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An archaeological evaluation was Cﬁ?ig&%ut within the immediate grounds to

the northeast of Park House, 'ﬁ @g Tostock, as a condition of planning

consent. The developmentan sist of a stable block, garage, pool building

and a lambing shed. The S|tq>ﬁgs within an area of archaeological

importance, defined in the County Historic Environment Record (HER)

(formerly the Sites and Monuments Record). A number of significant items of

metalwork have been found within the area including a Saxon gilt buckle of

Kentish origin (TCK 002), a Saxon pyramidal scabbard mount (TCK 009) and

a Roman crossbow type brooch (TCK 008) (see Figure 2).

The evaluation entailed the excavation of a series of five trial trenches, in

order to assess the archaeological potential of the site. A total length of

45.00m of trenches were excavated in all available areas of the development

site. However, none of the trenches revealed any archaeological features or

deposits. A tharough visual and metal detector search, carried out over all of C;‘\

the trench gm‘[&qes and upcast soil, failed to locate any archaeological finds_y® _\oe,
()

materizil;lc)%qﬂ an nineteenth and twentieth century garden debris. o 02:0
\S IR
\ AN\
000 Q\C’@\ *00\; '\G‘b

¥ \O
S (O“ SNO‘C\




S\
Contercl, Eﬁ“c-'\o"' ” (:::\Ge,
o \5°d S
o Tt
W 0 ¥ o°
§°2,0° Introduction A 2°
50 (0‘10 5\;(0“
» 2.0  Methodology
3.0 Results
4.0 Conclusions
5.0 Acknowledgements
6.0 Appendices
Appendix 1 Brief and Specification c‘,\\
W e
00 f‘\
: : o \5°
List of Figures o P
o W02
Fig. 1 Site location  §°",¢°
Fig. 2 Site in the confte dﬁQI'he County Heritage Environment Record
Fig. 3 First Edition of The Ordnance Survey Map (c. 1880s)
Fig. 4 Plan showing location of evaluation trenches
A\ (\N
0 o©
000 .\00 000 .\GG
(O o
o\ o° (9
oo\) .\00 00° \O‘a
" o© WO
o~ o oY .0
$0 ¢ \\“ 2%
¥ W@ Y .
N »




1.0 Introdug\\tlon

W\
The Brie eécification for this archaeological evaluation was produce(t,oo
by JessiTipger of the Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service (\d e®

C

oﬁow r of
o c}%lgnificant items of metalwork have been found within the ar&Ei ding a
Saxon gilt buckle of Kentish origin (TCK 002), a Saxon pyramidal scabbard
mount (TCK 009) and a Roman crossbow type brooch (TCK 008) (see Figure
2). The site occupies a position immediately northeast of Park House, a
dwelling of twentieth century date, constructed in part of the grounds of
Tostock House (see Figures 2 and 3). All of the trenches were located within
established areas of grass, forming part of the garden for Park House. The
site lies at a height of 63.00m AOD and slopes gently towards the south. The
underlying dominant geology comprises of chalky till.
A total length of 45.00m of trenches were excavated in, all available areas of
the development site.

@S@r ion Team (see Appendix). The development site lies withi
eological importance, defined in the County Historic Envirgn
rd (HER) (formerly the Sites and Monuments Record).
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Figure 1. Site location
(© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 2007)
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Figure 2. Site within the context
(© Crown Copyright. All rights reserv

@}unty Historic Environment Record
ounty Council Licence No. 100023395 2007)
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Figure 3. The site on the ¢.1880 OS
(© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 2007)
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Figure 4. Plan showing location ofg¥ dtion trenches (in blue)
(© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. SuﬁowQO{ ouncil Licence No. 100023395 2007)
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2.0 Methodology S (0“
Five evaluation trenches were excavated within the site area, three ran north
to south (Trenches 1,3 and 4) and two ran east to west (2 and 5) (see Figure
4), the trenches were excavated in sequence (from one to five). All of the
trenches were mechanically excavated to the optimum depth for revealing
potential archaeological features which, if present, would be seen contrasting
with the underlying natural geological deposits. Excavation was carried out
using a tracked 360° mini-digger equipped with a toothless 1.50m wide
bucket; additional hand cleaning was carried out in order to clarify the soll
profiles. The trenches had an average width of 1.50m and had a combined
total of 45.00m,in length.
order to %ﬁ\ﬁround reduction at the optimum archaeological level. The¢,©
spoil {f‘éﬂ?ﬁ searched for any unstratified finds and also thoroughly r@da{gﬁ
d 5&!: @gﬂ All of the trenches were recorded in terms of dimensior@@ta\tiﬁn

alfs of
’ﬁg’}]text
d good
visibility; although the weather was overcast with persistent rain, very little
standing water occurred. The site was allocated a County Historic

