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SUMMARY 
 
An archaeological assessment was carried out in advance of excavation for a new waste water pipeline 
between Bethel and Felinheli, Gwynedd. The assessment involved the consultation of existing documentary 
records, maps, aerial photographs and a field search. Sixteen features were recorded of which none were 
existing Heritage Environment Records. 
 
 
1 INTRODUCTION 
 
Gwynedd Archaeological Trust was asked by Symonds Group Ltd to carry out an archaeological assessment in 
advance of the proposed rising main between the existing waste water treatment works at Bethel NGR SH 
51606520 and the pumping station at Felinheli, NGR SH 52406755 (Fig. 1) as shown on Black and Veatch 
Drawing Nos 2469-0000-8003-PO and 2469-0000-8004-PO. 
 
 
2 SPECIFICATION AND PROJECT DESIGN 
 
The basic requirement was for a desk-top survey and field search of the proposed area, in order to assess the 
impact of the proposals on the archaeological features within the area concerned. The importance and condition 
of known archaeological remains were to be assessed, and areas of archaeological potential and new sites to be 
identified. Measures to mitigate the effects of the construction work on the archaeological resource were to be 
suggested. 
 
Gwynedd Archaeological Trust’s proposals for filling these requirements were as follows: 
 
• To identify and record the cultural heritage within the defined study area. 
• To evaluate the importance of what has been identified 
• To recommend ways in which the impact on the cultural heritage can be avoided or minimised. 
 
The archaeological assessment consists of  
 
• Desktop study of records and historical documents 
• Field walkover 
• Initial report 
 
This report covers these three stages.  
 
This might be followed by a field evaluation if it is considered that there might be features that cannot be 
assessed just by a field walkover. The field evaluation might take the form of geophysical survey or trial 
excavation. Such an evaluation would then be followed by a further report stage. 
 
 
3 METHODS AND TECHNIQUES 
 
3.1 Desk top study 
 
This comprised the consultation of maps, documents, computer records, written records and reference works, 
which form part of the Gwynedd Sites and Monuments Record (SMR), located at GAT, Bangor. The records 
held at the Gwynedd Archives, Caernarfon were also consulted as well as aerial photographs held by the 
Countryside Council for Wales, Bangor. Further information, particularly concerning standing buildings was 
consulted by means of the CARN (Core Archaeological Index) which is the online index of the National 
Monuments Record of Wales maintained by the Royal Commission on Ancient and Historic Monuments, 
Wales. 
 
Sites, buildings and find spots listed in the GAT SMR and RCAHMW records were identified within 1km of 
the survey area (Fig. 1 and Appendix 2). Most of these give the general background to the potential for relict 
historic landscapes, which might not be visible in above ground features. Those on or close to the route give a 
more direct indication of the possible presence of features. 
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3.2 Field search 
 
The area was visited on several occasions because of difficulty in locating farmers to obtain permission for 
access.  The fields belonging to Bodandreg were not walked over because of lack of permission for access but 
these were narrow fields and so could be observed closely from the boundary of the adjoining farm of Tyddyn 
Perthi. Features were noted, described and photographed. Conditions were good for visibility, all the main part 
of the route being open grassland. All records are archived in Gwynedd Archaeological Trust under the project 
number G1840. 
 
3.3 Report 
 
The available information was synthesised to give a summary of the archaeological and historic background 
and of the assessment and recommendations, as set out below. The separate features, their evaluation and 
recommendations are listed separately, and a summary of the overall assessment of the area is given at the end. 
 
The criteria used for assessing the value of features was based upon those used by the Secretary of State for 
Wales when considering sites for protection as scheduled ancient monuments, as set out in the Welsh Office 
circular 60/96. The features were then assigned to one of five categories of importance, A-E, A: National 
Importance, B: Regional or County Importance, C: District or local importance, D: Minor or damaged sites, E: 
Sites needing further investigation. The definitions of these categories and those used for Impact, Field 
evaluation and Mitigation are set out in Appendix 1. 
 
 
4 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESULTS 
 
 
4.1 Topographic description 
 
The area is lowland plateau at a height of between 50 to 150m OD. Its soils are brown earths developed over 
morainic clays and boulder clay over impervious igneous rocks. Most of the soils are classed as Grade 3: Good 
to Moderate quality with some restrictions as to types of crops. Today the area consists largely of semi-
permanent improved pasture with occasional waterlogged hollows of poorer marshy land. Where drained it is 
of reasonable agricultural quality and this is reflected in the well-settled character of the landscape with fairly 
numerous and well-scattered small farms (Gwyn and Thompson 2000, 57). 
 
