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OASIS SUMMARY SHEET

Project details

Project name | 9— 10 The Churchyard, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk

In June 2017, Archaeological Solutions Ltd (AS) carried out a programme of archaeological
monitoring and recording associated with the construction of a new soakaway pit and related
works at 9-10 The Churchyard, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk IP33 3RT. The monitoring was
required to comply with a condition of Scheduled Monument Consent for the groundworks
(Historic England Case Ref. S001160858, SM 35556, HA 1021450), based on advice from
Historic England.

The site lies within the historic extent of the precinct of St Edmundsbury Abbey, a Scheduled
Ancient Monument which also includes the monks’ cemetery, outer precinct and vineyard
walls.

It was proposed to construct a new soakaway for drainage (c.2m x 2m), and the soakaway
was excavated without archaeological advice or supervision. The excavation remained open.
Historic England advised that the construction needed Scheduled Monument Consent and
further advised that the open excavation required sampling and recording (along with the
screening of any excavated spoil to be removed from site).

Evident in the section of the soakaway, Layers L1005, L1006 and L1008, appeared to fill a
cut, potentially a pit or ditch. Sieving of the soil derived from the mechanical excavation of the
soakaway recovered five prehistoric struck flint of Neolitthic to Bronze Age date, and 37
sherds of medieval pottery (Appendix 2 Specialist reports), in addition to numerous late post-
medieval and modern finds. The majority of the medieval pottery is late 12" — 14" century,
and a few sherds of 11" — 13" and 15" — 16" century were also found.

Project date(fieldwork) June 2017

Previous work (Y/N/?) N Future work TBC

P. number 7166 Site code BSE 517
Type of project Archaeological monitoring and recording

Site status Scheduled Ancient Monument

Current land use

Garden

Planned development

Soakaway drainage

Main features (+dates)

Possible pit or ditch

Significant finds (+dates)

Struck flint and medieval pottery (late 12" — 14™ C)

Project location

County/District/Parish Suffolk | St Edmundsbury | Bury St Edmunds
HER/ SMR for area Suffolk HER

Post code (if known) -

Area of site

NGR TL 85800 64060

Height AOD (min/max) c.38m AOD

Project creators

Brief issued by

Suffolk County Council Advisory Team

Project supervisor/s (PO)

Archaeological Solutions Ltd

Funded by Cambridgeshire Community Services NHS Trust

Full title 9 — 10 The Churchyard, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk.
Continuous Archaeological Monitoring and Recording.

Authors Lee-Smith, K

Report no. 5388

Date (of report) June 2017




9-10 THE CHURCHYARD, BURY ST EDMUNDS, SUFFOLK

ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING AND RECORDING

SUMMARY

In June 2017, Archaeological Solutions Ltd (AS) carried out a programme of
archaeological monitoring and recording associated with the construction of a
new soakaway pit and related works at 9-10 The Churchyard, Bury St
Edmunds, Suffolk IP33 3RT. The monitoring was required to comply with a
condition of Scheduled Monument Consent for the groundworks (Historic
England Case Ref. S001160858, SM 35556, HA 1021450), based on advice
from Historic England.

The site lies within the historic extent of the precinct of St Edmundsbury
Abbey, a Scheduled Ancient Monument which also includes the monks’
cemetery, outer precinct and vineyard walls.

It was proposed to construct a new soakaway for drainage (c.2m x 2m), and
the soakaway was excavated without archaeological advice or supervision.
The excavation remained open. Historic England advised that the
construction needed Scheduled Monument Consent and further advised that
the open excavation required sampling and recording (along with the
screening of any excavated spoil to be removed from site).

Evident in the section of the soakaway, Layers L1005, L1006 and L1008,
appeared to fill a cut, potentially a pit or ditch. Sieving of the soil derived from
the mechanical excavation of the soakaway recovered five prehistoric struck
flint of Neolithic to Bronze Age date, and 37 sherds of medieval pottery
(Appendix 2 Specialist reports), in addition to numerous late post-medieval
and modern finds. The majority of the medieval pottery is late 12" — 14"
century, and a few sherds of 11" — 13" and 15" — 16" century were also
found.

