ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING REPORT

A 2\
0“ 0‘
W '00 () .00
00 0(4\ 00 G(\l\
C G
0 '\0 . 0 ’\0
60\*20\& 28 Friary Meadow, Bury St. Ed G o
Ca
e‘;@v@ BSE 261 s‘;@v
A REPORT ON THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING, 2005
(Planning app. no. SE/05/1075/P)
G\
‘\0
000 (J\c'e
(45°
AN
00 6\0
730
R
v W
P“
A \Y
o 9
o o’
o QC' John Duffy o L ef
N\ z\g Field Team 000' A
0 Q@ Suffolk C.C. Archaeological Service 0 g
% 0% 7309
*0\ e‘o\ 60\ eo\
eV : o\\@ © November 2006 eV ‘0\\9

Lucy Robinson, County Director of Environment and Transport
Endeavour House, Russel Road, Ipswich, IP1 2BX

SCCAS Report No. 2006/174






Contents

List of Figures
List of Tables o '\\ d\\
List of Contributors 34\, .@ W . cQ
Acknowledgem@go (\l\o Go (\l\o
Summary g \50 \)"‘
SMR infoudtti 0

9\80 00 \C

oNaycfon
sﬁgﬁ'ﬁ%ﬁgy 5\‘3:: G\\’&e’

sults
Finds evidence
Conclusion

References

Appendix 1: Brief and specification
Appendix 2: Context list

List of Figures
| o
1. Location plan \3‘\’03
2. Site plan (W 0(\1\
3. Sections \)‘\d \5
4. Plan of Babwell Friary church 00 ‘\03
g0 0°
List of Tables 50‘ x°

1. Finds by context



List of Contributors

All Suffolk C.C. Archae\ologlcal Service unless otherwise stated. A
9
John Duffy 00\) (?Ggistant Project Officer 000%\00
Richenda GOfQ‘l 50 inds Manager ﬁ &%
00 2 o\) PA
o g ¢ g
60\* o\o “0\* 30\
5 oV @
wledgements peC

This project was funded by Mr E. Keymer and the archaeological work specified and monitored
by Robert Carr (Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service, Conservation Team).

The fieldwork was carried out by Andrew Tester and John Dufty from Suffolk County Council
Archaeological Service, Field Team.

The project was managed by Andrew Tester, who also provided advice during the production of
the report.

Finds processing was carried out by Richenda Goffin and @mma Adams and the specialist finds
report produced by Richenda Goffin. Post excavation Mw@pe was provided by Gemma

Adams. dose
AN
GO 6\0
Summary oV y°

An archaeological monitoring was undertaken during the excavation of footings for a garage on
the southern side of 28 Friary Meadow. The development was located within the precinct of the
medieval Babwell Friary and was approximately 17m north of the excavated site of the friary
church. Two parallel walls were exposed forming a corridor with a tiled floor which may have
been part of a cloister to the north of the church. A third wall was also identified and was part of
a structure to the west. A heavily disturbed external cobbled surface was also identified to the
north and west of the walls. All structural remains were left preserved in situ by the developer.
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Introduction

the southern side o0 28 Friary Meadow, Bury St. Edmunds and was funded by the own r
E. Keymer. T]&é’c&c logical work was monitored by and followed the brief and spe, 1@\!2(1&&&1

preparedw. % (Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service, Conservatioaﬂea@
(Appendi¥l o} o
)
N \0Y. . . . W00
"%B mgiitoring made provision for the recording of any surviving arcl@@ﬂg&@ deposits and
Q%Pcp?eservation in situ of structural remains. A flexible approach to th e(@}opment was

ﬁk‘aintained to allow for both the preservation of the archacological remaifts and adequate
footings to be excavated for the garage.

