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Summary
Despite the site’s close proximity to a number of other important sites overlooking the
Gipping Valley, no archaeological features, deposits or finds were observed. Severe
truncation probably associated with previous clearances of coniferous plantation could
have accounted for this absence. A number of metallic finds of 20th century date were
found during a metal detector survey.

Plate 1. View of site looking north-east across Trench 28 and towards a remaining area
of tree plantation.

1.

Introduction

Suffolk Archaeology CIC were commissioned to conduct a trial trench evaluation on a
western extension to the quarry (Fig. 1; grid reference TM 1158 5400). The proposed
quarry area (hereafter referred to as ‘the site’) consists of an area previously occupied
by a plantation of pine trees and is part of a wider clearing of trees to accommodate an
extension to the quarry. The first part of the quarry extension was investigated with an
evaluation of CDD 090 previously (Meredith 2014). The present site (tree felling areas
3 and 4) occupies an area of c.3 hectares and is surrounded to the north, south and
west by pine forest (Plate 1).

A ‘Brief for a Trenched Archaeological Evaluation’ produced by the archaeological
curatorial officer Racheal Abraham proposed that the site be investigated for its
archaeological potential as a condition of planning consent (planning reference
MS/0561/13). The brief asked for a 5% sample by trial trenching to test for surviving
archaeological deposits.

A ‘Written Scheme of Investigation and Risk Assessment’ written by Stuart Boulter
(Appendix 1) specified how the trenches would be arranged. In total 28 trenches, each
of 30m length, were arranged on an east-west and north-south grid, although obstacles
on site necessitated some deviation from this plan (Fig. 2).

The cleared trees had been part of John’s Wood and Middleton Wood occupying this
location since the first edition Ordnance Survey map of the 1880s (Fig. 3). Prior to
trenching the trees had been cut and the stumps ground away. However previous felling
and de-stumping episodes must have occurred in the last 120+ years and a high degree
of disturbance was expected, as had been seen previously at the adjacent site CDD
090 (Meredith 2014).

The trial trenching was conducted on the 25th and 26th of January 2016.

The site has been given the Coddenham reference CDD 093 within the Historic
Environment Record (HER) for Suffolk. The national OASIS record for this site is
Suffolka1-237601.
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2.

Geology and topography

The site is on an elevated plateau on the western end of a ridge just above the 50m
contour. From this plateau the land falls away fairly steeply to the south-west, towards
the Gipping Valley, and also to the north-east towards the valley of a tributary of the
Gipping which flows through Coddenham village. The slope is much gentler to the west
in which direction the ridge continues.

The underlying geology was investigated in the adjacent site CDD 090 where it was
found to be coarse sands and gravel with occasional seams and patches of clay and
silt.

3.

Archaeology and historical background

A number of archaeological sites and findspots lie within the immediate vicinity (Fig 1).
The area has also been subject to a considerable degree of metal detector survey and
many multi period finds scatters of metallic objects have been identified. All these sites
have been reviewed previously (Meredith 2014) except for two of the post-medieval
sites (CDD 085 and 087), both of which have been recent additions to the Suffolk HER.

Prehistoric sites include CDD 006 and 060 at Pipp’s Ford (at c.700m and 650m to the
west respectively) which produced Mesolithic and Neolithic flintwork. A Neolithic flint
scatter has also been found at ‘beacon mound’ (CDD 001), c.450m to the north-west.

Iron Age archaeology is well represented within the area. Site CDD 050, only c.300m to
the east and within Shrubland quarry produced evidence of some Iron Age occupation.
Extensive settlement and activity of this period was also found at the eastern end of
Shrubland quarry at site CDD 070, at a distance of c.850m. At c.450m to the north, site
CDD 030 produced surface finds of Iron Age pottery.
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Figure 1. Location of site with HER information
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800m

The main Roman site within the area is the Scheduled Monument consisting of a fort
and associated Roman Small Town (CDD 003) located near the River Gipping, c.450m
to the south-west. A scatter of early Roman pottery is located c.250m to the west (CDD
047).

