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2. Context summary  



Summary  
 

An archaeological evaluation carried out at The Packing Shed, Weston Ditch, West 

Row, Mildenhall identified a possible ditch and pit (both undated, but probably modern) 

and a large solution hollow. No finds were recovered. 

 

Summary  

An archahahahahaaahahaaaaaaaaaeoeoeoeoeoeoeoeoeoeoeooee lolololololololoooooooooooogigigigigigigiigigigiigigiggigigigiggigigigicacacacacacaccacaccaacaaaaaaacacccc l evaluation carried out at The Packing Shed, Weston Ditch, WWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWWeseseseseseseseeeseseeesese t tttttttttt

Rooooooooow,w,w,ww,w,w,w,w,w,w,w,ww,www,www  MM MMM MMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMililililiiiiliiiiiiiiiiii dededededededededeedededeededeeeeeeededdedeeeennnnhnnnnnnnnnn all identified a possible ditch and pit (both undated, but probabababababbababababbabbabababaa lylylylylylylylylylylylyylyyyyy mm m mmmmm m mmmmmmmmmmmmododododododododdododododododdddodododoodddern) 

ananananananananannannnnannnanaanaa d dd   a a a a aa a aaaaaaaaa aa lalalalalalalalalalalarge solution hollow. No finds were recovered. 





1. Introduction  
 

An evaluation was carried out at The Packing Shed, Weston Ditch, West Row, 

Mildenhall ahead of a proposed redevelopment of the current site (Pre-

determination Planning application number (F/2009/0758/FUL)). The work was carried 

out on 20th April 2010 and undertaken in accordance with a Brief and Specification 

produced by Sarah Poppy of Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service 

Conservation Team (SCCAS/CT). 

 

The Packing Shed, Weston Ditch is located at the north-east edge of West Row, 200m 

north-west of the corner of The Green and Cow and Sheep Drove, north of Greenleas 

Farm (Fig. 1). 

 

2. Geology and topography  
 

The development area overlies chalky drift and chalk and lies on flat Fen Edge land at 

approximately 4m OD.  

 

At the time of the evaluation, the land was grassed, bounded on the west and east sides 

by beech hedging and on the north side by trees. There was no physical south 

boundary to the site. The old Packing Shed stood on concrete and gravelled land to the 

immediate west of the development area and was not obviously in use. 

 

3. Archaeological and historical background 

The HER contained eleven entries (Table 1) that are located within a 0.5km radius of 

the development area. These are predominantly prehistoric in date, reflecting the sites’ 

location on the Fen edge. Although it lies without the search limits, the additional entry 

relating to the Roman villa site to the west at Thistley Green has been included as it 

is an important element of the historic landscape here. Roman activity has been 

identified and recorded further to the east in West Row (for example, MNL 514 and MNL 

612) and there is a fair possibility that it may extend westwards towards the Fen edge. 
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Figure 1.  Site location, with the development area (red) and trenches (black)
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Figure 1.  Site location, with the development area (red) and trenches (black)
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HER Code Description Location Date 
MNL 028 Perforated red deer antler tool 

Bronze spearhead and flint and pot scatter 
Leaf-shaped arrowhead 

480m NW Meso 
BA 
Neo 

MNL 064 Villa site <1km E Rom 
MNL 285 Sherds of Beaker pottery and occasional worked flints 430m NW BA 
MNL 307 Probable flint dagger handle 440m N BA 
MNL 377 Worked flint scatter 440m W Preh 
MNL 378 Patch of burnt flint 430m W Preh 
MNL 379 Flint scatter 490m N Preh 
MNL 381 Worked flint scatter 260m W Preh 
MNL 385 Two sherds of pottery and a concentration of worked flint 400m NE BA 
MNL 453 Two small gullies identified during a Watching Brief 480m W Preh 
MNL 506 Complete flint axe 190m NE Neo 
MNL 529 Silver coin and bronze pin  

Bronze brooch found through metal detection 
70m E Rom  

Sax 
Table 1. Summary of HER entries 

 
 

4.  Methodology 
 

The Brief and Specification (Appendix 1) required that 5% of the development area 

should be subject to trial trenching. This equated to four trenches, each 1.6m wide, with 

a total length of 85m. The trenches were excavated by a JCB 3CX mechanical 

excavator using a toothless ditching bucket. All machining was constantly supervised by 

an experienced archaeologist. 

 

All deposits were recorded using SCCAS pro forma sheets and plans and sections were 

hand-drawn at 1:50 and 1:20. A photographic record was kept of all features and 

deposits on both black and white film and a high resolution digital camera (314 dpi). 

 

Levels were established using a dumpy level and metal-detecting was carried out over 

the trenches, spoil and unexcavated areas of the development area. No environmental 

samples were taken. 

 

A digital copy of the report has been submitted to the Archaeological Data Service:  

http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/catalogue/library/greylit 

 

5. Results  
 

The evaluation identified a possible ditch and pit in Trench 3 and a large solution hollow 

in the north-west corner of the development area.  
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a total length of 85m. The trenches weeeeeeeeeeeeeererererererererererererrrrrrrereree e e eee eeexcxcxcxcxcxxxxcxcxcxcxxcxxccxxxccxcavavavavavvavavavavavavaaaavaaaaaa ated by a JCB 3CX mechanical 

excavator using a toothless ditchihihihihihiiiiihiihhiiiiingngngngngngngngngngngngnnngnngngngngngng bbb bbbbbbbbbucucucucccucucucucucucucucuccucucucccuckekekekkkekekekekekekekekkk t. All machining was constantly supervised by 

an experienced archaeologist. 

All deposits were recorded using SCCAS pro forma sheets and plans and sections were 

hand-drawn at 1:50 and 1:20. A photographic record was kept of all features and

deposits on both black and white film and a high resolution digital camera (314 dpi). 

