
Kirkham Weir & Sluice 
Preferred Option(s) Decision:  

Project Board Review 
 

April 2016 

Environment Agency – Claire Barrett-Mold, Matthew Woollin 
Jacobs UK Ltd – Michael Robinson 



Agenda  

19:00 Welcome, introductions and aims for the session 

19:10 Note of the last meeting 

19:15 Overview of engagement activities & story to date 

19:25 Suggested way forward 

19:40 Discussion  

20:20 Future steps and future engagement 

20:30 Discussion  

20:55 Next steps and actions 

21:00 Close 

2 



Future of Kirkham sluice? 
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Options Appraisal Objectives 
Deliver an options appraisal for the future of 
Environment Agency assets at Kirkham 

 

Involve engagement with communities so the 
assessment is transparent, informed by local views 
and that the ultimate reasoning is understood 

 

Identify a preferred option(s) for consideration by 
the Doing More for the Derwent Project Board. 

4 



Options Rejected at Long List Stage 
01: DO MINIMUM - No Improvements, maintain existing sluice and weir.  

02: MAINTAIN: 

A: Replace Sluice Gates (fixed crest) with no fish passage improvement 

B: Replace with a lower structure. 

03: MAINTAIN + FISH PASS IMPROVEMENT #01: Rock ramp structure 
build up to the weir top. 

07: MAINTAIN + FISH PASS IMPROVEMENT #05: Bypass channel across 
the southwestern field. 

09: LOWER Kirkham Weir 

10: ASSET TRANSFER  

A: Network Rail  

C: Other third party 

11: MAINTAIN with improved vegetation management upstream 
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Short List Options  
0: DO NOTHING – Walk away / abandon sluice and weir (no maintenance 
/ repairs). 

04: MAINTAIN + FISH PASS IMPROVEMENT #02: Low cost baffles on weir. 

05: MAINTAIN + FISH PASS IMPROVEMENT #03:  

A: Build a Larinier within sluice structure. 

B: A Larinier pass plus lowering sluice level. 

06: MAINTAIN + FISH PASS IMPROVEMENT #04:  

A: Re-build Larinier in same location to improve useability.  

B: Re-build Larinier plus lowering the weir. 

08: REMOVE: 

A:Kirkham Weir only 

B: Sluice only 

C: Kirkham Weir and Sluice   

10B: ASSET TRANSFER - Hydropower use 
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Options Appraisal Workshop 
Workshop attended by Jacobs project team, Environment Agency 
and Natural England 
 
Following disciplines represented:  

Aquatic ecology (incl. Habs Regs Assessments)  
Geomorphology (incl. WFD assessment) 
Economics and socio-economics  
Geotechnical risks (with experience of river level change risks).  
Engineering viability / risks 
Heritage and archaeology 
Landscape and visual amenity  
Stakeholder views 

 
Overview of key constraints, opportunities and discipline preferred 
option(as) presented 
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Constraints Overview  

 

 

INSERT CONSTRAINTS PLANS 
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Constraints Overview  

 

 

INSERT CONSTRAINTS PLANS 
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Constraints Overview  

 

 

INSERT CONSTRAINTS PLANS 
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Local Stakeholder Views  
Some ‘against altering the status quo’, but some (incl. riparian land owners) feel river should 
‘run more naturally’.  Key concerns were: 

Effect on unique landscape and designated landscape and heritage assets. 

Effect on local wildlife and the wetland habitat within Jeffry Bog. 

Risk of spreading of invasive species. 

Effects on recreational activities (esp. boating, fishing and canoeing). 

Impacts on flood risk and ability to manage drought conditions. 

Cost of removing the weir compared to maintaining it. 

Civil engineering works to manage risk to structural integrity of riverside properties and 
Network Rail line. 

Why weir and sluice was acceptable when designated?  How can removal benefit SSSI? 
Proposed silt run-off from agricultural land-use changes and lack of vegetation / tree growth 
control more likely causes. 

Hydropower scheme retains water levels, with fish pass and renewable energy benefits; but 
concerns regarding the long-term maintenance if 100% ownership handed to a third party. 

Good forward planning and communication vital, whatever option is chosen.  

Suggested gradual lowering could reduce many residents’ concerns. 
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Options Appraisal Workshop Results 
Workshop discussion lead to following outcome: 

Option 0 (Do Nothing) REJECTED 

Option 4 (low cost baffles) REJECTED 

Options 5 and 6 (Larinier in sluice or weir, plus option for partial 
lowering water levels) INCONCLUSIVE  

Options 8 (full lowering) INCONCLUSIVE 

Option 10 (Asset transfer) REJECTED  

 

Workshop discussion identified two key aspects as to how the options 
would affect the River Derwent at Kirkham, and thereby condition of the 
SSSI / SAC:  

Direction of flow (over weir / over sluice); and 

Water depths (maintain / partially reduce / full lowering). 
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Preferred Options  
No one option confers the best outcome for all topics. 

 

All agreed preferred ‘direction’ was along natural channel; 
thus sluice to be decommissioned into fixed feature. 

 

All agreed lowering water levels offered additional benefits, 
but: 

though environmental benefits increase in proportion to 
extent water levels lowered;  

equally, risks increase in proportion to extent water levels 
lowered. 
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Preferred Options, cont. 
 

Left with two options: 

Option 6b – Larinier fish pass in the location of the existing 
fish pass and partially lower the level of the weir; and 

Option 8a – Full removal of the weir only. 

 

Conclusion – seek option to improve adapt weir to: 

Improve fish passage; and 

Lower water levels to a level ‘to be determined’. 
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Project Progression 
We need to determine future of weir and sluice. 

Looking at further studies to help us determine final 
preferred option: 

Ground stability 

Hydrology (surface water) studies 

Hydrogeological studies 

Greater economic clarity 

No decision has yet been made 
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Future of the group? 
 

On-going stakeholder engagement: 
Proved a very useful exercise for us, do we keep going?  

Any suggestions for continued engagement? 

We will be talking to larger stakeholders but local engagement 
is vital 
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