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1. Introduction 
Planning permission for the construction of a new village hall on land at Church Glebe 
Meadow, Lavenham, requires a programme of archaeological works as a condition of the 
consent. The site lies at TL 9139 4890 (Fig. 1), less than 100m south of Lavenham church 
and on the fringes of the 'new town' established during the 13th century. In addition, 
earthworks on the eastern and northern boundary of the site may represent a filled moat arm 
relating to a manorial site. As such, there is high potential for the development area to 
contain evidence of medieval or earlier occupation. A documentary search carried out by 
independent historian, Anthony Breen (Appendix I) would appear to support this. 
 
A Brief and Specification for the archaeological work (Appendix III) was produced by 
Keith Wade of the Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service, Conservation Team. 
Evaluation of the site was carried out by the Suffolk County Council Archaeological 
Service Field Team on 9th September 2003 and was funded by Lavenham Community 
Council. 
 
2. Methodology 
The development area comprises c.5,850 square metres. Three trial-trenches were opened 
in locations agreed by the Conservation Team at Suffolk County Council Archaeological 
Service (Fig. 2). This was carried out by a mechanical excavator equipped with a 1.5 metre 
wide ditching bucket, under the supervision of an archaeologist. Overburden was removed 
from the trenches to the depth of the naturally occurring subsoil, an orangey brown silty 
clay rich in flint gravel. In all, 134.3 metres of trench were opened over the evaluation area 
(Fig. 3). Both the excavated topsoil and the exposed surfaces of trenches were examined 
visually for artefactual evidence and subjected to a metal detector search.  
 
Where features were revealed, they were cleaned manually for definition and each allocated 
‘observed phenomena’ numbers within a unique continuous numbering system under the 
SMR code LVM 042 (Appendix II). Features were then partially excavated in order to 
recover dating evidence as well as to observe their form and possibly determine any 
function. Trenches were planned and digitally photographed on site to form a part of the 
site archive. The evaluation archive will be deposited in the County SMR at Shire Hall, 
Bury St Edmunds. 
 
All finds were washed and marked before being quantified, identified and dated by the 
finds management staff of the Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



3. Results 
Trench 1 was excavated for 72m from north to south over the site, removing on average 
400mm of dark brown silty loam topsoil to reveal the natural subsoil. Only one intervention 
was observed in this trench:  
0002 was a circular pit with a diameter of 740mm. It was filled by 0003, a mid brown 
sandy clay only slightly darker and less gravelly than the natural into which it was cut, and 
from which nails and pottery were recovered. 
 
Trench 2  was excavated from north to south over a distance of 52m, breaking partway 
through to avoid a large tree stump. An average of 400mm of dark brown silty loam topsoil 
to reveal the natural subsoil. No features were present in this trench. 
 
Trench 3 measured 10.3m in length and was excavated from east to west, cutting through 
the ditch which marked the eastern boundary of the site. A profile of the earthwork was 
drawn, showing it to comprise two ditches with a bank between them (figure 3). The trench 
cut through the bank and the inner ditch, 0004, which measured c. 1.4m wide and 600mm 
deep. It was filled by 0005, a mid-dark brown sandy clay, slightly darker towards its base. 
CBM and modern pottery were recovered from this fill. 
 
4. The Finds 
Church Glebe Meadow, Lavenham (LVM 042) 
Sue Anderson, October 2003. 

Introduction 
Finds were collected from three contexts, as shown in the table below. 
 

OP Pottery CBM Iron Copper alloy Miscellaneous Spotdate 
 No. Wt/g No. Wt/g No. Wt/g No. Wt/g   
0001 6 34     1 9 2 Pb (9g) U/S 
0003 1 1 8 94 2 6    19th c. 
0005 5 23 4 37      19/20th c. 
Total 12 58 12 131 2 6 1 9   

 
Pottery 
Two sherds of flint-tempered pottery, possibly Iron Age, were found in 0001 and 0003.  
Both were heavily abraded.  A small sherd of Roman greyware from 0001 was also 
abraded.  Other pottery was post-medieval and consisted of one body sherd of glazed red 
earthenware (16th-18th c.), a rim sherd of post-medieval slipware with white slip wavy line 
decoration (17th-18th c.), and two fragments of English stoneware (19th c.), all unstratified. 
 
