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6 Cultural Heritage

6.1 Introduction

6.1.1 This chapter presents the assessment of the likely significant effects of the
A122 Lower Thames Crossing (the Project) on cultural heritage during
construction and operation. The assessment considers four sub-topics, namely
archaeological remains, built heritage, historic landscapes, and the
paleoenvironmental and geoarchaeological resource.

6.1.2 The assessment follows the policies set out within the National Policy
Statement for National Networks (NPSNN) (Department for Transport, 2014)
and the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy EN-1 (Department of
Energy and Climate Change, 2011); and the methodology set out in Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) LA 106 Cultural Heritage Assessment
(Highways England, 2020a), DMRB LA 104 Environmental Assessment and
Monitoring (Highways England, 2020b), and relevant guidance including
Historic England publications.

6.1.3 This chapter is supported by Figures 6.1 to 6.9 (Application Document 6.2):

a. Figure 6.1 Archaeological Baseline and Assets Assessed as Likely to
Experience an Effect

b. Figure 6.2 Built Heritage Baseline and Assets Assessed as Likely to
Experience an Effect

c. Figure 6.3 Historic Landscape

d. Figure 6.4 Geophysical and Aerial Mapping Survey Results

e. Figure 6.5 Locations of Representative Heritage Viewpoints

f. Figure 6.6 Representative Heritage Viewpoints

g. Figure 6.7 Archaeological Trial Trench Evaluation Carried Out by LTC
h. Figure 6.8 Archaeology and Geology

i. Figure 6.9 Palaeolithic Archaeology

6.1.4 This chapter is also supported by additional information contained in the
following appendices (Application Document 6.3):

a. Appendix 6.1: Cultural Heritage Desk-Based Assessment (DBA)
b. Appendix 6.2: Aerial Investigation and Mapping Report

c. Appendix 6.3: Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment of 20th Century
Military Archaeology

d. Appendix 6.4: Coastal Fortifications Statements of Significance
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e. Appendix 6.5: Lower Thames Crossing, Palaeolithic and Quaternary
Deposit Model (PQDM) and Desk-Based Assessment of
Archaeological Potential

f.  Appendix 6.6: Lower Thames Crossing: Standalone Palaeolithic
Archaeological Assessment and Research Framework (SPAA-&-RF)

g. Appendix 6.7: Geophysical Survey Reports
h. Appendix 6.8: Results of Archaeological Trial Trenching

I.  Appendix 6.9: Draft Archaeological Mitigation Strategy and Outline Written
Scheme of Investigation

j. Appendix 6.10: Assessment Tables

k. Appendix 6.11: Scheme-wide Written Scheme of Investigation for Trial
Trenching south of the River Thames

l.  Appendix 6.12: Scheme-wide Written Scheme of Investigation for Trial
Trenching north of the River Thames

m. Appendix 6.13: Holocene Geoarchaeological Desk Based Assessment of
the Route of the Lower Thames Crossing

n. Appendix 6.14: Timeline

0. Appendix 6.15: Gazetteer and Schedules of Heritage Assets
p. Appendix 6.16: Historic Buildings Recording

g. Appendix 6.17: Cultural Heritage Legislation and Policy

6.1.5 This chapter also relies on the evidence from the following chapters and
documents which are cross-referenced within the chapter, listed here for the
purposes of signposting:

a. Chapter 7: Landscape and Visual (Application Document 6.1) for landscape
assessment, Lighting Figure 7.18 (Application Document 6.2) and
Appendix 7.9, Table 3.3 (Application Document 6.3)

b. Chapter 12: Noise and Vibration (Application Document 6.1) for Noise
monitoring (Figure 7.5, Application Document 6.2 and Appendix 12.9:
Effects of Vibration from Road Traffic (National Highways Ref. 1-457
Noise Support 2017-2021) (Application Document 6.3)
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6.2 Legislative and policy framework

6.2.1 This assessment has been undertaken in accordance with relevant legislation
and having regard to national and local plans and policies.

6.2.1 Appendix 6.17 sets out how the Applicant has considered and addressed those
policies in the NPSs which relate to the assessment of effects considered in this
chapter of the Environmental Statement. Policies in the NPSs which relate to
decision making in relation to matters of relevance to this topic of the ES are
addressed in the Planning Statement (Application Document 7.2).

Legislative requirements

6.2.2 Relevant cultural heritage legislation that has been considered during the
assessment is presented in Appendix 6:17 Cultural Heritage Legislation
and Policy.

National policy framework

6.2.3 Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs) are determined in
accordance with the decision-making framework in the Planning Act 2008 and
relevant National Policy Statements (NPSs), as well as any other matters that
are both important and relevant (which may include the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF)) (Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government, 2021a).

6.2.4 The National Policy Statement for National Networks (NPSNN) sets out the
Government’s policies to deliver NSIPs on the national road and rail networks in
England. Modifications to the nationally significant energy infrastructure are
required as part of the Project. Four utilities diversions constitute NSIPs in their
own right, and therefore the Project has also been assessed against the
following energy policy statements:

a. Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) (Department of
Energy and Climate Change, 2011a)

b. National Policy Statement for Gas Supply Infrastructure and Gas and Oil
Pipelines (EN-4) (Department of Energy and Climate Change, 2011b)

c. National Policy Statement for Electricity Network Infrastructure (EN-5)
(Department of Energy and Climate Change, 2011c).

6.2.5 However, the NPSNN forms the ‘case-making’ basis for the Project, and the
need for nationally significant utilities diversions arises solely from the need for
the road element of the Project.

6.2.6 The Applicant has taken these policy requirements into account during the
development and design of the Project and the preparation of this ES.

6.2.7 The NPPF, sets out the Government’s planning policies. It provides a
framework within which locally prepared plans for housing and other
development can be produced.
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6.2.8 The NPPF does not contain specific policies for NSIPs. However, the NPPF
advises that local authorities’ planning policies should take into account NSIPs
which are located within their local areas. Paragraph 1.17 of the NPSNN states
that the NPS and NPPF are consistent, and paragraph 1.18 explains that the
NPPF is an important and relevant consideration, 'but only to the extent relevant
to [the] project’.

6.2.9 Appendix 6:17 Cultural Heritage Legislation and Policy (Application
Document 6.3), lists the planning policies at a national level and the Project
response.

6.2.10 Further information on how the Application responds to national planning
policies is available in the Planning Statement (Application Document 7.2).

Local policy framework

6.2.11 Consideration has been given to county policies within Essex, the updated
London Plan and local policies relating to cultural heritage within the following
local authorities within the study area: Maidstone, Tonbridge and Malling,
Gravesham, Thurrock, Havering, and Brentwood. These are outlined in
Appendix 6:17 Cultural Heritage Legislation and Policy (Application Document
6.3) and are considered further within the Planning Statement (Application
Document 7.2). Kent County Council does not have specific policy for cultural
heritage, this is covered at the local authority level in Kent.

6.2.12 The study area for the cultural heritage assessment extends into the Medway
Council and Dartford Borough Council areas, so consideration has also been
given to local policy relating to cultural heritage from those local authorities.
The relevant policies are outlined in Appendix 6:17 Cultural Heritage Legislation
and Policy (Application Document 6.3) and are considered further in the
Planning Statement (Application Document 7.2).

6.3 Assessment methodology

Standards and guidance

6.3.1 The following standards and guidance documents have been used in
devising the methodology for data collection and assessment of cultural
heritage impacts:

a. DMRB LA 106 Cultural Heritage Assessment (Highways England, 2020a)

b. DMRB LA 104 Environmental Assessment and Monitoring (Highways
England, 2020b)

c. Principles of Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment in the UK (IEMA, IHBC,
CIfA, 2021)

d. Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable
Management of the Historic Environment (Historic England, 2008)
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e. Managing Significance in Decision-Taking in the Historic Environment:
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: 2 (GPA 2)
(Historic England, 2015)

f. The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic Environment Good Practice Advice
in Planning Note 3 (Second Edition) (GPA 3) (Historic England, 2017b)

g. Preserving Archaeological Remains: Decision-taking for Sites under
Development (Historic England, 2016a)

h. Land Contamination and Archaeology Good Practice Guidance
(Historic England, 2017a)

i. Standard and guidance for historic environment desk-based assessment
(Chartered Institute for Archaeologists, 2014 (updated 2020))

j.  Standard and guidance for commissioning work or providing consultancy
advice on archaeology and the historic environment (Chartered Institute for
Archaeologists, 2014 (updated 2020))

k. East of England Regional Historic Environment Research Framework
(Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers East of
England/Historic England, 1997, 2000, 2011 and 2021 website)

|.  Greater Thames Estuary Historic Environment Research Framework
(Essex County Council et al., 2010a; 2010b)

m. South East Research Framework (East Sussex/Kent/Surrey/West
Sussex/Historic England, 2007/2019)

n. Statements of Heritage Significance: Analysing Significance in Heritage
Assets, Historic England Advice Note 12 (Historic England, 2019)

Scope of the assessment

6.3.2 The scope of the cultural heritage assessment comprises archaeological
remains, built heritage, historic landscapes, and the palaeoenvironmental and
geoarchaeological resource. Data collected through desk-based research, field
surveys and evaluation, have been used to establish the cultural heritage
baseline in line with these categories.

6.3.3 No aspects of the cultural heritage resource (archaeological remains, built
heritage, historic landscape) have been scoped out of the assessment of
impacts on cultural heritage as a result of the Project. Whilst no aspects of the
cultural heritage resource have been scoped out of the assessment, some
specific assets identified in the wider baseline in the DBA (Appendix 6.1,
Application Document 6.3, Appendix 6.1) have not been taken forward for
assessment in this chapter, these are the assets listed in Tables [A47] and
[A112] of the DBA. The DBA identifies those assets for which no potential is
identified for physical impacts resulting from the Project. It also identifies and
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describes the settings of heritage assets and identifies those that have no
potential to be affected by the Project, or whose settings make no contribution
to their value.

6.3.4 The assessment has scoped out decommissioning of the Project from
assessment due to the intended long-term operation of the Project.

6.3.5 This chapter has interrelationships with the following ES chapters:
a. Chapter 7: Landscape and Visual

b. Chapter 8: Terrestrial Biodiversity

c. Chapter 10: Geology and Soils

d. Chapter 12: Noise and Vibration

e. Chapter 14: Road Drainage and the Water Environment

6.3.6 These chapters are relevant because the cultural heritage assessment
considers these interrelationships and takes into account the results of other
topic assessments and proposed mitigation, including any effects such
mitigation could have on cultural heritage assets, in the assessment of likely
significant effects (Section 6.6 of this chapter). The interrelationships are
included in the main assessment as this is intrinsic to the assessment of effects
on heritage assets and cannot be separated. The assessment considers
impacts from all potential sources and on all aspects of the historic
environment. For example, the impact of ecological mitigation on the setting of
heritage assets has been accounted for and results of landscape and noise
assessment considered where relevant in determining level of impact.

6.3.7 The methodology for the noise assessment is presented in Chapter 12: Noise
and Vibration of this ES (Application Document 6.1). The construction noise
assessment study area extends 300m from the Order Limits and the operation
noise assessment study area extends 600m from affected routes and includes
selected receptors beyond these study areas where required.

6.3.8 The methodology for assessing construction vibration, presented in Chapter 12:
Noise and Vibration, states that research has indicated there would not be
vibration impacts on sensitive receptors from general construction activities.
However, vibration impacts from piling and tunnel boring machine (TBM)
activities, which could have the potential for significant effects, are considered
within the scope of the construction noise and vibration assessment. The study
area for this assessment is 100m from the identified activities.

6.3.9 Chapter 12: Noise and Vibration has assessed effects occurring due to
ground-borne vibration during the operational phase of the Project. It has
concluded that there would be no significant levels of ground-borne vibration
during operation. This is further supported in Appendix 12.9: Effects of Vibration
from Road Traffic (National Highways Ref. 1-457 Noise Support 2017-2021)
(Application Document 6.3). Therefore, no further assessment of operational
ground-borne vibration impacts is required for cultural heritage assets.
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Temporal scope

6.3.10 The environmental assessment uses defined temporal scopes to characterise
the duration of potential effects. The temporal scope refers to the time periods
over which impacts may be experienced by receptors.

6.3.11 Temporary (short- and medium-term) effects are typically those associated
with demolition and construction works, and permanent (long-term) effects
are typically those associated with the completed and operational
development. Therefore:

a. Short term is defined as temporary effects occurring due to
construction works.

b. Long term is defined as permanent effects occurring due to construction or
operation of the Project.

Limits of deviation and Rochdale envelope

6.3.12 The Projects application of the Rochdale Envelope is summarised in Chapter 2:
Project Description. The Limits of Deviation (LOD) for the project are defined in
the (Draft DCO (Application Document 3.1) represent an ‘envelope’ within which
the Project would be and have informed the reasonable worst case approach to
assessment for the purposes of this chapter.

6.3.13 For the purposes of the cultural heritage assessment it has been assumed that
physical impacts to buried archaeological remains could occur anywhere within
the LOD for the Project.

Use of the River

6.3.14 Vessel movements on the River Thames are not relevant to this assessment.
This is because there is no vector between vessel movements and any heritage
assets identified in the baseline. Use of the river is therefore excluded from the
scope of this chapter.

Scoping Opinion

6.3.15 A Scoping Report (Highways England, 2017) was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 2 November 2017, setting out the proposed approach to this
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). A Scoping Opinion was received from
the Secretary of State on 13 December 2017, which included comments on the
scope of assessment from the Planning Inspectorate and statutory
environmental bodies. These comments have been taken into account in the
preparation of this chapter, and the Project response is set out in Appendix 4.1:
The Inspectorate’s Scoping Opinion and National Highways’ Response
(Application Document 6.3).

6.3.16 The Scoping Opinion from Historic England highlighted the potential for
important geoarchaeological and Palaeolithic remains to be present within the
Order Limits and the potential for deep excavations to impact this resource.
Consequently, following the request from Historic England and further
consultation with heritage stakeholders, a specialist assessment, including
production of a deposit model has been undertaken in Appendix 6.5:
Palaeolithic and Quaternary Deposit Model and Report; and Appendix 6.6:
Palaeolithic Archaeological Assessment and Research Framework (Application
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Document 6.3). The deposit model represents deposition of sediments

during the Middle and Late Pleistocene (approximately 500,000 years before
present (BP) to 12,000 BP) and Holocene (12,000 BP to present) deposited

by the previous and current routes of the River Thames. A Holocene
Geoarchaeological Desk Based Assessment of the Route of the Lower Thames
Crossing has also been produced (Appendix 6.13, Application Document 6.3).

6.3.17 Comments were received from heritage stakeholders requesting that viewpoints
and photomontages from specific heritage assets be produced and included in
the assessment. This has been undertaken in collaboration with the landscape
and visual assessment and is illustrated in Figures 6.5 and 6.6 (Application
Document 6.2).

Consultation

Project consultation

6.3.18 Statutory Consultation under Section 42 of the Planning Act 2008 was
undertaken on the Project from 10 October 2018 to 20 December 2018.
This provided an opportunity for consultees to comment on the Preliminary
Environmental Information Report (PEIR) (Highways England, 2018). A
summary of the responses can be found in the Consultation Report (Application
Document 5.1). Consultees comprised prescribed bodies, local authorities,
people with an interest in land affected by the Project, and local communities.

6.3.19 The Project design continued to be developed, which resulted in changes in the
Project. These formed the basis for the Supplementary Consultation, which was
undertaken from 29 January 2020 to 2 April 2020. The Design Refinement
Consultation was then undertaken from 14 July 2020 to 12 August 2020.

6.3.20 A Community Impacts Consultation was undertaken from 14 July 2021 to
8 September 2021. This sought feedback on the impacts of the Project at a
local ward level, as well as the mitigation proposed for those impacts.
Changes to the Project since the Design Refinement Consultation were also
presented, along with a summary of how feedback to earlier consultation had
shaped the development of the Project.

6.3.21 Prior to the submission of this DCO application, Local Refinement Consultation
was held between 12 May 2022 and 20 June 2022. This provided local
communities with the opportunity to comment on proposed refinements to
the Project.

6.3.22 The Consultations all included information about the environmental impacts
associated with the refinement presented for consultation. A summary of the
responses to these consultation stages can also be found in the Consultation
Report (Application Document 5.1).

Stakeholder engagement

6.3.23 A summary of the stakeholder engagement specific to cultural heritage during
the EIA process is provided in Table 6.1.

6.3.24 Following the preference of heritage stakeholders, and as requested in the
Scoping Opinion, heritage stakeholders have been engaged as a group to
enable them to provide a consensus on the approach. A summary of National
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Highways engagement with various stakeholders after the Preferred Route
Announcement specific to cultural heritage, is provided in Table 6.1.

6.3.25 Essex Place Services (EPS) are acting as the heritage stakeholder on behalf of
Thurrock Burrough Council and Brentwood Borough Council. The Greater
London Archaeological Advice Service (GLAAS) is an archaeological
stakeholder for Greater London and is in addition to the London Borough of
Havering, which represents its own views on heritage matters.

Table 6.1 Stakeholder consultation

Stakeholder Date of meeting / Summary of discussions
communication

Historic England 12 October 2017 The following matters were discussed:
e Programme of engagement

e Terrestrial and marine archaeology
e Historic buildings

e Pre-DCO consents briefing

Historic England 12 December 2017 e Framework of regular engagement
e Governance structure
Historic England, 29 June 2018 Site visit in Thurrock/Havering:
EPS, GLAAS e The visit addressed the assessment of

setting within the historic environment.

e A selection of heritage assets potentially
affected by the Project were visited to
establish the degree of Project
intervisibility and the key viewpoints to the
Project from the surrounding landscape.

e The visit was an opportunity to agree the
key areas for addressing setting issues
and to raise any concerns regarding the
Project design or specific heritage assets.

Historic England, 31 August 2018 e Project update
GLAAS e Project Order Limits
e Land use
Historic England, 05 October 2018 e Cultural heritage assessments — DBA and
GLAAS, EPS ES

e Archaeological investigation
e Archaeological mitigation

Historic England, 18 February 2019 Site visit in Kent:

Gravesham Borough e The visit addressed the assessment of

Council (GBC), setting within the historic environment.
Kent County Council . . .
(KCC) e A selection of heritage assets potentially

affected by the Project were visited to
establish the degree of Project
intervisibility and the key viewpoints to the
Project from the surrounding landscape.
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Stakeholder

Date of meeting /
communication

Summary of discussions

e The visit was an opportunity to agree the
key areas for addressing setting issues
and to raise any concerns regarding the
Project design or specific heritage assets.

