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Summary

An archaeological monitoring was undertaken during the construction of a wheelchair
ramp on the eastern side of St. Edmunds Church, Bugy St. Edmunds. The monitoring
revealed a wall running approximately north sout%ﬁ\ ting into a clay layer under
which two features, a pit and posthole, were 1(&0 %nd excavated.
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Introduction gﬂo‘\a e®
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An archaeological monitoring oP‘constructlon work along the eastern side of St.
Edmunds Church, Westgate Street, Bury St. Edmunds was undertaken as part of the
planning consent (Planning Application SE/04/3323/P). This followed the brief and
specification prepared by R. Carr (Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service,
Conservation Team), Appendix 1.

The site was situated approximately 25m back from the street frontage along the

eastern edge of the Church of St. Edmund (BSE 056), which was constructed in 1838,
and lay within the area defined as the town’s medieval urban core (BSE 241). Historic
maps, including Warren’s map (1747), show the area of the site to be located within A
the rear of on& the many properties fronting onto Westgate Street before the 00‘

construct church 9
e@bﬂ o \‘59“l

W reet is one of the main roads laid out as early as the 11th ce
1cal remains identified on the site may relate to activity dlre & d the
*0 S f ontage properties. ae,o
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Figure 1. Site location

Methodology

: \\
The trench was Q\Q\}@ted using a 360 degree machine fitted with a 2m wide toothless bucket. The 0(\0\ e
trench was G@g\/a §d'To the depth required for the construction of the ramp but when archaeologicdo cj\o
levels w@e qg d then features were fully excavated and recorded before machine excavatim\\‘ ‘50
conti{&ﬁ . ‘&\ 60 ‘3\
) '\0 oo .\0
\W\ eological features were recorded using a written record based on a unique e \Q%rding
0&‘0 &G&m All archaeological contexts were recorded in plan at 1:50 and in section_g{{}:20a&
S ¢ rchacological contexts were also recorded photographically using a digital camer ?excavated
P‘( finds were recovered and processed at the Bury St. Edmunds office of Suffolk Cokhty Council
Archaeological Service.

The site archive is kept at the County Council Archaeological Store, Shire Hall, Bury St. Edmunds,
Suffolk under the code BSE 245.
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Results

The excavatedsﬁéa consisted of a modern topsoil layer, 0.2m deep, over a heavily 00\\ e
disturbed \ﬁ?d dark brown/grey sandy clay (0012), which at its deepest poin o o

was 0.58) ? his layer appears to be built up over an earlier wall (0002) ang@? ecl
g&]gé& &@\ scaping around the church building. The footing trench for the, gV", ¢

RO\
1on of the church is also visible running parallel to the church (\’w‘ Mt
AP
&%’
Further layers, located to the west of wall 0002, consisted of a dark g?ey/brown sandy

silt, 0010. This layer is 0.55m deep and is sealed by a gravelly hardcore layer, 0011.

These layers appear to form the build-up for the levelling of the ground around the
church.
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Figure 3. Seasoﬁsi.\oe
A linear wall, 0002, running in an apprmﬁnﬁt %%orth to south direction was
uncovered immediately below a mode@p aPipe. The wall is roughly constructed
using brick rubble bonded by a wiw n‘@ﬁar. The wall appears to be bedded on a
single layer of broken brick fr; eqt&. The wall cuts into layer 0005. The wall is
heavily truncated by later activﬂpﬂ;?ossibly associated with the construction of the
church and landscaping of the surrounding area. The wall appears to be on the same
alignment as the properties to the east suggesting the wall marks the limit of an earlier
property before the construction of the church in 19th century.

Two layers were identified to the east of wall 0002. The lowest layer was chalk with
occasional flint (0008). The layer butted up against wall 0002 and sat directly on layer
0005. Layer 0008 was only clearly visible in the section at the north end of the trench
but appeared intermittently along the length of the trench to the east of wall 0002. The
layer appears to form the remains of a surface but the extent and function cannot

easily be deterngined from this trench. Above layer 0008 was a mixed mid to dark \\
brown/grey %:%‘ eelay, 0009, with occasional brick rubble. This layer is built up 00 o2
against \\f@& 0@0 and may represent the building up of ground around the churc c,oe \
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J_epg‘ 0@%, a mid to light brown clay with moderate chalk, extends acroseﬂl%é\@&
\%-heoQQ vated area though it appears patchy in the centre around pit 00Q¥ AA®

soq‘ovﬁximum the layer is 0.4m deep and is cut by wall 0002. The lay t 0003 and
{C*posthole 0006. The layer contained two sherds of medieval potte g from the

11th to 13th centuries and a fragment of a possible medieval strap end.

