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SUMMARY 

Mettingham Castle, 

Archaeological Evaluation. 

An evaluation was carried out prior to an application for planning permission, on an 

area outside the scheduled part of Mettingham Castle (Suffolk 70). The proposed 

development is assumed to fall partially within the area of the Scheduled Ancient 

Monument, and the results of this stage are intended to allow an informed decision as 
to what mitigation measures should be taken regarding the archaeology within the 

scheduled area, if the development goes ahead. 

Test pitting indicated that the spoil from the construction of the moat had been used to 

raise the level of the internal area; however no evidence for a buried soil was 
recorded. Although some artefacts were recovered, which correspond to periods of 

known activity, there were not enough to indicate occupation in the immediate 

vicinity. 

The work was funded by the owners, Mr & Mrs Gormley; the fieldwork was carried 

out by the Field Projects Team of SCCAS, and supervised by C. Abbott. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Mettingham Castle, 

Archaeological Evaluation. 

There is a proposal to build a swimming pool within the site adjacent to the house 
known as Mettingham Castle. In order to establish the full archaeological 
implications the occupant has been advised by English Heritage that an 
archaeological evaluation of the area should be carried out. 

The site is centred at TM 35958864, c.2.5km southeast of Bungay Castle, on a spur of 
land (at c.30m OD) overlooking a tributary of the River Waveney. The underlying 
geology of the area is comprised of glacially derived clays. 

The area is within the archaeological site ofMettingham Castle (County Sites and 
Monuments Record no. MTT 003), part of which is a Scheduled Ancient Monument 
(Suffolk 70). The castle is -likely to have been based upon an earlier occupation of the 
site; however the first firm date for it is a licence to crenellate in 1342. 

The exact size, depth and location of the proposed development is not well defined, 
but they are assumed to fall partially within the area of the Scheduled Ancient 
Monument. 

The owners of the house were advised by the Conservation Team of the Suffolk 
County Council Archaeological Service (SCCAS) that they would be required to 
provide for a programme of archaeological work in order to assess the archaeological 
potential of the site. The methods to be employed to achieve this were set out in the 
Brief and Specification drawn up by the Conservation Team (Appendix I). 

This evaluation was carried out prior to the application for planning permission, on 
the area outside the scheduled area. The results of this stage should allow an 
informed decision as to what mitigation measures should be taken regarding the 
archaeology within the scheduled area, when scheduled monument consent is applied 
for. 

The work was funded by the owners, Mr & Mrs Gormley; the fieldwork was carried 
out by the Field Projects Team of SCCAS, and supervised by C. Abbott. 

Documentary Background 

A comprehensive documentary survey of. Mettingham Castle by E Martin, SCCAS, 
was published in 1990 in the Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology & 
History (Vol. XXXVII, 1990. p.115-123). 

Following the licence to crenellate being granted in 1342, there is documentary 
evidence for the owners and history of the site until 1562. The College was relocated 
at Mettingham from Raveningham, Norfolk in 1394; this surrendered to the Crown in 
1542. In 1563 the castle was sold to Sir Nicholas Bacon ofRedgrave, who had the 
property surveyed by John Hille in 1562. This survey provides the majority of the 
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evidence for the site and the buildings associated with it. This survey indicates that 
the college buildings were located in the area to the north of the moat, i.e. north of the 

present modem house; it also describes the construction materials used. These 

include a pantry with 'walls of stone covered with tiles'; the niain mansion house, of 
which no trace now remains, and whose exact location is unknown, which had stone 
walls and a lead roof with lead spouts and gutters. This survey also describes some of 

the buildings as being 'utterly decayed'. 

The area within the moat, where the modem house, called 'Mettingham Castle', is 

located was called the 'inner orchard'; it contained fruit trees and was subdivided by 
box hedges. Also located here 'hathe byn man ye fay er arbors ... and hathe fower little 

pondes in it called fridaye pondes'. 

However, this survey does not say when or by whom the original mansion was built; 

it could have been built by the college sometime after it came to Mettingham in 1394, 
but there are no mention of a chapel or cloisters which could have been expected. If it 

was originally a secular mansion, it could have been built pre-1374. The college has 

previously been thought to have been housed within the moated keep, however the 

buildings in this area are described as being 'utterly decayed' in 1562, only 20 years 

after the dissolution, which throws doubt on this theory. 

The original mansion house was still there in the mid-1 7th century when the 

antiquarian William Blois visited it and recorded the visible heraldry. 

