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SUMMARY 

The matter at issue in this case is whether proposals to construct a car park as part of the Phase 2 

development would conserve part of a Roman farmstead in a manner appropriate to its significance.  

Baseline conditions have been established through proportionate and appropriate assessment in 

accordance with best-practice and professional guidance, which has identified that the only 

archaeological heritage asset under consideration is a Roman farmstead that represents a non-

designated asset of regional importance. Only part of this asset, comprising inter alia a series of yards, 

enclosures, possible outbuildings and activity areas, is located within the Site area, with the 

‘farmhouse’ located to the west of The Marsh. Archaeological evaluation trenching indicates that the 

asset is suffering on-going harm from the modern ploughing and that conservation and preservation 

of the asset would be best achieved through removal of the asset from an arable regime. It is also 

understood that this transition to a non-harmful environment can only viably be achieved through the 

proposed development, which is the subject of this appeal. 

The proposed surface car park will be designed, so as to have no adverse effect on the below-ground 

remains and will be maintained in accordance with an approved Archaeological Management Plan. 

The construction of a car park would prevent further risk of harm to the heritage asset through use of 

the land for agriculture, will conserve the remains in a manner appropriate to their significance and 



will not result in any appreciable change to setting that would be offset through use of the site as 

permanent pasture or other green space. Enhancement of the asset would be achieved through 

installation of a detailed information board. 

It is consequently my professional opinion that the proposed carparking would be in accordance with 
NPPF paras 192 and 200 and with LPA Policy EN10 (d). 
 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Qualifications and experience 

1.1 This Proof of Evidence (hereafter PoE) has been prepared by Roy King BA (Hons) MCIfA and 

Principal Consultant at Foundations Heritage, the specialist consultancy team of 

Archaeological Management Services Ltd. After graduating from Birmingham University in 

1988 with a Bachelor’s degree in Ancient History and Archaeology, I worked initially for the 

University’s Archaeology team before moving to Swindon to take up a supervisory post with 

the local authority (then Thamesdown Borough Council) Archaeology Unit. I subsequently 

joined Cotswold Archaeology and moved into a project management role before setting up 

Foundations Archaeology in 1995, which was incorporated in 1997 as Archaeological 

Management Services Ltd and divided into two divisions (Archaeology and Heritage) in 2017). 

I remain the Managing Director of both divisions. 

1.2 I am a full member of the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists (CIfA), achieving the most 

senior ‘Member’ level in 1993 and have previously been elected to the Council, and Advisory 

Council of the Institute, as well as serving on a number of its committees. I have worked in 

archaeological and heritage assessment for 31 years, predominantly in the private sector. I 

have gained extensive knowledge and experience working with a diverse range of projects, 

including infrastructure schemes, residential and industrial developments, and utility and 

renewable developments across the country for both private and local authority clients, 

including Historic England (then English Heritage) as a consultant on the Accelerated 

Scheduling Programme during the latter half of the 1990s. 

1.3 I have participated in in a number of appeals; both written representations and hearing 

procedures.  

2 SCOPE 

2.1 In this PoE I will address the inspector’s main issue (2) insofar as it relates to impact on 

archaeology. I will also respond to and address reason for refusal 5 (in relation to the outline 

element of the planning application) and the matters set out at paragraph 6.48 of the Council’s 

Statement of Case1. 

2.2 Reason for refusal 5 in the Decision Notice2 for the outline element of the application states: 
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“The application fails to demonstrate that the archaeological remains will be preserved and 
conserved. This application is therefore contrary to Policy EN10 of the Swindon Borough Local 
Plan 2026 and National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).” 
 