Ceramic building material 
Fragments of red plain roof tile were collected from 0003 and 0005.  One piece from 0005 
was glazed and could be medieval, but the other pieces were more likely to be late or post-
medieval.  Two reduced grey pantile fragments were collected from 0003 and are probably 
of 19th century date. 
 
Metalwork 
Two iron nails were found in 0003; these were handmade and not closely datable.  Two 
fragments of lead waste and a George VI penny dated 1945 were unstratified. 
 
Discussion 
The evaluation produced limited evidence for prehistoric, Roman and medieval activity at 
the site, but earlier finds were all residual. 
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5. Discussion 
Despite the high potential for evidence to survive on this largely unploughed site, the 
density of archaeological deposits was low. The documentary evidence suggests the site is 
that of a rectory manor which would have contained a succession of manorial buildings 
since the late Saxon period. A number of buildings including dairy, brewery, stables and 
barns, as well as orchards, yards, ponds and a moat are described in various documents 
relating to the site from the medieval period through to the nineteenth century, but no 
archaeological evidence was found to locate the buildings within the development area or 
even suggest significant occupation or agricultural activity nearby. It is possible that any 
such evidence lies outside of the development around the Old Rectory and whilst the 
evaluation site undoubtedly formed a part of the rectory manor, it was maintained as 
pasture or orchard. The field's name, Church Glebe Meadow, may support the 
archaeological evidence in that activities on glebe land were tightly controlled by the 
church who owned the land, and the field may simply have always been used as meadow or 
pasture. 
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Appendix I 
 

Church Glebe Meadow, Church Street, Lavenham 
Documentary Report 
 
Introduction 
This report has been prepared as part of the archaeological assessment for the site of the new 
village hall. The archaeological potential of the site has been suggested by its close proximity 
to the church and by ‘a large, partially silted-up, ditch showing as an earthwork on the eastern 
and northern boundaries of the site’. 
 
The research was carried out at the Suffolk Record Office in Bury St Edmunds. The 
documentary evidence shows that the site was part of the rectory which was a manor in its 
own right and that the earthworks are described in seventeenth century documents as a moat. 
 
The interpretation of the documentary sources has been divided into separate sections 
discussing the site of the rectory which was also the site of the manor, the glebe as the 
desmesne of the manor and the copyhold lands of the manor. There were a number of rectory 
manors in Suffolk some of which are to be found in the smaller towns such as Laxfield, 
Framlingham, Coddenham, Long Melford and Halesworth. They represent an important sub 
group of manors, however the relationship between these manors and the development of 
towns has yet to be studied in depth. 
 
 
Maps 
On the modern Ordnance Survey map, the site is shown on the south side of Church Street to 
the east of the present rectory and in the main to the west of the modern surgery and the Cock 
Inn. Copies of the first edition c. 1880 and second edition dated 1904 of the 1:2500 Ordnance 
Survey map sheet number LXIV.13 have been supplied by the County Archaeological 
Service. The site is shown as part of plots numbered 243 measured at 0.641 acres and 244 
measured at 3.197 acres. The earthworks are within plot 243 and this is shown on both maps 
as a small plantation shielding the site of the rectory from the adjoining houses. The present 
rectory is not shown on these maps and the building now known as the ‘Old Rectory’ was 
then the rectory for the parish. The Old Rectory is shown on the maps within the plot marked 
246 and measured at 2.964 acres. On the southern boundary there is a field 273. By the third 
edition of this map dated 1926, this field was covered with new houses. 
 
The tithe maps for Lavenham dated 1842 have been copied for this report. The map of the 
parish (ref. T81/2) is a separate document to the map of the town (ref. T81/1) which has been 
bound with the tithe apportionment. The maps were prepared for the conversion of the tithes 
into a fixed rent charge and both omit a number of features. In particular, the boundaries of 
the churchyard on the north side of Church Street are shown clearly on the parish map and the 
plot numbered 91 but the building is not shown. 
 
In the preamble to the apportionment, it states that of the 2887 acres of the parish some 98 
acres owned by John Outhwaite were not titheable. Within the apportionment there is a long 
lists of houses and buildings within the town centre that had been exonerated from payment of 
tithes, though the circumstances are not explained. The map of the town unlike some other 
tithe maps shows both lands that were titheable and those which were exonerated and it does 
not represent some ancient sub division of the parish. 
 



