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Figure 1.  Location of site
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Figure 2.  Discussed HER entries (in green) around the development area
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Project name Land to the Rear of 32 and 34 Church Lane, Isleham 

Short description 
of the project

An archaeological evaluation by trial trenching was carried out by Suffolk 
Archaeology at land to the rear of 32 and 34 Church Lane, Isleham, 
Cambridgeshire. The evaluation assessed c.5% of a parcel of fallow agricultural 
land covering 0.7ha for archaeological evidence. The evaluation of the site 
showed that a topsoil was present to a maximum depth of 0.65m, a subsoil was 
present with a maximum depth of 0.45m and a layer was also present in Trench 
2 in the central area of the Trench to a depth of 0.15m. Either the subsoil 
deposits or layer were seen sealing the natural geology and archaeological 
features on site. A total of nineteen linear features were seen within the 
trenches along with three pits and one hollow. Linear features were seen in all 
the trenches with various alignments with some showing cut relationships. 
Dating evidence was recovered from most linear features spanning the Roman 
periods with two possible earlier prehistoric ditches. It is most likely that the 
ditches relate to field systems, with ditches cut for drainage. The earlier Roman 
field system which seems to be aligned north to south and east to west. This 
ditch system seems to go out of use, replaced by a possible later Roman field 
system aligned to Church Lane running north-east to south-west. 
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Context 
Number Trench Feature 

Number
Feature 
Type Category Description Length Width Depth Interpretation

0001 Topsoil Layer Dark grey brown silty clay with occasional chalk 
and flint inclusions

0.40 Topsoil over the entire site

0002 Subsoil Layer Mid brown grey compact silt with frequent chalk 
lumps

0.35 Subsoil seen at varying depths across 
the area

0003 Natural Layer Light white grey concrete chalk lumps Natural geology
0004 2 0064 deposit Layer Dark brown soft humic silty clay with occasional 

chalk fleck
2.95m 
7m 
seen  in 
section

1.6 0.15 Layer of humic soil probably from 
flooding in a natural hollow in trench 
2

0005 3 0005 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned NW-SE with moderate 
steep sides and a concave base

1.6 0.6 0.17 Cut of possible medieval ditch

0006 3 0005 Ditch Fill Mid grey brown compact silty chalk with 
frequent chalk flecks, clear clarity. Single fill

1.6 0.6 0.17 Single fill of ditch

0007 3 0007 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned nw-se with moderate steep 
sides and a concave base. Cuts ditch 
0009=0011=0017

1.6 0.9 0.23 cut of ditch, possibly medieval

0008 3 0007 Ditch Fill Mid grey brown compact silty chalk with 
frequent chalk flecks, clear clarity. Single fill

1.6 0.9 0.23 single fill of ditch

0009 3 0009 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned ne-sw with steep sides and 
a concave base

1m ex 1.08 0.22 Cut of ditch running along the trench

0010 3 0009 Ditch Fill Light brown grey compact silty chalk. Good 
clarity. Single fill

1m ex 1.08 0.22 single fill of ditch

0011 3 0011 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned ne-sw with steep sides and 
a concave base

1 0.42 0.18 Same as 0009

0012 3 0011 Ditch Fill Light brown grey compact silty chalk. Good 
clarity. Single fill

1 0.42 0.18 single fill of ditch

0013 3 0013 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned nw-se with moderate steep 
sides and a concave base

1.06 0.34 0.23 Ditch, medieval in date



Context 
Number Trench Feature 

Number
Feature 
Type Category Description Length Width Depth Interpretation

0014 3 0013 Ditch Fill Mid grey brown compact silty chalk with 
frequent chalk flecks, clear clarity. Single fill

1.06 0.34 0.23 single fill of ditch

0015 1 0015 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned nw-se with an open U 
shape profile, concave sides and a concave base

1.6 1.24 0.61 medieval ditch with 2 fills

0016 1 0015 Ditch Fill Mid brown grey moderately compact clayey silt 
with occasional chalk fleck. Clear clarity, top fill of 
2

1.6 1.24 0.51 top fill of ditch

0017 3 0017 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned ne-sw with steep sides and 
a concave base

1 1 0.3 same as 0011 and 0009

0018 3 0017 Ditch Fill Light brown grey compact silty chalk. Good 
clarity. Single fill