2.3 The LPA’s Committee Report3 for the application determination provides further information 

on the position of the LPA with regard to archaeological impacts. This included the following 

statement from the County Archaeological Officer acting as archaeological advisor to SBC: 

“The Archaeological Advisor has no objections in principle to the submitted Archaeological 

Evaluation, however an area to the west of the application shows remains which form part of 

a roman settlement. The Archaeological Advisor has requested that this area of archaeological 

interest, along with a 20m buffer are preserved in situ in pasture and not subjected to any 

ground disturbance. The application submission, including the Phase 2 Indicative Site Plan 

(P10), the Parameter Plan Composite (P9) and the Illustrative Landscape Masterplan (Rev D) 

indicate development in this location. Officers therefore consider there is insufficient 

information submitted to demonstrate that the proposed development and quantum of 

floorspace applied for, can be delivered whilst ensuring that the area of archaeological interest 

remains preserved in situ. It would therefore fail to accord with Policy EN10 of the Local Plan 

which seeks to ensure that the historic environment within the Borough is sustained, enhanced 

and appropriately preserved”. 

2.4    Paragraph 6.48 of the Council’s Statement of Case states: 

 “The submitted evidence confirms that an area to the west of the appeal site shows remains 
which form part of a Roman settlement. The Council will explain why this area of land should 
be preserved as pasture and demonstrate why the proposals to construct a car park on the 
Roman remains would fail to conserve and enhance the archaeological remains in accordance 
with the requirements of SBLP Policy 10d) and NPPF Paragraphs 192 and 200.” 

 

The Appeal Site  

2.5 A description of the Site and its surroundings, and its planning history, is set out in the full 

application material, and the (draft) joint Statement of Common Ground (‘SoCG’) and is 

therefore not repeated here. 

The Appeal Proposal 
 
2.6 The appeal proposal comprises the creation of a new car parking area on the site of a known 

non-designated heritage asset. 
 
3 POLICIES 

3.1 No statutorily protected (designated) archaeological assets are present within the Site and no 
effect on such assets has been raised by the LPA as a matter of dispute. Consequently, the 
policy context is restricted to the NPPF and LPA Development Plan policies. 

 
National Planning Policy 
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National Planning Policy Framework 20194. 

3.2 The NPPF was introduced in 2012 and subsequently revised and reissued in 2018. Further 
revisions took place in February and July 2019. Planning and the Historic Environment is dealt 
with in Chapter 16 (Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment). 

3.3 Paragraph 189 requires the significance of the heritage assets, which may be affected by the 

proposals to be described as part of any submission, ideally as part of a Heritage Statement 

report. The level of detail should be proportionate to the importance of the assets and 

sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposals on their significance. 

3.4 Annex 2 of the NPPF defines “significance” (for heritage policy) as: 

“The value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage interest. 

The interest may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic. Significance derives not 

only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its setting. For World Heritage 

Sites, the cultural value described within each site’s Statement of Outstanding Universal Value 

forms part of its significance”; and, 

“heritage assets” as: 

“A building, monument, site, place, area or landscape identified as having a degree of 

significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, because of its heritage interest. It 

includes designated heritage assets and assets identified by the local planning authority 

(including local listing)”. 

3.5 Paragraph 190 sets out that local planning authorities should also identify and assess the 

particular significance of heritage assets that may be affected by proposals. They should take 

this assessment into account when considering the impact of proposals in order to avoid or 

minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal. 

3.6 Annex 2 defines “conservation” as: 

“The process of maintaining and managing change to a heritage asset in a way that sustains 

and, where appropriate, enhances its significance.” 

3.7 Paragraph 192 states that local planning authorities should take account of the desirability of 

sustaining and enhancing the significance of all heritage assets and putting them into viable 

uses consistent with their conservation; the positive contribution that conservation of 

heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and 

the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and 

distinctiveness. 

3.8 Paragraph 193 further outlines that local planning authorities should give great weight to the 

asset’s conservation when considering the impact on a proposed development on the 

significance of a designated heritage asset. The more important the heritage asset, the greater 

the weight should be.  
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3.9 Paragraph 194 specifies that any harm to, or loss of, significance of a designated heritage asset 

should require clear and convincing justification. 

