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1

NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY

1.1

AOC Archaeology Group has been commissioned by Atkins to prepare an Archaeological Desk-Based
Assessment in advance of the proposed upgrade to M25 Junction 28 where it meets the A12 to the
west of Brentwood, Essex.

1.2

This assessment has identified three previously recorded heritage assets/areas of potential within the
Site Boundary. Two of these assets are areas which have been designated as Archaeological Priority
Areas (APAs) or Archaeological Priority Zones (APZs). These include an area designated because of
the potential for prehistoric deposits to be buried beneath alluvial deposits (DLO33196) and the area
surrounding the London to Colchester Roman Road (DLO33238/MLO106812/MEX2262). The third
asset comprises two areas north of Alder Wood excavated in advance of strip widening at the M25
(MEX1049359). The excavations revealed a large ditch which corresponded to a boundary shown on
the first edition Ordnance Survey (OS) map. A further four ditches were located parallel to a modern
drain. Two large rectangular pits truncated the large ditch and were filled with modern brick debris.
Five post-medieval or modern assets (AOC1-5) have been identified as a result of the map regression
undertaken for this assessment.

1.3

Two areas of woodland lie adjacent to the Site Boundary. Jermains Wood (MEX1036735) at Boyles
Court, Brentwood was likely planted around 1900 and Pipeline Wood (MEX1036738) was planted in
the mid-1980s during the construction of the M25.

1.4

The Historic Environment Records (HER) indicate a nine archaeological assessments/investigation
have taken place within, or partially within, the Site Boundary previously. Four of these were deskbased assessments (MEX1035105; ELO11755; ELO14836; ELO15641) undertaken in advance of
developments. Fieldwalking took place along the Epping-Horndon Gas Pipeline (MEX1036570) and
recovered a number of artefacts including pottery and flint. However, the HER indicates that this were
primarily findspots of single artefacts and that in most cases no individual HER numbers were
assigned. A magnetic survey (MEX1038727) was undertaken towards the southern extent of the Site;
none of the anomalies were interpreted as being archaeological in nature. Three intrusive
archaeological investigations (MEX1049360; MEX1049361; MEX1049362) were undertaken during
the construction of the M25. All were located south of Junction 28. No archaeological deposits were
encountered at MEX1043960 or MEX1043961. No archaeological deposits were encountered at
MEX1043962, however colluvium deposits were left in situ following the stripping of topsoil, and so
there is the potential for archaeological remains to be preserved beneath this.

1.5

In addition to known heritage assets identified within the Site, this assessment has identified medium
potential for prehistoric remains within the APZ (DLO33196) in the west of the Site but low potential
for such remains throughout the rest of the Site; medium potential for remains within the Roman road
APA (DLO33238) in the west of the Site but low potential for Roman remains throughout the rest of
the Site; medium potential for medieval and post-medieval remains and low potential for early medieval
and modern remains. The potential for archaeological survival may be greater in areas to the north
and west of the current junction where the Site Boundary takes in areas of open land. There is less
potential for remains to survive within the existing road corridors and in particular to the south of
Junction 28 where the M25 has been banked; however, there is potential for pockets of survival within
these areas.
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1.6

Given that groundworks undertaken during the construction of the Proposed Development are
expected remove the superficial geology there is the potential for direct impacts upon any surviving
remains of the Roman road (DLO33238/MLO106812/MEX2262) and any prehistoric remains surviving
beneath alluvial deposits associated with the APZ (DLO33196) along the banks of the Ingrebourne
River and Weald Brook. Any hitherto unknown buried archaeological remains which survive on the
Site would also be impacted.

1.7

A full impact assessment and detailed recommendations for additional archaeological assessment
and mitigation will be presented in the Environmental Statement.

2

INTRODUCTION

2.1

Project Background & Site Location

2.1.1

AOC Archaeology Group has been commissioned by Atkins to prepare an Archaeological Desk-Based
Assessment for the proposed Junction 28 M25/A12 Interchange Upgrade. The proposed development
upgrade works will be focussed around the upgrade of the roundabout at Junction 28 of the M25.

2.1.2

Junction 28 itself is centred on NGR TQ 56768 92401 but the Site Boundary stretches from Harold
Park, London Borough of Havering in the southwest to Brook Street west of Brentwood, in the
northeast. From the north the Site stretches along the M25 from north of Alder Wood, taking in The
Grove, to the southern extent of Foxburrow Wood in the south. To the west of the junction a portion of
the Site extends south from the A12, where it crosses the Ingrebourne River and Weald Brook,
crossing the railway line and Nag’s Head Lane. The Site Boundary covers an area of c. 117.21 hectare
(ha) and the current development proposals would require 61.87ha of this for development.

2.2

Topographical & Geological Conditions

2.2.1

The British Geological Survey website (BGS Viewer1) maps the bedrock geology within the Site
Boundary as being dominated by the London Clay Formation which is sedimentary bedrock which
formed approximately 48 to 56 million years ago in the Palaeogene Period in a local environment
which would have previously been dominated by deep seas.

2.2.2

Superficial deposits are more varied, and none are recorded along the M25 to the north of the J28.
Along the A12 and the M25, where it stretches south of the junction, and also in the area to the
northwest of the junction, head clay, silt, sand and gravel are recorded as is alluvium. These superficial
deposits formed up to three million years ago in the Quaternary Period in a local environment
previously dominated by subaerial slopes. The superficial deposits along the Ingrebourne River and
Weald Brook comprise alluvium river deposits.

2.2.3

The topography of the Site generally slopes downhill, from c. 50 AOD in the east, towards the Weald
Brook in the west which lies at c. 30 AOD.

2.3

Proposed Development

2.3.1

The Proposed Development includes the upgrade of the interchange at Junction 28 of the M25.
Currently the proposals include:


1

Realignment of the existing A12 to the east of Junction 28;

http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home.html
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Realignment of existing slip roads to north, east and west of the junction;



Widening of the existing M25 north of the junction;



Construction of bridge over the realigned slip road to the north of the junction;



Realignment of the existing watercourse northwest of the junction; and



Construction of a viaduct over the loop road, watercourse and BPA pipeline, west of the
junction.