Finally, an 'old house' was demolished in the 1820's, when a new mansion was built. 
A local historian described 'several of the interior decorations .... were found in 
excellent preservation - the colours and gilding of the arms being fresh and brilliant'. 
John Hille recorded gilded arms in the parlour of the 1562 mansion, so it is possible 
that this was the house pulled down in the 1820's. This new house, recorded on early 

Ordnance Survey maps, was demolished c.1880, when the present house was built 
within the moated area. 

- 5 -
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THE FIELD EVALUATION 

Description 

The field evaluation took place on 26 March 1998. 

The trench was opened under archaeological supervision, using a JCB with a 0.5m 
wide toothless ditching bucket. The specification for the evaluation required that an 
area approximately Sm square be opened, outside the area of the SAM. However, due 
to the presence of a drain which crosses the southeastem area of the site, and the 
location of the evaluation area, the opened area measured approximately 5m long, and 
4.5m wide at the southeastem end, tapering to c.3m wide at the northwestem end 
(Fig.I). 

Once the overlying tarmac and hard-core deposits were removed by the machine, four 
c.lm2 test-pits were dug (Fig.2), to the surface of the undisturbed boulder clay.

The upcast spoil was examined visually for artefactural evidence. 

A photographic archive, consisting of colour slides, was made, and is held in the 
SCCAS Photographic Archive at Shire Hall, Bury St Edmunds, where the rest of the 
site archive, consisting of the artefacts, original drawings, and texts, is housed. 

Results 
The tarmac and hard-core deposits were between 0.35 and 0.5m deep. After the 
tarmac was removed, a linear feature, c.0.3m wide, and orientated approximately 
north - south, could be seen. When the hard-core was removed, this was shown to 
contain a water pipe. 

Below these surface layers, a hard brown-grey silty clay deposit was revealed. Four 
test pits were excavated in this deposit by hand; these revealed similar sequences of 
stratigraphy (Fig.2). The underlying deposit, which was between 0.7 & 0.85m thick, 
consisted of a hard silty clay which contained small fragments and flecks of chalk, 
plus very occasional oyster shells, brick/tile fragments and animal bone. This deposit 
was very homogenous throughout its depth; the only change in it was its colour, 
which gradually changed from a dirty mid-brown-grey at the top, to a cleaner, mid
light grey at its base. The natural clay at the base of all the test pits was a mottled 
orange-brown and grey silty clay. The clay at the bases of all the test pits was also 
very wet; this was close to the water level in the moat to the northwest, and probably 
indicates the top of the water table in this area. 

The Finds 

by S. Anderson, SCCAS 
A small group of artefacts was collected during test-pitting. Two sherds of pottery 
(15g) were identified as a Late �edieval and Transitional jug rim with spots of green 
glaze (15th-16th century), and a body sherd of unidentified medieval coarseware 
(12th-15th century). 
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Ceramic building material included seven tile fragments and five brick fragments. 
These consisted of one peg tile (15th-16th century?), three fragments of an ?early 

pantile (16th-17th century?), one late pantile fragment (19th-20th c.), two uncertain 
tile fragments (one possibly very coarse pottery), four early coarse bricks in soft 
groggy pink and white fabrics (13th-14th century), and a later harder fired coarse 
handmade brick (14th-15th century or later). 

There was also one unidentified animal bone fragment with evidence for post
medieval butchery techniques, and a single oyster shell. 

The most important aspect of the assemblage is the presence of early brick of a 
similar type to that found in Norwich and other regional centres. 

Interpretation 

The silty clay deposit which lay between the modem surface layers and the natural 
clay of the area was very similar in composition to the natural clay, except for the 
occasional fragments of brick/tile and other artefacts within it. This suggests that it 
was redeposited soon after excavation. The lower levels were cleaner and had fewer 
imported coarse components, indicating that it was less disturbed than the upper 
levels. It is possible that this deposit was laid down when the moat was excavated, 
i.e. this part of the central island was raised slightly during the construction of the
moat. However, no evidence for a buried original soil underlying this redeposited
material was recorded in any of the test-pits.

Although few artefacts were recovered, the date of them correspond to periods of 
known activity in the area; in addition, the early bricks and tiles could originate from 
some of the buildings described in the 1562 survey. 

However, the number of artefacts recovered does not suggest that there was 
occupation within the immediate vicinity of the evaluation area; it is possible that 
they were deposited in this area of the site when the area was an orchard, due to the 
practise of manuring. 
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CONCLUSION 

The brief and specification highlighted six issues (Appendix I, 2.5a-t) that needed to 
be addressed as part of this evaluation. 

