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Summary

N
Y
(Carried out at the above site in advance of a residentiac,oo v

50

LKH 309, 19-@\§riswell Road, Lakenheath (TL 7190 8220): A trial trench

evaluati 3

devel eift. Eight trenches (total area 286.4m?) were excavated, ovl \

re @&{ ng approximately 6% of the site. oo\" \?
oo W a0

0&\ Emoevaluatlon revealed a sequence of natural sand, san %@1%&8” and

SY . dModern topsoil. No archaeological features or deposits bserved
and the only artefact retained was an unstratified sherd of medieval

pottery.



1.0 Introduction

An archaeologé\al evaluation was carried out at 19-21 Eriswell Road, 000

5o

Lakenheas‘lm‘;ﬁgff) in accordance with an archaeological condition relating
planning eé ission for a residential development (application number: gy &
F/2 310/FUL). The owners of the site, Baker & Nisbet Ltd, commi '%éd

.

d 05 ed the evaluation. J¢ 0\09

{0 2 §0 2

60 <°\\0 6\)‘0‘\
M'2.0 Location and topography P

The development site is centred at National Grid Reference TL 7190 8220 and
encompasses an area of approximately 0.696 hectares. Ground level slopes
from c. 10.0m OD at the east end to c. 6.0m OD at the west end of the site.
The site is bounded by residential buildings and gardens to the north and east,
allotments to the south and Eriswell Road to the west.

Current land use is as a building site. Prior to this most of the site was a

paddock, with 21 Eriswell Road and attached outbuildings close to the street
frontage. \\
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3.0 Archaeological background

The site lies |@0§\1 area of archaeological importance defined in the County (\C;‘\
_ . o o e
Sites and nts Record. In particular, it is close to an area of Iron Age 0 (“\

and Rom e cupation (LKH 076) and a prehistoric pit (LKH 269). In vi
thisét)@eﬁﬁed likely that the development of the site might affect 0
0g

v
X\
(ﬁ(@h ical deposits and for this reason a trial trench evaluatio&&la\@@
\{5 egMs appropriate. &0 e°
%
P

R ol
p
4.0 Methodology

The archaeological evaluation was conducted generally in accordance

e(w{(‘)a\ (X4

with a

Brief and Specification written by J Tipper of SCCAS Conservation team

(Tipper, 2007; Appendix 3).

The fieldwork took place 01-02 October 2007. Eight evaluation trenches (Fig
2) were excavated (under direct archaeological supervision) using a JCB

mechanical excavator equipped with a 1.6m wide, toothless bucket. To
extent the trench positions were dictated by siteigonditions such as the

some

presence of cabins, building materials and IBaQ \'@bry. Despite this it was
possible to locate the trenches in such a hxégﬂ to allow the archaeological

potential of the site to be evaluated comprghensively.
.\G

It should be noted that two are&g\mi@ﬂ%he development site were not
available for evaluation. These W%

within the grounds of 19 Eriswell Road

(which has not been demolislﬁ&), and part of the garden of 9 Holly Lane.

The evaluation trenches were excavated to depths of between 0.50m and
1.10m, depending on ground conditions. Mechanical excavation continued to
the level of the geological stratum. A number of intrusive features extending

below this depth were excavated with hand tools.

Representative sections at the ends of each trench were drawn and a

photographic record was made. Trench locations were recorded using a total

station theodolite and levels were calculated based on an extrapolated spot
height of 6.25gQ\OD on the pavement outside the site entrance. c;\\
@ R\
The tren@%os@ﬁ’own in Figure 2 covered 286.40m?, representing 6% of trlf(;o Gol‘o
area @V&i dbfe for evaluation (that is, the area where new housing is toobb \‘5
c@ﬁr&o’?ed) and 4% of the total area of the development site. c° '\Oa
9\) 0‘\@ 50‘01(\3
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Figure 2. Trench Iocaﬁons

(c) Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Suffolk C(EFQ/ ﬂﬁ%ll Licence No. 100023395 2007

M\9
5.0 Results 000 c?
\* \09
The evaluation revealed a sj P'(\ rlzontal sequence of natural sand, sandy

subsoil and modern topsoil. Alitfough the composition of these deposits varies
across the site they can be described generally as follows:

Topsoil 0001: Friable, mid brownish grey silty sand containing moderate fine—
medium pebbles and occasional small-large fragments of modern (19/20th
century) pottery, clay tobacco pipe stems, brick, tile, metalwork and coal. In
places the topsoil contains lenses of ash and charcoal. Generally a turf layer
seals the topsoil and forms the current land surface.