3

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY & CRITERIA

3.1

Assessment Methodology & Criteria

3.1.1

This report aims to identify and map the nature of the archaeological resource on the Site and includes
an assessment of the relative value / importance of the known and potential archaeological resource.
This desk-based assessment forms a supporting document to the Project Control Framework process.
Detailed impact assessment will be undertaken in the Environmental Statement. Impacts upon the
setting of heritage assets are not considered here as they will also be assessed in the Environmental
Statement. This assessment will identify known heritage assets within the Site and the potential for
hitherto unknown archaeological remains to survive. Comments upon the mitigation which could
potentially be required will be offered, however detailed mitigation proposals will be presented in the
Environmental Statement and will be in line with the results of the full impact assessment.

3.1.2

The assessment has been carried out in accordance with the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists
Standards and Guidance for Historic Environment Desk-Based Assessment (CIfA 2017). This
assessment has been prepared with regard to relevant statutory requirements, national, regional and
local guidance, including the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act, 1979; Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act, 1990; National Planning Policy Framework (March
2012) and regional and local planning policy.

3.1.3

All assets within the Site Boundary have been identified to assess the likely nature and extent of the
archaeological and built heritage resource. In addition all assets within a Study Area extending up to
500m beyond the Site Boundary have been identified. The Greater London Historic Environment
Record (GLHER) and the Essex Historic Environment Record (EHER) are the primary sources of
information concerning the current state of archaeological and architectural knowledge in the Study
Area. The following sources were consulted during the preparation of this assessment:


Designated Heritage Asset data, downloaded from the online National Heritage List for England
(National Heritage List) maintained by Historic England;



The Greater London Historic Environment Record (GLHER);



The Essex Historic Environment Record (EHER);



An assessment of topographical, geological, archaeological and historical information from web
based and in-house sources;



Historic maps showing the Site;



An assessment of relevant published and unpublished archaeological sources listed in Section 8.
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3.1.4

The assessment criteria used to identify the known and likely archaeological potential of the Site are
laid out in detail in Appendix 1. The heritage assets and other relevant findspots or evidence, identified
from the sources listed above, have been described and presented in the Gazetteer of Heritage Assets
(Appendix 2) and are plotted on Figures 2-5.

3.2

Limitations

3.2.1

It should be noted that the report has been prepared under the express instructions and solely for the
use of Atkins and other project stakeholders. All the work carried out in this report is based upon AOC
Archaeology Group’s professional knowledge and understanding of current (November 2017) and
relevant United Kingdom standards and codes, technology and legislation.

3.2.2

Changes in these areas may occur in the future and cause changes to the conclusions, advice, or
recommendations given. AOC Archaeology Group does not accept responsibility for advising Atkins
or associated parties of the facts or implications of any such changes in the future.

3.2.3

This desk-based assessment is based upon data obtained from publicly accessible archives as
described in Section 3.1.3 above, National Heritage List for England (NHLE) and the Greater London
Historic Environment Record (GLHER) and Essex Historic Environment Record (EHER) data was
obtained from Atkins in November 2017.

4

PLANNING BACKGROUND

4.1

National & Local Planning Policy
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

4.2.1

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (DCLG 2012) sets out 12 Core Planning Principles
of which the conservation of historic environment is one. One of the NPPF’s core principles is that
‘planning should conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they
can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations’ (DCLG 2012,
Para 17).

4.2.2

Where designated assets are concerned great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation and
loss of significance should require ‘clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a
grade II listed building, park or garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of designated
assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, battlefields,
grade I and grade II* listed buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens should be wholly
exceptional’ (DCLG 2012, Para 132).

4.2.3

Impacts upon non-designated heritage assets are also a pertinent planning consideration. Paragraph
135 states that ‘in weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly 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.’ Paragraph 139 goes on to add that ‘non-designated heritage assets
of archaeological interest that are demonstrably of equivalent significance to scheduled monuments,
should be considered subject to the policies for designated heritage assets’.

4.2.4

Where a heritage asset is to be lost, either in part or in whole, as a result of the development, the local
planning authority should require developers to ‘record and advance the understanding of the
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significance of the heritage asset’s […] in a manner appropriate to their importance and the impact,
and should make this evidence… publicly accessible. (Paragraph 141)’.
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 2014
4.2.5

The DCLG published Planning Practice Guidance online in 2014, to expand upon the NPPF. ‘18a:
Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment’ was published in April 2014. The Guidance notes
that ‘conservation is an active process of maintenance and managing change. It requires a flexible
and thoughtful approach to get the best out of assets as diverse as listed buildings to as yet
undiscovered, undesignated buried remains of archaeological interest’.

4.2.6

In relation to the Site and this assessment, the key considerations are set out in the sections on nondesignated heritage assets.

4.2.7

The NPPF and the PPG identify two categories of non-designated sites of archaeological interest:

4.2.8



‘Those that are demonstrably of equivalent significance to scheduled monuments and are
therefore considered subject to the same policies as those for designated heritage assets’
(PPG citing National Planning Policy‘. Framework Paragraph 139); and



‘Other non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest. By comparison this is a much
larger category of lesser heritage significance, although still subject to the conservation
objective. On occasion the understanding of a site may change following assessment and
evaluation prior to a planning decision and move it from this category to the first’ (PPG).

The approach to be taken during development management is outlined in Paragraph 128 of the NPPF
which states that when 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’ (Para 128).
National Policy Statement for National Networks

4.2.9

In addition to the overarching regulatory and policy framework discussed above, the impacts and
effects of the Proposed Development have been reviewed in light of relevant historic environment
legislation and policy.

4.2.10 Policy with regard to assessment of the historic environment effects of nationally significant transport
infrastructure is laid out in the National Policy Statement for National Networks (NPSNN).
4.2.11 Historic Environment Policy is laid out in paragraphs 5.120 to 5.142 of the NPSNN. The key aspects
which should be addressed are as follows:
•

the significance, setting and viability of the heritage assets likely to be affected by the proposed
development should be considered;
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•

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. The more important
the asset, the greater the weight should be;

•

harm or loss affecting any designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing
justification - substantial harm to or loss of a grade II Listed building or grade II Registered
Park or Garden should be exceptional; substantial harm to or loss of designated assets of the
highest significance should be wholly exceptional.

