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1 Cultural Heritage
1.1 Introduction
This section of the EIA sets out the archaeological and historical background of the area north of Hawthorn, Easington, Co. Durham and provides an evaluation of the cultural heritage and archaeological sensitivity of the proposed development site. Possible impacts of the construction, operation and decommissioning of the wind farm are identified, and appropriate mitigation measures for reducing these potential impacts are proposed where relevant.

The evaluation was made on the basis of information obtained from an archaeological desk-based assessment carried out by Durham University in September 2006, ref. 1.11.1, a geophysical survey carried out by North Pennines Archaeology in August 2007 under the direction of Ian Farmer Associates, ref. 1.11.2, and an archaeological evaluation completed by Ian Farmer Associates in September 2007, ref. 1.11.3.
The reports for each phase of archaeological involvement were made available to the client and to the county’s Assistant County Archaeologist.
1.2 Assessment Methodology
1.2.1 Definition of the Study Area
The proposed development site lay on either side of the A19 to the north-west of Hawthorn village in the district of Easington, Co. Durham, and may be located by central National Grid Reference NZ 4150 4625.
The desk-based assessment employed a three-fold sub-division of the application area into Areas A, B and C, see Fig. 1 below, which was adhered to for the purpose of the baseline information from section 1.3.1 to section 1.3.8.
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Fig. 1 Sub-divided Areas A, B and C on either side of the A19.
The geophysical survey and archaeological evaluation took place in a smaller area of seven separated fields, and based on the original four turbine locations, access tracks and cable corridors, the fields were sub-divided into eight survey areas, see Fig. 2 below.
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Fig. 2 Turbine locations and survey areas 1 to 8 on either side of the A19.
1.2.2 Legislation
The Government’s stance on archaeology and the historic environment is set out in Planning Policy Guidance Notes 15 and 16. PPG 15 Planning and the Historic Environment (1994) concerns listed buildings, conservation areas, World Heritage Sites, historic battlefields and historic parks and gardens. It recognises the vulnerability and cultural value of the built environment and promotes the conservation of important historical features whilst at the same time seeking to enable a sustainable role for these assets within development. The document states that potential impacts of development affecting the historic environment, whether statutorily protected or not, should be a material planning consideration.

PPG16 Planning and Archaeology (1990) provides guidance on Scheduled Monuments and non-designated archaeological remains, and management of these issues within development proposals. It acknowledges the importance of archaeological remains as a finite and valuable resource and advocates the preservation in situ of important remains wherever possible. Paragraph 8 states that ‘where nationally important archaeological remains, whether scheduled or not, and their settings, are affected by development, there should be a presumption in favour of their physical preservation. ‘ However, the document also acknowledges that there may be instances where the need for the development outweighs the significance of the remains, which may be satisfactorily mitigated by archaeological recording.
Policy 66 of the County Durham Structure Plan states that ‘scheduled ancient monuments of other archaeological remains of national importance, including their settings, should be preserved in situ and, where appropriate, enhanced. Sites and monuments of lesser importance should be preserved in situ wherever possible. Where sites are affected by a proposed development an archaeological evaluation should be required.’
Policy 20 on nationally important areas of archaeological interest and Policy 21 on regionally and locally important areas of archaeological interest of the Easington District Plan have lapsed and are currently under revision. These policies would otherwise apply to the proposed development.
1.2.3 Guidelines
The desk-based assessment was undertaken in accordance with the Institute of Field Archaeologists’ Standard and Guidance for Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment (IFA) and comprised a walkover survey, observations of which were verified during the intrusive site work, and consultation of the following organisations and repositories:

· Durham County Council Sites and Monuments Record

· Durham County Council Record Office

· Palace Green University Library

· National Monuments Record, Swindon

The geophysical survey was undertaken with reference to English Heritage guidelines (English Heritage 1995) and recommendations by the Institute for Field Archaeologists (IFA 2002) and provided results used to conduct the archaeological evaluation in accordance with the Institute for Field Archaeologists’ Standard and Guidance for Archaeological Field Evaluation (IFA 2002).
1.2.4 Data Collection Methods
The archaeological desk-based assessment comprised a search of pertinent documentary and cartographic records, and a field visit.

Geomagnetic survey was subsequently selected as the most appropriate geophysical technique, given the non-igneous environment, which involved the use of hand-held gradiometers that measure variations in the vertical component of the earth’s magnetic field. These variations can be due to the presence of sub-surface archaeological features. Data was recorded by the instruments and downloaded into a laptop computer for initial data processing in the field using specialist software.

Geophysical survey plans and archaeological interpretation diagrams were used to place eleven archaeological evaluation trenches which were machine-stripped and excavated manually. Deposits were recorded using a single-context recording system, and drawn and photographic records were kept.
1.2.5 Constraints
The geophysical survey and the archaeological evaluation had to be carried out in two phases due to agricultural requirements. To the west of the A19, the proposed development site was not under crop and could be surveyed and evaluated by the end of June 2007. To the east of the A19 the fields were under crop, and work could commence only after the harvest in August.

Furthermore, adverse weather conditions during June 2007 caused a poor photographic record of the western site half.  
1.2.6 Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this section, the terms ‘proposed development site’ or simply ‘site’ refer to the application area. The term ‘search area’ relates to the wider area defined for the purposes of the baseline information collection.  The terms ‘survey area’ or ‘area’ relates to any of the eight areas explored by geophysics and evaluation trenches.

Archaeological remains may take the form of portable artefacts (either buried or retrieved from the ground surface); buried evidence such as graves, the remains of structures, or palaeosols; upstanding remains (i.e. earthworks, complete or ruined walls and buildings); and microfossils (e.g. pollen grains, spores, molluscs) that can provide information on past environments.