Historic England,
GLAAS, EPS

14 March 2019

e Analysis of aerial photography
e Analysis of archaeological investigations

Historic England,

8 May 2019

e Agreement of viewpoints from a heritage

KCC, GBC perspective and referencing to landscape
viewpoints
e Agreement of viewpoints list and images
KCC 3 December 2019 e A site visit at the Church of St Mary

Magdalene in Cobham was undertaken to
obtain a viewpoint from the church tower

Historic England,
GLAAS, EPS

6 December 2019

e Introducing Project archaeology specialists
e Update on Order Limits
¢ OQutstanding archaeological matters

Historic England,
EPS, GLAAS, KCC

7 February 2020

e Regqular Cultural Heritage Stakeholder
Meeting
e Brief on Supplementary Consultation

e DBA update

e Presentation of North and South Portal
landscape proposals

e Update on utility diversion proposals
(particularly around the A13 and
Ashenbank Wood)

¢ Initial result and assessment of priority
archaeological trial trenching surveys

e Palaeolithic and geoarchaeological update
e Assessment update

Historic England,
EPS, GLAAS, KCC

6 March 2020

e Reqular Cultural Heritage Stakeholder
Meeting
e Project and assessment update

e Update on trial trenching

e Update on Palaeolithic and
geoarchaeological work

e Mitigation and Statement of Common
Ground

Historic England,
EPS, GLAAS, KCC

3 April 2020

e Reqular Cultural Heritage Stakeholder
Meeting
e Project update on COVID-19

e Supplementary Consultation deadline
extension
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Stakeholder

Date of meeting /
communication

Summary of discussions

Overall Project timeline
Cultural heritage assessment update

Update on trial trenching and Palaeolithic
& geoarchaeological work

Historic England, 9 April 2020 Update on Project’s progress on built

EPS, GLAAS, KCC heritage assessment, specifically listing
proposed building demolition,
methodology, mitigation and future work

Historic England, 29 April 2020 Meeting to discuss next steps on

GLAAS, KCC Palaeolithic and Quaternary archaeology
assessment

Historic England, 5 June 2020 Reqular Cultural Heritage Stakeholder

EPS, GLAAS, KCC

Meeting
Project update on Design Refinement
Consultation

A review of engagement including the
issue of relevant ES chapters (in phased
approach)

Issue of draft Code of Construction
Practice (CoCP)

Discussion on DBA

Update on surveys, including trial
trenching, Palaeolithic surveys,
geophysical surveys and built heritage

Historic England,
GLAAS, KCC, EPS

7 August 2020

Reqgular Heritage Stakeholder Meeting

Request for appropriate individuals for
Project heritage research framework
academic group.

Historic England,
GLAAS, KCC, EPS

6 November 2020

Regqular Cultural Heritage Stakeholder
Meeting

Concerns over wording of the DCO
Schedule 2 Requirement raised.
Confirmed that wording of the
Archaeological Mitigation Strategy (AMS)
has been revised.

Presentation to be made available to
assist stakeholders navigating through
the DCO documents.

Update of Archaeological Trial Trenching
(ATT) sites and photographs provided via
the trench plan. All accessible field
parcels, which incorporated
approximately 3,000 trenches, have been
completed.
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Volume 6

Stakeholder

Date of meeting /
communication

Summary of discussions

e Additional geophysical survey had been
completed.

e Change to two-monthly stakeholder
meetings proposed and agreed as
adequate.

Historic England,
KCC, EPS, GLAAS

11 November 2020

e To agree format of Holocene report,
which will sit alongside existing PQDM.

e WSiIs for ATT north of river being
prepared by Oxford Archaeology (OA).

e Timing of the ATT.

Historic England,
GLAAS, KCC, EPS

5 February 2021

e Regqular Cultural Heritage Stakeholder
Meeting

e Project recap regarding the decision to
withdraw the DCO application and advice
received from Planning Inspectorate on
improving the application.

e Consideration of another round of public
consultation.

e Concerns raised over the recording of
buildings proposed for demolition.
Need for appropriate detail to inform the
application. Intention to record buildings
before DCO submission.

e Wording of DCO to be discussed with
legal team.

e ATT reporting issued, with one
outstanding to be issued late February
2021. 2,870 trenches completed and
reflects good coverage.

e Stakeholders noted that there needs to be
a move away from ‘land parcel’ format for
archaeological works. Focus on ‘sites’ will
be used for reporting in the AMS.

e Request to stakeholders to identify areas
of concern.

Historic England,
GLAAS, KCC, EPS

9 April 2021

e Regqular Cultural Heritage Stakeholder
Meeting

e Discussion of whether the Project is part
of ‘Project Speed’ with the Planning
Inspectorate. Concern from stakeholders
that it could impact upon the assessment.

e Revised Tilbury Fields landscape
proposals presented. The change from
previous design noted with green
infrastructure — more formal landscaping
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Volume 6

Stakeholder

Date of meeting /
communication

Summary of discussions

not considered appropriate by
stakeholders.

Register of Environmental Actions and
Commitments (REAC) to be updated to
address stakeholder concerns.

Tunnel portal meetings proposed.
Peat strategy proposed.
ATT further WSl issued for approval.

Ground Investigation (GI) phase 3
completed.

Confirmation received to proceed with
WSI for Palaeolithic survey work. Waiting
on Gl data to complete.

KCC, Historic
England,

6 April 2021

Discussed impacts from the South Portal
as well as impacts away from the tunnel —
i.e., ponds and gas mains diversion
towards main drive valley

Discussed fact that fieldwork is not yet
finished. Informed KCC that Palaeolithic
testing north of A226 was yet to be
completed and the Project’s Palaeolithic
specialists were producing a method
statement for this.

Tunnel construction approach including
grouting was outlined to stakeholders.
Discussed that extensive archaeological
assessment has been completed: Gl and
evaluation. Request to reduce land take
as much as possible.

EPS, Historic England

7 April 2021

Impacts from the North Portal

Constraints including contamination and
overburden. If accepted, nothing can be
achieved in advance and a very defined
strategy is required before construction.

Concern with design and build contract
for tunnels. Needs certainty of approach
in the REAC or the CoCP.

Consideration of peat strategy.

Email from the Project
team

22 June 2021

Notification of Order Limits changes as
part of the Community Impacts
Consultation. Geographic Information
System (GIS) format data provided to
heritage stakeholders.

Historic England,
GLAAS, KCC, EPS

4 June 2021

Reqular Cultural Heritage Stakeholder
Meeting
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Volume 6

Stakeholder

Date of meeting /
communication

Summary of discussions

e Update on recent meetings: Shorne
Woods car park proposals; Tilbury Fields
landscaping.

e Progress on buildings survey.

e Stakeholders are in agreement that no
further work is required on the DBA as it
is a ‘point in time’ document.

e ATT planned phase of work for 330
trenches starting.

e Palaeolithic surveys/monitoring being
carried out.

e Project archaeology research strategy still
being worked on. Discussion of
committee approach

GBC

13 July 2021

e Discussed terminology and extent of
Darnley Estate and the need for
distinction between Cobham Park and
Cobham Hall Estate

Historic England,
GLAAS, KCC, EPS

8 September 2021

e Regular Cultural Heritage Stakeholder
Meeting

e The Community Impacts Consultation
closed on 8" September 2021 with an
initial count of over 2,700 responses.
Stakeholders were informed that the large
number of responses could delay the
submission date.

Historic England, 15 October 2021 e Palaeolithic and deep Holocene deposits

GLAAS, EPS in areas of potential ground treatment
around the northern portal and CAS5.

Historic England 20 October 2021 e To update Historic England on the

proposed changes at Tilbury Fields

Historic England,
GLAAS, KCC, EPS

5 November 2021

e Regular Heritage Stakeholder Meeting

Historic England, EPS

14 January 2022

e Proposed mitigation on the Orsett
Cropmark scheduled monument

Historic England,
GLAAS, KCC, EPS

4 February 2022

e Regular Cultural Heritage Stakeholder
Meeting

e Update on alternative Tilbury Fields
earthworks design

e Presentation on nitrogen deposition
compensation sites including discussion
of assessment methodology

e Update from OCA on ATT reporting
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Volume 6

Stakeholder Date of meeting /

communication

Summary of discussions

Agreement from EPS that internal survey
of locally listed buildings prior to
submission would not be proportionate

Update on Legacy and Benefits work

Historic England,
GLAAS, KCC, EPS

1 April 2022

Regular Cultural Heritage Stakeholder
Meeting

Update on latest public consultation from
12 May to 20 June 2022

Update on commissioning geophysical
survey for nitrogen deposition
compensation sites in Kent

Update on assessment process including
data refresh and Palaeolithic WSI

Update on Legacy and Benefits

GLAAS 28 April 2022

Update on design changes and approach to
mitigation in London Bough of Havering
including Folkes Farm planting

Historic England, EPS | 4 May 2022

To provide an update on the assessment
and recording of the Murrells Cottage,
Thatched Cottage and 1 and 2 Grays
Corner Cottage, all Grade Il listed
buildings

To discuss the mitigation proposals

Historic England agreed that a level 4
buildings survey would be appropriate
mitigation

Historic England,
GLAAS, KCC, EPS

6 May 2022

Update on assessment of Palaeolithic
and Holocene evidence from the ATT

General discussion around Palaeolithic
and Geoarchaeological mitigation, the
Ground Investigation results and staged
fieldwork and research potential

Historic England,
KCC

17 May 2022

To present the changes made by the
team to the ES chapter south of the River
Thames

Historic England,
GLAAS, EPS

24 May 2022

To present the changes made by the
team to the ES chapter north of the River
Thames

Historic England,
GLAAS, KCC, EPS

7 July 2022

Regular Cultural Heritage Stakeholder
Meeting

Update on the project and public
consultation as well as an update to the
current assessment methodology, and
legacy and benefits
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6.3.26

6.3.27

6.3.28

Study areas

The study areas for the assessment of impacts to cultural heritage have been
agreed with all key heritage stakeholders.

In the Scoping Opinion, the Planning Inspectorate stated that it expects

the study area ‘to be determined by the likely extent of impacts’

(Application Document 6.3, Appendix 4.1). The potential impacts of the Project
arise from a variety of sources, some caused by physical damage and others by
visual or noise intrusion. Four study areas have been identified and defined in
accordance with DMRB LA 106 (Highways England, 2020a), which provides the
following instructions on the definition of the study area:

a. ‘3.5 Where the need for further assessment has been established, the

assessment shall define a study area according to the sensitivity of the
receiving environment and the potential impacts of the project.

b. 3.6 Where a new road is proposed the study area shall include the footprint
of the scheme plus any land outside that footprint which includes any
heritage assets which could be physically affected.

c. 3.6.1 The study area should include the settings of any designated or other
cultural heritage resource in the footprint of the scheme or within the zone
of visual influence or potentially affected by noise.’

Table 6.2 describes the study areas utilised for this assessment.
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Volume 6

Table 6.2 Study areas

Study area

Description

Relevance

Order Limits

In line with DMRB LA 106 paragraph 3.6 (Highways England,
2020a), the assessment of heritage assets should include those
assets within the footprint of the Project and any others which
could be physically affected. The Order Limits identifies all of the
land required for the Project and therefore includes all the
heritage assets that could be physically affected. Therefore, the
Order Limits have been used to assess those heritage assets
which could be physically affected by the Project.

Construction,
Operation

1km study
area

A study area of 1km from the Order Limits was agreed with key
heritage stakeholders. This forms the second study area and
was used to create the baseline in the DBA (Appendix 6.1
(Application Document 6.3). It also informs the assessment of
the archaeological potential of the land within the Order Limits.

Construction

Landscape
study area

The landscape study area for the Project has been determined
as part of the landscape and visual impact assessment (Chapter
7: Landscape and Visual). This study area has been defined
following review of the extensive Zone of Theoretical Visibility
(ZTV) analysis, site survey and collation of baseline photography
and consultation with landscape stakeholders. This study area
extends up to 2km from the Project but is smaller in some areas
to reflect constrained visibility. This is considered to represent
the area within which the Project may have an influence with the
potential to result in a significant effect on visual amenity. The
methodology for the landscape study area is presented in
Chapter 7: Landscape and Visual. The landscape study area
provided the principal tool for identifying designated heritage
assets which may receive adverse effects as a result of change
within their setting that affects their value, to be taken forward for
impact assessment within this chapter. It is important to note that
in some areas the landscape study area is smaller than the 1km
study area, but in other areas it extends beyond 1km from the
Order Limits.

Operation

Palaeolithic
3km study
area

Detailed research of the known Quaternary sediment sequence
and associated prehistoric archaeological finds and sites was
undertaken using a 3km study area. This was considered to be
most appropriate for assessment of the significance of
Palaeolithic remains and geoarchaeological deposits.

Construction

6.3.29

Additional consultation with stakeholders along with professional judgement

identified any heritage assets located outside the landscape study area
(which in some areas extends beyond the 1km study area) or 1km study area
that were considered potentially able to experience an impact and therefore
required assessment, for example where groups of heritage assets with group
value extend beyond the landscape study area. This exercise produced
agreement on additional heritage assets to be included in the baseline and
impact assessment.
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6.3.30 The study areas of the Order Limits and the 1km study area are shown in
relation to archaeological remains, built heritage and historic landscape on
Figures 6.1, 6.2, 6.3 and 6.8 (Application Document 6.2). In addition, the
landscape study area is also displayed on these figures. The 3km Palaeolithic
study area is shown on Figure 6.9 (Application Document 6.2).

Impact assessment methodology

6.3.31 The assessment followed the general approach described in Chapter 4: EIA
Methodology. This section provides topic-specific information regarding the
methodology used for establishing the baseline, and the methods used for the
construction and operational phase assessments.

Method of establishing baseline conditions

Existing baseline

6.3.32 The existing baseline in relation to cultural heritage was established based on
desk-based studies, fieldwork and modelling.

6.3.33 Description of the sources and methods for obtaining desk-based baseline
information are contained in Appendices 6.1 to 6.6 (Application Document 6.3).
Sources and methods for field evaluation are contained in Appendices 6.7, 6.8,
6.11 and 6.12 (Application Document 6.3).

Desk-based studies

6.3.34 A desk-based review of the following data sources has been undertaken to
determine the baseline conditions across the Project study area:

a. Historic England’s (2020b) National Heritage List for England, for
information on designated heritage assets (scheduled monuments, listed
buildings, Registered Parks and Gardens, registered battlefields, protected
wrecks, World Heritage Sites and assets on the Heritage at Risk Register).
This comprised Geographic Information System (GIS) data and associated
factual descriptions available through the website. The Heritage at Risk
programme identifies those sites that are most at risk of being lost because
of neglect, decay or inappropriate development. Historic England updates
the Heritage at Risk Register every year and considers Grade | and II*
listed buildings, Grade Il listed places of worship, Grade Il listed buildings in
London and all other designated heritage assets. Information used in this
assessment has been updated throughout the pre-application phase of the
Project, to ensure any changes to the data are considered in the
assessment and design development. The most recent information, and
that contained in this chapter, was obtained in June 2021.

b. Local planning authorities’ Conservation Area boundary data and appraisals
and information on ‘local lists’ of heritage assets. This comprised reports
and maps and was obtained in 2017, with a check to ensure the data were
still current in April 2021. Revisions to the boundaries for Thong
Conservation Area (CA10) and Chestnut Green, Shorne Conservation Area
(CA12) were noted and revised following review in April 2021. All other
Conservation Areas remained unchanged.
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c. HERs (Kent, Essex and Greater London) for information on non-designated
heritage assets, previous investigations of archaeology and historic
buildings, historic landscape characterisation and area-specific aerial
mapping studies. This comprised GIS data and associated reports.

Data was obtained on several occasions through the pre-application phase
of the Project to ensure any changes to the data were considered in
assessment and design development. The most recent information, and
that contained in this chapter, was obtained in March 2022.

d. Historic England Archive for additional information regarding non-
designated heritage assets, previous investigations, cropmarks
(National Mapping Programme) and aerial photographs. This comprised
GIS data, reports and photographs. Data were obtained on several
occasions through the pre-application phase of the Project to ensure any
changes to the data were considered in assessment and design
development. The most recent information, and that contained in this
chapter, was obtained in May 2019.

e. Relevant archives/record offices have been consulted to obtain information
(Kent History and Library Centre, Medway Archives and Local Studies
Centre, Rochester Guildhall Museum, Essex Record Office, British Library).
This comprised historic maps, including tithe maps and apportionments,
original documents and local history publications and was obtained in 2018.

f.  British Geological Survey (2020) website has been consulted for borehole
and geological data. Due to the nature of the geological resource the
information is accurate and will not have changed and therefore provides a
robust baseline on which the assessment in this chapter is based.