4.2.12 There is no definition of what constitutes ‘substantial harm’ in the NPSNN or other published policy
documents. However guidance in Planning Policy Guidance (PPG), supporting policy advice and case
law indicates that whilst clearly a step down from total loss, substantial harm still represents a
considerable degree of change to the significance of an asset. This could, for example, be as the result
of removal of significant elements of fabric or the degradation / removal of key aspects of an asset's
setting that notably contribute to its significance.
4.2.13 When considering the consequences of substantial harm there is a strong presumption against
development.
4.2.14 NPSNN embodies an underlying principle of balancing harm and benefit which places greater weight
on the conservation of more important assets. Where less than substantial harm would occur there is
a need to ensure that harm is justified and minimised and that the wider public benefits of the proposal
are appropriately articulated.
Local Planning Policy
4.2.15 The redline boundary for the M25 Junction 28 upgrade lies within two local authority areas. The
westernmost area of the Site, is located in the London Borough of Havering while the rest of the Site
is located within the area administered by Brentwood Borough Council, Essex.
4.2.16 The London Borough of Havering Local Development Framework consists of a number of development
plan and supplementary documents which guide development within the borough. The Core Strategy
and Development Control Policies Document is the most relevant to this assessment and was adopted
in 2008. Control Policy 18 deals specifically with heritage:
“CP18 - HERITAGE
All new development affecting sites, buildings, townscapes and landscapes of special architectural,
historical or archaeological importance must preserve or enhance their character or appearance.
Contributions may be sought towards the preservation or enhancement of historic assets where
appropriate.’ (London Borough of Havering, 2008: 163)
4.2.17 A supplementary planning document on heritage was also adopted in 2011. Development Control
Policy DC70 within the document deals with archaeology and is relevant to this assessment:
“DC70 – ARCHAEOLOGY AND ANCIENT MONUMENTS
The Council will ensure that the archaeological significance of sites is taken into account when
making planning decisions and will take appropriate measures to safeguard that interest. Planning
permission will only be granted where satisfactory provision is made in appropriate cases for
preservation and recording of archaeological remains in situ or through excavation. Where
nationally important archaeological remains exist there will be a presumption in favour of their
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physical preservation. Particular care will need to be taken when dealing with applications in
archaeological ‘hotspots’ where there is a greater likelihood of finding remains. Planning permission
will not be granted for development which adversely affects the three Ancient Monuments in the
Borough or their settings.” (London Borough of Havering, 2011: 33)
4.2.18 The supplementary planning document also provides information of Archaeological Priority Areas
(APAs) and Archaeological Priority Zones (APZs). The document defines APAs as ‘known
archaeological sites of importance’ and APZs as ‘wider areas of archaeological landscape which may
contain specific individual hotspots and are likely to contain other yet unknown sites awaiting future
identification’ (ibid, 35). The document indicates that any a planning application which lies within,
contains, an APA or APZ will require to be accompanied by an archaeological desk-based
assessment. It advises that in considering planning applications, the council will:


“Attach suitably worded conditions to applications as requested by GLAAS on
behalf of English Heritage;



Ensure all new information produced as a result of the planning application process is
passed to Havering Museum and the Local Studies Library for public access;



Encourage the adoption of national standards for the capture, curation and
dissemination of heritage archives provided by the National Monuments Record.”
(ibid, 36)

4.2.19 Brentwood Borough Council adopted The Brentwood Replacement Local Plan on 25 August 2005. A
number of policies were saved in August 2008. Policy C18 deals with archaeology:
“C18 Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Sites
Where important archaeological sites and monuments, whether scheduled or not, and their settings
are affected by a proposed development, there will be a presumption in favour of their preservation
in situ. In situations where there are grounds for believing that the proposed development would
affect important archaeological sites and monuments, developers will be required to arrange for an
archaeological field assessment to be carried out before the application can be determined thus
enabling an informed and reasonable planning decision to be made. In circumstances where
preservation is not possible or feasible, then development will not be permitted until satisfactory
provision has been made for a programme of archaeological investigation and recording prior to
the commencement of the development.’ (Brentwood Borough Council, 2005: 141).

Emerging Planning Policy
4.2.20 Consultation on the Proposed Submission of the Havering Local Plan ran from Monday 7th August
until Friday 29 September 2017. Proposed Policy 28 focusses on the protection of heritage assets:
‘Policy 28 Heritage assets
The Council recognises the significance and value of Havering's heritage assets and will
support:
i. Proposals that seek to sustain or enhance the significance of heritage assets at risk in the
borough;
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ii. The maintenance of up to date Conservation Area Appraisals and Management Plans;
iii. The identification, and maintenance, of a local list of non-designated heritage assets that
meet agreed selection criteria;
iv. Well designed and high quality development in a Conservation Area, or its setting, which
preserves, enhances or better reveals the character and appearance of the area and its
significance, and which contributes to local character and distinctiveness, taking into account
the Conservation Area Appraisal or Management Plan. Where a building (or other element)
detracts from the significance of a Conservation Area, its removal will be supported when
acceptable plans for redevelopment have been agreed;
v. Viable uses, alterations or extensions to a listed building, or development within its setting,
which would not be harmful to the significance of the heritage asset, including its historic and
architectural interest;
vi. Well designed and high quality development within a Registered Park or Garden of Historic
Interest, Historic Park or Garden of Local Interest, Area of Special Townscape or Landscape
Character, or within their setting, which sustains or enhances the significance of the heritage
asset, including its special character and important views; and
vii. Proposals affecting the significance of a heritage asset with archaeological interest,
including the contribution to significance made by its setting, where:
a. The proposals are supported by an appropriate assessment of the asset's
significance;
b. Any harm is minimised, clearly justified and necessary to achieve public benefits
that are substantial enough to outweigh loss or harm to the asset's significance; and
c. The significance of any asset or part of an asset to be lost is recorded and made
publicly accessible.
Substantial harm to, or loss of, a Scheduled Monument or non-designated heritage asset with
archaeological interest that is demonstrably of national importance, will only be considered in
exceptional circumstances.’ (London Borough of Havering 2016:71-72)
4.2.21 Brentwood Borough Council is currently preparing a Local Development Plan to replace the saved
policies of the Replacement Plan. Consultation on the Draft Local Plan ended in March 2016. Policy
9.7 of the draft plan deals with archaeology:
‘POLICY 9.7: ANCIENT MONUMENTS AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL REMAINS
Planning permission will not be permitted for development which would adversely affect a
Scheduled Monument, or other locally or nationally important sites and monuments, or their
settings.
A full Archaeological Assessment must be included with any planning application affecting areas
of known or suspected archaeological importance to ensure that provision is made for the
preservation of important archaeological remains.
Where proposals affect archaeological sites and other designated assets, preference will be given
to preservation in situ unless it can be shown that archaeological mitigation through recording,
assessment, analysis report and deposition of archive is more appropriate.

