
ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVALUATION REPORT 
______________________________________ 

44-47 St Andrew’s Street, Bury St. Edmunds 
BSE 219 

 
A REPORT ON THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVALUATION, 2003 

(Planning app. no. SE/02/1631/P) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D.Gill 
Field Team 

Suffolk C.C. Archaeological Service 
 

© August 2003 
 

D.W. Ayre, Acting County Director of Environment and Transport 
St Edmund House, County Hall, Ipswich, IP4 1LZ. 

______________________________________ 
 

SCCAS Report No. 2003/87





 i 

Contents 
List of Figures 
List of Tables 
List of Contributors 
Acknowledgements 
Summary 
SMR information 
 
1. Introduction 
2. Methodology 
3. Results 
4. Finds and Environmental Evidence 
5. Discussion and Conclusions 
6. Recommendations 
 
Appendix 1: List of contexts 
Appendix 2: Finds lists 
Appendix 3: Brief and specification 
 
List of Figures 
1. Site location and trench plan 
2. Site plan showing trenches plotted against the 1st edition of the OS map of 1880 
3. Section through trench 1 
4. Section through trenches 2 and 3 and excavated features 
5. Thomas Warren’s Map of Bury 1747  
 
List of Tables 
1. Finds quantities 
2. Pottery quantities by fabric  
 
 
 
 



 ii 

List of Contributors 
All Suffolk C.C. Archaeological Service unless otherwise stated. 
 
David Gill  Project Officer 
Sue Anderson  Finds Manager 
Kelly Powell  Project Assistant 
 
Acknowledgements 
This project was funded by Goymer Properties Ltd and was monitored by R.D. Carr (Suffolk 
County Council Archaeological Service, Conservation Team). 
 
The excavation was carried out by archaeological project assistants, Jonathan Van Jennians and 
Christopher Quince from Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service, Field Team. 
 
The project was directed by David Gill and managed by Tom Loader, who also provided advice 
during the production of the report. 
 
Finds processing was carried out by Sue Anderson and Kelly Powell both of whom contributed 
to the specialist finds and environmental assessment reports 
 
Summary 
Evidence of a large late medieval or early post-medieval outbuilding was recorded during an 
evaluation on St. Andrew’s St, Bury St. Edmunds. The building was constructed around earth 
fast posts which were packed with clay and cut into a garden soil containing 13th –14th century 
pottery. A large medieval rubbish pit and an area of gravel, possibly evidence of a trackway, 
were also found.   
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1. Introduction 
A series of trenches was excavated as part of the archaeological evaluation of 44-47 St. 
Andrew’s Street, Bury St. Edmunds. The work was a condition of consent on planning 
application SE/02/1631/P to develop the site for housing. The aims of the evaluation were to 
establish whether any archaeological deposits existed in the area that would be affected by the 
proposed development, and to provide information so that any necessary mitigation strategy 
could be planned. Pryer Associates commissioned the evaluation on behalf of the developer, 
Goymer Properties Ltd. who funded the work.  It was carried out on the 20th and 26th August 
2003 by the Field Team of Suffolk County Council’s Archaeological Service in accordance with 
a brief and specification by Conservation Officer, R.D. Carr (Appendix 3).  
 
The site lies at TL 8521 6469 within an area of Archaeological Interest defined in the Local Plan. 
It is within the medieval urban area and the frontage of the site lies across the line of the 
medieval town defences. Excavations on Tayfen Road and St. Andrew’s Street South show that 
the defences on the western side of the town were made up of a deep, broad ditch and bank 
topped with a flint and mortar wall. The rear of the site includes an area likely to form the 
backyards of the dwellings fronting the medieval road line of St. John’s St.  
 
2. Methodology 
A 360º tracked machine fitted with a 1.5m toothless ditching bucket excavated three trial trenches; these were 
positioned, in accordance with the brief and specification, to sample the available areas of the site. The machine 
removed the modern overburden and garden soil to the top of the archaeological levels or surface of the glacial 
subsoil. All possible archaeological features were sampled by hand excavation and were recorded in section at 1:20 
and in plan at 1:50. The positions of the trenches were plotted on a site plan and the trench sections drawn to record 
the depth to the archaeological horizon and the overlying soil profile. Black and white print and colour transparency 
photographs were also taken. All finds were collected and retained for analysis by specialists and the finds and the 
site records have been archived at the County Council Archaeological Store at Shire Hall, and with the county Sites 
and Monuments Record, under the site code BSE 219. 
 

