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Summary

o"‘\
This poste&c@)?atlon assessment report presents the evidence from an X
ache@o g\g?cal excavation at the Heathland Creation Trial Site, Slze&@u‘,“oé
O\N:elatcﬁ Suffolk. It provides a quantification and assessment of ‘;‘Qﬁ“s @Og
"o" Oﬁ?chlve and considers the potential of that archive to answers ?@ﬂ?c research
questions. The significance of the data is assessed and recommendations for
dissemination of the results of the fieldwork are made. In this instance it is
recommended that no further analysis or reporting is required and that this
post-excavation assessment should be made available through the OASIS

archaeological database as a ‘grey literature’ report.

The site is located on former agricultural land to the west of the Sizewell B
power station. The geological stratum is a glgoﬂ) -fluvial drift deposit of soft,
light yellowish brown or reddish brown %}&‘5‘0‘* localised patches of firm,

light yellowish grey sandy clay. It @d’g{bﬁverage height of 14.60m AQOD.
‘(‘0\*00\0

Two archaeological feature?ﬂqﬁ“we natural stratum. Ditch 0003 is for the most
part oriented east—west although it curves slightly at either end and extends
beyond the northern limit of excavation. It is >22m long x up to 0.85m wide
and has a surviving depth of 0.18m. The sandy fill of the ditch produced two
abraded sherds of prehistoric pottery and a few worked/waste flint flakes.
Ditch/gully 0005 is linear, oriented west northwest—east southeast. It is 3.30m
long x up to 0.60m wide and has a surviving depth of only 70mm. Its sandy fill

produced sore"é small fragments of undiagnostic fired clay and occasional

)

o\
o @

00 eol\

(\

relaav@,‘m%cent ploughing. 0\)(‘"\‘ \‘5
G

“0\* \0 J¢ 0\0‘3
\(\’Dﬁe archaeological features are sealed by modern topsail, agﬁgxu%ately
0.35m thick.






1 Introgbction N

00“}0 \GG 006(;"\09
o o (45°
6@0 \%ja\a location 00\" \?
%09

\\gﬁot&e%\g:haeological monitoring and excavation took place on tgsﬁf%‘%ﬂ\and

P,(C'Creation Trials Site, Sizewell, described hereafter as ‘the site’.ﬁ‘ﬁ'e site is
centred at Ordnance Survey National Grid Reference TM 4602 6260 (Fig. 1)
and encompasses an area of approximately 33,500m?. It is bounded by
agricultural land to the north and west, a conifer plantation to the south and a

farm track to the east.

1.2 The scope of the project

This report was commissioned by Haskonirg)&%étd. on behalf of their client
EDF DEVCO, and produced by the Suf@lg'ggﬁ%ty Council Archaeological
Service (SCCAS). It has been pre@ﬁg\@\accordance with the relevant Brief
and Specification (Fletcher, ZQ@S’%&?S consistent with the principles of
Management of Archaeologez!%{&%jects 2 (MAP2), notably appendices 4 and
5 (English Heritage, 1991). The principal aims of the project are as follows:

e Summarise the results of the archaeological fieldwork

e Quantify the site archive and review the post-excavation work that has
been undertaken to date
N o
) . . . : o . c?
J Aeﬁé)s(aﬂﬁe potential of the site archive to answer research aims 009(4\
&
ooo\é’g(ﬁed in the relevant Brief and Specification “%&‘6
C° o o
K‘o\* 00\0‘3 o eo\o
5\3 (o\(@ e Assess the significance of the data in relation to the rg‘é}‘/gaiﬂ Regional
Research Framework (Brown & Glazebrook, 1997; Glagebrook, 2000)

e Make recommendations for further analysis and publication of the

results of the fieldwork



1.3 Circumstances and dates of fieldwork

The excavatiogj\\Nas carried out by SCCAS, Field Team in response to a (‘6\\9
planning gpslid‘ét?on for a proposed heathland creation trial scheme on a ii@‘)\;@'\o
&
to tgg\'&’/o %f the Sizewell B power station (Suffolk Coastal planning 0&‘1\00\6
oW . : L ¢
o\gpcbol{ognon number: C/09/0476). Prior to the archaeological fleld\gﬁred{t@sne

5\)“: O‘o{gs in agricultural use. ‘5‘)“ 2

e
The fieldwork was carried out from 03 — 05 August 2009, and was conducted
largely in accordance with a Brief and Specification issued by SCCAS,
Conservation Team (Fletcher, 2009) and a Written Scheme of Investigation
(WSI) produced by SCCAS, Field Team (Heard, 2009).

The archaeological investigation took place within the area of a large drainage
ditch along the south side of the site (Fig. Z)OBFi%éurface area of the ditch
measures approximately 110m x 7m \(;\@Q\h%}e@‘

A 360° tracked mechanical excg\\(a?(g(dé\tg% with a 1.80m wide, toothless
bucket was used to strip thglé‘pcq@?from an area measuring approximately
110m x 5m (550m?), as show%'(on Figure 2. The entire surface area of the
drainage ditch was not stripped (in a variation to the method statement set out
in the WSI) in order to preserve the proposed profile of the ditch.

