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S1

s3

This Archaeological Assessment has been prepared by The Environmental Dimension
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and constraints posed by emerging development proposals. An assessment of built
heritage assets, including listed buildings and Conservation Areas (CA) is made
separately and is not covered within this Archaeological Assessment.

iments, where there would be a presumption in
favour of their physical preservation in s
excluded from development proposals
enhancement through design and interpr

An assessment has also been made of designated archaeological assets within the Site's
wider Zone of Influence (Zol), although the potential for any harm to the significance of
these assets as a result of development proposals is very low and could effectively be

Tong Castle and associated assets, potential mill sites and the remains of historic forges.
Archaeclogical remains within the Site can be managed through the design of any
development such that sensitive sites are preserved within proposals or excavated and
o ’ I here this is appropriate. There is no reason to
siignated heritage assets, the Site will contain

ice that these would require preservation in situ.
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1.2

13

1.7

ien prepared by The Environmental Dimension
ord Rural Estates Limited. It presents the resulis
1d North of Junction 3 of the M54, Shropshire
3s been produced as part of the evidence base
of the Site through the Shropshire Council LPR
ary advice on the opportunities and constraints
1sals. An assessment of built heritage assets,
including listed buildings and CA, is made separately and is not covered within this
Archaeological Assessment.

The first aim of this Archaeological Asses

archaeological resources for the Site anc

accordance with the requirements O uwie wWauulal FIGIINE  FUNGY  TIGIIEWUILR
((NPPF), DCLG 2019) and Local Planning Policy.

The second aim of this Archaeological Assessment is to iﬁEﬂtif}l‘ and assess the
constraints and opportunities posed by designated (non-built) heritage assets both within
the Site and the surrounding area and provide preliminary advice as to the appropriate
response of any proposed development to these assets.

Jidance and desk-based sources have been
ite visits and a walkover survey, undertaken in

SFTLLIUI o [ELRS RN Lt ] WvEian L LRI R 1S S ] =11V} (LR 1= (=] RS RV RN =] = L=t T LS L B Ly LV (AL

archaeological issues identified.
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approximately 700 hectares (ha). Telford town centre lies approximately 4km to the west,

Land within the Site consists of a mix of predominantly arable land with some grassland,
rfe flows through the centre of the Site, running
north by the A5, Watling Street and to the south
gricultural land, Norton Mere and surrounding
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woodland with Weston Park beyond. Lizard Wood and further agricultural land lie to the

at the underlaying solid geology within the Site is

mAdAatAamna Blambar Mhastars Dacasatine Daadatasma

Proposed Development

1.9 Current proposals include for a strategic employment site of around 50ha, accompanied
kot memnied 3AAR hamae aed s deegl centre to provide services, facilities and
ttlement. Emerging development proposals are

pendix EDP 1).

1 http:// mapapps. bgs.ac.uk/geclogyofbritain/home. html
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2.2

2.3

This section sets out existing legislation and planning policy, governing the conservation
and management of the historic environment, of relevance to this application.

Current Legislation

The relevant legislation concerning the treatment of scheduled monuments is the Ancient

for works which would directly impact upon their
{ statutory protection on the setting of scheduled
d as a policy matter in Paragraph 194 of the

NErr.

The balancing exercise to be performed,
the benefits which would accrue from its

lanning process. The opening paragraph, 184,
eplaceable resource and should be conserved in
:ance, so that they can be enjoyed for their
1g and future generations.

Varag apn oo wwnusna o g appnueations, stating that:

“In determining applications, Local Planning Authorities should require an applicant to
describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution

AP FILIW e RGP LU BILITUG L DT R P LS 0 LD DAL LRI S, L L T L

expertise where necessary. Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or
has the potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, Local Planning
Authorities should require developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment

BNl bl PR ATt R Nl e Tl B e R e Belighil s Rty ol Wil L BiE, B0 1L R
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2.8

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

mribhataatial hacsos ba e aldalflanaans ®

ince of a designated heritage asset (from its
apment within its setting), should require clear

S LUIVITILIT TS JUSUHLa LWL Suustaniua 18rm to or [oss of:

a. Grade |l listed buildings, or grade |l registered parks or gardens, should be
exceptional; and

b. Assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck
sites, registered battlefields, grade | and II* listed buildings, grade | and II*
registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly
exceptional.”

With regard to the decision-making process, Paragraphs 195 and 196 are of relevance.
Paragraph 195 states that:

rrl..-l...\..-.:lqur_r B DL N Vi WAL rucar FUMHI.- S P T L TLA L Llul"l'hr&ll LETLAL d QCARRER WA PSSOy WIT LR WA

the following apply:
a. The nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site;

b. No viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through

L N L L L Ly T e IR

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

RS BT AR WD LR R AR d PLARAARE P PR PRSBSOSy N DRSS P PREE D AR PRARSPRE RN PE Rl PR RSy ATE SRR N EAS

public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable
use.”
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2.10

212

The threshold between substantial and less than substantial harm has been clarified in
tes specifically to the impact of development
15 24 and 25 of Bedford BC v Secretary of State
[2013] EWHC 2847 remain of relevance here in
L way Uiy uuline uie assessinenew narm’ for heritage assets:

“What the inspector was saying was that for harm to be substantial, the impact on
significance was required to be serious such that very much, if not all, of the significance
was drained away.

Plainly in the context of physical harm, this would apply in the case of demolition or
destruction, being a case of total loss. It would also apply to a case of serious damage to
the structure of the building. In the context of non-physical or indirect harm, the yardstick
was effectively the same. One was looking for an impact which would have such a
serious impact on the significance of the asset that its significance was either vitiated
altogether [i.e. destroyed] or very much reduced.”

ViLglou aitugCLlIG! Wl VeI Yy sl ITULLECW  WUILE TYIUCIHIUY, UND ITNSOTIID a veiy gt

threshold to be reached.

With regard to non-designated heritage assets, Paragraph 197 states that:

Rricdn UlI'Lr'LrI.IJ' e r“urll..-L.u_r [+ R LY IIUFF'ULJIEIJUIL-LI l".rlll.uEI.,r LT bady OF LATAILIP Pt Juuﬁhllll—-llL

will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the
heritage asset.”

fthe NPPF are of relevance in this instance, with

R e L R L U L)

arest.”