1 1 0.3 same as 0012

0019 3 0019 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned sw-ne, shallow sides and a 
concave base. Cut by ditch 0017

6.5 0.5 0.07 small ditch cut by ditch 0017, 
terminates within the trench

0020 3 0019 Ditch Fill Dark grey brown compact silty clay with 
occasional small stone inclusion. Clear clarity, 
single fill

6.5 0.5 0.07 single fill of ditch

0021 1 0015 Ditch Fill Light grey moderately compact chalky silt with 
moderate chalk lump inclusions. Clear clarity, 
basal fill

1m ex 0.7 0.32 basal fill in med ditch

0022 1 0022 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned e-w with an irregular bowl 
profile, concave base and sides.

3.25 1.14 0.3 Medieval ditch terminus

0023 1 0022 Ditch Fill Light brown grey chalky silt with a firm 
compaction. Moderate chalk lump inclusions, 
single fill, clear clarity

3.25 1.14 0.3 fill of ditch terminus

0024 1 0024 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned nw-se with a bowl shape 
profile concave sides and concave base

0.6 0.33 0.13 small ditch terminus

0025 1 0024 Ditch Fill Dark grey brown soft clayey silt with occasional 
chalk fleck. Clear clarity, single fill

0.6 0.33 0.13 single fill of ditch terminus

0026 1 0026 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned ne-sw with a shallow dish 
profile concave sides and concave base. Cut by 
ditch 0028 in section and 0022 in plan

1.7 0.5 0.07 Possible edge of ditch, unclear in plan



Context 
Number Trench Feature 

Number
Feature 
Type Category Description Length Width Depth Interpretation

0027 1 0026 Ditch Fill Light grey moderately compact silt with 
occasional chalk flecks. Clear clarity, single fill

1.7 0.5 0.07 single fill of possible ditch

0028 1 0028 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned nw-se with a bowl shape 
profile concave sides and a concave base. Cuts 
possible ditch 0026

1m ex 1.2 0.42 cut of ditch, cutting ditch 0026

0029 1 0028 Ditch Fill Mid brown grey soft clayey silt with frequent 
chalk lumps. Single fill, clear clarity

1m ex 1.2 0.42 single fill of ditch

0030 1 0030 Pit Cut Half circular in plan with a shallow dish shape 
profile, shallow concave sides and an irregular 
base.

0.85 0.5 0.07 shallow pit or tree throw

0031 1 0030 Pit Fill Light grey moderately compact silt with 
occasional chalk lump. Clear clarity, single fill

0.85 0.5 0.07 single fill of pit or tree throw

0032 1 0032 Gully Cut Linear in plan aligned e-w with a bowl shape 
profile, concave sides and a concave base.

4.25 0.31 0.12 Cut by curvi linear 0036 in section 12. 
Possible pre-historic gully. Very 
shallow in places, less than 0.05m 
depth

0033 1 0032 Gully Fill Mid brown grey soft clayey silt with moderate 
chalk lumps.

4.25 0.31 0.12 single fill of gully

0034 1 0034 Gully Cut Linear in plan aligned e-w with a bowl shape 
profile, concave sides and a concave base.

4.25 0.31 0.08 Same as 0032

0035 1 0034 Gully Fill Mid brown grey soft clayey silt with moderate 
chalk lumps.

4.25 0.31 0.08 gully fill, same as 0033

0036 1 0036 curvi-
linear

Cut Curvi-linear in plan aligned e-w curving to nw-se 
with an irregular profile irregular sides and base. 
Cuts gully 0034 and is cut by ditch 0040 in section 
13

3.4 0.85 0.14 Irregular curvi-linear. Most likely the 
corner of a ditched enclosure

0037 1 0036 curvi-
linear

Fill Mid brown grey moderately compact clayey silt 
with occasional chalk lumps. Clear clarity, single 
fill

3.4 0.85 0.14 single fill of ditch corner

0038 1 0038 curvi-
linear

Cut Curvi-linear in plan aligned e-w curving to nw-se 
with an irregular profile irregular sides and base. 