 
4.2 Archaeological and historical background (Fig. 1) 
 
The agricultural potential of the area means it was well settled in prehistoric times, at least from the first 
millennium BC. There is some possible evidence for even earlier settlement in the form of a possible ruined 
Neolithic chambered tomb at Bryn, just north of the route. However, this feature is now thought most likely to 
be a natural group of erratic boulders. The area was certainly occupied during the second millennium BC 
because of Bronze Age burial remains found in the 19th century in the gardens of Crug Farm just to the west. 
These included at least two cremation urns and two bronze pins. One of the latter, now lost was of a rare type, 
probably imported from the Wessex area and suggests a burial of some status. This again suggests that there 
was some quite affluent settlement close by. Evidence of activity in the same general period is also probably 
represented by a standing stone, (PRN 631) at Fodol, just north of Felinheli and a  ‘burnt mound’ (PRN 3470) 
found on the edge of a marshy area just east of Bodandreg Farm. These features are fairly common, found close 
to water courses and when excavated generally date to the second millennium BC and are thought to be 
communal cooking areas associated with hunting or cattle herding.  
 
The main occupation of the area that is recognisable in the archaeological record is during the first millennium 
BC. The evidence suggests that during this period the area was fairly fully settled by farms forming a 
community controlled or centred on a major hillfort at Dinas Dinorwic, Llanddeiniolen, 2km to the south-east. 
This lies on a prominent small hill that gives it a dominant view over this part of the plateau. There are also a 
few smaller defensive settlements, none of which have yet been excavated, that may represent an earlier period 
of more localised control. These are at Dinas (Felinheli), Caer (Llanddeiniolen) and Ty’n y Caeau (Llandygai) 
to which may have belonged some outlying scattered settlement. The main settlement during the later first 
millennium BC and into the Roman period consisted of a number of individual enclosed or nucleated 
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settlements such as those at Cae Metta, just south of Bethel. The same pattern probably continued and 
flourished during the period of Roman control and there are several extensive but fragmentary remnants of field 
systems and roundhouses, such as those at Prysgol, Llanrug, which have gradually been removed by continuous 
land improvement. The same is the case in the area along the line of the proposed pipeline, where there are 
hints of early settlement and agriculture. The best evidence is that of the remains of two roundhouses found and 
excavated by GAT at Bush Farm prior to the construction of the Port Dinorwic by-pass in 1992 (Johnstone in 
Longley et al 1998). Other traces of possible field boundaries that might belong with this period were also 
found during the previous assessment work along the line of the by-pass (GAT 1991). There are also the 
remains of roundhouses and associated fields along the shallow valley of the Afon Cadnant just south of Bethel 
(PRNs 3698 and 3699). There are other chance finds of objects from the immediate area that indicate the 
presence of other settlement close by. The nearest to the route of the proposed pipeline is that of finds of 
Roman coins at Carreg Goch Farm 100m to the west of the route. The exact findspot is not known but the 
farmer believes from the oral description that it was from just west of the farmhouse. This is a local prominence 
that has been quarried and it seems likely that the finds were made during quarrying. The topographic position 
would be suitable for a Romano-British period settlement. Further away, there is a find of a small Roman 
brooch from Crug Farm 600m to the west of Bethel and quernstones from Cerrig yr Afon at the foot of the 
plateau 600m to west of the pipeline route. 
 
The area had no major settlement before the development of the slate industry but probably continued to be 
farmed after the Roman period. There is a sub-rectangular enclosure at Caerlan Tibot close to Crug Farm, 
which may be of Romano-British or Earl Medieval date. There was also a medieval township close by, the 
name of which is retained in that of Bodandreg Farm. The first reference to this is in the Edwardian Extent of 
1296, which listed nine tenants (GAT 1991, 4). It may well be that Bodandreg itself lies on the site of the house 
of one of these tenants but no actual medieval settlement or fields have yet been identified. The medieval fields 
would have been in aggregations of long curving strips. Traces of these sometimes survive in the modern field 
pattern or in earlier maps but those here seems to have been quite fully reorganised into regular sub-rectangular 
patterns during their ownership by the Vaynol Estate. However, the field pattern has not been subject to 
detailed analysis. There are some major curvilinear boundary lines that continue across several properties and 
these might be remnants of major land divisions from an earlier landscape. One possible example is crossed by 
the proposed pipeline to the south of Carreg Goch (Feature 7). There are also some fields which retain bi-
curved edges, most obviously those around Bodandreg, particularly that crossed by the pipeline route to the 
west of the farm (Features 9 and 11). These could be relicts of a former open field of strips, the bi-curved shape 
typical of strip fields ploughed by an ox team, but could also be a rectilinear pattern that was distorted by the 
topography. 
 
There are a considerable number of features in the survey area belonging to the 19th century when Felinheli 
developed as a small town based on the slate industry. There were once over 50 shops, now reduced to three. 
The features include the harbour, slate works, dry dock and tramway as well as the main-line railway and 
station. The only feature affected by the pipeline construction is the trackbed and embankment of the main-line 
railway. 
 
