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Summary 
 
An archaeological investigation was carried out on the south wall of the church at Clare Priory. 
Much of the south wall has the appearance of a 19th century rebuild and the aim of the 
investigation was to determine whether it has a medieval core. The results of a measured survey 
of the inner and outer elevations and a series of test holes suggested that whilst the footings and 
western end of the wall were medieval, most of the wall length had been reconstructed in two 
phases in the 18th and 19th centuries. A medieval footing, in the form of a solid pad of bonded 
flint 7m2, was also found, suggesting a structure had projected from the southern wall. This may 
have supported an outshot staircase which is illustrated on 18th century engravings of the 
building. Evidence of an earlier footing also suggested that there was a building predating the 
church on the site. 
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1. Introduction 
 
An archaeological investigation was carried out at Clare Priory to examine the site of a proposed 
enlargement to the church. The work included surveys of the inner and outer elevations of the 
church south wall, and the excavation of trial holes in the area of the proposed extension to the 
south of the present building. The aim of the work was to provide information to help determine 
the suitability of the site by assessing the impact of the proposal on the standing medieval 
structure and potential buried archaeological levels. The work was commissioned by Inkpen 
Downie Architecture and Design on behalf of Clare Priory and undertaken with Scheduled 
Monument consent ref. (HSD 9/2/4908). The investigation was completed in two phases during 
November 2002 and January 2003 by Suffolk County Council’s (SCC) Archaeological Service 
and followed specification set by SCC Archaeological Officer RD.Carr (see Appendix 1). 
 
The site lies at TL 7701 4498 within the precinct of Clare Priory, which is recorded on the 
County site and Monuments Record as CLA 001. The Priory was a house of the Augustian Friars 
and was founded in 1248. After the Dissolution in 1538 it became part of a domestic estate 
before being restored to the Augustian Order in 1953. Much of the fabric of the medieval 
buildings survive and are scheduled as Ancient Monument, Suffolk 29290. The building under 
investigation is used as the Priory church but was formerly the medieval infirmary. It is 
orientated east-west and there is a north-south range, described as the reredorter, attached to the 
eastern end. The two parts of the building are broadly contemporary and thought to date to the 
14th century. 
 
There are several of engravings and drawings illustrating the building during the 18th and early 

19th century. In 1748 an external stair is shown on the south wall rising to the first floor (Fig. 13) 
but by 1791 an illustration of the inside of the building shows the first floor removed and a large 
floor-to-eaves opening in the south wall (Fig. 14). There also appears to be a roofed structure 
over the opening on the outside of the building but this is unclear. In 1810 another internal was 
drawn view and this shows the building being used as a barn with a hay cart standing in the south 
wall opening.  
 
2. Methodology 
 
The survey consisted of a photographic and drawn record of the external and internal elevations of the south wall of 
the church and external elevations of the west and south walls of the north–south range (reredorter). Crosses were 
chalked onto the external elevations of the building to form a fixed grid to reference the two surveys and the 
building was photographed in black and white print and colour transparencies with each exposure framed so as to 
include at least two grid points.  
 
The drawn survey was completed using a total station theodolite (TST) which recorded the outline of each elevation, 
general architectural features and the phases of build and repair. Stone by stone drawings were made of the 
limestone quoining and openings, but the areas of flintwork and surface repairs were recorded only by outline and 
annotated with a description of the flint, style of build and mortar.  
 
The trial holes were excavated by hand digging and six areas, all on the south side of the church, were sampled. The 
location of each of the holes was decided after consultation with the Archaeological Officer R.D.Carr. The 
overburden was removed and archaeological soil horizons were sampled; structural features were exposed and left 
in situ. Excavation of trial hole 2 was halted at 1.3m for reasons of safety. Drawings were made of each trench in 
section and plan at 1:20 and photographs taken in black and white print and colour transparency film. All finds were 
retained for analysis and the finds and the site records have been archived with the County’s Sites and Monuments 
Record (SMR) at Shire Hall Bury St Edmunds under the number CLA 037.  
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3. Survey Results 
 
Four elevations were recorded by TST, the drawings are produced in Figs 2-5 and are described 
below. ?? Black and white print and ??colour transparencies1 were taken, the negatives have 
been archived with the county’s SMR and a catalogue of the photograph index is included in 
appendix 4 along with a sample of a contact sheet. 
 
3.1. South wall outer face 
The south wall of the church is divided into three major and distinct phases of build (see Figure 
2). The western end of the building (Phase 1) is largely the original medieval build. It is 
constructed of flint and mortar with the first and ground floor windows framed with limestone 
blocks. The eastern half of the wall (Phase 3) has been re-built to mimic the medieval style and is 
also in flint, but the window openings have been framed with pale fabric bricks. These two areas 
are separated by a rebuilt panel, to the west of the centre of the wall (Phase 2), which is 
characterised by the widespread use of brick in its make up.  
 

Phase 1  
The body of the western end of the wall is faced in mixed medium- and small-sized unworked 
flint or flint cobble (1). There are both black and brown flints, which are closely spaced and 
uncoursed. Round sandstone pebbles have been commonly used throughout the face but there is 
no brick or re-used limestone. The lime mortar was pale brown in colour with a sandy texture, 
which included large gravel and chalk inclusions. Generally the mortar is recessed and the 
surface of the flint projects forward, but there are areas where the mortar is thicker and the 
pointing is render-like.  
 
There is a two-centre arch window at ground floor level (2) and a small segmental window 
above (3); both are made of a soft, badly weathered, clunch type stone and are in their original 
medieval settings.  
 
The angled buttress on the corner of the building (4) is built of flint with limestone quoins and 
weatherings, the flintwork is integrated into the build of the south wall and largely contemporary 
with the medieval build. The drip course and weathering are built of a coarse, oolitic Barnack-
type stone.  
 
There was evidence of extensive patching (5) at the base of the wall below the window and on 
the lower and second ‘bay’ of the buttress. The patching was easily identified from the medieval 
work in its use of paler white chalk mortar with large gravel inclusions and the extensive use of 
closely spaced black, struck flint nodules and brick fragments. The bricks were used like flints 
(not laid in courses) dotted throughout the repair area. The date of the bricks suggested that the 
repairs were no earlier than late 19th century.   
 

Phase 2  
There is an obviously repaired or infilled section of wall to the east of and adjoining the 
medieval phase of build (6). It runs for the full height of the wall and is c.4.5m wide. It is made 
up of mixed small black flints and there is widespread use of early, narrow-sectioned bricks. The 

                                                 
1  Awaiting return of films from developers to complete report 



- - - _. - - - -- ------------
phase 1 ph 3

E+

15

11

,--
I~mj
I':;':;':;
!':;':;':~
.'!.~'!o.l.~
I._.~

trench 3

trench 6

:::::::.:::::::::jf;

., .. ,· .... , ..... , ..