The site is adjacent to an extensive and important Anglo-Saxon cemetery site CDD 050,
c.300m to the east. This site is important for its richly furnished bed burial and graves
associated with hanging bowls. Findspot CDD 039, c.250m to the east, revealed a
Anglo-Saxon coin (sceatta) which might have been a surface find associated with the
cemetery.

A ‘beacon mound’ (CDD 001), identified on the first edition Ordnance Survey map of
1880, is likely to be of post-medieval date. This feature, which has given its name to the
surrounding ‘beacon hill’ is located c.450m to the north-west. A mill mound (CDD 085) is
located c.600m to the north. An abandoned quarry pit (CDD 087) is visible immediately
to the north of the site and is now covered by trees.

Multi-period scatters of metalwork found through metal detecting include site CDD 021,
c.300m to the north (Roman, Saxon and medieval); site CDD 027, 400m to the eastnorth-east (Iron Age quarter stater and Saxon); site CDD 036, c.700m to the north-east
(Roman and Saxon); site CDD 048, c.770m to the east-north-east (Roman, Saxon and
medieval); and site CDD 059, c.850m to the east (Bronze Age socketed axe, Saxon and
medieval).
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4.

Methodology

Trial trenches were dug in accordance with the WSI (Appendix 1) and were laid out
using a RTK GPS survey unit.

Trenching was conducted using a 14-tonne, 360 tracked digger equipped with a 1.8m
wide toothless ditching bucket. All machining was carried out under direct
archaeological observation with the topsoil and other overburden removed by machine
to reveal natural sand and gravel (hereafter the ‘natural’). Due to the high degree of root
disturbance c.0.2m of the top of natural was removed in order to see undisturbed
deposits. Many tree stumps and roots survived at lower levels and, when these were
large, were left in place.

The base of each trench was examined for features and finds of archaeological interest.
The upcast soil was checked visually for any archaeological finds. Records were made
of the position and length of trenches and the depths of deposit encountered.

A metal-detector search was conducted of the trench bases, sides and of the upcast
spoil.

All elements of the site archive have been identified with the HER code CDD 093. An
OASIS record (for the Archaeological Data Service) has been undertaken and the
reference code Suffolka1-237601 has been used for this project.
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5.

Results

No features, deposits or finds of archaeological significance were found. All finds and
disturbances were of likely modern (20th century) date. The arrangement of trenches is
shown in Figure 2 and trench details are summarised in Table 1. Only three context
numbers were issued:


0001: unstratified finds (none collected)



0002: thin upper layer of humic loam / compost



0003: root-disturbed top of natural, removed in order to see clean natural
deposits

The site area had previously been a pine plantation and there had likely been several
episodes of tree felling and grubbing-out of stumps (although during the last tree-felling
the stumps had been ground away). Previous tree planting and grubbing-out had
resulted in significant amounts of soil disturbance. All trenches revealed buried tree
stumps and a high degree of root disturbance (Plates 2 and 3).

During trench excavation it was noted that a real, developed topsoil did not exist and
had probably been removed during previous clearances. Rather than a topsoil, the top
layer (context 0002) consisted of a thin smear of ‘compost’ rather than loam. Sharp
contact between this layer and 0003 below indicated that truncation had occurred (Plate
4). In most places layer 0002 was of between 100mm and 150mm thickness, although
in Trench 7 this was deeper and of 250mm thickness. Layer 0002 was not present in
Trenches 6 and 28 where excavation went straight down onto layer 0003. Layer 0003
was the root disturbed top of natural which had to be removed in order to see cleaner,
less disturbed natural in the base of the trench (although deeper stumps and roots
remained at this level). Between 150mm and 250mm of deposit 0003 was removed
depending on the level of tree disturbance.
Table 1 shows the orientation and length of trenches, the depths of deposit 0002 and
0003 for each trench and an average (mid-point) height above ordnance datum for the
trenches.