The test pitting indicated that the spoil from the construction of the moat had been 
used to raise the level of the internal area; however no evidence for a buried soil was 
recorded. Although some artefacts were recovered, there were not enough to indicate 
occupation in the immediate vicinity. 

No evidence was recorded during this evaluation to indicate whether the moat 
predated 1342; if the internal island had been built on; or for any formal garden 
features as described in records from 1562. Finally, no evidence indicating the 
islands usage subsequent to 1562 and prior to the construction of the present 19th 
century house was identified. 

- 8 -
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Appendix I 

SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SERVICE- CONSERVATION TEAM 

Brief and Specification for an Archaeological Evaluation 

METTINGHAM CASTLE (Mr & Mrs Gormley) 

1. Background 

1.1 There is a proposal to build a swimming pool within the site adjacent to the house 
known as Mettingham Castle. 

1.2 In order to establish the full archaeological implications the occupant has been advised 
by English Heritage that an archaeological evaluation of the area should be prepared. 

1.3 The exact size, depth and location of the proposed works is not well defmed (Figure 
1), but they are assumed to fall partially within the area of the Scheduled Ancient 
Monument (Suffolk 70). The whole area is certainly within the archaeological site of 
Mettingham Castle (County Sites and Monuments Record No MTT 003). The castle 
is likely to have been based upon an earlier occupation of the site; the first firm date, 
however, is a licence to crenellate in 1342. There is a survey of 1562 which details 
the form of the castle and its buildings (discussed in PSIA 37, 1990). By 1562 it is 
clear that the large moated area south of the walled castle, and now occupied by the 
house called "Mettingham Castle", was referred to as the 'Inner Orchard' containing 
fruit trees and divided into compartments with quickset and box hedges. Here there 
had been many 'fay er arbors and many small gardens'; there were also four ponds 
for fish (fridaye ponds). 

1.4 All arrangements for the field evaluation of the site, the timing of the work, and . 
access to the site, are to be negotiated with the commissioning body. 

2. Brief for the Archaeological Evaluation. 

The object of the evaluation is to: 

2.1 Establish whether any archaeological features exist in the area, with particular regard 
to any which are of sufficient importance to require preservation in situ. 

2.2 Identify the date, approximate form and purpose of any archaeological features within 
the application area. 

2.3 Evaluate the likely impact of past land uses, the possibility of masking colluvial/ 
alluvial deposits, and of waterlogged organic deposits. 

2.4 Provide sufficient information to construct an archaeological conservation strategy, 
dealing with preservation, the recording of archaeological deposits, working practices, 
timetables and orders of cost. 

2.5 Issues which should be considered in the evaluation are: 

a. The date of the formation of the moat, could it predate 1342? 

b. 

c. 

The construction technique for the moat, is there a raised island of 
redeposited subsoil? 

The depth of a pool is likely to expose and remove large areas of any 
buried original soil (i.e. below redeposited subsoil), does one exist and 
what is its nature? 
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d. 

e. 

f. 

Has the moat island been built upon, is there any occupation debris? 

By 1562 the area was garden with formal features (see 1.3), do any 
garden beds or hedge lines etc, survive as features? 

Is there any indication of usage subsequent to 1562 and pre construction 
of the present 19th century house? 

3. Specification A: Desk-Based Assessment 

2 

3.1 Consult the County Sites and Monuments Record, both the computerised record and 
any backup files. 

3.2 It seems unlikely that significant documentary sources will exist which would 
supplement the published article (above), this should be used for historical 
background. 

4. Specification B: Field Evaluation 

4.1 A trial trench should be excavated within the area of the proposed pool, but outside 
the area of the Scheduled Ancient Monument. A minimum 5 metre by 5 metre box is 
thought to be the most appropriate sampling method. On the basis of iriformation 
provided it is not certain this can be achieved. A trench design which refers to issues 
raised in paragraph 2.5 should be agreed with the client and then be approved by the 
Archaeological Service Conservation Team before field work begins. 

4.2 The topsoil may be mechanically removed using an appropriate machine (fitted with a 
toothless bucket) and other equipment. All machine excavation is to be under the 
direct control and supervision of an archaeologist. The topsoil should be examined for 
archaeological material. 

4.3 The top of the first archaeological deposit may be cleared by machine, but must then 
be cleaned off by hand. The decision as to the proper method of further excavation 
will be made by the senior project archaeologist with regard to the nature of the 
deposit; there is a presumption that excavation of archaeological deposits will be done 
by hand unless it can be shown that there will not be a loss of evidence by using a 
machine. 

4.4 In all evaluation excavation there is a presumption of the need to cause the minimum 
disturbance to the site consistent with adequate evaluation; that significant 
archaeological features e.g. solid or bonded structural remains, building slots or post
holes, should be preserved intact even if fills are sampled. 