Pit 0003 was visible below wall 0002 and appears to be below layer 0005, though the
layer only remained in patches in this area. The pit was roughly circular in plan,
measuring 1.37m in width, and was cut into natural chalk. The eastern half of the
feature was unclear in plan and appeared heavily disturbed. The pit survived to a



depth of 0.1m and was filled by a single mid brown silty sand (0004) which included
moderate chalk and flint. The identifiable undisturbed fill was 50 per cent excavated.
Recovered frogethe fill was a sherd of Bury Medieval Shelly ware dating from the o\\
11th to 13 &Qm%s and a possibly intrusive piece of post-medieval clay tobaccooo\) d\G

pipe st ()
o« 2 R 2
\%&81 c0006 was visible below layer 0005 and was cut directly into n Q? \ﬁ<

osthole was oval in plan measuring 0.29m by 0.2m and surv1ve \)th of
@6m The sides were near vertical and the base was uneven. The ﬁ? ng% was filled
P~ by a single mid grey/brown silty clay fill (0007) and included moderg¢ chalk flecks.
The posthole was 100 per cent excavated and no finds were recovered.
Finds
Richenda Goffin
Introduction
Finds were collected from three contexts, as shownér\ the table below.
0
Context Pottery Clay Pipe & c‘\ Animal Bone  Spotdate
No. Wt/g No. Wt/g Ngy No. Wt/g
0001 2 6l 32160 3] 0'3‘ 13 8 387 16th-18th C
0004 1 6 1 W \09 1 3 Post-medieval?
0005 2 17 %O L0 3 30 11th-13th C
Total 5 84 4:_,\)‘ g 1 13 12 420
Tpﬂé 1. Finds quantities.
Pottery

A total of five sherds of post-medieval and medieval pottery was found, weighing

84g. A large abraded fragment of a Glazed red earthenware dish was an unstratified

find (0001), together with an unglazed sherd of a coarseware jar. A single sooted
medieval fragment, identified as Bury Medieval Shelly ware with a dusting of surface
shell, was the only sherd present in pitfill 0004. It is dated to c11th-13th century, but

may be residual since it was found with a fragment of clay tobacco pipe. Two further
sherds of medlg\)al date were recovered from layer 0005. One of these is a fragment (;\
of Bury M@ﬁ val®helly ware, whilst the second fragment is from a glazed medie ;[ \G
jug w l"‘l% ably a Hedingham ware variant, dating from the mid 12th- mlru (‘l

; \
cgr&;ﬂ/\oa\ 09 Pea
\O \\l~ 0
O ‘\0

ay Pipe 0\\0

Four fragments of ceramic tobacco pipe were recovered from two C(ﬁﬁtexts An almost
complete pipe bowl with part of the stem was an unstratified find found in 0001. The
pipe fragment has a broad foot and an upright rim with slight rouletting, a type which
dates to c1690-1740 (Oswald 12). Two stem pieces were also found in this context,
and another stem was present in pitfill 0004, which may be intrusive.



Ceramic building material

A single, very abgaded and laminated fragment of ceramic building material was 0\
present in 00 Ol js made from a silty fabric containing moderate calcareous \)(\ '@
inclusion@ & clay pellets, and has one sanded surface. The fragment may be 1@9( \©

ofap &fcval floortile. S
¢ Q\G G\ o
o 0 RUNA
0'6 ‘1\\3@961[ work 50’&‘ 2%
S {CA fragment of copper alloy was present in layer 0005. It is made fro @f'}\olded sheet

s

which has iron rivets on the underside. One edge of the external surface has been
decorated with four scalloped shapes, and the other side is plain. Although medieval,
and possibly a strap-end, the object has not been fully identified.