Subsoil 0002: Soft, light—mid yellowish brown sand containing occasional to
frequent fine— n\edlum sub angular and rounded pebbles but no cultural

\
material.

9
0\,0 \°

Natur&ﬂ ay%f‘ 0003: Soft, light brownish yellow sand or sand and fine g@&que
5@ Aot
0

\‘geg\subson 0002 and natural sand 0003 are disturbed exten ﬁx\ mtruswe

céw al burrows.
Approximately 50% of these features were excavated by hand'but not
recorded; most of them are filled with similar deposits of mid brownish grey
sand, occasionally containing small fragments of modern pottery and
metalwork, clay tobacco pipe stems, roofing tile and brick. One of the animal
burrows in Trench 2 contained a small sherd of medieval pottery, described in
section 6.0.



The results from each trench are described below:

Trench 1 0\\ (\c;\\
Dimensio m x 1.60m x 1.10m deep (east), 0.75m deep (west) 00\) \00
Groun % 63m OD (east), 8.90m OD (west) o 50(“
o A0\
{EE?\‘( Depth below groung @ng )
d"Tepsoil 0001 and modern turf 0.00 &O" o0
eV §8ubsoil 0002 0.25 (east), 0.250wes)
T Natural sand 0003 1.10 (east), 0.75 (West)
Trench 2
Dimensions: 22.20m x 1.60m x 1.10m deep (north), 0.85m deep (south)
Ground level:8.88m OD (north), 8.65m OD (south)
Deposits Depth below ground level (m)
Topsoil 0001 and modern turf 0.00
Subsoil 0002 0.30 (north), 0.28 (south)
Natural sand 0003 1.10 (north), 0.40 (south)
O
SUBSOIL 0002
ROOT STAIN
o
Qo
AW - - s LKH 309 TR2 N ‘\G
| IRAL'SAND -0003 |
oo 2 ' o
0\5 F&pre 3. East facing section at the north end of Trench 2, sh& %@erlcal
50'5 \\a sequence of deposits (scale 1.0m)
v
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Trench 3

Dimensions: 25.00m x 1.60m x 0.50m deep (east), 0.40m deep (west)

Ground Ievel:(%;BOm OD (east), 7.86m OD (west) c;\\
o', e 0(‘_09,
~0 .\_Cf P ) (\,\
Deposits .o Depth below ground Ievel,‘gﬂ\jéb
Subgs®il 002 0.00 (east only) W 2
\bﬁfq@'f’sand 0003 0.04 (north), 0.08 (SQ@!H)\QQ‘
o% 0%

6‘&0\‘% nch 4

P Dimensions: 19.90m x 1.60m x 0.65m deep (east), 0.85m dee

o®
0‘(\

p?{west)

Ground level:8.67m OD (east), 8.06m OD (west)

Deposits Depth below ground level (m)
Topsoil 0001 and modern turf 0.00

Subsoil 0002 0.22 (east), 0.22 (west)

Natural sand 0003 0.50 (east), 0.85 (west)

Trench 5

Dimensions: 26.80m x 1.60m x 0.80m deep (north), 0.70m deep (south)
Ground level:7.95m OD (north), 8.06m OD (so%ﬂn)

PR\
Deposits Y g@lpth below ground level (m)
Topsoil 0001 and modern turf 47\ P0.00
Subsoil 0002 . GY a“ 10.23 (north), 0.18 (south)
Natural sand 0003 &% r‘,,o\"J 0.64 (north), 0.70 (south)
v
Trench 6 P-(

Dimensions: 31.00m x 1.60m x 0.76m deep (north), 0.50m deep (south)
Ground level:7.39m OD (north), 7.63m OD (south)