1m ex 0.33 0.09 same as 0036



Context 
Number Trench Feature 

Number
Feature 
Type Category Description Length Width Depth Interpretation

Cut by ditch 0040 and cuts gully 0038 in section 
12

0039 1 0038 curvi-
linear

Fill Mid brown grey moderately compact clayey silt 
with occasional chalk lumps. Clear clarity, single 
fill

1m ex 0.33 0.09 same as 0037

0040 1 0040 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned e-w with a bowl shape 
profile, concave sides and a flat base. Cuts curvi-
linear 0038

1m ex 0.82 0.21 med ditch

0041 1 0040 Ditch Fill Mid grey moderately compact clayey silt with 
occasional chalk lump. Clear clarity, single fill

1m ex 0.82 0.21 fill of ditch

0042 1 0042 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned e-w with a bowl shape 
profile, concave sides and a flat base. Cuts curvi-
linear 0038

0.5m ex 0.06 same as 0040, cut by ditch 0044

0043 1 0042 Ditch Fill Mid grey moderately compact clayey silt with 
occasional chalk lump. Clear clarity, single fill

0.5m ex 0.06 same as 0041

0044 1 0044 Ditch Cut linear in plan aligned nw-se with a bowl shape 
profile, concave sides and a concave base

1m ex 0.8 0.25 med ditch

0045 1 0044 Ditch Fill Mid grey brown soft clayey silt with occasional 
chalk lumps.

1m ex 0.8 0.25 single fill of ditch

0046 2 0046 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned ne-sw with a bowl shaped 
profile, concave sides and a concave base.

1m ex 0.44 0.16 small med ditch

0047 2 0046 Ditch Fill Mid grey soft clayey silt with occasional chalk 
lumps. Clear clarity, single fill

1m ex 0.44 0.16 single fill of small ditch

0048 2 0048 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned n-s with a bowl shape 
profile, concave sides and a concave base.

1m ex 0.56 0.08 Relationship with ditches 0050 and 
0066 was unclear

0049 2 0048 Ditch Fill Mid brown grey moderately compact clayey silt 
with occasional chalk fleck. Single fill, clear clarity

1m ex 0.56 0.08 single fill of ditch

0050 2 0050 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned n-s with a bowl shape 
profile, concave sides and a concave base.

1m ex 0.55 0.09 Relationship with ditches 0048 and 
0066 was unclear

0051 2 0050 Ditch Fill Mid brown grey moderately compact clayey silt 
with occasional chalk fleck. Single fill, clear clarity

1m ex 0.55 0.09 single fill of ditch



Context 
Number Trench Feature 

Number
Feature 
Type Category Description Length Width Depth Interpretation

0052 2 0052 Pit Cut Circular in plan with a bowl shaped profile, 
concave sides and a concave base. Cuts hollow 
0064 and layer 0004

0.56 0.56 0.14 possible bit or rooting on edge of 
hollow 0064

0053 2 0052 Pit Fill Dark brown soft silt with moderate chalk lumps. 
Clear clarity, single fill

0.56 0.56 0.14 fill of pit or rooting

0054 2 0054 Ditch Cut linear in plan aligned n-s with a shallow dish 
shaped profile, concave sides and a flat base

0.8 0.45 0.06 possible ditch terminus, unclear 
relationship with ditch 0048

0055 2 0054 Ditch Fill Mid brown grey moderately compact clayey silt 
with occasional chalk fleck. Single fill, clear clarity

0.8 0.45 0.06 single fill

0056 2 Not used
0057 2 Not used
0058 2 0058 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned ne-sw with moderately 

steep sides and a concave base
1.6 0.9 0.28 ditch containing fill 0059 with layer 

0004 present as a top fill
0059 2 0058 Ditch Fill Mid grey brow  compact chalky silt. Good 

clarity, basal fill of two
1.6 0.9 0.18 basal fill of ditch

0060 2 0060 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned ne-sw with moderately 
steep sides and a concave base.