Animal bone

Twelve fragments of animal bone were recorded, all of which were in poor condition.
Most of the bone was recovered from unstratified deposit 0001. The small assemblage
includes a cattle metacarpus and metatarsus, and the shaft of a larger limb bone which
has cut marks. Three small fragments were present ir\layer 0005, the most identifiable
being part of the limb of a small mammal such a%@@é@p or a pig.
00 \
o 3

e
Discussion o¥ ‘\CP\

The earliest finds from the monit %@%e sherds of medieval coarseware dating
from the late 11th-13th centu i ere present in pitfill 0003 and spread 0005.
These sherds are likely to repr&gg¥evidence of activity following the initial laying

out of Westgate Street in the early medieval period, and may have come from
occupation deposits relating to properties fronting the street.

The remainder of the finds are post-medieval in date.

Conclusion

The excavation@long the eastern side of St Edmunds Church identified a high level of 6\\
disturbance gf¥ arlier archaeological levels by the construction of the church 000 A ®

buildin ﬁﬁ Massociated landscaping around it.

?f‘ i . . o,
A@ﬁ eavily disturbed, a wall, 0002, survived and was the remains OCquFI
0\"{1&‘8}2 al property boundary running at right angles to Westgate Stre&@‘ﬁd g‘@a lel to
6\\* “ﬁier surviving boundaries to the east. The heavily disturbed remag oﬁ‘ﬁ%halk
A

P‘G surface possibly associated with this wall was also identified, 000 -

Below these post-medieval features a series of very heavily disturbed medieval
deposits were identified. These were a layer, 0005, which sealed a pit, 0003, and a
posthole, 0006. However, very little dating evidence was recovered and the heavily
disturbed nature of these features meant it was difficult to be certain of their date. It
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may be that these features may represent activity during the earliest phases of the
development of V\Vestgate Street and the properties along it. g
¥ o‘

Overall th ¢Blogical monitoring showed some preservation of medieval and \00
post-m posits though on this site it was difficult to interpret as such a 1 ?
area, “ﬁs %\ osed. Although no survival of these deposits can be expected to

present church there may be survival to the east under the ex1 §@ss

0

0\9‘ %(h?’reservatlon was seen to extend at least 30m back from the stre

e° e

ore the land steeply drops down to Great Sexton’s Meadow to tEjp @ This slope
can be seen in the modern topography and has been identified durlngka(rchaeologlcal
monitoring work at St. Edmunds Roman Catholic Primary School to the south (A.
Tester pers. comm.).
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APPENDIX 1 Brief and specification

SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL

ARCHAEOQ\\_OGICAL SERVICE - CONSERVATION TEAM o(;\\e
o W .
000 (“‘0 . 00 cl\c'
y 8 o
ogﬁ'rgy%nd Specification for Archaeological Monitoring of Developcnﬁb?, Ga\
O o \
)
o,‘go\“;eo\" ST EDMUND CHURCH, BURY ST EDMUND%‘\O\V;GO\
S o S G’o
Ps Although this document is fundamental to the work » 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, for example see
paragraphs 2.3 & 4.3. The commissioning body should also be aware that it
may have Health & Safety responsibilities, see paragraph 1.5.

1. Background

1.1 Planning permission to develop on this site has been granted conditional upon
an acceptable programme of archaeolo@cal work being carried out
(application SE/04/3323/P — to provide as(\sg:cess ramp on the east side of the
church). Assessment of the availabl€frch#€ological evidence indicates that
the area affected by develo {‘_‘.\gan be adequately recorded by
archaeological monitoring. 0° é\c’a

o 0°

1.2 The development area, i§ hfn" the medieval urban area, close to one of the
main axial medieval stg @éid out in the mid 11" century. There is potential
for archaeological depo&ts behind any frontage property which may have
existed. There are properties marked on the frontage on Warren’s mid 18"
century map.

The proposal involves widening by c.2m of a c.7m length of the existing
sunken area on the east of the church, coupled with some deepening and
provision of new footings for a wheelchair ramp. There are also new drains
for surface water. It has been accepted that evaluation is not required for this
degree of disturbance and that monitoring with a contingency for delays
necessary to excavate and record any archaeological deposit encountered is a A
suitab, rogramme of work. (\0\

oV (W 000 '\c*‘0

1.3 «dh rdance with the standards and guidance produced by the Ins\t\bﬂl ﬁd
oo\\o.E&Id Archaeologists this brief should not be considered suffici %-@fible

W OQ\he total execution of the project. A Project Design or Writ{gn &d@me of

((0 ,aeo Investigation (PD/WSI) based upon this brief and the acc %a@@?ng outline

5‘) ‘c,“ specification of minimum requirements, is an essential req% Qo%nt. This must

be submitted by the developers, or their agent, to the Condervation Team of

the Archaeological Service of Suffolk County Council (Shire Hall, Bury St

Edmunds 1P33 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 PD/WSI as satisfactory.