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 In June 2017, Archaeological Solutions Ltd (AS) carried out a
programme of archaeological monitoring and recording associated with the
construction of a new soakaway pit and related works at 9-10 The
Churchyard, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk IP33 3RT. The monitoring was
required to comply with a condition of Scheduled Monument Consent for the
groundworks (Historic England Case Ref. S001160858, SM 35556, HA
1021450), based on advice from Historic England.

1.2  The site is located within the historic core of Bury St Edmunds. It was
proposed to construct a new soakaway for drainage (c¢.2m x 2m), and the
soakaway was previously excavated without archaeological advice or



supervision. The excavation remained open. Historic England advised that
the construction needed Scheduled Monument Consent and further advised
that the open excavation required sampling and recording (along with the
screening of any excavated spoil to be removed from site) and a post-
excavation report prepared.

1.3  The project was carried out in response to advice issued by Historic
England (HE, dated 26™ April 2017), and in accordance with a written scheme
of investigation compiled by AS (dated 18" May 2017) and approved by HE.
The project complied with various guidance documents, including Standards
for Field Archaeology in the East of England (Gurney 2003), and the
Chartered Institute for Archaeologists’ (CIfA) Standard and Guidance for
Archaeological Watching briefs (2014),

1.4  The principal objectives of the project were:

o the archaeological recording of the excavated soakaway with the
investigation and recording of any archaeology thereby revealed;

e the archaeological monitoring of all other groundworks associated with the
scheme likely to have an impact on any remains;

e the analysis, conservation and long-term storage of any
artefactual/ecofactual material recovered from the site in appropriate
conditions;

e the provision of an adequately detailed project report that will place the
findings of the monitoring and recording of the development programme in
their local and regional context; and

e the full analysis and interpretation of the site archive in order to promote
local and regional research, and the appropriate dissemination and
publication of the project results.

Planning Policy Context

1.5 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2012) states that
those parts of the historic environment that have significance because of their
historic, archaeological, architectural or artistic interest are heritage assets.
The NPPF aims to deliver sustainable development by ensuring that policies
and decisions that concern the historic environment recognise that heritage
assets are a non-renewable resource, take account of the wider social,
cultural, economic and environmental benefits of heritage conservation, and
recognise that intelligently managed change may sometimes be necessary if
heritage assets are to be maintained for the long term. The NPPF requires
applications to describe the significance of any heritage asset, including its
setting that may be affected in proportion to the asset’s importance and the
potential impact of the proposal.

1.6 The NPPF aims to conserve England’'s heritage assets in a manner
appropriate to their significance, with substantial harm to designated heritage
assets (i.e. listed buildings, scheduled monuments) only permitted in
exceptional circumstances when the public benefit of a proposal outweighs



the conservation of the asset. The effect of proposals on non-designated
heritage assets must be balanced against the scale of loss and significance of
the asset, but non-designated heritage assets of demonstrably equivalent
significance may be considered subject to the same policies as those that are
designated. The NPPF states that opportunities to capture evidence from the
historic environment, to record and advance the understanding of heritage
assets and to make this publicly available is a requirement of development
management. This opportunity should be taken in a m anner proportionate to
the significance of a heritage asset and to impact of the proposal, particularly
where a heritage asset is to be lost.

2 SITE DESCRIPTION

2.1 The site lies within an area of archaeological potential recorded on the
Suffolk Historic Environment Record, likely within the historic extent of the
precinct of St Edmundsbury Abbey, a Scheduled Ancient Monument which
also includes the monks’ cemetery, outer precinct and vineyard walls.