Deposits Depth below ground level (m)
Topsoil 0001 and modern turf 0.00

Subsoil 0002 0.20 (north), 0.18 (south)
Natural sand 0003 0.50 (north), 0.50 (south)

Trench 6 contains some pits and postholes containing 20th-century material;

they were notd}écorded. (\d\\e
G 0" '\0
Trenc 70 (‘1\ ‘5 (\l
Dim %hcs' 21.40m x 1.60m x 0.90m deep (north), 0.70m deep (so%b" ?
r(g evel:7.39m OD (north), 7.63m OD (south) g
_@'eposns Depth below gq;Bumsf’level (m)
N Demolition rubble 0.00 (north only) P*

Topsoil 0001 and modern turf

0.20 (north), 0.00 (south)

Subsoil 0002

n/a (north), 0.28 (south)

Natural sand 0003

0.42 (north), 0.46 (south)




Trench 7 contains some pits and postholes containing 20th-century material;
they were not recorded.

TOPSOIL, \.,Oﬂ

5
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Figure 4. East facing section afthe qxﬁth end of Trench 7, showing a typical

sequege’é posits (scale 0.50m)

Trench 8
Dimensions: 15.80m x 1.60m x 0.85m deep (east), 0.50m deep (west)

Ground level:6.97m OD (east), 6.12m OD (west)

Deposits Depth below ground level (m)
Tarmac 0.00 (east only)

Hardcore 0.06 (east), 0.00 (west)

Topsoil 0001 and modern turf 0.22 (east only)

Subsoil 0002 0.38 (east only)

Natural sand Q003 0.36 (east), 0.10(west) (‘;‘\

o e e
Trench 8o nﬁa\ﬂs a modern (19th/20th century) trench-built foundation of 00 cl‘o

chal tis 0.34m wide and >0.75m deep, extending from curr é@g
o&&IOW the base of the evaluation trench. It formed part of th@
o\ﬂe% hed outbuildings attached to 21 Eriswell Road. “o\\b 0\0
2
\) 2% WY Wwo
S (0\\ QPS(,‘\



6.0 Finds evidence

S\
Richenda Goffg\\ 0\)00 "o
A single lfn% at}fled fragment of pottery was recovered from Trench 2 q e("\
(0.00 \ﬁ’ls a sherd of a medieval glazed jug made in a medium sar@}} \5
falgic with occasional flint and iron oxide inclusions. It has a gre ég
t |s a

ston-type ware, dating to the late 12th-14th century.

0“06%(3\& outer margin, with occasional spots of lead glaze. The
S

Gnmston-type ware is a collective term used to describe pottery made in the
East Anglian region which shares the same characteristics as Grimston wares,
the medieval glazed wares produced near Kings Lynn (Clark and Carter 1977).

7.0 Discussion and Conclusions

No archaeological features or deposits were found as a result of the evaluation
and the only artefact recovered is an unstratified sherd of medieval pottery.

east to west. Its observed heights ranged $3m OD at the east end of

N
The geological stratum of sand 0001 that un%eﬁ'leé the site slopes down from
Trench 1 to 6.02m OD at the west end&ﬂTr&%h 8.

oV \o"’
Subsoil 0002 represents part of r‘r(lﬂral soil profile. Generally it has a
blurred interface with under d 0003 and a sharp (truncated) horizon at
its interface with overlying tt%g 001

It is noted that the distinctive brownish grey sand filling the root holes and
animal burrows that penetrate the subsoil and natural sand does not occur as
a horizontal stratum. It can be postulated that these fills are the remnant of a
former soil horizon that has been lost through natural erosion or reworking in
relatively recent times.

The topsoil 0001 containing 19th- and 20th-century material is thought to
represent agricultural or horticultural activity in recent times, presumably

immediately perr to the use of the site as a paddock. A
(\G\ (\G\ e
Based on s gVfdence, it is considered unlikely that the groundwork 0‘\0

assoc@edga the proposed residential development will have any im
Iggical remains. However, it should be noted that any demsg@\) 'b\
cs;@ﬂﬂg additional archaeological work on the site remains Wlth\th \09
a

eological Planning Officer
?°
6‘;500

Disclaimer
Any opinions expressed in this report about the need for further archaeological work are those
of the Field Projects Division alone. The Local Planning Authority and its archaeological
advisors will determine the need for further work when a planning application is registered.
Suffolk County Council’'s archaeological contracting service cannot accept responsibility for
inconvenience caused to clients should the Planning Authority take a different view to that
expressed in the report.