The site is shown on these maps in two plots. The plot marked 89 is described as ‘House & 
Pleasure Ground’ and measured as 6 acres and 18 perches, a slightly smaller acreage to the 
combined acreage of plots 246 and 244 shown on the Ordnance Survey maps. Plot 110 on the 
tithe map is the same as plot 243 on the Ordnance Survey maps. It is described as a 
‘plantation’ with an acreage of 2 roods 17 perches. On the western side of the rectory site, 
there is another plantation, plot 112 not shown on the Ordnance Survey maps, though on the 
current map there is a drain shown on this site. 
 
These acreage are given in the apportionment under the heading ‘Glebe lands’ with the name 
of the then rector Revd. Richard Johnson. Apart from the plot called ‘Glebe Piece’ numbered 
313, all the other lands form an almost continuous block, separated only by the road ways. 
The land stretches from the site of the rectory and church southwards to the parish boundary 
with Acton. Some small areas, such as plots 111 and 116 are excluded. These plots were 
owned together with 105, ‘The Cock Inn’ by the executors of a Mr Hayward, John Smith and 
Daniel Scarfe who are mentioned in other documents relating to the rectory manor. 
 
There are no earlier maps for this site available for study. The site of the church is shown on a 
copy of a map of Long Melford dated 1580 (ref. 2130/1). 
 
Glebe Terriers 
The terriers are descriptions of the lands owned by the church together with details of the 
church furnishings and an account land owned by the parish charities. Some of the terriers for 
Lavenham, dating 1716 to 1753, include a list of the tenants of the rectory manor together 
with the income from their rents, though the lands are not described in detail. The terriers 
were returned to the archbishop, bishop or archdeacon together with other documents at the 
time of their visitations of the parish. Lavenham was part of the archdeaconry of Sudbury 
which until 1837 was part of the diocese of Norwich, after that date it was part of the diocese 
of Ely until the formation of the new diocese of St Edmundsbury and Ipswich in 1914. The 
surviving terriers for Lavenham are in four separate collections. Those in the parish collection 
dating 1735-1885 (ref. FL508/3/7/1-17) together with those deposited from the diocese of Ely 
dating 1841-1858 (ref. 1322) are temporarily not available for research. 
 
The largest number of surviving terriers are in the archdeaconry of Sudbury collection (ref. 
806/1/101). These begin with the terrier of 1633 and continue until 1834. A number of the 
documents were damaged before being deposited in the record office and although they have 
been repaired, the description of the site of the rectory is incomplete or illegible. The earliest 
terrier, which is in another collection, is dated 1613 (ref. E14/4/1). The document which has 
been copied for this report was presented to the archbishop during the metropolitan visitation 
of that year. 
 
The Site of the Rectory 
In the 1613 terrier, the site of the rectory is described as ‘ye dwelling howse dairie bruing 
howse barnes stables hay howses with the yardes pondes ortcherdes adioyning conteyning by 
estimation three acres or thereabowtes’. 
 
The terrier for 1633 has less detail and those of 1686, 1709 and 1716 illegible in part. 
 
In 1729, the site is described as ‘A fair capitall messuage or tenement called Lavenham 
Parsonage late in the occupacon of the said Thomas Kinnersley consisting of five roomes and 
a floor with several out houses thereunto belonging one courtyard one barneyard two 
gardens one orchard two barns two stables & two hay houses’. Kinnersley was appointed 
rector of Lavenham in 1710. The description continues with ‘A farm house stands in the 



Barnyard formerly occupyed by Gabriel Hamond with the Gleab lands hereafter menconed & 
now in the occupacon of John Hammond'. The vicarage was a separate dwelling on the north 
side of Church Street, probably close to the present entrance to Tenter Piece. It is described in 
1613 not as the vicarage but as house ‘holden of Wellings Hall’. Robert Wellyng is mentioned 
in some deeds in the parish collection as having granted lands in Lavenham to the parish in 
1460 (ref. FL 508/11/74 -78). In another document dated 1840, a school room had been built 
on this site (ref. FL508/11/99). 
 