WET IR LA IR MR AR RRAAD § R P RAAAE WP PRAEE AR P IR RANA] DR PR AR AR TRS W ISR JP RPAANRE R R T WP RSP P RSE PRAS WA R T

selting that make a positive contribution to the asset (or which better reveal its
significance) should be treated favourably.”
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2.15

2.16

Paragraph 201 then concludes by stating that:

“Not all elements of a Conservation

contribute to its significance. Loss of

moniiis cocbeibodiog da dhe sida i s s U UIE LUIISEIVAELIUN AlEd UT WWUIIU FTEHIEEE JILE
ial harm under paragraph 195 or less than
as appropriate, taking into account the relative
nd its contribution to the significance of the

as a whole.”

LUl Fidainmnmmg runwy

The development plan for the Site comprises Shropshire Council Core Strategy (2011)
and Shropshire Council Site Allocations and Management of Development Plan
(‘SAMDev Plan’ - 2015).

M !..:UIHFJ'CHEHC!H’C ani UL L gLy app!un!..-r: LA T W g ’JUIDUGU L s plﬂnrrlrrs ang
development of Shrewsbury. The approach, encapsulated by the Shrewsbury Vision,
integrates elements of housing, economic, transport, community and environmental
policy, and will enable the town to achieve a significant level of housing and economic
growth linked with infrastructure improvements, whilst protecting and enhancing the
town's role, character and the unique qualities of its historic built and natural
environment:

*  Shrewsbury will provide the primary focus for development for Shropshire, providing
approximately 25% of its additional housing for the period 2006 - 2026
(approximately 6,500 dwellings - 325 dwellings per annum) and 90 hectares of
employment land;

e  Shrewsbury will develop its role as Shropshire's primary retail, office and commercial
centre, and the vitality and viability of the town centre will be promoted, protected
and enhanced. The Riverside and West End areas of the town centre will be
redevelopment priorities...

= .. Inrecognition of the special character of the town and its particular environmental
challenges, the development of the town will have regard to:

o The Shrewsbury Integrated T
Shropshire Local Transport Pl
Relief Road.
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o Flood risk management, based on the Shropshire Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment, that protects and enhances the corridor of the River Severn and its
tributaries and enables development appropriate to the flood risk; and

o The promotion, conservation and enhancement of the town’s natural and
historic features, heritage assets, green corridors and spaces, and
environmental quality, including the corridors of the River Severn and its
tributaries, the town centre and the registered battlefield.”

Core Strategy Policy CS6: Sustainable Design and Development Principles aims:

“To create sustainable places, development will be designed to a hfgﬂ quality using
sustainable design principles, to achieve an inclusive and accessible environment which
respects and enhances local distinctiver~~~ ~= A ruhink mitiatas aad ndnads te alisnta
change. This will be achieved by:

e Requiring all development proposa
achieve applicable national standards, or for water use, evidence based local
standards as reflected in the minimum criteria set out in the sustainability checklist.
This will ensure that sustainable design and construction principles are incorporated
within new development, and that resource and energy efficiency and renewable
energy generation are adequately addressed and improved where possible. The
checklist will be developed as part of a Sustainable Design SPD; and

= Requiring proposals likely to generate significant levels of traffic to be located in
accessible locations where opportunities for walking, cycling and use of public
transport can be maximised and the need for car-based travel to be reduced.

And ensuring that all development:

e |5 designed to be adaptable, safe and accessible to all, to respond to the challenge

+» Protects, restores, conserves and enhances the natural, built and historic
environment and is appropriate in scale, density, pattern and design taking into

local amenity and the achievement of local standards for the provision and quality of
open space, sport and recreational facilities;

s |5 designed to a high quality, consistent with national good practice standards,
including appropriate landscaping and car parking provision and taking account of
site characteristics such as land stability and ground contamination;
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nd and safeguards natural resources fﬂi:.'udiﬂg
¥, minerals, air, soil and water; and

availability of infrastructure to serve any new
development In accordance with the objectives of Policy CS8...".

Core Strategy Policy CS17: Environmental Networks states:

“Development will identify, protect, enhance, expand and connect Shropshire’s
environmental assets, to create a multifunctional network of natural and historic
resources. This will be achieved by ensuring that all development:

e  Protects and enhances the diversity, high quality and local character of Shropshire’s

natural, built and historic environment, and does not adversely affect the visual,
ecological, geological, heritage or recreational values and functions of these assets,
their immediate surroundings or their connecting corridors;

» Contributes to local distinctiveness, having regard to the quality of Shropshire’s
environment, including landscape, biodiversity and heritage assets...,

L T e L e P LR o

the creation of new, and improveme
the removal of barriers between site
maintenance. Sites and corridors an
regularly monitored and updated.”

Shropshire Council SAMDev Plan contains Policy MD13: The Historic Environment, which
states:

tomm o mm oy wmmms mmer m T oAratursurar wrwrar wmrrws warmm  WErrWT O RETS Srasgmie ENErErepTiOm mSrar gmamraeaes saews rrT mrawe

HFSIDHG Enwmnment SPD, Shropshire's heritage assets will be protected, conserved
sympathetically enhanced and restored by:

- F L e IE (SR1-1 8 Pl UPWUFU VRN P Gl N I"'ll.-l} W drlwivl LN Ql&r T PLaT Mt WA o 'Ll'Lnl-,'."El LU W

non-designated heritage asset, including its setting, are accompanied by a Heritage
Assessment, including a qualitative visual assessment where appropriate;

= Ensuring that proposals which a
significance of a non-designated hi
permitted if it can be clearly demor
outweigh the adverse effect. In Makis vns @a9CaaNIGIIL, UIG UGEITT Wi 1IGIHTIT W 1uaa
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of significance to the asset including its setting, the importance of the asset and any
potential beneficial use will be ta
permitted, measures to mitigate ar
including its setting and to advance

Amanatlia lnvmacdacman aond tlha lacal €1

which appropriately conserve, manage or enhance the significance of a heritage
asset including its setting, especially where these improve the condition of those
assets which are recognised as being at risk or in poor condition.”

2.21 SAMDev Plan also includes Policy MD2: Sustainable Design, which states:

ent proposal to be considered acceptable it is

s Respond positively to local design aspirations, wherever possible, both in terms of
visual appearance and how a place functions, as set out in Community Led Plans,
Town or Village Design Statements, Neighbourhood Plans and Place Plans; and

= Contribute to and respect locally distinctive or valued character and existing amenity
value by:

o Responding appropriately to the form and layout of existing development and the
way it functions, including mixture of uses, streetscape, building heights and
lines, scale, density, plot sizes and local patterns of movement;

o  Reflecting locally characteristic a
materials, form, colour and textu
proportion;

i i ancing the historic context and character of
heritage assets, their significance and setting, in accordance with MD13; and

o Enhancing, incorporating or recreating natural assets in accordance withMD12,

style;

= Incorporate Sustainable Drainage techniques, in accordance with Policy CS18, as an
integral part of design and apply the requirements of the SuDS handbook as set out
in the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy; and
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» (Consider design of landscaping and open space holistically as part of the whole
development to provide safe, useable and well-connected outdoor spaces which
respond to and reinforce the character and context within which it is set, in
accordance with Policy CS17 and MD12 and MD13, including:

o Natural and semi-natural features, such as, trees, hedges, woodlands, ponds,
wetlands, and watercourses, as well as existing landscape character, geological
and heritage assets...”.