A metal detector search revealed a number of metallic items of likely modern date.
These included a large number of shotgun cartridge cases, two iron nails, a steel
lynchpin and a section of steel chain. All these objects are likely to be of twentieth
century or later date and have thus been discarded.
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Figure 2. Trench layout plan
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Trench
no.
1

Orientation
N-S

Length
(m)
30

Depth 0002
(mm)
150

Depth 0003
(mm)
200

Height mOD
(trench average)
50.6

2

E-W

30

200

200

51.3

3

N-S

30

100

150

51.6

4

N-S

30

150

200

50.6

5

E-W

30

200

100

50.9

6

N-S

30

-

300

50.9

7

E-W

30

250

-

51.5

8

N-S

30

100

200

51.4

9

E-W

30

150

150

51.2

10

N-S

30

150

150

51.1

11

N-S

25

100

200

50.6

12

E-W

30

100

150

50.6

13

N-S

30

100

200

50.5

14

E-W

30

150

250

50.9

15

N-S

30

100

200

51.1

16

E-W

30

100

150

50.9

17

NNW-SSE

22

150

150

50.6

18

E-W

30

100

150

50.2

19

N-S

30

100

150

50.2

20

E-W

30

150

150

50.2

21

N-S

30

200

100

50.4

22

NNE-SSW

30

100

200

50.8

23

E-W

30

150

100

50.4

24

E-W

30

150

150

50.2

25

N-S

30

100

150

50.1

26

NW-SE

21

200

150

50.0

27

E-W

30

150

150

50.1

28

NNE-SSW

30

-

250

50.0

Table 1. Summary of trench information
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6.

Conclusions

The site shows no signs of past activity prior to the 20th century. This seems slightly
unusual, given the site’s elevated situation above the Gipping Valley and that a number
of other important sites, such as CDD 050 and 070, are located along the same gravel
ridge (Fig. 1).

The absence of archaeological features might be caused in part by truncation due to
previous tree clearings. A long history of disturbance is likely given that this area has
been a plantation since at least the 1880s (Fig. 3). Even if there had been severe
truncation then deeper features (pits and ditches) might have been expected to survive.

What is even more unexpected is the absence of any unstratified, pre-modern finds
from deposits 0002, 0003 or from the tree-holes. It seems possible that earlier
clearances could have removed topsoil and any archaeological deposits (or that the
removal of these deposits previously had made this land only fit for conifer forest). Only
evidence for 20th century activity was observed (cartridge cases and parts of steel
machinery), while all traces of previous activity appear to have been obliterated.
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Plates 2 and 3. Trenches 11 and 17 respectively, both looking south (1m scales). Note
tree disturbance holes and roots.

Plate 4. Edge section Trench 8, showing thinness of deposit 0002 and the depth of
0003 that had to be removed to see clean natural. Looking east (1m and 0.5m scales)
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1.

Background

1.1

Suffolk Archaeology CIC (hereafter SACIC) have been commissioned to undertake a
programme of archaeological evaluation at Shrubland Quarry (Western Extension, Tree
Felling Areas 3 and 4), Coddenham, Suffolk (Figure 1).

1.2

The evaluation area forms part of an extension to the main quarry and is covered by
Planning Application MS/0561/13. This piece of work covers a c.3 hectares designated as
Tree Felling Areas 3 and 4 and lies immediately to the west of an area previously evaluated
by Suffolk County Council’s Archaeological Field Team (now SACIC) in 2014 (Meredith 2014).

1.3

The present stage of work is being requested by the Conservation Team of Suffolk County
Council’s Archaeological Service (hereafter SCCAS/CT). The Mineral Planning Authority
(hereafter MPA) has been advised that as a condition of the planning consent, a programme
of archaeological work should be agreed in accordance with the National Planning Policy
Framework (Para 141). The purpose of such work being the recording and advancement of
understanding of any heritage assets present at the location before they are destroyed in
the course of the development.

1.4

The archaeological investigation will be conducted in order to comply with a Brief covering
these specific planning conditions that was produced by Rachael Abraham of SCCAS/CT
(dated 11th January 2016) and a Written Scheme of Investigation (this document) prepared
by Stuart Boulter (SACIC), also in January 2016.