© AOC Archaeology 2017

| xii |

www.aocarchaeology.com

24068/092017/01/LB
Junction 28 M25/A12 Proposed Interchange Upgrade, London Borough of Havering & Brentwood, Essex: Archaeological Desk-Based
Assessment

Any development that may affect archaeological remains will need to demonstrate the likely impact
upon the remains and the proposed mitigation to reduce that impact.
The desirability of preserving a Scheduled Monument or their equivalent and its setting is a material
consideration in the determination of planning applications.’ (Brentwood Borough Council 2016:
https://brentwood.jdiconsult.net/localplan/readdoc.php?docid=8&chapter=9&docelemid=d1265#d1265)

5

ARCHAEOLOGICAL & HISTORICAL EVIDENCE

5.1

Report Structure

5.1.1

Each heritage asset referred to in the text is listed in the Gazetteer in Appendix 2. The Gazetteer
includes information regarding the type, period, HER number and where applicable the NHLE number,
designation, and other descriptive information, as derived from the consulted sources. The gazetteer
also notes whether each asset lies within or outside the Site Boundary.

5.1.2

The heritage assets referred to in the text and listed in the gazetteer in Appendix 2 are plotted on
Figures 2-5 using the assigned NHLE or HER numbers as appropriate. The Site location is shown
outlined in red.

5.1.3

The Study Area includes all known heritage assets within the Site Boundary and 500m of it. The aim
of this is to identify impacts upon known remains and also to help predict whether any similar hitherto
unknown archaeological remains are likely to survive within the development footprint.

5.1.4

All sources consulted during the assessment, including publications, archived records, photographic
and cartographic evidence, are listed amongst the References in Section 8.

5.2

Prehistoric Evidence (-AD 43)

5.2.1

There are no known prehistoric remains within the Site Boundary. However, GLHER designates part
of the Site an Archaeology Priority Zone (APZ), along the Ingrebourne River and Weald Brook
(DLO33196) in the northwest area of the Site. This has been designated because the underlying
geological alluvial deposits have the potential to overlie prehistoric deposits. Alluvial deposits can be
particularly conducive to the preservation of paleoenvironmental features which can be useful for
dating purposes. Further Archaeological Priority Zones of Gravel Head Deposits (DLO33197) and
Gravel Sand Deposits (DLO33198) are similarly designated for the potential for prehistoric deposits to
be buried beneath gravel deposits. These areas are located c. 280m to the west of the southern extent
of the Site Boundary and c. 150m north of the eastern extent of the Site Boundary respectively

5.2.2

Fieldwalking at Hole Farm (MLO76051; MLO76898) at the very southern extent of the Study Area
recovered five flint flakes and flint core. Fieldwalking along the route of the Epping – Horndon Gas
Pipeline (MEX1036570) recovered artefacts such as pottery and flint of possible prehistoric date. The
survey crossed the Site Boundary to the east of J28 and west of Vicarage Close. The EHER, however,
records that most of these artefacts were recovered as findspots for single artefacts and were not
given HER numbers and so the provenance of these findspots is not known. This suggests that the
locus of prehistoric activity was outside of the area where the pipeline intersects with the current Study
Area.
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5.2.3

A cropmark, recorded on aerial photographs, east of Little Tomkyns Farm (MLO100582) and at the
southern extent of the Study Area, is undated; but on typological grounds the GLHER suggest that it
may be indicative a Bronze Age barrow.

5.2.4

Current evidence indicates a lack of known heritage assets of prehistoric date within the Study Area,
but the GLHER’s designation of an APZ along Ingrebourne River and Weald Brook indicates
geological conditions which may be conducive the survival of such remains. On this basis there is
considered to be medium potential for prehistoric remains within the APZ (DLO33196) in the west of
the Site but low potential for such remains throughout the rest of the Site.

5.3

Roman Evidence (AD 43 – AD 410)

5.3.1

The Roman Road from London to Colchester (MLO106812; MEX2262) has been designated by
GLHER as an Archaeological Priority Area (DLO33238). The road follows the course of the A12 to the
west of J28 and then along Brook Street A1023 to the west of the junction. The GLHER notes the
potential for road side settlement and human burials associated with the road.

5.3.2

The only definitely Roman asset recorded in the Study Area is a findspot of a Roman finger ring
(MEX2346) recovered Hillside Walk, Brentwood c. 254m southeast of the Site Boundary. Fieldwalking
at Hole Farm (MLO76051; MLO76898) at the very southern extent of the Study Area recovered four
sherds of Roman pottery.

5.3.3

Place-name evidence suggest that Tylehyrste, at Tylers Common Upminster (MLO23390), may
indicate the presence of a Roman building in the area. The HER notes that Tylehyrste is generally
translated as ‘wood with earth for making tiles’. The name Tylehyrste is recorded in a document from
AD 1062, and as the earliest date of tile manufacture following the Roman period is the 14th century,
suggests that the site is either a previously unknown Saxon tile works or refers to the presence of
residual Roman tiles. Tylehyrste is located within the Study Area, c. 455m to the west of the southern
extent of the Site Boundary.