4.5 There must be sufficient excavation to give clear evidence for the period, depth and 
nature of an archaeological deposit. The depth and nature of colluvial or other 
masking deposits must be established across the site. 

4. 6 Any natural subsoil surface revealed should be hand cleaned and examined for 
archaeological deposits and artefacts. Sample excavation of any archaeological 
features revealed may be necessary in order to gauge their date and character. 

4. 7 All finds will be collected and processed (unless variations in this principle are agreed 
with the Conservation Team of SCC Archaeological Service during the course of the 
evaluation). 

. 4.8 Human remains should be left in situ except in those cases where damage or 
desecration are to be expected, or in the event that analysis of the remains is shown to 
be a requirement of satisfactory evaluation of the site. However, the excavator should 
be aware of, and comply with, the provisions of Section 25 of the Burial Act 1857. 
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4. 9 Plans of the archaeological features on the site should be drawn at 1:20 or 1:50, 
depending on the complexity of the data to be recorded. Sections should be drawn at 
1:10 or 1:20 again depending on the complexity to be recorded. Any variations from 
this will need to be agreed with the Conservation Team. 

4.10 A photographic record of the work is to be made, consisting of both monochrome 
photographs and colour transparencies. 

4.11 Topsoil, subsoil and archaeological deposit to be kept separate during excavation to 
allow sequential backfilling of excavations. 

5. General Management 

5 .1 A timetable for all stages of the project must be agreed before the first stage of work 
commences, including monitoring by the Conservation Team of Suffolk County 
Council Archaeological Service. 

5.2 The composition of the project staff must be detailed and agreed (this is to include any 
sub-contractors). 

5.3 A general Health and Safety Policy must be provided, with detailed risk assessment 
and management strategy for this particular site. 

5.4 No initial survey to detect public utility or other services has taken place. The 
responsibility for this rests with the archaeological contractor. 

5.5 The Institute of Field Archaeologists' Standard and Guidance for Archaeological 
Desk-based Assessments and for Field Evaluations should be used for additional 
guidance in the execution of the project and in drawing up the report. 

6. Report requirements 

6.1 An archive of all records and finds must be prepared consistent with the principle of 
Management of Archaeological Projects, English Heritage 1991 (particularly 
Appendix 3.1 and Appendix 4.1). 

6. 2 The data recording methods and conventions used must be consistent with, and 
approved by, the County Sites and Monuments Record. 

' 
6.3 The objective account of the archaeological evidence must be clearly distinguished 

from its archaeological interpretation. The conclusion should include a statement of 
the archaeological potential of the site. 

6.4 An opinion as to the necessity for further evaluation and its scope should be given. A 
second phase will not be embarked upon until the primary fieldwork results are 
assessed and the need for further work is established. A second-phase cannot be 
developed in detail at this stage. 

6.5 Finds should be appropriately conserved and stored in accordance with UK Institute of 
Conservators Guidelines. The finds, as an indissoluble part of the site archive, should 
be deposited with the County SMR if the landowner can be persuaded to agree to this. 
If this is not possible for all or any part of the finds archive, then provision must be 
made for additional recording (e.g. photography, illustration, analysis) as appropriate. 

6.6 The site archive is to be deposited with the County Sites and Monuments Record 
within three months of the completion of work. It will then become publicly 
accessible. 
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6. 7 Where positive conclusions are drawn from a project (whether it be evaluation or 
excavation) a summary report, in the established format, suitable for inclusion in the 
annual 'Archaeology in Suffolk' section of the Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute for 
Archaeology, should be prepared and included in the project report or submitted to the 
Conservation Team by the end of calendar year in which the evaluation work takes 
place, whichever is the sooner. 

6.8 County Sites and Monuments Record sheets should be completed, as per the county 
SMR manual, for all sites where archaeological finds and/or features are located. 

Specification by: R Carr 

Suffolk County Council 
Archaeological Service Conservation Team 
Environment and Transport Department 
Shire Hall 
Bury St Edmunds 
Suffolk IP33 2AR 

Date: 5 March 1998 

Tel: 01284 352441 

Reference: /metting03 

This brief and specification remains valid for 12 months from the above date. If 
work is not· carried out in full within that time this document will lapse; the 
authority should be notified and a revised brief and specification may be issued. 

The results of this evaluation, if they are to be used as part of a planning 
application, will need to be considered by the Conservation Team of the Archaeology 
Service of Suffolk County Council, who have the responsibility for advising the 
appropriate Planning Authority. 