Mechanical excavation of the topsoil continued until the surface of the

underlying natural stratum was exposed. Two archaeological features were

identified at th.e(t level, cutting into the natural stratum at the east end of the A

\

ditch. The(s)g(\ﬁ\%@ excavated and recorded in accordance with the SCCAS 0\)0(:\00
Manli\gq N S 2002). They were planned at a scale of 1:50 and drawdﬁn\ge(\l
sgﬁ?qg@ 1:10. Written descriptions were made on pro-forma cont@‘i’%@é&s

M 0 . L . W \O

ap@'a photographic record was made consisting of high-resolyfien dfgital

0’“ C % W

pSc’ iImages. Heights were recorded by reference to a temporary pjfth mark at
12.50m OD (level supplied by main contractor), near the southeast corner of

the site.






proposed Drainage Ditch

Archaeo\ogica\ Trench

Plan Scale 1:1250
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Figure 2. Plan locating the proposed drainage ditch and the archaeological trench
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2 Geological, topographic and archaeological

bac(liv,ground “6\\0
2.1 J8ed@bgy and topography o (o
o A Vi

“‘0\ %)\oﬁsacl'ished Quaternary geology on the site is chalky till, althogghe% o-
5\) ; Ow((é?/ial drift deposits dominate the surrounding area (British Gb%ﬁtqg\@al Survey,
East Anglia, Sheet 52N 00). Deep loam to clay soils of the Mel?f)rd series

(571) occur on the till deposits, and sandy soils of the Newport series (551)

are found overlying the glacio-fluvial drift deposits.

The site is located on the south-facing slope of a slight promontory of land
behind a former channel known as Sizewell Belts. Ground level slopes from
16.5m AOD at the north-western corner of the site to c. 12.0m AOD at its
N
south-eastern corner. W o
Y'Y
00 (\1\

o o%
The site is located in an area of E%@%O dlands, as defined in Suffolk

County Council’s Suffolk Lanc}&oﬂ"p@eharacter Assessment
2
(www.suffo|k|andscape.orq.‘é%}‘.o“

2.2 Archaeology

The site is within an area of high archaeological importance as defined in the
County’s Historic Environment Record (HER). There is some evidence to
indicate that there was a settlement at Sizewell in the late Saxon period.
Certainly, during the medieval period it was a thriving fishing community with
its own pari :\I&d chapel. The exact location of the settlement is not known, o(\ci\oe
althouglﬁa%@nﬁgological fieldwork in 2008, 850m to the east of the presq&to%g i
S| @&\e\z@}aled extensive medieval settlement evidence that includeq-lo‘)o-\o@\
K‘0\‘%%@\5:}1()ally important find of well-preserved boat timbers (HER r(\o“bém\.q_cs
oV <o“f48). In addition to these recent discoveries the HER showsﬁ%qﬁganumber of
P important archaeological sites exist within 200m of the site. These include
three prehistoric ring ditches (LCS 061, LCS 062, LCS 069), and finds of
Saxon pottery and prehistoric worked flints (LCS 060). Consequently there is

a high potential for encountering prehistoric, Saxon and medieval deposits at


http://www.suffolklandscape.org.uk/

this site. The HER contains also references to Second World War enclosures

(LCS 069) and. stomated debris (LCS 060). Q!
e 000 ¢©
\ YY)
0 (4\ 0 (\l\

Thers&*gﬁeen previous archaeological work on the site. It was mvengﬁ\@%ds
\Q&p@@‘of a SCCAS field-walking project in 1994 (field XVIII), pro@&r\@%

5\\* g!ﬁall amount of Iron Age and medieval pottery (SCCAS, 1995-‘».) ?°
(
e o

3 Original research aims

The original research aims of the project were defined in an early version of
the Brief and Specification (dated 11th May 2009) but were not reproduced in

the final document (Fletcher, 2009). The research aims were as follows:

OR1.: Establish whether any archaeological %@ﬁbgt exists, with particular

regard to any which are of sufficient mp@ﬁaége‘ to merit preservation in situ.
0° o°\

ORZ2: Identify the date, appro%@&sd‘@rm and purpose of any archaeological

deposit together with its Ilkeﬁy Qz‘bnt localised depth and quality of

preservation

ORS: Evaluate the likely impact of past land uses, and the possible presence

of masking colluvial/alluvial deposits

ORA4: Establish the potential for the survival of environmental evidence

o &\o‘\
*@Qe(«s‘equence results of the fieldwork *0‘;;(4
ad \‘\
¥ e \*00\\; F
\ & i oY 0
r‘&O é’-‘ Introduction &0 ¢
&% o

PS The excavation at the Heathland Creation Trials site revealed% simple vertical
sequence of natural sand sealed by modern topsoil. Two archaeological
features were found, cutting the natural sand at the east end of the trench and
sealed by modern topsoil.