Cultural heritage has a wider definition that can include geological and ecological attributes as well as features of archaeological or historical interest. Examples of the latter may be a landscape of historic value (for instance because of an intact ancient field system), the site of a historic battle, a fair or market of ancient origin, or a place or landscape associated with a historical figure, a notable work of literature or art, or well-known folklore.
1.3 Description of Existing Environment
1.3.1 Archaeological Background
The Durham County Council Sites and Monuments Record (SMR) was consulted for entries within the search area of approximately 1.5km radius from the edge of the application area boundary. In addition to identifying the sites that may be directly or indirectly affected by the construction of the wind farm, this search area was expected to provide sufficient data to represent the archaeological character of the area.

67 SMR entries are recorded within the search area, as presented in the table below:
	Table 1: Sites and Monuments Records (SMR) Entries

	SMR
	Description
	Date

	1
	Dalton-le-Dale; Cromwell's Bridge
	Uncertain

	272
	Murton; carved stone
	Unknown

	60
	Cairns
	Prehistoric

	71
	Hawthorn; flint
	Prehistoric

	72
	Easington Colliery; flint
	Prehistoric

	73
	Hawthorn; flint artefacts
	Prehistoric

	74
	Hawthorn, beacon Hill; flint
	Prehistoric

	964
	Hawthorn; flint finds
	Prehistoric

	3883
	Cold Hesledon; flint core
	Prehistoric

	6669
	East Murton Farm; cropmark
	Prehistoric

	8088
	Hawthorn; rectangular enclosure
	Prehistoric

	91
	Hawthorn Tower; flints
	Mesolithic

	104
	Hawthorn; flints
	Mesolithic

	2
	Batter Law; round barrow
	Bronze Age

	61
	Hawthorn; round barrow
	Bronze Age

	541
	East Murton; round barrow A
	Bronze Age

	551
	East Murton; round barrow B
	Bronze Age

	1154
	Croup Hill; barrow
	Bronze Age

	4035
	Hawthorn; Cold Hesledon; possible hoard
	Bronze Age

	8289
	Cold Hesledon; axe
	Bronze Age

	8085
	Batter Law; enclosure
	Iron Age

	6695
	Murton Moor; possible Roman Road
	Roman

	732
	Dalton-le-Dale; Anglo-Saxon sculpture
	Early Medieval

	6777
	Dalton-le-Dale; village
	Early Medieval

	6
	Cold Hesledon; deserted medieval village
	Medieval

	243
	Dalton-le-Dale; St Andrew's Church
	Medieval

	2503
	Seaham; Dalton Tower
	Medieval

	2537
	Dalton-le-Dale; medieval effigy
	Medieval

	2538
	Dalton-le-Dale; medieval effigy
	Medieval

	3846
	Beacon Hill; fire beacon
	Medieval

	3867
	Hawthorn; shrunken medieval village
	Medieval

	4579
	Murton; village
	Medieval

	5743
	Beacon House Farm; ridge and furrow
	Medieval

	6743
	Beacon Hill; earthworks
	Medieval

	6817
	Hawthorn; village
	Medieval

	3847
	Beacon Hill; field boundary
	Medieval/Post-medieval

	6767
	Cold Hesledon; village
	Medieval/Post-medieval

	4
	Dalton-le-Dale; Old Vicarage
	Post-medieval

	67
	Hawthorn Mill; mill race and dam
	Post-medieval

	277
	Hawthorn Hive; 'Rainbow' shipwreck
	Post-medieval

	808
	Cold Hesledon; pumping station
	Post-medieval

	809
	Cold Hesledon; sinker's hut
	Post-medieval

	3473
	South Hetton - Seaham Railway
	Post-medieval

	3474
	Cold Hesledon; stationary winding engine
	Post-medieval

	3830
	Hawthorn Tower; flints
	Post-medieval

	3831
	Kinley Hill Tower; folly
	Post-medieval

	3832
	Sailor's Hall; summerhouse
	Post-medieval

	3833
	Hawthorn Hythe; coastguard station
	Post-medieval

	3834
	Hawthorn Dene; boathouse
	Post-medieval

	3835
	Hawthorn Hive; lime kiln
	Post-medieval

	3838
	Hawthorn Dene; greenhouse
	Post-medieval

	3839
	Murton Colliery; coal mine
	Post-medieval

	3845
	Blue House; farmstead
	Post-medieval

	3850
	Hive Point; maritime rocket post
	Post-medieval

	3851
	Hawthorn Dene; rocket apparatus station
	Post-medieval

	5088
	Dalton; water pumping station
	Post-medieval

	6571
	Hawthorn hither; 'Miss Thomas' shipwreck
	Post-medieval

	8286
	Hawthorn Tower; railway halt platform
	Post-medieval

	8304
	Hawthorn Dene; limekiln
	Post-medieval

	8307
	Dawdon Farm; limekilns
	Post-medieval

	8308
	Dawdon Iron Works, site of
	Post-medieval

	3836
	Hawthorn Hive; pillbox
	Modern

	3837
	Hive Point; trench
	Modern

	3844
	Dawdon Colliery; coal mine
	Modern

	3852
	Dawdon, Blast Beach; pillbox
	Modern

	3854
	Hawthorn; 'West Hiker', shipwreck
	Modern

	6311
	Dawdon, Blast Beach; pillbox
	Modern


Further consultation with Durham County Council revealed the heritage features within the search area shown in Tables 2 and 3 below:
	Table 2: Scheduled Ancient Monuments (SAM) Entries