3 ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND

3.1 The town of Bury St Edmunds has its origins in the Anglo-Saxon
period; the complex of the Abbey of St Edmunds has been demonstrated to
overlie several phases of Saxon occupation, which represent the precursor of
the present town. Late Saxon sources refer to it as Beodricsworth. In 633,
King Sigebert of the East Angles ‘retired’ to Beodricsworth and founded a
small religious community here. Tenth-century documents indicate that it had
the status of a ‘villa regia’ from the mid Saxon period. Archaeological
evidence confirms a mid Saxon date for the earliest occupation here. A sherd
of early Saxon hand-made pottery (BSE 026 — 16659) has been recovered
from East Close, to the north-east of the Abbey complex, where a ditch of late
Saxon date (BSE 026 — MSF6727) was also revealed. Within the area of the
Abbey itself, a significant quantity of mid to late Saxon pottery (Ipswich and
Thetford ware), blue glass (BSE 120) and structural remains have been
discovered (BSE 010 — MSF15053, BSE 120 & BSE 241 — MSF2227; Gem &
Keen 1981).

3.2 In 903, St Edmund’s remains were transferred to, and enshrined at, the
church of St Mary at Beodricsworth. Following the King’s martyrdom, six
priests devoted themselves to a monastic life under the patronage of the royal
saint and founded a monastery in the early 10" century (BSE 010 — MSF437,
SAM35556). In 1020, King Canute (Swein’s son) was quick to grant the abbey
at St Edmundsbury, as it was now known, a charter freeing it from episcopal
control and giving it jurisdiction over much of the surrounding countryside. At
this time Alfwine, Bishop of Elmham, replaced the secular clergy with 20
Benedictine monks brought in from the abbey of St Benet of Hulme (Butler &
Given-Wilson 1979). The first stone church in the abbey complex was
consecrated by Athelnoth, archbishop of Canterbury, on 18 October, 1032,
and dedicated to the honour of Christ, St. Mary and St. Edmund (Page 1975).



Edward the Confessor enriched the abbey further by creating the Liberty of St
Edmund. In the 11" century, William the Conqueror increased the
monastery’s privileges and the number of monks increased to 50 in ¢.1081.

3.3 So far, there is no archaeological evidence for the ancillary buildings
associated with the 10™ and 11™ century church, or the area covered by the
pre-Norman ecclesiastical complex but there is some evidence for the late
Saxon lay settlement. This appears to have been located to both the north
and the south of the abbey complex. The church of St Mary (BSE 010 -
MSF437) was demolished and re-built under Abbott Baldwin in the late 11"
century. It was under Baldwin that the planning and construction of the Abbey
complex and the town, on its irregular grid plan, as they are recognisable
today began. The development brought about by Baldwin included two market
places and the road from Northgate Street to Raingate Street doglegging
around the front of the abbey at Angel Hill. In the 12" century Abbot Anselm
(1121-1148) enlarged the town grid and by 1200 the Abbot of Bury St
Edmunds was one of the most powerful lords in the Kingdom.

3.4 The medieval town of St Edmund’'s Bury (BSE 241) comprised the
urban settlement including the Abbey complex with land to the east
comprising agricultural land. Mid-12™ to mid-13" century pottery and tiles
were discovered in the southern part of the Abbey complex (BSE 291) during
archaeological test pitting (ESF20343). An archaeological evaluation
(ESF20810) in the Abbey Gardens has revealed a flint bonded wall and a
robbed wall trench (BSE 332) representing structural remnants of the Abbey
buildings. To the north of the Abbey (BSE 010), an archaeological evaluation
to the rear of Thingoe House revealed ditches and pits dated from the 12" to
14™ centuries. A layer of clay was discovered, possibly indicative of the
presence of a building in this area. The two early 13" century hospitals of St
Nicholas (BSE 025) and St Stephen (BSE 134), to the north-east, were
possibly associated with the monastery. Archaeological investigations at East
Close (ESF 16121) revealed a 12" to 14" century metalworking site (BSE 026
— MSF6727) with finds including pottery, jewellery, silver coins, bronze and
iron tools, bone implements, stone architectural fragments (Anderson 1996).