3.10 Paragraph 195 outlines that local planning authorities should refuse consent where a proposal 

will lead to substantial harm or total loss of significance, unless it can be demonstrated that 

this is necessary to deliver substantial public benefits that outweigh such harm or loss, or a 

number of other tests can be satisfied.  

3.11 Paragraph 196 concerns proposals which will lead to less than substantial harm to the 

significance of a designated heritage asset. Here harm should be weighed against the public 

benefits, including securing the optimum viable use. 

3.12 Paragraph 197 confirms that the effect of an application on the significance of a non-

designated heritage asset should be taken in account in determining the application. In 

weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly non-designated heritage assets, a 

balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the 

significance of the heritage asset.  

3.13 Paragraph 200 states that proposals that preserve those elements of the setting that make a 

positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of a heritage asset should be treated 

favourably. It outlines that local planning authorities should also look for opportunities for 

new development within the setting of heritage assets to enhance or better reveal their 

significance. 

3.14 Annex 2 defines “setting” as: 

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

 
3.15 The Framework is accompanied by a guidance document. National Planning Practice 

Guidance (NPPG)5 was first issued in 2014 by the Government as an online resource intended 
to provide more detailed guidance and information with regard to the implementation of 
national policy set out in the Framework. The latest update to this document dates to 2019. 

3.16 NPPG reiterates that conservation of heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their 
significance is a core planning principle and states that conservation is an active process of 
maintenance and managing change that requires a flexible and thoughtful approach. The PPG 
notes that where changes are proposed to heritage assets, the Framework sets out a clear 
basis for decision-taking to ensure that heritage assets are conserved, and where appropriate 
enhanced, in a manner that is consistent with their significance and thereby achieving 
sustainable development.  

3.17 NPPG confirms that setting is the surroundings in which an asset is experienced and may 
therefore be more extensive than its curtilage. All heritage assets have a setting, irrespective 
of the form in which they survive and whether they are designated or not. The extent and 
importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual considerations. Although views 
of or from an asset will play an important part, the way in which we experience an asset in its 
setting is also influenced by other environmental factors such as noise, dust and vibration 
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from other land uses in the vicinity, and by understanding of the historic relationship between 
places. The contribution that setting makes to the significance of the heritage asset does not 
depend on there being public rights or an ability to access or experience that setting. This will 
vary over time and according to circumstance. 

3.18 Harm may arise from works to the heritage asset or from development within its setting. A 
thorough assessment of the impact on setting needs to take into account, and be 
proportionate to, the significance of the heritage asset and the degree to which proposed 
changes enhance or detract from that significance and the ability to appreciate it. When 
assessing any application for development which may affect the significance of a heritage 
asset through change in its setting, local planning authorities may need to consider the 
implications of cumulative change. 

3.19 NPPG sets out that whether a proposal causes substantial harm will be a judgment for the 
decision taker, having regard to the circumstances of the case and the policy in the 
Framework. In general terms, substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases. 

3.20 Public benefits are defined as anything that delivers economic, social or environmental 
progress as described in the Framework (paragraph 7). The NPPG confirms that public benefits 
should flow from the proposed development. They should be of a nature or scale to be of 
benefit to the public at large and should not just be a private benefit.  

Local Planning Policy 

3.21 The policies of the Development Plan relevant to archaeological matters are contained in the 

Swindon Borough Council Local Plan 20266 (adopted in March 2015). The Site is not subject to 

a made or otherwise emerging Neighbourhood Plan at this time. The relevant Development 

Plan policy comprises EN10 (Historic Environment and Heritage Assets). This sets out sets out 

that: 

a. “Swindon Borough’s historic environment shall be sustained and enhanced. This 

includes all heritage assets including historic buildings, conservation areas, historic 

parks and gardens, landscape and archaeology. 