From 1735, the description is not as detailed, but an acreage is given as two acres. This 
description was used up until 1777. In 1784, the description of the rectory changes with 
details of the construction and dimensions of the present ‘Old Rectory’. The two stables are 
also measured as 104 feet by 18 feet and the barns as 104 feet by 27 feet and 46 feet by 27 
feet, whilst the acreage is still two acres. In 1805, the acreage was reduced to just one acre. It 
is possible that the area of the courts and buildings was excluded from this measurement. 
Unfortunately, the next terriers for 1813, 1820 and 1827 are all damaged. 
 
In the archdeaconry collection, there are papers for ‘repairs and alterations to the rectory and 
for erection of farm buildings’ (ref. 806/2/14). The papers included elevations and plans, but 
again they are temporarily not available for research. The farm buildings may be those shown 
on the tithe map in fields 86 a & b on the western side of the road to Waldingfield, the present 
B1071. 
 
In 1834, the terrier does not include the stables and barns mention in 1784, suggesting that 
they had been demolished by that date. 
 
The last terrier, dated 1854, is again from a metropolitan visitation (ref. E4/14/5). Following 
the measurement of the rectory buildings, the site is described as ‘Also the lawn and pleasure 
ground (including the site of the Parsonage house containing four acres) abuts north on the 
Queen’s Highway south on Lower Parsonage Fields, east on the orchard of Mr Charles 
Miller west on the Queen’s Highway”. It is interesting to note that the acreage was not 
amended following the tithe survey and that it has been copied from the previous terrier of 
1834 with the name of the owner of the adjoining property changed. Charles Miller’s name 
appears in a manorial document. 
 
There is a survey of Hall Farm dated 1768 which is indexed by the record office under this 
manor (ref. HA505/1/24). Unfortunately, this is also temporarily not available for research. In 
that collection there is also an extent which is a description of the manor and its customs 
dated 1585 which is damaged and again, temporarily not available for research. 
 
The Glebe Lands 
It is not possible to relate all the pieces described in the 1613 terrier with those in the tithe 
apportionment. The 1613 description begins ‘ye Moor’, measured at four acres ,which is field 
53 in the tithe apportionment and situated opposite the rectory on the north side of the road 
from the church. 
 
The next piece ‘latelie devided into two, but of olde boothe in one feilde knowen by ye name 
of ye parsonadge feilde conteining abowte fortie acres’ are the fields 113, 115 and 115a 
called Parsonage Fields together with Mill Field, 114. In 1613, the next pieces are ‘thre little 
pasture pitcles or small parceles pasture ground adioyning to one heade of ye parsonadge 
feilde & abutting one ye highe waye towards Waldenfeild on ye weste on conteining by 
estimation abowte seavene acres’ this might be field 117 called ‘Six Acres’. There is also 



field 122 ‘Five Acres’. The combined acreage of the tithe fields on this side of the road to 
Waldingfield is 46 acres 2 roods and 23 perches, close to the 47 acres in 1613. 
 
On the opposite side of the road, the 1613 description begins with ‘twoo other feildes with a 
bottame deviding them taken owt of them called Woodefeildes liing one ye weste side of ye 
highway leading to Walldenfeild conteining all together abowte fowre or five & twentie 
acres’. The fields 124, 124a and 125 have a total acreage of just 18 acres 3 roods and 15 
perches. The next piece ‘there is over ye sowthe weste of one of those former named Wood 
feildes two groves or grownde woode conteining by estimatcion ten acres’ this is possibly the 
same as the two fields 130 and 130a described as Woodfield measured at 12 acres 1 rood and 
1 perch. 
 
In 1613 the wood is described as ‘beyonde those grooves & near adioynng unto the two other 
small peeces of londe & a third larger feild all thre together conteyning abowte eygtheene 
acres’. The two fields 131 ‘Five Acre Pightle’ and 132 ‘Four Acre Field’, contained only 12 
acres 3 roods and 3 perches. This leaves ‘The Wood’ 129 measured at 16 acres and 5 perches. 
The combined total for these fields on the western side of the road in 1613 was 52 acres and 
the measured total in the tithe is just 59 acres 3 roods 24 perches. 
 