The PD/WSI will provide the basis for measurable standards and will be used
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to establish whether the requirements of the planning condition will be adequately

v“’“

P.(

2.1

2.2

23

3.

3.1

00
(‘o e°\

00 &e archaeological contractor) who must be approved by the

)

met.

“Standards for Field Archaeology in the East of England” Occﬂ

‘i‘% dards information and advice to supplement this brief are tg}
s 14, East Anglian Archaeology, 2003.

00

Before any archaeological site work can commence it is the@épgﬁ\i%lhty of
the developer to provide the archaeological contractd’p either the
contaminated land report for the site or a written statemenP&hat 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 this
office before execution.

Brief for Archaeological Monitoring

To provide a record of archaeological deposits which are damaged or removed
by any development [including services and landscaping] permitted by the
current planning consent. 0\

G
The main academic objective wilC.Q:oe?ﬁ%e upon the potential of this
development to produce eV1dence eq r occupation of the site.

o
The significant archaeo P @%agmg activities in this proposal are likely
to be the site prepar s involving soil removal in the area to be
excavated for the ram Q&ﬁbsequent excavation of wall footings and the
provision of drains.

Site preparation works involve soil removal are to be observed whilst they are
excavated by the building contractor.

In the case of footing trenches the excavation and the upcast soil, are to be
observed whilst they are excavated by the building contractor. Adequate time
is to be allowed for the recording of archaeological deposits during
excavation, and of soil sections following excavation (see 4.3).

Arraq@)\néents for Monitoring

0

oV
% g’agr out the monitoring work the developer will appoint an archagqql

on
eam of Suffolk County Council’s Archaeological Service (SC\ ee 1.3

8)
above. \‘!‘\ ee,

The developer or his archaeologist will give the Cons&vatlon Team of
SCCAS five 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.

\
\‘3'e

\G'(a

et
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@

060\ 00\ must be informed immediately. Amendments to this spec@

2
S
4,

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

5.

5.1

oo&
o\v‘oo\og})ublicly accessible.

§0° ¢
5‘;‘0\‘9 2

OO o

Allowance must be made to cover archaeological costs incurred in monitoring
the development works by the contract archaeologist. The size of the
contin Q&y should be estimated by the approved archaeological contractor, ,¢¥

ba@ the outline works in paragraph 2.3 of the Brief and Specific '0*)0 .\00
uilding contractor’s programme of works and time-table. (‘d \56(4
2

unexpected remains are encountered the Conservation Te?g CAS
tig’ may be
made to ensure adequate provision for archaeological reco %0“

Specification

The developer shall afford access at all reasonable times to both the County
Council Conservation Team archaeologist and the contracted ‘observing
archaeologist’ to allow archaeological observation of building and engineering
operations which disturb the ground.

Opportunity must be given to the ‘observing archaeologist’ to hand excavate
any discrete archaeological features which appear during earth moving
operations, retrieve finds and make measureé\‘records as necessary.

. W
In the event that an archaeological degﬁlk-&gsts in the work area and would
be removed in the course of deve e&?, adequate unimpeded access to the
area must be given to allow d‘?a gical excavation and recording. As a
guide it may be expected thata & case might require five working days but
a more likely period w%\\ﬁ afvo working days.
)

\!
All archaeological featu?és exposed must be planned at a minimum scale of
1:50 on a plan showing the proposed layout of the development.

All contexts must be numbered and finds recorded by context.

The data recording methods and conventions used must be consistent with,
and approved by, the County Sites and Monuments Record.

Report Requirements

An ar‘qﬁ}\vg of all records and finds is to be prepared consistent with t 0\\

pﬁd’[ﬁp& of Management of Archaeological Projects (MAP2), partiCL@ (“.\G
me@tix 3.This must be deposited with the County Sites and Moginge

ord within 3 months of the completion of work. It will %@9 me

. . . V' o .