b. Proposals for development affecting heritage assets shall conserve and, where 

appropriate, enhance their significance and setting. Any harm to the significance of a 

designated or non-designated heritage asset, or their loss, must be justified. Proposals 

will be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, whether it has been 

demonstrated that all reasonable efforts have been made to sustain the existing use, 

find new uses, or mitigate the extent of the harm to the significance of the asset; and 

whether the works proposed are the minimum required to secure the long term use of 

the asset.  

d. Scheduled monuments and other nationally important archaeological sites and their 

settings will be preserved in situ, and where not justifiable or feasible, provision to be 

made for excavation and recording. Development proposals affecting archaeological 

remains of less than national importance will be conserved in a manner appropriate to 

their significance. An appropriate assessment and evaluation should be submitted as 

part of any planning application in areas of known or potential archaeological interest. 

f. Any development proposal that would affect a locally important or non-designated 
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heritage asset, including its setting will be expected to conserve its significance, and 

any harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including 

securing its optimum viable use.” 

 
Supplementary Planning Guidance 

3.22 Swindon Borough Council has an adopted SPG for Archaeology (2004/2011)7. This SPG has 
not been updated since 2011 and the policy framework it refers to is PPG 16 and the Local 
Plan 2011; neither of which are current. The basic premise of the SPG remains broadly sound 
however, in providing guidance for how to proceed with identifying archaeological potential 
and how archaeological features should be dealt with when discovered. It sets out that 
options will vary depending on the importance of the remains and may include one or more 
of the following: 

 Preservation in situ: “This may mean the permanent halting of development works or a re-
design of the development to avoid any damage to remains, by resiting buildings or by using 
alternative foundations such as those of ‘raft’ construction, so that the archaeology remains 
undisturbed underneath”. 
 

 A Watching Brief: “Instead of full excavation, and particularly for small development, it 
maybe more suitable that archaeologists are given access to inspect and record remains 
during construction”. 
 

 Full Excavation: The full excavation and recording of archaeological remains can be a costly 
procedure and will normally only be considered for sites of lesser archaeological significance. 

Other Relevant Guidance 

Historic England: Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 2: Managing 
Significance in Decision Taking in the Historic Environment 20158 
 
3.23 GPA Note 2 provides information to assist in implementing historic environment policy in the 

Framework and the related guidance given in NPPG. These include; assessing the significance 
of heritage assets, using appropriate expertise, historic environment records, recording and 
furthering understanding, neglect and unauthorised works, and marketing. It provides a 
suggested staged approach to decision-making where there may be a potential impact on the 
historic environment: 
 

“1. Understand the significance of the affected assets; 

2. Understand the impact of the proposal on that significance; 

3. Avoid, minimise and mitigate impact in a way that meets the objectives of the Framework; 

4. Look for opportunities to better reveal or enhance significance; 

5. Justify any harmful impacts in terms of the sustainable development objective of conserving 

significance and the need for change; 
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6. Offset negative impacts on aspects of significance by enhancing others through recording, 

disseminating and archiving archaeological and historical interest of the important elements 

of the heritage assets affected.” 

3.24 With particular regard to design and local distinctiveness, advice sets out that both the NPPF 

(section 7) and NPPG (section ID26) contain detail on why good design is important and how 

it can be achieved. In terms of the historic environment, some or all of the following factors 

may influence what will make the scale, height, massing, alignment, materials and proposed 

use of new development successful in its context: 

• “The history of the place 

• The relationship of the proposal to its specific site 

• The significance of nearby assets and the contribution of their setting, recognising that 

this is a dynamic concept 

• The general character and distinctiveness of the area in its widest sense, including the 

general character of local buildings, spaces, public realm and the landscape, the grain of 

the surroundings, which includes, for example the street pattern and plot size 

• The size and density of the proposal related to that of the existing and neighbouring 

uses 

• Landmarks and other built or landscape features which are key to a sense of place 

• The diversity or uniformity in style, construction, materials, colour, detailing, 

decoration and period of existing buildings and spaces 

• The topography 

• Views into, through and from the site and its surroundings 

• Landscape design 

• The current and historic uses in the area and the urban grain 

• The quality of the materials.” 

