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Summary

An archaeological evaluation was carried out on land at Little Thurlow Primary School,
Little Thurlow on the 23rd July 2009, in advance of the construction of a Pre-School.
The area investigatg@bgeviously contained a portacabin (with no below gro%gcﬁe
element), a sof{\fﬂ%éd}%a and a concrete flagged patio. A single Iinear‘&@%@l‘
measuringd@%\dﬁ\length was excavated within the footprint of the$r¢o}3&e@d structure.
Two g&&i&z&?est aligned ditches were recorded in the trenchégb?lbeq\which had been
substaﬁﬁally truncated. One ditch contained a single sherd of r?éodieval pottery, the
second ditch contained no artefacts. Both features were sealed below a relatively deep

subsoil deposit that may have been imported to level the school playing field.
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1. Introduction

An archaeological evaluation was carried out on land associated with Little Thurlow
Primary School, Little Thurlow on the 23rd July 2009. The work was carried out in
accordance with a l\))g@‘f gnd specification issued by Jess Tipper (Suffolk Co%gt%_’ gouncil
Archaeologicaléé%@o%cf Conservation Team). This document is include%&sos@@bendix 1.
The work V@ﬁ“g@ertaken in advance of the construction of a new @e‘?go?}ool building
on the&ﬁ%

X %

o : : : P\
é?\the previous portacabin structure, associated wgq(@‘\saoﬁ play area and a
concrqtéoflagged patio. Funding was provided by Suffolk Coun&y‘%ouncil who manage

the school.

2. Geology and topography

The site lies at TL 677 510 on the east side of the B1061, The Street within the grounds
of Little Thurlow Primary School (Fig. 1). The %%“é:‘}&oment area (Fig. 2) measured
18.4m by 11.2m and represented the foot%({\pct'\gé‘%\single building of 206.08m? (0.02
hectares). The development area wa&@?t\i@??he playing field, associated with the

2{@9& at 72 metres OD. Beyond the hedge and

primary school, which was gener%ﬁ
fenced boundary of the school grob‘(nds to the east the field was under pasture. Unlike
the school playing field the pasture sloped gradually down to the east towards the River
Stour that formed the eastern field boundary 108m beyond the school hedge. The
geological horizon was a mixture of yellowish orange silts, reddish brown silts and

bands of sorted gravels varying from peagrit to cobbles, derived from glaciofluvial drift.

oD L N
3. Archaeol%g;?:@}aand historical background 00"(:4’\0'3
{ o | O,
SR 1 5°
The sit Wee%\ﬁan area of archaeological interest within the his;&g&eré\@%ieval settlement

core‘?i(iﬁr% to the south-west of the medieval church (TUL Oﬁ%ké}?d its associated
graveyard. It is also close to the medieval green edge. Its position above the floodplain
of the River Stour would have been an ideal settlement location from the prehistoric
period onwards, and there are finds scatters of pottery and metalwork within the vicinity.
A summary of the Historic Environment Records (HER) shown on Figure 3 is included in
Table 1 below. No previous archaeological interventions have taken place within Little

Thurlow.
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Figure 2. Development area shaded red
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The school and the grounds were constructed in the mid to late 20th century on land

that had previously been part of open farm land in the late 19th to early 20th century

(Fig. 4).
Reference Type Forrrl\ Date Description \\
TUL 001 Map ref. Li& “: e Post-medieval Site of 16th century hall burned down in 1809 fesapt hall
G%gob\g Hall rebuilt in late 19th century just to the weﬁ&%r&@*}sh ponds
(\\\‘ \6 remain from the older landscape \)(\\ a\s
TUL 003 @ﬁ \ Metalwork Bronze Age, Bronze Age palstave , Roma %&t ) c’ins, brooches and
‘\0 00 Romano British bracelets. Exact location c\){(ﬁQd%Qchrtain
TUL 00%\) ‘c.v%d spot Pottery Medieval Medieval pot scatter 6 ‘O
TUL 006 Earthwork  Mill mound Post-medieval Surviving low mound from a smock mill recorded on 1846
enclosure map