3. Results 

3.1. Trench 1  
(Figs. 2 and 3) 
The ground surface at the frontage of the plot is well above pavement level; it was thought that 
this change in level may be indicative of the town defences which are known to have paralleled 
the street on approximately this alignment. Trench 1 ran west-east from close to the St. Andrew’s 
St. frontage to rear of the plot, crossing this change in level. There was no indication of the ditch 
and bank at the western end of the trench and the change in ground-level appeared to be mirrored 
in the line of the natural topography with the surface of the subsoil dropping down towards the 
road. A band of gravel, 0026, which had been deposited directly over the subsoil, followed and 
illustrated this slope. The gravel lay generally in a thin horizon but towards the eastern end of its 
extent it rose to a 30cm thickness. It was unclear whether the gravel had been banked up here, or 
truncated and worn where the gravel deposit was thinner. A shallow hollow, 0027, formed with 
the contours of the gravel, was filled with a mixed organic loam in which finely crushed building 
debris including chalk, mortar, clay and brick/tile rubble was prevalent. At its eastern end the 
gravel was sealed beneath a thick deposit of dark loam, 0002 and 0005. The loam was well 
worked and homogenous throughout its depth and extended in a 70cm deep horizon over the 
remaining length, 25m, of the trench. It was flecked with charcoal and chalk and small fragments 
of tile, although it appeared to become ‘cleaner’ towards the eastern end of the trench. Pottery 
collected from this layer suggested a date of 13th-14th century. 
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A large pit, 0003, was situated at the eastern edge of the gravel layer and may have truncated its 
extent. The pit was partially excavated and was 6m wide and in excess of 80cm deep (from 
subsoil level) it was filled with an homogenous brown loam and was possibly sealed beneath the 
horizon of loam 0002 although the two soils were difficult to distinguish.  Finds quantities from 
the pit were low but pottery suggested that it was infilled during the 13th-14th century. Two 
further shallow pits were excavated at the eastern end of the trench these were sealed beneath 
0005 but were undated by finds.   
 
A number of post-medieval features were also recorded, these included a narrow flint and mortar 
lined (?)well, 0004. This was circular in plan with a tapering profile and only 1m in diameter at 
its widest point. It cut through the medieval soil layer 0002, and finds from the backfill 
suggested that it had been sealed during the late 19th or early 20th centuries. A 19th century brick-
lined soakaway was also recorded at the eastern end of the trench.  
 
3.2. Trench 2  
(Figs 2 and 4) 
Trench 2 ran N-S in the area that was formerly the back gardens of nos. 44 and 45. The machine 
removed 30cm of modern debris and the remains of a 19th century yard surface, made up of 
rammed chalk and gravel, enclosed by the stubs of two walls, one brick and one brick and flint 
rubble, both of which could be seen on the 1880 OS map. Below this was a layer of dark loam, 
numbered 0008 and 0010, which could be traced across the whole length of the trench and was 
probably a continuation of the dark soil layer 0002 and 0005 seen in Trench 1. Like 0005 the soil 
was relatively clean but did include two sherds of late medieval pottery, occasional animal bone 
and the remains of shellfish. The soil horizon was cut by a dark loam-filled pit 0009 which 
produced 16th-17th century pottery, and pit 0009 was in turn cut by a deep clay-filled posthole 
0024. A second posthole 0025, and a pair to 0024 was sectioned in the opposite face of the 
trench and was of a similar size and fill. At the base of the trench section was a layer of clean 
paler brown loam thought to be the medieval topsoil layer, and the surface of the subsoil was 
c.1.2m below the present ground level. 
 
3.3. Trench 3  
(Figs. 2 and 4) 
Trench 3 was excavated at the rear of No. 36 St. John’s St. and ran E-W, paralleling the northern 
edge of the plot. Below the gravel and tarmac that make up the present surface was a build-up of 
a dark grey-brown loam, 0014, which was commonly flecked throughout with a fine detritus of 
charcoal, coal and fine building rubble and produced late 17th-18th century pottery and clay pipe 
stems. This sealed a further well–worked dark loam or garden soil, 0013, which was 50cm deep 
and extended along the whole length of the trench. Twenty-two sherds of pottery were collected 
from 0013, all of which dated to the 13th-14th century.  
 