...... '.... :-:,:-:-:.: .. :::::- :_~) --/-
· .. , .. ,.',..... 0 10
· .... • : • :-. :.] Cl

f;':~;':~';'1'j.j ,r--b-..L.-- _

t{~{~~~a __)

• • • • • • I· , , . .. . . ., ,' '-.,....... , .... . . . . . .. . , , ;
',','.', ••••••••••• < • ',,' ,',',' ,',f
, •.•••.• , •• , •• , •• , •.••• I

.: ::::,::::::::::·::::::· .':': ::::::::::.:::::::::::!8... , .. ' . . . . . . . . .. . ...
• •••• , •••• ,' •••••• ',', ,", ••• ' •••••• , • ',' r
• . • . • . • . • . • . . . . • . !

, • • • • • • • • • • • • • ,I

::::::::::::::·:::::::':6::::::::·:::':::·::: :::::::!
..... ,'.',',',', , ,',:· . \

:::':.:::::::':::':::'::·':::,::.':::·:::::::::::9::'
•••••••• , •.•• - ••••• .I':'::. ' :::>:<:<:<:+::>i +

...... , : :-.'»>.':-: :<'>:~

· .. , . , ... , ... . . . . . . .

trench 2

o 2.5 5

meters
~.mr~ medieval footings........~:~

" Suffolk County Council
Environment & Transport

Scale 1:80 Figure 2..
Clare Priory Church, south wall external elevation

!
1r
f
~
:.!
I

P. J. Thompson, MSc. CEng. FICE
Director of Environment &Transport

St Edmund House, County Hall, Ipswich, Suffolk

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved'
Suffolk County Council Licence No. LA0768642003



E

\
\
\
\
\

\
I

I
I
\
\
\
\
\
\
\

. I
I
I
I
I
I

~------------/1
I
I
I
\
I
I
I

-:J

3
4 w

\
I
I.
I
I
I
I

1

o 2.5 5

meters

liJSuffolk County Council
Environment & Transport

Scale 1:80

PRODUCEDBY

CHECKED BY

DRAWING No.

P. J. Thompson, MSc.CEng. FICE
Director of Environment & Transport

St Edmund House, County Hall, Ipswich, Suffolk

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved.
Suffolk County Council Licence No. LA076864 2003

DATE

- --------------------



 5 

bricks occur throughout the repair, but are particularly used on the edges of the infill section 
where it joins with the neighbouring flintwork. The bricks measure 25 x 5cm, are well-fired 
purple/orange or purple and date to the late 14th/early 15th century. Fragments of dressed 
limestone and clunch have also been commonly used throughout the repair section and the 
mortar is sandy with moderate-sized inclusions. The mortar pointing is quite thick, flush with the 
face of the flints and in places it has been used almost like a render. There is no datable material 
later than the 14/15th centuries but the bricks have probably been re-used. The surface of the 
repair has been whitewashed or chaux’ed at sometime. 
 
The treatment to the edges of the repair section is different and illustrates the sequence of build 
phases. At the western edge, where it is joined to the medieval phase (7), the brickwork is 
uneven and ragged where it has followed existing uneven flintwork. At the eastern edge, the 
brick work (8) is regularly coursed and vertical almost like quoining, and the later flintwork butts 
against it. There are two regularly sized ‘mortises’ let into the edge of the brickwork on this side 
(9). They are 1.92m apart, measure 14 x 52cm and 14 x 60cm in size, and appear to be door jamb 
or lintel supports. 
 

Phase 3  
The eastern half of the elevation is all part of a single phase which has been completed in a 
medieval style and superficially resembles the length of the wall at the western end of the 
building. It is made up of densely spaced medium sized rounded flint cobbles (11) and the two 
two centre arch windows (12) are built of brick. These have not been inserted, and it is the brick 
that dates the construction of this section of wall.  
 
The quoin (13) at the eastern edge of the elevation is thought to be a reconstruction and the 
limestone blocks are not in their medieval setting. The edge of the quoin is not well aligned or 
vertical, as would be expected of a true corner, and the stones are butted (14) against the 
adjoining building rather than tying the two ranges together. Excavation of the test hole at the 
base of the wall also showed that the limestones did not continue below ground and were 
underpinned by Victorian brickwork.  
 
The buttress (15) is contemporary with the build of Phase 3 and the same brick-type used in the 
windows appear in it construction. The buttress is simply butted to the south face and not 
integrated into the build of the wall and it is now separating.  
 
There are two limestone blocks (10) at the base of the wall in the Phase 3 build. They appear 
significant as they are close to the edge of the brick repair and project slightly from the general 
wall face. Their mortar setting seems contemporary with the rest of Phase 3, although the lower 
three courses of flint bulge to fit with the stones. At the base of the wall the 19th century work 
underpins the brick patching. 
 
3.2. South wall internal face 
The internal face of the church (Fig. 3) has been plastered and painted and the lower 1.85m of 
wall has been wood panelled (1). The survey recorded the outline of the windows and the line of 
a horizontal and two vertical cracks in the plasterwork (2 and 3). There was also a narrow linear 
indentation (4) running the width of the elevation just below the upper window. 
 
The surveys of the inner and external faces of the wall can be superimposed, and overlying the 
drawings shows that the vertical crack (3) to the west of the central window aligns with the 
eastern edge of the brick patching on the outside. There is no evidence of the opposite edge of 
the patching on the internal face. The timber wall plate has been joined c.1.5m to the west of the 
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crack. The join is just to the east of one of the main tie beams that run across the roof span and is 
over the area of external brick patching. The two lengths of the wall plate have been joined with 
a metal strap and are stepped, the eastern length being the thickness of the timber higher that the 
western. The difference in height has been corrected in the respective knee principal trusses and 
the rest of the roof is level. This suggests that the two ends of the wall are different heights and 
that the eastern portion of the roof has been, at least, re-set.  
 
There is no relationship between external features and the other internal cracks and the 
horizontal indentation is probably the impression of a removed ‘picture rail’ which can be seen 
running around the room in a photograph taken just prior to the buildings restoration in the 
1950’s (Fig. 4). 
 