	SAM
	Description
	Date

	34576
	Seaham; Dalton Tower
	Medieval


	Table 3: Listed Buildings (SMR) Entries

	SMR
	Description
	Grade

	412
	Dalton Bridge
	II

	413
	St Andrew's Church
	II*

	422
	Church of the Holy Trinity
	II

	431
	Kinley Hill Tower
	II

	433
	West Farmhouse
	II

	434
	Hawthorn; Garden House
	II

	435
	Hawthorn; Rectory
	II

	436
	Hawthorn; 1, 2, 2a and Church Hall
	II

	443
	Church of St Hild and St Helen
	II

	2201
	Hawthorn Dene viaduct
	II

	2503
	Dalden Tower
	II*

	3840
	Murton Colliery, Koepe Engine; winding engine
	II

	12578
	Dalton; lodge
	II

	12623
	Dalton; water pumping station
	II*


The location plan of the proposed development site showing the aforementioned SMR sites, Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM) and Listed Buildings is in Fig. 3 below.
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Fig. 3 Location of proposed development area and historic environment records

1.3.2 Statutory Designations
The Medieval Dalton Tower at Seaham is a Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM 34576). It lies an excess of 2km to the north of the site.
There are no listed buildings within the boundary of the proposed development site. Within the search area, however, there are fourteen listed buildings, all are Grade II. The three Grade II Listed Buildings nearest to the site boundary are Hawthorn Rectory (SMR 435) immediately to the south, Kinley Hill Tower (SMR 413) immediately to the east, and Dalton lodge (SMR 12578) and pumping station (SMR 12623) approximately 100m to the north.
1.3.3 Non-Statutory Designations

The SMR contains 65 entries that are not statutorily protected. One SMR entry falls within the proposed development site, this being the round barrow at Batter Law (SMR 2).
1.3.4 Aerial Photographic Evidence

A selection of aerial photographs was consulted. No sites of potential archaeological interest were noted in addition to those already detailed.
1.3.5 Previous Archaeological Work

Batter Law round barrow, along with several other barrows in the wider area, has been the subject of non-professional excavation in the early 20th century.

In addition, the SMR contains 13 entries of previous archaeological work, see Table 4 below, which are also plotted in Fig. 3 above. 
	Table 4: Previous Archaeological Work (SMR) Entries

	SMR
	Description

	3635
	Dalton-le-Dale, St Andrews Church; archaeological assessment

	4745
	Dawdon, Seaham; archaeological evaluation

	4762
	Murton Colliery; building recording

	4860
	A19 to Dawdon Link Road; archaeological assessment

	5231
	Seaham Sewage Treatment Works; archaeological assessment

	5549
	Beacon Hill and Beacon House, Easington; building recording

	5742
	Beacon Hill; earthworks survey

	5801
	Murton parish; landscape survey

	5877
	Fox Cover Industrial Estate; desk-based assessment

	5878
	Dawdon, Cairnfield; archaeological evaluation

	5918
	A19 to Dawdon; environmental assessment

	7803
	East Durham Link Road (South Hetton); environmental statement

	8922
	Dalden Tower; excavation


Two sites near the possible cairnfield at Dawdon were the subject of intrusive archaeological evaluation (SMR 4745 & 5878). The latter recorded five possible cairns.

Excavations carried out at Dalden Tower in the 1960s uncovered previously buried walls and revealed additional architectural detail of the building. The only find of note was the circular head of a stone cross.
1.3.6 Historical and Cartographic Evidence

The prehistoric period (up to AD 70)

There is evidence of prehistoric activity in the search area. Mesolithic flint tools (SMR 91, 104) have been found near Hawthorn Tower, 1.2km east of Area C, and at Hawthorn East Farm, 100m south of Area C. Further prehistoric flint tools have been found in and around Hawthorn village (SMR 71, 73, 964,), near Beacon Hill (SMR 72, 74), 1.75km southeast of Area C, and at Cold Hesledon (SMR 3883), 0.5km north of Area C (Gibbs 1929, 24-9). These are likely to represent nomadic hunter-gatherer communities, and may be evidence of transient camps.
The earliest evidence of sustained settlement dates to the Bronze Age (c.2200-750BC). Batter Law Hill Iies in the southwest corner of Area A, and is marked on the Ordnance Survey maps as the site of a tumulus. This is a Bronze Age round barrow (SMR 2) and was excavated in 1911. At that time the barrow comprised a mound of earth, gravel and interspersed boulders, approximately 12m in diameter and 1.4m high. The excavation uncovered the crouched burial of large and powerfully​ built man of about middle age. Stone slabs defined his position, close to the outer edge of the southeast side of the barrow. Buried with the remains was a flint knife. The grave was believed to be a secondary burial as it was on the periphery of the barrow mound. However, further excavation through the centre of the barrow failed to uncover further remains. During the excavation flint chippings and fragments of calcined bones were recovered, along with a single sherd of hand-made pottery (Treclunann 1912, 157-162). This suggests that a cremation burial may have been disturbed previously, possibly by ploughing as the excavation report identified evidence of heavy past cultivation. The barrow lies within close proximity of a possible later Iron Age enclosure (SMR 8085) identified from an aerial photograph held at the Durham SMR. Quern stones for grinding grain dated to the Iron Age have been found in the area of the enclosure.

Further barrows (SMR 541) lie at Murton Moor East Farm, 2km west of Area A. The barrow was recorded in 1911 as made of earth and stone, 11m in diameter and 1.1m high. An excavation of this barrow uncovered calcined bone fragments, suggesting a cremation burial, and a flint knife (Trechmann 1911, 167). A further possible round barrow has since been identified at Murton Moor (SMR 551), measuring 37.5m in diameter and 0.8m high. A round barrow (SMR 61) is recorded at Croup Hill (SMR 1154) 2km west of Area A. It is recorded as being 50m in diameter and, when excavated, contained a cremation burial covered in charcoal, and a flint knife and scraper. Another barrow is recorded at Kinley Hill (SMR 61), 100m east of Area C.