Environment Record code (TCK 017) and an oasis record has been created
for the evaluation (Suffolkc1-32305).

deposits were recorded on pro forma ‘observable pheno

K\
The mechani oil stripping was constantly monitored by an archaeologist i@ocf\
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9\)

)

&

3.0 Results
o o
The tren 3 efe consistently excavated to depths of between 0.45 to O.%sn\’ N‘\Ge’
with these eﬁ?on of Trench 4. Trench 4 initially appeared to contain a:ék\qasge
wegdﬁjgg\ eature, possibly a ditch, but further excavation proved it 1@ e@\
@g\/ occurring linear geological deposit; the final depth of Tr Was

e.
O\?%psoil (0002) ranged from 0.20-0.25m in depth (including tf&opts@e?ayer) and
consisted of mid-pale grey brown loamy sand. This deposit contained regular
small angular pebbles and revealed moderate root disturbance. The subsoil
(0003) was far more variable in terms of depth and ranged from as little as
0.15m, to as much as 0.50m. The deposit was of pale brown sand with
variable orange shades and contained regular small angular pebbles, similar
to 0002; occasional ironstone fragments also occurred. The underlying
natural drift deposits were of variable, banded zones of pale yellow to orange
gravel and sand, with frequent ironstone bands. No archaeological features

or finds were located as a result of the evaluation.

o‘;‘\

4.0 Conclusions 00"(\{\09

Helpful co-operation from both the Ia@%@?’s and building contractors
enabled a thorough and efficient e@ﬂua’tfon to be carried out. The densely
configured layout of the evalu%@ﬁh é&%ches provided a representative sample
of the archaeological potential*offhe site. It is therefore unlikely that any
concentration of archaeologlqaﬂ(features exist within this specific area.
However, it is obviously not possible to speculate upon the potential of any of
the surrounding areas of ground and the question over the significance of a
number of exceptional metal finds discovered within the vicinity still remains.
In terms of future work, it is not recommended that the evaluated area be
subjected to further archaeological work.

P\
@ R\
This pri}'ée?\(ﬁcé funded by Mr. and Mrs. C. Bowman 000(4\0
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6.0 Append\ces

Appendix J&é’r&@f and Specification 00(\

SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL \\‘
\}&\% AEOLOGICAL SERVICE - CONSERVATION TEA
0

\V\ \og Brief and Specification for a Archaeological Trenched Evaluad\% 0\0g

'c‘

PARK HOUSE, THE LEYS, TOSTOCK, SUFFOLK%‘)";;,‘C"a
The commissioning body should be aware that it may have Health & Safety responsibilities.

1. The nature of the development and archaeological requirements

1.1 Planning consent (application 1798/07) has been granted by Mid Suffolk District
Council for alterations and extensions to dwelling, erection of stable and garage
block, pool building and lambing shed at Park House, The Leys, Tostock, Suffolk (TL
9544 6334), with a PPG 16, paragraph 30 condition requiring an acceptable
programme of archaeological work being carried out. (Please contact the applicant
for a detailed plan of the development). \\

upon securing the implementation of mme of archaeological works re
development begins (PPG 16, par condltlon) An archaeological eval

of the application area is reqwreﬂp first part of a programme of archaeologlcal
mitigation; decisions on the nd scope of, any further work should there be
any archaeological fmeé% Eg}i |cance will be based upon the results of the

1.2 The Planning Authority has been adV|s g]\gny consent should be conditional

evaluation and will be th t of an additional brief.

1.3 The application lies in an area of archaeological importance, defined in the County
Historic Environment Record (HER, formerly the Sites and Monuments Record),
close to Roman (TCK 008) and Anglo-Saxon (TCK 002) find spots that are indicative
of further occupation deposits. There is high potential for archaeological deposits of
these periods to be disturbed by this development. The proposed works would cause
significant ground disturbance that has potential to damage any archaeological
deposit that exists.