1.6 2.65 0.3 ditch containing one humic fill

0061 2 0060 Ditch Fill Dark orange brown humic silt with occasional 
chalk lump and small stone inclusion. Good 
clarity, single fill

1.6 2.65 0.3 single organic fill of ditch

0062 2 0062 Pit Cut oval in plan with a shallow bowl shaped profile, 
steep sides and a concave base

0.6 0.6 0.08 cut of pit

0063 2 0062 Pit Fill Mid grey brown compact chalky silt. Good clarity, 
single fill

0.6 0.6 0.08 single fill of pit

0064 2 0064 hollow Cut irregular in plan and profile with irregular shallow 
sides and an irregular base

2.95 1.6 0.13 natural hollow in the geology which 
was filled with re-deposited natural 
and overlain by layer 0004

0065 2 0064 hollow Fill Mid brown grey compact silty chalk. Basal fill of 
2, overlain by layer 0004

2.95 1.6 0.11 re-deposited natural fill

0066 2 0066 Ditch Cut Linear in plan aligned e-w with a shallow dish 
profile, concave sides and a flat base. Unclear 

1m 
seen

0.85 0.07 ditch joining n-s ditch 0050



Context 
Number Trench Feature 

Number
Feature 
Type Category Description Length Width Depth Interpretation

relationship with ditch 0050, probably 
contemporary

0067 2 0066 Ditch Fill Mid brown grey moderately compact clayey silt 
with occasional chalk fleck. Single fill, clear clarity

1m 
seen

0.85 0.07 fill of ditch
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BRIEF FOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVALUATION 
Cambridgeshire Historic Environment Team

Site: Land to the rear of 32 and 34 Church Lane, Isleham 

Planning Application: 15/00600/FUL 

Company: K and J Carpenter and Son Ltd 

Location: NGR TL 6435 7467 

This design brief is only valid for six months after the date of issue.  After this period the 
Cambridgeshire Historic Environment Team (CHET) should be contacted.  Any specifications 
resulting from this brief will only be considered for the same period.  Please note that this document 
is written for archaeological project managers to facilitate the production of an archaeological 
specification of work; the term project manager is used to denote the archaeological project 
manager only. 

The project manager is strongly advised to visit the site before completing their specification, as there 
may be implications for accurately costing the project.  Historic environment data from the 
Cambridgeshire Historic Environment Record (CHER) is attached to this brief, but further contact 
with the CHER for specific information is recommended.  Any response to this brief should follow CIfA 
Standard and Guidance for Archaeological Field Evaluations, 2014. 

NO FIELDWORK MAY COMMENCE UNTIL WRITTEN APPROVAL OF A SPECIFICATION HAS 
BEEN ISSUED BY THE HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT TEAM 

1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

1.1 This development is located in the historic village of Isleham on Zag Chalk formation geology 
at roughly 5m AOD. 

1.2 Our records indicate that the site lies in an area of high archaeological potential, situated 200m 
to the east of designated 11th century Isleham Priory (Historic Environment Record reference 
DCB221) and church of Saint Margaret of Antioch (MCB15280). While to the south is 14th

century Saint Andrews church (MCB9178). It is thought that Saint Andrews church has earlier 
Anglo-Saxon origins and replaces a Norman church with some of the stones incorporated into 
the present building.  

1.3 The results of a CHER search are attached in map and pdf report format. Due to the large 
amount of data included in the area, we would advise you that we can also supply this 
information in a GIS format (MapInfo TAB. or ESRI ArcGIS shapefile SHP.) at no further 
cost. If you would like to receive this data, please complete and return the attached GIS 
licence form (stating the responsible officer and which GIS format you require) to the CHER 
either by email or post; email and address details are included on the form. 
Reproduction of spatial data by any other means is not recommended.

2.0 DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL REQUIREMENTS

2.1 The development is for the erection of 4 detached dwellings with ancillary carports and 
associated access. 

2.2 Due to the high archaeological potential of the site, a condition has been placed on planning 
consent requiring a scheme of archaeological work to be undertaken at the site.  The first 
phase of this work will be an archaeological evaluation to assess the nature and potential of 
the site.  This brief deals solely with the evaluation phase. 
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2.3 The evaluation should include a suitable level of documentary research, including further 
consultation with information held in the CHER as necessary, to set the results in their 
geographical, topographical, archaeological and historical context. 

2.4 The required scheme shall include a field evaluation of the application area.   

Non-intrusive methods 

2.5 Aerial photographic assessment is not required for this site. 

2.6 Geophysical survey is not required for this site. 

Intrusive methods 

2.7 The evaluation should include a programme of linear trial trenching, or test-pitting to 
adequately sample the development area. Archaeological features within the trenches/test pits 
will be sufficiently excavated to conform to section 3.0 below. 