10
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10.0 Appendices

-\ . o\
Appendix (1)0@§.t\)°r¢text list 00\3((\\‘,\0@
|Conte_wq ier| Type | Trench | Interpretation | Image numbers_‘\“]".')e
o@bj\oﬁlayer Deposit 1, 2, 4-8 Modern topsoil  01-04, 07-08, 16—260“ -\00
\ o Layer = Deposit 1-8  Natural subsoil  01-08, 16-23 0\* 0\0
0“0 393003 Layer Deposit 1-8 Natural sand 01-08, 16- 36 ‘\@9
sPSOv P,So
Appendix 2: Contents of the stratigraphic archive
Type Quantity
Digital photographs 23x JPG images
Digital photographic register (on-site version) 1x A4 paper sheet
Digital photographic register (archive version) 1x A4 paper sheet
Trench description sheets (context sheets) 8x A4 paper sheets
Survey data (levels) 1x A4 paper sheet
Evaluation report (SCCAS report no. 2007/182) 1x A4 ring-bound
G\
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\\G‘He commissioning body should be aware that it may have Health & S@Sre@%nsmllltles

9\)
P‘

Appendix 3: Brief and Specification

\\5

1.

11

1.2

13

1.4

15

1.6

««0‘*

1.9

o\\ q\da

N SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL (\d\\
ARCUQ\I%@LOGICAL SERVICE - CONSERVATION TEAM 00(“\00

d \B_?,?e(l\land Specification for a Archaeological Trenched Evaluation ’ﬂ \

00 \0
19/21 ERISWELL ROAD, LAKENHEATH, SUFFOLK Q
O\V‘ o°

PS
The nature of the development and archaeological requirements

Planning consent (application F/2007/0310/FUL) has been granted by Forest Heath
District Council for the erection of 23 dwellings with associated parking including the
creation of new vehicular access (following the demolition of existing buildings) at 19/21
Eriswell Road, Lakenheath (TL 719 822), with a PPG 16, paragraph 30 condition
requiring an acceptable programme of archaeological work being carried out.

The Planning Authority has been advised that any consent should be conditional upon
securing the implementation of a programme of archaeological works@re
development begins (PPG 16, paragraph 30 condition). An archaeolo evaluation of
the application area is required as the first part of '\brogramme of archaeological
mitigation; decisions on the need for, and scopgyef, amy further work should there be any
archaeological finds of significance will be b@;@d(&ﬁgn the results of the evaluation and
will be the subject of an additional brief. 0\‘! &%

oV 2
This application lies in an area of r@h gical importance recorded in the County
Sites and Monuments Recor 'ff\g lopment is situated to the south-east of Iron
Age and Roman features and @KH 076), indicative of further occupation deposits
in the immediate vicinity. Iﬁﬁq& n, a prehistoric pit, indicative of scattered prehistoric
occupation, was defined by afchaeological evaluation ¢. 200m to the south (LKH 269).
There is a strong possibility that archaeological deposits will be encountered. The
proposed works would cause significant ground disturbance that has potential to
damage any archaeological deposit that exists.

The site is located at between c. 5.00 to 10.00m AOD. The underlying geology of the
site comprises calcareous sand.

There is high potential for further important archaeological features to be located in
this area. Aspects of the proposed works will cause significant ground disturbance with
the potential to damage any archaeological deposit that exists.

A trenchi;{t.évaluation is required as the first part of the archaeological mitigation 00\\
strate development 0\3 \06
C

wl ﬁ)gngements for the field evaluation of the site, the timing of the WO Q&to
&h& site, the definition of the precise area of landholding and aread &gﬁ%
evelopment are to be defined and negotiated with the commlssmnlng\\pod&‘o

Detailed standards, information and advice to supplement this I&’é q\'@to be found in
Standards for Field Archaeology in the East of England, East ian Archaeology
Occasional Papers 14, 2003.

