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Consultation responses have yet to obtained from the Environment Agency, Wolverhampton City Council and Severn Trent 

Water. 

Additional information and data will be obtained to undertake the impact assessment, including: 

� Information on the drainage arrangements for the existing and proposed route of the Metro extension; 

� Severn Trent Water asset plans and Pre-Planning Enquiry response; 

� Existing and proposed permeable and impermeable areas contributing to surface water outfalls; and 

� Further General Arrangement Plans of the proposals (topographic survey). 

 

5.3 Existing Environment (Baseline)  

A study area of 500 m either side of the proposed route corridor has been assessed, which is sufficient to identify any 

watercourses that might be directly affected by the proposed scheme. The following section provides a summary of the 

environmental baseline for surface water quality and flood risk. Refer to Figure 2 which illustrates the environmental baseline for 

surface water quality and flood risk.  

5.3.1 Surface Water  

A desk study was undertaken to identify surface water features. Two canals were identified within the study area: The 

Birmingham Canal and the Wyreley and Essington Canal.  A small section of Birmingham Canal is located within the study area 

and is situated within a highly urbanised area. It transverses due south/ south east (from the Staffordshire and Worcestershire 

Canal), passing Wolverhampton city centre to the north east. The Wyreley and Essington Canal joins the Birmingham Canal 

approximately 450 m to the south/ south east of the site boundary.  

Both the Birmingham Canal and Wyreley and Essington Canal are designated WFD waterbodies identified within the Humber 

River Basin Management Plan (EA, 2009). Please note that the same WFD designation covers Birmingham Canal and is 

considered within the ‘Wolverhampton Level’ of the Birmingham to Wolverhampton Canal (see Table 5.1). In addition, Wyreley 

and Essington Canal is considered within a wider designation (Wyreley and Essington, Daw End and Rushall Canals).Table .5.1 

provides further information on the waterbodies: 

Table 5.1 Water Framework Directive Designations 

Watercourse 

(WFD ID) 

Hydro - morphological 

Designation 

Current Ecological 

Status or Potential 

Current 

Chemical 

Quality 

Predicted 2015 

Ecological 

Status or 

Potential 

Protected 

Areas 

Birmingham  to 
Wolverhampton 
Canal, 
Wolverhampton 
Level 
(GB70410516) 

Artificial (navigation) 
Moderate Ecological 

Potential 
Good Status 

Good by 2027 

(as 

disproportionally 

expensive) 

Nitrates 

Directive 

Wyreley & 
Essington, Daw 
End and 
Rushall Canals 
(GB71210541) 

Artificial (navigation) 
Good Ecological 

Potential 
Good Status Good by 2015 

Nitrates 

Directive 

Source: Humber RBMP (EA, 2009) 

Birmingham Canal is not achieving Good Ecological Potential (GEP) currently due to the phosphate levels in the system. As 

Table 5.1 notes it is considered to be disproportionally expensive to achieve GEP target by 2015, therefore the target is in 2027. 

All mitigation measures defining ecological potential on Birmingham Canal are in place. 
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5.3.1.1 Water resources 

A data request has been submitted to the EA for information on pollution incidents, abstraction licences and discharge consents. 

This will be available for a later stage of the EIA process. 

5.3.1.2 Protected Sites / Conservation Areas 

The study area is not within or adjacent to a European or nationally designated site. There are also no non-statutory designated 

sites nearby. The whole region is within a Nitrate Vulnerable Zone (NVZ), although the scheme is unlikely to effects this and no 

further consideration is proposed.   

5.3.1.3 Fisheries 

The Fish (Consolidated) Directive (2006/44EC, replacing 78/659/EC) was recently repealed by the WFD in July 2013, however 

from our own assessment we can confirm that neither of the canals within the study area are designated as cyprinid or salmonid 

waters. From assessment of the Humber River Basin Management Plan (Annex B) the EA has not listed fish as a relevant 

biological parameter when assessing potential levels in both Canals. 