Levels were established using a dumpy level and metal-detecting was carried out over 

the trenches, spoil and unexcavated areas of the development area. No environmental f

samples wereeeeeeeeeee t t t t t ttttt tt ttakakakakakakakakaakakakaaaaakaakkaaaa eneeeeeeee .
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5. Results  

The evaluation identified a possible ditch and pit in Trench 3 and a large solution hollow 

in the north-west corner of the development area.  
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Full context descriptions are presented in Appendix 2, and details of each trench are 

presented in Table 1, below. 

 

The natural chalk 0007 was white to greyish white in colour and encountered at a 

minimum depth of 0.35m below the ground surface. It was truncated by all features. 

 

Possible pit 0006 was truncated by possible ditch 0004 (see below). It was sub-circular 

in plan and had a 1.10m visible diameter and was 0.24m deep. It had an irregular 

profile, with steep, near vertical sides. One fill was observed from which no finds were 

recovered.  

 

 

 
Plate 1.  Trench 3: ditch 0004 and pit 0006 in background, facing north 
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Figure 2.  Trench locations and detailed plan and section of Trench 3
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Possible ditch 0004 was oriented east to west and was 1.50m wide by 0.32m deep. It 

had a shallow, u-shaped, slightly asymmetrical profile. One fill was observed from which 

no finds were recovered, although it was noted that a moderate number of snail shells 

were present. The interface between ditch 0004 and pit 0006 was very indistinct to the 

point that it was not possible to clearly define the limits of each feature. 

 

The solution hollow in the north-west corner of site (observed in Trenches 2, 3 and 4), 

was filled by 0002, mid orange brown silty clay. It was recorded at the north end of 

Trench 2 as having a depth of up to 0.72m. No finds were recovered. 

 

Topsoil 0001 overlay all other deposits and was observed across the entire 

development area. It was mid brown silty sandy clay and had a maximum recorded 

depth of 0.45m. 

 
Trench 
number 

Feature number Length (m) Total depth 
(m)

Height top 
(m OD) 

Height base 
(m OD) 

1 - 25.00 0.36 5.08 4.73 
2 - 21.00 0.38 5.09 4.70 
3 0004; 0006 22.40 0.35 4.95 4.29 
4 - 18.50 0.36 4.86 4.40 

Table 2.  Trench data 

 

6.  Discussion and conclusion
 

Two possible archaeological features were identified at The Packing Shed, a ditch and 

a pit, as well as a large solution hollow. The fills in both ditch 0004 and pit 0006 were 

similar and contained little organic material, except notably, a moderate amount of land 

snails that were not observed in any other deposit. The snails are more likely to indicate

that the soil here was slightly wetter than in the surrounding area, rather than 

denoting any particular archaeological activity. Indeed, this is supported by the absence 

of any material that denotes such activity, for example, charcoal flecks, fragments of 

CBM or an increased humic content. Additionally, the linear feature did not continue or 

turn into any of the other trenches, which it might be expected to do were it a valid 

archaeological ditch. The most likely explanation is that these features were naturally 

derived or that they were short-lived, very recent disturbances, perhaps associated with 

a former use of the land. 
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wereeeeeeeee p p p p p p pp pppp pp p ppppppprererrererererererrerreererrrrrrr seseseseseseseseseeseeseeeeeeeeeentntntntntntntntnttntntntnnnn . The interface between ditch 0004 and pit 0006 was very indisissssssssssstiitititititititiitittt ncncncncncncncncncnnncncncnccccncncnnct tototototototootooooootototooooooooo   t ttthhhhheh  

popopopopopopopopopoppopppoopoopooooooininninnininnnnt t ttttttttttttttt ththththththththhtthththhththhhhthhhhthatataataaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa  it was not possible to clearly define the limits of each feature..........  

The solution hollow in the north-west corner of site (observed in Trencncncncncnncncncncncncncnnnnn hhes 2, 3 and 4), 

was filled by 0002, mid orange brown silty clay. It was recorded at the north end of 

Trench 2 as having a depth of up to 0.72m. No finds were recovered.

Topsoil 0001 overlay all other deposits and was observed across the entire 

development area. It was mid brown silty sandy clay and had a maximum recorded

depth of 0.45m. 

Trench 
number 

Feature number Length (m) Totaaaaaaaaaaal ll ll dedededddededededededddededddeddeded pptptptptptptptptpp h h h h h hhhh
(m(m(m(mm(m(mmmmm(mmm))))))))))))

Height top 
(m OD) 

Height base 
(m OD) 

1 - 25.00  0.36 5.08 4.73 
2 - 21.000000000000000000000 00 000 0 00 0 00000000 0.38 5.09 4.70 
3 0004; 0006 222222222222222222222222222222222 .404044040404040404444444444444  0.35 4.95 4.29 
4 - 1818111118111811 .555555555550 0 0 0000 000 000 0.36 4.86 4.40 

TaTaTaTaTaTaTaTaTaTaTaTaTaTaaaT blblblbbbbblblbbbllle ee e e e eeeeeeeeeeee 2.2.2.2.22.2.222.222222   TTTTTrench data

6.  Discussion and conccccclusion

Two possible archaeological features were identified at The Packing Shed, a ditch and 

a pit, as well as a large solution hollow. The fills in both ditch 0004 and pit 0006 were 

similar and contained little organic material, except notably, a moderate amount of land 

snails that were not observed in any other deposit. Thr e snails are more likely to indicate

that the soil here was slightly wetter than in the surrounding area, rather than 

denoting anyyyyyyyyyyyyyy p p p pp p p pp p ppp pp p ppp pppararaarararararararaaaaraaaaaaaa titititititiicuccccccccccc lar archaeological activity. Indeed, this is supported by the absenennennenennnnnnnnnnnncecececececececececcceccecccecccc  

of any mmmmmmmmmmmmatatatatatatataatatataatterereererereeeeereereee iaiaiaaiaiaiaaaaaaaaaaaaal ll ll lllllll thththththththththhthhhhthththhtht at denotes such activity, for example, charcoal flecks, fragmeeeeeentntntntnttntttttntn s sssssssssssss ofofofoofofofofofofoofofofofofoo   