 

 
 
Figure 4. 1950’s photograph of the interior showing part of the south wall to the right  
 
3.3. West wall, Reredorter  
A mixture of materials has been used to create the face of the west wall of the reredorter and the 
immediate impression is of a multitude of alterations and repairs (Fig. 5). Most of the central 
area of the wall is, however, a single phase of build and there are in fact only three major phases 
of construction. 
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Phase 1 
Part of the original medieval face remains and could be seen in a narrow strip (1) adjacent to the 
junction with the church range. The medieval phase includes the small rectangular window (2) at 
the top of the wall and the stones that surround the opening are in their original setting. The 
stones are badly weathered and cut from a soft clunch-type stone similar to that used on the 
medieval windows at the west end of the south wall of the church. The early part of the wall is 
faced with closely spaced, small and medium sized flints. The flints are unworked ‘garden flint’ 
and are not laid in courses. The mortar is pale brown, and a course sandy textured mix with large 
flint inclusions. A lot of the flint is also brown giving the medieval parts of the building a 
distinctive ‘warm hue’ which make it identifiable from the later work. The lower part of this 
section of the wall has undergone some surface patching (3) and parts of the original face are 
rendered over, but the wall is otherwise intact.  
 
The quoin at the end of the south wall (Fig. 2 (13)) 
of the church is butted against the medieval 
flintwork on this face over most of its height. The 
stones do not bind the wall together and none of 
the stone blocks extend into, or are part of this 
face. At the base of the wall the stones are set short 
of the corner, which is formed by the continuation 
of the flintwork from the medieval phase of the 
west face. This only occurs over a short height 
(c.50cm) but indicates that the two ranges were 
originally built as a whole (Fig. 6). 
 

Phase 2 
Phase 2 covers the majority of the wall face and 
represents a single repair phase, which runs the full 
height of the wall (4A-4E). A mixture of salvaged 
materials has been used in its composition, giving 
the appearance of a complicated history of building 
alteration and repair. The uniformity of the mortar 
throughout suggests that it is one build, artfully 
crafted to give the wall an historic character. This 
includes the long narrow window (5) at the top of 
the wall and the apparent vertical jamb (6), both 
built of 18th century bricks, and the putlock holes. 
These features suggest that openings were inserted 
into the wall. However the mortar of the pointing 
between the bricks is continuous with that of the blocking-in flintwork, which suggests that the 
infill is contemporary with the brick surrounds. This phase also includes the building of the 
quoin, except the top four blocks, on the corner of the building, suggesting that Phase 2 was a 
rebuilding of the wall rather than a repair to the wall face. 
 
The Phase 2 build appears to be divided into a series of lifts. These are quite distinctive and 
appear as a series of regular horizontal bands. Each lift is about 0.8-1.2m high and they are 
identified by the different materials in their make–up. The mortar, a pale sandy concrete with  

Figure 6   Sketch of quoin 



large inclusions of chalk and Y2 cm flint sherds, is uniform across the lift divides. The lifts have
been labelled, from the bottom, 4A-Fon the drawings and are characterised thus:

Phase 3
Phase 3 is the recent repair work (8). This includes the rebuilding of the top of the quoin using
new stone and repair to the surrounding flintwork all of which was associated with the complete
rebuilding of the southern wall of the reredorter during the late 1980's. There are also small areas
of localised patching which has been completed recently using a hard, grey cement.

3.4. South wall, Reredorter .
The south wall of the reredorter (Fig. 7) and was completely rebuilt in the 1980's following a
collapse of the wall. The rebuild included the top six blocks of the quion on the corner with the
west wall and the surrounding part of the west wall face. The wall is built in a single phase of
medium/large brown flint cobbles and the window formed from pale coloured bricks in the style
of the south wall Phase 3.

4A is made up of large, knapped black flints, and rounded brown cobbles along with some reclaimed limestone. The·
material is uncoursed and 4A is topped with a single, wobbly row of narrow (I i h century) bricks.

4B is built of closely spaced medium to small rounded and unworked flints cobbles. Towards the top of the lift are
four irregular and slightly projecting brick courses.

4C uses mixed flint, larger than 48 together with large purple/brown sandstone pebbles. There are fragments of re
claimed dressed limestone, which do not appear in the lower lifts, and there are two putlock holes (7) edged with
18th/early 19th century bricks. These are thought to be stylised features.

4D is made up of large mixed unworked and un-coursed flints, this lift contains no brick or limestone fragments.
There are two stylised putlock holes (8) as in 4C at interface of lift 4E.

4E uses large mixed black and brown flint as lift 4D and includes a lot of large limestone blocks, arranged in an
almost diaper pattern. A voussoir from an arch included.

4F to roof large very closely spaced rounded flint cobbles black, grey and brown flint - no other materials used.
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4. Evaluation Results 
 
4.1. Trench 1 
Trench 1 was opened up at the base of the south wall of the church at the junction with the n0rth-
south range (see Fig. 8 and 9). A dark loam garden soil was removed to reveal a series of brick-
built structures. These included a soakaway, 0002, a setting for an iron pipe, 0003, and the 
remains of an unknown floored structure 0004. 0004 is built of 19th century bricks and has a 
brick floor, 0010 and 0005. It is possibly some form of culvert and had been modified to take the 
later the iron pipe. 0004 extended below the south wall of the church and the face of the church 
wall appears to have been built off it suggesting that these 19th century service features were in 
place when the wall was raised. The brick structures post-date the reredorter however, as the 
brick floor (0005) associated with 0004 is butted against the west wall. The limestone quoin is 
built off the brickwork and has no medieval footing and the west face of the reredorter, below 
ground, continues through the line of the south wall.  
 
4.2. Trenches 2 and 6 
Trench 2  (Figs. 8 and 10) was excavated at the base of the church south wall, at the point where 
the original medieval build joins the area of brick infill. The top of a substantial footing, 0008, 
was uncovered at 10-12cm below the present surface. This was well built of bonded flint, 
projected out from the church south wall and extended to beyond the full width of the trench. 
The top of the footing had been truncated but the western face was the true edge and well 
finished with large rounded flint. The faces of the footings were exposed to 1.2m below the 
present ground surface but continued beyond this depth. 0008 was an integral build with the 
footings of the medieval south wall and there was no post-medieval material in its make-up. The 
west edge of footing 0008 aligned precisely with the edge of the infilled patch (see Fig. 2 (6)). 
The treatment of the face of the south wall footing was the same as 0008 and made up of large 
rounded flint cobbles. These were much bigger stones than had been used in the face above 
ground and the uniformity of size and shape suggested that they had been sorted for this part of 
the build. 
 
The southern wall footing was built on top of what appeared to be an earlier phase of flint 
footing, 0019. The earlier footing was laid on a very slightly different alignment, was 10cm 
proud of the face of the south wall and there was a distinct break between the two. The early 
footing was unrelated to the projecting 0008 foundation, and was truncated before it. Only a 
short length was uncovered and it did not appear in the neighbouring trial trenches. The footing 
was made up of large round flint cobbles laid in horizontal courses. 
 