The field names are listed on the Tithe Apportionment Survey for Llanfairisgaer and the names for the fields on 
the route were identified. All are simple names relating to the shape or use of the fields and give no hint at any 
earlier features except for the one relating to the vanished cottage Tyddyn Conglog (Feature 6). 
 
4.3 The Archaeological Survey 
 
27 archaeological or historic features were identified within the overall survey area by the RCAHMW and 52 
by the Gwynedd SMR (Fig. 1), defined as the scheme area shown on the maps supplied (Black and Veatch 
Drawing Nos 2469-0000-8003-PO and 2469-0000-8004-PO. 16 features were identified on or immediately 
adjacent to the pipeline route, by desktop study or field survey and these are described below with 
recommendations for further assessment and mitigatory measures, where appropriate (Fig. 2).  
 
Feature 1           Trackway (Fig. 3) 
 
SH 5158 6530 
Period: 18th-19th 
Category: C. Impact: Significant 
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A deliberately constructed trackway providing a route between Crug Farm/Bryn Farm and the crossing of the 
Afon Cadnant at Penrhos Farm, Bethel. In the rough land around the Bethel Waste Water Treatment Works it is 
a raised open stony track. North of  this field it becomes a double walled wide track so was clearly designed for 
wheeled vehicles not just a footpath. This was a more direct route than that taken by the present road and is 
preserved as a public right of way, footpath. It may have originated as part of 18th-19th century estate 
improvements but could continue the line of an earlier route between Llanfairisgaer Church and the original 
village community around Penrhos, before the development of Bethel based around the chapels. 
 
Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: None 
 
 
Feature 2 Blocked gateway (Fig. 3) 
 
SH 5158 6530  
Period: 18th-19th century 
Category: C. Impact: Possible 
 
A gateway for track 1, now blocked by stone walling. 
 
Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: Avoid 
 
 
Feature 3           Pedestrian gate (Fig. 3) 
 
SH 5158 6531 
Period: 19th century 
Category: C. Impact: Possible 
 
A sheet iron ‘kissing gate’ replacing the wide farm gate 2. One of a type of gate which were common on the 
footpaths used by quarry workers and their families for access to work and chapels in the 19th century. 
  
Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: Avoid 
 
 
Feature 4           Possible early land boundary 
 
SH 5193 6567  
Period: Pre-19th century 
Category: C. Impact: Unlikely 
 
A curvilinear boundary within the existing field pattern that continues across several fields and more than one 
property boundary as well as crossing the line of the Afon Cadnant. Possibly a Medieval boundary around the 
hamlet around Penrhos at the Cadnant crossing, predating the development of Bethel. Unaffected by 
construction as the pipeline trench will run through an existing gateway. 
 
Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: None 
 
 
Feature 5           Track/Path 
 
SH 5199 6578 
Period: Pre-19th century 
Category: D. Impact: Significant 
 
An old community route formerly connecting the house of Carreg Goch and a former cottage of Tyddyn 
Conglog (Feature 5). Now preserved as a public Right of Way, Footpath. 
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Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: None 
 
 
Feature 6           Site of former cottage Tyddyn Conglog 
 
SH 5200 6569  
Period: Pre-19th century 
Category: C. Impact: Unlikely 
 
This cottage lay on the edge of the field a few metres east of the pipeline route. It still existed at the time of the 
1849 Tithe Apportionment survey and the large low-lying marshy field crossed track/path feature 4 was called 
Weirglodd Ty Conglog. The land of Tyddyn Conglog is now part of Carreg Goch Farm. 
 
Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: None 
 
 
Feature 7           Possible early land boundary 
 
SH 5212 6589 
Period: Pre-19th century 
Category: C. Impact: Unlikely 
 
A curvilinear boundary within the existing field pattern that continues across several fields and more than one 
property boundary and seems to predate the 18th-19th century rectilinear field pattern. This may be just a result 
of the field following the topography but could be a Medieval boundary associated with the Township of 
Bodandreg. Unaffected by construction as the pipeline trench will run through an existing gateway. 
 
Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: None 
 
 
Feature 8           Possible early land boundary/enclosure 
 
SH 5222 6628  
Period: Pre-19th century 
Category: C. Impact: Unlikely 
 
An irregular boundary with a sharp curvilinear deviation at about the point where the pipeline will cut it. This 
may be remnant of a complex patter of small irregular fields predating the 18th-19th century rectilinear field 
reorganisation, even a remnant of a Romano-British field pattern. The sharp curvilinear deviation here is not 
the result of the topography and could be because the earlier field pattern was built on and continued the outline 
of a curvilinear enclosure, which might have been a Romano-British settlement. The field boundary itself 
seems to be of normal clawdd construction not a remnant of, or built on an earlier large bank, but this would 
become clearer when observed during cutting through the boundary line. 
  
Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: Detailed watching brief 
 
 
Feature 9 Possible Medieval land boundary 
 
SH 5240 6671 
Period: Pre-19th century 
Category: C. Impact: Likely 
 
One of two bi-curved field boundaries, with Feature 11, within the farm of Bodandreg enclosing a curving field 
that may be a remnant of a medieval open field of strips associated with the Medieval township of Bodandreg. 
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Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: Watching brief 
 
 
Feature 10           Terrace/lynchet (Fig. 4) 
 
SH 5240 6671 
Period: Pre-19th century/Natural? 
Category: C/Nil. Impact: Considerable 
 
A shallow terrace runs north-south along the length of this field, approximately following the contours. It is 
also visible on recent aerial photographs (CCW 2000). This could be the remnant of an earlier plough lynchet, 
which has survived because the fields of Bodandreg have not been subject to the same degree of ploughing and 
improvement as other fields in the area and retain many slight undulations in their surface. However, the terrace 
also runs parallel to the general trend of the underlying bedrock of the ridge and so seems more likely to be of 
natural geological origin. 
 
Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: Watching brief 
 
 
Feature 11 Possible Medieval land boundary 
 
SH 5247 6675 
Period: Pre-19th century 
Category: B. Impact: Significant 
 
This is the north side of the possible Medieval field, defined at the south by boundary Feature 9. 
  
Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: Watching brief 
 
 
Feature 12            Crop-mark features – possible roundhouses (Fig. 5) 
 
SH 5255 6718  
Period: 1st-4th century AD? 
Category: B?. Impact: None 
 
These features lie in a field that is generally quite sloping and hummocky, probably because of underlying 
rocky outcrops as well as remnants of small quarries associated with the construction or repair of the road at the 
west. The field has not therefore been ploughed and improved to the extent of other, more level fields on the 
plateau to the south and east. The field therefore has more permanent pasture than the lusher ploughed and 
resided fields nearby. The recent aerial photographs show considerable mottling in the grass of the field in 
which there are two possible circular features at the south edge of the field on the line of the proposed pipe 
trench. These features are marked by darker and lighter vegetation patterns no different from the other areas of 
mottling over most of the field. They seem most likely to be natural patterns of vegetation growth. However, 
there is a possibility that they are the sites of Romano-British or Late Iron Age roundhouses similar to the two 
discovered further to the north at Bush Farm prior to the construction of the by-pass (Johnstone in Longley et al 
1998). 
 
Recommendations for further assessment: Nil 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: None 
 
 
Feature 13           Trackway (Fig. 6) 
 
SH 5264 6751 
Period: 18th-19th century 
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Category: D. Impact: Slight 
 
A trackway runs around the hillside below the curving field boundary at the top of the slope at the west side of 
Pen-yr-Allt. It connects from Pen-yr-Allt to a few small fields at the foot of the slope just above the old railway 
line. The track has been built up on the fairly steep slope by the terracing and dumping of a considerable 
amount of stone. The track is not marked on the 1891 Ordnance Survey map, perhaps because it was just an 
internal farm track but perhaps was created more recently. The fields themselves down slope are small and 
surrounded by irregular walls of clearance stone and appear to be at least 19th century if not earlier. 
 
Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: None. 
 
 
Feature 14 Boundary bank 
 
SH 5263 6751 
Period: 18th-19th century 
Category: D. Impact: Slight 
 
A low, narrow bank runs across the slope, just down slope of the field boundary at the west side of Pen-yr-Allt. 
This continues the line of a footpath that runs diagonally up the slope from the west and is likely to be 
associated with it or may have marked the boundary between the woodland on the slope and the land of Pen-yr-
Allt. 
 
Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: None 
 
 
Feature 15           Railway trackbed 
 
SH 5255 6752 
Period: 19th century 
Category: B. Impact: Considerable 
 
The main railway line from Bangor to Felinheli opened in 1852. The station was closed in 1960 but the line to 
Caernarfon stayed open until 1970. It was then reopened temporarily in 1972 as a freight shipping terminal 
instead of Holyhead during the reconstruction of Britannia Bridge (Baughan 1980). The railway trackbed is 
now re-surfaced as a footpath and cycleway. It is presumed that the line of the track is still a preserved route in 
case of any future reconstruction of the railway and so the pipe trench will run alongside the track.  
 
Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: None 
 
 
Feature 16           Railway embankment 
 
SH 5250 6750 
Period: 19th century 
Category: B. Impact: Considerable 
 
The embankment is part of the original railway construction of 1852.  
 
Recommendations for further assessment: None 
Recommendations for mitigatory measures: None 
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5 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MITIGATORY MEASURES 
 
The assessment and mitigatory measures are summarised in Table 1. 
  