6.3.35 In addition, the following three desk-based studies have been undertaken to
supplement the information derived from the sources above, as agreed with
relevant stakeholders:

a. The section of the route to the south of the River Thames was largely
covered by an existing recent aerial mapping study as part of the
Hoo Peninsula Historic Landscape Project (Historic England, 2013).
The results of that study have been incorporated into the Kent HER.
A specialist aerial mapping study has been undertaken for the section of the
route north of the River Thames, presented in Appendix 6.2 (Application
Document 6.3) and results shown on Figure 6.4 (Application Document
6.2). This consisted of rectification of historic aerial photographs and an
analysis of Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) data. This study
complemented and built on the existing National Mapping Programme data
(a 1980s and 1990s aerial mapping study carried out with more basic
techniques). An initial study was undertaken in 2019 for the Order Limits set
out in the Statutory Consultation and an update to this was undertaken in
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2020 to cover gaps in this for the Order Limits. The study includes the Order
Limits and identifies buried archaeology in detail in areas where
non-intrusive geophysical survey has proven unreliable. The LIiDAR images
also define areas where alluvial soils mask buried historic landscapes.

b. Specialist military archaeological studies have been undertaken and are
presented in Appendix 6.3 and Appendix 6.4 (Application Document 6.3).
These present an assessment of the value of the military archaeology of the
study area and are focused on two key topics. Firstly, the value of the late
Medieval — Post-Medieval defences of the Thames Estuary in the study
area, between Gravesend, Tilbury, Coalhouse and Cliffe Forts (Application
Document 6.3, Appendix 6.4). Secondly, the value of the remains of the
20th century military activity within the study area, including Gravesend
Airfield, the scheduled anti-aircraft battery at Bowaters Farm and two
First World War (WWI) landing grounds at Orsett and North Ockendon
(Application Document 6.3, Appendix 6.3). These studies were required to
understand the value of these heritage assets, due to the potential impact
of the Project on the high-value coastal forts and the impact the Project
could have on understanding of the importance of the area in relation to the
defence of London since the late Medieval period and the physical remains
of this activity.

c. A Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC) study has also been
undertaken and is presented in full in the DBA (Appendix 6.1, Application
Document 6.3). As there is no single, fixed methodology for this process,
the assessment used the methodologies employed for non-road
schemes, such as the Hoo Peninsula Historic Landscape Project
(Historic England, 2013) as recommended by heritage stakeholders.

The study describes:

d. the 'time-depth’ profile of the landscape (i.e. how long it has been subject to
human activity)

e. pastlandscape change and land use
f.  the chronology and process of land enclosure
g. the present land use

6.3.36 Detailed research of the known Quaternary sediment sequence and associated
prehistoric archaeological finds and sites for the Order Limits including a
3km Palaeolithic study area has been undertaken. This area is, therefore, larger
than the 1km study area (see Table 6.2) in order to provide sufficient
Palaeolithic baseline evidence. Three reports which collate the known
geological sequence, relevant archaeological finds with reference to the
national and regional research frameworks, and ongoing fieldwork, can be
found at: Appendix 6.5 Lower Thames Crossing: Palaeolithic and Quaternary
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Deposit Model (PQDM) and Desk-based Assessment of Palaeolithic Potential;
Appendix 6.6 Lower Thames Crossing: Stand-alone Palaeolithic Archaeological
Assessment and Research Framework (SPAA-&-RF); and Appendix 6.13
Holocene Geoarchaeological Desk Based Assessment of the Route of the
Lower Thames Crossing (Application Document 6.3).

Fieldwork

6.3.37 The following fieldwork surveys and evaluations have been undertaken to
inform the baseline for the cultural heritage assessment:

a. Archaeological walkover of the Order Limits and a surrounding 50m survey
area. The additional 50m buffer from the Order Limits was used to facilitate
flexibility during survey access. This comprised a visual inspection of the
above-ground remains to identify any unrecorded heritage assets that can
be observed from above-ground evidence, the condition and above-ground
visibility of recorded heritage assets, and to identify/confirm the presence of
historic landscape features and the current ground conditions, including
evidence for disturbance or made ground. The findings inform assessment
of the value of heritage assets and the potential for unknown archaeological
assets to be present. The results of this are presented in Appendix 6.1:
DBA (Application Document 6.3).

b. Heritage asset setting survey, focused on designated and medium-high-
value non-designated heritage assets predominantly located within the
Order Limits and the 1km study area with some additional assets included
as described in paragraphs 6.3.27 to 6.3.28. The purpose of this survey
was to determine the nature and extent of an asset's setting and to inform
an assessment of the degree to which the setting contributes to its value, if
at all. The results of this are presented in the DBA (Appendix 6.1,
Application Document 6.3) and are considered in the impact assessment in
this chapter where relevant.

c. The listed buildings considered to be at risk of significant physical effects
from the Project due to demolition were subject to level 4 building recording
surveys, in accordance with Historic England’s (2016b) Understanding
Historic Buildings, A Guide to Good Recording Practice, including
detailed/enhanced Statements of Significance (value). This included
documentary research regarding the buildings and surveys comprising
detailed internal and external visual inspections.

d. The listed buildings considered to be at risk of significant physical effects
from the Project due to demolition were subject to level 4 building recording
surveys, in accordance with Historic England’s (2016b) Understanding
Historic Buildings, A Guide to Good Recording Practice, including
detailed/enhanced Statements of Significance (value). This included
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documentary research regarding the buildings and surveys comprising
detailed internal and external visual inspections.

e. The listed buildings considered to be at risk of significant physical effects
from the Project due to demolition were subject to level 4 building recording
surveys, in accordance with Historic England’s (2016b) Understanding
Historic Buildings, A Guide to Good Recording Practice, including
detailed/enhanced Statements of Significance (value). This included
documentary research regarding the buildings and surveys comprising
detailed internal and external visual inspections.

f. Geophysical survey was undertaken in targeted areas suitable for survey
within the Order Limits. South of the River Thames, this comprised an initial
detailed magnetometer survey of the Order Limits (Application Document
6.2, Figure 6.4; and Application Document 6.3, Appendix 6.7, Geophysical
Survey Reports) and further targeted surveys using magnetometer survey
and other techniques comprising electro-magnetic and ground-penetrating
radar. North of the River Thames, the geological and superficial deposits
and the presence of large areas of energy infrastructure in the form of
overhead and buried power lines, meant that only certain areas within the
Order Limits were suitable for survey, with the aerial mapping study
providing information for the other areas. This was undertaken with a range
of techniques to determine the most suitable for the geological conditions,
as mentioned above. The purpose of these surveys was to identify the
location and nature of currently unknown archaeological remains and add to
existing knowledge of known archaeological remains, through non-intrusive
means that do not alter the condition of the assets identified. These results
are presented in Application Document 6.2, Figure 6.4 and Application
Document 6.3, Appendix 6.7, Geophysical Survey Reports and assessed in
this chapter.

g. Trial trenching has been undertaken within the Order Limits (Application
Document 6.2, Figure 6.7; and Application Document 6.3, Appendix 6.8
Trial Trenching Reports). This comprised targeted trenches, based on the
results of the aerial mapping study and geophysical survey, and
non-targeted sample trenches to test the potential for buried archaeology in
areas where remote sensing methods have not revealed any remains.

The targeted trenches tested the reliability of the other assessment
methodologies in the specific area and both targeted and sample trenches
provide further detail regarding the nature and significance of any identified
heritage assets. The results of the work are assessed in this chapter and
the final ATT reports are presented in Appendix 6.8 (Application

Document 6.3).
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h. Geotechnical ground investigations cover both terrestrial and marine
environments and have been subject to archaeological monitoring and
geoarchaeological investigations (AECOM 2020a; 2020b). They were
undertaken to develop the Project design and the results used to inform a
geoarchaeological deposit model to understand the development of the
landscape and historic environment. Based on this model it is possible to
identify areas of potential for currently unknown archaeological remains,
particularly those dating to earlier prehistory. This is presented in
Appendix 6.5: PQDM and Report; and Appendix 6.6: Palaeolithic
Archaeological Assessment and Research Framework (Application
Document 6.3), both of which use the information derived from the ground
investigation works.

6.3.38 Methodologies for the archaeological walkover and setting survey are contained
in Appendix 6.1: Cultural Heritage Desk-Based Assessment; the geophysical
survey in Appendix 6.7: Geophysical Survey Reports; the trial trenching in
Appendix 6.11: Scheme-wide Written Scheme of Investigation for Trial
Trenching south of the River Thames and Appendix 6.12: Scheme-wide Written
Scheme of Investigation for Trial Trenching north of the River Thames; and the
geoarchaeological assessment is in Appendix 6.5: Palaeolithic and Quaternary
Deposit Model and Report (all Application Document 6.3).

6.3.39 The scope of field surveys for assessment has been discussed with and agreed
by heritage stakeholders (Historic England, KCC, EPS, GLAAS). The scope of
geophysical survey, trial trenching and geoarchaeological investigation has
been subject to detailed and repeated discussions as new information has
become available and the Project design has evolved. All of these
investigations were located within the Order Limits at the time that the WSIs
were produced. However, some early investigations were carried out on land
that is now located outside the Order Limits due to boundary changes. For the
archaeological trial trenching, WSIs have been prepared for all land parcels
within the Order Limits and were produced to explain the scope and
methodology of the trial trenching and to obtain approval from the
archaeological advisors to the local planning authorities (Application
Document 6.3, Appendices 6.11 and 6.12). The WSiIs for trial trenching and
geophysical survey have been approved by the relevant heritage stakeholders.

6.3.40 Archaeological walkover, setting survey, geophysical survey and trial trenching
are all best practice in determining baseline and asset value. They are
recommended and required by the NPSNN, DMRB and other heritage
assessment guidance.

6.3.41 The need for geoarchaeological and palaeoenvironmental investigation was
identified from the completion of a deposit model (Appendix 6.5, Application
Document 6.3). The deposit model was created by specialist sub-consultants
from historical ground investigation data and newly available soil profiles
recorded from the Project’s geotechnical ground investigations and trial
trenching. The modelling, and a wider detailed desk-based data review,
produced a baseline for geoarchaeological and Palaeolithic potential which has
informed the assessment in this chapter (Appendices 6.5 and 6.6, Application
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Document 6.3). Areas particularly at risk of impact from the Project include
deeply stratified deposits during deep excavation, particularly at the tunnel
portals and other areas of deep excavation. These deposits could contain
evidence of Palaeolithic activity, which if present is rare and of high to very
high value.

Modelling

6.3.42 A PQDM was developed (Appendix 6.5, Application Document 6.3). The PQDM
is a staged process:

a. The current version is based on historical ground investigation data and
newly available information recorded from the Project’s geotechnical ground
investigations and trial trenching (existing British Geological Survey data,
results from completed Phase 1, 2 and 3geotechnical investigations for the
Project in 2018/2019/2020/2021, and results from trial trenching completed
in 2019/2020/2021).

b. The deposit model provides an overview of varying Quaternary deposit
character and Palaeolithic archaeological potential across the area of the
Project. This was produced to support the cultural heritage assessment in
this chapter. The model also presents an outline of suitable approaches to
field investigation to inform a robust mitigation strategy. This forms part of
the geoarchaeological PQDM report submitted with this ES (Appendix 6.5,
Application Document 6.3) and informed the Draft Archaeological Mitigation
Strategy and Outline Written Scheme of Investigation (Appendix 6.9,
Application Document 6.3).

c. A walkover survey has been carried out during March 2020 and was
reported in the Standalone Palaeolithic assessment (Appendix 6.6,
Application Document 6.3).

Future baseline (‘Without Scheme’ scenario)

6.3.43 The future baseline has been determined through a consideration of other
developments that are consented, submitted applications, and development
identified in relevant Development Plans (following the methodology in
Chapter 16: Cumulative Effects Assessment) within the cultural heritage
1km study area and assumes the Project is not built. In areas with no other
relevant proposed development, the current land and property use has been
assumed to continue. Predicted climate change and potential for unusual
weather events are also considered. This scenario is then assessed in relation
to the current cultural heritage baseline to predict the future baseline at the
Project opening year of 2030.

Method of assessment — construction

6.3.44 Construction activities have the potential to cause adverse permanent physical
impacts to heritage assets, including buried archaeology, built heritage and
historic landscape features. This could be through direct physical destruction,
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truncation (removal of part), or through associated impacts including ground
movement, vibration or changes such as dewatering.

6.3.45 Construction activities also have potential to cause both temporary and
permanent impacts to heritage assets through changes to their setting, that
affect their value. This could arise through visual intrusion, construction access
routes passing through a Conservation Area and therefore introducing
construction traffic, changes in noise levels or by altering the functional
relationship between heritage assets.

6.3.46 Potential construction impacts were identified by comparing the current
condition and nature of heritage assets, the do minimum (without scheme)
scenario, to the condition and nature predicted should construction of the
Project occur, the do something (with scheme) scenario, and the degree of
change is reflected in the assessment. The nature of the change is based on
design information and other assessments undertaken by the Project, including
the noise and vibration, landscape and visual impact, hydrogeological and
ground movement assessments.

6.3.47 An individual heritage asset can experience multiple impacts arising from
different aspects of construction activity. For example, an archaeological asset
could be partially removed by physical construction activity and its setting could
change to a degree that affects its value. The assessment considered the
potential combined effect on heritage assets from all aspects of the Project
construction activity.

Method of assessment — operation

6.3.48 The method of assessment for the operational phase is the same as that for the
construction phase assessment.

6.3.49 The operational phase of the Project has the potential to cause impacts to
heritage assets through permanent changes to their setting that affect their
value. These could arise through visual intrusion, traffic passing close to
Conservation Areas on the A122 Lower Thames Crossing, changes in noise
levels or by altering the functional and historic relationships between heritage
assets. In addition, the introduction of associated highways infrastructure,
including lighting and signage, may cause changes to setting. The nature of the
change to setting, and consequently the change to an asset’s value, may alter
between construction and operation due to the difference in the nature of
activities occurring during each phase. The magnitude of this impact may
decrease or increase depending on the specific situation and the manner in
which an asset derives value from its setting.

6.3.50 Physical impacts have not been considered in the operational phase
assessment, as they would have occurred during the construction phase and
cannot be repeated as the heritage asset would have already been partially or
completely removed. The exception to this is historic landscapes which would
suffer a permanent physical impact from construction and potentially a further
permanent impact as a result of the replacement of part of the historic
landscape with the Project’s landscaping. In order to provide a holistic
assessment, impacts on the historic landscape from construction and operation
have been considered cumulatively within the operational phase assessment.
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Determining significance of effects

6.3.51 As described in Chapter 4: EIA Methodology, the significance of environmental
effects was determined by taking into account the value (sensitivity) of the
receptor and the magnitude of the impact.

6.3.52 The following paragraphs set out the value) and impact magnitude criteria used
in this assessment, based on DMRB LA 104 (Highways England, 2020b).
Significance of effect was then determined using the matrix approach shown
in Table 4.3 of Chapter 4: EIA Methodology.

6.3.53 Effects can be beneficial, adverse or neutral, and permanent or temporary.
The assessment used professional judgement, aligned with the requirements of
the NPSNN, to identify the significance of effect on heritage assets through
assessment of the magnitude of impact in conjunction with the value of the
asset. This was determined based on the degree to which the impact would
affect the value (significance in the NPSNN/NPS-ENL1) of heritage assets.

6.3.54 The assessment of significance undertaken in this chapter is used as the
basis for identifying effects which are considered significant in the context of the
EIA Regulations.

Defining importance/value of resources and/or receptors

6.3.55 The importance of heritage assets is based on their heritage significance
(referred to as ‘value’ in this assessment to avoid confusion with ‘significance of
effect’) and is determined in line with guidance provided by Historic England in
Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable
Management of the Historic Environment (Historic England, 2008) and GPA 3
(Historic England, 2017b), which also considers the contribution that an asset’s
setting can make to its value. This methodology is described below and in
Appendix 6.1: DBA (Application Document 6.3). The heritage assets
included in the assessment have been identified as described in paragraphs
6.3.34 t0 6.3.42.

6.3.56 The value of a heritage asset derives from the asset’s physical presence, the
knowledge derived from the asset and the potential for the asset to provide
new knowledge to contribute to the understanding of the past (such as records
of various archaeological deposits drawn together to demonstrate the former
presence of an Iron Age village). Heritage assets also encompass key
characteristics, features, or elements such as the setting of buildings
within Conservation Areas or buried remains or earthworks within an
archaeological site.

6.3.57 The value of the identified cultural heritage assets was determined using the
criteria presented in Table 6.3, derived from DMRB LA 104 and LA 106.
For non-designated heritage assets (buildings, archaeology and historic
landscapes), value has been assigned using a combination of Conservation
Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the
Historic Environment (Historic England, 2008); GPA 3 (Historic England, 2017b)
and professional judgement. The terminology provided by Conservation
Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the
Historic Environment (Historic England, 2008) is used to describe the
characteristics of a heritage asset’s value. This information is then used to
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inform the assignment of one of the values derived from DMRB LA 104 and
LA 106 to the heritage asset, which provide a scale of values from negligible to
very high. Both stages are essential to appropriately describe the value of

heritage assets for the purposes of EIA.

Table 6.3 Assessment criteria for the value of heritage assets

Value of Typical description Typical example of cultural heritage
heritage resource
asset
Very high Very high importance and rarity, World Heritage Sites
international scale and very limited | Assets identified as being of very high
potential for substitution value through stakeholder consultation
High High importance and rarity, Scheduled monuments
national scale, and limited potential | \post Listed buildings
for substitution Some Conservation Areas (those of
national value with the highest special
architectural and historical value)
Grade | and Grade II* Registered Parks
and Gardens
Protected wrecks
Nationally important non-designated
heritage assets
Medium Medium importance and rarity, Some Conservation Areas (those with a
regional scale, limited potential for | special architectural and historic value
substitution which is of less than national value which
contain a small number of Listed
Buildings or have been subject to decay
or sustained neglect)
Regionally important heritage assets
Some Listed buildings whose value has
been eroded e.g. through the re-location
of the asset or have been subject loss of
key architectural or historic elements or
subject to decay or sustained neglect
Grade Il Registered Parks and Gardens
Low Low importance and rarity, local Locally listed buildings
scale Locally important heritage assets
Negligible Very low importance and rarity, Heritage assets with very little or no
local scale surviving archaeological or historic
interest
Detailed description of the value of heritage assets
6.3.58 Paragraph 5.122 of the NPSNN and paragraph 5.8.2 of the NPS EN-1 states
that heritage assets ‘hold value to this and future generations because of their
historic, archaeological, architectural or artistic interest’. These interests can be
used in conjunction with the values set out in Historic England’s Conservation
Principles in order to describe the elements that comprise or contribute to an
asset’s overall value, including its setting.
6.3.59 Historic England’s ‘GPA 2’ provides advice on the description of value. GPA 2

advises understanding the nature and extent of the value of a heritage asset by
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considering the four types of heritage value an asset may hold. As identified in
the conservation principles, these values are:

a. evidential (which in the NSPNN equates to archaeological interest)

b. historical (which in the terms of the NPSNN can equate to historic or
architectural interest)

c. aesthetic (which in the terms of the NPSNN can equate to architectural or
artistic interest)

d. communal

6.3.60 Historic England’s Conservation Principles expand further on the heritage
values, summarised in paragraphs 6.3.65-6.3.68 below.