1.5

The site has not been subject to fieldwork, but has been included in a number of Desk‐
based Assessments. These surveys concluded that the site lies in an area of high
archaeological potential, although the trenched evaluation and metal detector survey of the
adjacent area to the east (Meredith 2014) only recorded one feature, a ditch, thought to be
post‐medieval in date and four post‐medieval/modern non‐ferrous metal detector finds.

1.6

The process of quarrying will cause the total destruction to any archaeology present in the
extraction area. The purpose of the trial trenching is therefore to assess the archaeological
potential of the development site prior to its commencement.

1.7

The requirements of evaluation as defined in the Brief include an HER search with a radius
of 500m from the site and the opening up of trial‐trenches.

1.8

Trial trenching to cover 5% by area of the site has been specified. This equates to a total of
830m length trench using a ditching bucket with a width of 1.8m. The linear trenches will
be arranged in a systematic grid pattern with a total of twenty eight 30m by 1.8m to be
opened (Figure 2).

1.9

The contents of the WSI comply with the SCCAS/CT Standard Requirements for a Trenched
Archaeological Evaluation (2012, Ver. 1.3), as well as the following national, regional and
county guidance:


National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) Department of Communities and Local Government
(DCLG) (March 2012);



Code of Conduct (Chartered Institute for Archaeologists 2014a);



Standard and Guidance for archaeological field evaluation (The Institute for Archaeologists,
revised 2001)



Management of Research Projects in the Historic Environment: The Morphe Project Managers'
Guide (Historic England, 2015);



Gurney, D 2003, Standards for Field Archaeology in the East of England East Anglian Archaeology
Occasional Paper No.14, 2003 Association of Local Government Archaeological Officers East of
England Region;



Archaeological Archives in Suffolk Guidelines for Preparation and Deposition (2014), SCCAS/CT

1.10 The research aims of this trial trench evaluation are as follows:


Identify the date, approximate form and purpose of any archaeological deposit, together
with its likely extent, localised depth and quality of preservation;



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



Establish the potential for the survival of environmental evidence;



Provide sufficient information to construct an archaeological conservation strategy,
dealing with preservation, the recording of archaeological deposits, working practices,
timetables and orders of cost.
In addition to these specific aims there is potential of the site to address relevant themes
outlined in the Regional Research Framework for the Eastern Counties (Brown &
Glazebrook, 2000; Medleycott, 2011).

Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright 2016

Figure 1. Site Location

Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright 2016

Figure 2. Proposed Evaluation Trenches

2

Fieldwork

2.1

All archaeological fieldwork will be carried out by full‐time professional employees of
SACIC. The project team will be led in the field by an experienced member of staff of
Project Officer grade/experience (Jezz Meredith). The excavation team will comprise a
Project Officer, and two experienced excavators (including provision for survey and an
experienced metal detectorist).

2.2

Evaluation of the development area in this instance will require the excavation of
twenty eight trenches, each measuring 30m by 1.8m to give a total length of c.830m.
This equates to the specified 5% sample of the c.3 hectare site. The proposed trench
location plan is shown in Figure 2.

2.3

No additional information has currently been provided about the presence or otherwise
of services on the site. Damage to hitherto unknown services will not be the
responsibility of the SACIC.

2.4

The trenches will be excavated by a machine equipped with a toothless ditching bucket
(minimum width 1.8m), under the constant supervision of an archaeologist. All
overburden (topsoil and subsoil) will be removed stratigraphically until either the first
archaeological horizon or natural deposits are encountered. Spoil will be stored
adjacent to each trench and topsoil, subsoil and any other overburden will be stored
separately in order to facilitate sequential backfilling.

2.5

Archaeological deposits and features will be sampled by hand excavation and the trench
bases and sections cleaned as necessary in order to satisfy the project aims and also
comply with the SCCAS/CT Requirements for Archaeological Evaluation, 2012. Where
types of deposit are encountered that are suitable for mechanical excavation, this will
only be undertaken following agreement with SCCAS/CT.