5.3.4

Aside from the find of the ring, no Roman archaeology has been recorded within the Study Area.
However, as the Roman road from London to Colchester (DLO33238; MLO106812; MEX2262) passes
through the site the potential for Roman remains cannot be discounted. On this basis, there is
considered to be medium potential for Roman remains within the Roman road APA (DLO33238) in the
west of the Site but low potential for Roman remains throughout the rest of the Site.

5.4

Early Medieval (AD 410 – AD 1066)

5.4.1

There are no early medieval heritage assets recorded within the Site Boundary. The settlement of
Tylehyrst (MLO12476), also discussed in Section 5.3 above, is mentioned in a document dated AD
1062 and therefore was likely established by the early medieval period. The site is now called Tylers
Farm and is located c. 455m west of the of the southern extent of the Site Boundary. Jackson’s Wood
(MEX1036734), c. 107m to the southeast of the southern extent of the Site Boundary, is a coppice
surrounded by a wood bank, which is double ditched in places. It has been suggested that it was
originally associated with Tylehyrst (Hay 1995).

5.4.2

Cotswold Archaeology undertook a desk-based assessment in 2014 for Maylands Golf Course
(ELO14836). The assessment identified the remains of an early medieval woodland at Cock Wood c.
30m west of the Site Boundary at its northern extent. However, the report does not make clear the
reasons for concluding that the wood is of early medieval origin and it has not, as yet, been included
as a heritage asset in the GLHER.
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5.4.3

Given the limited evidence for early medieval remains in the Study Area and the general paucity of
remains of these dates generally, there is considered to be low potential for early medieval
archaeological remains to survive on the Site.

5.5

Medieval Evidence (1066-AD 1500)

5.5.1

There are no heritage assets of medieval date recorded within the Site Boundary. The Golden Fleece
Inn (1197231) and Moat House (129743) are both Grade II* Listed Buildings within the Study Area
which have their origins in the medieval period. The Golden Fleece Inn at Brook Street c. 280m south
of the eastern extent of the Site Boundary is originally c. 1400 in date. It was subject to substantial
alterations and additions in the 16th, 18th, 19th and 20th centuries. It was originally a house but is now
used as a public house. In 1986 a portion of wall plaster was removed and the timbers were recorded
(MEX40795; EEX40796), this revealed that the 14th century western cross wing had originally formed
the eastern wing of a 14th century hall which is no longer extant (Milton 1988: 263).

5.5.2

The current Moat House (1279743), which lies c. 348m to the south of the eastern extent of the Site
Boundary, is primarily of post-medieval date with the earliest phases dating to the early 16th century
but with later additions. The house was previously surrounded by a moat which is now dry and
fragmentary. The house, at the time the moat itself was in use, was thought to have been the residence
of Henry Roper, Gentleman Pursuivant to Queen Katherine of Aragon and thus was likely established
in the medieval period (National Heritage List Entry: https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/listentry/1279743).

5.5.3

The EHER records the settlement of South Weald (MEX1032780) as a number of parcels of land
located between the modern settlement of South Weald, in the south, and Coxtie Green in the north.
The modern settlement is designated as a Conservation Area (DEX22821). Weald Park (1000747)
which also lies in this area is a Grade II Registered Park and Garden and designated as a Conservation
Area (DEX22829). The medieval settlement of South Weald included a Manor House, Vicarage,
Church House and Parish Church. It appears to have consisted of a small village focused on the
church complex and surrounded by small farms, including the manorial holding at Calcott. In 1086 the
manors of Calcott and South Weald covered an area of 2.5 hides and it is suggested that the rest of
the parish was forested. In the early 1270s the assizes of bread and ale, the return of writs, free warren
and right of gallows was held by Waltham Abbey, though Calcott had its own jurisdiction (Medlycott
2001). The original vicarage (MEX1032782) was built after 1275 and included 12 acres of glebe land.
The vicarage was rebuilt before 1640 and again in 1718. A new vicarage was built on another site in
1825 (ibid). Browne's Charity Almshouses and Chapel (1197264) is a Grade II Listed Building within
South Weald and the Study Area. It was constructed in 1858.

5.5.4

Weald Park (1000747), while primarily designated as a late 17th century / early 18th century park and
woodland, has its origins as a deer park which was formed in the 12th century when South Weald was
under the jurisdiction of Waltham Abbey. Following the Dissolution, the estate was sold to Sir Brian
Tuke.

5.5.5

South of the Site Boundary along the current route of the M25, Beredens La Cranham (MLO9677;
MLO23628; MLO37676; MLO53802; MLO54549) was subject to rescue excavation prior to the
construction of the motorway. Beredens originated a free tenement of the Cranham Estate in the 14th
century, having been purchased by John de Beredens in 1363 (Victoria County History 1903, 105-6).
The earliest house (MLO53802) recorded during the rescue excavation dated from the 14th century
and consisted of the remains of a timber building on tile footings. An occupation site (MLO54549) was
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also recorded and comprised of post-holes, stake holes and pottery. According to the GLHER entries
the house was modified in the post-medieval period. It was demolished in 1955 and had seeming been
derelict for some time.
5.5.6

The very eastern extent of Dagnam Park (MLO104464) extends within the Study Area at a distance
of c. 394m from the northern extent of the Site Boundary. Hatters Wood in the west of the park, and
beyond the Study Area, has existed since at least 1293. At this time the manor of Dagenhams and
Cockerels are recorded as being held by John of Weald.

5.5.7

The site of a medieval hospital, known from documentary records, at Near Shenfield Road (MEX2254)
was located c. 250m south of the eastern extent of the Site, on the corner of Brook Street and Spital
Lane. It was first recorded in 1201 and appears to have been a leper hospital and later a free chapel
dedicated to St John the Baptist.

5.5.8

Medieval settlement is known within the Study Area to the east, northeast, northwest and southwest
of the Site. As such there is considered to be medium potential for archaeological remains of medieval
date to survive within the Site. However, it should be noted that the concentrations of settlement during
this period as identified by the HERs lie beyond the Site Boundary. As such it is likely that any medieval
remains which do survive will be located beyond the major settlements and are thus most likely to be
related to agricultural or woodland management of the area.