The next pieces in 1613 are ‘two other peeces of gleebe called Pirrie Feildes’ then measured 
as twelve acres. On the tithe, there are 84 and 86 Upper and Lower Perry Fields had a total 
acreage of just 33 perches less than in 1613. The farming premises constructed between 1826 
to 1830 are probably those described as the garden and farming premises 86 a & b have with a 
total acreage of 1 acre 20 perches. The final piece in 1613 measured at 4 acres can be 
identified with ‘Glebe Piece’ then 4 acres 2 roods 9 perches. This is only part of the glebe set 
away from the main block. 
 
The main differences between the two descriptions seems to be in the grounds of the rectory 
and the lands west of the road to Waldingfield. The rectory site with the house, pleasure 
grounds and three small plantations, gives a combined acreage of 7 acres 1 rood 27 perches, 
compared with just three in 1613. 
 
Further analysis of the glebe lands as they are described in later terriers may help determine 
the dates at which the glebe was enlarged and the field boundaries changed. 
 
The Manorial Lands 
In the 1613, the manorial lands were described as ‘allsoo a lordshipp or seniorie of divers 
tenementes with certeyne landes hoolden by coppie of cowrte rowle, ye moste & some free all 
which landes so hoolden free & coppie of that seniorie be abowte sixe or seaven acres’. Later 
terriers only list the names of the tenants and the amounts that were paid in rent. The details 
of the succession of owners are recorded in the manorial court rolls and books, or with 
separate documents giving details of the date of surrenders of property to the manorial court, 
together with the courts verdicts. 
 
The lands held by the executors of Hayward, John Smith and Daniel Scarfe in the tithe 
apportionment were surrendered to the manor court on the 10 July 1850 (ref. E7/20/18). They 
are described as 'One messuage or tenement situate and being in the Church Street in 
Lavenham aforesaid formerly called Shillings and since the Cock together with all the houses 
yards gardens and orchards to the same messuage belonging or appertaining & with the 
same usually occupied ... And also one close of land to the said messuage or tenement near or 
adjoining containing by estimation one acre and a half parcel of the demesnes of the said 
manor as it lieth next the Parsonage Field between the lands of the said Lord on the one part 



and the footway leading from the Church Street towards the Windmill on the other part. And 
also one other close of land ... containing three acres lying between Parsonage Field on the 
part of the east and the Queen’s Highway leading from Lavenham to Waldingfield of the 
west'. Though the acreage is slightly different to that given in the tithe apportionment, it is 
clear that these are the same as plots 105, the Cock Inn, 111 an orchard and 116, White Post 
Field. The new owner was Charles Miller, the same person who is mentioned in the 
description of the rectory grounds given in the 1854 terrier. 
 
Revd. Johnson also held copyhold lands though they are not described in full in the manorial 
records. They may include fields 77, 78, 80, 87 and 88 a cottage and garden as shown on the 
tithe map and listed in the apportionment. These are listed separately from the glebe. The tithe 
apportionment does not describe the nature of his tenure. 
 
Most of the manorial land seem to have been small tenements stretching along Church Street 
as far as Bear Lane, known as Tripps Lane in earlier records, and including the properties in 
the lane. It is not possible to be as certain about the location of all these lands. The manor was 
quite small with only 12 tenants listed in a rental for 1800. 
 
It has not been possible to examine all the manorial records in detail, and before 1733 they are 
written in Latin. At a court held on 3 October 1641, there is the transfer of ‘a tenement lying 
in Church Street formally in the occupation of the guardians of the Guild of St Peter’s now 
called Shillings’. On the 11 June 1642, a Thomas Church was admitted to ‘one tenement with 
appertances situated in Church Street in Lavenham near the pond called Le Parsonage Moate 
(prope staguu’ vocat Le Parsonage Moate) late in the occupation of Robert Crosse’. It is 
possible that Robert Crosse had held another property described in Latin as ‘one small 
tenement next to the Parsonage Moat in Lavenham aforesaid containing three rooms with a 
small yard leading from the gate next to the tenement in the direction of the Parsonage Field’. 
It is possible to follow the succession of owners of these properties to Nicholas Dansie who 
died in 1745. Before his death, he had ‘pulled down a messuage part of the premises’. In 1747 
Susan Dansie was omitted to the property. She is mentioned in the rental of 1800. By that date 
her lands were in the possession of the lord of the manor (ref. E7/20/17 ). 
 