Finds must be appropriately conserved and stored in a%b(){tﬂnce with UK
Institute of Conservators Guidelines. The finds, as an indisgbluble part of the
site archive, should be deposited with the County SMR if the landowner can
be persuaded to agree to this. If this is not possible for all or any part of the

finds archive, then provision must be made for additional recording (e.g.
photography, illustration, analysis) as appropriate.
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53 53 A report on the fieldwork and archive, consistent with the principles of
MAP2, particularly Appendix 4, must be provided. The report must
summa, (& the methodology employed, the stratigraphic sequence, and give a ¢\
peagd%'}ioﬁeriod description of the contexts recorded, and an inventor§@? cl'\Ge

“,gqn e\fhe objective account of the archaeological evidence must be Q]F rge

) 1@& guished from its interpretation. The Report must include a discussiopgnd

*00 og\g assessment of the archaeological evidence. Its conclusions e dhude a

*0\ 00\ clear statement of the archaeological value of the results, and th@1r gi i’lsiﬁcance

g\) 0‘\@ in the context of the Regional Research Framewcﬁ? &Bgst Anglian
\ Archaeology, Occasional Papers 3 & 8, 1997 and 2000). P"(

by

54 A summary report, in the established format, suitable for inclusion in the
annual ‘Archaeology in Suffolk’ section of the Proceedings of the Suffolk
Institute of Archaeology, must be prepared and included in the project report.

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

5.6 At the start of work (immediately before ﬁ\?ldwork commences) an OASIS
online record http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/projeeffdagis/ must be initiated and key
fields completed on Details, Location Qd& tors forms.

& (&®

gRst be completed for submission to the

aded .pdf version of the entire report (a

ed with the archive).

5.7  All parts of the OASIS online~f®
SMR. This should includgyén
O
paper copy should also
e
Specification by: R D Carr

Suffolk County Council
Archaeological Service Conservation Team
Environment and Transport Department

Shire Hall
Bury St Edmunds
Suffolk TP33 2AR
. \Y
Date: 15 M%Gh\ %005 Reference: /BSE-StEdmundChurch03 (\0\ e
\ MY ov W
[ of .0 AlV Cv Al

- e" e\
Thi%ﬁ?’%%ld specification remains valid for 12 months from the abt&dﬁ?’t‘e&\%
vﬁ)?k not carried out in full within that time this document W# ?the

c\‘S &%rity should be notified and a revised brief and specificatio issued.
o4 o

O k2 ss\_“%—
sP.(c' at©

If the work defined by this brief forms a part of a programm’e of archaeological
work required by a Planning Condition, the results must be considered by the
Conservation Team of the Archaeological Service of Suffolk County Council, who
have the responsibility for advising the appropriate Planning Authority.
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Appendix 2 Context list

context feature identifier description spotdate
0001 Unstratified Finds Finds recovered from unstratfied context 16th-18th C
0002 0002 Wall Brick rubble bonded by a white mortar wall. Bedded on layer of broken brick.
0003 0003 Pit Cut Cut of circular pit. Partly visible in excavated area. Under wall 0002 and layer 0005. Shallow
sloping sides and undulating base. Cuts natural chalk. Length 1.37m (N-S), visible width 0.8m (E-
W), depth 0.1m.
0004 0003 Pit Fill Mid brown silty sand with moderate chalk andgmt. Post-medieval?
0005 0005 Layer Mid to light brown clay layer withmodera all\oggments. Extends across entire excavated area. 11th-13th C
Patchy in the middle of trench. 0.4m d&gp- 0‘\'
0006 0006 Posthole Cut Cut of posthole. Oval in plan. 0. ong, 0.2m wide, 0.06m deep. Steep-sided with uneven
base. Under wall 0002 and 0@ O&ﬁ
0007 0006 Posthole Fill Mid grey/brown silty %wlth&&erate chalk flecks. 100% excavated. No finds.
&
0008 0008 Layer Chalk with occas%%l‘%?@%yer. Possible surface butting up to wall 0002.
0009 0009 Layer Mixed mid to dark bfown/grey sandy clay with occasional brick rubble.
0010 0010 Layer Dark grey/brown sandy silt.
0011 0011 Layer Gravelly hardcore layer.
0012 0012 Layer Heavily disturbed rubble and dark brown/grey sandy clay.
N )
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