CBM M M M M M MMMM MMMMM oroooroororoorororooooooooooo  aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaan nn n n n n nn nnnnnnnnnn iniiiii creased humic content. Additionally, the linear feature did notototototototott c c c c cccccc c c ccccconononononoonononononnnonnononoonoonoooo tititititiiitiititiiitiiittit nunununununununununnuunnununuununnunnuuuue or 

tututututtututututututtutuuuut rnnnnnn i iii iii ii i iiintntntntntntnnntntntntnttttttntn ooooooo ooooooooooooooooo any of the other trenches, which it might be expected to do wwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwwererererererererererereereererrerreeeee eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee itttttttttttttttt a a a aaa aaaaaaaaaa vvvvvvvvvvvvvaaaaaaaalaaaaaaa id 

ararararararararararaaaaaaaaarrrara chaeological ditch. The most likely explanation is that these featatatatatatttattttattturururururururururururruuuurureseseeseseseseseseesesesssss wwwwwww wwww wwwwwwwwwwweereeeeeeeeeee e naturally 

derived or that they were short-lived, very recent disturbances, perhhhhhhhhhhhhhaaaapaaaa s associated with y

a former use of the land. 
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Solution hollows are a frequent occurrence in chalky areas and it was not surprising to 

identify one at this location. Small, hand-dug interventions and a machine-sondage 

were excavated into the solution hollow and determined that it contained no finds or 

organic material and observed that the ‘fill’ looked naturally formed.  

 

The evaluation has shown that no demonstrable archaeological remains are located in 

this area, and in particular that no Roman activity was identified, suggesting that the 

western limit of such activity does not extend this close to the Fen edge. Instead, 

possible modern interventions and a solution hollow were identified. This is perhaps 

surprising, given the site's location on the Fen edge, an area known to contain 

prehistoric and later remains, and because a small number of metal objects were found 

nearby. Despite the lack of archaeological features at the subject site, there is still a 

good possibility that there are other remains nearby. 

 

7.  Archive deposition
 

Paper and photographic archive: SCCAS Bury St Edmunds. T:\Arc\ALL_site\Mildenhall, 

West Row\MNL 627 The Packing Shed, Weston Ditch 

 

8.  List of contributors and acknowledgements
 

The evaluation was carried out by Mo Muldowney and John Sims from Suffolk County 

Council Archaeological Service, Field Team. 

 

The project was directed by Mo Muldowney and managed by Jo Caruth. 

 

Illustrations and graphics were produced by Crane Begg. Richenda Goffin edited the 

report. 

 

Disclaimer
 
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 an Archaeological Evaluation 

THE PACKING SHED, WEST ROW, MILDENHALL, SUFFOLK 
(F/2009/0758/FUL)

This is the brief for the first part of a programme of archaeological work. There is likely to be a 
requirement for additional work, this will be the subject of another brief. 

The commissioning body should be aware that it may have Health & Safety and other 
responsibilities.

1. Background 

1.1 A planning application (F/2009/0758/FUL) has been made for development at The Packing Shed, 
Weston Ditch, West Row (TL 665 760). Please contact the applicant for an accurate plan of 
the site. 

 
1.2 The Planning Authority (Forest Heath District Council) has been advised by Suffolk County 

Council Archaeology Service that this proposal lies in an area of high archaeological importance. 
In order to establish the archaeological implications of this application, the applicant should be 
required, prior to consideration of the application, to provide an archaeological impact 
assessment of the proposed site as suggested in DoE Planning Policy Guidance 16 (November 
1990), para 21.   

 
1.3 The proposed development area, which measures 0.27ha in area, is located to the north of The 

Green.  It is situated on the fen margin, with soils of chalky drift and chalk (shallow loam over 
chalk) at an elevation of c. 5.00m AOD. 

 
1.4 The site lies in an area of high archaeological potential, recorded in the County Historic 

Environment Record.  Given the fen edge setting of the proposed development, the site has very 
high potential for the discovery of unknown but important archaeological remains.   Finds already 
recovered from the site through metal detecting include an Anglo-Saxon brooch (indicative of 
burial remains) as well as Roman artefacts (PAS records SF8873, SF8864 and SF9155), 
indicating potential settlement activity.  However this location has not been the subject of 
previous systematic investigation.  The proposed works would cause significant ground 
disturbance with the potential to damage any archaeological deposit that exists. 

 

1.5 The following archaeological evaluation work is required across the application area:  

 

� Linear trenched evaluation (5% sample of the proposed development area ). 
 
1.6 The results of this evaluation will enable the archaeological resource, both in quality and extent, 

to be accurately quantified. Decisions on the suitably of the area for development, and also the 
need for and scope of any mitigation measures, should there be any archaeological finds of 
significance, will be based upon the results of the evaluation 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. 

 

Appendix 1111111..........  Brief and Specification 

BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieffffff and Specification for an Archaeological Evaluuuuuuuaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaatttttttttttttttiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiooooooooooooooooonnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn 

THE PACKING SHED, WEST ROW, MILDENHALL,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, SSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUUFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFOOOOOOOOOOOOOOLK 
(F/2009/0758/FUL)

This is the brief for the first part of a programme of archaeological work. There is likely to be a 
requirement for additional work, this will be the subject of another brief.

The commissioning body should be aware that it may have Health & Safety and other 
responsibilities.