4.2 Natural stratum

The geologic(a\&étratum (context 0006) is soft, light yellowish brown or reddish Oc;\\e,
oo '

brown sag@%g\?aining moderate pebbles. It includes localised patches Ot‘fm\;(“\o

_ 4 : : S

light ?I‘Qw%h rey sandy clay. It is at an average height of 14.60m AQD. ,\

ightyellowish grey sandy clay. It verage heig 089.\09

O
0o
o ,0° o“o\\‘;@o\
oV 0“04.3 Prehistoric features oY .
P’“ PS

Ditch 0003 is for the most part oriented east—west although it curves slightly at
either end and extends beyond the northern limit of excavation (Fig. 3). It is
>22m long x up to 0.85m wide and has a surviving depth of 0.18m. The sides
of the ditch are smooth and shallow, breaking imperceptibly into a concave
base. Its fill 0002 is soft, mid brown silty sand containing moderate small to
medium pebbles and angular flint fragments, and occasional flecks and small
fragments of prehistoric pottery, charcoal and vg@rked and waste flint flakes.
o ac

Ditch/gully 0005 is linear, oriented Wesﬁ‘%{ﬂa%vest — east southeast (Fig. 3). It
is 3.30m long x up to 0.60m Wid&&%d@cé a surviving depth of only 70mm.
The sides are smooth and %@Pqe(aegreaking imperceptibly into a concave
base. At its west end it appea&§°to have a rounded terminus but its eastern
extent is less certain and it is possible that it has been truncated in that
direction. Its fill 0004 is compact, mid greyish brown silty sand containing
moderate flint pebbles and occasional angular flint fragments. It also contains
occasional small and abraded fragments of fired clay and some worked and
waste flint flakes.

4.4 Mooq;ﬂ(fi\o‘ppsoil 00\)2:::\00
Topgg‘ﬂ%%‘?( is compact, light greyish brown sandy loam containing n&q@g@‘fg’

s’ and angular flint fragments. It is 0.35m thick and extendﬁgctg\-d\éﬁe. At

W o\
5¢"‘0‘\%ﬁe°east end of the trench it is at 15.00m AOD. 50&\0“900
P“o PSO



Trench continues for

85m - no archaeology
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Figure 3. Plan of archaeological features
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Plate 1. General view of the site showing ditch/gully 0005 (foreground) and ditch 0003 (centre right). The partially excavated drainage ditch for
the heathland creation trials scheme can be seen in the background




5 Quz%(a,(\lflcatlon and assessment N

_ e
O \' UQ eo'\
d 6 o““ \5
St excavation review 00 .\00

\09 A\ \0‘3
Jéﬁg following post-excavation tasks have been completed fogd(b@"atlgraphlc

P5 and finds archive:

Task 01: Completion and checking of the primary (paper and digital) archive
Task 02: Microsoft Access database of the stratigraphic archive
Task 03: Microsoft Access database of the finds archive
Task 04: Catalogue and archiving of digital colour images
Task 05: Processing, dating and assessment of finds
o\
0(\
x h
5.2 Quantification of the stratlgrapjf(z ive
The stratigraphic archive is quantlf(gQ]‘> &\an\ble 1:
& o0°
Type 5\-‘ ,‘\" Quantity Format

Context register sheets

Context recording sheets

Plan and section drawing sheets
Digital images (film code GBQ 065-074) 1
This PXA Report (SCCAS report no. 2009/207)

A4 paper

A4 paper

420 x 300mm film
3008 x 2000 pixel .jpg
A4 ring-bound

ROIN|O|F-

Table 1. Quantification of the stratigraphic archive

5.3 Quantification and assessment of the finds archive

; K\
Cathy Testei\ o 5 (\cf\ ,
d\c' 0 6\0
&
5. (id%(‘%roductlon 0\3&\"6\6
G
C, \
\‘Flr@@%vere collected from two contexts, as shown in the table &@lﬁwo\ 0%
\)“ x\’a
0
Context Pottery Flint Fired clay Miscellaneous Spotdate
No. Wt/g No. Wt/g No. Wt/g
0002 2 5 3 32 Charcoal 1-1g Prehistoric
0004 4 28 10 24 Prehistoric
Total 2 5 7 60 10 24

Table 2. Quantification of the bulk finds

10



\Y
o\
5.3.2 The@fe)t&ery 5 0(; @
Two a‘{lﬁd%&(‘(\;ody sherds of hand-made flint- and sand-tempered potte‘r&'\ \90
2
wej% @égvered from context 0002 — the fill of ditch 0003. The she&ﬁ%r W

)
9\{5 péeﬂlstorlc but not closely datable. "“0‘09
e
5.3.3 Fired clay

Ten abraded fragments of fired clay in a dense silty sand fabric with medium
to large sub-rounded grog inclusions (total weight 24g) were recovered from
context 0004 — the fill of ditch/gully 0005. The fragments are oxidised to a buff
colour on the parts that were probably closer to the exterior and have a
reduced core. They appear to be parts of what Iqad been a single, larger
fragment, possibly part of an object such %t,'sl I weight of Bronze Age or

later date. However, with no survwmqpﬂﬁq@s these fragments remain
\G

,50\* 0\09

undiagnostic.