A possible Bronze Age cairnfield (SMR 60) was identified in the 1920s at Dawdon, 0.75km north of Area C. Concentrations of stones were damaged by ploughing revealing fragments of human bone, suggesting burials. A circular cropmark (SMR 6669), over 180m in diameter, has also been recorded on an aerial photograph (held by Durham SMR) near Murton Moor East Farm. This may be evidence for a prehistoric ditched enclosure or henge. Another potential site lies 0.5km south of Area C, also recognised from aerial photography. The site comprises a rectangular enclosure with a sub-circular enclosure (SMR 8088), and may be evidence of a late prehistoric homestead. Bronze Age bronze axes (SMR 4035, 8289) have recorded at two sites outside Cold Hesledon about 0.7km north of Area C. Several further unrecorded finds are believed to have been made near the site of the first axe, south of the A182, suggesting that a hoard of metal work from this period may have been disturbed.

The Roman period (AD 70 to 5th Century)

There is no evidence of Roman activity in the vicinity of the proposed development area. However, evidence of a possible Roman road (SMR 6695) has been recorded on Murton Moor, 2.5km west of the site. The alignment of the road suggested that it ran eastwards in the direction of Cold Hesledon, which lies immediately to the north of the site.

The medieval period (5th century to 1540)

A fragment of an Anglo-Saxon stone cross (SMR 732) of 8th or 9th century date is built into the south wall of St Andrew's Church in the village of Dalton-le-Dale (SMR 6777), 1.5km north of the proposed development area. Although the church itself is mainly 13th century, it is likely that an earlier church stood here at the heart of a small community. Dalton comes from the Old English `Dael-tun' meaning `farmstead in the valley' (Watts 2002, 33). `Dale' was added later to distinguish it from Dalton Piercy. The church was rebuilt again in the Norman period, before taking its present form (SMR 243). Two effigies of 15th century date stand within the church; one is of an unknown woman (SMR 2538) and the other is of Sir William or Sir Robert Bowes (SMR 2537) and dates to around 1420.
Cold Hesledon (SMR 6767), 0.5km north of the proposed development area, is also likely to have medieval origins as the name probably comes from Old English meaning `hill by the hazel valley' (ibid., 28). Earthworks relating to this settlement (a shrunken medieval village) can be seen at East Farm (SMR 6). The remains of individual buildings are apparent in the form of turf banks which lie within larger enclosures. Evidence of ridge and furrow ploughing can be seen nearby.

Hawthorn village (SMR 6817) lies immediately south of Area C. To the south of the modern village lies the site of Hawthorn shrunken medieval village. The site remains visible as a series of low earthworks (SMR 3867).

Earthworks of possible medieval date, including ridge and furrow (SMR 6743, 5742), have been recorded at Beacon House Farm and Beacon Hill, 1.5km southeast of the proposed development area. A medieval fire beacon is thought to have been situated on the hill (SMR 3846). Murton (SMR 4579), 1.5km northwest of Area A, may also have medieval origins as the name comes from `Mor-tun' meaning 'farm on the moor' (ibid., 80).

The ruined remains of Dalden Tower (SMR 2503) lie 2.5km north of Area C. This medieval pele tower is the surviving remains of Daldon (or Dawdon) Hall, home of the Lords of Daldon, including the Bowes and Collingwood families. The medieval hall was rebuilt in the 17th century and demolished in the 1960s. The tower survives to the first floor and contains architectural details including two shields and an ogee-headed opening with decorative jambs (Pevsner 2002, 138). These details suggest that the tower is of 14th-century date. A wall runs north from the tower and a bank and ditch protect the north and northwest sides. The tower is a Scheduled Ancient Monument.

The post-medieval period (1541 to 1899)

It has been demonstrated in the previous subsection that several settlements existed in the wider area around the proposed development site during the medieval period. Broadly speaking these settlements grew extensively in the post-medieval period, although some like the shrunken medieval villages at Hawthorn and Cold Hesledon were abandoned, in favour of the newly organised settlements nearby.

The earliest maps of County Durham date to the 16th century. These maps show little more than place names, and occasionally rivers, hills or churches. They provide little accuracy or detail. Maire's map of 1711 shows Cold Hazeldeen (Hesledon) and Hawthorn; the associated symbols distinguish them as villages. These villages are on the main Sunderland to Stockton road, possibly the route of the B1432 that runs through the site.

Armstrong's map of 1768 provides greater detail for the area, although not for the site which lies in open land between Cold Hesledon and Hawthorn. The layout of these villages is shown, along with a road from Hawthorn to the coast. Dadan (Dalden) Tower is shown in ruins. Beacon (Hill) is also shown.
Greenwood's map of 1820 records Butter (Batter) Law as a farm, possibly on the site of the present East or West Batter Law Farm to the south of Area C. The nearby villages have expanded, but there is no additional detail provided for the proposed development area.

The Tithe plan for Hawthorn of c. 1840 covers Areas B and C of the proposed development area. Area B and the east part of Area C are listed in the associated apportionment as belonging to 'Farm at Hawthorn' (marked `22'), owned by Thomas Buhner and occupied by William Hedley and Joseph and John Thompson. The eastern end of the study area (marked 1d) belongs to Kinley Hill, owned by Thomas Anderson and occupied by Mrs Proved and Matthew Taylor. The land between is listed as `Land at Hawthorn' and is leased to several individuals. The plan provides a detailed layout of the village and the surrounding farms. Hawthorn Mill (SMR 67) is shown at the south of the village. This is also the site of an associated race and dam.

The Tithe plan for Cold Hesledon of c.1844 covers most of Area A. The fields covered by the area belong to Hesledon West Town Fan, occupied by Christopher Heads. His name appears in Kelly's Directory of 1856 (618) as occupier of West House. Ralph Stephen Pemberton Esq. is the principal landowner of the area. Kelly's Directory states that the Pemberton family assumed the manorial rights and privileges that had previously been long held by the Lumley family, who held them by Knight's Service. This was a gift of land bestowed upon a knight under the English feudal system, in return for the knight's support and provision of men at tunes of war or dispute. The excavation report for Batter Law noted that Mr J S G Pemberton was the landowner in 1911. The route of the South Hetton to Seaham railway line is shown, along with Dalton New Winning. The old road from Sunderland to Stockton is also shown on this plan, although it is not included in tithe plan for Hawthorn.