 
Table 1  Summary of assessment and recommended mitigation 
 

Feature 
No. 

Type Category Impact Further 
assessment 

Proposed mitigation 

1 Trackway 
 

C Significant Nil Nil 

2 Blocked gateway C Possible Nil  
3 Pedestrian gate C Possible Nil  
4 Possible early 

land boundary 
 

C Unlikely Nil Nil 

5 Track/Path D Significant Nil Nil 
6 Site of former 

cottage Tyddyn 
Conglog 

C Unlikely Nil Nil 

7 Possible early 
land boundary 

C Unlikely Nil Nil 

8 Possible early 
land 
boundary/enclosu
re 

C Unlikely Nil Detailed watching brief 

9 Possible Medieval 
land boundary 
 

C Likely Nil Watching brief 

10 Terrace/lynchet C/Nil Considerable Nil Watching brief 
11 Possible Medieval 

land boundary 
B Significant Nil Watching brief 

12 Crop-mark 
features – 
possible 
roundhouses 

B? None Nil None 

13 Trackway D Slight Nil Nil 
14 Boundary bank D Slight Nil Nil 
15 Railway trackbed B Considerable Nil Nil 
16 Railway 

embankment 
 

B Considerable Nil Nil 

 
 
There are relatively few known archaeological features in this area because most of it has been intensively 
improved for agriculture over the centuries. However, there is good evidence that the area was well used in the 
Romano-British and Medieval periods and so there may be archaeological features that have not been 
identifiable by documentary and aerial photographic research, or by surface observation. This can be mitigated 
by a general watching brief during the topsoil stripping and pipe trenching. Most of the features recorded are of 
low overall value or are linear features for which a single cut will not significantly affect their overall value. 
The most potentially valuable of these features need to be covered by a watching brief when they are cut for the 
pipeline and the resulting sections may need to have a detailed (drawn) record made. Potentially the most 
valuable feature identified is that of the crop marks of possible prehistoric or Romano-British settlement at 
Bush Farm, Feature 12. These crop marks features are unclear and it is possible that they are natural vegetation 
marks. However, these are sufficiently far from the proposed route to be unaffected by construction.(Fig 5).  
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BETHEL TO FELINHELI RISING MAIN 

APPENDIX 1 

DEFINITIONS OF CATEGORIES OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL IMPORTANCE, 
IMPACT, FIELD EVALUATION AND MITIGATION 

1. Categories of importance 

The following categories were used to defme the value of the archaeological resource. 

Category A -Sites of National Importance. 

Scheduled Ancient Monuments, Listed Buildings of grade II* and above, as well as those that would meet the 
requirements for scheduling (ancient monuments) or listing (buildings) or both. 

Sites that are scheduled or listed have legal protection, and it is recommended that all Category A sites remain 
preserved and protected in situ. 

Category B - Sites of regional or county importance. 

Grade II listed buildings and sites which would not fulfil the criteria for scheduling or listing, but which are 
nevertheless of particular importance within the region. 

Preservation in situ is the preferred option for Category B sites, but if damage or destruction cannot be avoided, 
appropriate detailed recording might be an acceptable alternative. 

Category C - Sites of district or local importance. 

Sites which are not of sufficient importance to justify a recommendation for preservation if threatened. 

Category C sites nevertheless merit adequate recording in advance of damage or destruction. 

Category D - Minor and damaged sites. 

Sites that are of minor importance or are so badly damaged that too little remains to justify their inclusion in a 
higher category. 

For Category D sites, rapid recording, either in advance of or during destruction, should be sufficient. 

Category E- Sites needing further investigation. 

Sites, the importance of which is as yet undetermined and which will require further work before they can be 
allocated to categories A-D are temporarily placed in this category, with specific recommendations for further 
evaluation. By the end of the assessment there should be no sites remaining in this category. 

2. Definition of Impact 

The impact of the road development on each site was estimated. The impact is defined as none, slight, unlikely, 
likely, significant, considerable or unknown as follows: 

None: 
There is no construction impact on this particular site. 

Slight: 
This has generally been used where the impact is marginal and would not by the nature of the site cause 
irreversible damage to the remainder of the feature, e.g. part of a trackway or field bank. 



Unlikely: 
This category indicates sites that fall within the band of interest but are unlikely to be directly affected. This 
includes sites such as standing and occupied buildings at the margins of the band of interest. 

Likely: 
Sites towards the edges of the study area, which may not be directly affected, but are likely to be damaged in 
some way by the construction activity. 

Significant: 
The partial removal of a site affecting its overall integrity. Sites falling into this category may be linear features 
such as roads or tramways where the removal of part of the feature could make overall interpretation 
problematic. 

Considerable: 
The total removal of a feature or its partial removal which would effectively destroy the remainder of the site. 