6.3.61 Evidential value is the potential of a place to yield evidence about past human
activity. This includes the physical remains of past human activity, such as
archaeological remains or the fabric of historic buildings. Geology, landforms,
species and habitats associated with human activity have the potential to hold
evidential value.

6.3.62 Historical value derives from the ways in which past people, events and aspects
of life can be connected through a place to the present. Historical value tends to
be either ‘illustrative’ or ‘associative’. A building with illustrative value may be
one of many such similar examples and therefore may provide little unique
evidence about the past, however, it may clearly illustrate the intentions of its
creators. lllustrative value has the ability to aid interpretation of the past through
making connections with and providing insights into past communities and their
activities. Illustrative value tends to be greater where the asset incorporates the
first, or only surviving example of an innovation of consequence. Associative
value can derive from a notable family, person, event or movement, or the
development of other aspects of cultural heritage such as literature, art, music
or film.

6.3.63 Aesthetic value. This is derived from the ways in which people draw sensory
and intellectual stimulation from a place. Aesthetic values can be the result of
deliberate design or can derive from the fortuitous manner in which a place has
evolved and been used over time. Some places can combine both of these
aspects, such as an attractive natural landscape which has been enhanced by
deliberate human intervention.

6.3.64 Communal value. The meanings of a place for the people who relate to it, or for
whom it figures in their collective experience or memory. This can derive from
commemorative or symbolic values that reflect the meanings of a place for
those who draw identity from or have emotional links to it, for example a war
memorial. However, communal value may derive from more informal social
value, such as the perception of a place as a source of identity, distinctiveness
or social interaction. Spiritual value can also form an aspect of communal value.

6.3.65 This assessment will use varying combinations of the above terminology
regarding interest and value, in order to most accurately describe the value of
a heritage asset.
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Assessing setting

6.3.66 The contribution of the setting to the value of an individual heritage asset has

been assessed within this report in accordance with the guidance set out in
GPA 3. In determining the contribution of setting to value, GPA 3 advocates the
clear articulation of ‘what matters and why’. The initial stage is to identify which
heritage assets and settings are affected. Following this, an assessment is
carried out of whether, how, and to what degree settings make a contribution to
the value of the heritage assets or allow value to be appreciated, which can
then be clearly articulated.

6.3.67 The guidance includes a (non-exhaustive) checklist of elements of the physical
surroundings of an asset that might be considered when undertaking the
assessment including, among other things: topography, other heritage assets,
green space, functional relationships, and degree of change over time. GPA 3
also sets out factors associated with the experience of the asset which might be
considered during an assessment, including views, intentional intervisibility,
tranquillity, sense of enclosure, accessibility, rarity and land use.

Defining impact magnitude

6.3.68 The magnitude of impacts on cultural heritage assets was determined based on
the criteria outlined in Table 4.2 of Chapter 4: EIA Methodology (Application
Document 6.1).

6.3.69 The loss of a heritage asset or a severe loss of value, through severe damage
to key characteristics, features or elements, constitutes a major adverse
magnitude of impact. The partial loss of a heritage asset and/or the partial loss
of or damage to key characteristics, features or elements can constitute a
moderate adverse magnitude of impact, depending on the scale of the loss.

6.3.70 While NPSNN paragraph 5.139 states that the ability to make a record of
heritage assets should ‘not be a factor in deciding whether consent should be
given’ para 5.140 goes on to state that the Secretary of State should ‘require
the applicant to record and advance understanding’ of any heritage asset
before it is lost. Where a designated asset or a non-designated asset of
archaeological interest that is demonstrably of equivalence to a scheduled
monument experiences substantial harm, a full and proper record should be
made through archaeological excavation or historic buildings recording, but the
substantial harm the heritage asset experiences cannot be reduced through
that recording.

6.3.71 Where a designated asset or a hon-designated asset of archaeological interest
that is demonstrably of equivalence to a scheduled monument experiences less
than substantial harm the magnitude of impact has potential to be reduced
through mitigation to record the heritage asset to unlock its evidential value and
advance the understanding of the past.

6.3.72 For all heritage assets, including designated assets where less than substantial
harm is predicted, the magnitude of impact has potential to be reduced through
mitigation to record the heritage asset to unlock its evidential value and
advance the understanding of the past.
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6.3.73

6.3.74

6.3.75

6.3.76

6.3.77

6.3.78

As the assessment presented in this Environmental Statement is residual and
presents the assessment of impacts following mitigation, any potential reduction
is accounted for in the magnitude of impact.

Defining significance of effect

The significance of effect is determined in accordance with Table 4.3 of
Chapter 4: EIA Methodology. An effect of moderate adverse significance or
higher is considered to constitute a significant effect (Table 4.4 of Chapter 4:
EIA Methodology). The assessment in Section 6.6 of this chapter identifies
whether an effect is significant in EIA terms.

Appendix 6.1: DBA (Application Document 6.3) identifies those assets for which
no potential is identified for physical impacts as a result of the Project. It also
identifies and describes the settings of heritage assets and identifies those that
have no potential to be affected by the Project, or whose settings make no
contribution to their value. Where no potential for impact is identified, these are
recorded in the DBA but not described in this chapter.

Accordance with the National Policy Statement for National Networks

To identify any designated heritage assets, or non-designated heritage assets
that are demonstrably of equivalent significance to scheduled monuments that
would experience ‘substantial harm’ in NPSNN terms, the following approach
has been implemented to convert the impact assessment terminology of DMRB
LA 104 (Highways England, 2020Db) to correlate with the NPSNN. In NPSNN
terms, substantial harm or total loss of significance to a designated heritage
asset, or asset of equivalent value, is considered to constitute the total loss of
value of the heritage asset. Therefore, in the terms used in DMRB LA 104

this would be described as a major adverse impact and large or very large
adverse significance of effect. Substantial harm or total loss of value can

occur due to a physical impact to a heritage asset or due to changes to the
setting of a heritage asset that cause a severe enough reduction in its value.
The assessment in Section 6.6 of this chapter identifies whether an effect is
significant in EIA terms and whether it constitutes substantial harm or less than
substantial harm to a designated, or equivalent value, heritage asset.

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) (Ministry of Housing, Communities
and Local Government, 2021b) sets out three types of non-designated asset of
archaeological interest that could fall under this category i.e:

a. those that have yet to be formally assessed for designation;

b. those that have been assessed as being nationally important and therefore,
capable of designation, but which the Secretary of State for Digital, Culture,
Media and Sport has exercised his/her discretion not to designate; and

c. those that are incapable of being designated by virtue of being outside the
scope of the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979
because of their physical nature.

Notwithstanding that some non—designated heritage assets of archaeological
interest have been assessed as High value, using the criteria set out in
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paragraph 041 of the NPPG, no non—designated heritage assets of
archaeological interest have been determined to be of equivalent significance to
a scheduled monument.

Assumptions and limitations

6.3.79 General assumptions used throughout the ES, and limitations affecting the
assessments are set out in Chapter 4: EIA Methodology. Relevant assumptions
and any other limitations encountered during the Cultural Heritage assessment
are as described below. Acknowledging the assumptions and limitations
identified below and in Chapter 4: EIA Methodology, the ES is considered
robust and in line with relevant legislation, policy and guidance.

Assumptions

6.3.80 Based on archaeological investigations, it is assumed that unknown
archaeological remains are located within the Order Limits. The information
obtained to date from desk-based assessment and field investigations provides
sufficient detail to characterise the likely nature and extent of any unknown
remains. If currently unrecorded archaeological remains are discovered during
construction of the Project, appropriate and proportionate mitigation measures
would be carried out in accordance with the Draft AMS-Outline Written Scheme
of Investigation (Draft AMS-OWSI) (Appendix 6.9 Application Document 6.3).
This is likely to take the form of archaeological excavation and recording.

6.3.81 Appendices 6.1 to 6.6 (Application Document 6.3) contain detailed desk-based
information, produced between February 2019 and September 2020, and used
to develop the baseline assessed in this chapter. Given the lack of development
or other change within the study areas of the Project since September 2020,
this information is still considered to be accurate and therefore provides robust
baseline information on which the assessment in this chapter is based.

6.3.82 The construction modelling undertaken using the Project's transport model
provides an extensive quantitative assessment of the forecast impact of
construction works on the road network, using the same traffic baseline and
forecasting work that informs the operational modelling. The 1km cultural
heritage study area includes the construction and operational noise study
areas. The ARN and Cultural Heritage will be addressed by a Defensive Brief.

6.3.83 The DCO application has been developed on the basis of a 2030 opening year.
This assumes consent is granted in 2024. Following the DCO Grant there would
be preparatory works, referred to in the draft DCO as preliminary works taking
place in 2024. The main construction period for the Lower Thames Crossing
would start in early 2025, with the road being open for traffic in late 2030.
Construction may take approximately six years, but as with all large projects
there is a level of uncertainty over the construction programme, which will be
refined once contractors are appointed and as the detailed design is developed.
The 2030 opening year has been selected as the basis for the assessments
and is representative of the reasonable worst-case scenario. This has been
used consistently across the environmental assessments, transport
assessments and the economic appraisal of the Project.

6.3.84 For the purposes of the Cultural Heritage assessment, it is assumed that
standard construction methods will be employed for creation of main works
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areas, access routes and compounds, utility logistics hubs, working areas

and access routes, unless this is otherwise stated in the assessment.

Standard construction methods are assumed to cause removal of all
near-surface archaeology within the footprint of the works, but no impacts to
deeply buried remains. In areas where the only works are those required for
ecological or landscape mitigation it is assumed that creation of ponds or areas
of tree planting would cause disturbance of all near-surface archaeology.

Limitations

6.3.85 This assessment was compiled using heritage data obtained from third-party
sources and the prediction of effects in this chapter is based on the
accuracy of the data. However, this information was supplemented with an
archaeological walkover, archaeological investigations, archive research and a
Project-commissioned study of LIDAR and aerial photography and therefore is
considered to present a robust basis for assessment.

6.3.86 The aerial mapping study (Appendix 6.2, Application Document 6.3) was carried
out by Essex Place Services. It reviewed available LIDAR and aerial
photography coverage of the Order Limits north of the River Thames.

A geophysical survey of part of the Order Limits was undertaken in Essex,
although the results were largely inconclusive due to the magnetic properties of
the local geology.

6.3.87 To the south of the River Thames, with the agreement of archaeological
stakeholders, a different approach was undertaken to produce optimal
results taking into account the local archaeological and geological context.
Large-scale geophysical survey of the Order Limits was undertaken. This was
supplemented with review of the partial available LIDAR data, Historic
England’s National Mapping Programme (NMP) data and aerial photographs
accessed at the Britain from Above website (https://britainfromabove.org.uk/).

6.3.88 The archaeological record can contain evidence of varying reliability.
Antiquarian excavations (excavations carried out prior to the establishment of
modern scientific methods) were conducted to standards that differ from
modern investigations. The results of these investigations can no longer be
verified where the remains no longer exist.

6.3.89 The archaeological walkover was carried out within the Order Limits and 50m
survey area beyond this, as detailed in paragraph 6.4.72, where access was
granted by landowners. Permission to carry out the walkover was sought for the
whole of the Order Limits and access was taken for all areas where this was
granted, and land was suitable for survey. This covered approximately 95% of
the Order Limits and the results are detailed within Appendix 6.1: DBA
(Application Document 6.3).

6.3.90 Geophysical survey did not take place across the whole of the area within
the Order Limits. Essex County Council requested an aerial mapping study
rather than geophysical survey, except in areas of deeper deposits such as the
Mar Dyke. South of the River Thames, a targeted geophysical survey took
place within the Order Limits as agreed with Kent County Council (Application
Document 6.3, Appendix 6.7). The areas agreed for survey with appropriate
heritage stakeholders have been completed. A sufficiently large proportion of
the Order Limits was surveyed or assessed by other methods such as aerial
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photograph analysis, that it is unlikely that unknown significant remains would
be identified in the remaining area.

Nitrogen deposition compensation sites

6.3.91 The DCO application documents identify the locations of habitat creation sites
proposed as compensation for the effects of nitrogen deposition. The design
and management regimes for these locations will be developed as part of the
detailed design, in accordance with the control plan documents including the
Outline Landscape and Ecology Management Plan (OLEMP) (Application
Document 6.7), Design Principles (Application Document 7.5) and the
Environmental Masterplan (ES Figure 2.4: Application Document 6.2).

6.3.92 The environmental assessment of these habitat creation areas has reflected a
reasonable worst case, for both construction and operation phases. This is
described in Chapter 2: Project Description (Application Document 6.1).
The assumptions detailed in paragraphs 6.3.83-6.3.84 have been made in the
assessment of cultural heritage effects associated with the nitrogen
compensation sites.

a. South of the River:

i.  Henhurst Hill site
ii. Fenn Wood site

iii. Court Wood site

iv. Blue Bell Hill site
v. Burnham site

b. North of the River:

i. Hole Farm East site
ii. Hoford Road site

iii. Buckingham Hill site

6.4 Baseline conditions

Existing baseline

6.4.1 The baseline conditions for the cultural heritage study area are described from
the south to north of the Order Limits. For the areas south of the River Thames
and north of the River Thames the designated heritage assets are discussed
first, followed by non-designated heritage assets. For the area within the River
Thames only non-designated assets are discussed, as no designated assets
are located within this section of the Project.

6.4.2 Full descriptions of all heritage assets are either provided in Appendices 6.1
to 6.4 and 6.6 to 6.8 (Application Document 6.3) or within this chapter.
The detailed descriptions of heritage assets identified from desk-based sources
and assessment of their value, including the contribution made by their settings,
is contained in the DBA (Application Document 6.3, Appendix 6.1) and this
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chapter. The descriptions of heritage assets identified through trial trenching
and assessment of their value are included in full in this chapter.

6.4.3 Where a listed building or scheduled monument is identified by the exact name
used in the National Heritage List, including the original use of upper-case
letters and punctuation, it is identified by italics.

6.4.4 The locations of heritage assets are presented on Figures 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.8
and 6.9 (Application Document 6.2). Assets are identified as scheduled
monuments (SM), listed buildings (LB), Registered Parks and Gardens (RPG),
Conservation Areas (CA) and non-designated heritage assets
(numerical reference only) to aid identification on the figures and within the
chapter text.

6.4.5 A summary of the general location and value of heritage assets included in the
assessment is presented in Table 6.4 below:

Table 6.4 Summary of cultural heritage assets
Heritage value South of the River River Thames North of the River
assets Thames Thames
Very high | n/a n/a 2 (SM)
. 12 (SM) _ 12 (SM)
High 12 -d ted
& 4 (non-designated) (non-designated) 11 (non-designated)
: . 123 (non- . 145 (non-
Archaeological | Medium . 8 (non-designated) :
remains designated) designated)
377 (non- e 359 (non-
Low designated) 52 (non-designated) designated)
- 789 (non- . 183 (non-
Negligible designated) 87 (non-designated) designated)
1 (RPG) 2 (RPG)
High 3 (CA) n/a 6 (CA)
105 (LB) 177 (LB)
, _ 2 (CA) 2 (CA)
Built heritage Medium 1(LB) n/a 7 (non-designated)
22 (non-designated)
Low 86 (non-designated) | n/a 35 (non-designated)
Negligible | 1 (non-designated) | n/a 2 (non-designated)
landscapes Low 3 n/a 3
6.4.6 In addition to the above, 29 heritage assets referred to as Palaeolithic-

Quaternary Zones (PQ-Zones) are included within the assessment. Due to their
extensive nature, they cannot be separated into the geographical zones
outlined in the table above. Within this assessment there is one high-value

PQ Zone, 16 of medium value and 12 of low value.
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South of the River Thames

Archaeological remains — South of the River Thames
Summary

6.4.7 In the 1km study area south of the River Thames (including the landscape study
area and specifically included assets beyond 1km) there are 9 scheduled
monuments which are all of high value (SM8, SM10, SM20, SM21, SM22,
SM23, SM24, SM26, SM27). No scheduled monuments are located within the
Order Limits. Three further high-value scheduled monuments located outside
the 1km study area, landscape study area and the Order Limits have been
included within this assessment (SM15, SM16, SM17)

6.4.8 To the south of the River Thames there are four high value non-designated
archaeological sites within the Order Limits and no high value non-designated
archaeological site outside the Order Limits and within the 1km study area.

6.4.9 To the south of the River Thames there are 59 medium value non-designated
archaeological sites within the Order Limits and 64 medium value
non-designated archaeological sites outside the Order Limits and within the
1km study area.

6.4.10 To the south of the River Thames there are 90 low value non-designated
archaeological sites within the Order Limits and 287 low value non-designated
archaeological sites outside the Order Limits and within the 1km study area.

6.4.11 To the south of the River Thames there are 312 negligible value non-designated
archaeological sites within the Order Limits and 477 negligible value
non-designated archaeological sites outside the Order Limits and within the
1km study area.

6.4.12 Gravesend Blockhouse (SM16) and New Tavern Fort (SM17), including
Milton Chantry (LB21), are located in Gravesend on the opposite bank of the
river to Tilbury Fort (SM13). The scheduled monuments in Gravesend are
located outside the 1km study area to the west of the Order Limits but have
been included in the assessment because of their visual and historic
relationships with Tilbury Fort.

6.4.13 Cliffe Fort (SM15) and the medium value non-designated Shornemead
Fort(1878) are also associated with the defence of the river approach to London
Cliffe and Shornemead Forts are located on the south bank of the river,
opposite Coalhouse Fort (SM14) and to the east of Order Limits. Coalhouse
Fort is within the 1km study area (and partially within the Order Limits) but the
other two are not. Their inclusion in the assessment is due to their clear
historic relationship with Coalhouse Fort and their mutual intervisibility with it.
These assets are of high value (apart from Shornemead Fort which is medium
value) due to the evidential and historical value of their built fabric and
below-ground remains, and their setting and group value. Shornemead Fort is
considered to be of lower value due to its poorer state of preservation.

6.4.14 It is also noted that Cliffe Fort (SM15) is on Historic England’s (2020a) Heritage
at Risk Register due to its poor condition. The interior of Cliffe Fort (SM15) is
flooded and vulnerable to decay, vandalism, and erosion. Its setting and
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6.4.15

6.4.16

6.4.17

6.4.18

group value with the sites described above also make an important contribution
to its value.