The northern edge of the trench longitudinally bisected a line of large and regularly spaced 
postholes. Five postholes (0018-0025) were on the line of the trench edge and two further 
postholes (0017 and 0023) were recorded in mid-trench. All were packed solidly with a dense 
green clay and were similar to the postholes recorded in Trench 2. The postholes were up to 
60cm across and 60cm deep and in three of them there was an indication of a loam filled post 
pipe, suggesting that the post had been pulled out. The postholes were cut into the dark loam 
layer 0013 but did not break into the underlying subsoil and were sealed beneath 0014, 80cm 
below the present ground surface.  
 
At the base of the loam layer 0013 were three features that cut into the subsoil: two small pits 
thought to be medieval and filled with a soil indistinguishable from 0013, one of which was 
dated by 13th-14th century pottery, and a larger deep pit 0016. The fill of pit 0016 was a pale sand 
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Figure 2. Site Plan showing trenches plotted against the 1st edition OS map of 1880
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and separate from the overlying loam: the base of the pit was filled with a dense charcoal 
although there was no evidence of burning in the surrounding subsoil. Excavation of the pit 
produced two animal bones and a burnt flint pot boiler but no datable finds. 
 
4. Finds and Environmental Evidence 
By Sue Anderson 

4.1. Introduction 
Table 1 shows the quantities of finds collected from 15 contexts during the evaluation.  A full 
quantification by context is included as Appendix 2. 
 

Find type No. Wt/g 
Pottery 60 945 
CBM 16 4173 
Fired clay 8 33 
Clay pipe 11 50 
Burnt flint/stone 1 87 
Iron 2 77 
Animal bone 21 117 
Wood 1 1 

Table 1. Finds quantities. 
 
4.2. Pottery 
Table 2 shows the pottery quantities by fabric (fabric codes and descriptions are standard for 
post-Roman pottery identification in Suffolk and are available in archive).  Further quantification 
by context is available in Appendix 3. 
 

Fabric description Code  No Wt/g 
Early Medieval Ware (general) EMW 3.10 1 5 
Early Medieval Sandwich Wares (Norfolk type) EMSW 3.16 1 1 
Total early medieval   2 6 
Bury Sandy Fine Ware BSFW 3.31 2 12 
Bury Coarse Sandy Ware BCSW 3.32 1 9 
Bury Medieval Coarse Ware BMCW 3.33 20 140 
Bury Medieval Coarse Ware Gritty BMCWG 3.34 1 3 
Bury Medieval Shelly Ware BMSW 3.53 2 31 
Grimston-type Ware GRIM 4.10 17 283 
Hedingham Fine Ware HFW1 4.23 1 1 
Total medieval   44 479 
Late Medieval and Transitional LMT 5.10 3 6 
Glazed Red Earthenware GRE 6.12 6 373 
Speckle-glazed Ware SPEC 6.15 2 37 
Total late and post-medieval   11 416 
Late Post Medieval Earthenwares (plantpots etc.) LPME 8.01 1 21 
Refined White Earthenwares REFW 8.03 1 18 
Late Slipped Redware LSRW 8.51 1 5 
Total modern   3 44 

Table 2. Pottery quantities by fabric. 
 
The pottery was dominated by medieval wares of 12th-14th century date, although some earlier 
medieval sherds (11th-12th century) were also present.  The medieval coarsewares were all local 
types typical of the town, and the glazed wares were from Essex (Sible Hedingham) and Norfolk 
(Grimston). The majority of material of this date was collected from context 0013.  Glazed ware 
proportions are artificially high due to the presence of sixteen sherds from a single Grimston 
Ware jug (0002). 
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The small quantity of later wares may indicate a decline in activity at the site from the 16th 
century, but rubbish appears to have been disposed of away from centres of habitation by this 
time, so the lack of pottery may not reflect a reduction in site use.  Later wares included an 
ointment pot lid with a transfer printed label for ‘Bear’s Grease’. 
 
4.3. Ceramic Building Material (CBM) and fired clay 
Sixteen fragments of CBM were collected.  Half were pieces of peg tiles, most of which were in 
medium sandy red fabrics of late to post-medieval date, but there was one fragment of a 
medieval roof tile in an estuarine fabric (0017).  These were in use in the town during the 13th-
14th centuries.  Brick fragments were all in medium sandy red fabrics of post-medieval date, and 
included a near-complete example from 0011 which measured 210 x 104 x 57mm.  This is likely 
to be of 18th-19th century date. 
 