Unknown: 
This is used when the location of the site is unknown, but thought to be in the vicinity of the proposed road. 

3. Definition of field evaluation techniques 

Field evaluation is necessary to fully understand and assess class E sites and to allow the evaluation of areas of 
land where there are no visible features but for which there is potential for sites to exist. Two principal 
techniques can be used for carrying out the evaluation: geophysical survey and trial trenching. 

Geophysical survey most often involves the use of a magnetometer, which allows detection of some 
underground features, depending on their composition and the nature of the subsoil. Geophysical survey is not 
thought to be suitable for the feature and subsoil types expected at Fairboume/ Arthog. 

Trial trenching allows a representative sample of the development area to be investigated at depth. Trenches of 
appropriate size can also be excavated to evaluate category E sites. Trenching is typically carried out with 
trenches of between 20 to 30m length and 2m width. The topsoil is removed by machine and the resulting 
surface is cleaned by hand, recording features. Depending on the stratigraphy encountered the machine may be 
used to remove stratigraphy to deeper levels. 

4; Definition of Mitigatory Recommendations 

None: 
No impact and therefore no requirement for mitigation measures. 

Avoidance 
Where possible, features that may be affected should be avoided. Sometimes this could mean a change in 
layout, design or route. More usually it refers to the need for care during construction to avoid accidental 
damage to a feature. This may be achieved by marking features or areas, for example with warning tape, before 
work starts, or in sensitive cases carrying out a watching brief. 

Detailed recording: 
Detailed recording requires a photographic record, surveying and the production of a measured drawing prior to 
the commencement of the works on site. 

Archaeological excavation may also be required depending upon the particular feature and the extent and effect 
of the impact. 

Basic Recording: 
A photographic record and full description, and limited measured survey where applicable. 

Watching brief 
Requiring observation of particular identified features or areas during works in their vicinity. This may be 
supplemented by detailed or basic recording of exposed layers or structures. 
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DESIGN BRIEF FOR AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 

Gwynedd Archaeological Planning Service 

Site: Bethel toY Felinheli proposed new pipeline route 

Client: Dwr Cymru 

Contractor: GallifordTry Construction North 

Date: 18 M arch 2004 

National Grid Reference: 252230 366220 

This design bri-ef is only valid for six months after the above date .. After this 
period Gwynedd Archaeological Planning Service should be contacted. 

lt is recommended that the contractor appointed to carry out the archaeological 
assessment visits the site of the proposed development and consults the Regional 
Sites and Monuments Record (SMR) for north-west Wales before completing their 
specification. Gwynedd Archaeological Pfanning Service cannot guarantee the 
incrusion of afl relevant information in the design brief 

Key elements specific to this design brief have been highlighted. 

1.0 Site Location and Description 

1.1 For the purposes of this brief the site comprises the route of new underground 
pipeline, approximately 2.6km long, between Bethel and Y FeHnheli. 

1.2 The proposed route cuts across agricultural land, partly following the 
alignment of the Port Dinorwic (Y Felinheli) by-pass, before cutting down 
across a network of small fields to the south-western outskirts of BetheL 

1.3 Bethel and Y Felinheli are two settlements situated between Caernarfon and 
Bangor, on the north-west Wales coast.. 

2.0 Archaeological Bac.kgroll!nd 

2 .1 A number of archaeological sites are known to exist in the vicinity of the 
proposed pipeline, including a round house settlement and burnt mound, of 
prehistoric date. 

2.2 Documentation 

The following references must be read in conjunction with this brief: 

Anon. 1991. A487 Port Dinorwic Archaeological Assessment. Gwynedd 
Archaeological Trust report 30. Unpublished report held by the Sites and 
Monuments Record, Gwynedd Archaeological Trust. 

Fasham, P. 1991. ArctJaeology in Wales. 1 i I r· Jfr 

Gwyn, D. & Thompson, D. 2000 . Historic landscape characterisation- Ardal 
Arfon. Gwynedd Archaeological Trust report 351 . Unpublished report 
held by the Sites and Monuments Record, Gwynedd Archaeological 
Trust 

Belhel to Y l'cli nhel i pipdinc route. Reference: D849 I 8 March, 2004 
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3.0 The nature of the development and archaeological requirements 

3.1 The proposed development comprises plans to lay a new underground 
pipeline. 

3.2 This is a design brief for an archaeological assessment, to comprise a 
desk-based study and field visit. 

3.3 The object of this programme of archaeological works is to make full and 
effective use of existing information in establishing the archaeological 
significance of the site to assess the impact of the development proposals on 
surv iving monuments or rema ins 

3.4 Following desk-based assessments fie ld evaluation work may also be 
required in order to further assess the presence or absence of remains, their 
extent, nature, quality and character before determining the appropriate 
mitigation strategy, whether it be preservation in situ, archaeological 
excavation or a combination of the two. 