An archaeological rqsnitoring was undertaken during the excavation of footings for a garage‘g{l

The development area was located to the north, and within the precinct, of the known site of the
medieval Babwell Friary (BSE 014), a Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM 25400). The
Franciscan Friary was founded in AD1263 and dissolved in AD1538. Excavations and
geophysical survey in 1989 ahead of the second extension to The Priory Hotel revealed remains
of the Friary church and associated burials, approximately 17m to the south (BSE 014 -
unpublished archive report) (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Site location



Methodology

The footing trenches were g\!avated using a small 360 degree machine excavator fitted with a 0.5m wide toothl \\
ditching bucket. All of 1ne excavation was under the constant supervision of an experienced archaeo \00
All overburden an d Q\“hsturbance layers were removed by machine and in situ remains were cleane

All identified a@& cal deposits were given a unique four digit number starting at 0001 for unstr; d\

Sections w f the archacological deposits at a scale of 1:20 and a site plan was drawn at6

photogr, aken of all archaeological deposits.

Q?‘ ‘(5@ 0\‘& 0\0

I?Q& aq&%lve is kept at the County Council Archaeological Store, Shire Hall, Bury Stg&n under the code
B g

PS
Results

The archaeological monitoring of the footing trenches identified two parallel walls (0003 and
0004) and the heavily disturbed remains of a third wall at right angles to the other two (0005).
The remains of two surfaces, one tiled and one cobbled, were also identified. Modern
disturbance was identified on the western side of the footing trenches with a modern drain and
inspection pit. To the east of wall 0004 there was extensive disturbance across the eastern half of
the site and no archaeological deposits were identified within the excavated footing trenches.
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Figure 2. Site plan
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Two walls were identified running parallel to each in a north-west to south-east direction
(Figures 2 and 3). The westernmost wall, 0003, was constructed using flint and mortar with
mortar rendering OIb%Oth faces. The wall was visible at the northern and southern limits of @
footing trenche%w? \@asured 0.8m wide and survived to a depth of 0.46m. Located 2 \t%
east was a ri all, 0004, which measured 0.4m wide and survived to a depth é@g It
was con n an identical way to wall 0003 with a flint and mortar core w%@or&

rend #%oth faces. g
wi ti’@ 0\* 0°

&@en the two walls an orangey brown silty clay layer, 0007, was 1d§j\r\1fé¥@formmg a flat
ace over a natural orange sand and flint (Figure 3). Over layer 0007 Wére the surviving

remains of a light brown sand layer, 0006, against wall 0004. This sand layer was the bedding
for a tile floor, some of which survived in situ, with layer 0007 forming the level base below.

The walls and floor layers were sealed by a layer of flint and mortar rubble, 0002, identified in
the southern area of the site (Figure 3). This appeared to be the demolition layer for the walls.
Floortiles were also present in this demolition layer suggesting that the tiled floor was lifted prior
to the demolition of the walls rather than left in sifu. The floortiles were likely to have been
removed for reuse though some were lost or discarded during the demolition of the walls. A
similar layer, 0010, was identified in the northern area of the site adjacent to wall 0003. This
layer was associated with two other probable demohtlon.*ayers 0009, a mid orange sand, and

0008, a mid brown silty sand with fragments of ﬂoo yer 0008 was directly over a roughly
laid flint and mortar layer, 0011, which although lgg@v 1sturbed were the remains of a cobbled
surface to the west of wall 0003. Although de g?' ayer 0002 survived to the west of wall
0003 no surfaces were identified in the so sectlon suggesting the cobbled surface did
not continue south of wall 0005. \\(\ 0\0
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Figure 3. Sections

3



A third wall, 0005, was identified at the western limit of the site but was heavily disturbed by
modern drains and asseélated inspection pits. The wall was constructed with flint and mortar
appeared to run in r@ﬁeast to south-west direction at right angles to walls 0003 and 0(6 ‘3(00
too little of thee‘x&li ived within the footing trenches to be certain. d e

\

To the eeGPo ?1 0004 there was only very limited survival of archaeological &0
Ide & &Qunst the eastern face of wall 0004 the flint and mortar demoliti i3002
% and was over a dark brown silty sand which was heavily dlsturlg'd ézodem activity
ﬁde site. These layers extended for 1.5m beyond wall 0004 before they wb;e completely
removed by modern ground disturbance. Further to the east no surviving archaeological deposits
were identified within the excavated footing trenches.