The value of the forts is principally derived from their group association with
each other. Key associations include the pattern of crossfire between

New Tavern Fort, Gravesend Blockhouse and Tilbury Fort, which were of
strategic importance at the mouth of the Thames Estuary on the river

approach to London. Similarly, Cliffe Fort is a contemporary fortification with
Coalhouse Fort (SM14) and Shornemead Fort (1878) and crossed fire with both
to form a first line of defence on the river approach to London. These assets
hold an illustrative historical and functional association with each other and the
other forts within 1km study area. Their values (including the contribution made
by their setting) are discussed in greater detail in Appendix 6.1: DBA and
Appendix 6.4: Coastal Fortifications Statement of Significance (Application
Document 6.3).

Springhead Roman Site (SM22) is located 160m west of the Order Limits and
the Roman enclosure SE of Vagniacae (SM21) is located 200m south of the
Order Limits. The former is a Roman town and multi-period ritual landscape
surrounding the springhead of the River Ebbsfleet; the latter is a Roman
cemetery located south-east of the former town. These assets are of high value
primarily due to the evidential and historical value of their below-ground
archaeological remains. The setting of both assets is influenced by their spatial
relationship to each other, and their historical association to Watling Street
Roman Road (1680) and the association of SM22 with the Ebbsfleet Springhead.
The presence of Iron Age and Roman activity known along the A2 contributes
to the understanding of SM22 within the local landscape, with these settlements
likely forming the hinterlands for the religious centre. Therefore, the setting of
both SM21 and SM22 includes the Order Limits in a non-visual manner due to
their historical associations with Watling Street (the former route of the

Roman Road now known as Watling Street, medium value non-designated
archaeological asset 1680) and the presence of Iron Age and Roman sites in
the vicinity.

A scheduled World War Il Heavy Anti-aircraft gunsite (TS15), 250m east of
Cobhambury Farm (SM24) is located 260m south-east of the Order Limits.
The scheduled monument is known as Thames South 15 (TS15) and formed
part of a chain of anti-aircraft batteries positioned to defend military and
industrial targets in the Thames and Medway gun-defended areas. The setting
of the anti-aircraft battery (SM24) is influenced by its location to the south of
Lodge Lane and its location within agricultural land to the east of Cobham
village. Its primary views are to the south-east, where the guns pointed across
the Kent North Downs; however, this view has been altered through the
presence of woodland located on and around the scheduled area in the present
day. The asset also has non-visual historic functional associations with other
anti-aircraft batteries within the wider area. Although no further designated
anti-aircraft batteries are located within the 1km study area south of the River
Thames, there are several non-designated anti-aircraft battery sites within the
1km study area (748, 1429, 1431, 1432, 2475, 1454, 1617).

The scheduled bowl barrow in Ashenbank Wood south of Cobham Park (SM8)
is located 185m to the south of the Order Limits within the Grade II* registered
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6.4.19

Cobham Hall Registered Park and Garden (RPG1). The barrow mound is 22m
in diameter and stands 1.8m high. The diameter of the mound and encircling
ditch together is 26m. The asset derives its value primarily from the

evidential and historical value of the above-ground earthworks and
below-ground archaeological remains. It also derives some value from its
setting. Limited evidence of contemporary funerary activity is known in this area
apart from the location of a barrow (3382) located around 1.8km east of SM8.
The barrow and SM8 are located on the same area of undulating upland
although they overlook separate dry valleys, and it is unclear if they were once
associated. A Bronze Age funerary landscape is located within a dry valley
crossed by the A226, around 2km north of SM8. This area represents a
different topographical landscape compared to the location of SM8 and (3382)
on a ridge on the northern edge of the Kent Downs. They appear to be funerary
monuments in separate landscape areas and therefore probably reflect different
social groups. However, the topographical location of the bowl barrow at the
highest ridge within Ashenbank Wood overlooking a dry valley to the south-west
means that it would have originally been a highly visible feature within the
landscape, which makes a minor contribution to its illustrative historical value as
a prehistoric funerary monument. The potential former site of stone circle (2265)
in Cobham around 850m to the south-west also makes a minor contribution to
its illustrative historical value as a Neolithic/Bronze Age funerary monument.
Assets (2265) and SM8 are likely to have formerly been intervisible, although
the stone circle has been removed and the view is now screened by built form
on the edge of Cobham and woodland.

The high value scheduled monument Romano-British villa and 19"-century
reservoir in Cobham Park (SM10) is located 80m south of the Order Limits and
is located within RPG1. The villa lies around 275m south of Watling Street and
was in use from the mid-1st century AD to the 4™ century AD. Although included
within the same scheduled monument, the reservoir is unrelated to the villa

and relates to Humphry Repton’s 19"-century landscaping of ‘Cobham Hall’
Grade II* registered park and garden (RPG1). The reservoir is located 70m
south of the Roman villa and sits within the wider Roman archaeological site, as
identified through investigations, which partly accounts for the reservoir’s
inclusion in the same scheduled area. The reservoir was created to collect
spring water so that it could be transferred via culverts to the grounds and
kitchens of the Grade | listed Cobham Hall (LB122). As part of Repton’s
redesign of the parkland, the new reservoir was carefully designed to be hidden
from view. The scheduled monument derives its value from the evidential,
aesthetic and historical value of its below-ground archaeological remains

and above-ground earthworks. It also derives some value from its setting.

The reservoir formed part of a wider water management system, some of which
survives today, such as the ponds and Grade Il listed Engine house around
40m to the east (LB79). The wider parkland and the associated water
management system makes a minor contribution to the illustrative historical
value of the overall scheduled monument as a disguised parkland water
management feature. The setting of the villa is influenced by the close proximity
of the former Roman route of Watling Street and its location on the western side
of a low ridge of the Kent Downs. This geographical location makes a minor
contribution to the overall value of the scheduled monument through its
illustrative historical value as a high-status Roman settlement site.
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6.4.20

6.4.21

6.4.22

6.4.23

The Deserted medieval manorial settlement of Cossington (SM23) is a
scheduled monument and a high value asset. This asset is of high value largely
due to the evidential and historical value of its below-ground archaeological
remains. The surrounding rural landscape makes a minor contribution to its
illustrative historical value as a Medieval rural settlement site. It is located within
Cozendon Wood, approximately 1.3km to the south of the Order Limits.
Although the northernmost edge of the asset is located within the 1km

study area, the land within the Order Limits does not contribute to the value of
this asset.

Two high-value scheduled monuments are located within the 1km study area
and outside the landscape study area in the vicinity of the Blue Bell Hill

nitrogen deposition compensation site part of the Order Limits. Kit's Coty House
Long Barrow (SM27) and The White Horse Stone, Aylesford (SM26) are located
c. 635m south-west and c. 830m south of the Order Limits respectively.

These assets, along with the nearby scheduled monument Little Kit's Coty
House Megalithic Tomb (located outside the 1km study area and landscape
study area) are part of a larger group known as the ‘Medway Megaliths’. This is
a group of Neolithic funerary monuments situated around the valley of the River
Medway. SM26 is a megalithic standing stone 2.9m high and 1.6m wide, which
may represent the remnants of a chambered tomb. SM27 is a long barrow
including a burial mound, flanking ditches and a large and well-preserved burial
chamber. Both assets derive much of their value from the aesthetic, historical
and evidential value of their above-ground remains and from the evidential
value of their below-ground remains. Their setting also makes an important
contribution to their value, principally their group value with the other Medway
Megaliths and associated Neolithic sites. Their valley side location also
contributes to their aesthetic and historical value. While the land within the
Order Limits forms a small part of the wider valley (Burham) and land on the
plateau above the valley (Blue Bell Hill) there is no specific historic or visual
connection between the assets and the land within the Order Limits which
therefore does not make a tangible contribution to their value.

The below-ground remains of a Neolithic mortuary enclosure or long barrow
(1662) are recorded in the south-western part of the Order Limits, east of the
A2/A227 junction. The site was identified through aerial photographs and
subject to trial trench evaluation in 1995, which confirmed the nature and date
of the feature. This asset is located within the green verge between the
existing A2 and High Speed 1 rail line (HS1) approximately 75m to the south.
Located between two substantial pieces of modern infrastructure, it no longer
derives value from its setting. Asset (1662) derives significance from its
evidential and historical value; although it is not a scheduled monument, the
asset provides evidence of Neolithic funerary activity and has potential
palaeoenvironmental deposits within its ditches. Asset (1662) is assessed as
high value.

Middle Palaeolithic rolled struck flints were identified within colluvial deposits
(3767) in a north-east/south-west-aligned dry valley to the south of the A226
within the Order Limits. The Palaeolithic flints were identified in “gravelly”
deposits suggestive of being redeposited from higher ground. However, the
presence of the Middle Palaeolithic artefacts also indicates the presence of
deposits of this date somewhere in the Order Limits. Within this area, fine

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032 . .
Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/6.1 Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © 2023
DATE: September 2023 38 National Highways Limited — all rights reserved

Deadline: 4



Lower Thames Crossing — 6.1 Environmental Statement
Chapter 6 — Cultural Heritage Volume 6
(Clean version)

6.4.24

6.4.25

6.4.26

slopewash deposits containing Late Upper Palaeolithic fresh flint were recorded
below the deposits containing Middle Palaeolithic material. Further north along
the dry valley within the Order Limits, a Late Upper Palaeolithic horizon (3768)
containing Palaeolithic flint was identified, the date of which was confirmed by
analysis of a molluscan assemblage. Assets 3767 and 3768 hold evidential
value due to the information they hold on Palaeolithic activity within northern
Kent. As a result, (3767) and (3768) are of high value.

Two areas of buried soils were encountered to the north of Claylane Woods, in
trenches excavated in a dry valley. One area was overlain by chalky slope
deposits (3640) likely representing soils of Late Glacial/Upper Palaeolithic date.
The second area was recorded under a considerable depth of colluvium and
contained an early assemblage of flintwork indicating a potential horizon of
Mesolithic to Neolithic activity (3643). Both (3640) and (3643) hold evidential
and historical value for their potential to yield further evidence of Early
Prehistoric interaction with the landscape between the A2 and west of Thong
(CA10) and are therefore of medium value.

Trial trench evaluation west of Thong (Appendix 6.8, Trial Trenching of Land
Parcels 80 and 81, Application Document 6.3) identified three areas of Early
Prehistoric activity (3641, 3663, 3667). Trench 267 revealed a pit of Neolithic
date (3641) which contained over 30 flints and 15 sherds of pottery of possible
Plain Bowl of Early Neolithic date; a date range of 3640-3365 cal. BC at 95%
confidence was obtained on charred hazelnut shell from the fill. Asset 3663
comprised a concentration of early flintwork within a later pit in Trench 141 and
smaller assemblages in otherwise undated pits in Trench 142, suggesting a
former area of Neolithic or Mesolithic activity in the immediate vicinity. A pit in
Trench 144 revealed struck flint including a Neolithic platform bladelet core and
a flake, indicating an area of Neolithic activity (3667). Although all three pits
(3641, 3663 and 3667) appeared isolated, their presence in a wider context can
contribute to an understanding of potential seasonal and transitional usage of
the landscape by hunter gatherers in the Neolithic period. All three assets
(3641, 3663 and 3667) hold evidential and historical value to potentially yield
evidence of Early Prehistoric activity to the west of Thong Lane and are
therefore assessed as medium value.

A Mesolithic flint scatter site of medium value partially extends into the eastern
part of the Order Limits, on high ground within the Shorne Woods (3545).

This non-designated archaeological flint scatter site does not derive value from
its setting. The lower-lying areas of former floodplain to the north of the South
Portal within the Order Limits have potential to contain waterlogged organic
remains dating from the Mesolithic period onwards. Many of these floodplain
areas are also evidence of Post-Medieval land reclamation, comprising the
draining of the marshes and construction of sea defence walls. The gravel
terraces on either side of the river have very high potential to contain evidence
of human activity. Previous work in this area, such as construction of the HS1
rail line south of Gravesend, shows evidence of human activity from all periods.
This included find spots of Palaeolithic artefacts indicating that some of these
deposits will be of Palaeolithic date (approximately 800,000 — 11,000 years ago).
Asset (3545) derives significance from the evidential value of its surface-level
artefacts and below-ground archaeological remains and is therefore assessed
as medium value.
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6.4.27 To the north of this, in the area between Thong Lane and the A226 within the
Order Limits, several assets have been identified by cropmark evidence,
geophysical survey and trial trench evaluation, indicating various probable
prehistoric remains, such as ring ditches and barrows (1584, 1362, 1474, 1595,
1620, 1622, 1813), probable Bronze Age enclosures ( 1608), Iron Age
enclosures (774, 775, 1579, 1604, 2308), Bronze Age to Iron Age settlement
(3742), possible Bronze Age/lron Age/Roman enclosed settlement (1396),
known and probable Iron Age/Romano-British enclosures and occupation sites
(701, 1372, 1600, 1606, 1607, 2291 2298). Due to their evidential and historical
value, these assets are assessed as medium value.

6.4.28 Within the Order Limits to the north of the Cascades Leisure Centre, cropmark
evidence (4611) suggests the presence of a fragment of an enclosure with an
entrance. Most of the enclosure appears to have extended outside the Order
Limits to the west although this area has been developed which may have
destroyed this feature outside the Order Limits. Asset (4611) is likely to be of
Prehistoric or Roman date and is assessed as low value for its remaining
evidential value for Prehistoric/Roman-period occupation or agricultural activity.
In the field surrounding (4611) are a series of linear cropmarks on different
alignments (4612). The origins and function of these cropmarks is unclear —
they may be related to (4611) or they may represent later activity from multiple
periods. Asset (4612) is assessed as low value due to its evidential value.

6.4.29 The area between Thong Lane and the A226 within the Order Limits also
contains two groups of pits of uncertain date, recorded as cropmarks: (675);
and (1609). To the west of the pit groups are cropmarks of a field system of
probable Iron Age or Roman date (779), potentially forming a concentric system
around enclosure (1604). As these assets are of uncertain date, they are
assessed as low value.

6.4.30 Of the above assets, archaeological trial trenching conducted as part of the
scheme (Sources and methods for field evaluation are contained in
Appendices 6.7, 6.8, 6.11 and 6.12 (Application Document 6.3)) has
corroborated and or enhanced the understanding of some assets,
discussed below:

6.4.31 Trial trench evaluation south of Gravesend Road (Appendix 6.8, Trial Trenching
of Land Parcels 71, 72 and 75, Application Document 6.3) covered an area of
known archaeological assets, previously identified through the DBA
(Appendix 6.1, Application Document 6.3). The most extensive asset identified
was a series of rectilinear enclosures, (2291), which was confirmed to have
developed from the Early Roman and into the middle Roman period. It was
established on the site of previous Iron Age and Bronze Age activity and activity
may well have been continuous from the Late Iron Age Into the Roman period.
Recovered material, including building material, and previously mapped find
spots and the size of the boundary ditches are thought to illustrate an
enclosure of high status, potentially associated with the Roman villa in Chalk.
While numerous Roman roof tiles have been found, no masonry or brick
foundations have been located and it is therefore possible that a timber
structure was present, likely of Roman date although a sub-Roman date for a
structure utilising material from the Chalk villa should not be ruled out.
Briquetage vessels/fragments associated with saltworking have also been
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identified here from trial trench evaluation, suggesting a potential industrial use
or at least functional links with salterns on the former marshes to the north.

Part of a neonatal skeleton recovered from a ditch at the south-eastern part of
(2291), with no further artefactual evidence identified. Past archaeological
works have taken place for a gas pipeline which was excavated through asset
(2291) which recorded Roman-period inhumation burials. However, the LTC
trial trench evaluation did not record evidence of burials apart from the partial
neonatal remains. Trial trenching has established the evidential value of the site
of multi-period Prehistoric and Roman activity asset (2291) as medium value.

6.4.32 Chalk parish boundary (4619), mentioned above, is assessed as Medieval in
origin although parts of it could potentially be Prehistoric. Due to its likely long
time depth and its evidential value for Prehistoric, Roman and Medieval land
division/organisation it is assessed as medium value.

6.4.33 Two further enclosures (1607 and 1608) were excavated by trial trench
evaluation (Appendix 6.8: Trial Trenching of Land Parcels 71, 72 and 75
Application Document 6.3) to the west of the primary enclosure (2291).

Both enclosures were confirmed to be of Roman date and hold evidential value
for further evidence of Roman occupation within the landscape, and possible
relationships with the primary site of activity of 2291. No occupation activity was
identified by trial trenching within (1607) although animal bone and Roman
pottery was recovered from the enclosure ditch. Enclosure 1608 has been
reassessed as Iron Age to Roman date, superseding a previous interpretation
date of Bronze Age from the DBA (Appendix 6.1, Application Document 6.3).
The Iron age pottery from (1608) was residual material in the top fill of the
enclosure ditch, interpreted as coming from the remains of the bank.

However, this does show that Iron Age activity was taking place within the
vicinity of the Roman enclosure. Both (1607) and (1608) both remain assessed
as medium value for their evidential value on Iron Age and Roman settlement
and agricultural activity.

6.4.34 To the north of enclosure (1607) is a linear feature (788), which may represent
a boundary of Roman date. Asset (788) is assessed as low value for its
evidential value as a probable Roman (or Late Prehistoric) boundary.