4.0 Desk-based assessment detail 

2 

4.1 This brief should be used by archaeological contractors mCthe basis for the 
preparation of a detailed archaeological specification (also knowo as a project 
design). The specification must be submitted to the archaeological curator for 
approval before the work commences. 

4.2 The assessment must consider the following: 

a) The nature, extent and degree of survival of archaeological sites, 
structures, deposits and landscapes within the study area through the 
development of an archaeological deposit model. This deposit model 
should reflect accurately the state of current knowledge and provide a 
research framework for further work if necessary. [See 4.3 below for 
further details] 

b) The history of the site. (See section 4.4 below for further details] 

c) The potential impact of any proposed development on the setting of 
known sites of archaeological importance. [See section 4.5 below for 
further details] 

d) A methodology for non-intrusive survey and intrusive evaluation to 
determine the location, extent, date, character, condition, significance 
and quality of any surviving archaeological remains liable to be 
threatened by the proposed development [See section 4.6-4.8 below for 
further details] 

4.3 The archae()logical deposit model wi ll involve the following areas of 
research: 

a) Collation and assessment of aH relevant information held in the SMR, 
including listed building records . 

b) Assessment of all available excavation report and archives including 
unpublished and unprocessed material effecting the site and its setting. 

c) Assessment of all available excavation report and archives including 
unpublished and unprocessed material relating to Port Dinorwic Bypass 
excavations at Bush Farm (PRN 3463, Gwynedd Archaeological Trust 
project G1046). 

d) Assessment of all extant aerial photographic (AP) evidence and, where 
relevant, a re-plotting of archaeological and topographic information by a 

---------------------------------------------------·------
Bethel toY Ft.:linheli pipeline route. Refere nce: D849 18 March, 2004 
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suitably qualified specialist at an appropriate scale. Many of the main 
archaeological aerial photographic records can be consulted at the Royal 
Commission on Ancient and Historical Monuments in Wales (RCAHMW), 
Aberystwyth. However, the Countryside Council for Wales (CCW), 
Bangor, also l1olds AP collections including 1940s Luftwaffe photographs, 
and these may be equally suited to the requirements of the desk-based 
study. 

e) Assessment of records held at the RCAHMW and University College 
Bangor, if appropriate. 

f) Assessment of the environmental potentiar of the archaeological deposits 
through existing data or by inference. 

g) Assessment of the fauna! potential of the archaeological deposits through 
existing data or by inference. 

h) Assessment of the artefactual potential of the archaeological deposits 
through existing data or by inference. 

i) Assessment of all available geotechnical information fer the area including 
the results of test pits and bore holes. 

j) Assessment of the present topography and landuse of the area through 
maps and site visits. · -- · 

4.4 Historical research will involve the following: 

a) An analysis of relevant maps and plans. Cartographic evidence is held at 
the County Record Offices, including Tithe Maps, Enclosure Act Plans, 
Estate Maps and all editions· of the Ordnance Survey. Place and field­
name evidence from these sources should be considered. 

b) An analysis of the historical documents (e.g. county histories. local and 
national journals and antiquarian sources) held in museums, libraries or 
other archives, in particular local history and archives library. 

4.5 When considering the issue of setting for scheduled ancient monuments, 
listed buildings and other sites of national and/or regional significance, the 
SMR should be consulted to determine if the development falls within any 
designated !landscape areas , such as World Heritage Sites and landscape 
character areas. Of particular importance are the Register of Landscapes of 
Outstanding Historic Interest in Wales , the Register of Landscapes of Special 
Historic Interest in Wales, published by Cadw: Welsh Historic Monuments in 
1998 and 2001 respectively. 

4.6 The evaluation methodology must consider the use of the following 
techniques: 

a) Ground survey within the core area. 

b) The use of geophysical survey. 

c) A programme of trenching and/or test pits to investigate the deposit model 
in more detail. 

4.7 The evaluation should aim to determine the location , extent, date, character, 
condition, significance and quality of any surviving archaeological remains 
liable to be threatened by the proposed development An adequate 
representative sample of all areas where archaeological remains are 
potentially threatened should be studied. 

Bethel to V Felinheli pipeline rtJ1Jtc. 1'\ei"ercnce: 0849 l S March, 2004 
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4.8 The evaluation should carefully consider any artefactual and environmental 
information and provide an assessment of the viability (for further study) of 
such information. it will be particularly important to provide an indicatron of 
the relative importance of such material for any subsequent decision making 
regarding mitigation strategies. 

5.0 Results 

4 

5.1 The results must be presented in a report and should be detailed and laid out 
in such a way that data and supporting text are readily cross-referenced. The 
SMR Officer should be contacted to ensure that any sites or monuments 
not previously recorded in the SMR are given a Primary Recognition 
Number (PRN) and that data structure is compatible with the SMR. The 
historical development of the site must be presented in phased maps and 
plans comprising clearly, the outline of the site. 