1. Background

1.1 A planning application (F/2009/0758/FUL) has been made for development at The Packing Shed, 
Weston Ditch, West Row (TL 665 760). Please contact the applicant for an accurate plan of 
the site.

1.2 The Planning Authority (Forest Heath District Cououououououuououuouuuouooooouncncncncncncncncncncncnncnnn iil) )) ) )) ))))) has been advised by Suffolk County
Council Archaeology Service that this proposallllalall ll ll l lllieieieieieieeieieieieeieess ssssssssssssss iinininiininn aa a a aa aa aaaaaaan nnnn n n nnnnnnn aaaraaa ea of high archaeological importance.
In order to establish the archaeological impppppppppppplilillllilllllicacacacacacaccacacacaaccaattttttttioioioioionsnsnsnsnsnsnsnsnsnsnsnsnnsnsnsnsnsnnnnn ooo ooof this application, the applicant should be
required, prior to consideration of the e e e e e eeeeeee eee ee apaaaaaaapapaapapaaaaaaaaaa plplplpppppppppppppppppp iciciciciciccicicciccccccccatatatatatatatataa ion, to provide an archaeological impact 
assessment of the proposed site as suususususuususususususuussss gggggggggggggggggggggggggggggggggesesesesesesesssssssssssssssteteteteteteteteteteeteetetetteteeedddd d ddddd dddddddddddddddd in DoE Planning Policy Guidance 16 (November 
1990), para 21.   

1.3 The proposed development t t tt t t t t arararararararararrararraraaarrreaeaeaeaeaeaeaeaeaeaeeeaaeeeee , whwhwhwhwhwhwhwhwhwhwhwwwhwwhwwwwwwwwwwhhiciciiiciciciciciiciccciicich measures 0.27ha in area, is located to the north of The
Green.  It is situated on the eeeeeeeeeeeeee fefefefefefeeeeeeeefeeeen n n n n nnn nnnnnnnnnnnnnn mmmammmmmmmmmmmmmmm rgin, with soils of chalky drift and chalk (shallow loam over 
chalk) at an elevation of c. 5.00000000000000000000mmm mmmmmmmmmm AOD. 

1.4 The site lies in an area of high archaeological potential, recorded in the County Historic 
Environment Record.  Given the fen edge setting of the proposed development, the site has very 
high potential for the discovery of unknown but important archaeological remains.   Finds already
recovered from the site through metal detecting include an Anglo-Saxon brooch (indicative of 
burial remains) as well as Roman artefacts (PAS records SF8873, SF8864 and SF9155), 
indicating potential settlement activity.  However this location has not been the subject of 
previous systematic investigation.  The proposed works would cause significant ground
disturbance with the potential to damage any archaeological deposit that exists. 

1.5 The following archaeological evaluation work is required across the application area:  

� LLLLLLLLLLLLLinininnininiinnininiinii eeeeeeaeeeeeeeeeee r r rr rr r ttrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrtrrtttttrttt eneeeeeeeeeeee ched evaluation (5% sample of the proposed development area ). 

1.6 ThThThThThThThThThThThThTThhThThhhTT e e e ee ee rereerererereeeeeeeeeeesusssssssss lts of this evaluation will enable the archaeological resource, both in qualityyyyyyyyyyyyyyy a a a aa a aa aa aaaa aaaandndndndndndnddndndndnddnddndnddddddn  e e e eeeeeeeeextxtxttxtxtxtxtxttttxtttxttxtx eeeeeeneeee t, 
totototototototootototottotoototottto b b bb b b b bbb bbbb b bbbbbb bbbe eeeeeeeeeeeeeee accurately quantified. Decisions on the suitably of the area for developmentntntntntntntttnttntttnttntn , ,, ,,, , ananaanananaanaa d d d d d d d ddd d d dd d alalalalalalalalalalalalalalalaalalllllssssssossssssss  the 
nennnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn ed for and scope of any mitigation measures, should there be any archaeololololololololololololooooooooooo ogogogogogoogogooooooggggggggiiiciciiiii alalalalalaalalaaaaaalaaaalaaa  ff f f f fff ff f ffininininininininininininnninnnnnnnnnndsddddddddd  of 
significance, will be based upon the results of the evaluation and will be theheheheheheheheehehehehehehhehhhheeheeh ssss sssssssssssssubububububububjejejejejejejejejeejeeejejeeeeeeeeectctctctctctctctcctctcttctcccc  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 Paper 14, 
2003. 

 
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 
(Shire Hall, Bury St Edmunds IP33 2AR; telephone/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. The WSI will provide the basis for 
measurable standards and will be used to satisfy the requirements of the planning condition. 

 

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,  SSSIs, wildlife 
sites &c., ecological considerations rests with the commissioning body and its archaeological 
contractor. The existence and content of the archaeological brief does not over-ride such 
constraints or imply that the target area is freely available. 

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

by this office should be 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. 
 
2.2 Identify the nature, date and significance of any archaeological deposit (with reference to 

adjacent and regional sequences, and to national frameworks) within the application area, 
together with its likely extent, localised depth and quality of preservation. 

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

colluvial/alluvial deposits. 
 
2.4 Establish the potential for the survival and significance of geoarchaeological and 

palaeoenvironmental evidence (with reference to adjacent and regional sequences, and to 
national frameworks).  

 
2.5 Provide sufficient information to construct an archaeological conservation strategy, dealing with 

preservation, the recording of archaeological, geoarchaeological and palaeoenvironmental 
deposits, working practices, timetables and orders of cost. 

 
2.6 Evaluation is to proceed sequentially, with the results of each stage used to inform the project 

design for the further stages of evaluation. 
 
2.7 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 preparation may follow. Each stage will be the 
subject of a further brief and updated project design; this document covers only the evaluation 
stage. 