5.6

Post-Medieval Evidence (AD 1500 – AD 1900)

5.6.1

The only post-medieval assets recorded within the Site Boundary on the HERs are ditches
encountered during excavations undertaken for the M25-Tank 1741 and Strip Widening
(MEX1049359). Five ditches were encountered and the largest was noted to correspond to a large
curving north to south boundary shown on the first edition Ordnance Survey (OS) map.

5.6.2

Maps predating the Ordnance Survey show the place names of the sites described above, such as
Weald or South Weald, Brook Street, Dagenham and Brentwood. However, the maps are at such a
scale that they do not provide much detail in terms of land use for the Site itself.

5.6.3

The 1881 six inch to the mile OS map was surveyed in 1866. Land within the Site Boundary is primarily
shown as open with a few copses of trees and containing the Roman Road. The Eastern Railway line
and a few minor roads are also shown running though the Site. In the vicinity of the Junction 28 itself,
the map records buildings at The Grove (AOC1) to the northwest of the junction (Figure 6). Buildings
to the northeast of the associated woodland share a similar footprint to those shown on the modern
OS mapping. However, the 1881 OS map indicates buildings to the south of this that are not shown
on modern mapping. To the west of J28, five buildings are shown at Putwell Farm (AOC2) on the 1881
OS map where only two are shown on the modern OS map. Most of these appear to underlie the
current A12 slip roads but some extended south of the road corridor within the Site Boundary. No other
built features are depicted within the Site Boundary.

5.6.4

Post-medieval assets in the Study Area include a number of Listed Buildings. These include Tylers
Hall Farm House (1079905) and a timber-framed range of outbuildings associated with it (1183938),
both of which are Grade II Listed and date to the later 18th century. Boyles Court (1206439) is also
Grade II Listed and of later 18th century date. It was originally constructed as a house but is now in
use as a school. Its associated barn (1197206) and stables (1206447) are also Grade II Listed. In the
south of the Study Area, a further Grade II Listed Farm, Stony Hills (1297215) is 17th century in date.
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5.6.5

Listed Buildings at Brook Street include Nos 17, 19 and 21 Brook Street (1205707) and the Bull Inn
(1297259), both of which are Grade II Listed. Nos 17, 19 and 21 Brook Street was originally
constructed as a house but has been split into three cottages; it dates to the early 16th century. The
Bull Inn is a public house which dates to c. 1600. The Listing descriptions for all Listed Buildings are
available in the gazetteer in Appendix 2.

5.6.6

Weald Park (1000747) is partially located within the Study Area and lies c. 120m to the east of the
northern extent of the Site Boundary. It originated as a medieval deer park and following the
Dissolution the estate and park passed through several owners. In the late 17th century it came into
the ownership of Erasmus Smith. Smith and his successors made several improvements to the hall
and grounds and a 1738 plan records series of formal walled gardens around the hall, a Belvedere
tower and an extensive formal park land. In the 1750s the estate was sold to the Towers and they
extended the park to the north and deformalized the water and walled gardens. In the mid-20th century
Weald Park became a country park. The gardens and pleasure grounds survive to the east of the site
of the Weald Hall, demolished 1951, as earthworks. The park land is located to the north of the site of
the hall.

5.6.7

Dagnam Park (MLO104464) also lies partially within the Study Area. It has origins within the medieval
period and developed throughout the post-medieval period and passed to London County Council in
the mid-20th century. The GLHER records fragments of masonry and columns (MLO105289) and may
have come from the sale of the nearby Wanstead House in 1823 (GLHER report 13719). Also within
the Study Area is Tylers Common (MLO1045644), the last substantial area of common ground in
Havering, located to the south of the Site Boundary. A spring (MLO24496) is recorded at Tyler’s
Common in 1734, 1886 and 1890 (Christy n.d. 200-3)

5.6.8

Non-designated buildings of post-medieval date in the Study Area include buildings shown on maps
of 1618 at Greenway Harold Park (MLO15564) and Settle Road (MLO14553) in Romford. The EHER
records a ‘great house’ and garden at Coombe Lodge (MEX1031657) but gives no further details. The
EHER also records a garden and house at Warley Place (MEX27426; MEX27432) within the Study
Area. However, the location given is on the corner of a National Grid square and it is likely that these
actually relate to the buildings and Garden of the Grade II registered Warley Place (1000746) to the
east and beyond the Study Area.

5.6.9

Other remains of post-medieval date include a findspot comprising three sherds of pottery including a
red earthenware flattened rim sherd, a red earthenware rim sherd from a large dish and a red
earthenware base sherd. These were all discovered near Front Park during the Epping-Horndon Gas
Pipeline Survey (MEX1035531) and are thought to be 17th century in date. A Victorian silt trap
(MEX40800) has been recorded at London Road in Brook Street. All other post-medieval assets
(MEX1036733; MEX 1036735; MEX1036737; MEX1036739; MEX1036759) are areas of woodland
recorded by a Report on Essex County Council Woodlands in 1995.

5.6.10 Given the above there is judged to be medium potential for remains of post-medieval date to survive
with the Site Boundary.

5.7

Modern Evidence (post 1900)

5.7.1

There are no changes shown within the Site Boundary on the 1920 OS map (not illustrated). The 1946
OS map (Figure 7), survey in 1938, shows unroofed buildings to the west of The Grove (AOC3) and
along the northern edge of the A12 (AOC4). Harold Park housing estate to the south of the A12 and
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beyond the Site Boundary is also shown under construction. A single roofed building (AOC5) appears
to the north of the A12 and Putwell Farm (AOC2). The unroofed buildings are not shown on the 1961
OS map (not illustrated) although the roofed building is shown to have been extended to the east. The
1961 OS map also shows a circular structure added to the farm buildings at Putwell Farm. The 1968
OS plan (not illustrated) indicates that upgrades to the A12 had been undertaken and the roundabout
constructed at Brook Street. Several of the buildings at Putwell Farm (AOC2) and the modern buildings
on the opposite side of the A12 (AOC5) are not shown and were evidently removed as part of the
upgrade. The M25 is first shown on the 1985 OS map (not illustrated).
5.7.2

Modern assets in the Study Area primarily relate to the sites of Second World War remains and
woodlands recorded during the 1995 survey. A boundary post is recorded at Nags Head Lane
(MEX105292) opposite the entrance to a sewage works.

