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1. Introduction

1.1 SCOPE OF THIS REPORT

1.1.1 Description of the proposed development

This report', commissioned by M7 Planning Ltd, presents the findings of a cultural heritage
assessment for proposed residential development on land to the north of Pineapple Farm,
Congresbury, North Somerset (Figure 1). The extent of the Proposed Development Area
(PDA) is shown on Figure 2 and encompasses approximately 3.3ha, including access. The
centre of the PDA is at ST 44278 63148.

The full description of the proposed scheme, comprising an outline planning application for
the erection of up to 90 dwellings with all matters reserved except for access, is set out in the
Planning Application documents.

The development framework plan is shown on Figure 3.

1.1.2  Scope of cultural heritage

Cultural heritage is represented by a wide range of assets that result from past human use of
the landscape. These include historic structures, many still in use, above ground and buried
archaeological monuments and remains of all periods, artefacts of anthropological origin and
evidence that can help reconstruct past human environments. In its broadest form cultural
heritage is represented by the landscape and townscape itself.

Assessment should consider both direct and indirect effects upon cultural heritage. Indirect
effects can occur as a result of significant changes to the setting of a landscape or asset,
whether permanent or temporary. This is particularly relevant to designated cultural heritage
assets, such as Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and Registered
Parks and Gardens.

This assessment has considered direct effects within the PDA and indirect effects upon the
setting of heritage assets.

1.1.3 Setting and geology

The modern civil parish, which straddles the River Yeo, is of ¢.3,000 acres. The ancient
ecclesiastical parish was larger, but ¢.1,000 acres of its western part was later split off to form
the civil parish of Puxton. The greater part of Congresbury is low-lying, with the western half
of the parish extending onto the Somerset Levels and the village at just 8m AOD on a low
spur of Higher Estuarine Alluvium. South of the village the ground rises a little onto low hills
and gently undulating landscape of Brinsea, while to the north the land rises more steeply
through Kingswood towards the limestone plateau of Broadfield Down.

Geology and hydrology are summarised below, with information drawn from the British
Geological Survey and mapping.

"' OASIS ID: andrewjo1-409961
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Soilscapes Classification Slowly permeable seasonally wet slightly acid but base-rich loamy
and clayey soils (18)
Loamy and clayey floodplain soils with naturally high groundwater
to north-east (20)

Superficial 1:50000 BGS Tidal Flat Deposits, 1 - Clay and Silt (TFD1)

Bedrock 1:50000 BGS Mercia Mudstone Group - Mudstone And Halite-stone (MMG)
Hydrology Impeded drainage

Current Land Use Agricultural - Pasture

Historic Land Use Agricultural

1.1.4 Consultations
The scope of the project was discussed with Cat Lodge, County Archaeologist, North
Somerset Council (Appendix A). Her advice is gratefully acknowledged.

1.2 DESK-BASED RESEARCH
In order to assess the effects of the potential scheme, cultural heritage information within and
up to 1km from the PDA was examined.

A variety of sources were consulted including the North Somerset Historic Environment
Record, the National Monuments Record, Defra Magic, Historic England Archive, maps and
readily available local history materials. A site walkover was undertaken in October 2020.

The work was undertaken by Andrew Josephs, Ian Meadows and Paul Stamper of AJA.

1.3 FIELD-BASED RESEARCH
A geophysical survey of the entire site was undertaken by Tigergeo in November 2020.

14 AUTHORSHIP

Andrew Josephs (BA Hons Archaeology and Environmental Studies) is Managing Director of
Andrew Josephs Associates, a consultancy specialising in cultural heritage founded in 2002.
Andrew has extensive experience of all periods and facets of cultural heritage. He is involved
primarily in planning applications, EIA and the design of mitigation strategies on
developments with heritage constraints. Currently Andrew is heritage consultant to over 100
companies across Europe.

He has undertaken in excess of 1000 cultural heritage assessments since becoming one of the
UK'’s first archaeological consultants in 1992. He was previously Principal Consultant
(Director of Archaeology) at Entec (now Wood) and Wardell Armstrong. Prior to 1992, he
worked as a field-based archaeologist and researcher for universities and units in the UK,
Europe and the USA.

He has lectured widely and was visiting lecturer in Environmental Impact Assessment at the
University of Nottingham.

Ian Meadows (BA Archaeology and Geology, Dip.Mus) is an archaeologist with over 30
years’ experience in a variety of professional areas. He was Senior Project Officer with
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Northamptonshire Archaeology (now MOLA) from 1992 until 2014 when he joined AJA. lan
is highly experienced project manager of large landscape projects such as long running
quarries. lan has a particular interest in the Roman period and is currently Director of the
excavations at Irchester Roman town.

In addition to his fieldwork he is engaged in regular outreach sessions to both professional
and amateur groups as part of his role dealing with both adults and children. He has been
teaching archaeology and landscape history to adults and children since the late 1980s,
previously being engaged as a tutor by Cambridge University, Anglia Ruskin University, Bath
University and the WEA and feels it is important to disseminate the information derived from
projects to a wider audience.

Dr Paul Stamper FSA left Historic England in 2016 after 20 years in a variety of roles.
Latterly one of his principal responsibilities as Senior Adviser was overseeing production of
Historic England’s 43 Selection Guides, covering designation standards for listed buildings,
scheduled monuments, registered parks and gardens, registered battlefields and protected
shipwrecks. Paul has wide practical experience of designation, having undertaken numerous
assessments, notably of buildings and of designed landscapes.

His private research interests have focused principally on the development of the post-Roman
English countryside. He has published extensively through monographs, articles and book
reviews, and jointly edited the standard work on medieval settlement, Medieval Rural
Settlement: Britain and Ireland AD 800-1600 (Oxford 2012). He served terms as Vice-
President for the Society for Medieval Archaeology and for the Royal Archaeological
Institute, and is a Past President of the Medieval Settlement Research Group. His teaching
links with several universities includes a course on Medieval settlement at the University of
Cambridge.

1.5 RELEVANT LEGISLATION, POLICY AND GUIDANCE

The importance of cultural heritage is clearly recognised at both national and local levels.
Certain features that are deemed to be of particular importance are given legal protection
through the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 (Scheduled Monuments),
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) and the
Hedgerows Regulations 1997 (Hedgerows of Historic Importance).

1.5.1 National Policy and Guidance

In accordance with best practice the significance of an effect should be identified as part of
this assessment. This is achieved using a combination of the following published guidance
and professional judgement.

e National Planning Policy Framework, updated 2019. Department for Communities
and Local Government.

e Planning Practice Guidance: Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk

e Historic England®* 2008. Conservation Principles: Policies and Guidance for the
Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment.

2 Historic England includes its former name English Heritage
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e Historic England 2017. The Setting of Heritage Assets (GPA3)
1.5.2 National Planning Policy Framework

National planning policy on how cultural heritage should be assessed is given in the National
Planning Policy Framework, updated in 2019. This covers all aspects of heritage and the
historic environment, including listed buildings, conservation areas, registered parks and
gardens, battlefields and archacology.

Of particular relevance to this application are:

189. In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to
describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution
made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’
importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the
proposal on their significance. As a minimum the relevant historic environment
record should have been consulted and the heritage assets assessed using
appropriate expertise where necessary. Where a site on which development is
proposed includes, or has the potential to include, heritage assets with
archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require developers to
submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.

190. Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of
any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development
affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence
and any necessary expertise. They should take this into account when considering
the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any conflict
between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal.

Considering potential impacts

193.  When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation
(and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is
irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss
or less than substantial harm to its significance.

194. Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its
alteration or destruction, or from development within its setting), should require
clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of:

a) grade Il listed buildings, or grade Il registered parks or gardens, should be
exceptional;

b) assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected
wreck sites, registered battlefields, grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and
11* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly
exceptional

Andrew josephs Associates
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195.

196.

197.

198.

199.

Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to (or total loss of
significance of) a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should
refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or total
loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or
loss, or all of the following apply:

a) the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and

b) no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term

through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation, and

¢) conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or public
ownership is demonstrably not possible; and

d) the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use.

Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the
significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against
the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its
optimum viable use.

The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset
should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing
applications that directly or indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a
balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss
and the significance of the heritage asset.

Local planning authorities should not permit the loss of the whole or part of a
heritage asset without taking all reasonable steps to ensure the new development
will proceed after the loss has occurred.

Local planning authorities should require developers to record and advance
understanding of the significance of any heritage assets to be lost (wholly or in
part) in a manner proportionate to their importance and the impact, and to

make this evidence (and any archive generated) publicly accessible.

However, the ability to record evidence of our past should not be a factor in deciding
whether such loss should be permitted.

1.5.3 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) Conserving and Enhancing the Historic
Environment

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment was
published in April 2014 as a companion to the NPPF, replacing previous Circulars and other
supplementary guidance. In respect of heritage decision-making, the PPG stresses the
importance of determining applications on the basis of significance, and explains how the

tests of harm and impact within the NPPF are to be interpreted.

In particular, the PPG includes the following in relation to the evaluation of significance and
harm:

“Heritage assets may be affected by direct physical change or by change in their setting.

Being able to properly assess the nature, extent and importance of the significance of a
heritage asset, and the contribution of its setting, is very important to understanding the

potential impact and acceptability of development proposals.

Andrew josephs Associates
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Whether a proposal causes substantial harm will be a judgment for the decision taker, having
regard to the circumstances of the case and the policy in the National Planning Policy
Framework. In general terms, substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many
cases. For example, in determining whether works to a listed building constitute substantial
harm, an important consideration would be whether the adverse impact seriously affects a key
element of its special architectural or historic interest. It is the degree of harm to the asset’s
significance rather than the scale of the development that is to be assessed. The harm may
arise from works to the asset or from development within its setting.

While the impact of total destruction is obvious, partial destruction is likely to have a
considerable impact but, depending on the circumstances, it may still be less than substantial
harm or conceivably not harmful at all, for example, when removing later inappropriate
additions to historic buildings which harm their significance. Similarly, works that are
moderate or minor in scale are likely to cause less than substantial harm or no harm at all.
However, even minor works have the potential to cause substantial harm.”

1.5.4 Historic England: The Setting of Heritage Assets (GPA3)

This Good Practice Advice Note published in 2017 observes that amongst the Government’s
planning objectives for the historic environment is that conservation decisions are based on
the nature, extent and level of a heritage asset’s significance and are investigated to a
proportionate degree. Historic England recommends the following broad approach to
assessment, undertaken as a series of steps that apply proportionately to complex or more
straightforward cases:

. Step 1: identify which heritage assets and their settings are affected;

. Step 2: assess whether, how and to what degree these settings make a contribution to
the significance of the heritage asset(s);

. Step 3: assess the effects of the proposed development, whether beneficial or harmful,
on that significance;

. Step 4: explore the way to maximise enhancement and avoid or minimise harm;

. Step 5: make and document the decision and monitor outcomes.

These steps have been followed in the assessment below.

1.5.5 Local Policy

The North Somerset Core Strategy was adopted by the Council in 2017. It sets out key
planning policies for the District. The following policy relates to cultural heritage.

Andrew josephs Associates
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Living within environmental limits
€55: Landscape and the historic environment

Landscape

The character, distinctiveness, diversity and quality of North Somerset's landscape and
townscope will be protected and enhanced by the careful, sensitive management and
design of development. Close regard will be paid to the character of Mational
Character Areas in Morth Somerset and particularly that of the 11 landscape types and
31 landscape character areas idenfified in the North Somerset Landscape Character
Assessment.

The Mendip Hills Area of Cutstanding Matural Beauty [ACNB] will be protected by
ensuring that development proposals conserve and enhanca its natural beauty and
raspact its character, taking info account the economic and social wallbeing of the
areq.

Historic environment

The council will conserve the historic envirenment of North Somerset, having regard fo
the significance of heritoge assats such as conservation areas, listed buildings, buildings
of local significance, scheduled monuments, other archaeclogical sites, registered and
other historic parks and gardens.

Particular atiention will be given fo aspects of the historic anvironment which coniribute
fo the distinctive character of North Somersat, such as the Victerion townscapes and sea-
fronts in Weston and Clevedon.

1.6 ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY AND SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

In accordance with best practice the significance of an effect should be identified as part of
this assessment. Four criteria have been considered in evaluating the significance of the
residual effects of the proposed development, taking into account any proposed mitigation
measures.

1.6.1 Type of Impact

Impacts may be beneficial, adverse, neutral (i.e. no discernible effect) or none. They may be
permanent or temporary, of long, medium or short duration, direct or indirect. They may also
be cumulative or combined with other effects occurring in the vicinity.

Direct impacts have a physical effect upon an archaeological site, structure or cultural
heritage asset. This may lead to the partial or total destruction of that asset.