In accordance with the standards and guidance produced by the Institute of Field
Archaeologists this brief should not be considered sufficient to enable the total execution
of the project. A Written Scheme of Investigation (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

13


 
This is wording from the planning consent


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 commer\qe until this office has approved both the archaeological contractor as \
suitable Crnc@rtake the work, and the WSI as satisfactory. The WSI will provide the o(\o
basi q’G?isurable standards and will be used to satisfy the requirements of the 0 (“\

pliq ndition ("d 5
%&%re any archaeological site work can commence it is the respon@ﬂhtgﬁ?the

\¥~ \Odeveloper to provide the archaeological contractor with either the d land

o ,0

\{(‘ 0 report for the site or a written statement that there is no contam developer

S should be aware that investigative sampling to test for contami S{(}Q likely to have
an impact on any archaeological deposit which exists; proposals sampling should

be discussed with the Conservation Team of the Archaeological Service of SCC
(SCCAS/CT) before execution.

1.11  The responsibility for identifying any constraints on field-work (e.g. Scheduled
Monument status, Listed Building status, public utilities or other services, tree
preservation orders, SSSIs, wildlife sites &c., ecological considerations rests with the
commissioning body and its archaeological contractor. The existence and content of
the archaeological brief does not over-ride such constraints or imply that the target
area is freely available.

1.12  Any changes to the specifications that the project archaeologist may wish to make
after approval by this office should be commum@ted directly to SCCAS/CT and the
client for approval. \)

o° cn
2. Brief for the Archaeological Evalu@'(b 0\5

2.1 Establish whether any archaeﬁrt]bg posn exists in the area, with particular regard
to any which are of sufﬂme nce to merit preservation in situ [at the discretion

of the developer]. @

2.2 Identify the date, approxmate 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 the potential for the survival of environmental evidence.

2.5 Provide sufficient information to construct an archaeological conservation strategy,
dealing with preservation, the recording of archaeological deposits, working practices,
t|metabl%\\and orders of cost. c;\

N\ 0

2.6 k@opr é(ét will be carried through in a manner broadly consistent with EEQQS

ri 's Management of Archaeological Projects, 1991 (MAP2), all stages
0\)0 cess of assessment and justification before proceeding to the ne k’n og the
¢ oject. Field evaluation is to be followed by the preparation of a full Vand an
“0\* 0\0 assessment of potential. Any further excavation required as \§ is to be
50 “a followed by the preparation of a full archive, and an assessme o p@@ tlal analysis
(0 and final report preparation may follow. Each stage will be the s of a further brief

P‘ and updated project design; this document covers only the evaluation stage.

2.7 The developer or his archaeologist will give SCCAS/CT (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.

14


 
Unfortunately we don’t have sufficient space to sterilise are of development – in practice any finds will have to be preservation by record, particularly where earthworks involve removal of soil to a formation level


0
s\“:&?

2.8

29

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.

Alternative\iy the presence of an archaeological deposit may be presumed, and \\

untestsqhﬁreés included on this basis when defining the final mitigation strategy. \)0
‘O

Q}seo\o%pecification: Field Evaluation “O\V‘ 0\0g

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

Trial trenches are to be excavated to cover a 5% by area, whicl%i% ?nz of the total
area of disturbance (c. 0.696 ha.). These shall be positioned to sample all parts of the
site. Linear trenches are thought to be the most appropriate sampling method.
Trenches are to be a minimum of 1.8m wide unless special circumstances can be
demonstrated; this will result in a minimum of c. 193m of trenching at 1.8m in width. If
excavation is mechanised a toothless ‘ditching bucket’ at least 1.2m wide must be
used. A scale plan showing the proposed locations of the trial trenches should be
included in the Written Scheme of Investigation and the detailed trench design must
be approved by SCCAS/CT before field work begins.