5.3.2 Flood Risk  

5.3.2.1 Tidal (Sea) / Fluvial Flooding (River) 

The Black Country SFRA notes that majority of the river network within Wolverhampton are culverted. The Level 2 SFRA 

Drawing ‘Site BC1’ (Drawing No. B0536900/L2SFRA/BC1) shows that there are no culverted or open channel watercourses 

within the vicinity of the route.   

An examination of the EA Interactive Maps, Envirocheck EA Detailed River Network Map and Level 2 SFRA mapping show that 

there are no other Main Rivers or Ordinary Watercourses identified within the vicinity of the site.  

All three mapping sources shows that the site is located within Flood Zone 1; outside the extent of the 0.1% Annual Exceedance 

probability (AEP) / 1:1000 year risk of flooding, and is considered to be at ‘Low’ risk of flooding. 

Based on the available information, the route is considered to be at low risk of tidal / fluvial flooding.   

5.3.2.2 Pluvial Flooding (Overland Flow) 

The Black Country SFRA notes that the majority of the river network within Wolverhampton are culverted and therefore the main 

source of flooding to property would be generated by localised flooding caused by blocked gullies and surface water runoff. The 

Level 2 SFRA Drawing ‘Site BC1’ (Drawing No. B0536900/L2SFRA/BC1) shows that there are no localised flood incidents 

located along or within close proximity to the proposed Metro route, nor is the route within the pathway of any indicative surface 

water runoff routes.  

The Envirocheck RMS Maps show that a small section (located to the north of the route, adjacent to the existing station) is 

located within the mapped pluvial flooding extent for the 1:100 and 1:1000 year return period.  

Based on the available information, the route is considered to be at low to moderate risk of pluvial flooding. 

5.3.2.3 Groundwater Flooding 

The Black Country SFRA notes that there is a significant issue with groundwater flooding within Wolverhampton due to the 

reduction in groundwater extraction following a decline in industry. This reflects the general rise in the water table. The Level 2 

SFRA Drawing ‘Site BC1’ (Drawing No. B0536900/L2SFRA/BC1) shows that there are no reported incidents of groundwater 

flooding located along the proposed route, or within close proximity of the route.  

The Envirocheck BGS Groundwater Flooding Susceptibility map shows that the proposed route is located within an area subject 

to ranging susceptibility of groundwater flooding, from low to high. 

Based on the available information, the route is considered to be at a changeable risk of groundwater flooding, with some 

sections at low risk and some sections at high risk of groundwater flooding. 

5.3.2.4 Flooding from Sewers 

The Black Country SFRA suggests there are numerous instances of sewer flooding listed on Severn Trent Water’s DG5 sewer 

flooding register within the wider Wolverhampton area. Drawing ‘Site BC1’ (Drawing No. B0536900/L2SFRA/BC1) within the 



AECOM Wolverhampton City Centre Metro Extension Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report 18 

 

 

Level 2 SFRA shows that there are no reported incidents of sewer flooding located along the proposed route, or within close 

proximity of the route.  

Any available plans of existing services, including Severn Trent Water sewer and water mains records, should be reviewed as 

part of any detailed study of the route to inform the drainage design, the assessment of flood risk and the requirements for 

diversion of services. Liaison with Severn Trent Water and Wolverhampton City Council has been undertaken to confirm any 

localised issues. At the time this report was written a response had not been received.  

It is however noted that Severn Trent Water have a statutory responsibility for maintaining their assets, so the probability of a 

public sewer failing is considered low with only a handful of sewer flooding incidents reported annually over the entire network of 

Severn Trent. Further consultation with Severn Trent Water to establish the location of sewer assets as well as sewer incidents in 

relation to the proposed route is required.   

The risk of private sewer flooding would also need to be addressed through further investigation. 

Based on the available information, the route is considered to be at low risk of sewer flooding, but will require evidence from 

further consultation to confirm this.    

5.3.2.5 Flooding from Artificial Sources 

Ponds 

Ordnance Survey maps show that there are no ponds located within close proximity to the proposed Metro route. 

Reservoir 

The EA Interactive Maps show that the site is located outside the extent of risk of flooding from reservoirs.  