6.4.35 Trackway (703) curves around the southern and western sides of multi-period
site (2291) although it does not appear to form part of an enclosure. Trial trench
evaluation revealed an Early Iron Age to Early Roman date for trackway (703).
Contemporary trackway (796) forms a junction with (703) to the south of the
area of multi-period activity (2291). Trial trenching of (796) revealed it to be the
buried remains of a holloway which was in use from at least the Early Iron Age
to the Early Roman period. Holloway (796) continues in a south-westerly
direction along the northern side of a dry valley, following the northern side of
the parish boundary (4619) and the line of barrows. It has not been possible to
trace the alignment through the Southern Valley Golf Course although
cropmarks of possible trackways (4608) or (4609) may represent potential
continuations of the holloway. Holloway (796) could also potentially be related
to trackway (677) in the Order Limits to the west of Thong. Assets (703) and
(796) derive significance from their evidential value for Prehistoric and Roman
period communications and travel. However, the evidential value of asset (703)
and (769) is limited at this stage and they are therefore assessed as low value.
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6.4.36

6.4.37

6.4.38

6.4.39

6.4.40

An undated rectilinear enclosure (1596) is located to the south of the A226 and
c. 400m south-east of (2291) and extends partially within the Order Limits. It is
recorded only as cropmarks showing the northern and western side of the
enclosure, which appears to be respected by trackway (703) which passes
immediately to the west on a southerly alignment. Asset (1596) is assessed

as medium value due to its evidential value as a probable Prehistoric or
Roman-period enclosure. On the eastern side of multi-period site (2291),
holloway (703) meets holloway (4610). Holloway (4610) is wider than (703) and
sections of it, particularly where it crosses a dry valley, appear to have been
repeatedly metalled with layers of flint. It also yielded artefacts of Early Iron Age
to Early Roman date, although it is possible that some of the pottery may have
been Late Bronze Age in origin. Asset (4610) derives significance from its
evidential value for Prehistoric and Roman period communications and travel.
However, at this stage, the evidential value is limited and therefore asset (4610)
IS assessed as low value.

To the east of (2291) is an area of dispersed features comprising pits and
ditches (4429). Apart from a ditch at the southern extent of the area in Trench
362 which contained sherds of Late Bronze Age or Early Iron Age pottery, the
asset group is undated. Asset (4429) is assessed as low value for its evidential
value for probable Prehistoric activity peripheral to the settlements in the
surrounding areas.

To the west of asset (2291) are a series of ditches and a pit which are likely to
be of Iron Age date (1423), based on pottery recovered from some of the
features. Some the east-west-aligned ditches may represent a trackway.

A larger undated ditch, 5.2m in width, may be a land boundary feature or a
holloway. One pit was recorded to the south of the large ditch, which contained
Late Iron Age pottery, charred wheat grains, animal bone and part of a saddle
quern. Asset (1423) has evidential value of Iron Age land division, agricultural
activity and communications. However, the evidential value is limited at this
stage and therefore asset (1423) is assessed as low value.

Trial Trench evaluation (Appendix 6.8, Trial Trenching of Land Parcels 80

and 81, Application Document 6.3) corroborated the presence previously
mapped cropmarks by Kent HER (1600), which were also picked up by
geophysical survey. Trenching confirmed a trackway of Roman date with a
series of ditches located to the north of the trackway. The ditches, representing
likely enclosures, originate from the Late Bronze Age to early Iron Age and
were recut in the Roman period. As a result of the dating evidence, which
included a range of deliberately placed cattle vertebrae including some worked
remains, have resulted in the reassessment of (1600) from being of unknown
period to a date of Iron Age to Roman. Asset (1600) holds evidential value for
its potential to yield evidence of further Iron Age to Roman activity, north of the
A2 and for it to demonstrate relationships between areas of activity such as
asset (3650) to the south. Asset (1600) remains assessed as medium value.

Trial trench evaluation (Appendix 6.8, Trial Trenching of Land Parcels 76

and 77, Application Document 6.3) was located over the cropmarks of an
enclosure (2298) which was also mapped through geophysical survey in the
area. Trenching provided an earlier date than previously thought, with pottery
dating from the early Iron Age to the middle Iron Age and the recut of the ditch
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6.4.41

6.4.42

6.4.43

6.4.44

on the west side suggested the enclosure had been in use for some time.

An assemblage of animal bone suggested the use of the enclosure for
settlement activity, with a potential field system identified surrounding it.
Enclosure (2298) is reassessed as an earlier Iron Age feature, with the feature
holding evidential value of Iron Age settlement north of the A2 and on higher
ground around the dry valley. Asset (2298) remains assessed as medium value.
Directly to the east of (2298), outside of the Order Limits, is medium value asset
(4412) which is of probable Iron Age or Roman date.

The possible site of a Roman building (4427) is located c. 250m south of
enclosure (2291). Geophysical survey recorded a spread of highly--response
magnetic material which was interpreted as potentially archaeological.
However, the area of geophysical anomalies could not be directly covered by
trial trenches due to the presence of overhead power lines. Immediately to the
west, Trench 388 recorded a north-west/south-east-aligned ditch which
contained Roman brick, roof tile and pottery. Immediately to the south of the
anomalies, further trial trenches recorded a Roman metalled trackway which
was perpendicular to the ditch in Trench 388. The geophysical anomalies
therefore probably represent a demolition/abandonment layer associated with a
Roman building which was the source of the brick and roof tile deposited in the
nearby ditch. Asset (4427) It has evidential and historical value for Roman
settlement in this area of chalk hills above the River Thames marshes and is
assessed as medium value.

To the north-east of (4427) geophysical survey recorded an anomaly of
possible archaeological origin, potentially representing the northern half of a
ring ditch 10m in diameter. It was not subject to trial trench evaluation.

This feature may represent a roundhouse, another archaeological feature or it
may well be natural in origin. It is assessed as low value for its evidential value
for archaeological activity in this area.

Trial trench evaluation recorded a Roman-period enclosure to the north of the
Shorne-Ifield Road, which was not detected by the geophysical survey (3751).
Roman Enclosure. A corner of the enclosure was recorded in Trench 155 and a
large pit was also recorded in Trench 156 to the east. The pit was at least 2m
deep and contained a quantity of early Roman pottery and a fragment of
Roman brick. It may have been a quarry or a well and also contained a sherd of
possible medieval pottery together with an iron knife of medieval or later date
within the upper fill. Due to its nature and evidential value, asset (3751) is
assessed as medium value.

Trial trench evaluation (Appendix 6.8, Trial Trenching of Land Parcels 71,
72 and 75, Application Document 6.3) was located over known areas
of cropmarks:

a. The cropmark enclosures of (2308) had previously been identified through
geophysical survey. Trial trenching illustrated the larger enclosure is of
Early Iron Age through to Roman date, later than the Bronze Age date
assigned in the DBA (Appendix 6.1, Application Document 6.3). The smaller
circular enclosure adjoining the southern part of the enclosure was also
covered by the evaluation, however the homogeneity of the fills of the
intercutting ditches could not date the smaller enclosure or establish a
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relationship although it is likely to be of Iron Age origin. A probable
midden was also recorded immediately to the east of the larger enclosure.
Asset (2308), for its evidential value of Iron Age and Roman domestic
occupation in this area, is assessed as medium value.

b. Further trenches were located over two ring ditches (1620) recorded as
cropmarks by Kent HER. Trenching identified a ring ditch and the terminus
of a curvilinear ditch, along with a further undated ditch terminus to the
south-east in trench 110. No dating evidence was recovered from any of
the features, and the trial trenches did not identify burials although none
were centrally located across the features. Asset (1620) could represent
an ‘open settlement’ dating to the Iron Age, although without firm
evidence, a Bronze Age barrow cemetery interpretation remains possible.
Trenching has illustrated 1620 has evidential value as either settlement or
funerary activity and it is assessed as medium value.

6.4.45 Trial trench evaluation (Appendix 6.8, Trial Trenching of Land Parcels 80
and 81, Application Document 6.3) identified several new archaeological sites
and corroborated several known archaeological assets to the west of Thong:

a. A non-designated rectilinear enclosure (1820) measuring approximately
37m by 34m is recorded south of Thong within the Order Limits.
The enclosure was identified by geophysics and appears to contain several
discrete internal features which may represent a series of pits. Although the
trial trenching planned to target the enclosure, these were unexcavated.
Despite a lack of relative dating evidence, the enclosure is tentatively dated
to the Roman period based on its proximity to nearby settlement activity and
similarity in size and form of other Roman enclosures in this area; however,
dating could change post-excavation. Asset 1820 has strong evidential
value for potential archaeological remains as well as historical value in
relation to settlement activity in this area to the north of the A2 and west of
Thong Lane. Asset (1820) is assessed as medium value.

b. The remains of a substantial ditch (1821) was mapped for over 160m and
represented a substantial land boundary. Trenching has reassessed the
feature to be of Bronze Age to Iron Age date, earlier than the previously
assigned Roman date. A concentration of earlier flintwork was recovered
from the ditch, suggesting a possible former area of Mesolithic/Neolithic
in the immediate vicinity. The ditch feature (1821) remains assessed as
low value.

c. An extensive site of multiperiod settlement activity (3650) spanning the
Bronze Age to Roman periods was identified through a combination of
geophysical survey and trial trench evaluation. The western part of this area
has been interpreted as a Bronze Age to Iron Age transition site; activity
included a series of postholes which due to limitations of trenching were not
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identifiable structures but indicative of likely settlement or possible
agricultural practice of the period. Other pits yielded a quantity of briquetage
from salt production, dated by radiocarbon to the 6% to 4" century BC

(Iron Age). Features containing Roman pottery were located on the
far-western edge of the site, to the south of a probable Late Iron
Age/Roman cremation cemetery, indicating Roman occupation within this
particular area. A flint-built wall of a likely former building was also identified
here but remains undated. The eastern part of (3650) suggests a later
phase of occupation (Late Iron Age to Roman) represented by a large
‘B-shaped’ rectilinear enclosure with internal divisions which had been
previously identified by geophysical survey. A cremation burial was located
inside a pit within the enclosure, along with two brooches dated AD20-80.
Pottery confirmed continuous activity within the enclosure through the

15t and 2" centuries. A Late Iron Age\Roman trackway/Holloway (4596)
along the northern edge of the enclosure likely had a relationship with this
phase of settlement activity and appeared to arc towards the enclosure.
Further Roman activity within the eastern part of (3650) identified quarry
pits and an enclosure ditch containing significant quantities of Roman
building material, suggesting a former building with hypocaust once existed
within the vicinity. A further cremation burial of Late Iron Age-Early Roman
date was recorded in the north-eastern part of 3650 and included iron nails.
The significance of 3650 is informed by the density of past human
settlement activity of evidential and historical value; this along with the
importance of the site’s potential to yield further evidence of Bronze Age to
Iron Age transition including early industrial activity, and of Iron Age to
Roman transition inform the rationale for which asset 3650 is assessed as
high value.

d. An extensive Bronze Age/lron Age trackway (677) to the west of Thong and
within the Order Limits was identified which corroborated previously known
cropmarks and geophysics. The double-ditched trackway extended NNW to
SSE for approximately 400m before turning east to form a right-angle and
continued eastwards along the southern extent of the enclosure complex
identified within asset (3650). Trench 115 indicated that trackway (677)
continued in an easterly direction to the edge of the Order Limits and
geophysics suggest that it continued beyond the Order Limits towards
Thong Lane. Dating evidence from finds date the trackway as being of
Bronze Age and Iron Age date. The trackway was likely related to the
earlier phases of occupation of the multiperiod settlement site west of
Thong (3650). Due to its evidential and historical value in relation to past
human movement within the landscape and its potential to yield further
evidence in relation to settlement activity to the west of Thong, asset 677 is
of low value.
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e. Trial trenches were located over an east-west aligned linear anomaly,
thought to be a trackway/Holloway (4596), which had been previously
identified by geophysics. The linear feature is located adjacent to and within
the area of multiperiod settlement activity west of Thong (3650) on its
north-western side. A continuation of a large ditch/trackway/Holloway was
identified across three trenches (81, 82, 87, 88) which corroborates with the
east-west linear anomaly. A sherd of pottery of possible Roman date and a
fragment of Roman tile were recovered from the surface of the ditch in
Trench 82. Trench 88 appeared to show the trackway arcing south towards
a B-shaped enclosure of Late Iron Age/Roman date. While Trench 87
identified small sherds of pottery of possible medieval date together with
fragments of iron slag within the fill. Based on dating evidence and the
context of wider settlement activity, the trackway is tentatively dated from
the Late Iron Age/Roman period but its use likely continued into the
Medieval period. On account of its evidential and historical value in relation
to past human movement and relationship with the landscape, and its
potential to yield further evidence in relation to settlement activity to the
west of Thong, asset (4596) is of low value.

f. A probable Late Iron Age to Roman cremation cemetery (4558) was
identified through the trial trenching. A cremation burial was located within
an area of known multiperiod settlement activity nearby to several pits and
ditches (containing Roman pottery and tile fragment) and a possible post
hole The burial comprised a shallow pit which contained a small quantity of
burnt human bone and burnt flint fragments along with several iron nails
(the latter possibly from a wooden box that had contained or accompanied
the cremated remains), suggesting a Late Iron Age or Roman date for the
burial. The significance of the burial is informed by its historical and
evidential value providing evidence of past human occupation and funerary
practice at this location. The burial suggests the existence of a cremation
cemetery in this area which has potential to yield further evidence of past
funerary activity. Based on this, asset (4558) is of medium value.

6.4.46 An in-situ Mesolithic site campsite (3769) is preserved beneath deeply stratified
layers of colluvium present within a dry valley in the Order Limits to the south of
the A226 (in the vicinity of Palaeolithic colluvium deposits (3768). The campsite
was identified by the presence of burnt clay interpreted as hearths and worked
flint artefacts. Due to its evidential value for in-situ Mesolithic occupation, a
relatively uncommon site type, asset (3769) is assessed as high value.

6.4.47 The layers of colluvium extend along the valley on a north-east/south-west
alignment from Trench 499 to Trench 478 (and likely extend further north-east
beyond the Order Limits). A second short dry valley spur extends off the main
valley in a south-easterly direction, with continuing colluvium deposits which
become shallower as the original land surface rises. These colluvium
deposits are of Mesolithic, Neolithic, Bronze Age, Iron Age and also likely
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Roman and medieval date. They contain numerous residual artefacts washed
down from higher ground such as a group of 70 Mesolithic or Neolithic flint.
The colluvium deposits (3772) are assessed as medium value due to the
evidential value of their artefactual and palaeoenvironmental remains. It should
be noted that a Late Upper Palaeolithic colluvium horizon was identified in
Trench 492. Due to its higher importance, it has been considered as a separate
asset of high value (3768).

6.4.48 Sealed below some of the colluvium layers is a buried land surface of Bronze
Age and possibly Neolithic date. Clusters of activity have been identified such
as Bronze Age pits containing possible burnt sarsen stone, an undated
posthole, residual sherds of Neolithic and Bronze Age pottery and fragments of
animal bone, ditches containing worked flint. Overall, this area of (largely in-situ)
Neolithic/Bronze Age activity extends almost 300m along the dry valley within
the colluvium. And particularly in context of other activity identified in nearby
trenches. In the northern part of this archaeological site, (3782) included a
series of layers of rammed chalk and flint which appear to constitute
surfaces/metalling. This may represent a metalled trackway, a surface/platform
or a foundation. Asset (3782) has evidential value regarding Neolithic and
Bronze Age activity of uncertain purpose along this dry valley and is assessed
as medium value.

6.4.49 A probable burnt mound was within the dry valley south of Gravesend Road,
buried beneath colluvium and likely representing a large spread of material.
The mound was dated to the Late Neolithic or early Bronze Age through struck
flint and a sherd of Beaker pottery. In close proximity to the south-east was an
early Bronze Age cremation was also identified. Collectively, this site of Late
Neolithic/Early Bronze Age domestic/industrial and funerary activity (3773) is
considered to be of medium value due to its historical and evidential value.
Asset (3773) contributes to our knowledge of focus of funerary activity along the
dry valley in the Bronze Age through proximity to the previously identified
barrows (3773, 1362, 1584, 1595, 1813).

6.4.50 Immediately to the east of (3773) is a circular cropmark 26m in diameter (4428).
It was not detected by the geophysical survey or trial trench evaluation as it is
located beneath an overhead electrical line. It is likely to represent a Late
Neolithic/Bronze Age barrow and due to its evidential value is assessed as
medium value.

6.4.51 To the south of (3773), the following features were recorded over a wide area
during trial trench evaluation. As a whole, these features are considered to
constitute an archaeological asset (4425) with evidential value and low value:

a. An undated ditch on a north-northwest/south-southeast alignment (also
visible on the geophysical survey data)

b. An undated ditch containing burnt material on an uncertain alignment
c. A pit containing burnt animal remains

d. A pit or ditch terminus.
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6.4.52 To the north-east of (3773), geophysical survey and trial trenching recorded an
undated ditch (4426). The ditch is visible for approximately 300m in length in
the geophysical survey data. The ditch was cut into colluvial layers, however, it
was overlain by further colluvial layers and is therefore unlikely to be modern in
origin. It has evidential value and is assessed to be a low value asset.

6.4.53 Trial trench evaluation (Appendix 6.8, Trial Trenching of Land Parcels 71, 72
and 75, Application Document 6.3) confirmed the presence of three round
barrows (1362, 1595, 1813), as well as the survival of barrow (1362) which was
previously excavated in 1899 without confirming a date to the feature.
Evaluation has confirmed (1362) and (1595) to be of Bronze Age date and
(1813) is assumed to also be of Bronze Age date although no dating evidence
was recovered from it. The barrows are located along a dry valley which
crosses a chalk plateau either side of Gravesend Road. Barrow (1595) was
identified to contain a biconical urn, which is regionally significant for Kent.

A probable fourth barrow within the Order Limits was identified as a cropmark
on aerial imagery by LTC (4428). All four barrows (1362, 1595, 1813, 4428) are
assessed as medium value.

6.4.54 Immediately to the west of barrow (1362) is a pair of parallel ditches on a
north-northwest/south-southeast alignment (798). They were recorded as
cropmarks and confirmed during trial trenching. Although dating material was
not recovered, the archaeological excavators noted that the fill of the eastern
ditch was identical to the fill of the barrow ditch. It is therefore possible that
these ditches relate to Bronze Age activity (e.g. a boundary or trackway) and
due to their evidential value they (798) are assessed as of low value.

6.4.55 Bronze Age to Iron Age and Roman-period activity (3793) was identified by a
group of trial trenches placed on the chalk plateau north of the dry valley, south
of the A226. This included a series of intercutting pits were located to the
south-west of trackway (796) and yielded Bronze Age to Iron Age pottery with
one pit definitively dated to the Iron Age. Other pits and ditches to the north
contained a flint assemblage, Another nearby pit contained early Roman pottery
and a Roman iron stylus; yet another pit contained middle Roman pottery.