Indirect impacts of development upon scheduled monuments, listed buildings, parks and
gardens and other designated assets of the cultural heritage landscape are more difficult to
assess. Consideration should include the context (or setting) of a cultural heritage asset (or
place) and how we should assess its significance. Contextual relationships may be visual, but
can also be, for example, functional, historical or intellectual.

1.6.2  Likelihood of the impact occurring

An assessment is made as to the likelihood of the identified impact occurring. Probability is
considered as certain, likely, unlikely or not known.

10
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1.6.3 Sensitivity

Five categories of sensitivity are identified. These are expanded upon in Table 1, below.

Table 1

Definitions of sensitivity

Value (Sensitivity) of
receptor/resource

Definition

Very high

Sites and settings of international importance, for example World
Heritage Sites.

High

Sites and settings of national importance. Scheduled Monuments.
Registered Battlefields. Grade | and Grade II* Listed Buildings and
Registered Historic Parks and Gardens. Sites may also be
discovered as a result of new research that are also of national
importance and are candidates for scheduling.

Medium

Sites and settings of regional importance. Archaeological sites and
features that are not considered sufficiently important or well-
Ereserveq to be protected as Scheduled Monuments. Grade I

isted Buildings and Grade Il Registered Historic Parks and
Gardens. Conservation Areas.

Low

Archaeological sites and structures, and other components of the
historic environment that contribute to the local landscape. Locally
designated assets.

Negligible

Archaeological sites and structures, and other components of the
historic environment of very low importance.

1.6.4 Magnitude

The magnitude of change to a cultural heritage asset or landscape is considered in terms of its
vulnerability, its current condition and the nature of the impact upon it. With respect to sub-
surface archaeology, there may be a degree of uncertainty of the magnitude of change, and
where this is the case it is noted. Magnitude is assessed as major, moderate, minor, negligible

or none and the criteria used in this assessment are set out in Table 2, below.

Andrew josephs Associates
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Table 2 Criteria for Assessing Magnitude of Change’

Magnitude of impact
(change)

Typical description

Adverse

Loss of resource and/or quality and integrity of resource; severe
damage to key characteristics, features or elements.

Major
Beneficial

Large scale or major improvement of resource quality; extensive
restoration; major improvement of attribute quality.

Adverse

Loss of resource, but not adversely affecting the integrity; partial
loss of/damage to key characteristics, features or elements.

Moderate
Beneficial

Benefit to, or addition of, key characteristics, features or elements;

improvement of attribute quality.

Adverse

Some measurable change in attributes, quality or vulnerability;
minor loss of, or alteration to, one (maybe more) key
characteristics, features or elements.

Minor

Beneficial

Minor benefit to, or addition of, one (maybe more) key
characteristics, features or elements; some beneficial impact on
attribute or a reduced risk of negative impact occurring.

Adverse

Very minor loss or detrimental alteration to one or more
characteristics, features or elements.

Negligible
Beneficial

Very minor benefit to or positive addition of one or more
characteristics, features or elements.

No change

No loss or alteration of characteristics, features or elements; no
observable impact in either direction.

1.6.5  Assessing significance

The four criteria are considered together to reach a conclusion upon the significance of
residual effects taking into account any mitigation measures. They may be beneficial or
adverse or neutral (i.e. no change to the existing situation. In some cases it may not be
possible to quantify the significance of an effect, for example due to a gap in information, and

this is noted.

Table 3 presents a matrix of the inter-relationship of environmental value (sensitivity) with

magnitude that leads to a conclusion on the significance of an effect.

3 Source: Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, 2020, LA104 Environmental Assessment and

Modelling, page 14
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Table 3

Inter-relationship of sensitivity with magnitude*

Magnitude of impact (degree of change)

No 2 . :
charig Negligible | Minor Moderate | Major
Very high | Neutral Slight Moderate Lairge o Very large
or large very large
High Neutral Slight Shohkgr Moderetle | Tamenr
moderate or large very large
Environmental . Neutral . Moderate
aliia Medium | Neutral or slight Slight Moderate | e
(sensitivity) —— P— -
eutral eutra : Slight or
; : Slight d
Low Lal or slight or slight = moderate
Negligi- N
eutral Neutral or .
ble Neutral Neutral or slight slight Slight

Finally, the suggested relevance of the significance of an effect in relation to decision making
is presented in Table 4.

Table 4

Significance categories and decision making

Significance category | Typical description
Very large Effects at this level are material in the decision-making process.
. Effects at this level are likely to be material in the decision-making
d process.
Effects at this level can be considered to be material decision-making
Moderate
factors.
Slight Effects at this level are not material in the decision-making process.
Mol No effects or those that are beneath levels of perception, within normal
bounds of variation or within the margin of forecasting error.

4 Source: Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, 2020, LA104 Environmental Assessment and

Modelling, page 15
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2. Desk-Based Assessment

The North Somerset Historic Environment Record (NSHER) was consulted for a record of
sites, monuments and investigations up to 1km from the PDA. The assistance of Daniel Smith
is gratefully acknowledged.

The Historic England Archive was consulted to verify the locations and status of designated
heritage assets. The study area was set at 1km for scheduled monuments, Grade I and IT*
assets and 500m for all other designated assets. This was considered an appropriate study area
based upon topography, and intervening development and vegetation. Locations are shown on
Figure 4.

2.1 DESIGNATED ASSETS

No designated assets of cultural heritage importance lie within the boundary of the
proposed development.

2.1.1 Scheduled Monuments

Two scheduled monuments sit within 1km of the PDA. These are:

e Congresbury village cross (Reference 1 on Figure 4). Dating from the 15" century it
stands at the crossroads leading to Bristol, Weston-super-Mare, Paul's Causeway and
Churchill, 730m north-west of the PDA. The cross is also a Grade II* listed structure,
and;

e A 14" century stone cross in St Andrew's churchyard (Reference 2), 750m north-west
of the PDA.

There is no intervisibility with the PDA due to intervening development.

2.1.2  Listed Buildings
Two Grade I and one Grade II* listed structures lie within 1km of the PDA. Ten Grade II
structures are situated within 500m, Table 5. Locations are shown on Figure 4.

Table 5 Listed Buildings within 1km of the PDA
Asset Ref Grade Description Distance from
on PDA
Fig 4
St Andrews 3 | Parish church. C13 origin remodelled in C15 with | 800m NW
Church restorations in 1825, 1856 and 1950-2. Coursed and
squared rubble with flush rusticated dressed stone
quoins, stone copings and ashlar dressings, copper
roof to nave, slates to chancel. Nave, chancel, west
tower, north and south aisles, south porch.

14
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The Refectory 4 |

Vicarage and former Priest's House, now used for
parish functions. Early C19 Vicarage to left-hand,
c.1446 former Priest's House to right hand. Vicarage of
limewashed render with stone plinth and parapet,
ashlar to porch and hipped double Roman tile roof.
Rectangular block of 2 storeys, 3 bays. All windows
are 12- pane sashes. West entrance front with
recessed central section and Greek Doric distyle porch
in antis with fluted columns and triglyph frieze. 2-leaf
small pane glazed doors. Refectory of limewashed
render and dressed stone to buttresses and south-east
porch gable face.

800m NW

Urchinwood 5 11*
Manor

Manor house. Dated 1620 (on porch) with mid C17
addition and C20 restoration. Colourwashed roughcast
with stone openings, copings and double Roman tile
roof to main range, pantiles to rear wings. U-shaped
plan formed by 1620 L-shaped house with mid C17
south-west rear addition.

480m NE

Park Farmhouse | 6 1]

Farmhouse. Probably C16, remodelled in late
C17/early C18 and in CI9. Painted stone rubble,
rendered west front. Pantile roofs, (Bridgewater tiles at
front), with gabled ends and hipped over rear block
(see Section 4.2 for further details).

35m N

Collins Bridge 7 Il

Bridge spanning the River Yeo to the east of
Congresbury. Probably late-C18 or early-C19. Local
stone cut and squared.

140m NE

Bridge over 8 Il
River Yeo

Bridge across the River Yeo at Congresbury. c.1800.
Dressed Pennant stone, rubble infill. A single span
arch

280m E

Pineapple Farm 9 Il
and walls

Farmhouse. Late C18. Coursed rubble with stone
copings and pantile roof. 2-storey, 3-window south
front.

126m S

Yeoman’s 10 1]
Orchard

Formerly 2 cottages, now detached house. C17 with
C19 alterations and thorough C20 restoration.
Colourwashed render with C20 thatched roof

150m S

Silver Street 11 1]
House

Detached house. C17 in origin with C19 alterations
and additions. Colourwashed render with wooden
lintels and pantile roofs. U-shaped plan with north
entrance front of 2 storeys.

400m SW

The Birches 12 Il

Detached house in 3 separate ownerships. Mid C18.
Rendered rubble with slate roofs. 3-storey, 5-window
south front.

360m NW

Barn at 13 Il
Urchinwood
Manor

Barn. Probably C17. Colourwashed rubble with some
render to midstrey and north gable end, pantile roof
with stone tile eaves course to left hand.

480m NE

2.1.3 Conservation Area

A conservation area, centred on the historic core of Congresbury, lies 325m north of the PDA

at its nearest point. There is no intervisibility with the PDA.

2.1.4 Other Designated Cultural Heritage Sites

There are no World Heritage Sites, Registered Battlefields or Historic Parks and Gardens

within 1km of the PDA.
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2.2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND
2.2.1 Search results

The search produced 35 records. These are summarised by period below and the locations are
shown on Figures SA-B.

2.2.2 Prehistoric

The prehistoric evidence within the search area was surprisingly limited given the proximity
to several large later prehistoric monuments, including Cadbury Hill to the north, although the
topography of this lower lying area may suggest it was a marginal location for settlement. A
late Neolithic flint core-trimming flake (MNS 1689) was recovered from the garden of the
Stycks to the south of the PDA but other prehistoric material is confined to the Iron Age. A
pottery scatter to the north of Park Farm included some sherds of Iron Age date (MNS 393)
and further middle to late Iron Age pottery was recovered during trial trench excavation at
Brinsea Road (MNS 8966) to the south of the PDA.

2.2.3 Roman

The Roman period is represented by a scatter of finds spots within the village perhaps
reflecting the fact it was attractive to settlement then as now. A single fourth century coin of
Constantine | was recovered in 1958 (MNS 397) but as coins of this period are frequently
associated with manuring spreads its significance should not be overstated. The majority of
the records for this period relate to the recovery of variable amounts of Roman pottery sherds:
five of just Roman pottery and a further three where the Roman pottery was associated with
material of other dates. They came generally from the northern or the south-eastern part of the
village.

Four locations in the north of the village produced Roman pottery (MNS 1000, 1983, 5201
and 393) and slightly further south at Rookery Farm pottery was recovered from a bank
(MNS 1972). Of these scatters, one near the recreation ground (MNS 1983) comprised about
100 sherds of third and fourth century date which were found during construction of facilities,
however no features were identified.

The three locations to the southeast of the village are all located immediately south of the
PDA. One (MNS 5205) relates to a historic 1964 record of a scatter of pottery and a second is
material recovered from the garden of the Stycks (MNAS 1689). Pottery, including waster
material of Congresbury Ware was recovered from an evaluation (MNS 8966) and two further
Roman ditches (and presumably pottery) were recorded by Avon Archaeology Unit (MNS
8133/ENS 378) during the evaluation of land to the rear of Pineapple Farm in 1992.

2.2.4 Medieval

A number of the entries relate to the recovery of pottery scatters, including one from Rookery
Farm and one to the north of Venus Street (MNS 1890, 1959 & 5202) and others which are
scatters of a broader date range that include some medieval sherds (MNS 393 & 1689). The
find spots are widely spread and do not form any pattern. Two entries relate to the site of
buildings, a watermill (MNS 1557) that is visible on a eighteenth century mapping, but whose
location in the medieval period is unclear, and the site of medieval Stonewell Farm (MNS
3682) and a lodge at Park Farm (MNS 1955). Within Park Farm a barn appears to have been
adapted from a medieval building (MNS 1956) and may be the remains of the capital
messuage mentioned in the sixteenth century.

16

Andrew josephs Associates
A'rcfmaalagicml and Cultural Heritage Consultancy



Pineapple Farm, Congresbury: Heritage Statement. November 2020

At Rookery Farm, where a medieval pottery scatter was recorded, observations of a pipeline
across the garden recovered over 80 pieces of pottery from the eleventh to fourteenth
centuries along with stone foundations (MNS 1971). At the northern limit of the search area, a
series of large stones in a drain (MNS 1957) may mark the site of a medieval fishpond, a
linear pond is depicted on the 1895 Ordnance Survey mapping and a clear diversion of the
river is apparent.