2.6

If a trench requires access by staff for hand excavation and recording, it will not exceed
a depth of 1.2m or any depth shallower than this where an on‐site risk assessment
indicates it is unsafe. If this depth is not sufficient to meet the archaeological
requirements of the Brief it will be brought to the attention of the client or their agent
and the Archaeological Advisor to the MPA (SCCAS/CT). Deeper excavation can be
undertaken provided suitable trench support is used or, where practicable, the trench
sides are stepped or battered. However such a variation will incur further costs to the
client and time must be allowed for this to be established and agreed.

2.7

All features will be investigated and recorded to provide an accurate evaluation of
archaeological potential whilst at the same time minimising disturbance to
archaeological structures, features and deposits. Usually this will entail the half‐
sectioning of discrete features and c.1m slots through linear features.

2.8

Particular attention will be paid to the understanding of the amount of truncation to
buried deposits, the presence or absence of a palaeosol or ‘B’ horizon, the preservation
of deposits within negative features, and general site formation processes.

2.9

A site plan showing all trench locations, feature positions and levels AOD will be
recorded using suitable surveying equipment, depending on the specific requirements
of the project. A minimum of one to two soil profile sections per trench will be
recorded at 1:20. Feature sections and plans will be recorded at 1:20 and trench and
feature plans at 1:20 or 1:50 as appropriate. All recording conventions used will be
compatible with the County HER.

2.10

The site will be recorded under a unique HER number acquired from the Suffolk HER
Office and archaeological contexts will be recorded a ‘unique continuous numbering
sequence’ on pro forma Context Recording sheets and entered into an associated
database

2.11

The HER number in this instance is CDD 093, and the event number ESF23376.

2.12

A digital photographic record will be made throughout the evaluation.

2.13

Metal detector searches will be made at all stages of the evaluation works covering both
the trench bases and upcast spoil.

2.14

All pre‐modern finds (with the exception of unstratified animal bone) will be kept and
no discard policy will be considered until all the finds have been processed and
assessed.

2.15

All finds will be brought back to the SACIC premises for processing, preliminary
assessment, conservation and packing. Most finds analysis work will be done in house,
but in some circumstances it may be necessary to send some categories of finds to
specialists working in other parts of the country.

2.16

Bulk environmental soil samples (40 litres each) will be taken from suitable features and
retained until an appropriate specialist has assessed their potential for palaeo‐
environmental remains. Decisions can then be made on the need for further analysis
following this assessment. For evaluation purposes, a suitable feature will be deemed
one that is sealed and stratigraphically secure, datable and exhibits potential for the
survival of palaeoenvironmental material; usually at least two of these criteria will need
to be met in order for it to merit the taking of a sample. If necessary advice will be
sought from Historic England’s (formerly English Heritage’s) Regional Advisor in
Archaeological Science on the need for specialist environmental sampling.

2.17

In the event of human remains being encountered on the site, guidelines from the
Ministry of Justice will be followed. The evaluation will attempt to establish the extent,
depth and date of burials whilst leaving remains in situ. During the evaluation any
exposed human remains will be securely covered and hidden from the public view at all
times when they are not attended by staff. At the conclusion of the work backfilling will
be carried out in a manner sensitive to the preservation of such remains.

2.18

If circumstances dictate that the lifting of human remains is unavoidable then a Ministry
of Justice Licence for their removal will be obtained prior to their removal from site.

3

Post‐excavation

3.1

The unique project HER number (CDD 093) will be clearly marked on all documentation
and material relating to the project.

3.2

The post‐excavation work will be managed by SACIC’s Post‐excavation and Finds
Manager, Richenda Goffin. Specialist finds staff whether in‐house personnel or external
specialists are experienced in local and regional types of material in their field.

3.3

Artefacts and ecofacts will be held by SACIC until analysis of the material is complete.

3.4

Site data will be entered on a computerised database compatible with the County HER.
Site plans and sections will be digitised and will form part of the site archive. Ordnance
Datum levels will be written on the section sheets. The photographic archive will be
fully catalogued.

3.5

Finds will be processed, marked and bagged/boxed to County HER requirements.
Where appropriate finds will be marked with a site code and a context number.

3.6

Bulk finds will be fully quantified on a computerised database compatible with the
County HER. Quantification will fully cover weights and numbers of finds by context
with a clear statement on the degree of apparent residuality observed.