By 1870, there were only 9 tenants mentioned in the rental of that year. Amongst the 
properties George Randall Johnson was admitted in 1855 to ‘a barn & piece of land 
containing one acre ... called Church Pightle bounded on the north by a road leading from 
Lavenham to Bridge Street Melford, on the east by the highway leading from Lavenham to 
Sudbury and Melford on the south by glebe and on the west by land belonging to Sir Hyde 
Parker’, (ref. E7/20/18). This appears to be field 87 on the tithe. 
 
These manorial records date from 1481. There are gaps between 1481 to 1560 and between 
1647 and 1662, then they continue through to 1935. It appears to be the case that manorial 
lands were sometimes taken into the glebe which was also the desmesne of the manor. 
 
It is worth noting that the inheritance of this manor was by primogeniture, that is land passed 
to the eldest son. In some towns controlled by manorial courts, known as seignourial 
boroughs, the customary inheritance is English borough, with the property going to the 
youngest son. Again, the instances of English borough inheritance in Suffolk have not been 
studied in depth. 
 
 
 
 



Medieval Records 
The Inquisition of the Ninths was a tax raised by Edward III in 1341 on agricultural lands. 
The returns for Suffolk parishes offer a description of the revenue of the church from tithes, 
glebe and other church dues. In the description for Lavenham, the acreage of the glebe lands 
is given as 120 acres compared with the 122 acres given in the earliest surviving terrier. This 
suggests that acreage and possibly the boundaries of the glebe land remained unchanged 
between these two dates. In 1341, the value of the glebe is given as 40 shillings. There may be 
further references to the manor or glebe in other medieval documents before the Domesday 
Survey of 1086. 
 
In the Domesday Book, there were three manors in Lavenham, two of which had become the 
possession of the De Vere family, later earls of Oxford. According to Copinger, they held the 
manors until 1604. He does not describe the history of rectory manor, but he does list the 
manors as they are described in the Domesday Book. 
 
Amongst the Domesday manors, there are the lands owned by Frodo, the brother of the abbot 
of Bury St Edmunds. This manor had been held before the conquest by Alwy who held the 
manor under the abbot. It was measured as two carucates, the size of a carucate varies 
between 60 and 180 acres. Alwy could not sell the manor without the permission of the abbot. 
At the time of the survey, Frodo claimed that he held the manor from the King. There was a 
hall, five tenants and a slave. The value of the lands before the conquest is given as 40 
shillings, the same as in 1341, however, following the conquest, the value is given as £4. The 
lands are measured as half a league in length and one and a half furlongs in width. 
 
Summary 
The inconsistencies of the acreage for the rectory site as given in the glebe terriers can be 
explained in part by the fact that it was both glebe land and manorial desmesne; through the 
manorial court, the rector could take land back into the desmesne. The properties described as 
adjoining the Parsonage Moat had been demolished by 1747 and by 1800 taken into the glebe. 
The rebuilding of the rectory between 1777 and 1784 suggests that it was moved to a new site 
within the desmesne. Unfortunately, a survey of the Hall Farm in 1768 is not available for 
research at present. Between 1826 and 1830, the farm buildings on the rectory site were also 
demolished and those to the west of the road to Waldingfield built, but again, the papers are 
not available at present. It has been possible to examine some of the terriers, but a number of 
those available for research are damaged. 
 
The site as part of the desmesne has probably been used for a succession of manorial 
buildings dating back to the late Saxon period, that is before 1066. Though the church is not 
mentioned in the Domesday Book, the value of the manor and the measurement of the lands 
appears to fit those described in 1341. The acreage given in that year fits the acreage given in 
1613. With further study, it might be possible to identify the dates and reasons for the changes 
in the glebe between 1613 and 1842 when the tithe apportionment was produced. 
 
The site of this Saxon manor is likely to predate the development of the town of Lavenham. 
The customary inheritance is not English borough and the relationship between rectory 
manors and urban development in Suffolk has not been studied in depth. 
 