The 1st edition Ordnance Survey of 1860 provides greater detail of the proposed development area. Area A comprises open fields south of Hesledon Bank, the embankment on which the South Hetton to Seaham railway line runs. The railway (SMR 3473) was built in 1835 to transport coal from South Hetton Colliery to Seaham Harbour. The site of a stationary winding engine (SMR 3474), shown on Stoney Cut Bank and used to pull the trucks along the railway, lies 0.85km north of Area C. A track-way called Burn Loaning (lane by the burn) runs through Area A from east to west. Area B comprises the majority of two fields. East Batter Law Farm lies to the west. Area C lies on the east side of the Sunderland to Stockton road. Numerous footpaths and track-ways cross the area, including Hesledon Lane which links Hawthorn to Cold Hesledon. A well is shown on the eastern edge of the area and two quarries (one old) are shown at Kinley Hill. Kinley Hill Tower (SMR 3831) is also shown.

By the time of the 2nd edition Ordnance Survey of 1898, the Rectory (Listed Building 435) has been built at the southern end of Hesledon Lane. A sand pit is shown within Area C and there are further footpaths in Area A. The northwest and central parts of Area A are marked as furze; these represent gorse, showing this area comprising rough pasture at best at this time. Reservoirs are shown at New Hesledon to the north of the study area. These were associated with a pumping station (SMR 808) used by the Sunderland and South Shields Water Company. It was built in the late 19th century and was abandoned in 1941. The engine house is a Grade II* Listed Building.
The ruins of Hawthorn Tower (SMR 3830) lie near the mouth of Hawthorn Dene, 1.5km southeast of the study area. This is a 19th century Gothic house built by the Newcastle architect John Dobson. An associated boathouse (SMR 3834) and greenhouse (SMR 3838) are included in the Sites and Monuments Record.

The modern period (1900 to present)

The 3rd edition Ordnance Survey of 1919 shows little in the proposed development area. A building is shown in the corner of the site north of Kinley Hill Cottages, but this had gone by the time of the 4th edition in 1939. In the 3rd edition the northwest part of Area A is now marked as furze and rough grazing, and further furze is shown along the northern edge and towards the middle of Area C. By the 4th edition the northwest of Area A and all of Area C are shown blank, suggesting they have been improved.

Since this time the site has been divided by modern roads. The area remains open fields, although their layout has changed slightly. Kinley Hill Tower stands in ruins. Scaffolding noted during the field visit suggests it is presently undergoing restoration.
The nearby coastline has several sites relating to World Wars I and II. These include pillboxes at Dawdon (SMR 3852, 6311) and Hawthorn (SMR 3836), and a trench at Hive Point (SMR 3837).
1.3.7 Summary of Baseline Data

The desk-based assessment has identified the following features within the proposed development site:

· The Bronze Age Batter Law round barrow (SMR 2)

The following features are within the immediate vicinity of the proposed development site:

· The Iron Age Batter Law Enclosure (SMR 8085) immediately west,
· The Medieval village of Hawthorn (SMR 3867) and surrounds immediately south,
· The Post-medieval Kinley Hill Tower (SMR 431) and surrounds immediately east,
· The Post-medieval Dalton lodge and pumping station (SMR 12578 & 12623) and surrounds immediately north.
Fourteen listed buildings were identified within the search area. It was considered that the listed buildings are at sufficient distance from the application area boundary that the construction of the wind farm turbines will have no impact upon them or their settings.

The remaining SMR entries do not fall within the proposed development site or its immediate vicinity and will not be physically impacted upon by the construction of the wind farm turbines. However, they will inform on the archaeological character ad potential of the site.

1.3.8 Site Reconnaissance
A field visit was carried out by Archaeological Services Durham University on 24th August 2006. No mention was made of weather conditions and visibility.

The objectives of the visit were:

· To inform on potential impacts of the construction of the wind farm on Batter Law round barrow;

· To inform on the potential for archaeological evidence to be exposed upon the construction of the wind farm;

· To assess the significance of identified evidence and any constraints that they may pose to the proposed development.

At the time of the visit, Area A comprised a patchwork of fields, some under crop and some open pasture/shrub-land. The ground was gently undulating with a rise in the southwest corner, becoming steeper towards the summit of Batter Law Hill. A copse occupied the eastern edge of the area, alongside the A19. A public footpath (Hesledon Bank) defined the northern edge of the area, and another footpath wound through the area east to west. In addition to the university’s observations, a roughly E-W aligned power line passing on the lower northern slope of Batter Law Hill was noted during the site work.
Area B comprised two fields under crop. The area lay between the A19 to the west and the B1432 to the east.

Area C comprised several fields predominantly under crop. Again, the university had missed out the roughly N-S aligned power lines crossing the area.
No archaeological features of note in addition to those already assessed were observed, and despite the pylons the site was deemed suitable for geophysical survey once the crop were harvested.
1.3.9 Geophysical Survey
Based on the recommendation of the desk-based assessment, a geophysical survey of eight suitable areas, shown in Fig. 2 above, was undertaken to identify potential archaeological features which may be affected by the proposed development. The results of the survey were as follows.

Area 1
Small dipolar magnetic anomalies were detected across the whole of the survey area. These are almost certainly caused by fired/ferrous litter in the topsoil, which is typical for modern agricultural land, and are not mentioned again in the following interpretations.

A number of parallel positive linear magnetic anomalies were detected in Area 1, aligned northwest-southeast, which were indicative of former ploughing. Two weak positive linear magnetic anomalies were also detected at the south side of this area, aligned northeast-southwest. It is possible that these correspond to the locations of land drains. No other archaeological features were detected in this area.