3.7

Metal finds on site will be stored in accordance with ICON guidelines, initially recorded
assessed for significance before dispatch to a conservation laboratory within four weeks
of the end of the excavation. All pre‐modern silver, copper alloy and ferrous metal
artefacts will be x‐rayed and coins will be x‐rayed if necessary for identification.
Sensitive finds will be conserved if necessary and deposited in bags/boxes suitable for
long term storage to ICON standards. All coins will be identified to a standard
acceptable to normal numismatic research.

3.8

Pottery will be recorded and archived to a standard consistent with the Draft Guidelines
of the Medieval Pottery Research Group and Guidelines for the archiving of Roman
Pottery, SGRP (ed. M.G. Darling, 1994) and to The Study of Later Prehistoric Pottery:
General Policies and Guidelines for analysis and Publications, Occasional Papers No.1
and No. 2, 3rd Edition (Revised 2010, Prehistoric Ceramic Research Group).

3.9

Environmental samples will be processed and assessed to standards set by the Historic
England (formerly English Heritage) Regional Scientific Advisor with a clear statement of
potential for further analysis and significance.

3.10

Animal and human bone will be quantified and assessed to a standard acceptable to
national and regional Historic England specialists.

3.11

An industrial waste assessment will cover all relevant material (i.e. fired clay finds as
well as slag).

3.12

A report on the results of the evaluation will be produced within six weeks of the
completion of the fieldwork and will be commensurate with the level of results but will
contain sufficient information to stand as an archive report should no further work be
required on the site.

3.13

The report conclusions will include a clear statement of the archaeological value of the
results and their significance. The results will be related to the relevant known
archaeological information held in the Suffolk HER and an HER search will be
commissioned.

3.14

An opinion as to the necessity for further evaluation or subsequent mitigation will be
given, although the final decision lies with SCCAS/CT. No further site work will be
undertaken until the evaluation results have been assessed and the need for and scope
of the work established.

3.15

If there are positive results, the report will include a summary in the established format
for inclusion in the annual “Archaeology of Suffolk” section of the Proceedings of the
Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and History.

3.16

The Suffolk County HER is registered with the Online Access to Index of Archaeological
Investigations (OASIS) project. SACIC will complete a suitable project‐specific
OASIS form at http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/oasis. The completed form will be
reproduced as an appendix to the final report.

3.17

On completion, a draft of the report will be submitted to SCCAS/CT for approval and will
clearly be marked DRAFT.

3.18

On acknowledgement of approval of the report from SCCAS/CT hard and digital copies
will be sent to the Suffolk HER.

3.19

The project archive shall be compiled in accordance with the guidelines issued by
the SCCAS/CT (2010). The client is aware of the costs of archiving and provision will be
made to cover these costs in our agreement with them. The landowner will deposit the
full site archive with the County Archaeology Store and transfer the title to SCCAS/CT.

3.20

The law dictates that client can have no claim to the ownership of human remains. Any
such remains must be stored by SCCAS/CT, in accordance with the relevant site’s
Ministry of Justice licence.

3.21

I n the rare event that artefacts of significant monetary value are discovered separate
ownership arrangements may be negotiated, provided they are not subject to Treasure
Act legislation.

3.22

If an object qualifies as Treasure, under the Treasure Act 1996. The client will be
informed as soon as possible if this is the case and the find(s) will be reported to the
Suffolk Finds Liaison Officer (who then reports to the Coroner) within 14 days of the
objects discovery and identification. Treasure objects will immediately be removed to
secure storage, with appropriate on‐site security measures taken if required.

3.23

Any material eventually declared as Treasure by a Coroner’s Inquest will, if not acquired
by a museum, be returned to the client and/or landowner. Employees of SACIC, their
subcontractors or any volunteers under their control, will not be eligible for any share of
a treasure reward.