Finds evidence by Richenda Goffin

Introduction
Finds were collected from a single context, as shown in the table below.
\\
op CBM 8 0
No. Wtig (5

0002 4 4{@! & edleval

Total X Uv@
o‘ 0

ec"\q?mds by context

Ceramic building material

Four fragments of ceramic floortile were recovered from 0002, a layer of rubble excavated
between Walls 0003 and 0004. All the tiles were made from a medium sandy fabric with
occasional inclusions of iron oxide. The two best-preserved examples measured between 115-
118mm in length, and were between 13-14mm in height. One of the tiles had the remains of a
dark green lead glaze on its upper surface but this was partially covered with a sandy coarse
mortar, indicating that the tile had been re-used or redeposited. The second fragment had no
surviving glaze on the upper surface, but spots of lead glaze on the edges, with evidence that it
had been mortared on 1ts sides but also on a slightly broken edge. Two other pieces were more
fragmentary. One m red 16mm in height but had no surviving glaze. The fourth fragment o\

was a small tria of tile, the surface of which was honey-coloured with a whltegs,b\?
yellow glaze arly been re-used or possibly relaid as there is mortar on two o Q
broken ed 1les are of late medieval ‘Flemish’ type. The slipped yellow gla&#ﬁ %&mple
was p. ed as part of a chequer-board pattern, alternating with the darl\‘g e\ ain
glaq@ 1@ and dates to the 14th-15th century (Drury 166).

¥ o° o“

Distussion P"
The tiles are late medieval in date and are likely to have originally been laid in a floor of one of
the Friary buildings. Three out of the four tiles show evidence of re-mortaring, either on broken

edges or on the upper surface, indicating the likelihood that the tiles were redeposited into the
rubble backfill 0002.



Conclusion

The monitoring w. fk\at 28 Friary Meadow showed good levels of preservation of the struc‘tﬁ‘\a'\l
. . o . . . QO

remains assocg&é Babwell Friary and appeared to have been left in sifu during p&g\"o Y
developmelﬂ drea. However, the monitoring also showed some areas of heav 1sgﬁ§nce
especia (ﬁl as away from the structural remains. During the excavation of Qot
me 6@ s were left in situ and were incorporated into the footing demg& r\ﬁﬂ garage.
fgfher development work in this area of the Friary should expect wr ed
S‘Qr@%ological remains. Any further archaeological study would make Q@ortant contribution
ﬁ)‘the understanding of the medieval Friary and its layout.

The results of the archaeological monitoring showed two parallel walls with a tile floor laid
between them forming a corridor. The western wall, 0003, was twice as thick as wall 0004 and
was comparable to the size of walls identified during the excavation of the Friary church to the
south suggesting a main structural wall (Figure 4). A possible interpretation of this structure is
that of a cloister attached to the north wall of the church. If this interpretation is correct it appears
it would be slightly offset from the church, as it is the thinner eastern wall that lines up with the
end church wall.
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Figure 4. Plan of Babwell Friary church
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The third wall, 0005, and the cobbled surface, 0011, were heavily disturbed and are difficult to
understand and interpret. Wall 0005 may represent a further structure located to the west of the
possible cloisters With@e cobbles forming an external surface to the north and west of these ¢
structures. The stn&ogr @nd surfaces were all part of the medieval friary and were locateeo\)%\oe

within the fria & fitct (Figure 1). e
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Appendix 1 Brief and specification
SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL

ARCHAE(B\'LOGICAL SERVICE - CONSERVATION TEAM 0\\
\

o ,00 . 0\) .Ge
00 (q\ do ed\

- . . . L &
ds, t Archaeol | Monit Devel
o&%ﬁn pecification for Archaeological Monitoring of Deve opmm Ga\

0 o GY o
*0\*00\0() 28, Friary Meadow; Bury St Edmunds “o\* e’c)\og
O o ) ‘\'b
gP.(c’“ Although this document is fundamental to the work pf' the specialist

archaeological contractor the developer should be aware that certain of its
requirements are likely to impinge upon the working practices of a general
building contractor and may have financial implications, for example see
paragraphs 2.3 & 4.3. The commissioning body should also be aware that it
may have Health & Safety responsibilities, see paragraph 1.5.