TUL 007 Findspot Enclosure Prehistoric, Worked flint and pottery recovered during field walking on the

Cropmark  Trackway Romano-British, site of a possible enclosure and associated trackway seen on

Medieval aerial photographs
TUL 008 Building Mill tower Post-medieval 19th century smock mill incorporated into a house in the 20th
century
TUL 009 Building St Peters Medieval A church was recorded here in the Domesday book, the present
Church church,sates from the 14th to 15th century
TUL 012 Find spot Metalwork Medieval, post- Vari .éi’eds including 14th century harness pendants. Exact
medieval " G%é’ph\of finds uncertain
Table 1. Seée&d%{ci&l R references
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Figure 3. Selected HER references close to the development area
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4. Methodology 0“

A programme of evaluation was carried out in accordance with the brief and
specification provided by Jess Tipper. This required the excavation of a single 18m
trench within the footprint of the proposed structure. The portacabin had been removed,
the electricity supply had been diverted and the water turned off. The excavation was

carried out using a Wg\‘eeled JCB type excavator fitted with a 1.6m wide toothlg\ss

o, e
ditching bucket\‘LmQYQd\gonstant archaeological supervision. 'c{ 2’@(“\0
< )
o°° \°°\ 0°° Nt

The e@v\‘/ }8n and recording was carried out in accordance W §@8AS guidelines,
and %Mecords were created using SCCAS proformas. Plans aﬁfﬂ sections were
produced at an appropriate scale and photographs were taken of all relevant features
and deposits on 35mm monochrome print film and high resolution (7 megapixel) digital
images were also taken. Differential GPS (Leica GPS 1200) was used to locate the
trench and establish heights AOD for the features. All finds were retained for inspection

and two thirty litre environmental samples were taken.



5. Results

5.1 Introduction
One trench was excaog&ed within the development area and two ditches we5g¢eé:orded
within it. All fea,alf%%e‘ut the natural geological horizon and were sealed ty&ga%‘son 0002.

Full contex@@’e&@?ptlons are included in Appendix 2. “G‘iog
“ 00\ s\)“o‘(\@eo
(9
5.2 Tﬁénch 1 (Fig. 5) p

Trench 1 was excavated along the centreline of the proposed new structure, it

measured 17.8m by 1.6m and was oriented north-north-west to south-south-east.

Ditch 0003 (Fig. 5, Section 1) was a shallow, truncated linear feature in plan and
oriented east to west. The sides sloped gradually to a flattish base. It measured 1m in
excavated length, 1.1m in width and 0.2m in de\g{h é)ne sherd of probable medieval
pottery was recovered from the single fill OQQQ Eﬂls was a mid orange brown friable
silty clay with common small gravel m\g@%laﬁg Sample 1 taken from this context
contained small quantities of wmg\&%ﬁcharred material of indeterminate origin. A tiny
fragment of coal recovered from trﬁ sample might support a medieval date but a

fragment of this size could be intrusive within the context.

Ditch 0005 (Fig. 5, Section 2) was a shallow, truncated linear feature in plan and
oriented east to west, located 12.2m to the south of ditch 0003. It had a wide u-shaped
profile with gradual S|des and an imperceptible break of slope to a concave base It
measured 1m in e@é\/ated length, 2.2m in width and 0.31m in depth. Slngog&\flrddated fill
0006 was darkcgr\qag‘h brown firm clay silt with frequent medium sub- q@{;g flint
nodules Qﬂigg&asmnal charcoal flecks. Sample 2 taken from thl&&){&éXt produced
smagwltles of charcoal only, providing no indication of cgﬂ'ﬁ‘%@Sorary activities

W|th|nPt‘he vicinity nor of the nature of the wider environment.

Subsoil layer 0002 sealed both ditches 0003 and 0005, it was mid orange brown friable
silty clay with frequent small to medium angular and sub-rounded flint fragments

measuring approximately 0.38m in depth.
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Topsoil layer 0001 sealed subsoil layer 0002, it was dark brown friable silty clay with

common flint inclusions measuring approximately 0.24m in depth.