1.8 Detailed standards, information and advice to supplement this brief are to be found in Standards 
for Field Arrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrchchchchchchcccchccccchcccccc aeology in the East of England, East Anglian Archaeology Occasional Paper 14444444,,,, ,,,,,
2003. 
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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,  SSSIs, wildlife 
sites &c., ecological considerations rests with the cocococococoooococococoooocoococooococc mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm issioning body and its archaeological
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which are of sufficient importance to merit preservation in situ. 

2.2 Identify the nature, date and significance of any archaeological deposit (with reference to
adjacent and regional sequences, and to national frameworks) within the application area, 
together with its likely extent, localised depth and quality of preservation. 

2.3 Evaluate the likely impact of past land uses, and the possible presence of masking 
colluvial/alluvial deposits. 

2.4 Establish the potential for the survival and significance of geoarchaeological and 
palaeoenvironmental evidence (with reference to adjacent and regional sequences, and to 
national frameworks).  
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2.6 6 6 66 66 6 6666 EvEvEvEvEvEvEvEvEvEvEEvEEvEvEvEvvEEvEvEvEvvE alalalaalalalaaaaaaaalaaaaaaaaa uation is to proceed sequentially, with the results of each stage used to ininininininininnininninfofofofofofofofofofofofoformmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm t t ttt t t tttt  t tttthehhehehehhhehhehehehehehehhhhhhh  project 
dedddddddddddddddddddddddd sign for the further stages of evaluation. 

2.2.2.2.2.2.22.2.2.222.2222222222.77777 77777777 This project will be carried through in a manner broadly consisteeeeeeeeeeeentntntntntntntntntntntntntntt w ww w w w wwititittttitttititittitititttittthhhh h h hhhhh hhhhhh hhhhh EnEEEEEEEEEEEE glish Heritage's 
Management of Archaeological Projects, 1991 (MAP2), all stages wiwiwiwwiiwiwiiwiwwiwiwiwiwiwwwwww lllllllllllllllllllllll 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. 



 
2.8 The developer or his archaeologist will give SCCAS/CT (address as above) five working days 

notice of the commencement of fieldwork on the site, in order that the work of the archaeological 
contractor may be monitored. 

 
2.9 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. 

 
2.10 Outline specifications for each element of the evaluation, which define certain minimum criteria, 

are set out below. 
 
3. Specification: Trenched Evaluation  
 
3.1 Trial trenches are to be excavated to cover 5% by area, which is c. 135m2. These shall be 

positioned to sample all parts of the site. Linear trenches are thought to be the most appropriate 
sampling method. Trenches are to be a minimum of 1.80m wide unless special circumstances 
can be demonstrated; this will result in a minimum of 75m of trenching at 1.80m in width. 

 

3.2 For mechanised excavation a toothless ‘ditching bucket’ at least 1.80m 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 archaeological surface.  All machine excavation is to be under the direct control and 
supervision of an archaeologist. The topsoil should be examined for archaeological material. 

 

3.4 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 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 
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: 

 
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. The depth and nature of colluvial or other masking deposits must be 
established across the site. 

 
3.7 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. The contractor shall show what provision has been made for 
environmental assessment of the site and must provide details of the sampling strategies for 
retrieving artefacts, biological remains (for palaeoenvironmental and palaeoeconomic 
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 Dr Helen Chappell, English Heritage Regional Adviser for Archaeological 
Science (East of England).  A guide to sampling archaeological deposits (Murphy, P.L. and 
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conttttrarararaarararaaraaaractctctctctctctctctctctctctccttoooroooooooooooooo  mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmayayayayayayayaayyayayayayayyyaya  be monitored. 

2.9 IfIfIfIfIffIfffIffIfIfIffIfIfIIfIfIIfI  t t t ttt t ttttttttttheheheheheheheheheheheeeheheheheeeheheh  a a aaa aa aa aaaaaaapppppppppppppp roved evaluation design is not carried through in its entirety (particularly in n n nn nnnnnnn thththththththththththtththththttt eeeeee eeeeeeeeeeeeee inininnnnnnnnnnnnnnststststststststtttsttttttts anaaaaaaaaa ce 
ofofofoffofofofofofoffffffofff tt tt t t t ttttttttttrerererererererereerererereeereeereereeereeeennnncn hing being incomplete) the evaluation report may be rejected. Alternativvvvvvvvvvveleleleleleleleleleleleleeeeee y yyy yy yy y y yy y yy thththttthththtthtttttt e e ee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeee prprprprprpprprprprpprrrprprprrprrprprpp eeeeseeee ence 
ofofofofofofofofofofofofofofoooofooooooooo  a      n archaeological deposit may be presumed, and untested areas included d d d d d dddddddddddddd onononoonnonooononooono  ttttttthihihhihihihhihhhhihihhhis s s s s s sssssssssss babababababababababababbbbbbbbbbbbb sis when 
defining the final mitigation strategy. 
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3. Specification: Trenched Evaluation  

3.1 Trial trenches are to be excavated to cover 5% by area, which is c. 135m2. These shall be 
positioned to sample all parts of the site. Linear trenches are thought to be the most appropriate 
sampling method. Trenches are to be a minimum of 1.80m wide unless special circumstances 
can be demonstrated; this will result in a minimum of 75m of trenching at 1.80m in width. 