1.4 The site is located at c. 63.00m AOD. The underlying dominant geology of the site
comprises chalky till.

1.5 There i | \gh potential for important archaeological features to be located in this area (\G\\
Aspects O&Beﬁr sed works will cause significant ground disturbance with the potential t@)
damage ar(:& eological deposit that exists. ’d

,ﬁ‘&enched evaluation is required as the first part of the archaeolog%q)\}m{(g% ion

0\\5 \0() trategy for this development.
o

" afen

0)
9 All arrangements for the field evaluation of the site, the timing rk access to
P“o the site, the definition of the precise area of landholding and a for proposed
development are to be defined and negotiated with the commissiohing body.

1.8 Detailed standards, information and advice to supplement this brief are to be found in
Standards for Field Archaeology in the East of England, East Anglian Archaeology
Occasional Papers 14, 2003.


 
This is wording from the planning consent


1.9 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
executionof the project. A Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) based upon this 3\
brief §Q&\t accompanying outline specification of minimum requirements, is g§(\ e
es al @quirement. This must be submitted by the developers, or their agent, (‘l\o

&ge % servation Team of the Archaeological Service of Suffolk County QQurg
%ﬁ{ Hall, Bury St Edmunds IP33 2AR; telephone/fax: 01284 352443) for@ﬁpr%\l .
00 The work must not commence until this office has approved both the a(gpa 'Qgical
\OQ
&

\Y\ ontractor as suitable to undertake the work, and the WSI as sati fg%%\q e WSI
0‘(‘0 2 0 will provide the basis for measurable standards and will be @ @satisfy the
S (0\\ requirements of the planning condition. SP‘(O‘O

1.10 Before any archaeological site work can commence it is the responsibility of the
developer to provide the archaeological contractor with either the contaminated land
report for the site or a written statement that there is no contamination. The developer
should be aware that investigative sampling to test for contamination is likely to have
an impact on any archaeological deposit which exists; proposals for 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, SSSils, wildlife sites &c., ecological considerations rests with the
commissioning body and its archaeological cont@ctor. The existence and content of
the archaeological brief does not over-ride SL(& censtraints or imply that the target

area is freely available. 000 (\1\0

&
1.12  Any changes to the specifications ﬁﬁ Q%roject archaeologist may wish to make
after approval by this office shm@ﬂbe&fo municated directly to SCCAS/CT and the

client for approval. W \O
;50 00
W W
oV X
2. Brief for the Archaeologi@él Evaluation
2.1 Establish whether any archaeological deposit exists in the area, with particular regard

to any which are of sufficient importance to merit preservation in situ [at the discretion

of the developer].@

2.2 Identify the date, approximate form and purpose of any archaeological deposit within
the application area, together with its likely extent, localised depth and quality of
preservation.

2.3 Evaluate the likely impact of past land uses, and the possible presence of masking

colluvial/alluvial deposits.

c\ '\\
2.4 Estal;&@ﬁ' E@ potential for the survival of environmental evidence. \)0(: ©
(S g\ c° (\l\

25 \gro ide sufficient information to construct an archaeological conservation str’i\ph)ﬁ <
2

d%&) . @ preservation, the recording of archaeological deposits, working prac @5 "¢
\Li % and orders of cost. " og\
OF N )

6\)’“ ‘@,@ This project will be carried through in a manner broadly clﬁl tgqb%vith English
(G Heritage's Management of Archaeological Projects, 1991 ( 6’ all stages will
P‘ follow a process of assessment and justification before proceeding to the next phase
of the project. Field evaluation is to be followed by the preparation of a full archive,
and an assessment of potential. Any further excavation required as mitigation is to
be followed by the preparation of a full archive, and an assessment of potential,
analysis and final report preparation may follow. Each stage will be the subject of a
further brief and updated project design; this document covers only the evaluation
stage.


 
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


2.7 The developer or his archaeologist will give SCCAS/CT (address as above) five
working dﬁys notice of the commencement of ground works on the site, in order that 0\\

the wo {s"o

e archaeological contractor may be monitored. e
2.8 tﬁ’% proved evaluation design is not carried through in its entirety (particuiqry i
W ? tance of trenching being incomplete) the evaluation report may b Je@e .
00 Alternatively the presence of an archaeological deposit may be pr oY and
Q‘O\Y\ 0\0 ntested areas included on this basis when defining the final mitigati ‘é’tr%@ g
o 2
9\;@@% An outline specification, which defines certain minimum criteria, @\s}qtﬁjt below.
3. Specification: Field Evaluation

3.1 Trial trenches are to be excavated to sample all parts of the new development. 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. 40m 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
SCCASICT before field work begins.