2.22 The plans and policies listed above have all been considered in the preparation of this
assessment.

1o
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3.2

3.4

Methodology

3y

1 produced in accordance with the Standard and
WUIOENCE 1or mswone envieonmere vesk-Based Assessment issued by the Chartered
Institute for Archaeologists (CIfA, 2017). These guidelines provide a national standard for
the completion of desk-based assessments.

The assessment principally involved con
historical information from documen
d (NHLE) curated by Historic England;

Historic Environment Record (HER) on known
idspots and historic landscape character data;

shire Archives;

ric England Archive (HEA); and

B Y TERS MERm ALl EREE ER MR N R R RAS WP R R ERE R Pl nrt Paspears e weEr wmmSrAeran . wEEEue e maas P

archaeological work within the Site, which are discussed in Section 4.

This report provides a synthesis of relevant information for the Site derived from a search
area extending up to 1km from its boundary (hereafter referred to as the 'study area’) to
allow for additional contextual information regarding its archaeological interest or

g m s ma mm memem mammem e me e o -

d significance of known and/or potential
lentified visible historic features and assessed
vival or condition of known or potential assets.

11
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3.7

3.8

3.10

sta L L

3.12

3.13

3.14

In that regard, the Site walkover (completed August 2019} also considered, where
appropriate, the contribution (if any) made by the land within the Site to the settings of
designated heritage assets situated within its wider Zol.

The report concludes with (1) an assessment of the Site’s likely archaeological potential,
made with regard to current best practice guidelines, and (2) an assessment of the likely
effects of any development within the Site upon designated (non-built) heritage assets,
whether direct or indirect.

has given due consideration to Historic England
nent Good Practice Advice in Planning, Note 3,

TS TS W el d g5 AadEw (N, LWL ]

Setting Assessment Methodology

When assessing the impact of proposals on designated heritage assets, it is not a

LLE :IIFII:'...III: =g, :ll._.-Ll..IIIE I3 UCIinIicu as Luic ﬂUIIUuIH...IIItE-D me ¥l a II:CIII.GEC a33cTL 1D
experienced’. It must be recognised from the outset that 'setting’ is not a heritage asset
and cannot itself be harmed. Its importance relates to the contribution it makes to the
significance of the designated heritage asset.

Historic England guidance identifies that “change to heritage assets Is inevitable, but it is
only harmful when significance is damaged” (HE, 2019).

In that regard, 'significance’ is defined in Annex 2 of the NPPF as “the value of a heritage
asset to this and future generations because of its heritage interest. That interest may be
archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic”.

As such, when assessing the indirect impact of proposals on designated heritage assets,
it is not a question of whether setting would be affected, but rather a question of whether
change within an asset's ‘setting’ would lead to a loss of ‘significance’ based on the
above 'heritage interest’ as defined in the NPPF.

to first define the significance of the asset in

0 that significance by its 'setting', in order to
and therefore harm. The guidance identifies that

12
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3.17

3.18

3.19

3.20

3.22

the extent of the setting of a heritage asset ‘is not fixed and may change as the asset
and its surroundings evolve.”

And that: "Elements of a setting may r
significance of an asset, may affect the aunny w appreviae e signmvanve Ul gy ue
neutral”.

The guidance states that the importance of setting “...lies in what it contributes to the
significance of the heritage asset or to the ability to appreciate that significance.”

It goes on to note:

"All heritage assets have significance, some of which have particular significance and
are designated. The contribution made by their setting to their significance also varies.
Although many settings may be enhanced by development, not all settings have the
same capacity to accommodate change without harm to the significance of the heritage
asset or the ability to appreciate it.”

Whilst identifying that elements of an asset's setting can make an important contribution
to its significance, the guidance states that: “Setting is not itself a heritage asset, nor a
heritage designation, although land comprising a setting may itself be designated”. It

continues by adding that: “Conserving or enhancing heritage assets by taking their
settings into account need not prevent change; indeed change may be positive...".

« |dentify which heritage assets and their settings are affected;

= Assess the degree to which these settings and views make a contribution to the
significance of the heritage asset(s) or allow significance to be appreciated;

* Assess the effects of the proposed development, whether beneficial or harmful, on
the significance or on the ability to appreciate it;

* Explore ways to maximise enhancem

* Make and document the decision an

As far as Step 2 is concerned, the guidance makes the following observations:

“The second stage of any analysis is to assess whether the setting of a heritage asset
makes a contribution to its significance and the extent and/or nature of that

contribution...this assessment should first address the key attributes of the heritage
asset itself and then consider:

13
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assets;

. The asset's intangible associations with its surroundings, and patterns of use;

remm srmmy st et mmaram ors metam e trrrm At ot mr mma mmarmmom o = mwow mmpw pms wowwe mar s

Thereafter, the guidance notes that “This assessment of the contribution to significance
made by setting will provide the baseline for establishing the effects of a proposed
development on significance, as set out in ‘Step 3" below.”

in terms of its:

» Location and siting;

- FEILIT el e lady CAFTLF

s Permanence.”

In light of the above, the assessment of potential setting effects, employed in the
preparation of this report, focused on the completion of site surveys, which were
undertaken in August 2019 and concentrated on the following three main areas:

= |dentifying those heritage assets th:

malkhAasss and dthea sssanars T sacl e

R LISy WU L gl LU,
eir significance by their setting; and

s Assessing the likely impact upon their significance as a result of the form of

development proposed being implemented.
YUt oo e ees me e = -o- =0 notentially affected by the proposed scheme is
+ first instance through desk-assessment; then

In light of the above, the heritage setting
Assessment has been prepared in a rt
professional guidance and giving due reg

14
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.5

4.7

Introduction
There are three scheduled monuments within the Site. These are:

» Roman camps SW of Stoneyford Cottages (1006249) in the north of the Site, to the
south of the A5, which follows the route of Watling Street Roman road (00099);

243), directly south of the churchyard to

e« (astle Hill motte and bailey castle (1019202), which lies some 110m south of
Offoxey Road.