The area around Pineapple Farm, to the southeast of the PDA, has been subject to
archaeological evaluation including a geophysical survey with negative results’. Trenching in
1992 revealed medieval features (MNS 8134) and a watching brief carried out by AC
Archaeology between 2016 and 2017 on land off Venus Street produced evidence for ‘a small
number of medieval/Saxo-Norman features consisting of a boundary ditch, drainage ditch and
pit. A small assemblage of domestic waste material recovered from the features suggests the
site had an agricultural use situated on the periphery of settlement of this date.”®

2.2.5 Post-medieval

Several records within the HER reflect activity of post-medieval date, with many entries for
buildings, both extant and the site of (MNS 1556, 2082, 3592, 3489, 4314, 6678, 6721 and
7798). Part of a cobbled coaching road (MNS 1958) lay to the southeast of the PDA and at the
extreme north of the village was the site of the World War II air raid siren (MNS 8829).

2.2.6 The Parish Survey

The parish of Congresbury was one of a small number of places that benefitted in the 1980s to
a landscape-wide survey programme. The work of the initial survey was continued by
members of the Congresbury Local History Society. Because Congresbury is largely a
pastoral landscape, recovery of artefact scatters by systematic fieldwalking was not possible
across the whole parish, but was focused on the handful of arable fields and examination of
gardens. The published studies provide an overview of the parish through time’.

There is little evidence for the Neolithic with only a single field on the very eastern margins
of the parish singled out as having ‘vague concentration of flint artefacts’. Similarly, the
evidence for Bronze Age activity is limited to ‘concentrations of surface artefacts’ with only
one site where ‘the distribution (was) of a character and localisation sufficient to suggest
heightened activity .

By the Iron Age the region was dominated by several hillforts, including Cadbury Hill, 1.6km
north of the PDA, where occupation appears to commence around 650BC. Extensive
occupation in the region is likely, being required to construct and service the forts.

Roman period activity is more apparent and probably reflects extensive agricultural activity,
as well as industrial pottery production from the third century. Excavation has suggested kilns
operated seasonally. Two were found off Venus Street in the 1960s, 150m south of the PDA,
and recently a further example was excavated by Wessex Archaeology in advance of the

5 Russett, V. (ed.), 2012. Gradiometery Survey of Mrs Meaker’s Paddock, Venus Street,
Congresbury. Unpublished YCCART report, ref. 2012/Y4.

¢ Cooke, P and Brooke, K, 2019 Land off Venus Street, Congresbury, North Somerset. Report ACD
1382/3/0

7 http://www.ycccart.co.uk/index_htm_files/Congresbury%20Parish%20Survey.pdf
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construction of Bristol Water’s Southern Strategic Support Main to the north east of the PDA,
producing 400kg of Congresbury grey ware sherds. In recent years a project by the Yatton,
Congresbury, Claverham and Cleeve Archaeology Research Team (YCCCART) has also
surveyed several fields to the east of Congresbury and around Iwood in search of further
kilns®.

Although Post-Roman activity is well attested at Cadbury Hill, elsewhere it can only be
surmised to have been present, as in so many regions of the country. Documentary sources
(such as a now lost charter of King Ine) reference land in Congresbury to a total of twenty
hides, the same area as was referred to in the Domesday Book for Congresbury in 1066.

8 http://www.ycccart.co.uk/site%20reports.htm
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3. Historic Landscape Assessment

3.1 THE PARKS OF CONGRESBURY

A 1567 manorial survey of Congresbury indicates extensive open field land around the
village, as well as other resources such as meadows and woodland, but these have not been
mapped. The parish was enclosed in 1814, and much of the modern landscape — the straight-
edged fields — dates from that time, although south of Venus Street the field pattern is
suggestive of earlier post-medieval piecemeal enclosure. The Historic Landscape
Characterisation classes the PDA as ‘Post-medieval fields created from enclosure of medieval
parkland’.

Two parks were created in the manor in the Middle Ages. The earlier, in the extreme north of
the parish (see ‘Park’ on Figure 6), was apparently formed after disafforestation of the manor
— that is its release from Forest Law — in 1227. Following that the Bishop of Bath and Wells
was allowed to ‘enclose, make parks and assarts - that is to clear woodland - and take wood
in the manor at will.” That park seems to have been relatively short-lived, as in 1330 it was
noted that ‘from the pasture which is called the Le Park nothing [no profit] because it is at
farm with beans and oats.’

The second park was centred on the freehold estate later known as Park Farm and is the
subject of this assessment. The Parish Survey (op cif) claims it was created in 1314 with a
grant of two carucates of land and rent to Richard de Rodeneye and Lucy his wife, but offers
no direct evidence to associate this grant with the park. However, if an assumption, it may be
correct, as in 1567 George Rodney — presumably a descendant of Richard de Rodeneye - held
‘one capital messuage and certain lands called Parcke Feelde besides other lands by Olde
More called Twenty Acres.” This suggests that by that date the deer park had been enclosed
(that is subdivided into fields) and turned over to agriculture.

The parish survey mapped the likely bounds — the pale - of the later medieval park following
curvilinear field boundaries, with Park Farm, presumably the ‘capital messuage’ of 1567 and
it can reasonably be assumed on the site of the parker’s lodge, to the centre. We concur with
this mapping, other than to the east where we suggest the pale may have followed a more
curving line, now lost (Figure 7).

A site visit confirms that the line of the park boundary along the south of the PDA is marked
by a hedge (Figure 8). There is no sign of a bank-and-ditch pale earthwork.

In 1811, when first mapped in detail, the village of Congresbury extended for roughly a
kilometre south from a Y-splay of roads to the north (with St Andrew’s church standing off
the spur to the north-west), through the central village core, and onward down the Brinsea
Road. Roughly 600m south of the village core an east-west road crossed the Brinsea Road;
the section to the east had a number of properties clustered along it in a grouping called
Venus Street. Evidence of Saxo-Norman occupation was found in 2017 in an archaeological
evaluation in advance of the construction of Potters View (noted below) on the north side of
Venus Street’.

® AC Archaeology, ‘Land off Venus street, Congresbury, North Somerset (Feb 2019)
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There had been little or no change to the settlement pattern by ¢.1900 (Figure 9), and nor
indeed until the 1960s (Figure 10), although Congresbury’s population grew by just over 450
people between 1900 and 1961. Up until the 1950s agriculture and its support services
provided the principal employment in the village. Then, between 1961 and 1971, as people
began to commute to work in Bristol and Weston-super-Mare, Congresbury’s population
more than doubled to 3,397. Large numbers of new houses were constructed north of the river
including the Southlands council estate, Cobthorn, Verlands, Weetwood and Wrington Mead,
along with estates south of the historic village core in Park Road, Stonewell, Silverstone Way,
Yew Tree Park, and Silver Street. A new shopping precinct and two new schools were
provided for the new residents.

3.2 THE PARK: RARITY AND SURVIVAL

Medieval deer parks have been much studied since the 1960s, and are well understood. While
‘hays’, enclosures for the management of deer, were in existence in late Saxon England, deer
parks as such were a Norman introduction. Large numbers were licensed by the Crown in the
13th and 14th centuries via a grant to impark; some had long histories, others were short lived
or indeed a grant of permission may not have been acted upon.

Oliver Rackham estimated that there may have been as many as 3,200 parks, licensed or
otherwise, by the early 14th century. Even though some were soon enclosed and turned over
to farmland, parks continued to be created after the economic and social calamities of the
mid-14th century, and later sources suggest even higher numbers than Rackham proposed. A
Venetian visitor to England in the 1490s put park numbers at ‘4,000. All enclosed with timber
fences’, while in the early 16th century Polydore Vergil reckoned a third of England was
uncultivated with much land being given over to parks, so that ‘allmoste everie where a man
may se clausures and parckes paled and enclosed’ (to paraphrase, ‘almost everywhere a man
may see enclosed land and parks surrounded with pales’). While the accuracy of these
numbers may be questioned, the point remains: deer parks were a commonplace feature of the
English landscape in the Middle Ages. For the most part they were a specialised type of
livestock farm, not aristocratic designed landscapes. They can be set alongside other types of
dedicated livestock enterprises such as horse studs, vaccaries (cattle farms), and upland sheep
farms.

A few medieval deer parks survive today little changed. Others were incorporated in post-
medieval landscape parks, and sometimes elements of their landscapes survive there in
fossilized form. Even where — as in the great majority of cases - medieval parks were
enclosed, divided into fields and became farmland, physical evidence of them can survive,
notably the lodge site, and remains of the pale.

The lodge was the home of the parker, a role that combined game manager with security
guard. Typically sited on an elevated site towards the centre of the park, as a structure it was
normally comparable with a farmhouse, although sometimes with a first-floor room where
hunters might take refreshment and overlook the park. Many had a surrounding moat to offer
a degree of security from poaching gangs. When parks were enclosed, the lodge typically
became the farmhouse, and it can be confidently suggested that this was what happened at
Park Farm. However, the present building (largely of 17th- and 18th-century date) is unlikely
to retain any fabric from the period when the surrounding land was a park.

It was essential that deer parks were securely enclosed within a tall perimeter to prevent the
deer escaping. Some parks, where stone was plentiful, were walled, but more typically they
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were surrounded by a pale. This was a tall wooden fence of cleft oak pales (as in the modern
word ‘paling”), perhaps 2.5m high. This was a costly up-front investment, and needed
maintenance and periodic renewal. More expensive still was setting the fence on a bank with
a broad internal ditch, intended to make ‘leaping the pale’ by the captive deer even more
difficult. Earthworks of such banks and ditches are relatively common, but their frequent
absence, even where the line of the deer park’s boundary is accurately known from
cartographic sources, shows how frequently the investment in such was avoided or thought
unnecessary. That seems to have been the case here, as while in places, notably along the
south boundary of the PDA, the line of the pale is followed by a hedge, there is no sign of a
bank-and-ditch earthwork.

To summarise, deer parks such as that which existed at Congresbury were commonplace
across England throughout the Middle Ages. Survivals of park landscapes, lodges (or more
frequently moats marking their sites), and pale earthworks are relatively plentiful.

These points are picked up in Historic England’s selection guide on Rural Landscapes, which
sets out the criteria which would have to be met were a medieval deer park to be added to the
Register of Historic Parks and Gardens, a component of the National Heritage List.
Specifically, the selection guide states:

‘Deer parks established in the medieval to early modern periods may be eligible for
inclusion of the Register of Parks and Gardens; fundamental will be the survival of the park
interior, or a large part of it, unenclosed for agriculture and with its woods, trees and
grassland intact, and with its perimeter clearly defined by banks, walls or hedges. The
presence of structures such as lodges and deer shelters, especially where listed, will generally
add to a park’s interest. So, too, will be the survival of the principal house with which the
park was associated, especially where there is a visual relationship between the two.’

What survives of the park at Congresbury - the farmhouse built over the site of the lodge, and
the line of the park boundary, or pale, partially preserved in modern hedge lines — falls far
short of these criteria, and cannot reasonably be said to have more than local interest.
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4. Site Visit

4.1. INTRODUCTION
A site visit was carried out by Dr Paul Stamper of AJA in October 2020.

The PDA itself is a roughly square field of permanent pasture, bordered by houses to the
south and west. Mature hedges run around all four sides, although sometimes pierced to the
west at the end of the houses’ gardens. The field slopes gently towards its north-east corner,
and has a drainage ditch along its east side which continues onwards to drain into the River
Yeo.

The visit focussed upon verifying, where possible, the boundaries of the park and pale that
helped inform the historical landscape assessment (Section 3), and the setting of designated
assets (Section 6).

4.2 PARK FARMHOUSE
The PDA lies south of the Grade II-listed Park Farmhouse (Figure 11), argued above to stand
on the site of a medieval park lodge. The listing decription summarises the house:

Farmhouse. Probably C16, remodelled in late C17/early C18 and in CI9. Painted stone rubble,
rendered west front. Pantile roofs, (Bridgewater tiles at front), with gabled ends and hipped
over rear block. Gable end stacks with rebuilt brick shafis and stone stack at rear heightened in
brick. Plan: 4-cell front (west) range with gable end stacks, the 2 smaller centre cells are
unheated, that on the right contains the staircase. Behind the centre room a cross-passage and a
room in a short wing with a large stack; either side of the wing a later outshut; the large outshut
on the right is on the back of the front range. Exterior: 2 storeys. Asymmetrical 2:2 window west
front, the 2 right hand bays slightly higher and set back. 12-pane sashes. C20 porch in angle at
centre with old plank inner door. Rear (east) elevation has wing with circa early C16 stone
windows on first floor with hollow-chamfered 4-centred arch lights, hood mould and wrought-
iron bars. Outshuts on either side of wing with pantile lean-to roofs.

Low, single-storey, ancillary agricultural buildings to the east of the farmhouse form curtilage
structures, although not listed (Figure 12). These (now Blackberry Barn and Fig Tree Barn)
were converted for domestic occupation probably within the last 20 years.