)
3.3 The topsoil may be mechanically removed us!q&%trbappropriate machine with a back-

acting arm and fitted with a toothless b 4 n to the interface layer between
al surface. All machine excavation is

topsoil and subsoil or other visible arc%
to be under the direct control and SL{@ lgt of an archaeologist. The topsoil should

be examined for archaeological nggferigl
W \O
3.4 The top of the first archae ﬁ&c eposit may be cleared by machine, but must then
be cleaned off by hand. 6‘13 a presumption that excavation of all archaeological
deposits will be done by Rand unless it can be shown there will not be a loss of
evidence by using a machine. The decision as to the proper method of excavation

will be made by the senior project archaeologist regard to the nature of the
deposit.
3.5 In all evaluation excavation there is a presumption of the need to cause the minimum

disturbance to the site consistent with adequate evaluation; that significant
archaeological features, e.g. solid or bonded structural remains, building slots or post-
holes, should be preserved intact even if fills are sampled.

3.6 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
maskingt"éeposits must be established across the site. G\\

\ _\oe,

I

i \
3.7 A@Q%gjb%ical contexts should, where possible, be sampled alaeoenvironn@Qa
ains.

o\ﬂem Best practi'ce should lalllow for sampling of int : etable and ﬂb&g@
0\\ ) aeological deposits and provision should be made for this. The cca?ésw all
G ow what provision has been made for environmental assessmen&sg \ g'i e and

0\* 0\0 must provide details of the sampling strategies for retrieving atte céd iological
“ 30 remains (for palaeoenvironmental and palaeoeconomic investi n@b nd samples
» of sediments and/or soils (for micromorpholo?“ G and other
pedological/sedimentological analyses. Advice on the appropriateness of the
proposed strategies will be sought from J. Heathcote, English Heritage Regional
Adviser for Archaeological Science (East of England). A guide to sampling
archaeological deposits (Murphy, P.L. and Wiltshire, P.E.J., 1994, A guide to
sampling archaeological deposits for environmental analysis) is available for viewing
from SCCAS.


 
From the contractor? 

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


3.8

3.9

«%0‘*
81
P’“

3.12

3.13
3.14

3.15
4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Any natural subsoil surface revealed should be hand cleaned and examined for
archaeological deposits and artefacts. Sample excavation of any archaeological
features rwealed may be necessary in order to gauge their date and character. 0\\

&
\ﬁ;&?or searches must take place at all stages of the excavation b 6?‘? N\G
@( ced metal detector user. ,d

%ﬂl@mds will be collected and processed (unless variations in this princ ‘E@Qre@greed
CCASI/CT during the course of the evaluation). 60 0
G

Human remains must be left in situ except in those caseﬁ&i@e damage or
desecration are to be expected, or in the event that analysis of th mains is shown
to be a requirement of satisfactory evaluation of the site. However, the excavator
should be aware of, and comply with, the provisions of Section 25 of the Burial Act
1857.

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 SCCAS/CT.

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 s&'e l&pt separate during excavation to
allow sequential backfilling of excavatlonsoo

Trenches should not be backfilled w@%@approval of SCCAS/CT.
\C

W \O
General Management ‘{‘0 00
A timetable for alg}ges (#ihe project must be agreed before the first stage of work
commences, incl g monitoring by SCCAS/CT. The archaeological contractor will
give not less than five days written notice of the commencement of the work so that
arrangements for monitoring the 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 ava@'ble to fulfill the Brief. G\\
\)0 o . . . . 00 00

Ag&alkqdchsk assessment must be provided for this particular site. (4\

450\\0\%\|n|tlal survey to detect public utility or other services has taken 6&30’&

«x‘*

(0

\02

sponsibility for this rests with the archaeological contractor.
P y 9 J¢ \og

The Institute of Field Archaeologists’ Standard and Guidance %\é\ Iog|cal field
evaluation (revised 2001) should be used for additional guidan e executlon of
the project and in drawing up the report@


 
GGOWL will provide construction timetable and restrictions for site access

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


5. Report Requirements

5.1 An archlv of all records and finds must be prepared consistent with the principles of 1\
Engl efjtage's Management of Archaeological Projects, 1991 (partlcularlx(\o e
é\'& and Appendix 4.1). (‘l\

5.2 0\}0 \,';g\%port should reflect the aims of the Written Scheme of Invest|gat|on \;0 9\6

\'§~3 \OQ'he objective account of the archaeological evidence must be cle ‘féﬁ‘dla\ﬂgmshed
’(‘0 from its archaeological interpretation.