Eight fragments of fired clay, all pinkish in colour with chalk tempering, were collected from 
three medieval contexts.  These had no distinguishing features but are most likely to be pieces of 
oven dome. 
 
4.4. Miscellaneous 
Eleven fragments of clay pipe were found.  Most fragments were pieces of thin, probably 19th 
century, stems.  Three bowls were unstratified and included a late 18th-19th century reeded type 
with the initials ‘S R’ on the heel.  A 17th century bowl was found in 0009; the heel was stamped 
with the initials ‘ER’ in a roundel. 
 
Metalwork consisted of a ?modern iron bolt (0002) and a heavily corroded iron object (0004).  
The latter will require x-ray if further work is done on this site. 
 
A fragment of modern wood was collected from 0002. 
 
One burnt flint ‘potboiler’ of possible prehistoric date was found in 0016, together with some 
fragments of animal bone which are probably later.  Bronze Age pottery has been found in this 
part of Bury, so prehistoric activity is known in the vicinity. 
 
4.5. Biological evidence 
Twenty-one fragments of animal bone were collected, most of it from medieval contexts.  
Identifiable fragments included several sheep metapodials, a medium mammal pelvis, a cow 
ulna, sheep skull fragments and two bird bones.  The group is too small for interpretation. 
 
4.6. Discussion of the finds evidence 
There is evidence for medieval activity on the site, possibly from the 12th century.  Pottery is 
typical of assemblages found elsewhere in the town, with locally produced coarsewares but 
glazed wares brought from elsewhere in the region.  The later pottery is generally of low status 
and quality.  CBM from the site includes a piece of medieval roof tile; if this were not brought to 
the site as hardcore it may indicate the presence of a high status medieval building close by. 
 
The finds assemblage is of good quality and if further work is carried out it will be possible to 
provide more interpretation with regard to status and economy of the site in the high medieval 
period. 
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5. Discussion and Conclusions 
The evaluation trenches show that there has been a general accumulation of soils across the site, 
the medieval ground level has been buried and is intact so the potential for surviving archaeology 
is very high. At the time of the evaluation the current standing buildings were undergoing 
demolition and the results of the evaluation therefore have to be have to be qualified by the fact 
that the area available for sampling was limited.  
 
There was no indication however of the town’s defences on the site and it seems probable that 
these lie further to the west; excavation on St. Andrews St. South showed the town ditch to lie 
mainly beneath the line of the street.  
 
A deep horizon of loam was at the base of the soil profile in each of the trenches. This soil was 
well-worked and, although it contained pottery and a low density of household detritus, was 
relatively ‘clean’, being free from building rubble or demolition debris. The pottery assemblage 
was large enough securely to date this deposit to no later than the 14th century and the nature of 
the deposit was of a garden soil suggesting that at this period the space behind the St. John’s 
Street frontage was open and free from buildings. There was a number of features sealed below 
the ‘garden loam’ (0004, 0015, 0016, 0028 and 0029) but only one, 0004, was a large rubbish pit 
of the type that commonly pock the urban medieval backyard and that are recorded in 
proliferation throughout the town. This apparent lack of rubbish pits may indicate that this space 
was set down as a garden or orchard rather than operating as a service yard to the building. There 
was no indication of any medieval property boundary in any of the trenches despite the fact that 
they traversed several plots. This would indicate that the properties were de-marked with only 
fences or hedges which left no archaeological trace or that the area was a large open space.  
 
The gravel layer 0026 at the western end of Trench 1 pre-dated and was partly covered by the 
medieval ‘garden loam’. The gravel was an imported material, which the stratigraphy indicates 
was laid down perhaps in the early part of the medieval period. The gravel was laid to create a 
surface and extended for 6m along the trench. It may be the vestiges of a trackway running 
inside the line of the town wall, dividing the town’s defences from the rear gardens of the St. 
John’s Street properties. Access to the inside of the wall would seem desirable for the upkeep of 
the wall and its security.  
 