5.2 The deposit model should be presented graphically in plan and, where 
appropriate, in profile and at a scale that is commensurate with subsequent 

/ 

use as a working document. 

5.3 Within the r.eport an attempt should be made to indicate areas ofgreater or 
lesser archaeological significance and the sites should be ranked in level of 
overall archaeological importance (locally, regionally and nationally). 

5.4 All relevant aerial photographs, re-plots and historic maps must be included 
and be fully referenced. 

5.5 The report should specifically include the following: 

a) a copy of the design bdef 

b) a location plan 

c) all located sites plotted on an appropriately scaled plan of the 
development 

d) a gazetteer of all located sites, including full dimensional and descriptive 
detail 

6.0 General requirements 

6.1 The archaeological assessment must be undertaken by an appropriately 
qualified individual or organisation, fully experienced in work of this character. 
Details, including the name. qualifications and experience of the project 
director and all other key project personnel (including specialist staff) should 
be communicated to the development control archaeologist and all written 
work attributed to an author (s). 

6.2 Contractors and subcontractors are expected to conform to standard 
professional guidelines, including the following:-

• English Heritage's 1991 Management of Archaeologlcal Projects (MAP2). 

• The Institute of Field Archaeologists 1985 (revised 1 997) Code of 
Conduct. 

• The Institute of Field Archaeologists 1990 (revised 1997) Code of 
Approved Pragtice for the Regulation of Contractual Arrangements in 
Field Archaeology. 

Bethel toY Felinhcii pipeline route. Reference: 0849 IS March, 2004 
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.. The Institute of Field Archaeologists 1994 (revised 1999) Standard and 
Guidance for Archaeoloaical Desk-Based Assessment. 

• The Institute of Field Archaeologists 1994 (revised 1999) Standard and 
Guidance for Archaeological Watching Briefs. 

• The Institute of Field Archaeologists 1994 (revised 1999) Standard and 
Guidance for Archaeoloaical Field Eva luation. 

• The Institute of Field Archaeologists 1995 (revised i 999) Standard and 
Guidance for Archaeological Excavation. 

• The Institute of Field Archaeologists 1996 (revised 1999) Standard and 
Guidance for the Archaeological Investigation and Recording of Standing 
Buildings or Structures. 

• The Institute of Field Archaeologists 1999 Standard and Guidance for the 
Collection, Documentation. Conservation and Research of Archaeological 
Materials. 

• Museum and Galleries Commission 1994 Standards in--the Museum Care 
of Archaeological Collections . 

., United Kingdom Institute for Conservation 1990 Guidelines for the 
Preoaration of Excavation Archives for long-term storage. 

6.3 Many people in North Wales speak Welsh as their first language, and many of 
the archive and documentary references are in Welsh. Contractors should 
therefore give due consideration to their ability to understand and converse in 
Welsh. 

6.4 Where relevant, specialist studies of environmental , economic and historical 
data must include a statement of potential. All specialist reports used in the 
preparation of this study must be reproduced in full in the desk-based study. 

6.5 A full archive including plans, photographs, written material and any other 
material resulting from the project should be prepared. All plans, photographs 
and descriptions should be labelled , cross-referenced and lodged in an 
appropriate place (to be agreed with the archaeological curator) within six 
months of the completion of the project. 

6.6 Two copies of the bound report must be sent to the address below, one copy 
marked for the attention of the Development Control Archaeologist, the other 
for attention of the SMR Officer, who will deposit the copy in the SMR. 

6.7 The involvement of Gwynedd Archaeological Planning Service should be 
acknowledged in any report or publication generated by this project. 

7.0 Glossary of terms 

7.1 Archaeological Contractor 
A professionally qualified individual or an organisation containing 
professional:ly qualified archaeological staff, able to offer an appropriate and 
satisfactory treatment of the archaeological resource, retained by the 
developer to carry out archaeological work eitl1er pr·ior to the submission of a 
planning application or as a requirement of the planning process. 

7.2 Archaeological Curator 
A person, or organisation, responsible for the cons,ervation and management 
of archaeological evidence by virtue of official or statutory duties. In north­
west Wales the archaeological advisor to the Local Planning Authorities is the 

Bet he! to Y Fe linhcli pipeline route. Reference: 0849 l 8 March. 2004 









Bethel-Felinheli Rising Main  Fig. 3  Trackway Feature 1, Blocked gateway Feature 2 
and Pedestrian gate Feature 3, from the north-west. 1m scale

Bethel-Felinheli Rising Main  Fig. 4  Terrace/Lynchet Feature 10, Bodandreg, from the north-west. 
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