6. Finds and env,(ronmental evidence g
o ,\,o‘\
O (Bt
o NI
1p o S A
6 ottergo\, \00\ 0\)@00

)
A sing\l}g&t@:‘g of a wheelthrown greyware weighing 10g was rg@@\v/;@% from ditch fill
N
0004$(§i(?‘€h 0003). It was probably medieval in date although ?kﬁ(bossibility that it is
Roman cannot be entirely ruled out due to the similarity in fabric and firing techniques

used in both periods.

6.2 Plant macrofossils and other remains (Val Fryer)

Introduction and method statement

)
Samples for the evaluation of the content and g;é%\gzvation of the plant macrofossil

assemblages were taken from both ditct;ga}*;ﬁé@ﬁere submitted for assessment.

\
The samples were processed by w&;\evater flotation/washover and the flots were
collected in a 300 micron mesh S|q>$8‘.\The dried flots were scanned under a binocular
microscope at magnifications up to x 16 and the plant macrofossils and other remains
recorded are listed below in Table 1. All plant remains were charred. The non-floating
residues were collected in a Tmm mesh sieve and will be sorted when dry. All

artefacts/ecofacts will be retained for further specialist analysis.

Results A A\
o (\0
e ¥ 3

Both assem%@dg\&%re extremely small (<0.1 litres in volume) and sgg&isd\ﬁesmall
numberogfc%%@"goallcharred wood fragments are present in bothoga%\bﬁs, but the only
otheg\éleaﬂemacrofossil recorded is an indeterminate cereal g‘bﬁllw?ggment from Sample
1 taken from ditch 0003. Pieces of black porous material, which are possible residues of
the combustion of organic remains at very high temperatures, are also present in

Sample 1 along with a minute fragment of coal.



Conclusions and recommendations for further work

As such small quantltles of material were recorded, it is considered most likely {hat all
remains were derl\égﬁc’feom scattered or wind-blown detritus, which was acg&é@@lly
vl o
included wﬂk;l’q\\lr ch fills. 0 \‘5
¢ g 9
o\* o\*
Usmg\tﬁ&%valuatlon as a basis, it is very difficult to make reo@?Q@%ndatlons for any
fuﬂherpwork Ditch deposits from any period can be extremely varlable with many, like
the current examples, containing only a low density of scattered refuse. However, this
does not automatically mean that other deposits from the same site will be equally poor.
Therefore, it is recommended that if any further interventions are planned, additional
plant macrofossil samples of approximately 20 — 40 litres in volume should be taken

from all well-sealed and dated deposits recorded q\lJring excavation.

o

Sample N o

ple No. o 2
Context No. oo\ o° 0004 0006
Within Cut. ,o° s 0003 0005
Cereal indet. (grain frgg‘f \09 X
Charcoal <2mm e X X
Charcoal >2mrr6° \\0 X
Black porous ‘cok matenal X
Small coal frag. X
Sample volume (litres) 20ss 20ss
Volume of flot (litres) <0.1 <0.1
% flot sorted 100% 100%

Table 2. Charred plant macrofossils and other remains

Key to Table
x=1-10 specimens ss = sub-sample
0\ N
o 9
. o"(;,'\Ge o d\°°
7 Dlscus%8gz \q ge
J¢ 0\0‘3 J¢ \09

Alth &\\‘both ditches 0003 and 0005 were on the same ahgg#%h? it is not clear if they
were gontemporary features. The single sherd of pottery in dltch 0003 is not sufficient to
date the feature with certainty. However, the pottery sherd was unabraded and
therefore might have been contemporary with the use of ditch 0003, which would
indicate either a medieval or Romano-British date. The fills of the two ditches were not
comparable in colour, texture, compaction or inclusions. Neither ditch is recorded on the
1880’s OS map (Fig. 4). Both were truncated almost to their bases and sealed by the

subsoil.