5.7.3

Second World War remains include an Alan Williams Turret (destroyed) at Brook House
(MEX1035529), a spigot mortar emplacement (destroyed) at Brook Street (MEX1035530) and a road
barrier (destroyed) adjacent to the Golden Fleece Inn, Brook Street (MEX1035531). Modern
woodlands are located at Island Wood (MEX1036731), Bridge Wood (MEX1036732), Jermains Wood
(MEX1036735) and Pipeline Wood (MEX1036738). Jermains Wood and Pipeline Wood share a
boundary with the Site.

5.7.4

Given the above there is judged to be low potential for remains of modern date to survive within the
Site Boundary.

5.8

Previous Archaeological Investigations (See Figure 5)

5.8.1

Where archaeological investigations have encountered specific heritage assets of definitive periods,
these are noted in the Sections above.

5.8.2

The HERs record desk-based assessments for the widening of the M25 (MEX1035105); Thames
Chase Community Forest (ELO11755) and Oak Farm Cemetery (ELO15641). The EHER does not
give any information for the assessment undertaken in advance of the M25 widening. The assessment
was located within the Site Boundary; however, intrusive works undertaken following the assessment
revealed post-medieval ditch boundary features (see Paragraph 5.6.1 above). Within the Study Area
archaeological investigation was undertaken for the M25 – Tank 1706 and Strip Widening
(MEX1049358) and revealed two ditches which, upon excavation, were revealed to be back filled postmedieval field boundaries.

5.8.3

No archaeological deposits were encountered during investigations at M25 Tank 1727 (MEX1049360),
M25 Tank 1740 and Strip Widening (MEX1049361) or M25 – Warley Road to Berden’s Lane Strip
Widening (MEX1403962) which are also located within the Site Boundary. However, it should be noted
that only the topsoil was stripped between Warley Road and Berden’s Lane and that colluvium
deposits were preserved in situ.

5.8.4

The Thames Chase Community Forest desk-based assessment (ELO11755), undertaken in 1992,
partially lies within the Site Boundary and within the Study Area, however it also extends over c. 4,398
ha to the south and west of the Site taking in the London Boroughs of Havering and Barking and
Dagenham and the Essex districts of Brentwood and Thurrock. The assessment found that potential
for prehistoric remains lay mainly in the south of the assessment area and beyond the current Study
Area. Tyler’s Hall Listed Buildings (1079905 and 1183938) and Tyler Common Settlement
(MLO12476), possible Roman building (MLO23900) and common land (MLO14553) are located both
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within the desk-based assessment area and the current Study Area and are discussed in detail above.
A geophysical survey (ELO510) associated with the Community Forest Project identified a number of
anomalies however none were thought to be archaeological in origin. Fieldwalking was also
undertaken in conjunction with this project and was concentrated around Folkes Lane (Hole Farm)
(ELO1358) in the Study Area. A small concentration of prehistoric flint flakes was recovered and in the
vicinity of Bereden Manor (see Section 5.2.2 above) several sherds of medieval and post-medieval
pottery were encountered.
5.8.5

The desk-based assessment undertaken at the Oak Farm Cemetery (ELO15641) in 2014, was located
south of the A12 and west of the M25. The extreme eastern edge of the assessment area, along
Ingrebourne River, is located within the Site Boundary. The assessment concluded that there was
potential for ditches associated with the London to Colchester Roman road (DLO33238) and potential
for paleoenvironmental remains given the APZ (DLO33196) along Ingrebourne River and Weald
Brook. The assessment also noted the potential for post-medieval field boundaries.

5.8.6

Desk-based assessments were also undertaken at Como Street, [Car Park], Romford (ELO556) and
Settle Road [Harold Hill Learning Village], Romford (ELO8799). The GLHER provides no information
on the former. The Settle Road assessment concluded that there was good potential for archaeological
remains of medieval to modern date in the western part of the assessment area but that potential in
the rest of the area was low.

6

ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE AND POTENTIAL

6.1

Known Remains

6.1.11 Heritage assets identified within the Site Boundary are noted in Table 1 below. An indication of their
significance is also given. Significance is assigned in line with the methodology set out in Appendix 1
of this report. The assessment of significance is made reference to the methodology set out in the
DMRB.
Table 1: Heritage Assets within the Site
Site Reference Number

Site Name

DLO33196

Alluvium Deposits (Geology)

Designation

Significance

Archaeological Priority

Not known

Zone
DLO33238

MEX1049359

London to Colchester Roman

Archaeological Priority

Road

Area

Medium

Ditches found during

Non-designated

Negligible

excavations for the M25 Tank
1714 and Strip Widening
AOC1

The Grove

Non-designated

Low

AOC2

Putwell Farm

Non-designated

Low

AOC3

Unroofed enclosure/building
west of The Grove

Non-designated

Negligible
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AOC4

Unroofed enclosure/building
north of A12

Non-designated

Negligible

AOC5

Roofed Buildings north of the
A12 at Putwell Farm

Non-designated

Negligible

6.1.12 The Alluviual Deposits APZ is of unknown significance as it has been designated for its potential to
contain archaeological remains based upon its geological character however no known asses have
been recovered from it. The ditch and assets identified via map regression are post-medieval or
modern in nature and in many cases have been destroyed / removed by previous works associated
with the upgrades to the A12 and construction of the M25, as such they are judged to be of Negligible,
or at most Low significance. The Roman road is judged to be of Medium significance.
.
6.1.13 Any groundworks during the construction of the Proposed Development are expected to remove the
superficial geology. This removal could have a direct physical impact on the assets noted above or
upon portions of them.

6.2

Potential for Unknown Remains

6.2.1

In addition to the known heritage assets within the Site, there is the potential for hitherto unrecorded
buried archaeological remains to survive within the Site.

6.2.2

This assessment has identified medium potential for prehistoric remains within the APZ (DLO33196)
in the west of the Site but low potential for such remains throughout the rest of the Site; medium
potential for remains within the Roman road APA (DLO33238) in the west of the Site but low potential
for Roman remains throughout the rest of the Site; medium potential for medieval and post-medieval
remains and low potential for early medieval and modern remains.