2.8 The artefact contents of the ploughsoil and any lower soil horizons should be examined as part 
of the evaluation and the field data quantified and spatially illustrated within the report. If the 
field conditions are not conducive for fieldwalking, a bucket sampling or test pit programme 
should be conducted, whereby 90 litres of spoil is hand sorted for each soil horizon 
encountered.  Bucket sampling points should occur at each end of trenches that are less that 
50m in length, or at trench ends and mid-point of 50m and longer trenches. Unstratified 
artefacts should be sought and recovered from trench spoil heaps. 

2.9 The use of metal detectors on site to aid the recovery of artefacts is required.  The detector 
should not be set to discriminate against iron. 

2.10 All features must be investigated and recorded unless otherwise agreed with CHET. 
Investigation slots through all linear features must be at least 1m in width.  Discrete features 
must be half-sectioned or excavated in quadrants where they are large or found to be deep.   
The use of a hand held auger, or a power auger where appropriate, is recommended to gain 
information from very deep deposits. 

3.0 OBJECTIVES

Character and Significance 

3.1 The evaluation should aim to determine, the location, extent, date, character, condition, 
significance and quality of any surviving archaeological remains liable to be threatened by the 
proposed development.  An adequate representative sample of all areas where archaeological 
remains are potentially threatened should be studied.  

3.2 The evaluation results will be used to: 
a) determine the significance of the archaeological resource,  
b) define the nature and extent of any mitigation works that may be required.

3.3 The mitigation of construction impacts to archaeological remains identified during this 
evaluation will be outlined in a further design brief for archaeological investigation. 

Environment, Economy and Industry 

3.4 Particular study of the following should occur: 
i. presence/absence of palaeosols and old land surface soils/deposits,  

ii. the character of deposits and their contents within negative features 
iii. site formation processes generally.  
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3.5 Buried soils and associated deposits should be inspected on site by a suitably qualified 
geoarchaeologist whose advice should be sought as to whether soil micromorphology or other 
analytical techniques will enhance understanding of depositional processes and 
transformations at the site.  If so, suitable samples should be taken from relevant deposits or 
features for assessment and inclusion in the report. 

3.6 The assessment of the potential to inform on the general environmental and dietary evidence 
of the inhabitants of the site through examination of suitable deposits must also be arranged 
with a suitably qualified specialist.  Attention should be paid to:  

i. the retrieval of charred plant macro & microfossils, faunal remains and land molluscs 
from former dry-land palaeosols and cut features,  

ii. the retrieval of plant macro & microfossils, insect, faunal remains, molluscs, pollen 
and other biological remains from waterlogged deposits located; 

iii. provision for the absolute dating of critical contacts should be made: eg the basal 
contacts of peats over former dryland surfaces; distinct landuse or landmark change 
in urban contexts. 

3.7 The evaluation should also carefully consider the retrieval, characterisation and dating 
(including absolute dating where necessary) of artefact or economic evidence to assist in the 
characterisation of the site’s evidence and in the development of future mitigation strategies.  

3.8 The assessment of environmental & economic potential should follow advice in these and 
other guidance documents:  

- Historic England, 2011, Environmental Archaeology: A Guide to the Theory and Practice of Methods, 
from Sampling and Recovery to Post-excavation (second edition).
- Association for Environmental Archaeology, 1995, Environmental archaeology and archaeological 
evaluations. Recommendations concerning the environmental archaeology component of archaeological 
evaluations in England.  Working Papers of the Association for Environmental Archaeology 2, 8 ff.  
York: Association for Environmental Archaeology;  
- Dobney, K., Hall, A., Kenward, H. and Milles, A., 1992, A working classification of sample types for 
environmental archaeology.  Circaea 9.1 (1992 for 1991), pg. 24-26; 
- Murphy, P.L. and Wiltshire, P.E.J., 1994, A guide to sampling archaeological deposits for 
environmental analysis.

3.9 The Project Manager & field team are also advised to consult the following guidance 
documents in order to provide an adequate strategy for the excavation, field treatment and 
conservation of any delicate organic materials:

Historic England, 2012, Waterlogged Organic Artefacts: Guidelines on Their Recovery, Analysis and 
Conservation;
Historic England, 2008, Investigative Conservation: Guidance on How the Detailed Examination of 
Artefacts from Archaeological Sites Can Shed Light on Their Manufacture and Use;
Historic England, 2010, Waterlogged Wood: Guidelines on the Recovery, Sampling, Conservation and 
Curation of Waterlogged Wood.