Canal 

Both the OS mapping and the Envirocheck EA Detailed River Network Map show that the eastern end of the route runs adjacent 

to the Birmingham Canal (Wolverhampton Level) before crossing the canal on an existing bridge. There is no evidence within the 

reference documents to indicate that the canal has been subject to hydraulic modelling, and therefore any flood extents 

associated with it are currently unknown. The Level 2 SFRA notes the following in regards to the canal: 

� The volume of water contained within these structures is large and has the potential to cause extensive flooding if a 

canal is breached. Furthermore, this flooding could be rapid and deep, with little warning; 

� Consultation with British Waterways
1
 suggests that the risk of a major breach is low, and the most common source of 

flooding from canals is overtopping due to high volumes of flow into the canal. Overtopping of canal banks is less of a 

risk as the onset of flooding is generally slower and the volumes of water involved is much lower. However overtopping 

could lead to a breach; 

� The level of risk to the route will depend on site-specific factors such as the method of construction of the canal local to 

the route, typical water levels relative to local ground levels and any nearby inflows into the canal; and  

� The potential for flooding from the canal to affect the route cannot be ruled out based on the above. 

Further liaison with the Canal & River Trust has been undertaken to determine the local conditions and availability of hydraulic 

modelling. The Canal and River Trust reported the following: 

� The main incidents of uncontrolled loss of water from the canal is from overtopping and breaching as a result of 

inundation from adjacent water courses, vandalism or structural failure; 

� Breaches which may lead to flooding can occur along the waterways.  There can be a number of causes for these 

including: culvert collapse, animal burrowing and overtopping.  British Waterways operates a comprehensive asset 

management system which enables them to manage the risks of such events occurring; 

� Breaches occur on average at a rate of three per year over the whole of the British Waterways owned canal network 

(that’s over 2,000 mile of canal); 

                                                           
1
 The responsibilities of British Waterways have now been transferred to the Canal & River Trust. 
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� There are no recorded incidents of the canal overtopping, causing flooding in this area;  

� Hydraulic models for this reach of the canal are not available; 

� Recorded water levels within the canal are not held; 

� British Waterways maintains water levels using reservoirs, feeders and boreholes, and thereafter manages the water by 

transferring it within the canal system.  The level of the water in canals is normally determined predominantly by the 

level and size of weirs.  Water levels in river navigations are affected by the flow in the river and will fluctuate more 

widely than canals; 

� When surface water enters waterways, the level of the water rises. Eventually the water level will reach a point where it 

discharges from the canal through control structures. Where the capacity of these control structures is exceeded, 

overtopping may result; and 

� The option to discharge storm water is possible but will need approval and managing through the utilities team. 

The requirement for hydraulic modelling of the canal cannot be ruled out at this stage and may be required to quantify predicted 

flood extents if the canal is considered to be a potential risk. 

Whilst it is difficult to quantify the risk from the adjacent canal at this stage, based on the available information, the proposed 

development is considered to be at medium risk of flooding from artificial sources. 

 

5.4 Assessment Method  

A qualitative assessment of potential effects on surface water quality and flood risk from construction will be undertaken and 

presented in the ES.  This will consider the risk to surface water bodies; directly from construction activities both adjacent to/ over 

the Birmingham Canal and indirectly via land drainage from silt rich runoff and chemical (e.g. fuel) spillages.  

If either silt laden runoff or runoff containing other typical diffuse urban pollutants is to be discharged to Birmingham Canal or any 

other WFD designated water body during the operation phase, a WFD Compliance Appraisal will be undertaken. This will 

consider the effect of that discharge on the relevant biological and chemical parameters and will inform mitigation to ensure that it 

does not cause deterioration or prevent improvement (i.e. it is compatible with mitigation measures proposed by the EA and 

Canal and Rivers Trust). There may be physical effects from outfalls to the Canal so consideration will be given to 

hydromorphology modifications when proposals are outlined in greater depth at a later stage of the assessment.  

Consideration will be made to the potential cumulative effects of the proposed development between environmental topic areas 

and with other planned development schemes in the local area (see Section 3.4). 