3.2 For mechanised excavation a toothless ‘ditching bucket’ at least 1.80m 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 usinggngngngngngngngngngngngngnggg a a a a aa aa a aa aaaaaaaannnnn nnnnnn apapapapapappapapapappapappapapapapaapprprprprprprprprprpprprpprprpppppp opriate machine with a back-acting arm 
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3.4 The top of the first archaeoloooooooooooooogigigigigigigigigigggiggiggicacccccccccccccc l ll l l ll dedededededededededededededddddddddd popppppppppppppp sit may be cleared by machine, but must then be cleaned
off by hand.  There is a presumpmpmpmppmpmpmpmpmpmpmpmpmpmppmmmpppptititititititititittititit onooooooooooo  that excavation of all archaeological deposits will be done by 
hand unless it can be shown thhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhere 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 
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: 

For linear features, 1.00m wide slots (min.) should be excavated across their width; 

For discreeeeeeeeeteteteteteteteteteteteeteeeeeeeeet  fff f fff ffeatures, such as pits, 50% of their fills should be sampled (in some instances  
100% mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmayayayayayayayayayayayayayayayayayaaaaaa  b b b b b bbbbbbe e e e e eeee e e  eeeeeeee rerrrrrrrrrrrrrr quested).

3.6 ThThThThThThThThhThThThTThTTThTTTTThTTTTThT ere e ee e e eeeeeee mumumumumumumuumuumumuumumumumumummummuuust be sufficient excavation to give clear evidence for the period, depth and nnnnnnnnnnnnnatatatatatatatatataaaatataaaaataa uruuuruuruuuuure e e ofofofofofofofofofofoffofoffof aaaaaa aaaaaaaaaaaany 
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3.3.3.3..3.3.3..3 7 7 77 7 77 7 77 777777777777 Archaeological contexts should, where possible, be sampled for palaeoeoeoooeooooooeoeoeooooooooenenenenenenenenenenennee vvviv rororororoororororoorororororor nmnmnmnmnnnmnmnmmnmnmnmnmnnnnnnnnnnn ental remains. 
Best practice should allow for sampling of interpretable and datable aaaaaaaaaaaarcrcrcrcrcrcrcrcrccrcrccrcrccchahhahahahahahahahhahhahhaeoeoeoeoeoeoeoeoeoeoeoeoeoeoeeoeoee lolololololololoooogical deposits and 
provision should be made for this. The contractor shall show what proviviviviviviviviviviviviisisisisisisiisisisisssissisiiiss onoooooo  has been made for r
environmental assessment of the site and must provide details of the sampling strategies for 
retrieving artefacts, biological remains (for palaeoenvironmental and palaeoeconomic
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 Dr Helen Chappell, 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. 

 
3.8 Any natural subsoil surface revealed should be hand cleaned and examined for archaeological 

deposits and artefacts.  Sample excavation of any archaeological features revealed may be 
necessary in order to gauge their date and character. 

 
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 must be left in situ except in those cases where damage or desecration are to be 

expected, or in the event that analysis of the remains 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. 

 
3.12 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. 

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

including 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. 

 
4.2 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. Ceramic specialists, in particular, must have relevant experience from this 
region, including knowledge of local ceramic sequences. The geoarchaeological and 
palaeoenvironmental assessments must be undertaken by specialists of recognised competence, 
and in consultation with a recognised Palaeolithic specialist, fully experienced in work of this 
character and formally acknowledged by the SCCAS/CT.

 
4.3 It is the archaeological contractor’s responsibility to ensure that adequate resources are available 

to fulfil the Brief. 
 
4.4 A detailed risk assessment must be provided for this particular site. 
 
4.5 No initial survey to detect public utility or 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. 
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3.33333333333333333 10 All finds will be collected and processed (unless variations in this principlplpplplplllpllllpllpp e eeee e eee eee e ee eeeee arararararararararararaararaaaaaare eeeeeeeeeeeeee agreed SCCAS/CT 
during the course of the evaluation). 

3.11 Human remains must be left in situ except in those cases where damage or desecration are to be u
expected, or in the event that analysis of the remains 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. 

3.12 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. 

3.13 A photographic record of the work is to be made, consisting of both monochrome photographs
and colour transparencies and/or high resolution digitalalalaalalalalalalalalaaaaalaalaalalaaaaaaa  i i i i i i i iiimages. 
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4 General Management 

4.1 A timetable for all stages of ththththththththhhthtttt e ee ee eeeeeeeee e prprprprprprprprpprpppppprprprprprpp ojojojojjjojojojjojjojjojooo ect must be agreed before the first stage of work commences,
including monitoring by SCCAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAASSSSSS/SSSSSS CT.  The archaeological contractor will give not less than fiver
days written notice of the commencement of the work so that arrangements for monitoring the
project can be made. 

4.2 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. Ceramic specialists, in particular, must have relevant experience from this 
region, including knowledge of local ceramic sequences. The geoarchaeological and 
palaeoenvironmental assessments must be undertaken by specialists of recognised competence, 
and in consultation with a recognised Palaeolithic specialist, fully experienced in work of this 
character anananananannanannananaaaaa d formally acknowledged by the SCCAS/CT.
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to fffffffffffulululululululululluluu fiffififififififfifffifif l lllllllllllllll thththhhhhhhhhhhe eee eeee eeeee BrBBBBBrBBBBBBBBBBBBB ief. 
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this rests with the archaeological contractor. 

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



5. Report Requirements 
 
5.1 An archive of all records and finds must be prepared consistent with the principles of English 

Heritage's Management of Archaeological Projects, 1991 (particularly Appendix 3.1 and Appendix 
4.1). 

 
5.2 The report should reflect the aims of the WSI. 
 
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. 

 
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 include a clear statement of the archaeological potential of the site, 
and the significance of that potential in the context of the Regional Research Framework (East 
Anglian Archaeology, Occasional Papers 3 & 8, 1997 and 2000). 

 
5.7 The results of the surveys should be related to the relevant known archaeological information 

held in the County Historic Environment Record (HER). 
 
5.8 A copy of the Specification and WSI 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. 

 
5.10 Finds must be appropriately conserved and stored in accordance with UK Institute of 

Conservators Guidelines. 
 
5.11 Every effort must be made to get the agreement of the landowner/developer to the deposition of 

the full site archive, and transfer of title, with the intended archive repository before the fieldwork 
commences.  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, scientific analysis) as appropriate. 