The converted barns stand close to the PDA’s northern boundary with clear intervisibility.
Park Farmhouse however, despite proximity to the PDA (approximately 35m), is orientated
east-west, and whilst there may glimpsed views of the PDA at ground level through a dense
hedge, the only direct views would be from a single, small window in the southern elevation
of the house (Figure 13).

4.3 COLLINS BRIDGE
Grade II-listed asset, Collins Bridge, stands ¢.200m north-east of the north-east corner of the
PDA. This was added to the List in 2007. The entry reads:
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Bridge spanning the River Yeo to the east of Congresbury. Probably late-C18 or
early-C19. Local stone cut and squared. It has a single span arch of approximately
7m consisting of a single row of voussoirs on either side. There is no parapet:
whether one existed is unclear.

The bridge is situated on a footpath that crosses the River Yeo. It is one of three small-scale
bridges located in close proximity to each other which span the river to the east and south east
of the village. Collins Bridge is shown on the 1885 Ordnance Survey map and was probably
constructed in the late- 18" or early 19" century.

Views from the bridge itself towards the PDA are very limited due to intervening hedging and
small trees (Figure 14). From a few metres north of the bridge, there are middle-distance
clear views of the PDA, although the proposed housing would be in front of existing
development, in essence replicating the current view, albeit bringing it nearer to the bridge
(Figure 15).

4.4 OTHER ASSETS

The Grade II* listed Urchinwood Manor stands ¢.480m north-east of the PDA. The house is
orientated south and there is no view from the front of the house of the PDA due to
intervening development and vegetation. Due to Covid 19, and the house being a private
property, the view towards the PDA was observed from approximately 100m east of the
house (Figure 16).

A further Grade Il-listed bridge across the Yeo lies c.280m to the south-east. This is
concealed within trees. Pineapple Farm, listed at Grade II with its garden walls, stands on
Venus Street, 150m due south of the PDA beyond an extensive block of modern housing.
There is no visual connection with PDA due to intervening development, as is the case with
all other designated heritage assets (see Figure 17).
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5. Geophysical Survey

5.1 INTRODUCTION

Detailed geophysical survey, using an array of caesium vapour magnetometers to prospect for
buried features possibly of archacological interest, was undertaken by Tigergeo in November
2020. The report is appended (Appendix A).

Interpretation is shown on Figure 18 with the full set of drawings contained within Appendix
A. Numbers in [n] below refer to labels on Figure 17.

5.2 DATA

Data quality is overall high though there is some slight distortion close to the houses and
gardens due to the fences, ferrous debris and structures. The data has a strong stippled-like
texture typical of small magnetic objects, probably natural material within the superficial
geology and ferrous debris, the solid geology being unlikely to contribute suitably magnetised
material. Contrast is muted and reduced intensity anomalies are dominant, associated mostly
with drainage features.

5.3 GEOLOGICAL INFLUENCES

The soil iron content is less than 3% in an area roughly coincident to the distribution of Tidal
Flat Deposits which extend far enough east here to underlay the site. Beneath this is the
Mercia Mudstone (here a mixture of mudstone and halite) and where seen elsewhere this
seems to produce soils with low magnetic susceptibility, leading to generally muted contrast
with respect to features of archaeological interest.

However, the contrast evident between the broad natural ridges between the drainage ditches
and the base of the ditches themselves would suggest that there is a reasonable level of
background susceptibility locally. It is unclear why these ditch fills should be significantly
less magnetic than the ground each side, however this may reflect the natural difference
between subsoil and topsoil plus there could be a degree of leaching out of iron.

5.4 LAND USE

The dominant land use character within the data is the set of drainage ditches [1] that drain
northwards into a ditch near the northern edge of the field, an area separately associated with
land drains, e.g. [3]. A short linear anomaly [2] typical of a ferrous source may be a pipe
inserted into this set of drainage-related earthworks.

Whether this field has always been pasture or has had arable use in uncertain, however, the
probable former field boundary [4] has a lynchet character typical of cultivated soils and
hence it is tempting to associate the drainage features with an arable use. This feature extends
eastwards into the next field where its line is now perpetuated by a ditch but might once have
existed, just to the south of this, as another earthwork.

At [5] a patch of more variable data is thought to be due to modern debris, not seen, but
presumably within the grass and soil beneath.
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5.5 ARCHAEOLOGY

As would be expected there is nothing in the data that would confirm the presence of the deer
park and there is no magnetic evidence within the field for the park pale. There is also no
evidence for activity that might pre-date this, although the uncertain date of former boundary
[4] and the possible arable use of the land associated with this is of interest in the context of
the deerpark. There is no evidence of any areas of intensive magnetic response that could
indicate the presence of kilns.

There is no evidence of prehistoric use of the land within the PDA.

5.6 CONCLUSION

The site overall appears to have always had an agricultural use, within the small deer park of
the medieval period and later subsumed into the field system of the developing settlement of
Congresbury, maybe as piecemeal enclosure. There is no evidence for structures or features of
archaeological interest. The use here of caesium vapour instrumentation in a non-gradiometric
configuration has allowed maximum scope for detection of features against the low
background magnetic contrast.
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6. Impacts, Mitigation and Residual Effects

6.1 DIRECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

Based upon our knowledge of archaeology within the vicinity of the PDA there is a moderate
potential for archaeology, in particular of Roman and Anglo-Norman date. However, the
geophysical survey has identified no archaeological anomalies.

Based upon mitigation employed on other developments in the area, it is anticipated that a
programme of trial-trenching would be required prior to construction (subject to planning
consent) and this would in turn inform whether any further mitigation, such as archaeological
excavation, is required.

6.2 INDIRECT IMPACTS

6.2.1 Introduction

Indirect impacts are those that do not physically affect a cultural heritage asset or landscape,
but that potentially alter the context or setting.

As described in Section 1.5 Historic England’s GPA3, The Setting of Heritage Assets,
recommends a broad approach to assessment of setting, undertaken as a series of steps that
apply proportionately to complex or more straightforward cases.

Setting is defined in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) as:

"The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed and may
change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting may make a positive or
negative contribution to the significance of the asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that
significance or may be neutral."

GPAJ3 states that:

“The setting itself is not designated. Every heritage asset, whether designated or not has a
setting. Its importance, and therefore the degree of protection it is offered in planning
decisions, depends entirely on the contribution it makes to the significance of the heritage
asset or its appreciation.”

6.2.2 Identify which heritage assets and their settings are potentially affected

Based upon a site visit, consideration of historical context and an assessment of screening by
vegetation and development, it is considered that only one designated asset would experience
an adverse effect of any magnitude upon its setting — Park Farmhouse. This is discussed in
Section 4.2.3.

The rationale is set out below in Table 6 and reference should be made to Figure 17.
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Table 6 Potential effects upon setting of listed buildings
Asset Ref on Grade Effect of development upon setting
Fig 4
Town Cross 1 SM None. Intervening urban development.
Churchyard Cross 2 SM/1I* None. Intervening urban development
St Andrews Church 3 | None. Intervening urban development
The Refectory 4 | None. Intervening urban development
Urchinwood Manor 5 I None. Intervening barn type development and trees
Park Farmhouse 6 1] See below, section 4.2.3
Collins Bridge 7 1] Negligible Adverse due to proximity
Bridge over River 8 1] None. Intervening hedges and trees
Yeo
Pineapple Farm and | 9 1] None. Intervening urban development
walls
Yeoman'’s Orchard 10 1] None. Intervening urban development
Silver Street House 11 1] None. Intervening urban development
The Birches 12 1l None. Intervening urban development
Barn at Urchinwood 13 1l None. Intervening barn type development and trees

Manor

6.2.3 Assessment of effects on the setting of Park Farmhouse

Looked at in isolation, and in particular due to its proximity, one would expect there to be a

significant effect upon the setting of Park Farmhouse. However, careful assessment concludes

that the significance of the effect is mitigated due to the following existing circumstances:

e  Currently there is at most glimpsed intervisibility at ground level, with the only

window orientated towards the PDA being small and to the first floor.

e A tall hedge separates the farmhouse and its curtilage from the PDA

e The former farmyard setting to the house to the south and east has been changed by

the conversion of outbuildings to residential use.

e The land to the west of the farmhouse was developed in the 1970s and 80s.

e Although there would be some noise from construction, the house already sits within

a built environment.
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6.2.4 Assessment of effects on the former Park

The assessment has concluded that:

e The formerly open, rural, character of the Park with the farmhouse at its centre
changed in the later 20™ century with the development of houses, including
substantial development to the west on former Park land

e Recent housing to the south has created an enclosed space to two sides

e  One of the last remaining Park boundaries — the southern boundary of the PDA,
marked by a hedge — will be retained within the scheme

e Enclosure of the Park in the early 19" century removed much of its legibility

6.2.5 Explore ways to maximise enhancement and avoid or minimise harm

The location of the housing within the development should stand-off the boundary with Park
Farmhouse, leaving a green buffer. The southern boundary equally should retain a green
corridor of open space or gardens to retain the historical alignment of the former Park’s
southern boundary in the modern landscape.

These recommendations have been incorporated into the development framework.

6.3 ASSESSMENT OF RESIDUAL EFFECTS

In accordance with best practice the significance of an effect should be identified. This is
achieved using the methodology set out in Section 1.6, above, and equates to Step 5 of the
Historic England process. The results of the evaluation of significance are drawn together in
Table 7, below, together with the rationale behind the evaluation.
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Table 7

Evaluation of residual effects

Direct / Indirect
Effect

Asset

Type of Effect

Probability
of Effect
Occurring

Sensitivity Magnitude

Significance of
Effect

Rationale

Direct effects

Statutorily
Protected Heritage
Assets

Listed buildings

None

Certain High No change

Neutral

There are no listed buildings within the PDA.

Scheduled
Monuments

None

Certain High No change

Neutral

There are no scheduled monuments within
the PDA.

Archaeology

The Park

Adverse

Certain Low Minor

Slight

The medieval Park appears not to have had
any surrounding earthworks and enclosure
of the Park in the early 19th century
removed much of its legibility. Today it has
lost its open, rural, character with the
development of houses, including on its
western area. One of the last remaining Park
boundaries — the southern boundary of the
PDA, marked by a hedge — will be retained
within the scheme. There is no evidence of
any archaeology related to the Park, or
indeed any other period, from the
geophysical survey, although the PDA lies
within an area of moderate potential for
archaeology, in particular of Roman and
Anglo-Norman date.

Indirect effects
upon setting of
designated assets

Scheduled
Monuments

None

Certain High No change

Neutral

There is no intervisibility with any SMs due
to intervening urban development

Park
Farmhouse

Adverse

Certain Medium Minor

Slight

Despite proximity, the immediate setting of
the house has already been compromised
by housing development on its land and
through conversion of its farmbuildings. The
house is orientated away from the PDA with
only one small first floor window having
views of the proposed development.

Collins Bridge

Adverse

Likely Medium Negligible

Negligible

Largely screened from the PDA by
vegetation, its setting is the River Yeo that it
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crosses and this will be unaffected.

Other Listed
Buildings

None

Certain High/Medium No change

Neutral

Screened from the PDA by development or
vegetation, there will be no intervisibility and
no effects on historical context.
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7. Summary

7.1 DIRECT EFFECTS AND MITIGATION
There will be no direct effects upon statutorily designated heritage assets.

Based upon our knowledge of archaeology within the vicinity of the PDA there is a moderate
potential for archaeology, in particular of Roman and Anglo-Norman date. However, a
sitewide geophysical survey revealed no anomalies of archaeological interest.

A medieval park was centred on what is now Park Farm that was probably built over the
medieval lodge. The Park was most likely fenced with a pale, but there is no sign of a bank-
and-ditch earthwork. The line of the Park boundary along the south of the PDA is marked by
a hedge and this would be retained in the proposed development. The enclosure of the Park
in the early 19th century removed much of its legibility. Today it has lost its open, rural,
character with the development of houses, including substantial development on its western
area.

Based upon mitigation employed on other developments in the area, it is anticipated that a
programme of trial-trenching would be required prior to construction (subject to planning
consent) and this would in turn inform whether any further mitigation, such as archaeological
excavation, is required.

A detailed Project Design (Written Scheme of Investigation) would be submitted to North
Somerset Council and the works would be secured by a planning condition requiring its
implementation prior to development.

7.2 INDIRECT EFFECTS AND MITIGATION
Indirect effects are those that do not physically impact upon a cultural heritage asset or
landscape, but that alter the context or setting.

Of the thirteen designated heritage assets that sit within 1km of the PDA only two are
predicted to experience any adverse effects. This is because the other assets have no
intervisibility due to intervening development and vegetation.

Park Farmhouse, a Grade II listed building, sits 35m north of the PDA boundary. Despite
proximity, there is at most glimpsed intervisibility at ground level, with the only window
orientated towards the PDA being small and to the first floor. A tall hedge separates the
farmhouse and its curtilage from the PDA. The former farmyard setting to the house to the
south and east has been changed by the conversion of outbuildings to residential use and the
land to the west of the farmhouse was developed in the 1970s and 80s.