These monuments are described in more detail below, drawing on the List Entry
description.

The Churchyard cross, St Bartholomew’s Church is also scheduled (1016190), although
lies in an area excluded from the Site.

an fort 300m east of Drayton Lodge Farm
+-west of the Site. This provides further evidence
inity of Watling Street for archaeological remains

There are seven listed buildings within the Site and a further five in areas excluded from
it. Further listed buildings lie at the margins of the Site, many of which are encompassed
T T T ' " of which falls within the Site. Within the study

iarden of Weston Park lies ¢.500m to the east of

are discussed in the chronological account below, in the context of the development of
the Site and the historical background of the surrounding area; and particularly in respect
of the remains of Tong Castle.

Designated heritage assets are identified by their seven-digit List Entry numbers shown in
(bold in brackets). HER entries are identified in the text using their HER ‘PrefRef’

15
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numbers, also shown in (bold in brackets). The HER also records archaeological events -
wmbers are used, also shown in (brackets).

corded heritage assets within the study area is
es shown on the plan are referenced in the text.

icts from historic maps.

Scheduled Monuments

AAN An cssniat of bha hoocline sandidices of geheduled monuments within the Site and
ssessment of the potential constraints and
evelopment of the Site is given in Section 5.

e (1006249)

AT TUNUSU WUNNISES,, a3 13 LIS WOd3T 1SS ATuunig

itionally.

the Site, on a very slight spur to the south of

e Lt LT U s, L L DL L FPLE Y Wbl DRFLIRFE |y LB D RIR LR R R L L e e L
Roman Camps... the smaller camp lies within and shares the northern corner of the
larger camp and both are to the south of the Roman Watling Street”. The monument was
first identified as rectangular crop and soil marks on aerial photographs, defined by

n oblique aerial photographs held at the HEA,
pposed and are not generally visible on vertical
10t reproduced here owing to copyright, although
i@ larger camp are visible on an aerial view from
LO, which is shown at Image EDP H1.

TEENRANS Ll e U fe Fh AR LE PRSRSEE TR LP RS RE RS RATRAIE R AR R IR RARAE ] AT PR F AR BN AR PR R LIRS 1 WrRA A

the smaller camp implies this is the more recent of the two.

18
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4.15

4.16

4.18

419

The List Entry description suggests that despite cultivation and some localised quarrying,
the two Roman camps survive compars
environmental evidence relating to thei
inter-relationship with the Roman road,
overall landscape context. It also record
are discernible on the ground, although 1
record and therefore pre-dates the Monu
in 1986); this observation is likely to be
were seen during the Site walkover and
been caused during this time as a resul
from the trial excavation, the Site wi
interest.

The setting of the monument, the contribution that this makes to the her'rtage
significance of the monument, and the opportunities and constraints that this poses for
any development of the Site, are further discussed in Section 5.

below), this is probably the castle mentioned in a charter dated 1185 - 1190 and a
reference to ‘Olde Castle' in a document dated 1320 indicates that the castle may have
been abandoned by that time. It is, therefore, likely to date from the late 12" to early
14 century.

The scheduled monument List Entry description states that the motte, or mound, has
been formed from a natural steep-sided knoll of outcropping red sandstone, although it is
likely the knoll has been artificially enf

states: “This kidney shaped mound me:

28m by 33m (maximum dimensions) across the top and is between 5m and 2.5m high".
The triangular bailey lies to the south of the mound and is terraced into a slope on the
east of the River Wolfe.

The monument and its surroundings are

River Worfe is under arable cultivation.

fairly low-lying position, surrounded by tr

the casual viewer would not be aware of it unless either within the monument or viewing
it from the field adjacent to the north (Image EDP H2). The situation of the monument is
shown on Image EDP H3.

? The Monuments Protection Programme (MPP} was established by English Heritage (now Historic England) in 1986 to
undertake a comprehensive review and evaluation of England's archaeclogical resource. It was designed to collect
information which will enhance the conservation, management and appreciation of the archaeological heritage. One of
its principal aims was to identify monuments and sites whose national importance and conservation needs justified
some form of statutory protective designation (usually scheduling).
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4.20 Views from the monument to the north, over the adjacent field, are curtailed by buildings

el

4.23

e bEwnE Wl
significance of the monument, and the ¢

i Amiimlamensmt Ak dlaes Clba Aes foorklome o

I ERAE Al R SR Bt

STAlNge nmaligu views Wwalls g UONwinpgaidaly

b.

areas of erosion were visible on the monument

LIS TR ey, e L

AILUDDEU 1T STULILI 2.

3)

The term ‘college’ is used to describe communities of secular clergy who shared a degree
of common life like that of a monastic order, although less strictly controlled. Medieval
colleges are comparatively rare, with some 300 known nationally.

wnded at the Church of St Bartholomew by
chantry college to pray for the souls of the Dame
inastic community which included a warden, four

urch, still stand and are Grade |l listed
it within the scheduled monument.

IR Tl LR AL WL R LI | R I SRR Iy TR RN BN

college.

passes the remains of buried structures, and

4.28 The monument lies within pasture to the south of the church and extends under the A41

Newport Road. The situation of the monument in relation to nearby assets is shown on
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4.29

4.32

Image EDP H7. It is not directly publicly accessible, although the majority of the

The setting of the monument, the contribution that this makes to the heritage
significance of the monument, and the opportunities and constraints that this poses for
any development of the Site, are further discussed in Section 5.

hurch (1016190)

" the Site, although in an area excluded from it
th of the church. The cross is also Grade |1*listed
scribes this as a good example of a 15" century

T NS L 1D WToL l::.l\l..l'.'.'.'l IS (PUPRE WWILRIEE D LI
if the asset that contribute to its significance are
~constant noise from the adjacent A4l detracts
mmediate situation of the asset is retained it is
Jr from the proposed development; currently the
d agricultural use of land in this area. This asset

Roman Fort 300m East of Drayton Lodge Farm (1020283)
This monument is situated ¢.565m to the north-west of the Site. The monument was

initially interpreted as a medieval site, however, the multi-ditched enclosure was
identified by aerial photographs and it is thought that by the size of the fort it was built to

1g
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434 Non-designated heritage assets and finds and features of interest recorded within
the Site and within the study area on the HER are discussed as part of the chronological

C - ¢.800 BC)

SN NS WINLND 1SIdUSS LW a 1IISsRUL i HJIIE. e
1 axe head (1815). This was found in association
eneral prehistoric date.