Significance will be assessed by comparing the importance of the receptor with the magnitude of effect. The importance of water 

bodies will be determined based on the criteria set out in Table 5.2.
 2
 

  

                                                           
2
 Source: Reproduced and adapted from HD45/09 (Highways Agency, 2009) 
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Table 5.2- Surface Water and Flood Risk Importance Criteria 

Importance Criteria Selected Examples 

Very High 

Attribute has a high 
quality and rarity 
on a regional or 
national scale  

European Designated salmonid fishery (or salmonid & cyprinid 
fishery); 
Site protected under EU or UK wildlife legislation (SAC, SPA, SSSI, 
Ramsar site);  
Critical social or economic uses (e.g. water supply and navigation); 
and 
Flood plain or defence protecting more than 100 residential 
properties from flooding. 

High 
Attribute has a high 
quality and rarity 
on a local scale  

European Designated Cyprinid Fishery; 
Aquatic species protected under EU or UK wildlife legislation (e.g. 
Great Created Newt);  
Important social or economic uses such as water supply, 
navigation or mineral extraction; and 
Flood plain or defence protecting between 1 and 100 residential 
premises from flooding. 

Medium 

Attribute has a 
medium quality 
and rarity on local 
scale  

May be designated as a local wildlife site; 
May support a small / limited population of protected species. 
Limited social or economic uses; and 
Flood plain or defence protection 10 or fewer industrial properties 
from flooding. 

Low 
Attribute has a low 
quality and rarity 
on a local scale  

No nature conservation designations; 
Low aquatic fauna and flora biodiversity and no protected species; 
Minimal economic or social uses; and 
Flood plain with limited constraints and a low probability of flooding 
of residential properties. 

The magnitude of effect, will be determined based on the criteria in Table 5.3
3
 taking into account the likelihood of the effect 

occurring.  The likelihood of an effect occurring is based on a scale of certain, likely or unlikely. 

Table 5.3- Magnitude of Effect Criteria 

Magnitude Criteria Examples 

Major 
Adverse 

Results in loss of 
attribute and / or 
quality and integrity 
of the attribute. 

Loss of Protected Area; 
Pollution of potable sources of water abstraction; 
Deterioration of a water body leading to a failure to meet Good 
Ecological Potential (GEP) and reduction in Class (or prevents the 
successful implementation of mitigation measures for heavily 
modified or artificial water bodies); and 
Increase in peak flood level (1% annual probability) >100 millimetre 
(mm). 

Moderate 
Adverse 

Results in effect on 
integrity of 
attribute, or loss of 
part of attribute. 

Loss in production of fishery; 
Discharge of a polluting substance to a watercourse but insufficient 
to change its water quality status (WFD class) in the long term; 
No reduction in WFD class, but effect may prevent improvement (if 
not already at GEP) or the successful implementation of mitigation 
measures for heavily modified or artificial water bodies and 
Increase in peak flood level (1% annual probability) >50 mm. 

                                                           
3
 Source: Adapted from HD45/09 (Highways Agency, 2009) 
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Table 5.3- Magnitude of Effect Criteria 

Magnitude Criteria Examples 

Minor 
Adverse 

Results in some 
measurable 
change in 
attributes quality or 
vulnerability. 

Noticeable effect on features, or key attributes of features, on the 
Protected Areas Register; 
Measurable changes in attribute but of limited size and / or 
proportion, which does not lead to a reduction in WFD status or 
failure to improve; and 
Increase in peak flood level (1% annual probability) >10mm. 

Negligible 

Results in effect on 
attribute, but of 
insufficient 
magnitude to affect 
the use or integrity. 

No effect on features, or key attributes of features, on the 
Protected Areas Register; 
Discharges to watercourse but no significant loss in quality, fishery 
productivity or biodiversity; 
No effect on WFD classification or water body target; and  
Negligible change in peak flood level (1% annual probability) <+/-
10mm. 

Minor 
Beneficial 

Results in some 
beneficial effect on 
attribute or a 
reduced risk of 
negative effect 
occurring. 

Where the proposal provides an opportunity to enhance the water 
environment but does not result in an improvement in class, status, 
output or other quality indicator; and 
Reduction in peak flood level (1% annual probability) >10mm. 

The significance of effects has been determined using the matrix presented in Table 5.4 below
4
.  