This assessment concludes that there will be a minor adverse effect of slight significance upon
its setting.

Collins Bridge is a Grade II Bridge spanning the River Yeo of late 18"/early 19" century date,
140m north east of the PDA. It will be largely screened from the PDA by vegetation and its
setting - the River Yeo that it crosses - will be unaffected. There will be a negligible adverse
effect of negligible significance upon its setting.
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The location of the housing within the development should stand-off the boundary with Park
Farmhouse, leaving a green buffer. The southern boundary equally should retain a green
corridor of open space or gardens to retain the historical alignment of the former Park’s
southern boundary in the modern landscape.

These recommendations have been incorporated into the development framework.

No mitigation additional to that proposed is required in relation to the effects upon the setting
of designated heritage assets.

7.3 CONCLUSION

Having regard to the baseline conditions, and the scope of the proposed development as
currently envisaged, the project fully accords with both local and national cultural heritage
policy. With mitigation in place there are no predicted effects that are material in the decision-
making process.
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Figure 1  Location of Proposed Development Area (PDA)
© Crown copyright. All rights reserved. Licence number 100043831

Figure 2  Proposed Development Area (PDA)
© Google base photo
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M7 Design

Figure3 Development Framework plan
© M7Design
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¥

Figure 4 Designated Heritage Assets (refer to section 2)
© Google base photo
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Medieval Village &
Field Names
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Possible area of Saxon occupation

Probable extent of medieval occupation
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@ Site of building identifiable in survey of 1567

Figure 6 Extent of medieval park (from Congresbury Parish Survey)

Suggested former extent of medieval park with realigned eastern boundary

Figure 7
© Google base photo
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Figure 8 View west along the line of the park boundary, marked by the hedge on PDA’s
southern boundary. There is no evidence of a bank-and-ditch pale earthwork.

v w0l
Stonewell | w

Figure 9  Ordnance Survey 1900
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Figure 11 Park Farmhouse, from the west
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Figure 12 Former agricultural buildings associated with Park Farmhouse, now
converted to dwellings, from the northern boundary of the PDA

Figure 13 Sole window facing the PDA (arrowed) on first floor of Park Farmhouse,
from approximate northern limit of built development.
Shows enclosure of Farmhouse by existing development.
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Figure 15 Looking in direction of PDA from 25m north of Collins Bridge.
Boundary of PDA highlighted red.
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Figure 16 From 100m east of Urchinwood Manor, looking in direction of
PDA (not visible)
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Figure 17 Context of Designated Assets and PDA.
Hedges and tree belts highlighted green. Urban development shaded brown.

© Google base photo
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From: Cat Lodge

Sent: 26 October 2020 14:25

To: Andrew Josephs

Subject: RE: Pineapple Farm, Congresbury

Hi Andy
Thanks for the update.

Best wishes
Cat

Cat Lodge

Senior Archaeologist
Development & Environment
North Somerset Council

From: Andrew Josephs

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 10:31 AM
To: Cat Lodge
Subject: Re: Pineapple Farm, Congresbury

Hi Cat

Just to let you know that I have appointed Tigergeo to carry out a 100% survey of
the site and that will take place in the next fortnight.

Kind regards
Andy

Andrew josephs Associates

consultancy | project management | expert witness
Specialists in Archaeology and Cultural Heritage

Scanned by Avast for viruses

From: Cat Lodge

Sent: 05 October 2020 12:52

To: Andrew Josephs Subject: RE: Pineapple Farm, Congresbury
Hi Andy

Please find attached.



You’ll see that only 2 parts of the field were surveyed in 1999, so I'd be asking for a
100% mag survey of the field so we have as up to date a picture as possible if a
planning application were to come forward.

Best wishes
Cat

Cat Lodge

Senior Archaeologist
Development & Environment
North Somerset Council

From: Andrew Josephs

Sent: Monday, October 5, 2020 12:57 PM
To: Cat Lodge

Subject: Re: Pineapple Farm, Congresbury

Hi Cat
That's a great help. Thanks.

I have also seen a reference to a geophysical survey on part of the site back
in the late 90s by GSB when Bryant Homes were proposing it. But I cannot
find any report online. Does the HER hold a copy?

Kind regards
Andy

andrew josephs associates

consultancy | project management | expert witness
Specialists in Archaeology and Cultural Heritage

Scanned by Avast for viruses

From: Cat Lodge

Sent: 05 October 2020 11:15

To: Andrew Josephs

Subject: RE: Pineapple Farm, Congresbury

Hi Andy

Yes thanks, hope all is well with you too.



Thanks for the heads up on this. | did see your request this morning for
information from the HER — Daniel will pick this up tomorrow when he is
back in the office and will get the information to you by the end of the week.

There is no requirement for a museum accession number for a DBA.

It might be worth noting that the Bristol Water Southern Strategic Support
main passed close to the proposed development site, which revealed
extensive activity relatively to Romano-British pottery production:
https://www.wessexarch.co.uk/news/congresbury-kiln. The post-excavation
is still under way, so | don’t have a final report, but it would be worth
contacting Bruce Eaton at Wessex Archaeology who managed the project as
he will be able to provide you with an update on the findings along the
route.

There is also a report for a watching brief at the new development at Venus
Street/Potters View. It’s not yet in the HER so | have attached it for your
information.

Also, YCCCART (the local community archaeology group) have undertaken
geophysical surveys of most of the fields surrounding the village and you can
find digital copies here: http://www.ycccart.co.uk/site%20reports.htm

| hope that’s of help, but please don’t hesitate to ask if you have any further
questions.

Best wishes
Cat

Cat Lodge

Senior Archaeologist
Development & Environment
North Somerset Council

From: Andrew Josephs

Sent: Monday, October 5, 2020 11:24 AM
To: Cat Lodge

Subject: Pineapple Farm, Congresbury

Dear Cat
I hope you are well.

We have been instructed to provide archaeology and heritage advice in
relation to a potential residential development within a parcel of land to
the north of Pineapple Farm, Congresbury (attached). This is confidential
for the time being, but | expect a formal pre-app will be submitted in the
next few weeks.


http://www.ycccart.co.uk/site%20reports.htm
https://www.wessexarch.co.uk/news/congresbury-kiln

Initially we have been asked to prepare a DBA.

| have consulted the HER and will obtain an Oasis number. Do | need a
museums accession number for a DBA?

Kind regards
Andy
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thewvditchesvithemselvesw uldvguggestwthatviheweisva reaswnablevievelw f backgw undvsuscewtibilityvocally.vitw
is uncleaw hywhesewditchvillsvshwuldvbevsignificantlyiesswnagneticihanvihevwg undveachwvside, viaw evewthisw
mayweflectvthewnatuvalvdifferencevbetweenvsubswil andviw s ilw luswthewec uldvbeve degreew f leachingw utw
fiwn.w

3.1.3L anduselL

The d minant land use chavactew ithin the data is the setwf d ainage ditches [1] that d ain nwthwardsvintw

a ditchwmeawthewn rthewnedgew f thewfield,vanvareaveevwa atelyvasswciatedw ithviandvd ains,ve.g.Wy3].vA shw tw
lineaw anwmalyw 2 ]wtywicalw f a few usws urcewmaywbewaw ipe insertedwintw thiswsetw f d ainage-velatedw
earthw rks.w

Whethewthis field has always beenwastuvew has had a able use in uncertain, hw eve, thew bable fwmew
field b undawy[4] hasva lynchetwehavactewtywicalwf cultivatedvs ils andvinencevit is temwtingviw asswciate thew
d ainagevfeaturesw ith an a able use. This featuweextends eastwards intwthe next fieldw heweits line ismw

e etuated by a ditch but mightwnce have existed just t the s uthwf this as anwthewearthw rk.w

At [5]vaw atchwf mw evariablevdatavisvihwught tw be dueviwm dewndebris, n t seen, butw esumablyw ithinw
the g ass and swil beneath.w

3.1.4 L AlchaeologyL

Asw uldvbevex ectedvtheweiswn thingwinvthewdatavihatw uldve nfirmvihew resencew f thewdeew ark andw
theve is nw magneticvevidencew ithinvthevfieldWw thew arkw ale.Wwheweis alsw nw evidenceww activityvihatw
mightw e-datevthis,valthwughvthewancertainvdatew f fwrmewb undawy[4]vandvthew ssibleva ablewusew f thew
land asswciatedw ith this iswf intevest in the ¢ ntextwf the deew ark.w

Theve is nwevidencew fwrehistw icusewf the land nw enclosedw ithin this field.w

3.2 L ConclusionsL

Thevsitew vewallva eawst havevalwaysvhadvanvagricultuvalvase,w ithinvthevemallvdeew ark f thewnedievalw
eriod andwatewsubsumedwintw thewfieldvwsystemw f thewdevelowingwsettlementw f C ngresbuwy,wnaybevasw
iecemealvenclosure. W heweisw evidenceviw stimucturesw featuveswf archaewogicalvinterest.Whewsevinewew
f caesiumwaw uw instrumentatiow inva n n-gwadiwnetwicc nfiguvatiow haswallowedwmaximumwscw e fw
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detectinvnwf features against the low backgw und magnetic ¢ ntvast.w

3.3 L CaveatsL

Gew hysicalvsuweyvisweliantww n thevdetectiomw f anwmalouswaluesvandw attemsvinw hysicalw  ertiesw fw
thevgw und,ve.g.vimagnetic, velectw magnetic, velectrical, velastic, vdensityvandw thevs.vitvd esw t directlyvdetectw
undewgwundweaturesvandvetmicturesvandvihevefw ethew resencew absencew f thesew ithinva gew hysicalw
intew etatiowis n t a direct indicatw fw esencew absence intheg und. S ecificw intst ¢ nsidewa e:w

s mewhysical w erties are time vaviantw mutually intevdewendentw ithw thevs;w

+ fw a buriedweatuwetw bewdetectablewt mustw ducevanwmalouswaluesw f thew hysicalw  ertyw
being measured;w

« any anwmaly iswnly as gw d as its ¢ ntvast against backgw und textures and n isew ithin the data.w

TigevGew ill alwaysvattemwt tw verifyvihevaccuvacyvandvintegrityw f datawit usesw ithinvaw jectvbutvatvallw
timeswitswliabilitywis bywnecessitywimitedwtw itsw nw  kandwd eswn t extendwiw thirdw artywdatanandw
infwrmatinvn.wWhewew  k ismundertakenwtw anwthew a ty'sws ecificatinn anyw erceivedwfailuwewf thatw
s ecificatiowt attainvitsw bjectivewemainsvthewesw nsibilityw f thew riginatw, TigevGew meanwhilevensuringw
anyw ssible shwtcwmings are addressedw ithin the n rmal ¢ nstvaintsu n eswurces.w
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4 L MethodologyL

4.1L agnetic PLinciplesL

4.1.1 L Physical conceptsL

Magneticvsuweyv anywuw seweliesw n thewgenevatinn f a cleawmagneticvanwmalyvatvithevsuface,vi.e.w
stw ngnenwughwtw bewdetectedwbywinstrumentatiow andwexhibitingwsufficientwc ntvastwagainstwbackgw undw
vaviatiowtw ermit diagnwstic intew retatiwn. The anwmaly itself is dewendent uw n the chemical w  ertieswfw
aw a ticulawv lumew f gw und,vitsmagneticveuscewtibilityvandvhencevinducedwnagneticwield, vihevstvengthw fw
anywemanentwnagnetisatiom,vithevshawe andw rientatiomw f thew lumew f interestvandvitswdewthw f buvial.w
Finally the chwice and ¢ nfiguvatiomwf measurement instrumentatiomw ill affect anwmaly size and shawe.w

Sitesw esent a ¢ m lex mixtuwewf these factw sand fw s me the causative affects are n t knw n. Hw eve ,w

dewthw f burialvandvsizevare usuallywairlyve nstvainedvwandwackgw undvwsuscewtibilitywcanvbevestimatedww

measured).wrhewdegveew f emanentwnagnetisatiow is havdewtw redictvandwdewendsw n b thwthewnatuvalw

magneticw  ertieswf thews il andvanywehemicalw cessesviw hichvit hasvbeenvsubjected.vifwtunatelyviheatw
ill aise the suscewtibilitywf m sts ilsand tw s il tendst be m re magnetic than subswil, by v lume.w