Area 2
The field contained a prominent rounded hill, which has been truncated by the A19 on the west side, and was bounded by a post and wire fence to the north and west. This fence produced a strong dipolar magnetic response along the northern edge of the survey area. A radio mast occupied the top of the hill in this field, and some of the support wires for the mast were located within the southern part of Area 2. These also produced strong dipolar magnetic anomalies.

A number of parallel positive linear magnetic anomalies were detected in Area 2, aligned northwest-southeast, which were indicative of former ploughing. A 3.7m-wide and 130m-long curvilinear magnetic anomaly was detected in the central part of Area 2. This was aligned approximately north-south, curving eastwards at the southern end where it appeared to terminate. It is probable that this anomaly continued outside of the survey area at the northern end. This feature was interpreted as a soil-filled ditch, which had possibly been truncated to the east by the construction of the A19 road.

Area 3
Parts of this survey area could not be surveyed. An electricity pylon was situated in the northeast corner of the survey area, and this produced a strong dipolar magnetic anomaly.

A number of parallel weak positive linear magnetic anomalies were detected in this area, aligned northwest-southeast, which were indicative of former ploughing. Three positive magnetic linear anomalies were also detected, which were interpreted as possible land drains. A number of discrete strongly positive magnetic anomalies were also detected, which may be soil-filled features, or patches of burnt material of unknown date. An area of diffuse magnetic anomalies was detected on the east side of this area, on the lower slope of a small knoll. These were almost certainly geological in origin.

Area 4

A number of parallel weak positive linear magnetic anomalies were also detected in this area, aligned east-west, which were indicative of former ploughing. A small discrete strongly positive magnetic anomaly was also detected at the south end of this area, which may be soil-filled feature. No other archaeological features were detected in this area.

Area 5

Weak positive and negative linear magnetic anomalies were detected across the whole of Area 5, and were due to the modern plough texture. In addition, a series of parallel positive linear magnetic anomalies were detected, which were indicative of earlier plough patterns. These were aligned east-west at the south side of the survey area, and north-south at the northern end, indicating this area had formerly been two separate fields.

A positive magnetic anomaly was detected at the western corner of Area 5, which was interpreted as a possible soil-filled feature. However, it was not possible to fully interpret this anomaly, as it may well have extended outside of the survey area. A number of smaller discrete positive magnetic anomalies were also detected, which were interpreted as possible soil-filled features.

Area 6

The southern end of the survey area was bounded by a mature hedgerow and wire fence, which produced a strong negative anomaly.
A strongly dipolar linear magnetic anomaly was detected at the west end of the survey area. This was almost certainly a modern service pipe or drain. Three weak positive linear magnetic anomalies were also detected, aligned east-west, which were interpreted as possible land drains. No other archaeological features were detected in this area.

Area 7

Two electricity pylons were located within this area, which produced strong dipolar anomalies. A stack of straw was also present, which could not be surveyed.

A linear string of strongly dipolar magnetic anomalies was detected, aligned northwest-​southeast, which was interpreted as a service pipe. Two weak linear positive magnetic anomalies were also detected, aligned north-south, which were indicative of former ploughing. A linear positive magnetic anomaly was detected at the north side of the survey area, which was interpreted as a former field boundary, or possibly a land drain. Along the northern edge of this area, a linear negative magnetic anomaly indicated the limit of the ploughed area, and the bottom of the field boundary bank. A positive magnetic anomaly at the south side of Area 7 was interpreted as a possible soil-filled feature.

Area 8
A number of parallel positive linear magnetic anomalies were detected in Area 8, aligned north-south, which were indicative of former ploughing. A linear positive magnetic anomaly was detected as the south side of this area, which was interpreted as a former field boundary. To the south side of this was a linear negative magnetic anomaly, which corresponded to the limit of modern ploughing, and the location of the present field boundary. A number of weak curvilinear positive magnetic anomalies were also detected in the central part of Area 8, which appeared to extend outside the survey area. These were interpreted as possible soil-tilled features, but the nature of these features was uncertain.
1.3.10 Summary of Geophysical Survey
The survey has detected a number of modern and post-medieval features including service pipes, field boundaries, possible land drains, and evidence for former ploughing regimes.

The most significant archaeological feature detected during the survey was a curvilinear soil-filled ditch in Area 2. This feature appears to have been part of an enclosure ditch, which may have continued to the east of the survey area, possibly encircling the top of a hill. This hill has been bisected by the construction of a cutting for the A19 road, which may have also removed any evidence for the ditch to the east of the survey area. A possible ditch terminal has been identified at the south end of this feature, which may indicate the location of an entrance. The date of this feature is unknown. However, the possibility exists that this was part of a prehistoric enclosure, given the close proximity of a Bronze Age burial monument on Batter Law Hill, and the known presence other prehistoric enclosures in the area. This feature should be targeted in the trial trench evaluation, in order to provide further information regarding its date and function.

A number of possible soil-filled features of unknown date have been identified in Area 3, on the lower slopes of Batter Law Hill, and in Areas 7 & 8, on the east side of the proposed development area. The features in Area 3 may be recent, as this area has been subjected to modern tree-planting. The nature of the features in Areas 7 & 8 is uncertain, as these are difficult to interpret given the small size of the survey area. Therefore it is recommended that samples of these are targeted in the trial trench evaluation.
1.3.11 Archaeological Evaluation
Based on the recommendation of the desk-based assessment and the findings of the geophysical survey, the eight survey areas were investigated further using eleven trial trenches. An interpretation of the results of the archaeological evaluation was as follows.

Despite the adverse effects of the weather, the excavation in Areas 3 and 4 indicated that the trenches in the vicinity of Batter Law Hill comprised a general soil profile of topsoil over a colluvial sub-soil (hillwash) underlain by glacial till. As expected, the colluvium (hillwash) was stronger closer to the hill top. In Area 3, trench 6 in the vicinity of the round barrow, an undated plough scar was the only evidence of early human activity whilst a tree bole hinted at a different vegetation pattern.