   
Reference to other specialist investigation and assessment methodologies should also occur. 

3.10 The project manager must ensure that the results of palaeoenvironmental investigation, 
industrial residue assessments/analyses & scientific analyses are included in a full evaluation 
report and sent to the Historic England Science Advisor. 
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4.0 Requirements

4.1 The evaluation must be undertaken by an archaeological team of recognised competence, fully 
experienced in work of this character and formally acknowledged by the CHET officers, 
advisors to the Local Planning Authority (LPA).  Inclusion in the Chartered Institute for 
Archaeologists’ Register of Archaeological Organisations is recommended.  Details, including 
the name, qualifications and experience, of the site director and all other key project personnel 
(including specialist staff) will be communicated to CHET within a specification of works, or 
Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI), which must be prepared by the archaeological 
contractor undertaking the programme.  The specification must conform to the guidance in 
Historic England's MoRPHE publication (Management of Research Projects in the Historic 
Environment.  The MoRPHE Project Manager’s Guide.  EH 2006). This specification must: 

i. be supported by a research design which sets out the site specific objectives of the 
archaeological works. 

ii. detail the proposed works as precisely as is reasonably possible, indicating clearly on 
plan their location and extent. 

iii. provide a timetable for the proposed works including a “safety” margin in the event 
of bad weather or any other unforeseen circumstances that may effect this 
timetabling. 

4.2 All aspects of the evaluation shall be conducted in accordance with 
Chartered Institute for Archaeologists' Code of Conduct  
Standard and Guidance for Archaeological Field Evaluations (CIfA 2014),  
Standards for Field Archaeology in the East of England (EAA Occasional Paper 14).   
Research and Archaeology Revisited: a revised framework for the East of England
(EAA Occ. Paper No 24, 2011), to define research objectives. 

4.3 Care must be taken in dealing with human remains and the appropriate guidance issued by 
the Ministry of Justice should be followed. Environmental health regulations must also be 
followed.  The CHET and the local Coroner must be informed immediately upon discovery 
of human remains.  If found during an evaluation, the human remains can be left in situ,
covered and protected when discovered, depending on the site circumstances and depths of 
cover soils.  Any further investigation, where permitted, should establish the date, condition 
and character of the burial.  If removal is essential an exhumation licence should be requested 
from the MoJ. 

4.4 Project Managers are reminded of the need to comply with the requirements of the Treasure 
Act 1996 (with subsequent amendments). Advice and guidance on compliance with Treasure 
Act issues can be obtained from the Finds Liaison Office of the Portable Antiquities Scheme 
at the Cambridgeshire Historic Environment Team office.   Any finds that could be considered 
treasure under the terms of the Act made during the process of fieldwork should be 
immediately reported to the Finds Liaison Officer, so that it is properly reported to the 
appropriate Coroner within 14 days of discovery in line with the Treasure Act1.

4.5 Care must be taken in the siting of offices and other support structures in order to minimise 
impact on the environment.  Extreme care must also be taken in the structure and maintenance 
of spoil heaps for the same reasons and to facilitate a high quality reinstatement.  This is 
particularly important in relation to pastureland. 

4.6 The archaeological project manager must satisfy themselves that all constraints to 
groundworks have been identified, including the siting of live services, Tree Preservation 
Orders and public footpaths. The CHET officers bear no responsibility for the inclusion or 
exclusion of such information within this brief. 

                                            
1 Please see http://finds.org.uk/treasure for further information. 
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4.7 Before commencing work the project manager must carry out a risk assessment and liaise with 
the site owner, client and CHET in ensuring that all potential risks are minimised.  A copy of 
this must be given to CHET before the commencement of works.

5.0 Reports  

5.1 The evaluation report should include a comprehensive assessment of the regional context and 
present well described, illustrated (including site and artefact/deposit photos) and tabulated 
archaeological evidence.  It should highlight any relevant research objectives published in 
themed national and regional research frameworks.   

5.2 The evaluation report should refer to the CHER evidence submitted with the brief. 

5.3 The evaluation should provide a predictive model of surviving archaeological remains 
detailing zones of relative importance against known development proposals.  Constraints to 
the evaluation should be clearly shown and explained.  An impact assessment should also be 
provided. 