Itvisvhawdtwd aw eliableve nclusiomsvabwutw hatvew twf gewlogyvisveuw rtivew f magneticvsuweyvasvthewew
are manywactw sinvwvedvandwn anywasewnagneticwesw nsewanwawyacw ssvwgewogicalwinitsvasw ellvasw
beingvdevendentwu nw st-dew sitiow andve siomalw cesses.vinvgenevalva elativelyyn n-magneticw arentw
matevialve ntvastingw ithva magnetisablevew siomw duct,vi.e.w new hichve ntainsvirow in theiw mwfw xidesw
andwhydw xides,w ill allw archaew gicalwstmuctuveswtw exhibitwstw ngwmagneticwc ntvastwagainstwtheirw
suw undingsvandvesweciallyvif the s il hasvbeenvheatedw subjectedviw certainw  cessesw f femmentatiom.vinw
the absencewf eithe , magneticvenhancement becwmes entiralyweliant uw n the gewchemistwy f thews il andw
enhancementw ill witen bew eakewand mw evariable.w

Analysisw f thevBritishvGewogicalvbumweywBGS)vGewchemicalvwAtlaswWG-Base)w t talvg il i n revealsvithatviw
EnglandvandwValeswb0%w f thevsamwlesw (thevinterguavtilewange)vWievbetweenwl .9%vandvid.6%w ercentagew
iromw ith the median at 2.7%.w

Thew rincipalwnagneticvirow minevalws thew xidewnagnetitew hichve metimesw ccuwsnatuvallyvbutwswnw ew

ftenwfwmedvduringwthevheatingw f s il. Subsequentwew lingwyieldsva mixtuvew f this,wn n-magneticw xidew
haematitenandwanwthew magneticw xide,wmaghaemite.wA aywf m s urcesw f heat,w thew magneticwi nw
minevalswincludewthewsulphidesw yritewandwgreigitew hilewin damw s ils ¢ m lex chemistwy invwlvingwthew
hydw xidesvg ethitevandwe id cw citewcanvwereatevstw ngwnagneticvanwmalies.wheve a e thuswa numbew fw
diffeventvgewchemicalweactiomw athwayswvthatveanvb thvaugmentvandweducevthewnagneticveuscewtibilityw f aw
s il. In additiom, this suscewtibility may exhibit dew sitiomalw attems unvelated twvisible stvatigva hy.w

M stwstwicturesw f archaewogicalwinterestwdetectedwbywmagneticwsuweywa e fillsw ithinwnegativew  cutw
features.WN t allwillsvare magneticvandvtheyvwcanvbewnw emagneticw lesswnagneticvthanvthevsuw undingw
g und.vin additiwnvit isve mmwn fw fillsw exhibitwariablewnagneticw  ertieswthw ughvtheirw lume,vibasalw
rimawysiltw ftenvbeingumw emagneticvthanvthevnaterialvabwevit dueviw thevincreasedw tiomwf tw s ilw
ithinmitt wHw eve ,wa fillwc ntainingwbuwntws il maywbewmuchwmw e magneticwthanwthisw rimawy siltwandw
s metimeswa featuwe thatwhaswc ntainedwstandingw atew canw  ducewhighlywmagneticwsiltswthw ughw
mechanical dew sitiomalw cesses (dew sitiomalwemanent magnetisation, DRM).w

A thiwdstwctuvalvfactw invthevdetectiow f buviedvstructuvesvis thevdewthwf t s il vewtheveature.vAswillsw
sink,wthewh llow abwewaccumulateswtw s il andvwhenceva structuve canvbewdetectedwn t thwughwitsw nw
magnetisatiow butwhw ugh thevocally deewe tw s il abwe it. The v lumewf s ilwequived dewends uw n thew
magneticvsuscewtibilityw f thevs ilvbutwustva few centimetvesvarew ftenveufficient.wbuchva thinvdew sitvean,w
hw eve, easily be lost thw ugh subsequent ew siow by natuval factw sw loughing.w

4.1.2 L InstLumentationL
Thewusew fwthewmagneticwsensw svinwn n-gvadiometwicwvertical)wc nfiguvatiomwavwidswmeasurementw
sensitisatinn t thewghallowestwegiow f thevs il,vallowing deewe stmctuves,w hethewnatuvalw  thew iseviw
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bewmagedw ithinwthewsensitivityw f thewinstrumentatiomwr hiswalsw allows thewdetectiomw f shallow bw adw
vaviatiomswin magneticwsuscewtibilitywthatwmightwhavewarchaewogicalwsignificance.wSuw ressiomw f ambientw
n ise and temw al trends isweduced and thevefw eneedweductiowduvingw cessing.w

Thewthewreticalwslightlywreducedwlatevalwreswlutiow inherentwt usingwn n-gvadiometwic sensw a ayswisw

acticallym t anvissuevandvesweciallyvifw  cessingvincludesva verticalw seudw-gvadientwe nvevsiom.Whew n-w
g adiometwicsystemvisvthusw vevallva mw ecawableve nfiguvatiow thanvthevshw tg adiometewswitenwisedviw
archaewogical studies.w

Caesium instrumentatiow has a greatewsensitivityvthan fluxgate instruments, hw eve ,vat the 10 Hz samwlingw
atewusedvhewethiswincreasewin sensitivityws limitedww abwutw new rdew f magnitude.wG eatew benefitwisw
btainedwwm a bettewsignal-tw-nwisewatiowneaningwhatwsub-nanwleslavwmeasurementwswmw ew acticallyw

achieved.w

Thewa aywsystemwiswdesignedwtw bewn n-magneticwandwtw ¢ ntributewvirtuallywn thingwtw thewmagneticw
measuvement,w hethewthw ughwlirect interferencew thwugh m tiown ise.w

4.2 L agnetic SulveyL

4.2.1 L Technical equipméntL

easuled varlableL T tal Magnetic Intensity / nT aftew emwal wf egional t endw
InstLuméntL A aywf Gewmetrics G858 Magmaw e caesium magnetwnetewsw
ConfigurhtionL N n-gvadiometwict ansvevge a ay (4 sensws, ATwtw ed)w
SensitivityL 0.03 nT @ 10 Hz (manufactuwels swecification)w
QA PlocedurkL Cwntinuwusw bservativnw
Spatial LesolutionL 1.0m between lines, 0.25m mean along line intervalw

4.2.2 L onitoling & quality assessL entL

Thewsystemwewntinuwuslyvdiswaysvallvincnmingwdatavasw  ellvaswinewsweedvwandvswatialwdataw eswlutionw ew
acquisitinn channelwduringvsumwey.vRestwn deveystemwn isevis therefwe easyww inswectvsimwly byw ausingw
duringwsuwey,wandwthewc ntinuwuswdiswiaywmakeswm nitwingwfw qualitywintvinsicwtw thew  cessw fw
undertaking a suwey. Rest m de testwesults (static test) are available fw m the system.w

4.3 L agnetic Data PLocessingL

4.3.1 L PlocedurélL

Allvdataw  cessingviswninimisedvandwimitedviw hatvisvessentialWw thevelassw fudatavbeingvewllected,ve.g.w
reductiomw fw rientatiow effects,vsuw ressiomw f singlew intwefectsvidw - utsw s ikes) etc.Whew cessingw
stream fw this data is as f llows:w

PLocessL SoftwareL ParamételsL

Measurement & GNSSweceivewdata alignmentw Pw rietawyw

Temw al veductivwn,wegional field suw ressiomw Pw rietawyw Bandwassed 0.3 — 10.0sw

G iddingw Surfew Kriging, 0.25m x 0.25mw

Smw thingw Surfew Gaussian low ass 3x3 data (0.75m)w
Pseudw-gvadient cvwnversionw Pw rietawyw 1m vewticalw

P tentialvfieldw cessingw ceduvesvare usedw hevew ssiblew n griddedvdataviw m thevabwew cessing,w
allw ingwsimulatinvnw f verticalwg adientwdata,vwsewa atiomw f deew andwshallw  magneticvs urces,wetc.wrhew
initial w cessing usesw  rietawys ftware develowed in ¢ njunctiomw ith the multisensw acquisitiow system.w
Griddedvdatavisw tedwaswdatavsurfaceswnwt images)wintw Manifwd GISww finalwmaging,we ntwuringwandw
detailed analysis. S ecialist analysis is undevtaken usingw  rietawys ftwa e.w
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4.4L agnetic Intelpletation L

4.4.1 L IntloductionL

Numew usws urcesware usedwin thewintew etivew cess,w hichwtakeswintw accwuntwshallow gewogicalw
¢ nditioms,w astwandw resentwandwuse,wd ainage,w eathewbefw eandwduringvsuwey,ww g a hywandwanyw
reviousvknw ledgevabwutvithevsitevandvihevsuw undingvarea.wldwOrdnancevwBuweywnaw ingws ¢ nsultedw
and alsw Idews urces if available. Gewogical infwmatiow (fw the UK) isv8 urcedwnly f m British Gewogicalw
Suweyw eswurceswandwaerialwimagewy f mw nlinews urces.wLiDARwdatawis usuallyws urcedwf m thew
Enviw nmentwAgencyw  thewnatiomalvequivalents, ARV m NASAwandwthewtw g a hicvdatavi mwriginalw
suwey.w

Infwrmatiwn fw m neavbyvsuweysvisve nsultedviwinfw muw n localwlata chavacte ,wariationsvacw ssvs ils andw
neawsuvfacevgewlogicalwe ntexts.wPublishedvdataw mw thewsuweyswnayvalsw bewisedwif accwn aniedvbyw
adequate metadata.w

Intew etatiomw f magneticvdatavis undertakenvusingvt talvintensityvdata, werticalw seudw-gvadientvandw hewew
relevant,wshallow field, wc mw nentwm delsvinw a allelvalthwughwfw clarityw nlywa subsetw f thesewmayvwbew
resented in thew ewrt.w

4.4.2 L The contlibution floL geology and soilsL

Onws mewsites,we.g.ws mewg avelswandwalluvialwe ntexts,wthewewill bewanwmalieswthatwcanw bscuwe thwsew
tentiallywf archaewogical intevest. They may have a stvength equal tw  greatewthan that asswciatedw ithw

mw evelevantws urces,we.g.wditchwfills,wbutwcanwnwmallywbewvdiffeventiatedw n thewbasisw f anwmalywfw mw

¢ u ledw ithwgewlogicalwindevstanding.WWhewetheweis ambiguity,w  elevanceviw thevstudy,whesevanwmaliesw
ill be included in this categwy.w

N t allwchangeswnwgewogicalwe ntextwanvbewdetectedvatvihevsuviace, vdirectlyw  indirectly,vbutve metimesw
thevew ill beva differencevevidentwin thewgew hysicalwdatavthatwcanvwbevattributedwiw a change,ve.g.ww mw
alluviumww tidalvflatwdew sits,w bedw ckwtw alluvium.winws mewcaseswthewgew hysicalvdifferencew ill n tw
exactly ¢ incidew ith the gewlogical ¢ ntact and this is eswecially the case acwss t ansitions in s il tywe.w

Gew hysicalvdatawarieswn chavactewacw ssva eas,wdueviw awangew f factw sincludingve il chemistvy,wneaw
suvfacevgewlogy,vihydw logyvandwandwisew astvandw resent.Whesevallve ntrvibuteviw theviextuwewf thevdata,w
i.e. a backgw und chavactewagainstw hich all wthewanwmalies a e measuved.w

4.4.3 L Agriculturil inputsL

C heventwineawdipwawenhancementw f magneticwieldvstvengthwnarvkingvditchwills,wnaw  bandsw f mw ew
vaviable magneticviieldw changesvin aw arentvmagneticvguscewtibility, are allvincludedw ithin theveategw yww
furmewfieldvb undarvieswif theywew elatew ithvthwsevdewictedw n thewlithewMaw  eawlyOrdnancevbumweyw
maws. If theweis nwcwrrelatiow then these anwmaly tywes are n t categwrised as a field b undavies.w

Bandedwariationsvin aw arentwnagneticvsuscewtibilityveausedvibyva vaviablevthicknessw f tw s il, dew sitiomalw
remanentwmagnetisatiomw fuwsedimentswinwfuw sw  suscewtibilitywenhancementwthw ughwheatingw(awbyw
ductw f buwingw rganicwmattew likenseaweed)wtendwt indicatew astwcultivatiwn,w hethew ridge-basedw
techniques,wmedievalw idgewandwfuw stwmedievalw'lazywbeds'.wM dewn cultivatiom,we.g.w ecentw
loughing, is nwt included.w

Ins me cases it isw ssible t identify d ainage netw rks eithewas ditch-fill tywe anwmalies (tywically 'Rwman'w

d ains),wn isyw e eatingwdipwla anwmalieswf m tewacwttaw ipesw reducedwmagneticwfieldwstrengthw

anwmalies m culvewts,wlasticw n n-veinfwced ¢ ncvetew ipes.invall cases identificatinn  f a hewing b new
attewntwthese is sufficient fw inclusiomw ithin this categwy.w