The soil excavated from alongside the footings was a dark, organic loam, garden soil to the full 
depth of the excavation. Finds were common throughout the fill and included occupation debris 
material such as pottery and animal bones, and building demolition material including brick and 
tile fragments and window quarries. The soil was in three identifiable layers (0009, 0011, 0012) 
and the divisions between the lower layers, 0011 and 0012 coincided with the top of the early 
phase footing, 0019. A piece of a medieval coarseware jug dating from the 13-14th century was 
recovered from the lower layer but the finds generally indicated that all of the backfill soil was 
deposited no earlier than the 16th century. 
 
Trench 6 (Fig.8and 12) was excavated at the opposite edge of the patched infill and established 
that the footing 0008, observed in Trench 2 extended to this point and that there was a direct 
correlation between the area of the wall patch and the buried projecting footing. The excavation 
in Trench 6 was very limited but it exposed a length of the medieval footing (0017) below the 
rebuilt (Phase 3) south wall and confirmed that the 0008 footing and the medieval build of the 
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south wall had been contemporary. A single sherd of pottery, a medieval coarseware dating to 
the 13-14th century, was a residual piece recovered from what was effectively the topsoil (0016). 
 
4.3. Trench 3 
Trench 3 was excavated at the base of the southern wall mid-way along the length of the phase 3 
facing (Figs. 8 and 11). It was excavated prior to Trench 6 to search for evidence of the external 
stair illustrated on the 18th century engravings. The trench exposed the medieval footing below 
the south wall and there was a distinct division between this and the later facing material of the 
above ground wall. The footing here contrasted with that seen in Trench 2; it was made up of 
small closely spaced flints in a hard pale mortar and was less deep, the bottom of the footing 
being found at 1.1m below the ground surface.  
 
The surface of the geological subsoils, an orange, slightly gravelly clay silt, was found at 50cm 
below the present ground surface. The footing, 0023, was built in a narrow trench, 0024, cut into 
the subsoil; This was backfilled with a pale orange silt, presumably the excavated soil returned to 
the trench, and contained no finds. The ground level here has been built up with the deposition of 
a layer of 19th century building rubble and an overgrown gravel path, 0021, the course of which 
can be seen as a shallow earthwork, has been built over this. At the base of the soil profile is a 
layer of crushed tile, 0022, which was laid directly onto the subsoil; a similar layer appeared in 
Trench 4 and may represent an impromptu yard surface.  
 
4.4. Trench 4 
Trench 4 sampled the area to the south of the church (Figs. 8 and 11). The trench was 5.75m 
long and ran north-south across an undulation forming a discernible step in the ground’s 
topography. The trench showed that the ground levels here had been significantly raised in the 
recent past. The uppermost layer was made up of a densely packed hoggin, probably associated 
with rebuilding of the south wall of the reredorter in the late 1980’s and included modern 
rubbish. At the south end of the trench was a possible soakaway that had been filled with 20th 
century building rubble. Below the hoggin was a thick layer of garden soil, 0013, and the top of 
this was probably the ground surface prior to the 20th century work on the reredorter. The soil 
was a clean topsoil, which had been redeposited and lay in a flat and level horizon. It contained a 
small quantity of medieval pottery and post-medieval tile so it is likely to have been moved 
within the priory complex.  
 
The loam, 0013, sealed layers of mortar and ash and a layer of crushed tiles which could be 
traced across to a similar horizon in Trench 3 (0022). It seems likely that this material was 
spread on the surface of the ground when it was deposited and it is an indication of the ground 
level before the 19th century. This horizon overlay a further layer of re-deposited material, a pale, 
chalky clay-slit, 0014, which lay in a flat band across the entire excavated trench. It produced 
pottery and broken tile and the chalky nature suggested that it included a proportion of degraded 
lime mortar. 
 
An underlying silt formed the bottom of the trench, the silt was flecked with charcoal but it was 
thought that this was a natural silt accumulation as there was an absence of any artefactual 
material. The silt was similar to that encountered in the foundation trenches excavated in 1996 
(Caruth 1996) for the building of the lodgings to the east of the site and this layer seems to occur 
as an alluvial silt perhaps within the flood course of the river. A sondage was dug into the silt 
this without finding a true subsoil.  
 



Trench 1

.--;.-.

0005

13

Key to all section drawings

ITIJ Loam ~ ~.:: . Gravel $-~' , Clayey-Silt

lE3 [] Silt ~ Topsoil:'.: Mortar

'ffil Flint BI Ash
t;I] .. .

.~. Charcoal

~ Brick o Clay ~ Limestone

~Tile [3j Chalk E23 Brick Surface

0010

South Wall

LL

I
I 0002

1_.__

N

t

Trench 1 plan and sections

$-\-'""'-'---r"'"l-'-"""'" N

I
I
I
I'.- .- ..'- ,.+.

Soakaway

Sections

Plan

Figure 9.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
'I
'I
I
I
I
I
I

South Wall

N

1

0008

14

South Wall

Sections

Trench 2

South Wall
Plan

Figure 10. Trench 2, plan and sections



I
I
I
I

Trench 3

I
I

I

Victorian Rebuild

I South Wall

Trench 4

lMedieva" Footing

I
I

Er--
TViC~qrianRebuild

i
I
I'----e--

I
I
I
1,__---'

w

I

I
I

I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Figure 11 Trenches 3 and 4 sections

15



I
I

Section
Trench 5

I
I
I
I
I
I

Plan Trench 6 I
I
I
I

Section

c'.. E

I

~II
'.=~--o=""

N

t

South Wall

r .... '.' .... J J !'m'-'-", ".~,:~ A :~~;~.:\;;~: ~tt)
1~"" ",,',

:.:~ ;;',::=:~~
I I'1\.~~'<'I "

~)'. e » < ~"- ~ ""
""", ... l;"~'" ~",,"<I(

17.;.>"',':0 ,OD' I)i :l<~tlN)(\"" "10(

, •••••• "">'~

ii.X!.~::~~'£~:::; .
.L., .1

00

I
o I

I
I
I

Figure 12 Trenches 5 and 6 plan and sections I

16
I
I



 17 

4.5. Trench 5 
Trench 5 was excavated alongside Trench 2 and about 2.5m out from the church wall and was 
positioned to determine the north-south dimension of the 0008 footing (Figs. 8 and 12).  The 
footing, however, did not extend this far and there was no evidence of it in the trench. The trench 
was excavated to a depth of 1.10m and the sections showed that the complete profile to this 
depth was a build up of deposited material. China and brick fragments in the upper part of this 
make-up had been deposited since the Victorian period but the limited size of the excavation 
meant that it was impossible to ascertain whether this material was infilling a hole or whether it 
represented a wider alteration of ground levels. This deposit, however, was not paralled in any 
other trench. 
  