The general soil profile in Areas 1 and 2 closer to the A19 comprised a shallow plough soil over an equally shallow sub-soil, again underlain by glacial till. In Area 2, trench 2, human activity took the form of a curvilinear ditch, which was substantial despite being truncated by the road, but the fill yielded no dateable evidence.

Weather conditions improved during the excavation of Areas 5 to 8 east of the A19, and general soil profiles in the arable fields consisted of shallow plough soils and sub-soils over glacial till. The geophysics had suggested the presence of ridge and furrow, and a good example was picked up in Area 5, trench 7 which provided no further finds or samples. It is believed to be late medieval. A last feature was found in Area 8, trench 10 to the far east of the development site and was interpreted to be a tree bole, the backfill of which contained a prehistoric flint flake and a possible pottery sherd. In light of the discovery of two tree boles, it seems likely that several of the magnetometry anomalies are also tree boles.
Having investigated the most promising of the geophysical anomalies, archaeological features within the proposed development site were found to be scare but not absent.
1.3.12 Summary and Potential of Heritage Features

In summarising the heritage potential of the identified heritage features, guidelines presented in TAG 3.3.9 have been followed. These guidelines follow the concept of Environmental Capital to assess what matters in the historic environment, to whom, why it is important allowing the character of heritage feature to be assessed against a series of judgmental indicators to establish the significance of the heritage feature in question.
The criteria employed to assess the archaeological potential of the identified resource are as follows:

Rarity

This relates to the heritage feature in terms of its representational value (some features are very rare either nationally or within their locality, others are relatively common and typical and so are important characteristics of a period or region, etc.). The fragility and vulnerability of the heritage features are also a consideration, since while there may be numerous surviving examples of a site or attribute they might all be so fragile or under such threat that widespread losses could entirely change the level of survival of the whole class.
It has to be borne in mind in this section that the heritage is not a replaceable or substitutable resource.

Significance

This specifically relates to designations, indicating the levels of significance of each heritage feature. However, significance is not wholly based on designations, statutory or otherwise, and additional information should be incorporated to appraise significance within its context. Heritage features will be gauged at scales local, regional or national significance.

Table 5 below presents the heritage features that have been identified within the application area that will possibly experience impacts upon the construction of the wind farm.

	Table 5: Assessment of significance of features of archaeological interest

	Feature
	Rarity
	Significance

	Batter Law round barrow
	Local/Regional
	Local/Regional

	Ditch, Area 2, trench 2: a possible prehistoric enclosure ditch
	Local
	Local

	Ridge and furrow, Area 5, trench 7: medieval and post-medieval field systems
	Local
	Local


1.3.13 Methodology for Assessment of Impacts

The archaeological resource may potentially be affected by development through a variety of sources. The principal impacts include direct total or partial disturbance of archaeological features, both above and below ground; secondary disturbance through vibration, noise, dust or hydrological change to archaeological features or structures; severance of a cultural heritage feature from a group of closely associated features; and long-term deterioration of the physical setting of an archaeological feature or listed building. Major development is most likely to impact upon cultural heritage through direct disturbance of deposits during construction or through secondary impacts resulting from the construction works.
The significance of impacts of development is assessed taking into account the importance of the known or potential remains likely to be affected. The DfT publication Transport Analysis Guidance The Heritage of Historic Resources Sub​Objective (TAG Unit 3.3.9) (June 2003) is a document which seeks out criteria with which to assess impacts upon heritage features in quantifiable terms. These are described in Table 6 below, along with scale of impact significance.

	Table 6: Scales of Impact

	Scale
	Description

	Large beneficial (positive) effect
	The proposals would:

provide potential, through removal, relocation or substantial mitigation of very damaging or discordant existing impacts (direct or indirect) on the heritage, for very significant or extensive restoration or enhancement of characteristic features or their setting

make a major contribution to government policies for the protection or enhancement of the heritage

remove or successfully mitigate existing visual intrusion, such that the  integrity, understanding and sense of place of a highly valued area, a group of sites or features of national or regional significance is re-established

	Moderate beneficial (positive) effect
	The proposals would:

provide potential, through removal, relocation or mitigation of damaging or discordant existing impacts on the heritage, for significant restoration of characteristic features or their setting

contribute to Regional or Local policies for the protection or enhancement of the heritage

enhance existing historic landscape/townscape character through beneficial landscaping/mitigation and good design

	Slight beneficial (positive) effect
	The proposals:

are not in conflict with national, regional or local policies for the protection of the heritage.

restore or enhance the form, scale, pattern or sense of place of the heritage resource through good design and mitigation

remove or mitigate visual intrusion (or other indirect impacts) into the context of locally or regionally significant heritage features, such that appreciation and understanding of them is improved

	Neutral effect
	The proposals:

are not in conflict with, and do not contribute to policies for the protection or enhancement of the heritage maintain existing historic character in a landscape/townscape

have no appreciable impacts, either positive or negative, on any known or potential heritage assets

are a combination of slight positive and negative impacts, on locally significant aspects of the heritage

do not result in severance or loss of integrity, context or understanding within a Historic landscape

	Slight adverse (negative) effect
	The proposals would:

be in conflict with local policies for the protection of the local character of the heritage

have a detrimental impact on the context of regionally or locally significant assets, such that their integrity is compromised and appreciation and understanding of them is diminished

damage locally significant heritage features for which adequate mitigation can be specified 

not fit well with the form, scale, pattern and character of a historic landscape/townscape/area

	Moderate adverse (negative) effect
	The proposals would:

be out of scale with, or at odds with the scale, pattern or form of the heritage resource

be intrusive in the setting (context), and will adversely affect the appreciation and understanding of the characteristic heritage resource

be in conflict with local or regional policies for the protection of the heritage

be damaging to nationally significant heritage assets, resulting in loss of features such that their integrity is compromised, but not destroyed, and adequate mitigation has been specified

be a major direct impact on regionally or locally significant heritage, resulting in loss of features such that their integrity is substantially compromised, but adequate mitigation can be specified