5.3.4 Flint

Seven pieces of struck flint were recovered from two contexts and

descriptions by context are shown in the table below:

Context | Type No | Pat Notes Date
0002 | flake o] Natural flake, patinated with two possible small long Later Preh
flakes removed (which may or may not be natural)
0002 | flake 4 1|u Flake, unpatinated with parallel flakes scars on dorsal Later Preh A\
AN face, natural striking platform a0
0002 flaéé %2 Large thick flake unpatinated with limited edge Later Faa\)‘ .\00
\ retouch/use-wear. small amount of cortex 4 5 .
0004¢} shatteér 1[u Shatter piece LateHPréh™
0abY. | flake 1]u Snapped flake. Unpatinated (no cortex) _|oketer-Preh
L0004 flake 1]u Squat flake, unpatinated o M Later Preh
q flake 1]u Squat flake utilising a patinated flake (which may, ‘R@\" ptater Preh
0&‘ 04 natural) distal end is cortical
S o™ 2
w "

Table 3. Flint catalogue

None of the flint is diagnostically early; it can all be dated broadly to the later

prehistoric period (Neolithic—Iron Age).

11



A\
5.3.5 Chagéo
J

A smq,k{\fr%gﬁrelnt (1g) of charcoal was collected from ditch fill 0002.
2

¢
o
e 00"‘%\0
A AT

ol € ¢

eV %36 General discussion of the finds archive oY
ps© ps

The excavation produced a very small group of finds from two ditches that
suggest limited activity on this site during the prehistoric period. The
assemblage includes struck flints that can be broadly dated to the later

prehistoric period and two sherds of flint-tempered prehistoric pottery that are

not closely datable.

.

o
o (&

The finds are located in the Bury Storeoﬁt{@ arish Box at H/ 80/ 5.
000 .\Go
W' W

6 Potential of th%pcfgta

5.3.7 Archive location

6.1 Realisation of the Original Research Aims

OR1.: Establish whether any archaeological deposit exists, with particular

regard to any which are of sufficient importance to merit preservation in situ

Realisation: A[Qhaeological deposits and features were identified. After
\

consultati%gﬁs,'lHQ,SCCAS, Conservation Team, none of the deposits and 0\)“

\
featuaﬁ%ge‘%jeemed of sufficient importance to merit preservation in se'\te; \50
A
*GO\;@ e ot
0@0\ . Identify the date, approximate form and purpose of any @%\a&&ogical
5P(°“deposit together with its likely extent, localised depth and quaWof

preservation

Realisation: Two archaeological features were identified at an average depth

of 0.35m, beneath the current topsoil. They are poorly preserved, having been

12
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truncated heavily by ploughing, and survive to a maximum depth of only

0.18m. (\G\\ o K\
000 .\GG 000 '\Ge’

Ditclz}@(i)%ﬁ@(f\:)r the most part oriented east—west although it curves sl\&gh‘ilx\&?’

. a *

&i&%&gﬁd and extends beyond the northern limit of excavation. |t\{§6%3g\°

6\\‘(‘0‘@38 x up to 0.85m wide and has a surviving depth of 0.18m.éﬁ°«g%ﬁly 0005
G

L) . .
P‘ is linear, oriented west northwest — east southeast. It is 3.30m Véng X up to

0.60m wide and has a surviving depth of only 70mm.

A small assemblage of pottery and worked flints suggests that the features
are of later prehistoric date and it is possible that they formed part of a field
system.

. . . _ M ac?
of masking colluvial/alluvial deposits o
o"‘ﬂo
qO '\G
Realisation: The archaeologicalo(ﬁa 8\& have been truncated heavily by
relatively recent ploughing.q,‘h?a(\’keere sealed by the current topsoil only and

no colluvium or former subso?’was present.
ORA4: Establish the potential for the survival of environmental evidence

Realisation: The survival of environmental evidence is unlikely in the acidic,

sandy soils found on this site.

A (\N
o o©
0000 '\Ge' 00 d‘\(}e’

6.20&ﬁe6@ral discussion of potential (\’d \‘59’

O | | o
O\D g\b@OOB and ditch/gully 0005 are very shallow, having been t@mc%\ea
)
5\) o\ﬁgavily by ploughing. There is no evidence for the contempqﬁreeg?ound
\
surface although it is assumed that this must have been at thgsame level as,

or higher than, the current ground surface.

13



There is insufficient evidence to date the ditches precisely although the

presence of twg abraded pottery fragments and a small assemblage of

c;».\

worked aeg\ﬁr\(& flints suggest that they are of later prehistoric date. The 000
funct@ﬂ; Q%?he ditches are uncertain although it seems most likely tha & %“50

wér%d@‘?t of a prehistoric field system.
*0 0
oV
P‘ Clearly they form part of a wider prehistoric landscape that mcﬁjes three ring
ditches (LCS 061, LCS 062 and LCS 069) in the adjacent field to the east.

¢

However, given the ephemeral and inconclusive nature of the
archaeological features on this site and the scale and character of the

finds assemblage that they produced it is proposed that there is no

potential for analysis of the stratigraphic and finds archives, beyond that

contained in this assessment report. G\\
0\
000(4\00
7 Significance of the %aﬂ:%i,o\s
,50\* o\ov
9\3

The results from this site hav@*gome local significance, providing further
evidence for prehistoric activity in an area of the county where only limited

fieldwork has been undertaken to date.