Table 5.4 - Assessment of Significance Matrix 

Importance 
Magnitude 

Major Moderate Minor Negligible 

Very High Very large Large / very large Moderate / large Neutral 

High Large / very large Moderate / large Slight / moderate Neutral 
Medium Large Moderate Slight Neutral 

Low Slight / moderate Slight Neutral Neutral 

The flood risk associated with the development will be assessed in accordance with the requirements of NPPF. The objective of 

this is to assess three main issues in relation to flood risk: 

� Risk to the development from all potential sources of flooding;  

� Risk of increasing flooding elsewhere due to the development; and 

� Appropriate mitigation measures to limit the effect of flooding on the development and offsite flooding due to increased 

runoff. 

The results from the assessment of flood risk should be presented in a standalone Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) report, and 

summary text will then be included in the ES Chapter. The ES Chapter will also consider potential flood risk effects during 

construction of the proposed scheme, in accordance with the standard requirements for EIA. 

 

5.5 Potential Environmental Effects  

From a surface water quality perspective, canal systems have a different nature to that of rivers, primarily driven by the lack of 

flow. This means that any effects on the adjacent Canal (Birmingham Canal) will be contained locally and will not propagate far 

and influence downstream environments.  Should pollutants be mobilised they could potential propagate downstream, however it 

is considered that beyond the 500 m assessment area any spill from the construction works would be sufficiently diluted and 

                                                           
4
 Source: Amended from HD 45/09 Volume 11, Section 3, Part 10 Road Drainage and the Water Environment 



AECOM Wolverhampton City Centre Metro Extension Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report 22 

 

 

dispersed so that significant adverse effects would not occur.  For this reason, Wyreley and Essington Canal, identified in section 

5.3, will not be considered any further. 

5.5.1 Construction Phase 

5.5.1.1 Surface Water Quality 

In the case of the tram line (adjacent to/ over the Birmingham Canal), and the railway station, during construction there is a risk 

of: 

� Silt-laden runoff polluting the Birmingham Canal directly and indirectly via land drains;  

� Spillages polluting the Birmingham Canal directly and indirectly via land drains; 

Site runoff may be contaminated with fine particulates (silt) from disturbed ground and earthworks, chemicals and oils from 

spillages. These pollutants may flow into existing drains / sewers and may ultimately discharge into the nearby canals or 

potentially watercourses some distance away, where adverse effects may occur. Sewer plans will be obtained from Seven Trent 

Water and any connections to the nearby canals will be identified. However, due to the urban nature of the site it is impractical to 

trace all sewers from the proposed construction site beyond the study area, so precautionary mitigation will be implemented 

during the construction works. 

5.5.1.2 Flood Risk 

During construction the following effects could occur if appropriate good practice and mitigation measures are not put in place: 

� Flooding on site due to restriction of flow by mud/debris entering the surface water drainage system; 

� Risk of flooding due to temporary increases in impermeable area; and 

� Flooding due to damage of water mains or sewers. 

During the construction phase there is the potential for mud and debris arising from the construction works to enter the surface 

water drainage system, causing blockages and restricting the flow. This could result in localised on-site flooding, especially after 

heavy or prolonged rainfall. This is considered to present a potential moderate adverse effect of flooding to site itself and the 

surrounding area which could result in a flood risk to people or property.  

The construction process could potentially lead to a risk of off-site flooding if impermeable areas are temporarily increased 

without mitigation measures in place. Temporary hard standing or compacted soil could result in rapid surface water runoff to 

local drainage system or increase overland flow. Based on the fact that the site is located within a heavily urbanised area, any 

increase in impermeable area would be considered negligible. Additionally, the removal of existing drainage, or rendering it 

temporarily inoperable during construction could also lead to an increase in runoff, especially during heavy or prolonged rainfall.  

There is likely to be a number of water mains and public sewers within the study area. These may be encountered during 

excavation for construction or may require diversion as part of the proposals. If the construction process does not adequately 

take into account the location of existing water mains and sewers, there could be a risk of flooding from water mains and sewers 

from unintentional damage during construction. 