P" 4 An opinion as to the necessity for further evaluation and its scopeNay be given. No
further site work should be embarked upon until the primary fieldwork results are
assessed and the need for further work is established.

55 Reports on specific areas of specialist study must include sufficient detail to permit
assessment of potential for analysis, including tabulation of data by context, and must include
non-technical summaries.

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 An%@n Archaeology, Occasional Papers
3 & 8, 1997 and 2000).

5.7 The results of the surveys should be &% the relevant known archaeological
information held in the County HER

5.8 A copy of the Specification sh8}i{d gagcluded as an appendix to the report.

5.9 The project manager m&z\\ ﬁ‘s?ult the County HER Officer (Dr Colin Pendleton) to
obtain an event number foi‘jﬁe work. This number will be unique for each project or
site and must be clearly marked on any documentation relating to the work.

5.10  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 HER 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.

5.11 The project manager should consult the County HER Officer regarding the
requirements for the deposition of the archive (conservation, ordering, organisation,
Iabelllngo{harkmg and storage) of excavated material and the archive, @ c;\

]

5.12 tf,jtﬁ’chwe is to be deposited with the County HER within three months @%eol\o

o\gongﬁ ion of fieldwork. It will then become publicly acce55|ble &\d \(-90

\Eﬁcg \‘klhere positive conclusions are drawn from a project (whether it ion or

\ excavat|on) a summary report, in the established format, swtableé@t@ lusion in the

annual ‘Archaeology in Suffolk’ section of the Proceedings of the) Institute for
Archaeology, must be prepared. It should be included in t Ject report, or
submitted to SCCAS/CT, by the end of the calendar year in which'the evaluation work
takes place, whichever is the sooner.

5.14  County HER sheets must be completed, as per the County HER manual, for all sites
where archaeological finds and/or features are located.


 
If the landowner agrees

 
Does the archive include the finds

 
If the landowner agrees


5.15 Where appropriate, a digital vector trench plan should be included with the report,
which must be compatible with Mapinfo GIS software, for integration in the County
HER. Aut,sCAD files should be also exported and saved into a format that can be can 4\

be im into Maplinfo (for example, as a Drawing Interchange File or .dxf) 06(\0 e
alr trafsferred to . TAB files. c° (\'\G
&

&
5.16 (\SA ce’ start of work (immediately before fieldwork commences) an OAS\'\@‘\A@& e
00 ord http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/oasis/ must be initiated and key fieltng:o@'&eted
O\V\ 0\0 n Details, Location and Creators forms. O\V‘ 0\0
)
o
.17 All parts of the OASIS online form must be completed for su sign to the County
9\\0‘30 Il f the OASIS online f b leted f bnﬁg' he C
\ HER. This should include an uploaded .pdf version of the entire r&ort (a paper copy
should also be included with the archive).

Specification by: Dr Jess Tipper

Suffolk County Council
Archaeological Service Conservation Team
Environment and Transport Department

Shire Hall A

o
Bury St Edmunds O
Suffolk IP33 2AR 000 Te 01284 352197
Email: jess.tipper@et.suffolkcc.gov.uk o 90‘4

oc?
oot

Date: 27 September 2007 \ 3 \Og Reference: /
ParkHouseTostock2007 0" ¢0

(4
¥ ¥

This brief and specification remains valid for six 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 arevised 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 responsibility for advising

the appropriate Rlanning Authority. ‘
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http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/oasis/

	SMR information
	The evaluation entailed the excavation of a series of five t
	Contents
	1. 0 Introduction
	2.0 Methodology
	Results
	The trenches were consistently excavated to depths of betwee

	4.0   Conclusions
	5.0  Acknowledgements and List of Contributors
	The commissioning body should be aware that it may have Heal