6.2.3

The potential for archaeological survival may be greater in areas to the north and west of the current
junction where the Site Boundary takes in areas of open land. There is less potential for remains to
survive within the existing road corridors and in particular to the south of Junction 28 where the M25
has been banked; however, there is potential for pockets of survival within these areas.

6.3

Potential Need for Mitigation

6.2.1

National planning policies and planning guidance contained within the National Planning Policy
Framework (CLG 2012) and its accompanying Planning Practice Guide (CLG 2014), as well as the
local planning policy outlined in Section 4.2 of this report, require a mitigation response that is designed
to take cognisance of the possible impacts upon heritage assets by a proposed development and
avoid, minimise or offset any such impacts as appropriate.

6.2.2

The proposed finalised scheme will seek to avoid direct impacts upon known heritage assets during
construction through careful siting of infrastructure and, where appropriate, fencing off of known
heritage assets.

6.2.3

Given the potential for archaeological remains to survive within the Site Boundary, any areas which
will be subject to ground works may require to be subject to a programme of archaeological
investigation to adequately mitigate impacts upon archaeological remains. This work should comprise
a programme of geophysical survey in the first instance followed by further investigations as
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determined in consultation with GLAAS, Essex County Council Historic Environment Team and the
local authorities. Geotechnical Investigation works should be subject to an archaeological watching
brief and the data received should be subject to desk-based geo-archaeological assessment.
Archaeological works associated with the geotechnical investigations should be particularly focussed
on the areas within the Alluvium APZ (DLO 33196) along the Ingrebourne River and Weald Brook.

7

CONCLUSIONS

7.1

This assessment has identified eight heritage assets within the Site Boundary. These include
an APA and an APZ. The APZ is designated as a result of the potential for prehistoric remains to
survive below Alluvium deposits (DLO33196) and the APA follows the course of the London to
Colchester Roman road (DLO33238). Six non-designated heritage assets of post-medieval / modern
date have been discovered through previous excavation or the map regression undertaken for this
assessment. The post-medieval / modern assets (with the exception of post-medieval buildings
identified at The Grove (AOC1)) have largely been removed by previous works associated with the
A12 and M25. Groundworks undertaken during the construction of the Proposed Development are
expected to remove the superficial geology and therefore there is the potential for direct impacts upon
all of these assets, should they survive sub-surface.

7.2

In addition to known heritage assets identified within the Site, this assessment has identified the
potential for hitherto unknown buried archaeological remains to survive within the Site Boundary. This
assessment has identified medium potential for prehistoric remains within the APZ (DLO33196) in the
west of the Site but low potential for such remains throughout the rest of the Site. It has also identified
medium potential for remains within the Roman road APA (DLO33238) in the west of the Site but low
potential for Roman remains throughout the rest of the Site. Based on current evidence there is also
judged to be a medium potential for medieval and post-medieval remains and low potential for early
medieval and modern remains.

7.3

The final enabling works and construction plan should be designed to avoid direct impact upon
heritage assets where possible. A programme of archaeological works including geophysical survey,
and monitoring of geotechnical investigations and agreed with GLAAS, Essex County Council Historic
Environment Team and the local authorities is recommended in order to mitigate impacts upon buried
remains potentially present within the Site.

7.4

Detailed impact assessment and an assessment of impacts upon the setting and character of heritage
assets will take place, and be reported on separately in the Environmental Statement.
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APPENDIX 1 ASSESSMENT SCOPE & CRITERIA
Scope of the Assessment
This report details the results of an archaeological and built heritage assessment and aims to identify and map
the nature of the heritage resource within the Site. Where possible, the assessment will evaluate the likely
impact from the proposed development scheme, upon the known and potential heritage resource.
This report will include recommendations for mitigation measures and / or further archaeological works; where
the archaeological potential of the site warrants, or where additional information on the site is required.
Further works could include additional research, monitoring of geotechnical investigations, programmes of
archaeological surveying and / or field evaluation. The results of any further studies can be used to inform the
nature of any subsequent mitigation measures (if required), and provide advice upon the scope and design of
the proposed development
The assessment has used the sources listed in the main text to identify and map Heritage Assets and other
relevant find spots or evidence with the site and defined Study Area. Heritage Assets are defined in national
planning guidance and can include designated assets (Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings etc.), standing,
buried or submerged remains, historic buildings and structures, parks and gardens and areas, sites and
landscapes - whether designated or not.

Assessment Criteria
The potential for surviving archaeological evidence of past activity within the site is expressed in the report as
ranging between the scales of:


High – The available evidence suggests a high likelihood for past activity within the site and a
strong potential for archaeological evidence to survive intact or reasonably intact;



Medium – The available evidence suggests a reasonable likelihood for past activity within the site
and consequently there is a potential that archaeological evidence could survive.



Low – The available evidence suggests archaeological evidence of activity is unlikely to survive
within the site, although some minor land-use may have occurred.



Uncertain - Insufficient information to assess.

Buried archaeological evidence is, by its very nature, an unknown quantity which can never be 100% identified
during a desk-based assessment. The assessed potential is based on available evidence but the physical
nature and extent of any archaeological resource surviving within the site cannot be confirmed without detailed
information on the below ground deposits or results of on-site fieldwork.
Where known heritage assets are identified, the heritage significance of such assets is determined by
reference to existing designations where available. For previously unidentified sites where no designation has
been assigned, an estimate has been made of the likely historic, artistic or archaeological importance of that
resource based on professional knowledge and judgement.
Adjustments to the classification (Table 1, below) are occasionally made, where appropriate; for some types
of finds or sites where there is no consistent value and the importance may vary from Negligible to Very High.
Levels of importance for any such areas are generally assigned on an individual basis, based on professional
judgement and advice.

TABLE 1:

Assessing the Value of a Heritage Assets
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APPENDIX 2 GAZETTEER OF HERITAGE ASSETS
In order to understand the nature and extent of the surrounding archaeological resource, all heritage assets
within the Site were identified. All designated and non-designated heritage assets recorded within the Study
Area are summarised in the gazetteer below. The gazetteer has been obtained using information obtained
from the Surrey Historic Environment Record supplied by Atkins.
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