5. Finds and environmental evidence 
By Sue Anderson 
 
5.1. Introduction 
Table 1 shows the quantities of finds collected during the evaluation.  A full quantification by 
context is included as Appendix 3a. 
 

Find type No. Wt/g 
Pottery 26 636 
CBM 59 17729 
Mortar 2 7 
Glass 7 56 
Iron 2 150 
Copper alloy 2 20 
Animal bone 8 141 
Shell 27 175 

Table 1. Finds quantities. 
 
5.2. Pottery 
Twenty-six sherds of pottery (636g) were collected from six contexts.  Table 2 shows the 
quantities of pottery by fabric. 
 

Fabric  No Wt/g 
Medieval coarseware MCW 4 50 
Colchester-type Ware COLC 1 21 
Late Medieval and Transitional Essex LMTE 11 474 
Glazed Red Earthenware GRE 1 4 
Iron-Glazed Blackware IGBW 5 61 
Late Post-medieval Earthenware LPME 4 26 

Table 2. Pottery quantification by fabric. 
 

The earliest pottery in the assemblage was medieval coarseware, including a jug rim (layer 
0012).  Fabrics were fine to medium sandy and similar to Hedingham coarseware. 
 
One thin strap handle fragment (layer 0014) in a coarse sandy fabric was probably Colchester-
type Ware, although it is a copy of the decorative techniques in use at Mill Green, another Essex 
production site, in the 13th-14th centuries.  It has an all-over white slip under a copper green 
glaze. 
 
The majority of pottery consisted of late medieval Essex-type redwares, including six sherds of a 
jug (topsoil 0009), a jug rim/handle (layer 0011) and a large jar with white slip smeared on the 
internal surface (layer 0011). 
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Later redwares included a small sherd of GRE (layer 0013) with internal light brown glaze, and 
five sherds of a small blackware globular jug with a collared neck (topsoil 0009). 
 
Four sherds of plant pot (LPME) were collected from topsoil 0009. 
 
5.3. Building materials 
Ceramic Building Material (CBM) 
The 59 fragments of CBM consisted of 45 sherds of peg tile, five fragments of ridge tile, a piece 
of pantile, seven bricks and a fragment of glazed floor tile. 
 
The peg tile was in a variety of medium to coarse sandy red-firing fabrics, although one piece of 
medieval estuarine fabric typical of the 13th-14th century in East Anglia was found (layer 0014).  
These tiles are difficult to date with any precision, although as a general rule, those with reduced 
cores and/or coarser inclusions seem to be of medieval or late medieval date.  There were some 
of these in the collection, but all were found in association with apparently later fragments.  
Several pieces had clearly been reused in walls as they were covered in post-medieval lime 
mortar. 
 
All ridge tile fragments were in relatively coarse sandy red-firing fabrics and may be of early 
date, although medieval ridge tiles tend to be glazed.  None of the roof tiles from this site had 
any traces of glaze, however. 
 
A fragment of pantile, which is no earlier than the late 17th century and probably much later, 
was collected from topsoil 0009. 
 
Brick fragments were sampled from several structural features, and are described below: 
 
Context Description Dimensions Date 
soakaway 0002 Half-brick with chamfered stretcher. Dense red fabric 

with moderate small ferrous inclusions, fine sandy. 
114 x 49mm 15th-16th c.? 

 Whole ‘white’ brick (pink streaks in fine sandy buff 
fabric - ?Woolpit white) 

200 x 100 x 55mm 19th c.? 

structure 0004 Two complete bricks, ?machine-pressed, very hard, 
well-fired, one purple, containing abundant ferrous 
material (possibly crushed slag) 

216 x 106 x 63mm 
223 x 110 x 65mm 

19th c.+ 

floor 0005 Two fragments of white bricks, fine sandy. 91 x 55mm 
94 x 56mm 

18th-19th c. 

surface 0010 Complete ‘white’ brick (pale yellow, fine sandy), 
covered in lime mortar. 

234 x 111 x 60mm 18th-19th c. 

 
A fragment of brown glazed floor tile with knife-cut chamfered sides was found in topsoil 0009.  
The colour of the glaze was not typical of Flemish tiles, so the fragment could be a medieval 
relief or encaustic tile, but the evidence was not conclusive. 
 

Mortar 
Two small fragments of lime mortar were collected from topsoil 0009, both similar to larger 
chunks adhering to the CBM from this context, and probably of post-medieval date. 
 

Window glass 
Fragments of window glass were collected from topsoil 0009 and trench 0016.  Three fragments 
from 0009 were thin clear pieces of modern date.  Three larger pieces from the same context 
were in very poor condition, but red painted decoration could be seen on one fragment, possibly 
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a diamond-shaped quarry, and a small piece of a narrow border quarry (rectangular, ?plain) was 
also found.  Another similar rectangular piece with grozed edges was found in 0016.  These are 
of high medieval date. 
 
5.4. Metalwork 
A fragment of a horseshoe of uncertain type, but probably medieval or late medieval in date, was 
found in topsoil 0009.  A short iron strap piece, possibly post-medieval, and a fragment of sheet 
copper alloy were also found in this context. 
 
A sub-rectangular copper alloy buckle with a sheet roller was collected from layer 0013, and was 
probably modern. 
 
5.5. Biological evidence 
Animal bone 
Very little animal bone was collected.  There was a sheep ulna and radius from topsoil 0009, 
fragments of cow radius, sheep tibia and unidentified from layer 0012, and two large mammal 
fragments and an incisor from layer 0014.  The group is too small for further comment. 
 

Shell 
Oyster shells were collected from topsoil 0009, and layers 0012, 0013 and 0014, most in poor 
condition. 
 
5.6. Discussion of the finds evidence 
The finds assemblage consisted of fragments of domestic waste (pottery, animal bone, shell) of 
medieval and later date, the majority probably belonging to the 15th-16th centuries, and building 
material both from in situ structures and discarded rubble.  The domestic waste was not 
recovered from features and may have been redeposited during construction work on the site, 
some of it perhaps at the Dissolution, and the rest during alterations in the post-medieval period.  
Based on the samples of brick collected from structures and floor surfaces, much of this was 
carried out in the 18th-19th centuries. 
 
6. Discussion 
 
The history of the evolution of the building, its change from monastic infirmary to hay barn and 
restoration to a church, are all evidenced in the fabric of the walls. The building seems to have 
remained in its original form long after the Dissolution and there are contemporary illustrations 
of the building in each of its previous guises. The drawings document well the alterations that 
have occurred and tie in closely with the material evidence recorded during the archaeological 
analysis.   
 