The fairly deep subsoil layer 0002 which measured 0.38m in depth is of uncertain origin.
Although no finds were retrieved from the deposit it may have been deliberately
deposited to level the playing field when the school was constructed. The presence of
grassed over banks al@ng the southern boundary to the playing field, and a sllg(ht slope
down to the field @Y%p‘gouth east supports the theory that landscaping hqs‘kk%n place
on the site. o&‘ A Oa

Oo\og \Og

’(\0\* ‘\o\*

8. &pﬁclusmns and recommendations for furtherpWork

The results of the evaluation indicate that there are archaeological remains within the
development area, but that it is not clear if both ditches were contemporary and their
date is uncertain. Both features were truncated almost to their base and it is likely that
the whole site has been subject to modern landscaping. This is likely to have damaged
and or removed other archaeological features thag‘mlght be present within the

development area, beyond the evaluation treg@}i(q\"
o°° 2;‘»\6
Further archaeological mitigation |§(‘o§‘rbv\8ered unnecessary because the footprint of
the structure is quite small and uﬁlwé?y to reveal other features than those already
exposed. Also although the ditches were not well dated the level of truncation and
paucity of artefacts recovered during the evaluation means that further investigation is

unlikely to result in clarification.

9. Archive deposition

o“
0‘)‘(\\,\"-'e
Paper and pho@%ap'r\lc archive: ﬂ 5@
SCCAS Bm@‘%&%dmunds T:\Arc\ALL_site\Little Thurlow\TUL 019‘6 btﬁ \Q%urlow School
A
Flnds dbéhwronmental archive: 5\)'(\0‘@00

SCCA@ Bury St Edmunds. Store Location: PARISH BOX H/81V§

10. List of contributors and acknowledgements

The evaluation was carried out by Liz Muldowney and John Simms, from Suffolk County

Council Archaeological Service, Field Team.
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The project was directed by Liz Muldowney, and managed by Jo Caruth.

The post-excavation was managed by Richenda Goffin. Finds processing was carried
out by Jonathan van J@nnlans Richenda Goffin identified the pottery. Other se@mallst
identification and@ﬁv(us% was provided by Val Fryer. The report was chec\:}l@?pf'
- -
Richenda Ggﬁgw&\ ‘;oa\
o\* o° ‘\o\* \°

N o 2®
Disg;ﬁ‘:er P~‘°

Any opinions expressed in this report about the need for further archaeological work are those of the Field
Projects Team alone. Ultimately the need for further work will be determined by the Local Planning
Authority and its Archaeological Advisors when a planning application is registered. Suffolk County
Council’s archaeological contracting services cannot accept responsibility for inconvenience caused to
the clients should the Planning Authority take a different view to that expressed in the report.
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Appendix 1 Brief and specification

Brief and Specification for Archaeological Evaluation

THURLOW BRADLEY AND DISTRICT PRE SCHOOL, LITTLE THURLOW
The commissioning bocat\should be aware that it may have Health & Safety responsibil&es.
00\)‘:\[\00 00\) (\I'\Ge
(")
1. The nature o&(ﬁ*%\&evelopment and archaeological requirements 0\‘“‘2’6\6
o . ]
1.1 Plannir{qge\mgsion has been granted by Suffolk County Council for the e&@&‘l&o‘b\f a pre-school
buildi@éﬁ&bﬁﬁlow Bradley and District Pre School, Little Thurlow (TL 67%&%@5Iea3e contact the
‘0

G .
developb‘ for an accurate location plan.

1.2 The Planning Authority has been advised that any consent should be conditional upon an agreed

programme of work taking place before development begins (PPG 16, paragraph 30 condition).