It is not anticipated that the proposed retaining wall located adjacent to the canal along the eastern extent of the route will have 

an effect on flood risk during the construction phase. This is based on the relative distance from the canal and the fact that the 

canal is not raised above the local ground level, and the works should not therefore have an effect on the canals structure. 

5.5.2 Operation Phase 

5.5.2.1 Surface Water Quality 

The proposed development site is already urban and may be a source of diffuse urban pollutants into nearby waterways. Surface 

water runoff from the proposed development is only likely to contain low quantities of typical urban diffuse pollutants. A risk 

assessment will be undertaken to determine any areas that may require treatment of surface water runoff and will advise on 

opportunities for sustainable drainage systems. As there is unlikely to be any treatment of existing surface water runoff the 

implementation of any treatment facilities may result in minor beneficial effects.   
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5.5.2.2 Flood Risk 

During operation there is the potential risk of increasing flood risk elsewhere due to changes in drainage regime and increased 

impermeable areas. 

There is the potential for increased runoff entering combined sewers which could affect the number of spills from Combined 

Sewer Overflows (CSOs). Likewise, if surface water runoff from the site is attenuated, the number of spills could be reduced. The 

location of CSOs will be identified by the assessment. 

The proposed development may increase the impermeable areas on-site, and a projected increase in rainfall intensity over the 

lifetime of the development is likely to increase surface water runoff from the study area.  

Redeveloping the site and changing the surface water drainage strategy has the potential to change overland flow routing, which 

could result in an increased flood risk to receptors within the study area. 

 

5.6 Scope for Mitigation     

Construction works will be undertaken in accordance with method statements and a Construction Environmental Management 

Plan that takes account of the following good practice guidance: 

� Code of Practice for Works Affecting the Canal and River Trust (April 2013);  

� Construction Industry Research and Information Association (CIRIA) Report 697 (2007) The SUDS Manual; 

� CIRIA Report 650 (2005) Environmental Good Practice on Site; 

� CIRIA Report 648 (2006) Control of Water Pollution from Linear Construction Projects; 

� CIRIA Report 532 (2001) Control of Water Pollution from Construction Sites; 

� EA (2004) Getting Your Site Right: Industrial and Commercial Pollution Prevention; and 

� EA Pollution Prevention Guidelines (PPGs), the most relevant being: 

� PPG 1 – General Guide to the Prevention of Pollution (no date); 

� PPG 2 – Above Ground Oil Storage Tanks (August 2011); 

� PPG 3 – Use and Design of Oil Separators in Surface Water Drainage Systems (April 2006); 

� PPG 5 – Works or Maintenance in, or Near Watercourses (October 2007); 

� PPG 6 – Working at Construction and Demolition Sites (no date); 

� PPG 7 – Refuelling Facilities (August 2004); 

� PPG 13 – Vehicle Washing and Cleaning (July 2007); 

� PPG 18 – Managing Fire Water and Major Spillages (no date);  

� PPG 21 – Pollution Incidence Response Planning (February 2004); and 

� PPG 22 – Dealing with Spills (no date). 

Construction works may require a number of consents/licences from Severn Trent Water and/or EA that will need to be in place 

prior to commencement of works. The Canal and Rivers Trust will need to be consulted regarding the proposals affecting canals, 

and all work should be completed in accordance with the Code of Practice for Works Affecting the Canal and River Trust (April 

2013), as listed above. Any works affecting the existing public sewer network may need to be undertaken in accordance with the 

requirements of Sewers for Adoption (7th edition). 

The use of SUDS should be considered where practicable to attenuate flow, to protect and enhance water quality as well as to 

provide amenity value. All surface water discharges from the development are likely to require attenuation. This attenuation will 

include consideration of the projected increase in rainfall due to climate change. The treatment of surface water runoff will be 

considered at this stage to maximise benefits. 
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Operation phase mitigation will consist of drainage proposals that will be included in the schemes design. The need for treatment 

and containment measures will be based on risk assessment as defined by the method set out earlier. In the first instance, 

opportunities for sustainable drainage systems will be considered. However, the urban nature of the study area and the lack of 

open space may restrict the options for SUDS, and careful consideration of suitable measures will be required and whether or not 

these need to be supplemented by conventional measures. Further consideration of treatment and containment options will be 

made as the design develops. 