The line of clay-filled postholes recorded in Trench 3 show that there was a later infilling of the 
space with the building of structures based on earth-fast posts. The postholes are robust 
suggesting that they were supporting large timbers. They are cut through the garden loam 0013, 
so post-date the 14th century but there is little indication when the building was constructed or 
the ground surface from which the postholes were cut. The tops of the postholes are truncated by 
layer 0014, which included late 17th-early 18th century pottery and fragments of coal, this layer 
dates the demolition of the structure but it could have stood for a long time prior to this and have 
late medieval or early post-medieval origins. The tradition of building houses based on earthfast 
posts was long outmoded at this time suggesting the post hole structure was some ‘lower’ form 
of out building and its size, suggested by the dimension of the posts, would indicate something 
on the scale of possibly a cart shed or granary. Thomas Warren’s 1747 Map of the town, shows a 
long range built against the northern boundary of this site and the postholes are probably 
evidence of this building. The town wall had already been knocked down when Warren drew his 
map, and it may be that the removal of the town defences allowed vehicular access to this space 
and the construction of buildings such as this.  
 
The earliest feature in the stratigraphic sequence was the large pit 0016, was undated by finds but 
it was clearly separate from and sealed by the medieval layer 0013. The bottom of the pit was 
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filled with charcoal and from this a burnt flint was collected. Bronze Age pottery has been found 
in this part of Bury, so this could represent prehistoric activity on the site. 
 
 
6. Recommendations 
Further work is required to establish the ground plan of the posthole building sampled in Trench 
3 and to determine the date of its construction, and the possibility that the gravel layer 0026 is 
part of a trackway inside the town wall also needs further investigation. It is recommended that 
the area of the building and a strip along the frontage undergo open area excavation if they are to 
be threatened by the development. The archaeology of the remainder of the area appears to be 
made up of an intact medieval layer; it contained pottery but is thought to be simply a garden 
soil. This layer is well protected and lies below a deep accumulation of post-medieval soil. The 
trenching suggests that there are few cut feature below the medieval garden soil and these are at 
such a depth as potentially to be largely unaffected by anything other than the deepest 
groundworks. It is therefore recommended that this area, depending on the detailed application, 
could be adequately recorded by monitoring of the groundworks.  
 
David Gill 
September 2003 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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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Opno Trench Identifier Description Finds Spotdate Cuts Cut by Over Under

0014 3 layer Dark loam at the top of the soil profile in trench 3. Overlies 0013 contains post med y 18th
finds and some coal frags. Truncates the clay packed posthole group possible
surface at the base of the layer at its western end.

0015 pit small pit at the base of 0013 cut into the subsoil and fill with a loam indistinguishable y 12th-14th
from 0013

0016 pit Large pit revealed after thre removal of 0013. Filled with poale silt sand over a basal y 0013
layer of dense charcaol silt. Sealed and distinct from 0013

0017 posthole Clay packed posthole close to the southern edge of trench 3 owards the western end. y 12th-14th
One of a group of similarly packed postholes cuts loam layer 0013 and opposite 0022

0018 posthole Clay packed posthole one of a line bisected by the northern edge of the trench all
posthole regularly spaced and similarly sized

0019 posthole Clay packed posthole one of a line bisected by the northern edge of the trench all
posthole regularly spaced and similarly sized

0020 posthole Clay packed posthole one of a line bisected by the northern edge of the trench all
posthole regularly spaced and similarly sized

0021 posthole Clay packed posthole one of a line bisected by the northern edge of the trench all
posthole regularly spaced and similarly sized

0022 posthole Clay packed posthole one of a line bisected by the northern edge of the trench all
posthole regularly spaced and similarly sized

0023 posthole Clay packed posthole one of a line bisected by the northern edge of the trench all
posthole regularly spaced and similarly sized

0024 posthole Clay packed posthole similar to those recorded in trench 3 cuts pit 0009

0025 posthole Clay packed posthole similar to those recorded in trench 3 and opposed to posthole
0024 in trench 2

0026 layer Gravel layer recorded at the western end of trench 1 sealed beneath loam layer 0002 0003 0002
and 0027. The layer is generally quite thin but is banked up to a depth of 30cm at it 0027
eastern end. the layer drops down at the western end following what appears to be a
natural contours of the subsoil. The eastern end of the gravel may be truncated by pit
0003 and a shallow depression in the surface of the gravel was filled with post
medieval loam and fine CBM, 0027.

0027 layer Shallow hollow in the surface of gravel layer filled with green/brown loam with banded 0026
chalk and fine CBM rubble probable shallow pit as it does not appear in the opposite
section.