Given that the archaeological features cannot be dated precisely and their
functions are not understood clearly the results from this site are of limited
regional significance Considered as part of the evidence for the wider
prehistoric @'@%‘ape they may contribute in a very minor way to the
Resea;&ﬁ%b@'me Origins and development of the agrarian landscape, aa

detﬁe@ the Regional Research Framework (Brown & Glazebrooif}aa '&4)
o o° 60\* o°

p.
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8 Recommendations for further work and
o\ - \Y
pu b@@tlon 0(\0‘09
r'O (\l\
d \9 4:1 ?}\9
)
owﬁ’a@)geen proposed (6.2) that no further analysis of the site ar B&e 6@

5\\* w(@quwed Similarly it is proposed that the potential and &gmfn&ﬁ‘nep%f the
archive are not such that additional reporting or publication of t%e results is

required. This post-excavation assessment will be disseminated as a ‘grey
literature’ report via OASIS (Online AccessS to the Index of archaeological
investigationS), and a summary of the results will be submitted to the
Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and History.
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HEATH CREATION TRIALS AT SIZEWELL B, SIZEWELL, LEIS'PE)N SUFFOLK

Although this document is fundamental to the work of the specialist
archaeological contractor the developer should be aware that certain of its
requirements are likely to impinge upon the working practices of a general
building contractor and may have financial implications

1. The nature of the development and archaeological requirements

11 A planning application is currently being so%ght from Suffolk Coastal District
Council (C/09/0476) for a proposal to excayate peat and clay from land to the
north of Sizewell B, in order to underta gﬁthland re-creation trial scheme
near by (TM 474 640). Consent if {;’i@ﬁg@ il have a PPG 16, paragraph 30

condition attached. \
00

1.2 This permission is con %n an agreed programme of work taking
place (PPG 16, paragrg ndltlon)

1.3 The site is recognised a?%emg an area of high archaeological importance as
recorded in the County’s Historic Environment Record. Sizewell during the
medieval period was a thriving fishing community, with its own parish and
chapel, settlement here was also known to pre-date the Norman conquest.
The exact location of the settlement has since been lost, however
archaeological intervention 850m to the east of the present site in 2008,
revealed extensive medieval settlement evidence with a nationally important
find of well preserved medieval boat planks. In addition to the recent
excavations the Historic Environment Record shows that a number of
important archaeological sites are known to survive adjacent to the site. This
includes three prehistoric ring ditches, finds of early medieval (Saxon) pottery, .
and W, d prehistoric flint within 200 m of the site. There is therefore a hig G

?é dBr encountering prehistoric, Saxon and medieval deposits atotb 0
\Phis part of the proposal measures approximately 3 hectares j nd is
1@0 hi f th | ly 3 h e
r“o\* 0\ located 1.5 km to the west of the Sizewell B power staeg@ @x It is
\0’& situated on a slight promontory of land behind a forme known as
Sizewell Belts. The soils are recorded by the BGS as ¢ of the Melford

series (571) over chalky till, however acid sandy soils of the Newport series
dominate the area and may have a more localised influence across the site.
The site currently lies at 15m above Ordnance Datum.
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15 Assessment of the available archaeological evidence indicates that the area
affected by development can be adequately recorded by continuous and

controlle@\archaeologlcal monitoring and excavation. (\(‘;‘\
W .2
1.6 SC(GFA (1' has been requested to provide a brief and specification f Qﬁee(‘l\
(\ﬁ‘ logical recording of archaeological deposits that will be aff
0 Q&elopment — archaeological mitigation in the form of preservatlo © rd.
Q‘ \\5 \o n outline specification, which defines certain minimum c‘{%ﬁb 6!Q0 t out
below.
) O‘\'Z‘
P" 2. Brief for Archaeological Investigation

2.1 An archaeological excavation, as specified in Section 3, is to be carried out
during the ground works for the drainage trench to the south of the heathland
creation trials field. (Please contact the applicant for an accurate plan of
the site).

2.2 The excavation objective will be to provide a record of all archaeological
deposits which would otherwise be damaged or removed by development,
including services and landscaping permitted by the consent. Adequate time
is to be allowed for archaeological recording of archaeological deposits during
excavation. G‘\

QO
o . e . .

2.3 This project will be carried throughOﬂ Qsl\nanner broadly consistent with
English Heritage's Management {qﬂ r%eological Projects, 1991 (MAP2).
Excavation is to be followed Noreparation of a full archive, and an
assessment of potential for qng g and publication. Analysis and final report
preparation will follow nt and will be the subject of a further brief
and updated project d&s g{b‘(‘

»

2.4 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 SCCAS/CT (Shire Hall, Bury St Edmunds P33
2AR; telephonef/fax: 01284 352443) for approval. The work must not
commence until this office has approved both the archaeological contractor
as suitable to undertake the work, and the WSI as satisfactory.