A large Roman-period posthole was also recorded suggesting the site of timber
structure (the post packing contained a Roman brick and nail). Asset (3793)
holds evidential and historical value for its potential to contribute to the
understanding of the multi-period activity south of the A226 and peripheral

to the main focus of activity at (2291). As a result, asset (3793) is of

medium value.

6.4.56 Within multi-period site (2291) a number of discrete features containing small
numbers of Bronze Age sherds were recorded in the south-eastern part of the
archaeological site.

6.4.57 Trial trench evaluation was located over a geophysical anomaly south of
Gravesend Road and confirmed a 6m-wide boundary ditch on the chalk plateau
(3786), heading west-south-west from multi-period site (2291). Middle Iron Age
pottery was identified within the fill, with a quantity of Bronze Age pottery
identified residually in a deliberate backfill at the top of the ditch, which may
have been derived from a former bank. Asset (3786) is of evidential value for its
evidence of Bronze Age and Iron Age land management and division and is
assessed as low value.
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6.4.58

6.4.59

6.4.60

A cremation radiocarbon-dated to the Middle Bronze Age was recorded within a
trench south of the A226. This likely represents the site of cremation cemetery
(3802). This probable cremation cemetery holds historic value for its
contribution to the wider Bronze Age funerary landscape around the dry valley
either side of Gravesend Road and is of medium value.

A concentration of Bronze Age and Iron Age activity was identified through trial
trenching, on behalf of the Project, north of Shorne Ifield Road. Activity included
the following, from east to west:

a. An area of possible settlement activity including: a ditch containing pottery
dating to the later Bronze Age or Early Iron Age; a possible Holloway or
natural erosion feature containing colluvium and Later Bronze Age or
Early Iron Age pottery with struck flint of mixed date including Early
Prehistoric blades and Late Prehistoric flakes; several undated postholes.

b. Asset (3749), 90m west of (3743): a small square post-built structure
identified in an arrangement of four circular postholes, reflective of an Iron
Age granary. Evidence of a postpipe with charcoal and a quantity of charred
wheat grain supports this interpretation. A likely contemporary pit with early
to middle Iron Age pottery and fired clay fragments, was identified in a
neighbouring trench and considered together.

c. Asset (3742), 170m north-west of (3749): a series of features identified in
three trenches and dated to the Middle Bronze Age/Early Iron Age along
with cropmarks of a settlement complex extending north outside of the trial
trenching area.

Assets (3742), (3743) and (3749) all hold evidential and historical value for their
potential to contribute to an understanding of early local industrial activity in the
Iron Age, as well as an understanding of the transition between the Bronze Age
and Iron Age, within the wider context (3742), and density of activity south

of Gravesend Road. As a result, (3742), (3743) and (3749) are all of

medium value. Trial trenching immediately north of Shorne Ifield Road revealed
a pit containing a Bronze Age vessel set upright (3736). An arc of post holes
surrounded the vessel, likely representing a roundhouse surrounding the pit. A
further ditch located immediately to the east, associated with later Bronze Age
to Iron Age pottery, may represent a rectilinear enclosure (3530) surrounding
roundhouse (3736). An adze-sharpening flake of possibly late Mesolithic or
Early Neolithic date was recovered residually from the same trench as (3530). A
ditched trackway (3741) containing a single fill with a single sherd of mid-
Bronze Age to early Iron Age pottery was identified 50m to the north and
represent associated activity. In the vicinity of the trackway are further undated
but potentially associated pits and ditches which are considered to be part of
asset (3741). Assets (3736) and (3741) hold evidential and historical value for
their illustration of likely Bronze Age to Iron Age settlement activity. They may
also provide a contextual understanding to the other Bronze Age to Iron Age
activity, also found through trial trenching (3742, 3743, 3749), 245m east of
their location. As a result, (3736) and (3530) are of medium value. As a group of

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032 . .
Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/6.1 Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © 2023
DATE: September 2023 49 National Highways Limited — all rights reserved

Deadline: 4



Lower Thames Crossing — 6.1 Environmental Statement
Chapter 6 — Cultural Heritage Volume 6
(Clean version)

features peripheral to the settlement areas, asset (3741) is considered to be of
low value.

6.4.61 Trial trenching (south of Gravesend Road and south of the large Late Bronze Age
to Middle Iron Age boundary ditch) identified a large but shallow pit containing
Late Bronze Age or Early Iron Age pottery, animal bones and fired clay (4415).
Asset (4415) is assessed as low value for its evidence on Bronze Age or Iron
Age activity within the wider landscape outlying the known settlement and
funerary sites.

6.4.62 A concentration of multi-period activity (3740) was identified to the north of
Shorne Ifield Road. Ditches identified across multiple trenches may indicate a
possible multi-phased enclosure. The area yielded evidence for Late Iron Age
and Roman settlement and agricultural activity A small quantity of Bronze Age
pottery and a post-medieval was recorded within a ditch although this is likely
to have been intrusive. Asset (3740) holds evidential and historical value for
potential to yield a range of historic human activity and is therefore of
medium value.

6.4.63 A ditch of Romano-British date (3752) was identified through trial trench
evaluation in close proximity to enclosure (2298) which was also trenched and
confirmed to be of an Iron Age to Romano-British date. This ditch may
represent part of an agricultural enclosure or field system, suggested by
cropmark and geophysical survey evidence although the trial trenching located
no internal features or other sides of the enclosure. Asset (3752) holds
evidential and historical value to yield information on Roman-period activity and
is of low value.

6.4.64 An area of dispersed, Prehistoric and Roman activity (3805) was recorded
during trial trenching to the south of the A226. The finds included: a
Roman-period pit containing charred grain and CBM in Trench 511; a Roman
metalled trackway on a north-east/south-west alignment in Trenches 508
and 515; an undated pit containing burnt material in Trench 507; an undated
curvilinear gully in Trench 433; a ditch on an east-northeast/west-southwest
alignment containing flint and a Prehistoric potsherd in Trenches 505 and 507,
and an undated pit in Trench 517. Asset (3805) has evidential value regarding
Prehistoric and Roman activity within this historic agricultural landscape and is
of low value.

6.4.65 Trial trench evaluation recorded undated quarry pits and ditches (3806) c. 140m
north-west of (3805). Asset (3806) comprises three undated quarry pits and an
undated ditch on a north-south alignment. Asset (3806) is assessed as of low
value due its evidential value for past activity in this area.

6.4.66 A series of Post-Medieval boundaries is recorded in the fields to the south of
the A226, surviving variously as hedgerows, the remains of earthen banks
mapped by Historic England and a below-ground ditch (787). A section of the
bank and below-ground ditch (recorded on 19"-century maps as a trackway)
within the Order Limits were subject to trial trench evaluation, which yielded no
artefacts earlier than the Post-Medieval period. However, this does not preclude
other sections of the asset being of Medieval origin. Asset (787) is assessed of
low value for its evidential and historical value for Post-Medieval (and potentially
earlier) land division and communications.
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6.4.67 Cropmarks of former WWII site (1598) are recorded to the north-west of Thong.
The cropmarks were identified in aerial photographs. Although the nature of the
site is unclear, it is located within the former footprint of Gravesend Airport
(1459); it may be a former aircraft dispersal site associated with RAF
Gravesend (1408), several of which are recorded in this area on historical aerial
photographs. Assets (1598), (1459) and (1408) are all assessed as low value.

6.4.68 Trial trench evaluation (Appendix 6.8, Trial Trenching of Land Parcels 76
and 77, Application Document 6.3) on behalf of the Project identified a
concentration of activity outside the Order Limits and west of Ifield Place (1139)
(this land was formerly located within the Order Limits). This included:

a. Aresidual Levallois core likely dated to the Neolithic or early Bronze Age
(3738) was recovered from Trench 71 and holds some evidential value for
potential for further finds to be present in the area is of low value.

b. Two ditches (3747 and 3748) containing pottery of Iron Age date. They hold
evidential and historical value and are of low value.

c. Early Medieval (3753) to Medieval (3754) settlement activity interpreted as
a potential former farmstead through the identification of pits representing
potential sunken floored structures, along with a range of pottery. Both
assets hold evidential and historical value and are of medium value.
Approximately 120m north-north-west of the Medieval farmstead activity,
LTC trial trenching identified a corn dryer or malting kiln (3755), potentially
part of a wider complex. The asset was dated through pottery and
carbonised barley likely associated with a beer-brewing process. Asset
(3755) holds historical and evidential value as evidence of localised industry
in the Medieval period and is of medium value.

d. South-west of the Medieval farmstead activity, the remains of Baynards
Cottage (1815) identified through historic mapping, were encountered by
trial trench evaluation. Asset (1815) is assessed as low value. Immediately
to the east of (1815) the former site of an oasthouse (3188) is recorded,
which is assessed as low value.

6.4.69 Located partially within the Order Limits immediately north of the A226, is a
rectilinear enclosure complex (1814). This feature was first recorded by the
Project’s geophysical survey and was subsequently investigated by trial
trench evaluation. The evaluation yielded evidence of agricultural and
metal-working activity within the enclosure, with pottery ranging from the
Late Bronze Age through the Iron Age and into the Early Roman period.
Asset (1814) is assessed as medium value due to its evidential value from
Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman activity in this area and the hinterland of the
Chalk Roman villa.

6.4.70 To the west of enclosure (1814) is an area of dispersed undated archaeological
activity (3798). This may represent ancillary activities taking place outside the
main settlement core. The recorded features include various ditches, pits and a
line of postholes, along with a large quarry pit or sinkhole backfilled with
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Prehistoric to Post-Medieval material and a tree throw containing medieval
pottery. Asset (3798), as a rough spatial group of archaeological features, is
assessed as low value due to its evidential value for Prehistoric and later
activity in the vicinity of enclosure (1814).

6.4.71 To the north of asset (3798) is asset (3852), an area containing dispersed
ditches and pits of Middle Bronze Age to Iron Age date, with no clear focus of
activity. This area of low-concentration activity (3852) is assessed as low value
due to its evidential value for Bronze Age and Iron Age activity between the
chalk plateau to the south and the marshland to the north.

6.4.72 Immediately to the east of asset (3852) is asset (4595) which is formed by
multiple phases of Prehistoric activity associated with buried land surfaces
within colluvial layers. Asset (4595) includes ditches, pits and a stakehole
cutting into different colluvial horizons and yielded artefacts such as more than
50 pieces of struck flint and burnt flint, Middle Bronze Age to Iron Age pottery,
Iron Age pottery burnt flint, a probable Roman CBM/burnt clay fragment,
Medieval pottery and a Post-Medieval brick. Asset (4595) is assessed as
medium value for its evidential value on multiple phases of activity within this
dry valley from the Prehistoric to Post-Medieval periods.

6.4.73 Immediately to the west of asset (4595) is asset (3854) which represents
Medieval activity peripheral to a settlement (possibly a predecessor to
Filborough Farm) along the southern side of the Higham Road. The activity
includes a posthole and multiple pits, some clearly rubbish pits containing
oyster shells and medieval pottery. Also recorded was a tree throw containing
Medieval finds: pottery; a copper alloy buckle; and a nail. Asset (3854) is
assessed of low value due to its evidential value for Medieval settlement-
periphery activity.

6.4.74 The route of Roman Watling Street is a non-designated asset (1680) which
largely follows the modern route of the A2 road through part of the land within
the Order Limits. This asset is of medium value due to the evidential and
historical value of its below-ground archaeological remains. Due to its nature as
a linear infrastructure element, its setting is extensive and encompasses the
sites of Roman villages, farms, towns and cities, which make an important
contribution to its illustrative historical value as a major Roman road. To the
west of Singlewell Primary School, the route of the Roman Road follows the
former route of the A2 through the land within the Order Limits, which is now in
use as a cycle path and areas of associated landscaping. Asset (1680) is
assessed as medium value.

6.4.75 To the north of the Gravesend Road and east of Chalk, geophysical survey has
recorded an enclosure of medium value and Bronze Age to Roman date
partially extending within the Order Limits, above the proposed below-ground
tunnel location (1814). As the origin of this asset is unproven, it is uncertain
whether it derives value from its setting. Due to the evidential and historical
value of its below-ground archaeological remains, asset (1814) is assessed
as medium value.

6.4.76 The possible site of an Early Medieval burial ground is recorded at Claylane
Wood immediately outside, but likely extending within the Order Limits (1599).
The ridgeline location of this asset makes a minor contribution to its illustrative
historical value as an Early Medieval cemetery site. Due to the evidential and
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6.4.77

6.4.78

6.4.79

6.4.80

6.4.81

6.4.82

historical value of its below-ground archaeological remains, asset (1599) is
assessed as medium value.

The medium-value Shorne Woods Country Park (1311) slightly extends within
the eastern parts of the Order Limits. The woodland was established in the
Post-Medieval period and is associated with Cobham Hall Grade II* registered
park and garden (RPG1), although it is now separated from it by the A2 dual
carriageway and M2 junction 1. Its setting, hamely the association with Cobham
Hall (RPGL1) to the south, also makes an important contribution to its illustrative
historical value. This asset is of medium value due to the evidential, aesthetic
and historical value of its landscape features.

Within the southern part of the Order Limits is the partially excavated Medieval
settlement at Henhurst Dale (1306), an asset of medium value due to the
evidential and historical value of its below-ground archaeological remains.
Associated remains may survive outside the archaeological excavated area,
within the Order Limits. This asset derives some value from its historic
association with the nearby route of Watling Street. Within the south-eastern
part of the Order Limits is St Thomas’ Well (1302), a Medieval holy well.

The well is buried beneath a low modern earthwork bank separating Thong
Lane from High Speed 1. This asset no longer derives value from its setting.
Asset (1306) is assessed as medium value due to the evidential and historical
value of its below-ground archaeological remains.

Medieval quarrying activity (3658) was identified through trial trench evaluation
to the west of Thong (Appendix 6.8, Trial Trenching of Land Parcels 80 and 81,
Application Document 6.3). The quarrying was extracted material from the
underlying chalk, likely for building material. The activity is of low value but
holds evidential and historical value for further evidence of localised industrial
activity in Gravesham during the Medieval period.

A series of Medieval to Post-Medieval ditches (3756), representing former field
boundaries illustrated on the 1897 Ordnance Survey map, were identified by
trial trench evaluation to the north of Shorne Ifield Road. Asset (3756) is of low
value due to its evidential value of medieval and post-medieval agricultural
activity and land division.

The site of a probable Post-Medieval chalk pit is recorded to the east of Shorne
(4123). This feature has been interpreted by the Kent HER as a possible
enclosure, and by Historic England as a probable chalk pit. Historic Google
Earth imagery shows cropmarks indicative of a “filled” feature, not enclosure
ditches. Asset (4123) is therefore assessed as low value for its evidential value
as a large Post-Medieval chalk pit.

The sites of five Second World War (WWII) Royal Air Force (RAF) camps

(1324 and 1331) are located immediately north and south of the A2, and the
remains of the low-value site of Gravesend Airfield (the former RAF Gravesham)
(1459) is to the east of Gravesend and north of Thong. Asset (1324) is partially
located within the Order Limits, and the majority of the surviving undeveloped
parts of 1459 are located within the Order Limits. The airfield was originally a
civilian airfield, established in 1932, and taken over by the RAF and Essex Aero
in 1937. The camps to the south were created for the personnel stationed at the
airfield and the former Laughing Water Restaurant and Tea Rooms (1280, low
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6.4.85

6.4.86

6.4.87

value) outside the Order Limits provided entertainment for the personnel.

The former site of six Nissen Huts (1557) and a V1 rocket strike site (1558) are
recorded within the Order Limits to the south of Shorne, between Fenn Wood
and Randall Wood. The setting of these assets contributes to their value,
principally their group value with one another and associations with the sites
for other former WWII structures and features in the wider landscape.
Surviving elements of open landscape to the north-east, east and south of asset
(1459) also make a minor contribution to its illustrative historical value as an
airfield established on a plateau with long-distance views. Asset 1558 is of
negligible value, assets 1280, 1324, 1331 and 1557 are of low value and asset
(1459) is of medium value primarily due to the evidential and historical value
below-ground archaeological remains (and of their surviving built fabric in the
case of 1324 and 1331).

In the area between Thong and Gravesend, within the Order Limits, there are
several locations where cropmarks have been recorded including a potential
enclosure fragment (1398) which is of low value due to its evidential value for
below-ground archaeological remains. In this area there are also several
probable Post-Medieval field boundaries of negligible value (803) and

former chalk pits of low value (792, 793) due to the historical value of their
below-ground archaeological remains.

Palaeolithic deposits associated with finds of three Palaeolithic handaxes
(4330) at Lower Higham, are located outside the Order Limits and within the
1km study area. Their value is derived from the evidential value of the deposits
and are assessed as medium value.

Peat deposits of Mesolithic to Neolithic date (3292, 4295, 4303, 4306, 4312,
4320) are located outside the Order Limits and within the 1km study area along
the River Thames foreshore. Due to their evidential value, these assets are
assessed as medium value.

An early Mesolithic flint microlith (3737) was recovered from a ditch fill during
trial trenching, north of Shorne Ifield Road. Although an isolated find, it
contributes to potential for a concentration of early activity within the area, with
other Mesolithic finds identified in proximity (1516, 3736). Asset (3737) holds
evidential value and is of low value.

The following non-designated archaeological sites of Bronze Age date are
recorded outside the Order Limits and within the 1km study area. Their value is
largely derived from the evidential and historical value of their below-ground
archaeological remains, although their setting along a dry valley and their
group value makes a minor contribution to their overall value and are of
medium value:

a. Cropmarks of ring ditches and barrows along the dry valley which extend
into the Order Limits between Thong and the Gravesend Road, likely to be
associated with the barrows within the Order Limits (744, 1393, 2300, 2301,
2302, 3217, 3462, 4224);

b. Enclosures (1646 and 1654).
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6.4.88 A pit of Middle Bronze Age date (3644) was found as an isolated feature
190m west of (3650). Due to size, it was interpreted as a possible waterhole.
Although the asset holds historical and evidential value, due to its isolated
nature, it is of low value.