4.4.4 L eaturks of arthaeological intelestL

Anywineaw discvetevenhancementw f magneticwieldvstvength,wisuallyw ithva dipwawchavactew f varviablew
strength,wthatwcannwt bewcategwrisedwasva fieldwb undavy,wcultivatiomw aswhavingwa gewogicalw rigin,wisw
classifiedvasva fillw tentiallyvbeingw f archaewogicalvinterest.illsva e nwmallyvearthenvandvincludevanw ftenw
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invisiblew tiomw f heatedws ilw tw s il thatvwaugmentsviocalvmagneticvieldvetrength.vinvertedvanwmaliesw
arew ssiblewvewn n-earthenvills,ve.g.vihwsewthat ¢ m risew eat,vgandw g avelw ithinvg il. Thisveategw yisw
subjectwtw thewhabitatiow effect'w heve,win thewabsencew fw thews urcesw f magneticwmaterial, vanwmalyw
strengthw ill decrease @ ay f ms urceswf heated s il and s metimes t the extentwf n n-detectability.w

F rmew enclosuve ditcheswthatwc ntainedwstandingw atew canw  m tewenhancedwv lumetwic magneticw
suscewtibilitywthw ughwdew sitinnalwemanencewandwemainwdetectablew egawdlessw f thewabsencew fw thew
s urceswf magnetic enhancement.w

Anythingvthatweannwt bevintew retedvasva filliendsviw beva stwacture,w in archaewogicalvierms,va featurve.w
Thisveategw yisveecwndawytw fillsvandvincludesvanwmaliesvihatvibywirtuew f theirvehavacteware likelyviw bew fw
archaewogicalwinterestwbutwcannwt  bewadequatelywdescribedwaswfills.wExamweswincludewstw nglywmagneticw
b dieswackingwfew uswchavactewthatwnightwndicatewhearthsw  kilns.winws mewcasesvanwmaliesw f few usw
chavactewmay be included.w

Onvs mewsitesvtheve mbinatiwvnw fw lanWw mandvanwmalyvehavacte ,ve.g.wectilineawreducedwnagneticviieldw
strengthvanwmalies, wnightwndicatevthewikelyw resencew f maswnry,w bbewtrenchesw ubblew undations.w
Othew tywesw f stimuctuve are nlywincludedwif thewevidencewis unequivwcal,we.g.wsmallwingwditchesw ithw
dw aysvandvheavths.vinvs mewvcivcumstancesva lessvdefinitewcategw ymayvbevassignedww thewndividualw
anwmalies instead.w

Itvis s metimesw  ssibleviw definevdifferentvareasw f activityw n thevbasisw f magneticvehavacte ,ve.g.viextuwew
andvanwmalyvstvength.whesevwnightvindicatevthew resencew f middensw f ciw ithindargewc m lexes.Whisw
categw yd es n tindicate aw esencew absencewf discrete anwmalieswf archaewogical interest.w

4.5 L GlossariL

AclonyL LTypelL DefinitionL

/ teL

Aw Physical quantitywSI unit Amw f electwiccuwentw

BGSw Organisationw British Gewlogical Sureyw

CIfAw Organisatiomw  Charteved Institute fw Archaewogistsw

dBw Physical quantitywDecibel, unitwf amwlification/ attenuatinnw

DRMw Pw cessw Dew sitiwnal Remanent Magnetisatiomw

EAGEw Organisatiomw  Euw ean Asswciatiomw f Gewscientists and Engineewsw

EGNOSw | Technwogyw Euw ean GewstationawyNavigatiow Overlay Sewicew

ERTw Technwlogyw Electvical vesistivity t m g a hyw

ETRS89w | Technwogyw Euw ean Tewestrial Reference System (defined 1989)w

ETSIw Organisationw Euw ean Telecwnmunications Standawds Institutew

Euw GPRw | Organisationw Euw eanwG undwPenetvatingwRadaw Asswciatiom,wthewt adewb dywfw GPRw
fessionalsw

G-BASEw | Dataw British Gewlogical Suwey Gewchemical Atlasw

GewS cw Organisatiomw | GewlogicalwS cietyw fwL ndwn,wthewchavtevedwb dywfw thewgewogicalw
fessionw

GNSSw Technwogyw Global Navigatiwn Satellite Systemw

GPRw Technwogyw G undwenetvatingwadaw

GPSw Technwogyw Global P sitioning System (US)w

invergionw cessw A ¢ mbinatiomwf fw ard and backward m delling intended twc nstwmct a 2Dw
3Dvn delwf thew hysicalwdistributionw f a variableviw m datawneasuvedw nw

a 1Dw 2D suvface. It is fundamental twERT suweyw

IPw Physical quantitywInducedw larisatiow (w chamgeability) units m /w  msw

mw Physical quantitywSI unit metveswf distancew

mbglw Physical quantitywMetwes below gw und levelw

MHzw Physical quantitywSI unit mega-Herzwf frequencyw

MSw Physical quantitywMagnetic suscewtibility, unitlessw

mSw Physical quantitywSI unit milli-Siemensw f electrical ¢ nductivityw

nTw Physical quantitywSI unit nanwTeslawf magnetic flux densityw

OFCOMw  Organisatiomw | The Officewf C mmunicatiomns, the UKwadiovs ectmmwegulatw
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AclonyL LTypelL DefinitionL
/ teL
Ohmw Physical quantitywSI unit Ohmwf electvicalwesistancew
OSw Organisatiomw  Ordnance Suweywf G eat Britainw
0SGB36w | Dataw The OS national grid (Gveat Britain)w
OSTN15w | Technwogyw Cuwent cw rdinate t ansfwmatiwn f m ETRS89 t OSGB36 c - rdinatesw
RDPw Physical quantitywRelative DielectwicPemmittivity, unitlessw
RTKw Technwlogyw Real Time Kinematic (cwrectiomwf GNSSw  sitiow fwm a base statiom)w
SW Physical quantitywSI unit secwndswf timew
TMIw Physical quantitywT tal magnetic intensity (measured flux density minuswegional flux density)w
TRMw Pw cessw Thewm -Remanent Magnetisationw
Physical quantitywSI unitw ltwf electwicw tentialw
WGS84w | Dataw Ww IdGewdetic System (defined 1984)w

4.6 L Selected LefelencelL

Aswinall, WA, wetval, 2008, WwMagnetwmetwyfw Archaewogists” wsew hysicalvMethwdsviw Archaewogy,wAltamiraw
Pressw

Blakely, R J, 1996, “Pwtential Thew yin G avity and Magnetic Aw licatioms”, Cambridge University Pressw

ChavteredwInstitutewfw Archaewogists,w2014w Uwdatedw2016),wW'Standawd andwguidancewfw archaewogicalw
gew hysical suwey” Readingw

David, A, et al, 2008,wW'Gew hysical Suwey in Archaewogical Field Evaluation/, English Heritagew

Gaffney, v, vetval, 2002, WTechnicalviN tevb:Whewisew f gew hysicalviechniquesvin archaewogicalvevaluations”,w
Institute fw Archaewogists (nw CIfA)w

Milswm, J, 2003, “Field Gew hysics”, 3 ¢ editivn, The Gewogical Field Guide Sevies, Wileyw

Rawlins, vBwaveta/, w2012, w Thevadvancedvevilwgewchemicalvatlasw fuEnglandvwandwales" .vBritishwGewogicalw
Suwvey, Keyw rthw

Schmidt, A, 2013, “Gew hysical Data in Archaewlogy: A Guide twGw d P actice”, ADSw

Scwlla Wi, W 990,WArchaew gicalWww s ectingvandvwRemwtevbensing” Ww icsinvRemwtevbensingw2, wWCambridgew
Univergity Pressw

Tavling, D H,vet a/, (ed.),w999, “Palaewmagnetismvand Diagenesis in Sediments” veewougicalvbwciety, Lwndwn,w
Swecial Publicatioms, 151w

Telfwd, W M, et al, 1990, “Aw lied Gew hysics”, 2""Edition, Cambridge University Pressw

4.7 L Alchiving and disseminationL

Anvarchivevis maintainedviw allw jects,vaccessviw hichvisw ermittedviw reseamhw uw ses.vCw yrightvandw
intellectualw  ertywightsva ewetainedvbywligerGew n allwnatevialvit hasw duced,vihewclientvhavingwiullw
licencevt usevsuchvmaterialvasvbenefitsviheirw ject.WVhewerequired,vdigitalvdatavandva ¢ y f thew ew tw
can be archived in a suitablew e sitwy, e.g. the Archaewlogy Data Sewice, in additiowtw uw n archive.w

Thevarchivewc ntainsvallwsurwwveyvandw  jectwdata,wc mmunications,wfieldwn tes,w ewrtswandw thew elatedw
mateviahvincludingwew ieswf thiwdwartyvdatawe.g.vCADwnaw ing,vetc.)vin digitaMwm.vanyva e inw  rietawyw
f rmatsw hilewew tc m nents are available in PDF f rmat.w

Thewclientw ill detemminevihevdistvibutionw athww ew rting,vincludingviw thevendwelient,w thewc ntvactws,w
localvauthwrityvetc.,vandw ill detemminevthewtimetablewfw u loadw f thew jectw ew ttw thewDASISWGreyw
Litevatuve lib aryw suw lyw fw ew tw datawtw thew archivingwsewices,wakingwintw accwuntwendwclientw
cwnfidentiality.w

Tigerew reseweswthewightww diswaywdataw enderedwanwnymwuswandwun-loeatablew n itsw ebsitewandwnw
thewmarketingw eseavchw ublications.w

8w
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5 LSuppolting infoL ationL

5.1 L Standarls and quality (arthaeology)L

TigerGew iswdeveloningnanwintegvatedwManagementwSystemw(IMS)ww ardswiSOwcertificatiow fw ISO9001,w
1SO14001wandwOHSAS18001/1SO45001.wkFw kw ithinwthewarchaewogicalwsectw TigevGew haswbeenw
a arded CIfA (Charteved Institute fw Archaewlogists) Registered Organisatiow status.w

A highwstandawdwf client-centvedw fessionalismwiswmaintainedwin accwdancew ithwthew equivementsw fw
relevantw fessiomal b dies including the Gewogical S cietywf L ndwn (GewS c) and the Charteved Institutew
fw Archaewogists (CIfA).v6eniowmembewswf TigerGewarew fessiomal membewsw the GewS c (FGS),VCIfAw
(MCIfAv& ACIfAvg ades)vandw thewaw  riatevb dies,vincludingvthevEuw eanwAsswciatiomw f Gewscientistsw
andwEngineews (EAGE)wWNeaw SurfacewDivisiow (MEAGE)wandwthewlnstitutew f P fessiomalwsS il Scientistsw
(MISwilSci).w

Inwadditiow TigerGew is a membew f Euw GPRwandwallwg undw enetvatingwandw thew adaw Kiswinw
accwrdancew ith ETSI EG 202 730.w

ThewmanagementwteamwatwTigevbew havewalmwstw50wyeawswf ¢ mbinedwex eriencew f neaw suvfacew
gew hysicalw jectwdesign,wsuwey,vintew etatiow andw e rting,wbasedwacwsswa idewangew f shallow
gewogicalwe ntexts.wAddedww thiswiswthewe nsidevablevex eriencew fw u leadvgew hysicistswin a varietyw fw
¢ mmevecialvandvacademicw les.vAllvgew hysicalvstaffhavevg aduatevandwnwnanyveasesvalsw  st-gvaduatew
relevantwqualificatinnsw ertainingwtw envirommentalwgew hysicswfw mw ecwgnisedwcentvesw fwacademicw
excellence.w

Duringwfieldw k thewe is alwayswa fullywqualifiedw(tw g aduatew st-gvaduatewlevel)wsuwervisw yw
gew hysicistieadingva teamwf thewgew hysicistsvandvgew hysicalvkechnicians,vallwfw h m a e t ainedvandw
¢ m etentw ithwhevequipmentwheyva ew rkingw ith.ibataw cessingvandvintew retatiow is cawiedw utvbyvaw
suitablywqualifiedwandwex eriencedwgew hysicistwundew thewdirectwsuwe visiow andwguidancew f thewSeniow
Gew hysicist. Allw  kis m nitwed andweviewed thw ughwut bywhe SeniowGew hysicistw h  illa  aise allw
stageswf aw jectasitw g esses.w

Dataw cessingwandwintew retatiow adherveswtw thewscientificw rinciplesw fw bjectivenesswandwlogicalw
¢ nsistency.wA standawdsetw f aw  vedwextemalws urcesw f infwmatiom,we.g.vfwm thevBritishwGewogicalw
Suwey,vihevDrdnancevbumweyvandvsimilaws urcesw f data,wn additiow tw eviouswligevGew  jects,vguidew
thevintew etivew cess.vDuevattentiow isw aidviw theviechnicalwe nstvaintsw f methwd, weswutiomwe ntvastw
andwthewgew hysical factws.w

