permit to achieve 
desired water depth and velocity during low flows.  

  

 WSP to provide details of each culvert including low flow data 
and photographs of the existing channel upstream and 
downstream. 

LB 20/09/18 

 EA and NCC asked if culvert length could be kept to a 
minimum in all locations. WSP to review the current design 
proposals and reduce culvert lengths where the topography 
permits. 

LB  05/10/18 

 EA (PR) requested all new culvert inverts to have a rough cast 
finish to increase surface friction and promote the 
establishment of a natural bed within the culverts. 
Consideration should also be given to changes in geometry to 
create varied aquatic environments by using baffles. WSP to 
review design and incorporate details within proposals where 
appropriate. 

LB 05/10/18 

 NCC (JH) asked if trash screens had been considered on any of 
the culverts. LB confirmed that due to the rural location and 
low debris load from the catchment trash screens were not 
considered on any of the proposed culverts.  All agreed that 
this was appropriate to reduce maintenance requirements 
and reduce the risk of flooding when maintenance had not 
been undertaken. 

  

 WSP (LB) described where and how scour protection will need 
to be incorporated into the proposed works where velocities 
over 1.2m/s during the 1%AEP + 25% climate change event 
increase the risk of erosion. EA (IM) requested that the 
appearance and habitat potential of any scour protection 
measures are ecology friendly e.g. green faces on gabions, 
plugs of plants etc. EA to provide examples 

IM 17/10/18 
Completed 

 LB to incorporate details on preliminary design drawings LB 05/10/18 
 EA (PR) noted that fish rescue will be required if existing 

culverts / watercourses are being modified. JF confirmed that 
this work would form part of the pre-commencement works. 
LB to include note on preliminary design drawings. 

LB 05/10/18 

 EA raised concerns about the amount of terrestrial and 
aquatic environments that will be lost due to culverting.  JF 
described how we are doing a habitat loss assessment for the 
full scheme. WSP to provide Habitat Loss Assessment and to 

JF 24/09/18 



 

understand opportunities for suitable mitigation for each 
watercourse. 

 EA suggested measures that could be considered as part of 
the mitigation could include improvements to the condition of 
the existing downstream culverts under the existing A1. This 
could include incorporation of provision for mammal and fish 
passage. WSP to review existing culvert arrangement and 
opportunities for improvement. Details to be included on 
preliminary design drawings. 

LB 05/10/18 

 WSP (SH) asked if there was any specific WFD measures that 
the EA would like to incorporate into the scheme. EA to 
provide details. This may also include opportunities for 
designated funds. 

HH 24/09/18 

 With specific reference to the diversion of Fenrother Burn 
(site 05), the EA (IM) requested that any new straight 
engineered channels are designed to incorporate features 
such as meanders creation of small backwaters, changes in 
gradients, riffles etc to allow aquatic habitat to develop. WSP 
to review design and incorporate into preliminary design. 

LB  05/10/18 

 The EA raised concern about the impact of the offline section 
and the creation of sub catchments. WSP confirmed that they 
had undertaken a watershed analysis to confirm surface water 
flow paths and where required provision for the conveyance 
of overland flow was included in the new culverts discussed. 
For smaller catchments field drainage modifications are 
required and these have been incorporated into the scheme. 
Details of field drainage modifications were not discussed at 
this meeting. 

  

 The EA (IM) promoted the design of SUDS ponds to enhance 
ecological biodiversity. EA to provide guidance which will be 
passed onto the drainage team. Details of the proposed 
detention basins were not discussed at this meeting. 

IM  

 WSP (JF) described how wildlife culvert 8a is to be 
incorporated as an underpass for bat passage beneath the 
mainline. Surveys are currently being undertaken on 
Parkwood subway to monitor bat passage. Details of surveys 
to be provided to EA. 

JF 05/10/18 

 With specific reference to culvert 10, although no work is 
currently proposed at this location the EA suggested that the 
replacement of the existing timber baffles with metal or 
concrete could be considered as part of the aquatic habitat 
mitigation for the scheme. WSP to review and include details 
on preliminary design drawings. 
 

LB 05/10/18 

 With specific reference to Site 13, WSP (LB) explained the 
potential requirement for flood water attenuation upstream 
of the culvert. The EA (IM) suggested that this area could form 

LB 05/10/18 



 

part of the aquatic mitigation. WSP to review and include 
details on preliminary design drawings. 
 

 WSP described the investigation that had been undertaken at 
site 16 (Parkwood Culvert). HE and NCC believed that 
detention tanks were present in this location, however, the 
investigations undertaken to date do not support this. Surveys 
have identified several catch pits, an oil/petrol separator and 
an above ground attenuation facility. WSP to provide details 
of the investigations to NCC. 

LB  06/09/10 
Completed 

 In advance of the meeting WSP provided a copy of the 
hydrology record to the EA for review. The hydrology record 
has since been updated. WSP to issue latest version to EA. 

LB 06/09/10 
Completed 

 EA (PR) to confirm the requirement for fish pass approval for 
new culverts. 

PR  05/10/18 

 WSP described how the coastal SSSI approximately 9.7 km 
direct distance and 22 km downstream of the scheme has 
been removed from the scope of the assessment. WSP to 
forward screening report for EA review. EA to confirm 
acceptance of approach methodology. 

LB/HH 18/09/18 

 WSP requested the opportunity for the EA to review the 
hydraulic models in advance of the DCO submission. EA to 
provide information requirements to prepare a quotation.  

LM 06/09/18 
Completed 

 

Attachments: 

A1 – Scheme Overview Plan 

A1 - Watercourse Summary 

 


