Historic England: Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of 
Heritage Assets 2017 (2nd Edition)9 
 

3.25 GPA Note 3 provides information to assist in implementing historic environment policy with 

regard to the managing change within the setting of heritage assets, and also now views 

analysis. This also provides a toolkit for assessing the implications of development proposals 

affecting setting and views. A series of stages are recommended for assessment, these are: 

• “Step 1: identifying the heritage assets affected and their settings 
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• Step 2: assessing whether, how and to what degree these settings make a contribution 

to the significance of the heritage asset(s) 

• Step 3: assessing the effect of the proposed development 

• Step 4: maximising enhancement and minimising harm 

• Step 5: making and documenting the decision and monitoring outcomes.” 

3.26 In adopting this staged approach, the guidance notes that consideration of the contribution of 

setting to the significance of heritage assets, and how it can enable that significance to be 

appreciated, will almost always include the consideration of views. It also notes that settings 

of heritage assets change over time and that understanding this history of change will help to 

determine how further development within the asset’s setting is likely to affect the 

contribution made by setting to the significance of the heritage asset. In particular, in 

considering the contribution made by setting to the significance of a heritage asset, the 

guidance notes that in those instances where existing setting closely resembles the setting at 

the time the asset was constructed or formed, they are likely to contribute particularly strongly 

to heritage significance. 

Historic England: Advice Note 2: Making Changes to Heritage Assets 201610 
 

3.27 This Historic England Advice Note provides general advice according to different categories of 

intervention in heritage assets, including repair, restoration, addition and alteration, as well 

as on works for research alone. This covers different types of heritage assets, including 

buildings and other structures; standing remains including earthworks; buried remains and 

marine sites; as well as larger heritage assets including conservation areas, registered 

landscapes, and World Heritage Sites. It is set out in the introduction that: 

“This advice promotes positive, well-informed and collaborative conservation, the aim of which 

is to recognise and reinforce the historic significance of places, while accommodating the 

changes necessary to ensure that people can continue to use and enjoy them. Change to 

heritage assets and their settings is, of course, acceptable where it is sustainable in terms of 

the NPPF; change is only unacceptable where it harms significance without an appropriate 

balance of public benefit.” 

Historic England: Advice Note 12: Statements of Heritage Significance 201911 
 

3.28 This advice note provides guidance with regard to the NPPF requirement for applicants for 

heritage and other consents to describe heritage significance, to help local planning 

authorities make decisions on the impact of proposals for change to heritage assets.  It 

explores the assessment of heritage significance as part of a stage approach to decision-

making, in which assessing significance precedes designing the proposals.  It also describes 

the relationship with archaeological desk-based assessments and field evaluations, as well as 

Design & Access Statements.  The advice note also replaces heritage values (as per 

Conservation Principles (2008)) with “Archaeological Interest”, Historical Interest” and 

“Architectural and Artistic Interest” in line with terminology used by NPPF and NPPG.  
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English Heritage (now Historic England): Conservation Principles: Policies and Guidance 200812 
 

3.29 This guidance document sets out Historic England’s approach to making decisions and offering 

guidance about all aspects of England’s historic environment. A consultation draft for revising 

this document was released in 2017, which aligns how the contribution of elements of a 

heritage asset or within its setting to its significance may be assessed in line with terminology 

used in NPPF/NPPG and their own advice note 12 (2019 above). The 2008 version has not yet, 

however, been replaced and the terms used within this document for “heritage values” are: 

“Evidential Value: the potential of a place to yield evidence about past human activity. 

Historical Value: the ways in which past people, events and aspects of life can be connected 

through a place to the present. 

Aesthetic Value: the ways in which people draw sensory and intellectual stimulation from a 

place. 

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.” (Paras. 30-60).” 