There are two areas within the survey area of the building where the medieval fabric remains 
largely untouched; at the western end of the church, and on the west wall of the reredorter. On 
the church, the two windows, the angled buttress and all of the wall face above the lower 
window sill are all part of the 14th century build whilst on the reredorter the wall face close to the 
junction with the church, and upper storey window are original. The remainder of the building 
within the surveyed area has all either been rebuilt or refaced.  
 
The infirmary building originally had an upper storey and Joshua Kirby’s engraving published in 
1748 shows an outshot stair built onto the southern wall (Fig.13). The floor of the upper  
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Figure 13 Engraving of 1748, Joshua Kirby 
 

 
 

Figure 14 Interior of Infirmary Wing by Thomas Walford, 1791 

Outshot stair 
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chamber was removed when the building was converted into a single celled barn sometime after 
this date (but prior to Thomas Walford’s illustration of 1791 Fig.14). The representation in the 
Kirby engraving suggests that the outer wall of the stair turret was built of flint and the 
substantial block of mortared flint (0008), found in Trenches 2 and 6, is almost certainly the 
footing for it.  
 
The footing was an integral build with the south wall suggesting that the stair ‘turret’ was a 
unified part of the building rather than a structure simply butted against it. The removal of the 
stair could not be achieved without bringing down at least the surface of the south wall. The area 
of extensive brick patching coincides precisely with the extent of the suggested stair footing and 
it seems certain that this is the resultant repair from the removal of the stair turret. The width of 
the footing and patched area of wall is 4.5m and the stairs, although a steepish 50-55° could be 
raised in this space. 
 
The infilling patch was completed with the widespread use of bricks; these are early and date to 
the 15/16th century. The bricks are the only datable materials in this phase and there was no 
evidence in the fabric of the wall to suggest that it was built later. The engravings however show 
that the stairs were still in place in the 1740’s, and as it seems irrefutable that the repair is 
connected to the removal of the stair, it suggests that that the repair was completed with salvaged 
second-hand bricks.  
 
Each edge of the infilled patch is tied in to the neighbouring portion of the wall in a different 
way. On the western side the brickwork is uneven where it has had to follow the ragged remains 
of the medieval flintwork left by the removal of the stair. At the eastern side however the brick 
edge is both vertical and straight. The bricks here have either been built against an upright 
structure or were raised as a quoin forming the edge to an opening. There is an internal 
perspective, drawn in 1791 by Thomas Walford, of the building as a barn (Fig.14). In this he 
shows a great doorway in the south wall and the edge of the opening is clearly formed in brick. 
There are also two regular rebates, or ‘mortises’ built into this edge of the brickwork, which 
must be there to key in some form of wooden framework. Again in Walford’s illustration a 
timber structure can be seen framing the door and part of, what appears to be, a roofed 
construction on the outside of the building.  
 
The footings to the stair and the south wall excavated in Trench 2, were extremely deep (in 
excess of 1.3m) and do not compare with the footings seen in the trenches further along the wall. 
They were faced with rounded flint cobbles, which were far larger than those used for the wall 
above ground or the other footings, and their uniformity suggests that they were specifically for 
this part of the building. The footing for the south wall is built directly off the remains of a 
footing of an earlier building which is aligned slightly askew of the infirmary building and has 
been truncated by the stair turret. The flints on the face of the earlier footing were laid in 
horizontal courses. This style of build, which was not observed on any other part of the building, 
would typically date it as a Norman construction. 
 
In trench 2 neither an edge to the footing trench nor undisturbed subsoil was found and all of the 
excavated soil appeared to be the backfill of a large undefined hole. The finds included a lot of 
post-medieval building material broadly contemporary with that used to patch the wall after the 
removal of the stair, and indicated that the infilling could not have occurred before the 16th 
century. This suggests that the footings were not covered until the barn modification. The 1748 
illustration shows a box-like structure alongside the stair in the area of trench and this could be 
related to the hole. It is situated at the end of the long roof pitch and it is tempting to imagine it 
as a large tank collecting rainwater. 
 



 22 

The eastern half of the church south wall seems to have been totally rebuilt in the 19th or 20th 
century and there is no evidence of any in situ medieval fabric on the surface of this part of the 
wall. This section was rebuilt to infill the barn door, which we know existed from the 
illustrations; the crack on the internal face, aligned with the edge of the build on the external face 
confirms that this was more than a refacing of a medieval core. Whilst the western edge of the 
opening is well defined, there is no indication of where the eastern edge of the opening might 
have been, either in the fabric of the wall or the engravings. The evidence from Trench 1 and the 
survival of the medieval footing illustrate that the rebuilt length of wall has been raised on the 
medieval footings which remained in place after the original wall was demolished flush to the 
ground. 
 
There is no evidence of structural remains in the area to the north of the church. Trial Trench 4 
demonstrates, however that the ground levels have been artificially raised by the deposition of 
imported soil and that the landscape was a managed one. Clare Priory is low-lying, situated on 
the river valley floor and the River Stour probably once ran close to the site of the priory 
buildings. The map shows the Stour following a very artificial course and it has certainly been 
re-routed, possibly in the medieval period, to define the priory precinct. The subsoil was found 
close to the current ground surface in Trench 3 but not at all in the deeper Trench 4, which 
suggests that there is a natural terrace edge somewhere between the trenches. Below the terrace 
edge are flood margins and a layer of alluvial silt was recorded in the base of Trench 4, and was 
also found in the footing trenches of the lodgings to the west in 1996 (Caruth 1996).  
 
The ground has been built up with occupation debris that includes pottery and animal bone and 
these deposits lie in horizontal bands indicating an episodic building up of the ground surface 
which had certainly begun by the 15th century and continued until recently. An ad hoc yard 
surface made from crushed roof tile was recorded about 40cm down in trenches 3 and 4. This 
indicates the ground surface when the building was a barn, and the section of Trench 3 (Fig.11) 
shows that it was truncated when the remainder of medieval footings were re-exposed the time of 
the Victorian re-build.  
 
7. Conclusions 
 
• The two wings of the infirmary structure are very probably a single unit of one building 

phase. 
 
• Medieval footing types were identified and are preserved in entirety below ground level. 
 
• The external stair location was verified and its removal explains the Phase 2 wall rebuild. 
 
• Illustrative evidence for the barn door is confirmed, the west jamb is located, but the east is 

not. The evidence of the quoins at the junction of the two building wings does however make 
it nearly certain that as well as the doorway this entire area of the wall was rebuilt. The 
internal horizontal indent, which could have been the impression of the upper floor, has been 
satisfactorily explained by the reference to the 1950’s photograph.  