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



---------------------
Appendix 2.1: finds quantities (BSE 219)

OP No Pottery CBM Fired Clay Clay pipe Iron Animal bone Miscellaneous Spotdate
No Wtlg No Wtlg No Wtlg No Wtlg No Wt/g No Wtlg

0001 1 0.005 3 0.022 19th c....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
0002 17 0.284 2 0.123 1 0.027 7 0.026 1 wood fragment (modem, discarded) Modem
........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
0003 2 0.008 4 0.021 13th-14th c.
........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
0004 3 0.177 4 0.244 4 0.009 1 0.050 19th-20th c.
................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
0005 3 0.072 2 0.188 1 0.001 19th c.
................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
0008 2 0.017 1 0.003 LMed?
.................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
0009 7 0.206 2 0.303 2 0.016 1 0.009 16th-17th c.
...........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
0010 1 0.030 LMed-PMed
...............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
0011 1 2.470 18th-19thc.
....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
0012 1 0.720 17th-18th c.?
·00i"j·········:ii····o:i·6S··························6···o.oi(j············································"j···0:023··············································· ···················i3th~:?··········

·00i4···········i····o:ooi········i····o:o·ii···························i····o:o·oi························· ························i8th~:?··········

...............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
0015 1 0.003 1 0.007 1 0.002 12th-13th c.
...........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
0016 5 0.036 1 burnt flint (0.087)
·ooi:.;···········i····o:O·O:j·······i····o:osi·······j····0.00"7·············································· ······················iith:i"jih·~:·····

Total 60 0.945 16 4.173 8 0.033 11 0.050 2 0.077 21 0.117

1



I
I Appendix 2.2: pottery (BSE 219)

I Ctxt Fabric FabNo. No. Wtlg Abr, Notes Spotdate Type date

0001 LSRW 8.51 5 18th-19th c.

:1 0002 EMW 3.10 1 5 11th-12th c.

GRIM 4.10 16 279 L.12th-14th

0003 BMCW 3.33 1 4 L.12th-14th

I GRIM 4.10 1 4 L.12th-14th

0004 GRE 6.12 2 159 16th-18th c.

I REFW 8.03 1 18 'Bears Grease' lid 19th-E.20 L.18th-20th

0005 GRE 6.12 1 15 16th-18th c.

I
SPEC 6.15 1 36 L.17th-18th

LPME 8.01 1 21 18th-20th c.

0008 BMCW 3.33 2 17 L.12th-14th

I 0009 EMSW 3.16 1 1 + 11th-12th c.

LMT 5.10 3 6 15th-L.16th

I
GRE 6.12 3 199 16th-18th c.

0013 BSFW 3.31 2 12 L.!2th-14th

BCSW 3.32 1 9 developed rim 13th c.? L.12th-14th

I BMCW 3.33 17 119 several vessels L.12th-14th

BMSW 3.53 I 24 L.11th-13th

HFWI 4.23 I 1 M.12th-M.!

I 0014 SPEC 6.15 I L.17th-18th

0015 BMCWG 3.34 1 3 L.12th-14th

I 0017 BMSW 3.53 I 7 L.11th-13th

Total 60 945

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

Appendix 3

SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SERVICE - CONSERVATION TEAM

Briefand Specification for an Archaeological Evaluation

44 - 47 ST ANDREWS STREET NORTH, BURY ST EDMUNDS

1. Background

1.1 Planning consent [SE/02/1631/P] has been granted for the development of this site for
housing.

1.2 The planning consent contains a condition requmng the implementation of a
programme of archaeological work before development begins (Planning Policy
Guidance 16, paragraph 30 condition). An archaeological evaluation of the consent
area is required as the first part of that programme of archaeological work; decisions
on the need for, and scope of, any further work will be based upon the evaluation.

1.3 The development area lies within the area of Archaeological Interest defined in the
Local Plan, it is within the medieval urban area, lying across the line of the medieval
town wall and including an area likely to form the back yards of dwellings fronting
onto the medieval road line of St Johns Street. There is therefore a high probability
that the development will affect archaeological deposits.

1.4 All arrangements for the field evaluation of the site, the timing of the work, access to
the site, the definition of the precise area of landholding and area for proposed
development are to be defined and negotiated with the commissioning body.