1. Background

1.1 Consent has been given for an extension to this dwelling (SE/05/1075/P). The
site has high archaeological potential and th§\c0nsent is conditional on a PPG
16, paragraph 30 condition. Assessment of &aev’ailable archaeological evidence
indicates that the area affected by new, &iﬁg can be adequately recorded by
archaeological monitoring. N \50

V', -2

1.2 The area is immediately adja\wg’to\te(ﬁ% site of the medieval friary church and is

within the Friary precinct 80" ¢©
%

The extension lies most]?" on the site of an existing concrete hard standing,
whilst the west wall is on the line of an existing drain and outhouse wall which
will have caused some damage to any archaecology which exists. The principal
impact will be a strip foundation which runs up the south wall of the new
structure. No works which will have a significant new impact are proposed
within the building footprint.

The applicant intends to do the ground works himself and has agreed that

coupled with the monitoring there will be a flexible approach to the footing
design suih that any archaeological structures can be bridged and preserved in
situ. ¢\ )
000 '\c’e 000 '\Ge

1.3 (@ pﬁlance with the standards and guidance produced by the Institute

A, rﬁh eologists this brief should not be considered sufficient to enaBkt(\. g\otal
c° ecution of the project. A Project Design or Written Scheme Yigation
*0\*@0\0 (PD/WSI) based upon this brief and the accompanying outli@\ glitication of
50 G‘@ minimum requirements, is an essential requirement. This submitted by
\ the developers, or their agent, to the Conservation Team of ?ﬁe 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.



Appendix 1

1.4  Detailed standards, information and advice to supplement this brief are to be
found in ¥$tandards for Field Archaeology in the East of England” Occasional 0\\

Pape%\)ﬁ&\&lst Anglian Archaeology, 2003. 0\) .\00
¢ G o
2. 00 aﬁ%f for Archaeological Monitoring 00 é\c'
o 0° S0
5\)’6 %‘be To provide a record of archaeological deposits which are a or removed

Psc’ by any development [including services and landscaping]pﬁ rmitted by the
current planning consent.

2.2 The main academic objective will centre upon the potential of this development
to produce evidence for the monastic occupation of the site.

23 The significant archaeologically damaging activity in this proposal will be the
excavation of the strip footing, this is to be observed as it is excavated by the
applicant. Adequate time is to be allowed for the recording of archaeological
deposits during excavation, and of soil sections following excavation (see 4.3).

Solid archaeological structures e.g. wall relaﬁ}}l% will be preserved in situ where
possible. 00" d\o
2

O
3. Arrangements for Monltorln%o\) A 0’0
)

3.1 To carry out the monitorj \‘v.v@kothe developer will appoint an archaeologist

(the archaeological confy&teﬁ}%vho must be approved by the Conservation Team
of Suffolk County Counc& Archaeological Service (SCCAS) - see 1.3 above.

3.2 The developer or his archaeologist will give the Conservation Team of SCCAS
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. The
method and form of development will also be monitored to ensure that it
conforms to previously agreed locations and techniques upon which this brief is
based.