25 The Wgt\will provide the basis for measurable standards and will be used to c,\\
est hGGNhether the requirements of the planning condition will \09
Iy met; an important aspect of the WSI will be an assessmen
‘3 t in relation to the Regional Research Framework (Easb ,gjl n
@?thaeology Occasional Papers 3, 1997, 'Research and Arc

0\\(~ o\quramework for the Eastern Counties, 1. resource assessme Y‘a 2000,
‘(‘ 2% 'Research and Archaeology: A Framework for the E% &ountles 2.
“ research agenda and strategy"). “

2.8 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
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2.9

deposit which exists; proposals for sampling should be discussed with
SCCASICT before execution.
o\

The r\g@p%aslblllty for identifying any restraints on archaeological field- WOé&(‘ c©

(e@ Spl'?eduled Monument status, Listed Building status, public utiliti
ﬁ‘l ©Services, tree preservation orders, SSSis, wildlife sites &c) r 3&?

o\" h_@commlssmnlng body and its archaeological contractor. The e ¢and

2.11

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3

\o%ontent of the archaeological brief does not over-ride such restqamt:\ imply

that the target area is freely available.
’ ’ ¥ o‘o""

All arrangements for the excavation of the site, the timing ofhhe 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.

The developer or his archaeologist will give SCCAS/CT ten working days
notice of the commencement of ground works on the site, in order that the
work of the archaeological contractor may be monitored. The method and
form of development will also be monitored to ensure that it conforms to
previously agreed locations and techniques upon which this brief is based.

Specification for the Archaeological Exc%@atlon

The excavation methodology is to l@oa@(bcéd in detail before the project
commences. Certain minimum crlta (\%‘Z’Oe required:

Topsoil and subsaoil dep Q&t be removed to the top of the first
archaeological level by ﬂ?rlate machine with a back-acting arm fitted
with a toothless buck@? '{I\ achine excavation is to be under the direct
control and supervision @F‘an archaeologist.

If the machine stripping is to be undertaken by the main contractor, all
machinery must keep off the stripped areas until they have been fully
excavated and recorded, in accordance with this specification. Full
construction work must not begin until excavation has been completed and
formally confirmed by SCCAS/CT.

The top of the first archaeological deposit may be cleared by machine, but
must then be cleaned off by hand. There is a presumption that excavation of
all archaeological deposits will be done by hand unless it can be shown there

)

will no e a loss of evidence by using a machine. The decision as to the G‘\

leﬁ hod of further excavation will be made by the senior pr%
glst with regard to the nature of the deposit. P
\3 ’d \©

.‘eﬂ‘ features which are, or could be interpreted as, structural éafully

excavated. Fabricated surfaces within the excavation ar ards and
floors) must be fully exposed and cleaned. Any varlatlo%’ §t thls process
can only be made by agreement with SCCAS/CT, and must be confirmed in
writing.

All other features must be sufficiently examined to establish, where possible,
their date and function. For guidance:

W \oqexcavated Post-holes and pits must be examined in sectlo%\‘&nq{/ n fully

a) A minimum of 50% of the fills of the general features is be excavated (in
some instances 100% may be requested).
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b) 10% of the fills of substantial linear features (ditches, etc) are to be
excavatgél (min.). The samples must be representative of the available length c;\\
of theoiéa e and must take into account any variations in the shape or fill %
. . \
th(&aﬂ?e and any concentrations of artefacts. For linear features, 1
o\ﬁc\ ots (min.) should be excavated across their width. 0(\'\\‘ ‘b\
oY «c® oY o0
\Q.(I." \o‘xny variation from this process can only be made by agreemenu{ﬁ’ ssary

\)@0 390 on site] with a member of SCCAS/CT, and must be confirmse\c’ﬁﬂv\%ﬁﬁng.
) 0‘\ LY
PS 3.8 Collect and prepare environmental bulk samples (for flotatioﬁ"(and analysis by

an environmental specialist). The fills of all archaeological features should be
bulk sampled for palaeoenvironmental remains and assessed by an
appropriate specialist. The WSI must provide details of a comprehensive
sampling strategy for retrieving and processing biological remains (for
palaeoenvironmental and palaeoeconomic investigations and also for
absolute dating), and samples of sediments and/or soils (for
micromorphological and other pedological/sedimentological analyses. All
samples should be retained until their potential has been assessed. Advice on
the appropriateness of the proposed strategies will be sought from J.
Heathcote, English Heritage Regional Adviser in Archaeological Science
(East of England). A guide to sampling aé;?}\eological deposits (Murphy, P.L.
and Wiltshire, P.E.J., 1994, A guide to pbing archaeological deposits for
environmental analysis) is available Ilo(,ﬂ% from SCCAS.
S

3.9 A finds recovery policy is to@&’%’g&\ed before the project commences. It
should be addressed by th@~ % ieving of occupation levels and building

fills will be expected. o o0

G : :
3.10 Use of a metal detectorpsvlll form an essential part of finds recovery. Metal
detector searches must take place at all stages of the excavation by an
experienced metal detector user.

3.11 All finds will be collected and processed. No discard policy will be considered
until the whole body of finds has been evaluated.

3.12 All ceramic, bone and stone artefacts to be cleaned and processed
concurrently with the excavation to allow immediate evaluation and input into
decision making.