 
• The restricted area, created by the natural dropping off of the subsoil, contains the extent of 

the building, and fits the outline snugly. There was no opportunity for substantial building to 
the south of the building in antiquity.  
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8. Recommendations  
The Phase 3 part of the south wall has been satisfactorily demonstrated to be 19th century 
through its entire thickness. The existence of a previously unknown early medieval building was 
demonstrated, which it appears to be on roughly the same orientations the present building and 
can be presumed to lie within the same restricted subsoil ridge. Development to the area to the 
south would not disturb structural remains contemporary with the infirmary, however further 
work is required fully to plot the stair footing and understand the deep footings at the western 
end of the church. A fuller excavation of the footing below the Phase 3 wall, is required to 
ascertain the true ground plan of the building, which could identify door positions and buttresses 
and other structural details. This may also help establish medieval floor levels within the 
building and ground levels without, and resolve the relationship between the reredorter and 
church ranges. Further survey work of the junction of these buildings would also be necessary if 
the later wall was removed.  
 
Some excavation work in the area to the south of the building is needed to establish the natural 
and medieval topography and establish the chronology of the artificial landscaping. There may 
also be evidence of the timber structure shown in Walford’s illustration and the advance work 
required for the construction of the infirmary or the earlier phase building. 
 
 
Disclaimer 
Any opinions expressed in this report about the need for further archaeological work are those of 
the Field Projects Division alone.  The need for further work will be determined by the Local 
Planning Authority and its archaeological advisors when a planning application is registered.  
Suffolk County Council’s archaeological contracting service cannot accept responsibility for 
inconvenience caused to clients should the Planning Authority take a different view to that 
expressed in the report. 
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CLARE PRIORY

Appendix 1

1. Background

Briefand Specification for an Archaeological and Structural Evaluation

/page I of7Clare Priory Evaluation

There has been some limited evaluation excavation, near the entrance to the
Priory complex, in advance of earlier conversion works, and the creation of the
retreat house. This gives' some information on the soil formation levels 
probably a ground raising exercise along the low-lying southern boundary of the
site - which may also extend into the current area of interest (SCCAS Report
96/41). .

SU F F0 L'K C 0 U N T Y C 0 U N C I L
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SERVICE - CONSERVATION TEAM

1.1 The Priory is considering options to enlarge the church to accommodate an
increasing congregation. Initial appraisal undertaken by the Priory and their
architects has concluded that an extension outside the south wall of the present
church is the Priory's preferred option. At a site meeting in May, where the
options were put before the representatives of St Edmundsbury Borough
Council, English Heritage and the archaeological service of Suffolk County
Council, the Priory were advised that an assessment of the historic structure of
the present building coupled with evaluation of the archaeological potential of
the area outside the south wall should be undertaken. The results will be
required to inform an Impact Assessment which will itself be necessary to
establish the principle of the suitability of the preferred location; they will also
have a bearing on any subsequent design and applications for Scheduled
Monument and Planning consent..

1.3 The site is a house of the Augustinian Friars, probably the first of this order in
England, founded in 1248, suppressed in 1538 and refounded in the mid 20th
century. The principle standing remains are the Prior's house; the south wall of
the Church and the Cloister in the angle between house and church; the
Infirmary Hall. The latter is the building now used as the church and proposed
for alteration and addition. Fuller descriptions can be found in: The Scheduling
document; Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute for Archaeology vol. 8 for 1893;
K W Barnardiston 'Clare Priory, Seven Centuries of a Suffolk House', (Heffer

. 1961); Victoria County History II, 121-9.

1.2 The Priory is scheduled as an Ancient Monument (Suffolk 53). Some buildings
within the complex are Listed Buildings. The entire area of the Priory precinct is
included in the County Sites and Monuments Record (CLA 001). See figure 1.
Any ground disturbance or fabric intervention required for evaluation will
require consent under the Scheduled Ancient Monuments Act; any such work
must be discussed well in advance with the Eastern Region office of English
Heritage ( the Inspector of Ancient Monuments dealing with this case is Philip
Walker, telephone 01223 582700).
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Appendix 1

An outline specification, defining certain minimum criteria, is set out below.

2. Brief for the Structural Assessment and Archaeological Evaluation

2.3 Establish whether waterlogged organic deposits are likely to be present in the
proposal area.

page 3 of7Clare Priory Evaluation

It is advised that all research begins with enquiries to the Priory of their
knowledge and documentary holdings.

2.2 .Identify the date, approximate form and purpose of any archaeological deposit
within the study area, together with its likely extent, localised depth and quality
ofpreservation. Note: Scheduled Monument Consent is likely to be required for
ground disturbance.

2.7 The developer or his archaeologist will give the Conservation Team of the
Archaeological Service of Suffolk County Council five working days notice of
the commencement of ground works or survey on the site, in order that the site
work of the archaeological contractor may be monitored.

2.1 Establish by documentary and ground investigation whether any archaeological
deposit exists in the area south of. the present church, with particular regard to
any which are of sufficient importance to merit preservation in situ. .

2.4 Should development be allowed to proceed in the area, the evaluation report
should contain adequate information to construct an archaeological conservation
strategy, dealing with preservation, the recording of archaeological deposits,
working practices, timetables and orders of cost.

2.5 Provide an assessment of the standing structure of the Infirmary Hall/church
with particular reference to the context, significance and content of the south
wall of the building. Note: Scheduled Monument Consent is likely to be
required for any disturbance to the fabric of the building.

2.6 It is expected that the documentary study will precede both the archaeological
and structural assessments as it is likely to inform the detailed design of the
fieldwork project.

3.2 Undertake basic documentary research (where possible using published sources)
to establish the historic background of the Infirmary Hall. Undertake a detailed
search for information on the building history as it affects the south wall (e.g.
19th and 20th century records of rebuildings and illustrations). Undertake a
detailed search for records which may inform the history of the land to the south
of the Infirmary Hall, with particular reference' to the possibility of earlier
buildings or extensions.

3. Specification A: Desk-Based Assessment.
3.1 Consult the County Sites and Monuments Record (SMR), both the computerised

record and any backup files.
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5. Structural Assessment

Appendix 1

5.3 Provide a report both analysing the fabric objectively and drawing together both
physical remains and documentary sources.

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

page 5 of7Clare Priory Evaluation

5.2 If necessary (i.e. if other information is equivocal) undertake small scale fabric
removal internally and externally to establish whether apparent Victorian walling
is refacing of old work or complete rebuild.

5.1 Make a measured elevation drawing at a minimum scale of 1:20 of the interior
and exterior of the south wall of the Infirmary Hall and the exterior of the west
wall of the south wing, showing in outline the openings, buttresses and fabric
types.

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

4.12 Plans of the archaeological features on the site are to 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 must be agreed with the Conservation Team.