4

Additional considerations

4.1

Health and Safety

4.1.1 The project will be carried out in accordance with SACIC’s Health and Safety Policy,
except where this conflicts with Brett’s own Health and Safety requirements. The SACIC
Policy is presented in Appendix 1.
4.1.2 All SACIC staff are experienced in working on similar sites with similar conditions to
those that will be encountered on the present site and are aware of SACIC H&S policies.
All permanent SACIC staff are holders of CSCS cards.
4.1.3 A separate Risk Assessment and Method Statement (RAMS) document will be prepared
for the site and provided to the client. A Copy will be provided to SCCAS/CT.
4.1.4 All staff will be aware of the project’s risk assessment and will receive a safety induction
from the Project Officer.
4.1.5 It may be necessary for site visits to be made by external specialists or SCCAS/CT. All
such staff and visitors must abide by SACIC’s H&S requirements for each particular site,
and will be inducted as required and made aware of any high risk activities relevant to
the site concerned.
4.1.6 Site staff, official visitors and volunteers are all covered by SACIC’s insurance policies.
Policy details are shown in Appendix 2.

4.2

Environmental controls

4.2.1 SACIC is committed to following an EMS policy. All our preferred providers and
subcontractors have been issued with environmental guidelines. On site the Project
Officer will police environmental concerns. In the event of spillage or contamination
reporting procedures will be carried out in accordance with SACIC’s EMS policies.

4.3

Plant machinery

4.3.1 A 360° tracked mechanical excavators of minimum 14 tonnes and equipped with a full
range of buckets will be required for the trial trenching. The sub‐contracted plant
machinery will be accompanied by a fully qualified operator who will hold an up‐to‐date
Construction Plant Competence Scheme (CPCS) card (approved by the CITB).

4.4

Site security

4.4.1 Unless previously agreed with the client this Method Statement (and the associated
quotation) assumes that the site will be sufficiently secure for archaeological work to be
undertaken.
4.4.2 In this instance all security requirements including fencing, padlocks for gates etc. are
the responsibility of the client.

4.5

Access

4.5.3 The client will secure access to the site for SACIC personnel and any subcontracted
plant, and obtain all necessary permissions from any landowners and tenants. This
includes the siting of any accommodation units/facilities required for the work.
4.5.2 Any costs incurred to secure access, or incurred as a result of access being withheld (for
example by a tenant or landowner) will not be the responsibility of SACIC. Such costs or
delays incurred will be charged to the client in addition to the archaeological project
fees.

4.6

Site preparation

4.6.1 The client is responsible for clearing the site in a manner that enables the archaeological
works to go ahead as described. Unless previously agreed the costs of any subsequent
preparatory works (such as tree felling, scrub/undergrowth clearance, removal of
concrete or hardstanding not previously quoted for, demolition of buildings or sheds,
removal of excessive overburden, refuse or dumped material) will be charged to the
client in addition to the archaeological project fees.

4.7

Backfilling

4.7.1 If required, the trenches will be backfilled sequentially in reverse order of deposit
removal. Where present, topsoil will be returned as the uppermost layer. The
backfilled material will then be compacted by the machine tracking along the line of
trench.
4.7.2 No specialist reinstatement is offered, unless by specific prior agreement.

4.8

Monitoring

4.8.1 Arrangements for monitoring visits by the MPA and its representatives (SCCAS/CT) will
be made promptly in order to comply with the requirements of the brief.

5

Staffing

5.1

The following staff will comprise the Project Team:
1 x Project Manager (supervisory only, not based on site full‐time)
1 x Project Officers (full time)
2 x Site Assistants (as required)
1 x Site Surveyor (as required)
1 x Finds/Post‐excavation manager (part time, as required)
1 x Finds Specialist (part time, as required)
1 x Environmental Supervisor (as required)
1 x Finds Assistant or Supervisor (part time, as required)
1 x Senior Graphics Assistant (part time, as required)

5.2

Project Management will be undertaken by Stuart Boulter and the Project Officer in
overall charge on site will be Jezz Meredith. Site Assistants and other staff will be drawn
from SACIC’s qualified and experienced staff. SACIC will not employ volunteer, amateur
or student staff, whether paid or unpaid, to undertake any of the roles outlined in 5.1.

5.3

A wide range of external specialists can be employed for artefact assessment and
analysis work as circumstances require.
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