33 Allowance must be made to cover archaecological costs incurred in monitoring
the dev&'\\)pment works by the contract archaeologist. The size of théc:\\
contj n\eﬁ should be estimated by the approved archaeological contr g@ ,.\00
l@@ éﬁbn the outline works in paragraph 2.3 of the Brief and Speciﬁca{j‘) éﬁ"
" \\) %{) ilding contractor’s programme of works and time-table. 000(‘. G.a\
¥) \
& .éleo\o?f unexpected remains are encountered the Conservation Tea ‘? ééeAS must
eV 0‘@ be informed immediately. Amendments to this speciﬁca@)ﬁ B(@/ be made to
ensure adequate provision for archaeological recording. PS
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4. Specification

4.1 The develyper shall afford access at all reasonable times to both the County 0\\
Coungg servation Team archaeologist and the contracted ‘obsewé’@‘ .\00
ar ﬁ%(éb@lst’ to allow archaeological observation of building and engi%fg

opﬁegtﬁons which disturb the ground. oof\ 00\

&,‘2 o\°8pportunity must be given to the ‘observing archaeologist’ to @%@ggate any

5\)’6 “‘a?’ discrete archaeological features which appear during earthgﬁ) V‘@ operations,

P“O retrieve finds and make measured records as necessary. pSG

4.3 In the case of the foundation trench unimpeded access at the rate of one hour per
3 metres must be allowed for archaeological.

4.4 All archaeological features exposed must be planned at a minimum scale of 1:50
on a plan showing the proposed layout of the development.

4.5  All contexts must be numbered and finds recorded by context.

4.6  The data recording methods and COl’lVCl’ltiOl’lS‘lSCd must be consistent with, and
approved by, the County Sites and Monume@é léecord.

006 d’\c’
5. Report Requirements “ﬂ \50
A
0% 4O
5.1 An archive of all records G’ s is to be prepared consistent with the

principles of Managemegf®ofefichaeological Projects (MAP2), particularly
Appendix 3.This must'Zbe @onsited with the County Sites and Monuments
Record within 3 months ok&he completion of work. It will then become publicly
accessible.

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

53 Report Qj\\the fieldwork and archive, consistent with the principles of MAP 5\
pa ié\)par&zAppendix 4, must be provided. The report must summariﬁo&e '\Ge
‘S‘e ogy employed, the stratigraphic sequence, and give a period b%;p ogl
8 .eg ption of the contexts recorded, and an inventory of finds. leﬁﬁ. '9\:
0 gi&ount of the archaeological evidence must be clearly distin *1 Sﬁom its
*0\* 00\ interpretation. The Report must include a discussion and an, ie ent of the
5\3 V@ archaeological evidence. Its conclusions must include a d&‘ﬁr @ﬁement of the
archaeological value of the results, and their significance inPéhe context of the
Regional Research Framework (East Anglian Archaeology, Occasional Papers 3
& 8, 1997 and 2000).

1vE

54 A summary report, in the established format, suitable for inclusion in the annual
‘Archaeology in Suffolk’ section of the Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of
Archaeology, must be prepared and included in the project report.
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5.5  County Sites and Monuments Record sheets must be completed, as per the
county S manual, for all sites where archaeological finds and/or features are 0\\

located™, @ o
e e
5.6 oqﬁl %’estart of work (immediately before fieldwork commences%gﬂ‘ﬁ &3
0 giffine record http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/oasis/  must be initi W key
60\*00\ elds completed on Details, Location and Creators forms. “0\* 0\0
M)

)
3
7 All parts of the OASIS online form must be completed forpﬁ%mission to the
SMR. This should include an uploaded .pdf version of the entire report (a paper
copy should also be included with the archive).

Specification by: R D Carr

Suffolk County Council
Archaeological Service Conservation Team
Environment and Transport Department A
Shire Hall @
AN~
Bury St Edmunds c° 6\0
Suffolk IP33 2AR “ﬂ \50
A
0% 4G
Date: 20 May 2005 ‘\c’ 09\ Reference: /Friarymeadow BSEQS5
oV 0"

()
6"‘:‘0\\""

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 defined by this brief forms a part of a programme of archaeological
work required by a Planning Condition, the results must be considered by the
Conservation Team of the Archaeological Service of Suffolk County Council, who

have the respon.g‘bility for advising the appropriate Planning Authority. A\
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