Historic England: Preserving Archaeological Remains: Decision Taking for Sites under Development 
201613 

3.30 This guidance document sets out advice for developers, owners, archaeologists and planners 
working on projects where the intention is to retain and protect archaeological sites beneath 
or within the development. It emphasises the benefits gained, both to sustainable 
development and the archaeological resource from understanding:  

“the significance and current state of preservation of the archaeological material 

the potential development impacts of the proposed scheme 

(in relation to sites containing waterlogged archaeological remains) the availability and 
quality of water necessary to sustain the long-term future of those sites”. 

 
3.31 It also highlights the likely range of information needed to fully assess these issues and the 

benefits of pre-application discussion and assessment to promote a viable way forward for 
sustainable development on what can often be complex sites. The document is strongly 
focused on waterlogged archaeological sites, but the core themes of prior preservation and 
impact assessment are relevant to all sites. The document includes 5 appendices: 

Appendix 1 – Case Studies 

Appendix 2 – Preservation assessment techniques 

Appendix 3 – Water environment assessment techniques 
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Appendix 4 – Water monitoring for archaeological sites 

Appendix 5 – Materials for use in the reburial of sites 

Chartered Institute for Archaeologists (CIfA) Professional Guidance 

3.32 CIfA has produced a number of professional practice papers in the form of the Standard and 
Guidance series of documents, which seek to define good practice. Of particular relevance to 
the undertaking of the baseline archaeological works are the Standard and Guidance for 
Historic Environment Desk-based Assessment and the Standard and Guidance for 
Archaeological Evaluation, both published in 2014 and updated in 2020. 

 
4 ANALYSIS  

4.1 The Council contend (at paragraph 6.48 of their Statement of Case) that the construction of a 
car park in the western part of the Phase 2 area would fail to conserve and enhance the 
archaeological remains.  The Local Plan policy relied upon by the Council (EN10(d)) does not 
require conservation and enhancement. It states that proposals affecting remains of less than 
national importance will be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance. I will 
consider whether the Roman remains will be conserved in a manner appropriate to their 
significance.  

Baseline 

4.2 A preliminary desk study was undertaken to establish the archaeological potential and 
significance of the site. Both historical and current Ordnance Survey (OS) maps were utilised 
to identify these features, supplemented by aerial photography. An initial Study Area was 
defined, to include the Site and its surroundings in a 1km radius. The assessment included 
review of relevant published archaeological characterisation studies, conservation area 
appraisals, as well the identification of archaeological assets using Historic England’s National 
Heritage List for England for designated assets and the HE Archive for non-designated assets 
and historic aerial photography, the Historic Environment Record for Wiltshire and Swindon, 
the Wiltshire Archives, the Environment Agency’s LiDAR data and various online sources. A 
walkover survey was undertaken on 21st September 2017 by myself and members of my team, 
including visual survey of the wider surroundings of the Site and identified archaeological 
assets; during which the visibility conditions were good. Key archaeological features within 
the Site and surrounding area, and in particular the location and extent of the identified 
Roman farmstead and designated Roman town were explored. This study also involved 
production of a working photographic record. 

4.3 In order to meet the requirements of paragraphs 189-190 of the Framework, and also to 

accord with best practice guidance and advice established by DCMS, Historic England and the 

Standard and Guidance produced by the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists, an appraisal 

of the baseline conditions of the Site and surrounding area with regard to archaeological assets 

was subsequently undertaken. This included the identification of archaeological assets within 

the Site and surrounding area; the heritage significance of which had the potential to be 

affected by the Development, as then still emerging. A proportionate assessment of 

significance for the identified archaeological assets was prepared by period in order to 

describe their archaeological and heritage values. 