1.3 The area of the proposed development (which measures c. 167mzin area) is located on the east side
of The Street, above the floodplain of the River Stour. It is situated on glaciofluvial drift (deep loam) at c.
73.00m AOD. c;\\
\Rpy
oV ¢
1.4 This school lies in an area of high archaeologl\@\‘%)@ntlal, recorded in the County Historic
0 o

Environment Record, within the historic settl@(é%@?re and 160.00m to the south-west of the medieval

0% -0
church and churchyard (HER no. TUL %\Q {{oﬁ also situated on a medieval green edge and to the north-

G
east of a medieval finds scatter (TUL 012?.5In addition, the landscape setting of this school, overlooking
the River Stour, is a typical location for early occupation of all periods. There is a strong possibility that
medieval, and possibly earlier, occupation deposits will be encountered at this location. Any groundworks

causing significant ground disturbance have potential to damage any archaeological deposit that exists.

1.5 In order to inform the archaeological mitigation strategy, the following work will be required:

A linear trenched evaluq{d\\bis required of the development area. \)(‘6\\@
M) X¢) X
c° d\ ooz(sl\

¢ )
1.6 The resul&g@}:@% evaluation will enable the archaeological resource, b%bﬂ&d\?ality and
\
extent, tg\tgléo&nately quantified. Decisions on the need for and scop%\&f g@gmitigation
&
mea a@%%ould there be any archaeological finds of significance,@h{bﬁ% based upon the results

\
of the 8‘va|uation and will be the subject of an additional specification:

1.7 All arrangements for the field evaluation of the site, the timing of the work, access to the site, the
definition of the precise area of landholding and area for proposed development are to be defined and

negotiated with the commissioning 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.

11



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 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 Conservation Team of the Archaeological Service of Suffolk County Council (9 — 10 The Churchyard,
Shire Hall, Bury St Edmlé\rz,’&}s IP33 2AR; telephone/fax: 01284 352443) for approval. The wo?@(nust not
commence until thiseﬁﬁe'{(gs approved both the archaeological contractor as suitable t@u\\ ¢ %ke the
work, and the W\’%\*gﬁﬁsfactory. The WSI will provide the basis for measurable %ts(\%&eand will be
used to sa(\eﬁ Ia,q‘\Féquirements of the planning condition. \*C’ \09\0
so"‘o‘\a"'o go“o.(\o"'o
1.10 Be?é?e any archaeological site work can commence it is the responsibﬂ? 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 fieI&{\work, e.g. Scheduled Monument status,
Listed Building status, public utilities or other servicesdu!é\ servation orders, SSSIs, wildlife sites &c.,
ecological considerations rests with the commissisp\?\%‘&?dy and its archaeological contractor. The
existence and content of the archaeological @'ng\;cé not over-ride such constraints or imply that the

\
target area is freely available. 9\)’(‘0‘\0@0

1.12 Any changes to the specifications that the project archaeologist may wish to make after approval by

this office should be communicated directly to SCCAS/CT and the client for approval.

2. Brief for the Archaeological 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.

0\\ (\0\\
. W o . TR T
2.2 Identify the dateonan imate form and purpose of any archaeological deposit W|th|ﬁ,91q~ﬁgpllcat|on
e . . . SRG
area, togethero \&#ﬁogs kely extent, localised depth and quality of preservation. 0000' 0")\
¢ o o
o o9 <>\‘l~‘3<,\o

2.3 Egéﬁla@e[he likely impact of past land uses, and the possible presen@‘ ‘I,"(\?asking colluvial/alluvial
deposi%‘. P

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, timetables and orders of cost.

12



2.6 This project will be carried through in a manner broadly consistent with English Heritage's
Management of Archaeological Projects, 1991 (MAP2), all stages will 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 preparatio&\may follow. Each stage will be the subject of a further brief and up@ated

project design; this deoﬁ%éiﬁ covers only the evaluation stage. 00‘)(4'\06
(2 ()

e 0\\ 2
2.7 The de«@%%@or his archaeologist will give SCCAS/CT (address as above«{ﬁe\@rking days notice
0% -0
of the ow%ement of ground works on the site, in order that the workgﬁ'ﬁ%&a@chaeological contractor
may beﬁgnitored. 3 P“

2.8 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. Alternatively the presence of an
archaeological deposit may be presumed, and untested areas included on this basis when defining the

final mitigation strategy.