he beginning of the Mesolithic as the climate
antly retreated, and the habitat changed. Britain
‘ests populated by groups of sophisticated
poons and arrows that incorporated very small

438 No specific entries dating to the Mesoli
study area.

Trnna ulluli&lll& 'I'I'u)‘ LTI ER IR TR LWL B RS ] IL.IIIL".J'L.-IHTIE e

1d to create more settled farming communities.

within the Site, although a rectilinear crop mark
wworded within the general date range of Early
ric is likely to date to towards the latter of this
ic stone Axe (1299) is recorded within the study
‘op mark enclosure (34461) bears a superficial
sure, although is apparently well outside the

Age, with increased forest clearance and the
of pottery and changes in funerary practices and

T ™~ BANRS AFEIER f MRS AR LN Pk F Yt WARALEFEL]  PRIRIEIEE RN PG IR P OACRRAALSRS LA Nl S Nl BER RS Wl R

socketed axe (2912) which was found on a spoil heap after earthmoving during the
construction of the M54. These findspots give tantalising glimpses into the potential for
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ithough do not necessarily indicate associated

0)

4.43 The Iron Age was a period of great char
result of the increasing trade and other
Generally, harvests improved with the ug
increased farming of peas, beans, flax z
types of settlements, such as hillfort
development of settlement, agriculture
the Romans introducing a range of innOvauuns anu unanges 1 Lunwe wgL are 1an e
visible in the archaeological record than for those periods immediately preceding and
succeeding it. There was a greater variety of pottery, coins and metal goods, as well as
new building materials among communities which embraced "Romanisation’.

4.44 Cropmarks of a pit alignment of unknown date, on an approximate north-east to

LTI T LTI L alu EHI'CII O IWIGWIWINN 2LWWIT a3 WIHE Wi InlInLJ' |JII. EIIIEIIIIIE.'.'IFL LAIUNIUan 1S3, 1115305
could conceivably be part of the same, possibly discontinuous boundary. Although
undated, such features are generally regarded as being prehistoric boundaries® and are
likely to be Iron Age in date. Another similar feature, on an approximate north-west to

it, none of which are shown on historic map sources and therefore, appear to pre-date
the post medieval enclosure. One of these extends outside the Site to the south

o R D PP Ny BRI LR Pl Pl D e G AL il B PR L W

i pit alignments.

nents, not previously recorded, has also been

[ER B L R P N L L TV

the Site on the HER. These are "u'al"lDLISt
where these have not been evaluated (wl

3 English Heritage, 2011, Introductions to Heritage Assels: Frenistoric Linear Boungary Ermnworks
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4.48

4.49

4.50

4.51

period, or indeed contain activity spanning these periods. They may represent stock
enclosures or a domestic function, and &

An Iron Age or Roman rectangular enclo
fho mocths mond o dhs afte soed SE RS AL s 15 @ SYUIE, Ul SUUSSYUE BHGIUSUTE,
15 at the HEA. A further rectilinear enclosure
a cropmark adjacent to the River Worfe north of
te; although could be associated with the nearby
post-medieval mill site (08525). A possi

within the south of the site, south ¢

construction and found to contain a

12th century, although contemporary acCuurits SUREESL UIdL LIE BHLIUSUIE Wad UIVUENIL W
be earlier,

Within the north of the Site are the remains of two Roman marching camps (1111), which
is also scheduled as Roman camps SW of Stoneyford Cottage (1006249) and has been
discussed above. Otherwise, the only definitively Roman site within the Site is an
enclosure (2499), first identified as a cropmark, although subsequently investigated as
part of the construction of the M54 Motorway. A small part of the enclosure lies within
the Site, which mostly extends to the south.

The AS, which forms the northern bound:

{99) Roman road, which ran from Wroxe

with the Site's northern boundary, Watli
d out along the course of Watling Street and it
surfaces to ditches, with rare paved sections. A
e (1387), has been postulated as running north

TEWEn ) wyoagamnm IE et e

Within the study area, there is a set
scheduled monument Roman fort 300m
discussed above.

uuuuuuuuu AR IR S W ELINAE PR TR LE IS LR RR P LRI MRy WA RFLESVLI By RSRAD PRI et et l B LR B ERAE e PR

than preceding and subsequent periods. Political boundary changes were fairly commeon;
these are not well recorded.
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4.54

4,57

4.58

In addition to the two scheduled monuments of Castle Hill Motte and Bailey Castle
(1019202) and the Site of Medieval Collt

are a number of medieval assets and

origins in the medieval period, within the

and later Tong Castle (1359), at the suuwiein euge Ll L 2IE, Al AULUUNL UL LIE
development of which is given below.

Tong Castle and Related Assets

orway. Ine onginal casue, Dy SIr Harry vernon
| by George Durant the Elder in ¢.1764. Durant

R ) TR T S N -

Between 1764 and Durant's death Tong Castle was rebuilt, and major alterations made
to the surrounding park. There are three recorded areas of parkland associated with Tong
Castle. The earliest is Tong Deer Park (1848), which is physically separate from the

o amie ] leilom et sailmmilis moshmiole dlea Clde b bl s b Thim mames s om  owm sl s s I ol oo o T

) indicated on the map of 1739, where this
ary Tong Castle, encompassing (within the Site)
rougniy e trangie or 1anag genneqa py T T Tt Toom eomm oo mama e s
date, the serpentine lakes were not pres

their later position. Names recorded or

medieval rabbit warren at the southern1

former alignments of tree avenues shown on this map (8523).

Within the area defined by the pre-17¢
rectangular enclosure (2498), just to
investigated in advance of motorway con

The 18" century Tong Castle Park (7551) was established between the rebuilding of
Tong Castle as a gothic building in 1765 and the death of its owner George Durant in
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4.59

4.61

extension of Church Pool (Image EDP H.
ool (outside the Site). Castle Wood can be made
Ithough has been subsumed into a modern
shurch Pool. A ditch, which appears to relate to
UiE UUUNUdly U Lasue wouu as snown on early 05 editions, was noted during the Site
visit within modern plantation woodland to the east of the castle in the south of the Site.

In c. 1775 more pools were created north of Church Pool, Castle Hill Pool, with the more

that the northern driveway to Tong Castle was

| and entering Tong to the south of the church.

2 Ad1l, as well as a small section by the Former
wri aawes, gawsisia anu nanng walls, Tong Castle, which are listed Grade Il
(1053608; 13884) at the northern end of the driveway (Image EDP H9).