4.4 This appraisal of the heritage baseline conditions of the Site was first set out in the Heritage 

Impact Assessment (HIA) dated September 2017, and was revised in November 2018. An 

extensive programme of archaeological trial trench evaluation was subsequently carried out 



in 2019 in accordance with an approved Written Scheme of Investigation. The latest version 

of the HIA and the Archaeological Evaluation Report were appended as appendices to Chapter 

12 (Archaeology) of the Environmental Statement (ES), which was submitted with the original 

application and also accompanied the revised Chapter 9 (Archaeology) to the ES, prepared to 

accompany proposed amendments to that Application. These documents also included an 

assessment of the likely impacts/effects of the Development on the significance of heritage 

assets. 

4.5 The results of the HIA indicated that the site contained limited archaeological potential 
beyond the presence of part of a Roman farmstead within the western margin of the Site and 
extending to the west of the road known as The Marsh. These conclusions were subsequently 
borne out through a programme of archaeological evaluation trenching, which was 
undertaken in accordance with an agreed Written Scheme of Investigation accepted as 
appropriate by the LPA. 

4.6 The Committee Report makes clear that the Archaeological Advisor to SBC has no objection 
to the submitted Evaluation Report (Foundations Archaeology 2019). The conclusions of this 
report stated that ”the results of the evaluation trenching demonstrated that the majority of 
the archaeology was present within the area of known Roman occupation in the western side 
of the site”. The remaining features are considered likely to represent fragmented evidence 
for post-medieval agricultural activity and are of negligible significance.  

 
4.7 The draft SoCG confirms that in the professional judgment of both myself and the 

Archaeological Advisor to the LPA the remains of this Roman farmstead are considered to be 
of regional, rather than local or national importance.  

 
4.8 The statement of case supplied by the LPA refers specifically to paragraphs 192 and 200 of the 

NPPF and Policy EN10(d) of the Local Plan. 
 
4.9 The evaluation trenching has confirmed that the relevant archaeological remains are present 

beneath the ploughsoil, at total depths of between 180mm and 270mm, and a shallow subsoil 
between 20mm and 50mm thick.  In each of the four trenches (9, 11, 12 and 13) that sampled 
the Roman farmstead the ‘subsoil’ contained Roman artefactual material and this almost 
certainly represents destruction of the upper horizons of the archaeological deposits, given 
the thickness of the overburden in relation to the depth of modern ploughing. Tile drains, 
spaced approximately 40m apart are currently in use within the site. To enable this drainage 
system to function correctly the existing arable regime requires mole ploughing across the site 
to a depth of between 375-450mm, creating 100mm wide channels spaced approximate 
2.17m apart. The archaeological remains, although still legible at this stage, are therefore 
suffering on-going degradation from the existing arable regime. It is also understood that 
given the wet conditions found within the site area, mole ploughing would also be required 
to keep the drainage functioning if the site were to be converted to permanent pasture. 

 
 Impact of the Proposed Development 
 
4.10 The appeal proposals allow for suitable design to preserve the archaeological asset from harm 

resulting from the car park construction and usage and would result in a beneficial effect by 
preserving it from further harm resulting from the existing agricultural regime and conserving 
it through creation of a suitable surface. The proposals currently allow for a low mound of up 
to 1m in height across the location of the archaeological deposits; some building is anticipated 
within the ‘buffer zone’ but there is scope for minor movement of footprints in the event that 
significant archaeological remains are subsequently discovered in these areas. 



 
4.11 The proposed mound would be created in layers from the existing ground level, on a geotextile 

base if needed, to avoid any harm that might otherwise result from topsoil stripping. It would 
be free draining with a surface of permeable block pavers or permeable asphalt that would 
allow water to permeate through. No waterlogged deposits requiring special preservation and 
monitoring techniques have been identified, but retention of the generally ‘wet’ soil regime 
would be appropriate to protect any archaeological artefacts, ecofacts and environmental 
evidence in-situ; this would include measures to preserve the pH of the archaeological 
deposits. 