5.4 If any areas of analysis from Section 3 (above) are not considered appropriate for inclusion the 
report will detail justification for their exclusion. 

5.5 One hard or digital copy of the report, clearly marked DRAFT, should be prepared and 
presented to CHET within four weeks of the completion of site works unless there are 
reasonable grounds for more time.  This report should conform to the format contained within 
the document HET Eval rev 06 dealing with the production of archaeological evaluation 
reports.  Copies can be obtained from the address below.  CIfA Standard and Guidance for 
Archaeological Field Evaluation (2014) Annex 2. 

5.6 CHET supports the national project: Online Access to the Index of Archaeological 
Investigations (OASIS III) project and requires archaeological contractors working in 
Cambridgeshire to support this initiative.  In order that a record is made of all archaeological 
events within the county occurring through the planning system, the archaeological contractor 
is required to input details of this project online at the OASIS website2:  The OASIS reference 
ID and completed Data Collection Form should be clearly presented in the relevant report.  
Any report that does not contain this information will not be approved.

5.7 Following acceptance, one hard copy of the approved evaluation report should be submitted 
to the CHER.  The approved report in digital form should also be uploaded to the OASIS 
database within two weeks of approval.     
Note: Project Managers must ensure that sub-contracted specialist reports are uploaded at this 
time (e.g. geophysics and AP reports, geoarchaeological assessment reports). 

6.0 Archive

6.1 The site archive specification should conform to the guidelines in MoRPHE (EH 2006), eg 
section 2.5.3 and be deposited within the County’s archaeological archive storage facility (see 
6.3) on completion of site analysis and any ensuing publication. 

6.2 To assist with the creation and curation of the project’s archive, the Project Manager must 
contact the CHER office to obtain an Event number (ECB) at the outset of the project. 
CHER use this number as a unique identifier linking all physical and digital components of 
the archive.  The unique event number must be clearly indicated on any specification 
received for this project.  It should be shown on all paperwork created on site (context 
forms and plans etc), on relevant ensuing reports and on the OASIS data collection 
form. 

6.3 Arrangements for the long term storage and deposition of all artefacts must be agreed with the 
landowner and CHER before or during the reporting stage. Transfer of title and the transfer of 
the ownership of the archive to the County Archive Facility or another local registered 

                                            
2 http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/oasis
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depository need to be arranged at this time, and the arrangements indicated in the evaluation 
report.  The Project Manager should consult Deposition of archaeological archives in 
Cambridgeshire regarding the requirements for the deposition of the archive into the County 
Archive Facility at this web link: 
http://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/info/20011/archives_archaeology_and_museums/318/arch
aeology/2 . 

6.4 The current archive deposition cost is £75 per box (or minimum £50 per archive). This 
combined charge covers accessioning and uplift (£15) together with a fee to provide for the 
long term storage (£60). Further details of charges for the use of the County Archive Facility 
can be found in Section 5 of the guidelines. 

7.0 Monitoring & Communicating Changes

7.1 CHET officers are responsible for monitoring all archaeological work within Cambridgeshire 
and will need to inspect site works at an appropriate time during the fieldwork, and review the 
progress of excavation reports and/or archive preparation.    

7.2 Trenches should not be backfilled without the approval of CHET.  Further trenching or 
deposit testing may be a requirement of the site monitoring visit if unclear archaeological 
remains or geomorphological features present difficulties of interpretation, or to assist with the 
formulation of a mitigation strategy.  Appropriate provision should be made for this 
eventuality. The project manager must inform CHET in writing at least one week in advance 
of the proposed start date for the project. 

7.3 Any changes to the specifications that the project manager may wish to make after approval 
by this office should be communicated directly to CHET for approval. 

7.4 CHET should be kept regularly informed about developments both during the site works and 
subsequent post-excavation work. 

7.5 The involvement of CHET should be acknowledged in any report or publication generated by 
this project. 

As part of our desire to provide a quality service to all our clients we would welcome any comments you 
may have on the content or presentation of this design brief.  Please address them to the author at the 
address below. 

Gemma Stewart Historic Environment Team 
Growth & Economy 
Cambridgeshire County Council 
SH1011 Shire Hall 
Cambridge, CB3 0AP 
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