6.4.89 The non-designated archaeological site of a Neolithic ditch and flint finds is
recorded at Cobham Park outside the Order Limits and within the 1km study
area (1323). The possible former site of a possible stone circle is recorded in
Cobham village within the 1km study area (2265). The topographical location of
(2265) also makes an important contribution to its illustrative historical value as
a Neolithic site. These sites hold evidential and historical value of their below-
ground archaeological remains and are of medium value.

6.4.90 The following Iron Age non-designated archaeological sites are located outside
the Order Limits and within the 1km study area Due to the evidential and
historical value of their below-ground archaeological remains they are of
medium value:

a. Asset (3216) cropmarks of a rectangular enclosure
b. Asset (4283) enclosures at Queen’s Farm

6.4.91 The following Roman non-designated archaeological sites are located outside
the Order Limits and within the 1km study area They hold evidential and
historical value of their below-ground archaeological remains and due to this
are medium value:

a. Asset (664) settlement and burial site

b. Asset (1610) settlement, burials and pottery kiln

c. Asset (1653) cropmarks of a possible enclosure

d. Asset (2304) cropmarks of a possible rectilinear settlement enclosure

e. Asset (2336) cropmarks of a possible Roman settlement complex including
a rectangular enclosure with entrances and internal features

f. Asset (4214) burials on the Thames foreshore by Higham Saltings
g. Asset (4221) occupation site

h. Asset (4228) possible settlement site with recorded pottery finds and
floor surfaces

6.4.92 A late 15 century cremation burial (3655) was identified on the edge of the
Order Limits, west of Thong Lane during trial trench evaluation. The burial may
be isolated or could form part of a cemetery, likely associated with the nearby
settlement (1597) which was removed by modern housing, to the north and
west of the cremation’s location. The cremation holds evidential and historical
value and is of medium value.

6.4.93 An Early Medieval non-designated archaeological site comprising a cemetery
(2309) is located outside the Order Limits and within the 1km study area. Due to
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the evidential and historical value of its below-ground archaeological remains,
asset (2309) is assessed as medium value.

The following medium value (due to the evidential and historical value of their
below-ground archaeological remains) Medieval non-designated archaeological
sites are located outside the Order Limits and within the 1km study area:

a. Asset (1308) site of late Medieval buildings

b. Asset (1315) earthworks of a possible deserted Medieval settlement
c. Asset (1489) Medieval windmill mound

d. Asset (4282) site of a Medieval farmstead at Queen’s Farm

The non-designated Post-Medieval Higham Tudor Thames defences (4229) is
located outside the Order Limits and within the 1km study area. The asset has
evidential and historical value of its below-ground archaeological remains and is
of medium value.

The asset of the Messerschmitt crash site (1540) and potential below-ground
archaeological remains is located outside the Order Limits and within the

1km study area has communal, evidential and historical value and is assessed
as medium value.

The following undated non-designated archaeological sites are located outside
the Order Limits and within the 1km study area. The earthworks and below
ground archaeological remains hold evidential and historical value and are of
medium value:

a. Asset (783) cropmarks of a ring ditch of uncertain date adjacent to
cropmarks of a probable Late Prehistoric trackway

b. Asset (4321) a system of drainage ditches associated with reclamation of
the Thames Marshes

Trial trench evaluation revealed two cremations and two possible cenotaph
burials (3745) which formed a group of interments in a single trench. They were
likely truncated and disturbed due to their shallow presence and absence

of associated remains which have resulted in them being undated.

Undated ditches and a posthole were also recorded in the vicinity. The burials
still hold evidential and historical value for their potential to yield further
information and further burials present along with the potentially associated
ditches and further postholes. As a result, asset (3745) is of medium value.

Approximately 170m north of (3745), trial trench evaluation recorded two
undated ditches on different alignments and an undated pit. This area of
undated activity is assessed as low value due to its evidential value.

South of Gravesend Road, an undated burnt stone and charcoal layer (3774)
was identified within the dry valley bottom. It is likely to represent the site of a
Bronze Age burnt mound, although it may have been associated with an
adjacent ditch. The deposit holds evidential and historical value for evidence of
historic interaction with the landscape and is of medium value.
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6.4.101 South of Gravesend Road, trial trench evaluation identified a group of undated
pits and postholes (3796). One pit which contained a fragment of iron nail and
fragments of cow skull. The postholes do not form a clear arc although could
potentially still represent a structure. The pits and postholes appear to have
been truncated by ploughing, prior to the Modern/Post-Medieval period.

Asset (3796) is of low value and holds evidential value on potential Prehistoric
or Roman activity in this area.

6.4.102 Trial trench evaluation to the west of Thong (Appendix 6.8, Trial Trenching of
Land Parcels 80 and 81, Application Document 6.3) identified a Mesolithic to
Neolithic flint assemblage (3642) within a large feature investigated by
Trench 11. The assemblage included burnt and worked flints of likely
Mesolithic/Neolithic date which were recovered from several layers of the
feature. The large feature may have been a prehistoric quarry or shaft or could
have been an extensive sinkhole; such features can contain significant horizons
of early prehistoric material at depth, and as the feature in Trench 11 was not
bottomed, it is possible that early prehistoric horizons exist lower down in the
fill. Asset (3667) is of medium value due to its evidential and historical value to
potentially yield evidence of Early Prehistoric activity within this area.

6.4.103 The Burham nitrogen deposition compensation site is located to the west
of Kit's Coty. Two non-designated heritage assets are located within the
Order Limits here: asset (4745), the non-designated below ground remains of
the Medieval to Modern Great Culand historic farmstead and manor; and
asset (4760), a Post-Medieval tramway tunnel which crosses below the
nitrogen deposition compensation site on a north-east/south-west alignment.
Great Culand (4745) (also known as Great Quiling) had architectural features of
mid-16"-century date and could be on the site of an earlier farmstead
(although it is unlikely to have originated in the Early Medieval period as it is not
recorded in the Domesday Book). The farmstead formerly possessed a
treadwheel used to draw water from a deep well; the treadwheel or ‘cage wheel’
is now in Maidstone Museum. The farmstead was demolished in the latter half
of the 20" century. Asset (4745) is assessed as medium value for its historical
and evidential value as a Medieval and Post-Medieval farmstead and manor.

6.4.104 The former mineral tramway (4760) is recorded on 19"-century OS mapping,
connecting the chalk pit immediately north-east of the nitrogen deposition
compensation site with the former Burham Brick and Cement Works to the
south-west. Within the Order Limits, the mineral tramway was located wholly
below ground in a tunnel, with air shafts recorded on the surface within the
Order Limits. The above-ground sections of the tramway have been previously
removed. Asset (4760) is assessed as medium value for its historical and
evidential value as a Post-Medieval industrial tramway tunnel.

6.4.105 The Blue Bell Hill nitrogen deposition compensation site is located to the east of
Kit's Coty. A findspot of an Iron Age gold coin (4483) is recorded within the
Order Limits in this area. As the find has been previously removed, the findspot
is assessed as negligible value. Also within the Order Limits in this area, is a
group of sarsen stones (4513) is recorded at the northern edge of Westfield
Wood. The stones are located within the woodland at the edge of the Order
Limits and do not appear to be located within the open arable field within the
Order Limits. Given their location at the boundary between field and woodland
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they may be the result of field clearance and/or boundary demarcation.
However, a cautious approach has been taken in case they represent the
remains of a Prehistoric monument, so they have therefore been assessed as
medium value.

6.4.106 The Blue Bell Hill area of the Order Limits also contains the broad route of a
Prehistoric trackway (4553), the North Down’s Way. The route is paralleled by
(and sometimes merges with the medieval route known as Pilgrim’'s Way
(associated with the veneration of Thomas Beckett). The North Down’s Way
generally follows higher ground at the top of the valley (as it does within the
Order Limits) while Pilgrim’s Way generally follows the lower-lying ground at
the valley bottom. No Prehistoric above-ground remains are associated with
asset (4553), although the HER maps the route following an existing farm
trackway. A Medieval holloway (4555) survives within the woodland on the
southern slope of Blue Bell Hill and very slightly enters the Order Limits.
Asset (4553) and asset (4555) are assessed as medium value and low value
for their evidential and historical value as Prehistoric and Medieval
routeways respectively.

6.4.107 The below-ground remains associated with partially extant and former historic
farmsteads are recorded across the 1km study area: (1121), (1122), (1123),
(1124), (1125) and (1131). These assets are assessed as low value due to their
evidential and historical value for the origins and development of historic
farmsteads in the area.

Geological deposits of archaeological interest

6.4.108 The Quaternary sediments of the route and surrounding areas are shown on
Figure 6.8 (Application Document 6.2). It should be noted that there is disparity
in the nomenclature of Pleistocene sediments, a review of which is presented in
Appendices 6.5 and 6.6 (Application Document 6.3) with a summary table of
nomenclature in Appendix 6.5, Table 2. Also shown on Figure 6.8 (Application
Document 6.2) are 102 Palaeolithic archaeological finds and sites identified in
the Order Limits and within the 3km Palaeolithic study area, comprising
99 Palaeolithic findspots and sites identified in the desk based reviews
(Appendices 6.5 and 6.6) and 3 further Palaeolithic finds uncovered during
the ATT. Based upon the sedimentary sequence and the Palaeolithic
archaeological finds 34 Palaeolithic and Quaternary (PQ) zones (PQ 1-11, 12a-b,
13-19, 20a-c, 21, 22a-b, 23a-b and 24-29 have been identified (see Figure 6.8,
Application document 6.2). A summary of the Pleistocene sediments,
archaeological finds and areas of interest and their value, is presented below
from south to north:

a. Within Kent PQ zones 1-7 and PQ-29, Pleistocene and Holocene colluvial
deposits infilling depressions and surrounding dry valley networks are noted
with north-draining minor dry valleys, and with small patches of Pleistocene
terrace outcrops. Sites and finds of note are the Baker’s Hole Levallois site
(4058) within zone PQ-1, although this area has been subsequently
quarried and is of low value. The exact extent of the quarrying is not known
and therefore some Quaternary sediments may remain.
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b.

Zone PQ-2, is also in the Ebbsfleet Valley with a sediment sequence
comprising brickearth overlying fluvial gravels of the palaeo-Ebbsfleet River.
Numerous important remains have been found in and beside this area,

from deposits likely to extend into it; key sites are the undisturbed HS1
elephant site (4043), handaxes from palaeo-Ebbsfleet gravels (4057),
handaxes and flakes from the brickearth (3452, 4049) and
palaeo-environmental remains from fluvial/lacustrine sediments

(4046, 4047). Zone PQ-2 is of medium value.

Zone PQ-3, contains late Pleistocene Head deposits with three Palaeolithic
findspots (1661, 2368, 3197), the former probably representing an
undisturbed palaeo-landsurface under older pre-Devensian colluvium on
which was found a handaxe and knapping debitage. Other nearby remains
from outside the area, but from deposit-types likely to be present in the
area, include minimally disturbed Late Upper Palaeolithic knapping scatters
(2370, 4045) from fine-grained colluvial sediments infilling dry valleys, as
well as various more-derived (not in situ) lithic finds (3197, 3370).

Zone PQ-3 is of medium value

Zone PQ-4, contains Head deposits. Nearby finds of note include a
handaxe and Levallois flakes from the general Shorne area (3374) and
two handaxes from a similar high point of Windmill Hill, Gravesend (4051).
Zone PQ-4 is of medium value.

Zone PQ-5, contains Head deposits (colluvial and slopewash). There are
several records of surface finds of Lower/Middle Palaeolithic artefacts from
the general area (4035, 4039, 4050), as well as nearby discovery of a
handaxe and debitage from palaeo-landsurface under unmapped colluvium
(1661). Zone PQ-5 is of low value.

Zone PQ-6, contains similar Head deposits with recent ATT works
uncovering a probable Late Glacial buried soil west of Thong Lane (3640)
and a dry valley containing Middle and Late Upper Palaeolithic struck flint
(3767, 3768) with an associated molluscan assemblage. One reworked
Palaeolithic findspot is recorded within this area (3123). Some important
nearby finds from deposit types are likely to occur in this zone, notably a
handaxe and knapping debitage from unmapped colluvium (1661), and
minimally disturbed Late Upper Palaeolithic knapping scatters (2370, 4045)
from fine-grained colluvial sediments infilling dry valleys, as well as several
nearby finds of most-likely residual/re-worked material (3197, 4035, 4039,
4055). Zone PQ-6 is of medium value.

Within zone PQ-7, a series of fluvial bodies of sand and gravel as well as
Head deposits were recorded. Recent ATT works have identified brick earth
and colluvial deposits overlying the Taplow Terrace sands and gravels in

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010032 . .
Application Document Ref: TR010032/APP/6.1 Uncontrolled when printed — Copyright © 2023
DATE: September 2023 59 National Highways Limited — all rights reserved

Deadline: 4



Lower Thames Crossing — 6.1 Environmental Statement
Chapter 6 — Cultural Heritage Volume 6
(Clean version)

the area. No Palaeolithic sites are known within the area although several
Lower/Middle Palaeolithic artefacts known from the nearby area (4052,
4054), and some specifically from gravel deposits that are likely equivalent
to the mapped terrace deposits of this zone (4053). Zone PQ-7 is of

high value.

h. Zone PQ-29, contains late Pleistocene Head deposits. Whilst no finds are
recorded from this area, Lower/Middle Palaeolithic remains have been
found in areas with similar deposits (1661 in PQ-3; and 4039). Zone PQ-29
is of medium value.

Built heritage— South of the River Thames
Summary

6.4.109 To the south of the River Thames, there is one high-value Registered Park and
Garden which is partially located within the Order Limits — Cobham Hall
Grade II* Registered Park and Garden (RPGL1). No further Registered Parks
and Gardens are located within the Order Limits, 1km study area or landscape
study area to the south of the River Thames.

6.4.110 To the south of the River Thames there are two Grade | listed buildings located
outside of the Order Limits:

a. Cobham Hall (LB122), which is located within Cobham Hall Grade II*
Registered Park and Garden (RPGL1).

b. Cobham College (LB196) which is located within Cobham Village
Conservation Area (CA11, high value).

6.4.111 Gadshill Place (LB241), the Grade | listed former home of Charles Dickens, is
located immediately to the south of the A266 and the Order Limits in Higham.
However, within the curtilage a tunnel was constructed between 1857 and 1870
which extends into the Order Limits underneath the A226.

6.4.112 South of the River Thames there is one Grade Il listed building of medium
value, a Parish Boundary Stone (LB105) which is located within the
Order Limits.
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Outside the Order Limits and within the 1km study area and landscape study
area south of the River Thames there are a total of 103 listed buildings of high
value due to the varying combinations of their individual aesthetic, historic,
evidential and communal values plus the contribution of their settings (LB1, LB2,
LB3, LB4, LB12, LB13, LB14, LB15, LB16, LB17, LB18, LB19, LB20, LB21,
LB22, LB23, LB24, LB25, LB26, LB27, LB28, LB29, LB30, LB31, LB78, LB79,
LB99, LB100, LB101, LB102, LB103, LB104, , LB106, LB112, LB114, LB117,
LB118, LB122, LB123, LB124, LB125, LB126, LB173, LB174, LB175, LB176,
LB178, LB179, LB180, LB182, LB183, LB184, LB185, LB186, LB187, LB190,
LB191, LB192, LB193, LB194, LB195, LB196, LB197, LB198, LB199, LB200,
LB201, LB202, LB218, LB219, LB220, LB221, LB222, LB223, LB224, LB225,
LB227, LB230, LB236, LB242, LB247, LB248, LB252, LB254, LB263, LB264,
LB265, LB266, LB302, LB306, LB307, LB310, LB311, LB312, LB313, LB321,
LB323, LB324, LB326, LB333, LB334, LB335, LB337).

The five Conservation Areas south of the River Thames which are included
in this assessment are Cobham Village (CA11, high value), Thong

(CA10, medium value), Shorne Village (CA9, high value), Queen’s Farm
(CA8, medium value), and Gravesend Riverside (CA14, high value).
Thong (CA10) and Cobham Village (CA11) partially extend within the
Order Limits.

Queen’s Farm Conservation Area (CA8) is located outside the 1km study area,
although it is included within the landscape study area. Gravesend Riverside
Conservation Area (CA14) is located within the 1km study area, but it is not
included in the landscape study area.

Non-designated built heritage assets have been assigned a value based on the
methodology set out at Section 6.3. South of the River Thames, outside the
Order Limits and within the 1km study area, there are 24 non-designated built
heritage assets of medium value (1119, 1132, 1133, 1134, 1135, 1139, 1140,
1142, 1146, 1147, 1157, 1304, 1310, 1311, 1352, 1422, 1449, 1720, 3146,
3208, 3209, 3210, 4217, 4348).

South of the River Thames within the Order Limits is one low value built
heritage asset (1562): ‘Caves converted to air raid shelters, Thong Lane,
Shorne, Gravesham’.

South of the River Thames outside the Order Limits but within the 1km study
area there are 96 non-designated buildings, building groups or built heritage
assets (e.g. a railway) of low value (769, 772, 1120, 1126, 1136, 1143, 1149,
1154, 1152, 1282, 1341, 1410, 1424, 1435, 1438, 1455, 1462, 1519, 1525,
1526, 1561, 1666, 1842, 1874, 1875, 2258, 2277, 2281, 2383, 2460, 2462,
2464, 3052, 3054, 3055, 3056, 3057, 3058, , 3059, 3060, 3061, 3062, 3063,
3153, 3155, 3156, 3158, 3159, 3162, 3179, 3180, 3181, 3182, 3187, 3268,
3291, 3332, 3334, 3336, 3403, 3404, 3448, 4160, 4161, 4162, 4210, 4216,
4272, 4279, 4293, 4344, 4345, 4347, 4346, 4348, 4349, 4401, 4402, 4403,
4404, 4405, 4406, 4407, 4408, 4592, 4597, 4598, 4599, 4600, 4601, 4602,
4603, 4604, 4605, 4606, 4607).

South of the River Thames outside the Order Limits and within the 1km study
area there is one non-designated built heritage asset (3053) of negligible value.
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6.4.120 The built heritage assets are discussed in further detail below, following in
geographical order, beginning at Cobham Hall. Where a Conservation Area is
discussed, the listed buildings within that Conservation Area will also be
mentioned. Assets which are not being potentially impacted by the Project are
briefly mentioned, whereas those which are being potentially impacted by the
Project are