 

5.7 Conclusion   

The ES will include an assessment of potential effects on the surface water environment. This will consider indirect effects of 

runoff that may contain pollutants and spillage during construction and from the operation of the tram extension and station 

redevelopment. The determination of significance will be undertaken in accordance with good practice, Design Manual for Road 

and Bridges (DMRB) guidance, tailored to this scheme to ensure that the urban nature of the site is reflected in the assessment. 

A WFD appraisal will also be provided should there be discharges or physical changes to any designated water bodies. Finally, 

opportunities for SUDS to treat runoff and provide spillage containment will be considered and implemented where required and 

practical to do so. 

The development has the potential to adversely affect flood risk and be affected by flood risk during construction and operation 

phases, notably from pluvial and groundwater flooding. The EIA Chapter will assess the potential flood risk associated with the 

development during construction and operation, from pluvial and groundwater sources.  
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6.1 Introduction  

This chapter encompasses a scoping assessment to determine the requirement for a full cultural heritage assessment of the 

proposed extension of a tram line in Wolverhampton. The aim of this section is to: 

� Describe the cultural heritage assets within the study area and the surrounding vicinity; 

� Identify the potential cultural heritage issues that may arise as a result of the proposed development; and 

� Outline the methods and assessments to be undertaken for inclusion within the EIA.  

 

6.2 Information Sources and Consultations   

As part of this scoping exercise, data has been collected from the Black Country Historic Environment Record (HER) and 

assessed along with data previously collected from the National Monuments Record (NMR) as part of the feasibility assessment. 

If work is taken forward, further sources to be consulted include Wolverhampton City Archives, Wolverhampton Central Library 

and a walkover survey. 

National legislation and planning guidance which is relevant to archaeology comprises: 

� Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979; 

� Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990; and  

� National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (March 2012). 

The local policies relevant to archaeology can be found in the Black Country Core Strategy and the Wolverhampton Local 

Development Scheme. 

 

6.3 Existing Environment (Baseline)  

A study area of 250 m either side of the proposed route, which falls within the city centre of Wolverhampton, has been assessed 

in order to gain an understanding of the nature of the cultural heritage landscape. Refer to Figure 2 which illustrates the cultural 

heritage baseline.  

6.3.1 Designated Assets  

There are three Grade II* and 40 Grade II listed buildings recorded within the study area. The Grade II* listed buildings all date to 

the post-medieval period and comprise a library, theatre and county court. Thirty-eight of the Grade II listed building date to the 

post-medieval period and include houses, railways and canal infrastructure, warehouses, mills, factories and public houses. The 

remaining two Grade II listed buildings date to the modern period and consist of a bank and a building used as an office. The 

study area includes five Conservation Areas; Union Mill, Old Hall Street and Wolverhampton City Centre, Cleveland Road and 

Worcester Street.  

There are no World Heritage Sites, Historic Battlefields, Scheduled Monuments or Registered Parks and Gardens within the 

study area. 

6.3.2 Undesignated Heritage Assets  

There are a number of previously recorded undesignated archaeology sites within the study area. The majority of these assets 

date to the post-medieval period, although a prehistoric barrow, find spot of Roman pottery and evidence of early medieval and 

medieval settlement are also recorded. The first record of Wolverhampton is from 985 AD when the title of land was given to 

Lady Wulfruna by King Aethelred (http://www.wolverhamptonhistory.org.uk).  

6 Cultural Heritage 
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Most of the undesignated assets date from the post-medieval period and comprise evidence of the industrial expansion of 

Wolverhampton, including warehouses, factories and mills, and features associated with the railways and canals. Advances in 

industrial process swept throughout the country during the post-medieval period and Wolverhampton was no exception. Iron and 

steel working became commonplace activities within the study area as the city became well known for its lock making and iron 

and steel works (http://www.wolverhamptonhistory.org.uk). The railway and canal networks developed alongside the industrial 

environment which enabled the goods produced to be exported to a wider area. Modern undesignated assets include transport 

depots, offices and air raid shelters. 