 
5.12 The project manager should consult the intended archive repository before the archive is 

prepared regarding the specific requirements for the archive deposition and curation, and 
regarding any specific cost implications of deposition. 

 
5.13 If the County Store is the intended location of the archive, the project manager should consult the 

SCCAS Archive Guidelines 2010 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. 

 
5.14 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).  

 
5.15 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 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. 
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further work is established. 

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 include a clear statement of the archaeological potential of the site, 
and the significance of that potential in the context of the Regional Research Framework (East 
Anglian Archaeology, Occasional Papers 3 & 8, 1997 and 2000). 
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number for the work. This numbmbmbmbmbmbmbmbmmmbmbmmmbmmbmbmmbmmmmmm erereereereerereeeeeeeee  wiwiwiwiwiwiwiwiwiwwiwiiwiiwiwilllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll bb bbbbe unique for each project or site and must be clearly 
marked on any documentatioioioioiooioioioioioooon n n n n n n n nnnnn nn nn rererererererrrererrererr laalalaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaatitititititiitittitititttttttttttt ngngngngngngngngnngnggggnnn  to the work. 

5.10 Finds must be appropriatelyyyyyyyyyyyyyyyy conserved and stored in accordance with UK Institute of 
Conservators Guidelines.

5.11 Every effort must be made to get the agreement of the landowner/developer to the deposition of 
the full site archive, and transfer of title, with the intended archive repository before the fieldwork 
commences.  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, scientific analysis) as appropriate. 

5.12 The project manager should consult the intended archive repository before the archive is
prepared regarding the specific requirements for the archive deposition and curation, and 
regarding any specific cost implications of deposition. 

5.13 If the Counnnnnnnnnnnnntytytytytytyttytttytyty Store is the intended location of the archive, the project manager should consult thhhhhe e ee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeee
SCCAS ArArArArArArArArArArrArrArrrArArArrrrrA chchchchcccchcchccc ive Guidelines 2010 and also the County Historic Environment Record Offififififififififiiiiifiiffiff cecececececececeececeeceeeeceeeeeeccer rrrrrrrrr
regardrdrdrdrdrdrdrdrddrdrddininninininnininininininininininninng ggggggggggggggggg ththththththhhhthtthhhhththhhe e e e e e eeeeeeee eeeeeee rrrrrerrrrrrrrrrrrrr quirements for the deposition of the archive (conservation, ordering, organananannnanannisissisisissisissisissatataaatatatatatatatatatataaaaa iiiiioiiiioiiiiii n,n,n,n,nn,n,n,n,n,nn,nnnnnnnnn  
labebebebebebebeeebeebellllllllllllllllllllllllinininininininininnnnnii g,g,g,g,g,g,g,g,g,g,g,g,,g,gggggg,gggg  m mm mmmm m mmmmmmmaaaaaaaaraaaa king and storage) of excavated material and the archive. A clear statemmmmmmmmmmmmenenenenenenenneenennennt tttttttttt ofofofofofoffoffffoffffofoff t t t tt ttt tttthehehehehehehehehehehehehehhhhh  
fofofofofofofofofofofofofofofofoffofofffof rmrmrmrmrrmrmrmrmrrmrmmmrmrmmrmrmm, inininininininininninininntttetetetttttetetetetttt nded content, and standards of the archive is to be submitted for appppppppppppppppprprprprprprprrprprprprprprprpprpprovovovovovovovovovovovovooovovooooovvo alaaaalalalaaalalaaaaaaaaal aaaaaaaaaaaas ssssss an 
esessesesessesesesssessssese sesesesesesesesessseseseseseseseseeeeeseentnnnnnnnnnnnn ial requirement of the WSI. 

5.55.5.5.5.5.555555555555 14444444444444444444 T T TTT T TTTTTTTTTTTTTThe WSI should state proposals for the deposition of the digital archive relelelelelellllllllllle atatatatatatatatatatataaaaaaaatataaaaa inininininininininnininnnininnggggg ggggggggggg tototototooooooooootoo t t tt t tt tt ttttthihihihihihihihihhhihihhhh s project with 
the Archaeology Data Service (ADS), and allowance should be made ffffffffffffororororororrorororrororororror c c ccc ccc cccccccccccososososososososossssssssssssstststststststsststststststssssssssssttttttt  i i i i i iiiiiiiiiinnnncnnnnnnnnnn urred to ensure
the proper deposition (http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/policy.html).  

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 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.



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

 
5.18 An unbound copy of the evaluation report, clearly marked DRAFT, must be presented to 

SCCAS/CT for approval within six months of the completion of fieldwork unless other 
arrangements are negotiated with the project sponsor and SCCAS/CT. 

 
 Following acceptance, two copies of the report should be submitted to SCCAS/CT together with a 

digital .pdf version. 
 
5.19 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.  AutoCAD files should 
be also exported and saved into a format that can be can be imported into MapInfo (for example, 
as a Drawing Interchange File or .dxf) or already transferred to .TAB files. 

 
5.20 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. 

 
5.21 All parts of the OASIS online form must be completed for submission to the County HER. This 

should include an uploaded .pdf version of the entire report (a paper copy should also be 
included with the archive). 
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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 a revised 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 Planning Authority. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

5.18 An ununununununnunnnnunununboboboboboboboboboboboboboboooounnnnnnnnnnnnd d d d d dd ddddddddddddddddd cccccccccoccccccc py of the evaluation report, clearly marked DRAFT, must be preseeeeeeeeeeeeentntntntntntntttnttntntttededededededededededededdededdded to o o o oo o ooooooooooo
SCSCSCCSCSCCCCCCCACACACACACACACACACACACACAC S/S/S/S/S/S/S/S/S/S/S/S////S//S//S/S/CTCTCTCTCTCTCTCTCTCTCTCTCCTCTCTTCTCTCTCTCCCCT for approval within six months of the completion of fieldwork unlnnnnnnnnnnn eseseseseseseeeseeesese sss sssssssss otototototototototototottttottotototoototooto hehehehehhehehehehehehehhehhehehhhheeeeeh rrr r
ararararaararararararaaaaaaara rarararararararararaarrarrarraraaaangngngngngngngngngnnngnnnnnnngnn emememememeemememeeemeeeee ents are negotiated with the project sponsor and SCCAS/CT. 