Thewve is a stwngwultuvew f intemalw eewreview ithinwligevieew, fw examwle,vallwew rtsw assvihw ughvaw

cessw f authwshipwtechnicalw eview andwfinallyw  f-veadingwbefw eweleasewtw thewclient.wlechnicalw
queviesw esultingwfw m TigevGewsw  kareweviewedwbywhewSeniow Gew hysicistwtw ensuwe unifwrmityw fw
resw nsew iowwim lementing any edits, etc.w

Ww kisvundertakenvin accwdancew ithvthevhighw  fessiomalvstandardsvendviechnicalve m etencevex ectedw
by the Gewlogical S cietywf L ndwn and the Euw ean Asswciationwf Gewscientists and Engineevs.w

Allw kfw archaewlogicalw jectswiswalsw ¢ nductedwinwaccwdancew ithwthewf llowingwstandavdswandw
guidance:w

« David et al, “"Gew hysical Suwey in Archaewogical Field Evaluation/, English Heritage, 2008;w

« “Standawdwandw guidancew fw Archaewogicalw Gew hysicalw suwey”,w Chartevedw Institutew fw
Archaewogists, 2014 (Uwdated 2016);w

andwligevGew meetsw ithweasevthewequirementsw f EnglishwHeritagewn theirv2008wsuidancew'Gew hysicalw
Suwey in Archaewlogical Field Evaluation sectiow 2.8 entitled “Cwn etencewf suweywe s nnel”.w
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5.2 L Key pelsonnel L

artin RosevealelLL Sc BSc(Hons) L EAGE LGS LSeniol GeophysicistLDilLectoL
CIfAL

Martinvs ecialisedwWMSc)vinvgew hysicalw s ectiow fw shallw aw licatinnsvandvsincewl 997vihasw  rkedviny
¢ mmercialvgew hysics.vElectedva GewS c¢ Fellow inw2009vhews nw rkingwtw ardsvachievingwCSci.wAv
membew f thevEuw ean Asswciationw f Gewscientists & Engineers, hevinas sewedw n thevituw GPRvand CIfAv
GewSIGwe mmitteeswandw n thewscientificwec mmitteesw f thewlOthwandwl 1thwArchaewogicalwPw s ectiony
¢ nferences.vHevhasweviewedw a ers fw thevEAGEWNeawSurfacewe nference,w asva technicalweviewew fv
thewlrishwNRAwgew hysicalwguidancevandwisva f undingwmembew f thewISSGAPws ils gwu . Pwfessionalv
interestsvincludevithevaw licationw f gew hysicsviw agricultuweandvihevenviromment,ve.g.vg undwatewandy
gewhazarmds. Hevisvalswa s ftwarew ritewand equipment integvatw  ithvgignificantvex eriencewf embeddedy
systems.w

Anne RoseveartLBEng(Hons) DIS L ISoilSciL | Opelations L anagelL Envilonméntal L
GeophysicistLData AnalystL

< < < < < < < <

Onwowkingvbeywndvengineeving, wAnnewtumedvhew attentiow tw enviw nmentalwm nitwiingvandvgew hysics.v
Shevis a Membew f thevBritishv® cietywf S il Sciencew Institutewf Pw fessiomalv$ il ScientistsWiBSSS/IPSS)v
andvhasvs ecificva easw f interestvin s ilw hysicsw& hydw logy,vagricultuvalvaw licationsvandvindustrialvsites. v
Wwkingvin shallow gew hysicsvsincewi 998,vAnnevisva f undinguimembew f theWiSSGAPw ils gwu , alsw asy
thewf undingwEditw f thewIntemationalwS cietywfw ArchaewlogicalwP s ectiow (ISAP).wS ecifications,V
logistics,vhealthvandvsafety,vdatavhandlingv& analysisva e integvalw artsw f hew  rk,vihwughvshevis haw ilyv
distvacted by thew ssibilitieswf discwering lost cities, hillwalking, danceandg df dw

Daniel LewisLL A BA(Hons) ACIfAL Consultant ALchaeologistL

ST I < < < <

Daniel studied archaew gy at the Univewitywf N ttingham andw rked in field archaewogy fw many yeavs,w
managingwarbanvandwu alwieldw kw jectswin andwaw undwHevefw-dshireewVhenvihevdeskwbecamewnw ew
aw ealingwhewjumwedwintw thew  Idwf ¢ nsulting,w rkingw n smallwandwargewmulti-disciplinew jectsw
thw ughwutvEnglandvandwVales.wAtwthewsamewtime, whew etumedwiw Univevsity,wgainingvanwMAwnwHistw igw
Enviromment C nsewatiom. With ex erience invthevheritage sectw since 1998, Danielvnasva diversew rtfwiow

f skills.iHeve hevensuresvthat gew hysicalw  kwithinvthevhervitagevgectw isw ellvgw undedvinvarchaew gy.w
His s are time includes muchwunning uwm untains.w

Alexandrh GelealL ScLBScLPhD CandidatelL Geophysical Plocessol & AnalystL

Alexandva has a BSc in Gew hysicsvand anwSc in Aw lied Gew-biolegyvandvisvin theviinal stageswf a PhD inv
thevKvaftewlivingwnwPwtugalww six m nthsw rkingw n hewmasterswdegree.vsincew2008vshevhaswisedy
m stwnainstreamw  cessingvaw licatiomsvacw ssvelectrical, wnagneticvandwadawmethwds.vshewe mbinesvay
lovew fwnatuvewandwsciencewandwiswcumwentlywstudyingw lantw  tswinwagricultuvalwenviw nmentswusingy
gew hysicalwmethwds.wWhenwn t d ingwthatwshewenjwyswt avelling,whiking,wnature,wy ga,wbw ks,wfw eignv
languagesvandwcats.wA few yeawsagw shewf undwaw assiow fw electw nicswandwstartedvwbuildingwdiffeventy
devices including intelligent gavdening systems and cwding in Pythwn.w

2 T == =<

10w
Cw vy ight Tigevecew 2020w



020z Wbry eseqejeq g WbuAdoD umoi) eyequadO SO 020z paywI 00918611 ybuAdo dew'L0z04d :@lid
039D¥Y3IOIL Buimesp siy} o s|eds jou oq ISR sHUN [eneds pv @ 00004:) :8leds dydelboyuo

uoneoo] als L0 OMA
Aingsaibuo) ‘peoy Auaqiny ‘wie4 aiddeauld L0zZO4d

w 00SSte W 0Sespe W 000St€ W 0S/bbe w 00Stbe w 0Sevbe w 000t€ W 0S/EPE W 00SEPE W 0Scere W 000etE

/ %
o : o w/&\

Aem|iey pepuewsiq

uaix3
AsAing onoubepy

w 005¢9T
w 005¢9T

W 0S/¢9T
W 0S/¢9T

S LN I

w 000€9T

w 000€9T

avod Muvd 17

w 08¢CE9T
w 09¢e9T

L
~
(
STONE™

w\sweo s

A wieq ned
Aemyoley| punoig uonesiday N
A vsaw.w
\z\Q y
POOMUIYOIN

Ww 00S€9T
w 00S€9T

= \<_

A m_/m_mm: Buo)

Md
jooyag

N N .. - gl —
D : x:ﬁ.__.wwi / /,\ / \\\ / ; % \I\HE g /
> ~ M
8snoH % A YO o7 Hd

19805014 F WL \ b/ eBpug
w2 AngsaiBuo;
< 7 {®  og,

w 00Sste w 0s¢ste w 000st€ w 0S/¥be w 00StHe W 0Schre w 000¥+€ w 0SZere w 00SerE w 0Ssceve w 000ere

w 0S/€9T
w 0S/€9T




020z paywi] 0et8bl] ybuAdoo dew |0z04d @lid
owwmm man_u Buimelp siy} Yo ajeos jou oq “I81d sHun [eneds v © 00611 :8eos aiydeiboyuo

Aysusyu| oneubep [e10) Z0 OMA
Aingseaibuo) ‘peoy Ausqniy ‘wied siddesuld |0zd4dd

W oSbbbe W Sehbbe W O0PPHE W mnmvvm W OSEbPE W Sgepbe W oom¢¢m wS/epbe W omwvvm w mmmvvm wo0cybe W S/TvbE W OSTHPE W mNH¢¢m w ooH¢¢m

W 0S0€9T
w 0S0€9T

W 00TE9T W S/0€9T
w S/0€9T

w 00T€E9T

W GZTE9T
W GZT1e9T

T
o
w
e
Tl
o
3

W 00Ce9T W S/TEST
W G/TE9T W 0STEIT

w 00ce9T

W §¢Ce9t
W Gzeeot

w G/ 0 ssedmoj ueissnes)
S 0°0T - £'0 passedpueg
1u / Aysuajug onaubeyy jejoL

w 0S8¢e9T
W 0S¢e9T

# | N O - ] A b i - L : '
w oSvibe W Gehbbbe W ooilum E mmmium w ommvvm w mmmium w oomvvm W q/Zhbe W QOSchbe W Qebbe W 00ChbE W QLTHPE W 0STHPE E Ta8 423 E 0[0]84%3




020z paywi] 0et8bl] ybuAdoo dew |0z04d @lid
owwmm man_u Buimelp siy} Yo ajeos jou oq “I81d sHun [eneds v © 00611 :8eos aiydeiboyuo

Jusipeibopnasd [eoluaA Wi €0 OMA
Aingsaibuo) ‘peoy Auaqny ‘wieq aiddeauld L0zZO4d

w S/pbbe W 0ShbbeE W GehbbeE W 00bbHE Emmmium Eommv¢m Emvavm w 00EPPE EmmNIum W 0Serre EmNN¢vm w 00ckhre W SLTPPE Eomilum EmN:lum W 00THre

w 0S0€9T

uonew.ojsues} jJuaipelbopnasd wt
w G/ ssedmo| ueissnes

S 0°0T - £'0 passedpueg

w/1u / juaipelbopnasd |eIIMIA

W Q0TE9T W SZ0€9T

w 00TE9T

W GZTE9T
W GZTE9T

T.
Iy
@
s
Tl
S
3

W GZCE9T W 00CE9T W S/TE9T
W 00Ce9T W G/TEIT W QSTEIT

w §eeot

W 0ScE9T
W 0Sce9T

; : - i Py . B b j
wSe/pbbe W OSkbE W SChbbeE W O0bPHE W mmmium w 0sevpe W mmm¢¢m w oomvvm w mmmﬁum w 0Scvbe W GSCebbe W O0ChyE W S/LTHHPE W OSTHYE W mN:uvm ‘w 00T+HE




020z paywi] 0et8bl] ybuAdoo dew |0z04d @lid
omwmm an_u Buimelp siy} Yo ajeos jou oq “I81d sHun [eneds v © 00511 :8eos aiydeiboyuo

uonejaidiaiul 0 OMA
Aingsaibuo) ‘peoy Ausqiniy ‘wie4 sjddeauld L0Z04d

W 0svbbe W Sehbbe W 00bbPE W mhmium E omm¢¢m -~ w mmm¢¢m w oomium w mhwivm w ovavm w qZebbe W 00ckbe W S/LTHpE W omilum W SZTpbe W ooiuvm

w 0S0€9T
w 0S0€9T

w S/0€9T

W G/0£9T

W 00TET
W 00TEIT |

syJomypes ajewixolddy
SUORBAIRS(O
pa3ybIyBIH

seaay

sujelp pue| 3|qeqold
sjpuueyd abeuieiqg
saLlepunoq Jaw.oH
jeanynoLiby

s|eqe

uonejaidiayur

00°0S <

00°0S - 00°0¢

00°0C - 00°0T

00°0T - 00°S

00°S- - 00°0T-

00°0T- - 00°0¢-

00°0¢- - 00°0S-

00°0S- >

S'T-

0

ST

uoiew.ojsuely Juaipelbopnasd Wt
w G/°0 ssedmoj ueissneo
S 0°0T - £'0 passedpueg
w/1u / judipelbopnasd |edIMDA

-
o
W
pur
N
a
3

W GZT1e9T

Ww 0STEST
Ww 0STEST

w G/TE9T
w S/Te9T

W 00Ce9T
w 00ce9t

W GZCe9T
W §¢eeot

B YRNEAN = 0

W 0SCe9T
w 0S8¢e9t

E, ‘ . pis - o W e i = |
w oskbbe W Sepbbe W OO._V.T_NM w mhm._v._vm E OmmT_VM w mNm._V._VM E OOM._V._VM E mNN._V.Tm E 0SerbeE W Geebbe W 00ChbE W SLTPPE W OSTHPE W SCTPPE W 00THHE




ATA

Andrew ] Fiﬂ}'lﬁ-j AssociAles

consultancy | project management | expert witness

Specialists in Archaeology and Cultural Heritage ~ Telephone 07990 571908 - Visit our website at
www.andyjosephs.co.uk



www.andyjosephs.co.uk

	Structure Bookmarks
	Pineapple Farm Congresbury 
	Heritage Statement November 2020 
	Contents 




