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Planning permission to erect five town house%a Framfield House, 83
Thoroughfare, Woodbridge has been gra%gwmitional upon a programme
S

of archaeological monitoring during grou

. The proposal lies at the

eastern end of the area defined for lieyal Woodbridge. The site had been

formerly developed and evidence‘t
revealed after surface demolitj
was found to have been hea
probably during the nineteenti
features or finds were located as a result of the monitoring.
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tantial concrete foundations were
een completed. The entire site area
%/c'\(i%turbed to depths of around 0.80m,
and twentieth centuries. No archaeological
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1. O Introduction

Framfield H&g@\\—:‘yes at the junction of Thoroughfare and St. John’s Street at (\0\\9

the eastefpend‘of the area defined for medieval Woodbridge. The entries fiP? (“\G

the Caouh toric Environment Record for this area are relatively few @oh e?

thﬁ vided an opportunity to potentially add to the archaeologj P d
fo t(@%rea. Roman coins have been found within 500m of the sit¢

&0 and WBG 012) (see Figure 2), but the main interest lies irb .g%?ential

SY cfor medieval remains. The early edition of the Ordnance Survi ap
indicates that the majority of the site area consisted of a garde?f or possibly
an orchard during the later nineteenth century (see Figure 3). The site
appears to remain undeveloped until well into the twentieth century and
continued to form the garden of Framfield House. Eventually, around half of
the area was occupied by number 42 St John’s Street and the Surgery.

Figure 1. Site location
(© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 2008)
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glk)County Council Licence No. 100023395 2008)

Figure 2. Site within the context gboﬂ
N

(© Crown Copyright. All rights reserve«~
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Figure 3. The site on the ¢.1880 OS
(© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 2008)
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2.0 Methodology

Keith Wade (SCCAS Conservation Team) produced the Brief and
Specification for the Archaeological Monitoring (see Appendix 1.). The site
was visited on two occasions, when it was possible to examine most of the
development area after it had been stripped of previously existing structures,
footings and services. An area to the north side of the site, adjacent to the
road, contaln the most substantial footings and these were removed while
an archae bwas present. All other ground disturbance, clearance and ¢
levellin @)Qer t?fso examined and recorded. Details of the ground dlsturtz‘& %(4
and fefiles were recorded onto a detailed site plan in addition to -
f 0\%1 %servable Phenomena context sheets. Digital 7.1mp phot z’
\We %ken of section faces, surfaces and all general aspects AII of
#¥e stripped, levelled and disturbed surfaces were searched (6{) »h%r with the
upcast spoil, with the aim of retrieving datable archaeologlc ﬂ s. Site
conditions were generally good in terms of visibility and moisture levels.
The site was allocated a County Historic Environment Record number of

WBG 069.
An OASIS form has been completed for the project (suffolkc1-37894).
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3.0 Resultg A
o o
o, 0 . o - . o2
After the g€ fftion of the previous buildings, the remaining footings and c® (\I‘
redu &8rvices were grubbed out using a mechanical excavator. %g\mig":e
st |t\&came clear that twentieth century development had Iargelgo '\00
m(m‘éd any earlier deposits to a depth of 0.80m. Some areas Wa@j@‘%e
\)’(‘oégiﬂh-west edge of the site had remained undeveloped, asy, {ﬁ garden
9‘)50 reas, but were not due to be disturbed within the footprint o e& ew
building. A number of small pits had been hand dug in this area for the
purpose of locating services, the sections and spoil were examined and
recorded, but no archaeological features or finds were located. The few areas
of surviving deposits revealed that the topsoil consisted of mid-pale brown
loamy sand of around 0.30m depth. Natural deposits were only glimpsed
briefly in the base of a grubbed out concrete foundation near the central area
of the site, orange-yellow sand was observed at a depth of around 0.85m. No
archaeological features of finds were located as a result of the monitoring.