 FF FF F FF FFFFFFFFFF FF FFF F F F Fololoooolooooooo lowing acceptance, two copies of the report should be submitted to SCCASASASASSASASSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS/CC/C/C/C/C/C/C/CC//C//// T TTTTTTTTTTTTT tototototototoootototootottttt gegegegegegegegegegeegegegeegegegeegegeeegeththtttttttttttt er with a
digital .pdf version.

5.55555555555555555 19 Where appropriate, a digital vector trench plan should be included with ttttttttttttttttheheheheheheheheeeheheheheehehehhehehe r r rrrrrrrrrrrepeepeeepepepepepeeeee ort, which must be 
compatible with MapInfo GIS software, for integration in the County HER.RRRRRRRRRRRRRRRR   AutoCAD files should 
be also exported and saved into a format that can be can be imported into MapInfo (for example, 
as a Drawing Interchange File or .dxf) or already transferred to .TAB files.

5.20 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. 

5.21 All parts of the OASIS online form must be completed for submission to the County HER. This 
should include an uploaded .pdf version of the entire report (a paper copy should also be
included with the archive).
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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 a revised brief and specification may be issued. 

If the work dedededededededededededededededededededeed fififififififififiifififffiff nenenenenenneneneeed ddddddddd by this brief forms a part of a programme of archaeological work requiredededededdedededededdedededededededeeedd 
by a PPPPlalalalalaalalalalalalannnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn iiiiniiiiii g g g g g g g g g g gggg ggggg CoCCoCoCoCoCoCoCoCoCoCoCCC ndition, the results must be considered by the Conservation Team of ff f f f fffffff thththththhhthththtthththe ee eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee

Archhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhaeaeaeaeaeaeaaaaaaeaaa olololololololloo ogogogogogogogogogoggggogogogogggogogogoggogiciciciciciiciciciciiiciccicciiciiccici aaalaaaaaaa  Service of Suffolk County Council, who have the responsibility for aaaaadvdvdvdvdvdvdvdvdvdvdvdvdvdvdddddddddvdvisissssisssininininininininnnnnnnnnnnnng gg g g gg g ggggggggggg gg
the appropriate Planning Authority.



Context Fill 
of

Filled 
by 

Trench Category Type Description Length 
(m)

Width 
(m)

Depth 
(m)

Interpretation

0001   All Deposit Topsoil Mid 
brown 

Silty 
sandy 
clay 

Compact Occasional small 
flints 

  0.45 Topsoil 

0002   All Deposit Subsoil Mid 
orange 
brown 

Silty 
clay 

Compact    0.72 Subsoil 

0003 0004  3 Fill Ditch Mid 
orange 
brown 

Silty 
clay 

Friable Occasional small 
flints and chalk. 
Frequent to 
moderate snail shells 

  0.32 Single fill of ditch 

0004  0003 3 Cut Ditch Linear E-W Break of slope 45 
degrees, gently 
sloping sides. Break 
to base gradual.  

Flattish, slightly 
convex base, 
indistinct against pit 
0006 

 1.50 0.32 E-W aligned 
possible ditch 

0005 0006  3 Fill Pit Mid 
orange 
brown 

Silty 
clay 

Friable Occasional small 
chalk and flint 

  0.24 Single fill of possible 
pit. Indistinct from fill 
of 0004 

0006 0006  3 Cut Pit Sub-
circular 

- Steep sides Concave, uneven 
base 

 1.10 0.24 Cut of possible pit 

0007   All Deposit Natural White to 
greyish 
white 

 Compact    0.08+ Natural chalk 
geology  

Appendix 2.  Context summary 
 

egoooooooryryryryryryryryryyryyyyry TyTyTyTyTyTyTyTyTyTyTyTyTyTyTyyTyyyTTTTTT pepppppppp  Description Length 
(m)

posit Topsoil Mid 
brown

Silty 
sandy 
clay 

Compact Occasional small
flints 

posit Subsoil Mid 
orange 
brown

Silty 
clay 

Compact

Ditch Mid
orange 
brown

Silty 
clay 

Friable Occasional small 
flints and chalk.
Frequent to
moderate snail shells 

Ditch Linear E-W Break of slopeeeeeeeee 44444 4444444 44444444445 55555555555555
degrees, gggggggggggggenenenenenenenenennenenennenentltltltllltltlltltltlttttttt y y y yyyy
sloping sisisisiisisisissssssssss dededededededededeeeeded s.s.s.s.s.s.s.s.s.s.s.s..s.sssss  B B BB BBB BBBBB BBBBBBreak 
to basassassassssssssssseeee ee eeeeeeeeeeeeee grgrgrgrgrrgrgrgrrgrgrgrrgrgrrrgg adadadadaddadadaddaddadaaaa ual.  

Flattish, slightly 
convex base, 
indistinct against pit 
0006 

Pit Mid 
orange 
brown

Silty 
clay 

FrFrFrFrFrFrrFF iaiaiaiaiaiaiaiaiaaiaaii blbbbbbbbbbb e e e eee e eeeeee Occasional small 
chalk and flint 

Pit Sub-
circular 

- StSSSSSSSS eep sides Concave, uneven
base 

posit Natural White to 
greyish
white 

Compact

ummary