	Large adverse (negative) effect
	The proposals would:

have a major direct impact on nationally significant heritage assets such that they are lost or their integrity is severely damaged

have a moderate direct impact on or compromise the wider setting of multiple nationally or regionally significant heritage assets, such that the cumulative impact would seriously compromise the integrity of a related group or historic landscape/townscape

have a major direct impact on regional heritage assets, such that their integrity is lost and no adequate mitigation can be specified

be highly intrusive and would seriously damage the setting of the heritage resource, such that its context is seriously compromised and can no longer be appreciated or understood

be in serious conflict with government policy for the protection of the heritage, as set out in PPG15 and PPG16

be strongly at variance with the form, scale and pattern of a historic landscape/townscape


1.4 Impacts during Construction

The specific impacts relating to the construction of the wind turbines and associated access tracks and cable corridors have been identified as:

· Physical and visual impact upon Batter Law round barrow

· Physical impact/destruction upon the possibly prehistoric enclosure ditch immediately west of the A19

· Physical impact/destruction upon the ridge and furrow immediately east of the A19

· Destruction of buried archaeological remains

Batter Law round barrow. 

The heritage value of this feature is recognized by the inclusion in the SMR. It is understood that the round barrow will not be physically affected by the proposed development of the wind farm unless by the careless actions of individuals, which must be prevented. The view of Batter Law Hill will only be temporarily obscured during the construction phase.
These impacts would be regarded to have minor adverse (negative) effects. The current application will not affect the integrity of the monument as a prominent prehistoric feature during the construction phase.
Possible prehistoric enclosure ditch

This previously unknown feature of archaeological significance has been identified during the geophysical survey and during the archaeological evaluation and is of local significance. The proposed construction of the wind farm, in this case the cable corridor, would remove this feature. This loss is considered to have a slight adverse (negative) effect.

Medieval/post-medieval ridge and furrow

This previously unknown feature of archaeological significance has been identified during the geophysical survey and during the archaeological evaluation. The proposed construction of the wind farm, in this case the cable corridor, would remove this feature. The loss is considered to have a slightly adverse (negative) effect.
Buried Archaeological Remains
In addition to Batter Law round barrow, no other features of archaeological significance were identified on site during the desk-based assessment. A number of anomalies of potential archaeological significance were observed during the geophysical survey, and a sample of these proved to be archaeological during the evaluation. The construction of the wind farm would remove all geophysical anomalies during the groundworks at the turbine location, the access tracks if deeply rutted, and the excavation of the cable corridors. Since the most promising of the anomalies have already been investigated, the loss of all others is considered to have a slight adverse (negative) effect.
1.5 Impacts during Operation

The specific impacts relating to the operation of the turbines and associated access tracks have been identified as:

· Visual impact upon Batter Law round barrow and the historic landscape
Batter Law round barrow.
At present, Batter Law Hill is located in a setting of fields divided by the A19 and crossed by power lines which deteriorate the landscape value. The addition of a number of turbines and the occasional vehicular use of the access tracks is thought to have an additional minor adverse (negative) effect on the landscape.
1.6 Impacts during Decommissioning

The specific impacts relating to the decommissioning of the wind turbines and associated access tracks and cable corridors have been identified as:

· The destruction of buried archaeological remains
· Visual impact upon the historic landscape

Buried archaeological remains

The destruction of buried archaeological remains occurred during the construction phase and would negate the impact during the decommissioning unless the direction of access tracks was changed and/or the cable corridors were widened. If no change to the original positions occurred, the repeated impact on the ground is thought to have a neutral effect.

Historic landscape

The removal of the turbines from the landscape to restore the conditions from before their construction is expected to have a slight beneficial (positive) effect. 
1.7 Cumulative Impacts

The dominant impact of the proposed development of a wind farm with associates access tracks and cable corridors on the site on the cultural heritage at Hawthorn, Co. Durham is thought to be the irreversible destruction of potential buried archaeological remains during the construction phase.
These remains may be of local significance, and their disappearance is considered to have a slight adverse (negative) effect.
1.8 Mitigation Measures

In light of the above impact assessment it was agreed with the Durham County Council Assistant Archaeology Officer that no further mitigation works would be required as a condition of the planning permission.
1.9 Monitoring

The recommendation not to carry out any further mitigation works on site negates the need for archaeological monitoring of the proposed development.
1.10 Summary
The cultural heritage section of the EIA sets out the archaeological and historical background of the area north of Hawthorn, Easington, Co. Durham and provides an evaluation of the cultural heritage and archaeological sensitivity of the proposed development site.

The evaluation employed an archaeological desk-based assessment carried out by Durham University in September 2006, a geophysical survey carried out by North Pennines Archaeology in August 2007 under the direction of Ian Farmer Associates, and an archaeological evaluation completed by Ian Farmer Associates in September 2007. The reports for each phase of archaeological involvement were made available to the client and to the Assistant County Archaeologist.

The desk-based assessment identified a single Sites and Monuments Records (SMR) entry on site, which was Batter Law round barrow to the west. Geophysics and trial trenching further observed a number of anomalies, a possible prehistoric enclosure ditch and medieval/post-medieval ridge and furrow ploughing.

The impact assessment cumulated in the consideration that the groundworks phase of the wind farm would completely destroy any buried archaeological remains, but this impact was expected to have a slight adverse (negative) effect on the local significance of the archaeological resource. The decommissioning of the wind farm may even have a slight beneficial (positive) effect by removing the turbines.
After discussions with the Durham County Council Assistant Archaeology Officer, no recommendations for further archaeological mitigation were made. This in turn negates the need for monitoring during the project. 
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