3.13 Metal affefacts must be stored and managed on site in accordance with UK G‘\
Inst'tgfb. £ Conservators Guidelines and evaluated for significant dating a&é\.oe
dlidr ﬁnplications before despatch to a conservation laboratory with@@ot&(‘l\
eéks of excavation. 0(\" \©

A . _ ¢ Qf\c’
\8.140”Human remains are to be treated at all stages with care and r$&pe nd are
R\ ,&00 to be dealt with in accordance with the law. They must be ng dedin situ and
© (o‘c‘ subsequently lifted, packed and marked to standards co @mle with those

described in the Institute of Field Archaeologists' Techhical Paper 13:
Excavation and post-excavation treatment of Cremated and Inhumed Human
Remains, by McKinley & Roberts. Proposals for the final disposition of
remains following study and analysis will be required in the WSI.

0

3.15 Plans of the archaeological features on the site should normally be drawn at
1:20 or 1:50, depending on the complexity of the data to be recorded.
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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 thi%@nust be agreed with SCCAS/CT. o\\

OO'GG : . _ o '\Ge’
316 A Gaﬂo(déraphlc record of the work is to be made, consisting of EDQI'PN
rome photographs and colour transparencies/high resoluti%(\'éig\if'a
c’(;.\" (@@ es, and documented in a photographic archive.
)

\y W0
0,50\3,0@9\ Excavation record keeping is to be consistent with the isefhents the
S O\\ County Historic Environment Record and compatible with ite a{o‘ﬁ‘lve. Methods
P must be agreed with SCCAS/CT. P

4. General Management

4.1 A timetable for all stages of the project must be agreed before the first stage
of work commences.

4.2 Monitoring of the archaeological work will be undertaken by SCCAS/CT. A
decision on the monitoring required will be made by SCCAS/CT on
submission of the accepted WSI.

4.3 The composition of the project staff must detailed and agreed (this is to
include any subcontractors). For the site\gﬁ\%@@r and other staff likely to have
a major responsibility for the post—e;@ﬁv processing of this evaluation
there must also be a statement &fyt 69 responsibilities or a CV for post-
excavation work on other §| a gical sites and publication record.
Ceramic specialists, in par,&c X@%ust have relevant experience from this
region, including knowlegg@ % al ceramic sequences.

N

4.4 Provision should be incllﬂgd in the WSI for outreach activities, for example, in
the form of an open day and/or local public lecture and/or presentation to
local schools.

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

4.6 A detailed risk assessment and management strategy must be presented for
this particular site.

4.7 The WSI must include proposed security measures to protect the site and

both e&g&évated and unexcavated finds from vandalism and theft. Od\
W . @ W . @
4.8 Pﬁbgiao'{dﬁofor the reinstatement of the ground and filling of dangerous Ife?eg(‘l\
\ﬂw $“be detailed in the WSI. However, trenches should not be 'Q‘(
Ot
oo\‘ «without the approval of SCCAS/CT. R
o initial survey to detect public utility or other services ace. The
S04 o inital d blic util h i h%g&gk Place. Th
) (G“ responsibility for this rests with the archaeological contrac wo‘o

4,10 Detailed standards, information and advice to supplement this specification
are to be found in Standards for Field Archaeology in the East of England,
East Anglian Archaeology Occasional Papers 14, 2003. The Institute of Field
Archaeologists’ Standard and Guidance for Archaeological Excavation
(revised 2001) should be used for additional guidance in the execution of the
project and in drawing up the report.
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5. Archive Requirements

5.1 WIthIQ“p p, weeks of the end of field-work a written timetable for pﬁa@o 00
ex&R/a,pﬂh work must be produced, which must be approved by SCCA
Fo ng this a written statement of progress on post-excavati
o\" ther archive, assessment, analysis or final report writing will @Je&‘

0\\5 \o%t three monthly intervals. 60\\{; eo\o

'c‘

(0302 The project manager must consult the County Historic Eﬁ\/lgﬂnent Record

Officer (Dr Colin Pendleton) to obtain a Historic Environmenit® rd number
for the work. This number will be unique for the site and must be clearly
marked on any documentation relating to the work.

5.3 An archive of all records and finds is to be prepared consistent with the
principle of English Heritage's Management of Archaeological Projects, 1991
(MAP2), particularly Appendix 3. However, the detail of the archive is to be
fuller than that implied in MAP2 Appendix 3.2.1. The archive is to be
sufficiently detailed to allow comprehension and further interpretation of the
site should the project not proceed to detailed analysis and final report
preparation. It must be adequate to perform the function of a final archive for
lodgement in the County Historic Environm%@ Record or museum.

o, e

5.4  Acomplete copy of the site record arc@@e@‘l&st be deposited with the County
Historic Environment Record withi 2\$9nths of the completion of fieldwork.
It will then become publicly ac

5.5  The data recording methé@! @Gﬁ conventions used must be consistent with,
and approved by, th"g ty Historic Environment Record. All record
drawings of excavated évidence are to be presented in drawn up form, with
overall site plans. All records must be on an archivally stable and suitable
base.

5.6 The project manager should consult the SCCAS Archive Guidelines 2008 and
also the County Historic Environment Record Officer regarding the
requirements for the deposition of the archive (conservation, ordering,
organisation, labelling, marking and storage) of excavated material and the
archive. A clear statement of the form, intended content, and standards of the
archive is to be submitted for approval as an essential requirement of the
WSI.