The topsoil may be mechanically removed using an appropriate machine with a back-
acting arm and fitted with a toothless bucket, down to the interface layer between topsoil
and subsoil or other visible archaeological surface. All machine excavation is to be
under the direct control and supervision of an archa&ologist. The topsoil should be
examined for archaeological material. 9

R
The top of the first archaeological dep 'tq?'cble cleared by machine, but must then
be cleaned off by hand. There is a (lgﬂn ion that excavation of all archaeological
deposits will be done by hand @%s ‘\¥t“can be shown there will not be a loss of
evidence by using a machine \*T cision as to the proper method of excavation
will be made by the senisﬁ‘%r ' archaeologist@h regard to the nature of the
deposit. oY .
P,,(

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.

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

Archaeological contexts should, where possible, be sampled alaeoenvironmental
remains. Best practice should allow for sampling of intl_jretable and datable

90 \ 00 o,\
N l%ld@l specification, which defines certain minimum criteria, is set out belox\vd 60
\

N2

archaeological deposits and provision should be made for this. The contractor shall \\
show What gorovision has been made for environmental assessment of the site a@ﬂ‘,oe
mn@@ p{q e details of the sampling strategies for retrieving artefacts, biongQca{\l\

(for palaeoenvironmental and palaeoeconomic investigations), an sﬂgt;g&
her

m
000_0 @\ sediments and/or soils (for micromorphological "G
¥) dological/sedimentological analyses. Advice on the appropriatenes posed
o 90\0 d

(2
p<

strategies will be sought from J. Heathcote, English Heritage Rﬁ‘mﬁé viser for
Archaeological Science (East of England). A guide to s in chaeological
deposits (Murphy, P.L. and Wiltshire, P.E.J., 1994, A guide to %ﬁl archaeological
deposits for environmental analysis) is available for viewing from SCCAS.

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.
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From the contractor? 

 
How sampled? Presumably samples of earth to be taken to the lab?


P‘(

5\)

PS

3.9 Metal detector searches must take place at all stages of the excavation by an
experienced metal detector user.
N\
3.10 Al firgjéi(\‘lhl e collected and processed (unless variations in this principle are agree
SC / uring the course of the evaluation). 0
Q ("
3.11 00% gr‘l remains must be left in situ except in those cases where d@“’%@?%r
0 ecration are to be expected, or in the event that analysis of the rem@% is\shown
\¥ \O% be a requirement of satisfactory evaluation of the site. Howe %\th\ avator

ol

3.12

3.13
3.14

3.15

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

N IR
4.6 ooo_T Institute of Field Archaeologists’ Standard and Guidance for Archae&eg\
i

4

(o

o\
5.
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5.2

000 should be aware of, and comply with, the provisions of Sectio

of Burial Act
1857. 5 di‘éae

PS
Plans of any archaeological features on the site are to be drawn at 1:20 or 1:50,
depending on the complexity of the data to be recorded. Sections should be drawn at
1:10 or 1:20 again depending on the complexity to be recorded. All levels should
relate to Ordnance Datum. Any variations from this must be agreed with the
Conservation Team.

A photographic record of the work is to be made, consisting of both monochrome
photographs and colour transparencies and/or high resolution digital images.

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

.

\

Trenches should not be backfilled without the @pﬁ‘ro&al of SCCAS/CT.

00 Ci\o

(")
\6
2
.\G
A timetable for al ges of @ﬁwgmust be agreed before the first stage of work
i

ovl

General Management
0\)

commences, incl mo SCCAS/CT. The archaeological contractor will
give not less than five d en notice of the commencement of the work so that
arrangements for monitoringsthe project can be made.

The composition of the archaeology contractor staff must be detailed and agreed by
this office, including any subcontractors/specialists. For the site director and other staff
likely to have a major responsibility for the post-excavation processing of this
evaluation there must also be a statement of their responsibilities or a CV for post-
excavation work on other archaeological sites and publication record.

It is the archaeological contractor’'s responsibility to ensure that adequate resources
are available to fulfill the Brief.

A detailed risk assessment must be provided for this particular site.

.

\
No ini ? rvey to detect public utility or other services has taken place.
regp@niib ity for this rests with the archaeological contractor.
&

G
Thé"
. oV .\
G Gol

N .S
%abdbsk-
sed Assessments and for Field Evaluations should be used for addi eb@udance
in the execution of the project and in drawing up the report.@ “o 00
-

\N

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

The report should reflect the aims of the Written Scheme of Investigation.
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GGOWL will provide construction timetable and restrictions for site access

 
Presumably this is the full evaluation report containing all the evidence?