1.5 In accordance with the standards and guidance produced by the Institute of Field
Archaeologists this brief should not be considered sufficient to enable the total
execution of the project. A Project Design or Written Scheme of Investigation
(PD/WSI) based upon this brief and the accompanying outline specification of
minimum requirements, is an essential requirement. This must be submitted by the
developers, or their agent, to the Conservation Team of the Archaeological Service of
Suffolk County Council (Shire Hall, Bury St Edmunds IP33 2AR; telephone/fax:
01284 352443) for approval. The work must not commence until this office has
approved both the archaeological contractor as suitable to undertake the work, and the
PD/WSI as satisfactory. The PD/WSI will provide the basis for measurable standards
and will be used to establish whether the requirements of the planning condition will
be adequately met

2. Brief for the Archaeological Evaluation

2.1 Establish whether any archaeological deposit exists in the area, with particular regard
to any which are of sufficient importance to merit preservation in situ [at the discretion
of the developer].

2.2 Identify the date, approximate form and purpose of any archaeological deposit within
the application area, together with its likely extent, localised depth and quality of
preservation.



2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

3.

3.1

3.2

3.3

2

Evaluate the likely impact of past land uses, and the possible presence of masking
colluvial/alluvial deposits.

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

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

This project will be carried through in a manner broadly consistent with English
Heritage's Management of Archaeological Projects, 1991 (MAP2), all stages will
follow a process of assessment and justification before proceeding to the next phase of
the project. Field evaluation is to be followed by the preparation of a full archive, and
an assessment of potential. Any further excavation required as mitigation is to be
followed by the preparation of a full archive, and an assessment of potential, analysis
and final report preparation may follow. Each stage will be the subject of a further
brief and updated project design, this document covers only the evaluation stage.

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

If the approved evaluation design is not carried through in its entirety (particularly in
the instance of trenching being incomplete) the evaluation report may be rejected.
Alternatively the presence of an archaeological deposit may be presumed, and
untested areas included on this basis when defining the final mitigation strategy.

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

Specification: Field Evaluation

Trial trenches are to be excavated to cover a minimum 5% by area of the entire site
and shall be positioned to sample all parts of the site. Linear trenches are thought to
be the most appropriate sampling method, before field work begins. A suggested
trench layout is attached for illustrative purposes.

The topsoil may be mechanically removed using an appropriate machine fitted with
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.

The top of the first archaeological deposit may be cleared by machine, but must then
be cleaned off by hand. There is a presumption that excavation of all archaeological
deposits will be done by hand unless it can be shown there will not be a loss of
evidence by using a machine. 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.
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3

3.4 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.

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

3.6 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
pedological/sedimentological analyses. Advice on the appropriateness of the
proposed strategies will be sought from P Murphy, English Heritage Regional Adviser
for Archaeological Science (East of England). A guide to sampling archaeological
deposits (Murphy and Wiltshire 1994) is available.

3.7 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.

3.8 Metal detector searches must take place at all stages of the excavation by an
experienced metal detector.

3.9 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).

3.10 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.

3.11 Plans of any 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.

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

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

4. General Management

4.1 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 SCC Archaeological
Service.
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4.3

4.4

4.5

5.

5.1

5.2

5.3

6.4

5.5

5.6

5.7
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The composition of the project staff must be detailed and agreed (this is to include any
subcontractors).

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

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

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.

Report Requirements

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

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

The objective account of the archaeological evidence must be clearly distinguished
from its archaeological interpretation.

An opinion as to the necessity for further evaluation and its scope may be given. No
further site work should be embarked upon until the primary fieldwork results are
assessed and the need for further work is established

Reports on specific areas of specialist study must include sufficient detail to permit
assessment of potential for analysis, including tabulation of data by context, and must
include non-technical summaries.

The Report must include a discussion and an assessment of the archaeological
evidence. Its conclusions must include a clear statement of the archaeological potential
of the site, and the significance of that potential in the context of the Regional
Research Framework (East Anglian Archaeology, Occasional Papers 3 & 8, 1997 and
2000).

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

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.

5

5.8 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.

If the work defined by this brief forms a part of a programme of archaeological work
required by a Planning Condition, the results must be considered by the Conservation
Team of the Archaeological Service of Suffolk County Council, who have the
responsibility for advising the appropriate Planning Authority.

Reference: /StAndrewsSt200306

Tel: 01284352441

5.9 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 ofthe 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.

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

Specification by: Robert Carr

Date: 13 June 2003
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