P\

5.7 The \Wg &hould state proposals for the deposition of the digital archa&\ 4

ﬁ%@l o this project with the Archaeology Data Service (ADS

\éu nce should be made for costs incurred to ensure proper d %1@ n

\ﬁ.ﬁtp /lads.ahds.ac.uk/project/policy.html). O

c°
ot °
A %@0 Finds must be appropriately conserved and stored in agc:ﬁﬁ%aé&% W|th UK
(G“ Institute Conservators Guidelines. No

5.9 The site archive quoted at MAP2 Appendix 3, must satisfy the standard set by
the “Guideline for the preparation of site archives and assessments of all finds
other than fired clay vessels” of the Roman Finds Group and the Finds
Research Group AD700-1700 (1993).

5.10 Pottery should be recorded and archived to a standard comparable with 6.3
above, i.e. The Study of Later Prehistoric Pottery: General Policies and
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9\)
P

511

,“o\ﬁ'%

&
<°“0

5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

6.1

o"‘(\,OA

4 ok
\oEvery effort must be made to get the agreement of the Iandoiner/QO&loper

Guidelines for Analysis and Publication, Prehistoric Ceramics Research
Group Occ Paper 1 (1991, rev 1997), the Guidelines for the archiving of
Roman gbttery, Study Group Roman Pottery (ed M G Darling 1994) and the
Guid%ﬂee@f the Medieval Pottery Group (in draft).

00 \ G
§

to the deposition of the finds with the County Historic Envir%ﬁfﬂ Record or
a museum in Suffolk which satisfies Museum and Gaferigs" Commission
requirements, as an indissoluble part of the full site archive. If this is not
achievable for all or parts of the finds archive then provision must be made for
additional recording (e.g. photography, illustration, analysis) as appropriate.

Where positive conclusions are drawn from a project, 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 Archaeology journal,
must be prepared and included in the project report, or submitted to
SCCASI/CT by the end of the calendar year in which the evaluation work
takes place, whichever is the sooner.

Where appropriate, a digital vector trench _glan should be included with the
report, which must be compatible with MagihfaxGIS software, for integration in
the County Historic Environment Re&)r@]\ utoCAD files should be also
exported and saved into a forma \e% be can be imported into Maplinfo
(for example, as a Drawing In apae File or .dxf) or already transferred to
TAB files. o

o 0P

At the start of work ﬁyﬁn‘@ﬁ?ately before fieldwork commences) an OASIS
online record http://adshﬁds.ac.uk/proiect/oasis/ must be initiated and key
fields completed on Details, Location and Creators forms.

All parts of the OASIS online form must be completed for submission to the
County Historic Environment Record. This should include an uploaded .pdf
version of the entire report (a paper copy should also be included with the
archive).

Report Requirements

An assessment report on the fieldwork and archive must be provided

consistgbt with the principle of MAP2, particularly Appendix 4. The report

mu%\ﬁ‘e.if;megrated with the archive.
C

(.4\

0\‘ e inguished from its archaeological interpretation.
¢ o Q
o 0%, | . \:;eg\°
50“(}(‘% An important element of the report will be a description of g\é"?}(‘ dology.
\!

P“ 6.4 Reports on specific areas of specialist study must include E‘ufficient detail to
permit assessment of potential for analysis, including tabulation of data by
context, and must include non-technical summaries.

6.5 Provision should be made to assess the potential of scientific dating

techniques for establishing the date range of significant artefact or ecofact
assemblages, features or structures.
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6.2 (\\* %bjectlve account of the archaeological evidence must b&(\ %@&Iy
-\o
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&ﬁs must be identified and listed as a minimum archive requiremsg’?.‘é‘ﬁe
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\)
)
\\(.oo\o see above, 2.5). Further analysis will not be embarked upon until

6.6 The results should be related to the relevant known archaeological
informat&a)n held in the County Historic Environment Record. c;\\

W~ e
o o V' 0
6.7 Tk@"?e }?will give an opinion as to the potential and necessity for furthe 00 b
(\ﬁhil s of the excavation data beyond the archive stage, and the s géés{&!?
@é ork
imary

efuirement for publication; it will refer to the Regional Research

A\
fieldwork results are assessed and the need for further w QS ablished.

\sﬁ‘o o ! e a . \ ) .
nalysis and publication can be neither developed in or costed in
V.o Anal d publicat be neither developed ajch ted
PS detail until this brief and specification is satisfied. Howev&r, the developer

should be aware that there is a responsibility to provide a publication of the
results of the programme of work.

6.8 The assessment report must be presented within six months of the
completion of fieldwork unless other arrangements are negotiated with the
project sponsor and SCCAS/CT

6.9 The involvement of SCCAS/CT should be acknowledged in any report or
publication generated by the project.

G\

o . Oocf c©
Specification by: Will Fletcher (,0 epl\
Suffolk County Council 0\‘0.\0'3
Archaeological Service Conservatic«lq’e\@ﬁ
Environment and Transport Seryj¢é %gﬁvery
9-10 The Churchyard, Shire Hai_ ¥
Bury St Edmunds P-(
Suffolk IP33 2AR

Tel: 01284 352199
Email: william.fletcher@et.suffolkcc.gov.uk

Date: 02nd July 2009
Reference: HeathlandCreationTrials2009(EX)
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