2.9 An outline specification, which defines certain minimumeriteria, is set out below.
o, ce
00 (\l\
3. Specification: Trenched Evaluation o(\\\‘a\se
3.1 A single linear trial trench 18.00m in Ieng@@g\@ﬁe excavated to cover the area of the new building.

The trench is to be a minimum of 1.80n%d{\?§\gﬁn?ess special circumstances can be demonstrated.
{0

3.2 If excavation is mechanised a toothless ‘ditching bucket’ at least 1.50m wide must be used. A scale
plan showing the proposed locations of the trial trenches should be included in the WSI and the detailed

trench design must be approved by SCCAS/CT before field work begins.

3.3 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

&ofan

archaeological surface. Mmachine excavation is to be under the direct control and superv\i)%'

. \) g . . . (o) \Gz
archaeologist. The;\@seqd ould be examined for archaeological material. \‘0 o
S G
o2 AT
0% 40 0 \G
3.4 The tgg;gfo\bg\first archaeological deposit may be cleared by machine, btb\wc%\bﬁlen be cleaned off

by hag&,‘.‘g({%%'e is a presumption that excavation of all archaeological deg&bl‘te(\%ﬁl be done by hand
unless ®'can be shown there will not be a loss of evidence by using a macl?fne. The decision as to the
proper method of excavation will be made by the senior project archaeologist with 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. For

guidance:
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For linear features, 1.00m wide slots (min.) should be excavated across their width;
For discrete features, such as pits, 50% of their fills should be sampled (in some instances

100% may be requested).

3.6 There must be sufficient excavation to give clear evidence for the period, depth and nature of any

archaeological deposit. TI&Q depth and nature of colluvial or other masking deposits must be qﬁtablished

across the site. o\)(\ \Ge’ oo\)“ .\00
) osed 0N
\ RSP\ RSP\

o

O, 2 PR
3.7 Archae\ql&;o@g\%ontexts should, where possible, be sampled for palaeo-em@&m@é\wtal remains. Best

practig%’éwallow for sampling of interpretable and datable archaeolog.-_i’é‘oq‘eﬁgsits and provision
should Déomade for this. The contractor shall show what provision has beerh‘t?ade for environmental
assessment of the site and must provide details of the sampling strategies for retrieving artefacts,
biological remains (for palaeo-environmental and palaeo-economic investigations), and samples of
sediments and/or soils (for micromorphological and other pedological/sedimentological analyses. Advice
on the appropriateness of the proposed strategies will be sought from Rachel Ballantyne, 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 viewingo'(‘om SCCAS. 4
00\‘“ .\GG

3.8 Any natural subsoil surface revealed should b@(&*&&geaned and examined for archaeological
deposits and artefacts. Sample excavation o&éﬁi@j&%aeological features revealed may be necessary in
order to gauge their date and character‘.o\)’(‘o“\aGo

e
3.9 Metal detector searches must take place at all stages of the excavation by an experienced metal

detector user.

3.10 All finds will be collected and processed (unless variations in this principle are agreed SCCAS/CT

during the course of the evaluation).

3.11 Human remains mk@\be left in situ except in those cases where damage or desecratio‘(&%e to be
.o .
expected, orin the Qyé\éw‘\"at analysis of the remains is shown to be a requirement of sﬁ%‘ﬁq&gry
evaluation of tr\é‘}hﬁqowever, the excavator should be aware of, and comply wig\)‘%eab?ovisions of
\

o% ¢
Section 234096@Qéuria| Act 1857. «\0*00\0(;
¢
oy ¥

3.12 PIB%S of any archaeological features on the site are to be drawn at 1:?0 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.

3.13 A photographic record of the work is to be made, consisting of both monochrome photographs and

colour transparencies and/or high resolution digital images.
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3.14 Topsoil, subsoil and archaeological deposit to be kept separate during excavation to allow sequential

backfilling of excavations.
3.15 Trenches should not be backfilled without the approval of SCCAS/CT.