4.11 Human remains must 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.

4.8 The contractor shall provide details of the sampling strategies for retrieving
artefacts, biological remains (for palaeoenvironmental and palaeoeconomic
investigations), and samples of sediments and/or soils (for micromorphological
and other pedologicallsedimentological analyses. Advice on the appropriateness
of the proposed strategies will be sought from P Murphy, English Heritage
Regional Adviser in Archaeological Science (East of England). A guide to
sampling archaeological deposits (Murphy and Wiltshire 1994) is available.

4.10 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).

4.9 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.
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Appendix 1

7.10 County SMR sheets must be completed, as per the county SMR manual, for all
sites where archaeological finds and/or features are located.

7.8 The site archive is to be deposited with the County SMR within three months of
the completion of fieldwork. It will then become publicly accessible.

This brief and specification remains valid for 12 months from the above date.
Ifwork 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.
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Reference: ClarePriory06

Tel: 01284352441

Clare Priory Evaluation

RobertCatr

7.7 Finds must 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.

7.9 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, must be prepared. It should be included in the project
report, or submitted to the Conservation Team, by the end of the calendar year in
which the evaluation work takes place, whichever is the sooner.

Date: 20 June 2002

Specification by:

Suffolk County Council
Archaeological Service Conservation Team
Environment and Transport Department
Shire Hall
Bury St Edmunds
Suffolk IP33 2AR
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.- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Appendix 2 Clare Priory CLA 03Tcontext list

opno feat locatio identifier description find cuts cutb over under plan section sheet no spotdate phase

0001 trench Trench 1 set against the base of the south wall of the church, east end, in the angle
with the reredorter. Exposing a lot post medieval brick including soakaway and
setting for fe pipe

0002 0001 structure Brick-lined soakaway- defunct and smashed- single row of bricks thick built butting 18th-19t
against the south wall of the church. Re-used narrow 'Tudor' bricks faced with a
concrete skin. Brick sample taken

0003 0001 structure Pipe trench, cut through a roughly made brick structure 0004, and punched through
the south wall of the church. Setting for an fe pipe. Possible reuse of an existing
culvert as pipe trench.

0004 000'1 structure Brick built structure, built of coursed but irregularly laid bricks, 6 courses high. In 19th-20t
front of a mortared brick rubble infill which is bonded to the bricks and part of the
structure. 0004 runs beneath the south wall of the church and is butted against the
west wall of the reredorter. 0004 is built oflate bricks and has been adapted to take a
later fe pipe.

0005 0001 surface Small area of floor west ofbut integral with 0004 and butting against reredorter wall. l8th-19t
Well laid using fragments ofa 'white' brick

0006 0006 trench Trench 2 at the base of the south wall at the western end. Excavated at the base of the
surviving medieval section ofthe wall.

0007 0006 layer Thin layer of re-deposited green clay, laid in a narrow strip at the base of the wall and
butting against the wall face. East end of 0007 terminates at a large loose limestone
slab, clay slightly overlying slab (looks intentional).

0008 0006 wall footing Wall footing running N-S and projecting south from the south face of the church.
Bonded flint with pale brown sandy mortar similar to that of the Med fabric in the
church. 0008 integral build with the south wall. Western side =external face.
Continues to form broad pad of solid mortared flint the opposing edge being 0017 in
trench 0016.

0009 0006 layer Topsoil layer in trench 0006. Dark loam garden soil directly overlies 0008 and 0007. y 17th c.+
Layer becomes more 'mortary' towards 0008.

0010 0001 surface surface made up of yellow bricks covered in mortar butted up against the inside of y 18th-19t
0004 - same as 0005
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
opno feat locatio identifier description find cuts cutb over .under plan section sheet no spotdate phase

0023 0020 footing trench Medieval footing trench dug for the infirmary foundations and sectioned in trench 3.

0024 0020 layer Fill of footing trench 0024 in trench 3 (0020). Orange silty clay with occasional
oyster shell and tile. Overlain by possible surface 0022.

0022
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Appendix 3a: fmds quantities

OPNo Pottery CBM Glass Iron Animal bone Oyster
No Wt/g No Wtlg No Wtlg No Wtlg No Wt/g No Wt/g

Miscellaneous Spotdate

0002 2 2.927 18th-19th c.

:~~~F :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::T:n~f::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~~::f~ff
·0009···········i·:i··0:323·······;·S···2..S73··········6···0·.0S·0·········2···o..iscj·········;···0:042····· · · · ·i 7 · · ·0~07·3· · · · · ·;·~~;;~~· (O ..007):·i·A~·(0·.oi·0)·· ····i7ili·~:~······

:::f:::::::::::~::: ~:~~~:::::: ::Fn~f::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::~~:~~~:~:
·OOi·;·············;-··0:023·········9···0..6·i9·····················································3···0:077··········7···0·.03·9································· ···················i5ili~i·6~h·~:·

·OOi·3·············;···0:0·io·········s···o..is3······· ···············i···0~0;·3······i·A~·(O ..0·iO)·········· ~ ···················i9~h~2"oili·~:·

·OOi·4·············i···0:02i··········9···0.408·····················································:;··0:022··········2···0·.04·0································· ···················i5~h~i·6~h·~:·

·OOi·(j············;-··0:02S·······························i···0·.oci6······································· .
13th-14th c.

.............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Total 26 0.636 5917.729 7 0.056 2 0.150 8 0.141 27 0~175
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Appendix 3b:pottery (CLA 037)
Context Fabric No. Wtlg Ab. Notes Spotdate

0009 LPME 4 26 plant pots Modem

IGBW 5 61 fabric like CTW, but form is small globular jug with collared neck, 17th c.?
metallic DBG.

LMTE I 3 late Hedingham? Fine, pale OG, could be GRE. 15th-16th c.+

LMTE I 49 base, BG into 15th-16th c.

LMTE 6 184 surfaces v. worn/abr. Jug with strap handle, some glaze remaining. 15th-16th c.

0011 LMTE I llO poss'later or Dutch? White slip lightly applied to int., CG ext, worn. 16th c.?

LMTE I 121 jug rim/handle, wide strap, spots BG. 15th-16th c.

0012 LMTE I 7 CG int, thin. 15th-16th c.

MCW I 16 jug rim, pale buff ext., red margins, grey core, medium sandy. 13th-14th c.

0013 GRE I 4 OGint. 16th-17th c.

MCW I 6 base. 12th-14th c.

0014 COLC I 21 white slip under CuGG, coarse fabric, MGW copy? thin handle? 13th-14th c.?

0016 MCW 2 28 I base, grey, I body buff. poss Hedingham coarseware fine version. 13th-14th c.?

Total 26 636
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