When Durant died in 1780 his son George Durant Il added eccentric structures. The HER

I 11 Ui NeEn 1guuidj. Upw e ucd
passed to his grandson George Charles
surrounding portion of the estate to th
Bradford Estate today. A headstone foi
within the churchyard; it is unclear as to
is 1823.
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4.64

4.65

rock. At the time of the construction of the M54 these were quite ogpens, but they are now
considerably overgrown by trees and scrub, such that from the east one can be standing
on top of the castle and be unaware that it is there; although from the west the remains,
as described, are quite apparent, if considerably overgrown (Image EDP H19).

The HER records that very little physical
the extent of the park to the south and
MNeachley Lane in the west and fron

TS LO™ LEIILUY  TWIEE ledblUs, LWiE iaglihiisiigly

Wood and its ditched boundary.

Other Medieval Assets

The Site of Lizard Grange (1727) lies in the north-east of the Site, in an area excluded
from development. It is thought to represent the proposed site for the grange associated
with Lilleshall Abbey in the 13" century, which lies to the east of the Site. The current
Lizard Grange, which dates to the 18" century, is Grade |l listed.

LSl fRAREW] D TG B LIS VWSO W
medieval bridge (1819), which was destr
is located to the north-west of the ci
14t century seal matrix (4640) to the w
medieval coins have also been found in the same field.

POl B Bt B B LR Sl F sl el nl bl BT M RNe Bl

ound remains.

SLARILEE dafe R RR R T RAND PRl el BEAAE G LAEILS 1 FLARIRS  LE RS REfes §

ind fertilizers. The majority of the records within
nwards refer to buildings including farms and

* AR S WwWW aIsCOveringlong.orgs castiemndeax.nim
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4.72

4.73

4.74

farmsteads within the Site and study area and evidence the agricultural intensification of

making wrought iron at the beginning of
the 19* century. Forge Pool has been ¢
survives intact however, it is highly obsci
the time of the Site visit.

Ciivtlnmes maidlh Aam tha sasacses oos damrmmiirma ara tlha rasmsalas Aaf & lacdas lvam vraclis asa aaaa

TN LIS L 77 WEHILU Y. 11D 1D NIDUTU Jaut

A possible mill (08525) is shown on the
on the map of Tong and Tong Norton o

L WD RSO0 LTSN LA NN, O G i 13

odern brickworks, although these could not be

A water meadow is also recorded at Lizard Grange Farm (03795), in the north of the Site.
In 1980 this was one of the few water meadows left in Shropshire where the irrigatic-n
ditches were still well defined. However, the water meadow has been under arable
cultivation since 1999 and no trace of the meadow was visible at the time of the Site
visit.

The Site intersects with the former Norton Heath (8528) and Tong Heath (8531), whose
19t century extents are shown on the map of Tong and Tong Norton of 1739
(Plan EDP H2), to the north and south-west of the Site respectively. Part of Tong Heath
was subsumed into the 18" century cas
of the heath have survived its later e
heathland, Tong Knowl (8529 is recorde

;s and tracks shown on the 1739 map (8524), as

are clearly preserved in current boundaries, and
hers bear no relation to any apparent surviving
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features. Notable among these are the line of hedgerows north of Stanton Road which
id the line of the road and trackway known as
m Tong to Tong Hill Farm and onwards to

It century windmill (7292) in the centre-north of
augh's county map of 1808. No traces are noted
arly 05 editions.

LD, HLi“t), SLAUICS |LTOLD, LTOLI], WIE W

2 (41748), a shelter shed (41743), a loose box
1steads lies within the Site. Most of these result
and, although some have earlier origins:

» Woodside Farm (26233) lies in the northern part of the Site, west of the River Worfe.
This is of a 19" Century Dispersed type;

irthern part of the Site, adjacent to the A41. This
ad, displaying as a Regular Courtyard type. The
)5);

the centre-north of the Site. This is an early
ourtyard type with multiple yards. The Site of an
e farm, Lizardmill Farm (08527), lies adjacent;

e west of the above. This is an early 19" century

T OWULIITYTEILEINE RO L W (A Ll J | K = LI 1 E= i = ] )
type, although the associated buildings, two of
th century origins.

Psltale LW UFUP FHPEEN Moy WHHRIG R ) FIL Vs RPG T Ui TR LJ'J PN N &]) 'JI HJLU&ILIFI 1
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4.80 In the north of the Site there are two records of ‘unintelligible cropmarks’ (2364, 8682).

discussed above.

4.82 In the south of the Site, two circular croj

Tt Momdla e Lalal [ SYRTFN s P e el

4.83 Further undated cropmarks, including a
have been recorded outside the Site.

ems of archaeological investigation) on the route

LI L NG o -DGI'UCIE,’E (=1 =1} IEEUIUﬁfr TVIL
Most of this work was undertaken by Ton
or adjacent to the Site include:

= Excavation of the Roman enclosure (2499), which intersects the south of the Site,
undertaken in 1980 (ESA2581);

» Excavations of Tong Castle betwe
reported on through numerous re
including the building material, the
building and the former defences of

« Excavation, dismantling and reco
undertaken between 1980 and
reconstructed at the Avoncroft Muse

« Excavation of the enclosure (2498) =
(ESAZ25T9).

4.85 As discussed above, some intrusive investigation (ESA1365) was undertaken of the
scheduled monument Roman camps SW of Stoneyford Cottages (1006249) in the north
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4.87

4.88

4,89

491

4,92

of the Site. A number of field observations of the monument are also recorded

The majority of archaeological "events’ re

of which were made by the Ordnance &

some by English Heritage and others by Sinupsine vuuny vuunun. iese appear w nave
genel‘a”}' been visits tﬂl"getea on known or suspected arcr!a&ﬂlﬂgiﬂal assets, ﬂfesumatl]}l'
to verify and/or check condition.

Most of the north and east of the Site was also part of a survey of Shifnal parish
(ESABE18) comprising a desk-based assessment and field survey.
Cartographic Sources

A range of historic maps were consulted as part of the assessment, and an account of
the development of the Site, as shown on these, is given below.

IIIISIE'G Bl BREwF: MU VSO WY LNISG DVLEL L HUI RIVIED WP RIS IIIE'.I 2 1SN gy ag G pGQaLrr
and many of the names reference the former status of land, suggesting relatively recent
enclosure, such as "Intack” and "Pickmoor".

The earliest detailed map to cover the majority of the 5Site is the map of Tong and
Tong Norton of 1739 (Plan EDP H2), which shows the southern part of the Site in detail

A map of Tong parish of 1759 (not reproduced here) shows very little change to the
above.
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4.93

4.94

498

The Tithe maps of Tong (1838), Shifnal (1840) and Weston Under Lizard (1840) cover
for Weston Under Lizard covers only the very
ale land in Tong, and therefore the coverage, is
lal provides coverage for most areas of the Site

UULSIUE Ui L3 g, 1ne ayuul o ue Site is remarkably similar to its present layout,

with current farmsteads shown.