P
4.0 Conclusions W\
&0 a"’o

It is impossible to draw an)ﬁé @\aeological conclusions in relation to this site.
Deposits which may have Eh[eld features or finds have been removed or
heavily disturbed and therefore the site cannot even be reliably recorded as
proving to be devoid of archaeology.
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Brief and Specification for Archaeological Morﬁi%{ma
P
FRAMFIELD HOUSE, 83 THOROUGHFARE, WOODBRIDGE
Background

Planning permission to erect five town houses at Framfield House, 83
Thoroughfare, Woodbridge, has been granted conditional upon an
acceptable programme of archaeological work being carried out
(C/06/2239/FUL). Assessment of the available archaeological
evidence and the proposed foundation methods indicates that the area
affected by new building can be adequact’gly recorded by archaeological

monitoring. 00(\ .\oe

The proposal lies at the easter@‘b &%Tf the area defined for medieval
Woodbridge in the Countbcﬁi Qs'aand Monuments Record and will
involve significant groung\’disbwénce.

O 0°

As strip foundationsr% q(&oposed there will only be limited damage to
any archaeological déposits, which can be recorded by a trained
archaeologist during excavation of the trenches by the building
contractor.

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

o©

N
N

have ar,\impact on any archaeological deposit which exists; proposals A

for sgaﬁbl

oV (W
o@r\lgﬁﬂgr Archaeological Monitoring

'wg should be discussed with this office before execution.

oV «? oY nC
\\‘Z.ci\og\l'o provide a record of archaeological deposits Whiqhowo@d be

2.2

50“0\(\000 damaged or removed by any development [includi@ﬁos@%ces and
)

landscaping] permitted by the current planning conseﬁtwo

The main academic objective will centre upon the potential of this
development to produce evidence for the medieval and late medieval
/early post medieval occupation of the site.
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2.3 The significant archaeologically damaging activity in this proposal is the
excavation of building footing trenches. These, and the upcast soil, are
to be Q}bserved during and after they have been excavated by the oo\

bu(i,l"gih(‘g\z‘-\cc&ntractor. 000 N-\Ge’
3 Oﬁ@(%eéements for Monitoring 00’\\\ \60
o 40 o oc?

Q‘O\&&o\hohe developer or his archaeologist will give the Co%@#@tﬁgologist

5\3 C_\\'a‘ (Keith Wade, Archaeological Service, Shire Hall, OB? Edmunds

\ IP33 2AR. Telephone: 01284 352440; Fax: 01284 3@443) 48 hours
notice of the commencement of site works.

3.2 To carry out the monitoring work the developer will appoint an
archaeologist (the observing archaeologist) who must be approved by
the Planning Authority’s archaeological adviser (the Suffolk County
Council Archaeological Service).

3.3 Allowance must be made to cover archaeological costs incurred in
monitoring the development works by the contract archaeologist. The
size of the contingency should be .gstimated by the approved
archaeological contractor, based upo ‘ifh% outline works in paragraph
2.3 of the Brief and Specificatigh ca\?d the building contractor's
programme of works and timet\g@]ﬁése

O% 40

3.4 If unexpected remains Q&g @ﬁ%ountered, the County Archaeologist
should be immediag\w‘ nﬁ@ﬂned so that any amendments deemed
necessary to this ggo ication to ensure adequate provision for
recording, can be made without delay. This could include the need for
archaeological excavation of parts of the site which would otherwise be
damaged or destroyed.

4, Specification

4.1  The developer shall afford access at all reasonable times to both the
County Archaeologist and the ‘observing archaeologist' to allow
archaeological observation of building and engineering operations
which d,'k':,turb the ground. A

o 0

4.2 O@pﬁ@xﬁﬁy should be given to the ‘observing archaeologist’ to t@@%ﬂ'\o

o@x gate any discrete archaeological features which appear dj{lgg
0 ,%a\t moving operations, retrieve finds and make measureddgé%( as

Ohecessary.