4. General Managemen‘t\d\\ (\d\\

4.1 A timetable for a&e& %of the project must be agreed before the first stage of workGo%&'\E'%ces,
including monitcx("‘\golgﬁgCCAS/CT. The archaeological contractor will give not Ies(s)&(\%jb\(ﬁg days written
notice of tf\@&)o{acﬁgncement of the work so that arrangements for monitoring \Qecb(gﬁct can be made.
&0 o0 0" e°

o oV

4.2 ThePs‘omposition of the archaeology contractor staff must be detailed arﬁ!‘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.
Ceramic specialists, in particular, must have relevant experience from this region, including knowledge of

local ceramic sequences.

4.3 It is the archaeological contractor’s responsibility to ensb\);e that adequate resources are available to

fulfill the Brief. 000‘:\[\0"'
R &9’3
4.4 A detailed risk assessment must be prov\' &%@‘fﬁis particular site.

0‘\0‘@@0
4.5 No initial survey to detect public utilitWé?other services has taken place. The responsibility for this

rests with the archaeological contractor.

4.6 The Institute of Field Archaeologists’ Standard and Guidance for archaeological field evaluation
(revised 2001) should be used for additional guidance in the execution of the project and in drawing up

the report. 5

5. Report Requiremen S\ 6\\
. W% . : o O .2
5.1 An archive of aIU@%Qn&% and finds must be prepared consistent with the principles @Qg@l@h
Heritage's Magég%@&t of Archaeological Projects, 1991 (particularly Appendix 301;9}1&“%pendix 4.1).
X \

\
o\*oo\og ;(‘O\* GO\OQ
5.2 Tgé‘ggb?t should reflect the aims of the WSI. 9\)&‘\6
P

5.3 The objective account of the archaeological evidence must be clearly distinguished from its
archaeological interpretation.

5.4 An opinion as to the necessity for further evaluation and its scope may 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.
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5.5 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 includ%a\clear statement of the archaeological potential of the site, and thgcs\gnificance
of that potential in the@%n 6)& of the Regional Research Framework (East Anglian Arch%o%gﬁe

. S
Occasional Pég‘?“ié}&&g 1997 and 2000). 00\“"\00\
W 0\09 \ ¥ \09

0> -0
57T ’ﬁ‘%@@s of the surveys should be related to the relevant known arqga'ég{@&cal information held in
the COLN‘;/' Historic Environment Record (HER). P“

5.8 A copy of the Specification should be included as an appendix to the report.
5.9 The project manager must consult the County HER Officer (Dr Colin Pendleton) to obtain an HER

number for the work. This number will be unique for each project or site and must be clearly marked on

any documentation relating to the work.

\N
o\
5.10 Finds must be appropriately conserved and store&d‘?%ﬁﬁ%rdance with UK Institute of Conservators
Guidelines. (\\\‘ \"oe
0° . oo
Clod
A

\ )
5.11 The project manager should cons%\&%@éC Archive Guidelines 2008 and also the County HER
Officer regarding the requirements for thqxﬁcéposition of the archive (conservation, ordering, organisation,

labelling, marking and storage) of excavated material and the archive.

5.12 The WSI should state proposals for the deposition of the digital archive relating to this project with

the Archaeology Data Service (ADS), and allowance should be made for costs incurred to ensure the

proper deposition (http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/policy.html).

5.13 Every effort must t\ﬁi}\ngde to get the agreement of the landowner/developer to the de&(‘s“\lt'é)n of the
finds with the Co&‘@w or a museum in Suffolk which satisfies Museum and Gall%"gés@i‘nmission
requirement&@g‘;@ndissoluble part of the full site archive. If this is not achievaem“?\ }I or parts of the
finds ar«g\\fée@gn provision must be made for additional recording (e.g. ph\%og;@?/, illustration,

(2
analy%’%gé% appropriate. If the County HER is the repository for finds th<§$3ﬁ‘ﬁ be a charge made for

storage, and it is presumed that this will also be true for storage of the archive in a museum.