 
4.12 A suitable design strategy is in production that will take full accord of the guidance set out in 

Preserving Archaeological Remains (2016) in order to prevent any harm to the asset, including 
through compaction, installation of services/drains and changes to the water regime or pH. 
This guidance states that: “If the condition of surviving material and deposits is good and 
development risks are not going to cause a change to below ground environments (including 
site or catchment hydrology), then harm to significance may be limited. In these instances the 
retention of the site and its future management as part of the development may be 
achievable…”.  

 
4.13 The design proposals would be supported by a detailed Archaeological Management Plan that 

would ensure short- and long-term conservation of the asset and prevent any unauthorised 
works from taking place either as part of the development or at a subsequent date. 

 Is the impact acceptable when considered against the policy tests? 
 
4.14 The archaeological assets are considered to be of regional importance and are consequently 

worthy of preservation and conservation. Preservation of archaeological deposits takes two 
main forms; preservation by record or preservation in situ, of which the latter is considered 
the most appropriate approach. The appeal proposals will preserve the heritage asset beneath 
the surface of a car park designed to maximise its protection and conservation. Preservation 
of heritage assets beneath car parks is not uncommon and includes assets of national 
importance (e.g. the Forum car park in Cirencester). The proposed car park will consequently 
conserve this regionally important asset in a manner appropriate to its significance (LP Policy 
EN10(d)). 

 
4.15 The proposals would act to sustain the significance of the asset by removing it from further 

damage, and the car park would represent viable use consistent with that conservation (para 
192(a)). I understand, and have no reason to doubt, that preservation beneath pasture would 
also require mole ploughing on a 5-yearly basis and this land-use would consequently not act 
to sustain the asset as effectively as the proposed car park. 

 
4.16 There is no appreciable potential for setting to have a positive contribution to the heritage 

significance asset in regard to whether the surface covering comprises pasture, car park or the 
existing agricultural regime. When in use, this part of the farmstead would have been used for 
animal enclosures, possible outbuildings, yards and other activity areas; consequently, neither 
a grass nor a car park surface would materially contribute to an effect on its heritage 
significance as conveyed through setting. The asset is not legible on the ground or able to be 
experienced in any other reasonably appreciable way and is detached from the site of the 
main Roman farmyard buildings by The Marsh road and the surface covering would 
consequently result in a neutral effect. However, the proposals allow for the installation of a 
detailed information board that will both reveal and enhance the significance of the asset 
(para 192(a) and para 200, NPPF). 



 
5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 The matter at issue in this case is whether proposals to construct a car park as part of the 

Phase 2 development would conserve part of a Roman farmstead in a manner appropriate to 

its significance.  

5.2 A proportionate and appropriate assessment of baseline conditions has been established in 

accordance with best-practice and professional guidance and is not in dispute. This has 

identified that the only archaeological heritage asset under consideration is a Roman 

farmstead and that this, as a whole, represents a non-designated asset of regional, rather than 

local or national, importance. Only part of this asset, comprising inter alia a series of yards, 

enclosures, possible outbuildings and activity areas, is located within the Site area, with the 

‘farmhouse’ and main yards to the west of The Marsh. Evaluation trenching indicates that the 

asset is suffering on-going harm from the modern ploughing and that conservation and 

preservation of the asset would be best achieved through removal of the asset from an arable 

regime. It is also understood that this transition to a non-harmful environment can only viably 

be achieved through the proposed development which is the subject of this appeal. 

5.3 The proposed surface car park will be designed, so as to have no adverse effect on the below-

ground remains. The effect of the provision of a car park will be to prevent further risk of harm 

to the heritage asset through use of the land for agriculture and will preserve and conserve 

the remains in a manner appropriate to their significance. Enhancement of the asset will be 

achieved through the installation of a detailed information board. 

5.4 I do not consider that the proposed carparking would result in any appreciable to change to 

setting.   

5.5 It is my professional opinion that the proposed carparking, constructed in accordance with an 
agreed design and maintained in accordance with an approved Archaeological Management 
Plan would be fully in accordance with NPPF paras 192 and 200 and with LPA Policy EN10 (d). 

 