The OS First Edition of 1887-9 (not reproduced here, owing to copyright issues) shows

LG FULE 13 DWW BALRTIUNIE TIUIUI €
elements of the park discussed above, sl

mlama abmiaes

Qi IGLLTHY, WIS WUHIDL ULLIUT W UIT VLS VIV Yay aliud SHDUWNE Laln e W 1UNE Wadus

and park, as discussed above,

LINRIRRLWINRIFER R PR L AR WL LAATIR R LT LI R RN AL LY FRILIAND LM Pl RN PN e Ll.'f s niry ang

Swindon (search ref: 120858).

The available images span the period from May 1946 to September 2005 and add detail
:nce shown on those historic maps available at

WL Pt WA ety LA LILANLIT R BRI SR Rl R

118, which has resulted in a number of cropmark

ThOMEETRm TR PO IR WS R TR PERAGSL WOT F N WAAE P SRSAE § RARREEG ARAR

former field boundaries, some of which are on
s discussed above.
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4,101 Further evidence of features associated with the 18" century Tong Castle park is
sment.

DI VWdlhuver

4,102 The Site was visited in August 2019 to assess the current ground conditions and
topography within it, as well as to confirm the continuing survival of any known

UL OIS, 1D ST BUUY VISIUILY Wi Ui
ion of any potential earthworks. However, no

e ekl fe blas lhanalins aklesces coemes Telmeb B lael

DUNALT 1SHIaIID 1 ally Wil e Wiupinailn o

4.104 A number of observations were made dL
within the Site, the remains of Tong Cas

AU WULDIUG LNITDTE alTad, gl LG STLLUTINIITHILLD W TwiiE Griu VUigE INJ g, LS niigjunicy Wi iariu
within the Site encompasses large arable fields, with hedged boundaries. These result
from planned post-medieval enclosure and subsequent enlargement; and are associated
with largely 19 century farmsteads.
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5.7

nt has been undertaken of land within the Site,
entary sources for the Site and surrounding area.
sarate assessment, although are mentioned here

NPPF (see Paragraph 2.6), this section identifies
¢ be affected by development within the Site.

t& within the Site, with a further monument,
LIUIGHyalu Liuss, ot paruiunew s wourch (1016190), in an area excluded from the Site
in Tong,.

The scheduled monuments within the Site would represent an ‘in principle’ constraint to
development in these areas, owing to a presumption in favour of its preservation and any
physical impact on the fabric of the scheduled monuments would require Scheduled

Monument Consent. Development would thus need to be excluded from the scheduled
aran and tha cannivamant far ane hoffar tg this established through consultation with

numents would need to be informed by detailed

I WIS UG 13 UHRGIY W WS swaliaivsu ni
ment proposals, although any such works would
int.

1 is likely to occur to the Churchyard cross or any
wtside the Site in the event of the allocation and

rwwrrrreaay 'I-l"rlip-'l wEF U ull.u!n:ruru HUII-H_EF 1‘-“““"”;

The scheduled monument encompasses the buried remains of two Roman marching
camps south of Watling Street, identified as crop and soil marks on aerial photographs

LAER] REhlA U TLILAS LS PRI R PRI Tl DRI AL IR WA LRII S LI oL LIRS LIRS AT LEIRS BRI R Ly
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5.10

514

although associated civilian settlement is often associated with the longer-lived of Roman
by evaluation in advance of any development.

rge fields with hedged boundaries, resulting from
|.Ildlllll=l.l HUbL-IfII:UII:U:II !:-'EIL-'-iUbUIl:. HIUW sameAmar mrmblla scaldhembiaem Mhaaem dtha laals af Ams
upstanding remains, and the imposition
large arable fields, the primary archae
appreciated on the ground. From the vici
the linearity of the A5 (the Roman Watling Street) although this cannot be determined as
a road, given the adjacent hedge. The viewer can also appreciate the topographic
situation of the site, with its open situation allowing the informed viewer to appreciate its
sibcnbinn in ealation da e coeeanedinsg Whilst assessment would be required of the
in order to inform the design of any development
PIUPUSAID, LIS IGLR UL UpSanunig iginan " orrnen dhe asateibodion ~F seeniindiog o o
the heritage significance of the monum
east restricting any views from this dir
makes to the significance of the monume

Emerging development proposals, a
(Appendix EDP 1), show the monumen

ratainad within an aras of aranacad 50,0y pain. 1D GHUIUS TIUL UINY WIS RULGTHLIGE W)

and the retention of open space around the
with Watling Street will be retained; but also that
" arable cultivation, thus halting any further

IV I el Wil LV PRI T L LS L L
enhancement of the monument, throu

these factors together, the potential for

its setting, can be avoided and should

benefit of securing the conservation of the monument.

LA F TPl Ll U0 VPR Gl TP 8 RENE FREENRAE N 0Traf LAGIRRATL el I RS M FREW AT TR WA W) R U sl il AL B owlil il b WP
Tong Norton. The occupation of the castle was relatively short-lived, probably between the
late 12 to early 14 century and therefore, precedes Tong Castle, 1km to the south.

LA e BT R LA WAL AR LA LA R LA PRI LA AL PR

As the List Entry states, the monument
nature as a fortification, the castle lies in
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5.16

its east, west and south sides, such that the casual viewer would not be aware of it unless

LY LMINLHITEES 1E VOTIE INOTL, e UITREY Rual, i RDidniung WIiLnne e real Eﬂiut}ll iU
to these. Castle Hill is not easily accessed and cannot easily be seen from publicly
accessible roads and footpaths. The archaeological interest of the monument can
therefore be experienced only at close gquarters.

FIILAT IR TS @WVETIUE, TELAIT LD Ule 11 Lu IUIIE [= NI N | -4 ) IUIIE LSS, LISISIe
enhances the historic interest of the monument and provides a setting that makes a
positive contribution to its heritage significance.