5.14 The site archive is to be deposited with the County HER within three months of the completion of

fieldwork. It will then become publicly accessible.

5.15 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 6
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in Suffolk’ section of the Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute for Archaeology, must be prepared. It should
be included in the project report, or submitted to SCCAS/CT, by the end of the calendar year in which the

evaluation work takes place, whichever is the sooner.

5.16 County HER sheets must be completed, as per the County HER manual, for all sites where
archaeological finds and/gf\features are located. \\
(\%Ne \)“cf e
oV (¢ oW i
G 0
5.17 An unboun&& the evaluation report, clearly marked DRAFT, must be prwgg&ﬁ) SCCAS/CT
; OY 40
for approv%ﬁ&gq\gix months of the completion of fieldwork unless other arrar@&r\@& are negotiated
(8)

with t%@'é?q’g‘é?sponsor and SCCAS/CT. Following acceptance, two copigq)’éi«a@ report should be
submitt@écfo SCCASI/CT together with a digital .pdf version. ¢

5.18 Where appropriate, a digital vector trench plan should be included with the report, which must be
compatible with MaplInfo GIS software, for integration in the County HER. AutoCAD files should be also
exported and saved into a format that can be can be imported into MaplInfo (for example, as a Drawing

Interchange File or .dxf) or already transferred to .TAB files.

5.19 At the start of work (immediately before fieldwork coma{ences) an OASIS online record
http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/oasis/ must be initiated aep‘k%;@?élds completed on Details, Location and

Creators forms. (\\\‘ \"oe
oo .oo
Cod
W
5.20 All parts of the OASIS online form Wcompleted for submission to the County HER. This
should include an uploaded .pdf version cﬁ‘t%e entire report (a paper copy should also be included with

the archive). 7

Specification by: Dr Jess Tipper
Suffolk County Council
Archaeological Service Conservation Team

Environment and Transport Service Delivery

9-10 The Churchyard, s‘@}e Hall 0(;\\
o, e e
Bury St Edmunds (,Oe(q\ \‘o Qd\
Suffolk IP33 2&{01‘20\5 Go"o-\oﬁ\g
: )
Tel: 01 286\\693395) R o

Ema@\)g%g\ﬁ%per@suffolk.gov.uk 5\)«:0“6
¢
Date¥™0 July 2009 Reference: / PreSchool-LittleThurlow2009 This brief?énd 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 a revised brief

and specification may be issued.
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Appendix 2 Context Information

0\ S\
9 o
Context Within Filled Category Type Description oo\)‘\ e Go\‘((\q'\oe Interpretation Length  Width  Depth
Cut by e N m_ (m)  (m)
\J \)
0001 Layer Topsoil  Friable  dark oV ,\(;o‘ silty clay common flint E@h&n’@hs Topsoil 0.24
b (r)\o‘?v AR
0002 Layer Subsoil Friableg\‘ loX silty clay freque W?o medium  Subsoil 0.38
ange angular Qﬁﬁ sub-rounded
brown flint fragments
0003 0004 Cut Ditch Linear east- break of slope at top 45 degrees Medieval ditch truncated 1.0 1.1 0.2
west to slightly curved sides, gradual almost to its base
break of slope to flattish base
0004 0003 Fill Ditch Friable  mid silty clay common gravel fill of ditch 0003 0.2
orange
brown
0005 0006 Cut Ditch Linear  east- wide u-shape, gradual sides, Shallow truncated ditch, 1.0 2.2 0.31
west imperceptible break of slope to | contained a single worked
concave base (\0\\0 flint within the single fill
0006 0005 Fill Ditch Firm dark clay silt Go‘)c‘\o frequent medium flint Single fill of ditch contained a 0.31
greyish ‘\\\\ \93 nodules (sub-angular); patinated broken flint blade,
brown Go\’ -\00 occasional charcoal probably residual
A \OQ flecks
¥
SV o
P“
A A
) o©
o oIl
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o P o
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