 

6.4 Assessment Method  

Data from the Black Country HER and NMR collected for this scoping study will be supported by desk-based research 

undertaken as part of the EIA. Additional information will be gathered from the following sources:    

� Wolverhampton City Archives; 

� Wolverhampton Central Library; and 

� An archaeological walkover survey to assess known sites and to determine the potential for previously unrecorded 

archaeological sites. 

Information collected from the sources will be used to describe the known archaeology and built heritage of the 250 m study 

area.  

No standard method of evaluation and assessment is available for the assessment of effect significance with regards to cultural 

heritage. Therefore, a set of evaluation and assessment criteria have been developed using a combination of NPPF and other 

available guidance on cultural heritage. This set of criteria will be used to assess effects.  

NPPF defines significance of heritage assets as “The value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its 

heritage interest.” (NPPF, Annex 2 Glossary). In addition the NPPF and English Heritage guidance set out criteria which should 

be considered when assessing the significance of cultural heritage assets, which include archaeological, architectural, artistic 

and historic values (NPPF & English Heritage 2010). The significance of each asset is described in these terms and the 

contribution the setting of the heritage asset makes to its significance is also assessed. The Institute of Archaeologists (IFA) 

guidance also requires the significance of heritage assets to be assessed. 

The criteria for assessing the value of heritage assets are presented in Table 6.1. Significance is not influenced by the value of 

the asset. Value is largely based on the quality of the asset and the contribution it makes to the archaeological record. 

Table 6.1 Cultural Heritage Value 

Value  Examples 

Highest � World Heritage Sites; 

� Assets of acknowledged international importance; 

� Other buildings of recognised international importance; and 

� Historic landscapes of international sensitivity, whether designated or not. 

Very High 

� Scheduled Monuments; 

� Undesignated sites/features of schedulable quality and importance; 

� Listed Buildings; 

� Undesignated structures of clear national importance; and 

� Designated & undesignated historic landscapes of outstanding interest. 
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Table 6.1 Cultural Heritage Value 

Value  Examples 

High 

� Sites/features that contribute to regional research objectives; 

� Unlisted buildings that can be shown to have exceptional qualities in their fabric or 

historical association; 

� Conservation Areas; 

� Historic townscape or built-up areas with historic integrity in their buildings, or built 

settings; and 

� Designated special historic landscapes and undesignated historic landscapes of 

regional sensitivity. 

Medium 

� Undesignated sites/features of local importance; 

� ‘Locally Listed’ buildings and unlisted buildings of modest quality in their fabric or 

historical association; and 

� Historic landscapes whose sensitivity is limited by poor preservation and/or poor 

survival of contextual associations or with specific and substantial importance to local 

interest groups. 

Low 

� Assets with very little or no surviving archaeological interest; 

� Buildings of no architectural or historical note; buildings of an intrusive character; and 

� Landscapes with little or no significant historical interest. 

Negligible 

� Archaeological sites/features where the importance of the resource cannot be 

ascertained; and 

� Buildings with some hidden (i.e. inaccessible) potential for historic significance. 

When professional judgement is considered, some sites may not fit into the specified category in this table. For example, some 

Grade II listed buildings may only be of medium value or the rarity value of a certain asset regionally may raise its value. Each 

heritage asset is assessed on an individual basis and takes into account regional variations and individual qualities of sites. 

The magnitude of change resulting from the Development is assessed for each heritage asset independently of its archaeological 

or heritage value.  The magnitude of change categories are presented in Table 6.2. 

Table 6.2: Determining Magnitude of Change 

Magnitude Example Criteria 

Major 
Change to most or all key archaeological/historic building/historic landscape elements or their 
setting, such that the resource is totally altered. 

Intermediate 
Changes to many key archaeological/historic building/historic landscape elements or their setting, 
such that the resource is clearly modified. 

Minor 
Changes to key archaeological/historic building/historic landscape elements, such that the asset 
or its setting is slightly altered. 

Negligible Very minor changes to elements. 

No Change No change 

By combining the value of the cultural heritage resource with the predicted magnitude of change, the significance of the effect 

can be determined. This is undertaken following Table 6.3. The significance of effects can be beneficial or adverse.  

  