50 @“2-3 In the case of footing trenches unimpeded access I‘IUF rate of one
P and half hours per 10 metres of trench must be allowed for
archaeological recording before concreting or building begin. Where it
is necessary to see archaeological detail one of the soil faces is to be

trowelled clean.



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

develop ent. c;‘
00 G \GG
4.5 I&ﬁ@,ﬁ‘éxts should be numbered and finds recorded by context ,@;scf N
of‘a ssible o
O R

‘C‘O% \0 The data recording methods and conventions used mu (ﬁeé@n&stent
O\\'a‘ with, and approved by, the County Sites and Monumepts E,\'@cord
pé

4.7  Archaeological contexts should, where possible, be sampled for
palaeoenvironmental remains. Best practice should allow for sampling
of interpretable and datable archaeological deposits and provision
should be made for this. 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.

4.8 Developers should be aware of the o&s\lglllty of human burials being
found. If this eventuality occurs tl@@/ t comply with the provisions
of Section 25 of the Burial Act 7%and the archaeologist should be
informed by ‘Guidance f oﬁegfa practice for treatment of human
remains excavated from @h@uﬁn burial grounds in England’ (English
Heritage & the Ch ngland 2005) which includes sensible
baseline standards v%%%qb“are likely to apply whatever the location, age
or denomination of a burial.

5. Report Requirements

5.1  An archive of all records and finds is to be prepared consistent with the
principles of Management of Archaeological Projects (MAP2),
particularly Appendix 3.This must be deposited with the County Sites
and Monuments Record within 3 months of the completion of work. It
will then become publicly accessible.

UKo e of Conservators Guidelines. The finds, as an indissol (\,\0
ar?ﬁ he site archive, should be deposited with the County SM ftg@
\\o owner can be persuaded to agree to this. If this is not g‘ for
\“\G \oqhu or any part of the finds archive, then provision must\p e for
g&o 000 additional recording (e.g. photography, |Ilustrat|03£\ a,sé?yss) as
\‘ appropriate. P“

5.3 A report on the fieldwork and archive, consistent with the principles of
MAP2, particularly Appendix 4, must be provided. The report must
summarise the methodology employed, the stratigraphic sequence,
and give a period by period description of the contexts recorded, and
an inventory of finds. The objective account of the archaeological

5.2 Finds(@}lﬁt be appropriately conserved and stored in accordance wit 0\\
t



evidence must be clearly distinguished from its interpretation. The
Report must include a discussion and an assessment of the

archa grcal evidence. Its conclusions must include a clear o\

nce in the context of the Regional Research Framework

3‘% of the archaeological value of the results, and wN\G
oﬂ‘i‘ a

n Archaeology, Occasional Papers 3 & 8, 1997 and 2008» 9\

,‘gog\éo\ A summary report, in the established format, suitable (@\Y‘Qd\?sron in

<°“0

5.5

5.6

5.7

Specification by:  Keith V%@@g 2%

the annual ‘Archaeology in Suffolk’ section of the POC ngs of the
Suffolk Institute of Archaeology, should be prepared and included in
the project report.

County Sites and Monuments Record sheets should be completed, as
per the county SMR manual, for all sites where archaeological finds
and/or features are located.

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. 0\
(\G

All parts of the OASIS online form qﬂs@)g completed for submission to
the SMR. This should include ﬁfb aded .pdf version of the entire
report (a paper copy should@ﬁt)@@ included with the archive).

0\0

Suffolk County Council

Archaeological Service Conservation Team
Environment and Transport Department
Shire Hall

Bury St Edmunds

Suffolk IP33 2AR
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Q(déf and specification remains valid for 12 months from “\e
date. If work is not carried out in full within that timeOO° \Y

2
\O

This

e

cument will lapse; the authority should be notified %@{i
o

000%'&vised brief and specification may be issued. .\Ga
o a2 ot 3%
e O 2%
‘5“@:‘0 5-“0\,‘3

P If the work defined by this brief forms a part of a grogramme 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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