5.3 The objective account of the archaeological evidence must be clearly distinguished
from its aéghaeological interpretation. G\\
\ T
gﬂio Caes to the necessity for further evaluation and its scope may be givenoﬂ\g o,\c'
ite work should be embarked upon until the primary fieldwork re%ﬂs @e
\

%‘tﬁ%
(& % ed and the need for further work is established. \)
o\\ \ 00 '\00

Q{G \Ocheports on specific areas of specialist study must include sufficie Q}et G0’ permit
\{(‘0 00 assessment of potential for analysis, including tabulation of data onﬁ , and must
) o\‘ include non-technical summaries. c,“
\ I\

5.6 The Report must include a discussion and an assessment of the archaeological
evidence, including an assessment of palaeoenvironmental remains recovered from
palaeosols and cut features. 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).
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5.7 The results of the surveys should be related to the relevant known archaeological
information held in the county SMR.

5.8 A copy of the Specification should be included as an appendix to the report.
o\
5.9 The project manager must consult the SMRD%(&\er to obtain an event number for the
work. This number will be unique for eacb jgxﬁ%r site and must be clearly marked
on any documentation relating to the w%f 5@,
AN\

5.10 Finds must be appropriately con Q/\ég\ﬁﬁd stored in accordance with UK Institute of
Conservators Guidelines. Th \ﬂn a\e an indissoluble part of the site archive, should
be deposited with the Cou the landowner can be persuaded to agree to this.
If this is not possible fo M’@r?y part of the finds archive, then provision must be
made for additional recordifig*(e.g. photography, illustration, analysis) as appropriate.

5.11 The project manager should consult the County SMR officer regarding the
requirements for the deposition of the archive (conservation, ordering, organisation,
labelling, marking and storage) of excavated material and the archive.@

5.12  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.@

5.13  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
Archaeoldgy, must be prepared. It should be included in the project report, orc;\\
submijited to, the Conservation Team, by the end of the calendar year in Whiché@@.oe

evalbiati ork takes place, whichever is the sooner. G \
o 69"’@ 3 ‘5’?’(\l
5.146\) L q\nty SMR sheets must be completed, as per the county SMR manuel’ofb?,z?l’&ites
\*0 \0 ere archaeological finds and/or features are located. \* g\
o .0 oY .0
\3“ ‘{@@5 Where appropriate, a digital vector trench plan should be in ?h the report,
S ) which must be compatible with Mapinfo GIS software, for int fon in the County

\!
P‘ Sites and Monuments Record. AutoCAD files should be also expoérted and saved into
a format that can be can be imported into Mapinfo (for example, as a Drawing
Interchange File or .dxf) or already transferred to .TAB files.

5.16 At the start of work (immediately before fieldwork commences) an OASIS online
record http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/oasis/ must be initiated and key fields completed
on Details, Location and Creators forms.

17


 
If the landowner agrees

 
Does the archive include the finds

 
If the landowner agrees


5.17

WX
5\\,“0\8\585:'“

Y
P Suffolk County Council

Goé\

All parts of the OASIS online form must be completed for submission to the SMR. This

should incjyde an uploaded .pdf version of the entire report (a paper copy should also \\

be incl aith the archive). X
¢ 0

0
C e(\i‘

cation by: Dr Jess Tipper

Archaeological Service Conservation Team
Environment and Transport Department
Shire Hall

Bury S

t Edmunds

Suffolk IP33 2AR Tel: 01284 352197

Email:

Date:

jess.tipper@et.suffolkcc.gov.uk

14 September 2007 Reference: /

19/21EriswellRoadLakenheath2007

A\
—

This b

carried out in full within that time this docua]
and arevised brief and specification may gﬁ\s

L
rief and specification remains valid for E}O}% aths from the above date. If work is not
r% ill lapse; the authority should be notified
uEd.

n\(’

<y _Q°°

NI\
If the work defined by this brie%? (ﬁn‘; 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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