Emerging development proposals, &
(Appendix EDP 1), show the monument
retained within agricultural use. Measu

earaanind Aaf Aavalasmant fa tha aemsed A

30 incorporate a country park in the south-east of
antury park to Tong Castle, including Church Pool.
een Castle Hill, Tong and Tong Castle and allow

extent than is currently the case, as further

R TR | Rl W DR D P P Rlrnd T By BEEAINRAN T FPRSRIINE W el

3)

R o o L L v R L L R R L LW Tl v TR Tt A W T L ¥ I a I A TR LWLV I T e A S R L E

comprises mostly buried remains, although there are some, barely discernible,
garthwaorks.
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5.20 There is no indication in the List Entry description whether associated remains would be

e in a field to the south of the church, although
iad. Its archaeological interest cannot readily be

THIGL RPal L WA LIS VP TAR ST W DTS DUPUILT W EDSL W LTS AL 1D DU WILLHT Gl gl Sa W RRaSLUne,
although given its separation from the remainder of the monument, and the lack of any
indication of remains in this location, the setting of this part has a far lesser bearing on its
heritage significance. The continuous noise from the A41 detracts from the appreciation

IUJIE LAODLIT, WSS UGUIEB Lruranin IC‘IEIIUD\JEPEU Lna gi1sa a |.Iﬂ| LW LIS SR IE U ue
gothic Castle and laying out of the 18" century park. He established the northern
driveway along the southern side of Church Pool, through the college, to the Former North
Gates, gatepiers and flanking walls, Tong Castle, on Newport Road, which are listed
Grade Il (1053608). The trees along the A4l generally filter views from this group of
assets to the west, although a striking view is available over the monument from the
MNorth Gates towards Church Pool (Image EDP H9), where this view would have originally
SThtom tm oAes Seems sttt -® we-- “astle. Views from and over the monument to
ontribution to the setting of the monument.

5 shown in the llustrative Master Plan

Ak Wil e gaimneu vid da 1odua nrik
necessitating a bridge across Church |
monument will be of a change to the peri

Ul digd U Le piTupusgul wuuanuy pain o uie
‘or any harm to the monument, through changes
ed through development design and there are
incement through improved management and
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5.26

access, and the provision of interpretative materials; which should also be considered in

IUIUESIENELEU ASSELS

Archaeology

Probable evidence of the later prehistoric division of the landscape has been identified
from cropmarks on aerial photographs ir *=~ fasm af ait alidanaants cnd athar handan,
features which may be contemporary t
alignments are relatively rare features ar
or even regional level. Nevertheless, &

[l=l=ba1l IJﬂ-I LIEIII_]' WIIDTL LIS 13 il W Lign iwra3. 1 ﬂHj" La3cs, CIIICIEII IE UE\'EIUHIIIEI (18 PIUPU:H'.‘H:
would indicate that although some would be lost to development (2318 and a short
section of to the west of Havannah Farm identified by this assessment); other sections
(28802; 28716) lie in areas proposed for open space and continued agricultural use

AT I LT et PRI I L s wlIl%sa BT B

Iron Age or Roman and may evidence eit
most of these have not been confirmed |
common and are judged to be of loca
2498), lie within areas to be retained in emerging development proposals. Another two
would be lost to development, although one of these lies at the margins of the Site and

L L I e o N N LN e I TP T R R | R T S L W T Lo

is evidenced on aerial photographs, although no
ien identified. Little evidence for any medieval
2 those designated heritage assets discussed

e R L e T L

to the construction of the M54, any remains are necessarily fragmentary and unlikely to
warrant preservation in situ.

a7



Land North of Junction 3 of the M54, Shropshire

Archaeclogical Assessment
edpd3T1_rO06c

5.29 Some evidence for early post-medieval industry is also recorded within the Site, with the

LS EVENIL W UEVEITURNTIZNL WILTII pre-E2asllig
irm has been identified. Possible post-medieval
arm, should any remains survive, would be likely
wugh these are also within areas identified for

LITRLIENL LW U aoliad Usl WL e nda

are likely to be of local archaeological i

Allasamtianm af tha Dlia assardlas fa sioieemm

LIS EIE UEVZIURNINETIL RTURUSa .

532 The HER also records the routes of roads and tracks shown on the 1739 map (8524).
Some of these are clearly preserved in current boundaries, and others are partly

et RS A AL e A A SR A 8 T SRS 1 S 1A B A 1 A S A LA AR R
with largely 19" century farmsteads. This is a common historic landscape type and is of
low value.
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Summary

5.34 There has been very little archaeological
there may be further remains of intel

Avabhasaaladiasl Flald Amlivatiac Aastandia

HIIU iy PIURPUSEU USVEIUPITIEHL WILII IL, LIS 1USS
th features of interest identified in the baseline

e mmaliantiae lo barmas af s bank ask sk s

programme of archaeological excavation and recording, including environmental sampling
and scientific dating techniques where appropriate. Such works could effectively be
conditioned on any planning permission.
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Chartered Institute for Archaeologists (CIfA)
Environment Desk-based Assessment (Reading)

Department for Communities and Local Government (uuia) £uLy 11e Nauona Fraiimg Foicy
Framework London

Historic England (HE), 2017, Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3
(Second Edition): The Setting of Heritage Assets, London

rt: A Survey of Historic Parks and Garden in

Jwnpel, FooA. 193U meu suivey nepwe. mistoric Parks and Gardens in Shropshire - A
Compendium of Site Reports Compiled 1994-1997

TSI NING A W T ol e LEFEIDY, LOPWIe

Shropshire XLIV.NE 1887, 1903
Shropshire XLIV.NW 1888, 1903
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former ornamental canal to the later Tong Castle can also be made out as a parch mark to
the west of the River Wolfe (Imagery @ 2018 Getmapping ple, Map data @ 2018 Google
United Kingdom)
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cross, St Bartholomew's Church (1
13882) to the north; the remains of
north-west (Imagery @ 2018 Getmap
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f pit alignment 28802 (W of Ad1), in association with
:ursor to the A41, as shown on the map of Tong and
2018 Getmapping plc, Map data @ 2018 Google
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IIIIﬂEﬂ B Mis. AE0Ndl WIS L%} FANLY e ] .‘IIFUWIIIE I EWILILS Y IR e L dIIE,IIIIIEI It WWEDL (%]
Havannah Farm, with further cropmarks of potential prehistoric boundaries outside
the Site to the east (Imagery @ 2018 Getmapping ple, Map data @ 2018 Google
United Kingdom)
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River Worfe (Imagery @ 2018 Getmapping plc, Map data @ 2012 Google
United Kingdom)
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urse of the former ermamental canal, partly preserved
in as cropmarks (Imagery @ 2018 Getmapping plc,
ingdom)
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Image EDP H22: Aerial view of 2018 of cropmarks of circular features (34671; 34672) to the north-west
of Church Pool (Imagery ® 2018 Getmapping plc, Map data @ 2018 Google
United Kingdom)
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