Anthony M Breen 
September 2003 
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Appendix II: Context list 
 

OP Context Description Cuts / 
overlies 

Cut by / 
under 

0001 0001 Topsoil- dark brown silty loam    
0002 0002 Pit cut- circular, shallow pit, gently sloping 

sides 
natural  

0003 0002 Pit fill-mid brown sandy clay, small pebbles natural  
0004 0004 Ditch cut- forms eastern boundary of field, 

U-shaped 
natural  

0005 0004 Ditch fill- mid /dark brown sandy clay, 
darker towards base. Contains brick and 
Post-medieval glazed pottery  

natural  
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Appendix Ill 

SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SERVICE- CONSERVATION TEAM 

Brief and Specification for an Archaeological Evaluation 

Evaluation by trial trench 

CHURCH GLEBE MEADOW, CHURCH STREET, LA VENHAM 

1. Background 

1.1 Planning consent has been granted for the erection of a new village hall on part 
of The Church Glebe Meadow, Church Street, Lavenham (B/02/1586). 

1.2 The site has a high archaeological potential being within 100 metres of 
Lavenham church and could be the site of the Anglo-Saxon village prior to the 
establishment of the market and 'new town' in the 13th century. 

A large, now silted-up, ditch showing as an earthwork on the eastern and 
northern boundaries of the site, could be the remains of a former moated manor 
site. 

1.3 The proposed development will involve extensive ground disturbance in 
connection with the new building, car parking areas a:nd a new access road from 
the east. · 

1.4 Planning consent is conditional upon a programme of archaeological work being 
agreed before development begins (PPG 16, paragraph 30 condition). An 
archaeological evaluation of the application area will be required as the first part 
of such a programme of archaeological work; decisions on the need for, and 
scope of, any further work will be based upon the evaluation. 

1.5 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. 

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

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

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

2.6 It is expected that the evaluation will proceed sequentially: the desk-based 
evaluation will precede the field evaluation (the results of the desk-based work 
are to be used to inform the trenching design). 

2.7 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 fmal 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. 

2.8 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. 

2.9 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. 

2.10 An outline specification, which· defines certain minimum criteria, is set out 
below. 
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3. Specification A: Desk-Based Assessment 

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

3.2 Examine all the readily available cartographic sources (e.g. those available in the 
County Record Office). Record any evidence for archaeological sites (e.g. 
buildings, settlements, field names) and history of previous land uses. Where 
possible, photocopies or tracings should be included in the report. 

3.3 Assess the potential for documentary research that would contribute to the 
archaeological investigation of the site. 

3.4 Provide a transcription of archaeological features from all available air 
photographs held by Suffolk County Council Environment and Transport 
Department and its SMR, the National Monuments Record and the Cambridge 
University Collection of Air Photographs, at a scale of 1:2500. 

3.5 Ascertain whether there are other constraints on the site (e.g. Site of Special 
Scientific Interest, County Wildlife Site, Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 
Tree Preservation Order, etc ). 

4 Specification B: Field Evaluation 

4.1 Examine the area for earthworks e.g. banks, ponds, ditches. If present these are 
to be recorded in plan at 1 :500, with appropriate sections. A record should be 
made of the topographic setting of the site (e.g. slope, plateau etc ). The 
Conservation Team of SCC Archaeological Service must be consulted if 
earth works are present and before proceeding' to the excavation of any trial 
trenches. 

4.2 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 (including the 
earthwork ditch). Linear trenches re thought to be the most appropriate 
sampling method. Trenches are to be a minimum of 1.8m wide unless special 
circumstances can be demonstrated. If excavation is mechanised a toothless 
'ditching bucket' at least 1.2m wide must be used. The trench design must be 
approved by the Conservation Team of the Archaeological Service before field 
work begins. 

4.3 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. 



4.4 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. 

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

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

4. 7 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. 

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

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

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). 

4.11 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. 

4.12 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. 

4.13 A photographic record of the work is to be made, consisting of both 
monochrome photographs and colour transparencies. 
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4.14 . Topsoil, subsoil and archaeological deposit to be kept separate during 
excavation to allow sequential backfilling of excavations. 

5. General Management 

5.1 A timetable for all stages of the project must be agreed before the first stage of 
work commences, including monitoring by the Conservation Team of SCC 
Archaeological Service. 

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

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

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

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

6. Report Requirements 

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

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

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

6.4 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 

6.5 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. 

6.6 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). 



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

6.8 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. 

6. 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. 

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

Specification by: Keith Wade · 

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

Date: 17 February 2003 

Tel: 01284 352440 

Reference: VillageHallLavenham02 

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. 

If the work def"med 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. 
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