3.5 The abbey was dissolved in 1539 and is now a Scheduled Monument
(BSE 010, SAM SF2). Surviving remains include the 14" century Great Gate,
built after the riot of 1327, along with most of the precinct wall and West Front,
whilst the plan of the abbey church survives inside. To the south is the Great
Churchyard (BHER 090) containing the Scheduled early 14™ century Chapel
of the Charnel (BHER 040). The Great Churchyard extends as far south as
the Suffolk County Council archaeology buildings, and includes the now built
over Cemetery of the Monks (BHER 092 & 291). The Norman Tower at the
foot of Churchgate Street is also scheduled as part of the abbey (BHER 174).

3.6 St James Cathedral (elevated so in 1913), is another scheduled
element of the abbey. It was founded in the 11" century and stands on the
site of the earlier Church of St Denise (BHER 118). The church was rebuilt in
1503 and was not finished until 2005 with the completion of the tower. The
Church of St Mary is located within 400m of the site and stands on the site of



a 12" century predecessor. It was rebuilt in the late medieval period and
houses the remains of Mary Tudor, sister of Henry VIII. There are a large
number of churches, chapels and hospitals within the medieval town. The
nearest to the assessment site was St Botolph’s Chapel which was located in
the yard of the "White Hart" Inn, approximately 80m to the east.

3.7 The Abbey Gardens became an early Town Walk and a botanic garden
and has been a registered park since the late 19" century (BHER 010b).

4 METHODOLOGY

41 The SMC consent and advice required the recovery of a record of
archaeological deposits that may be damaged or removed by any
development. The principal objective focussed on the potential for the
groundworks of the development to produce further evidence of the Abbey
complex. The groundworks to be monitored and recorded were the open
excavation for the proposed soakaway, and the screening of spoil to be
removed, as agreed with Historic England.

4.2 HE required the monitoring of all groundworks in order to provide a
record of any archaeological deposits which might be damaged or removed
by any development permitted by the current planning consent. All ground
works, and also the upcast soil, were to be closely monitored in order to
ensure no damage occurred to any heritage assets. Adequate time was
allowed for archaeological recording of archaeological deposits exposed
during excavation, recording of the sections following the excavation for the
soakaway, and for screening (sieving) of the excavated spoil for artefacts prior
to its removal.

4.3  Specific to this project, the following was required:

The recording will involve recording all four sections of the open soakaway pit
and a programme of environmental sampling of one section as required.
Sieving and metal detecting of spoil previously removed from the pit will be
undertaken for finds retrieval, prior to spoil being removed from site. Metal
detecting will be limited to spoil heaps and open excavations

5 DESCRIPTION OF RESULTS

Sample sections were drawn and are presented below:



Sample Section 1 (Fig. 4)

Sample section 1

0.00 = 38.02m AOD

0.00 - 0.41m |L1000 |Garden soil. Loose, mid brown sandy silt with small
— medium stones, CBM and concrete

0.41-1.10m (L1001 [Firm, mid — dark brown sandy silt with frequent
stones

1.10-1.27m |L1002 |Firm, mid brown gravel and silt

1.27 —1.75m L1003 |Firm, mid brown slightly sandy silt with moderate
stones

1.75-2.03m |L1005 |Compact, mid brown silty sand with occasional
stones

2.03-2.32m |L1006 |Natural. Loose, light brown gravel

2.32m+ L1007 |Natural. Loose, dark yellow brown sand and gravel

Sample Section 2 (Fig. 4)

Sample section 2

0.00 = 38.05m AOD

0.00-0.41m |L1000 |As above
0.41-111m |L1001 |[As above

1.11-1.31m |L1002 |As above
1.31-1.77m |L1003 |As above
1.77 —2.02m |L1005 |As above
2.02-2.34m |L1006 |As above
2.34m+ L1007 |As above

Sample Section 3 (Fig. 4)

Sample section 3

0.00 = 38.03m AOD

0.00-0.78m |L1000 |As above
0.78-1.17m |L1001 |As above

1.17 —1.43m |L1002 |As above
143 -1.86m |L1003 |As above
1.86 —2.02m |L1005 |As above
2.02m+ L1006 |As above

Description: Evident in section, Layers L1005, L1006 and L1008, appeared to
fill a cut, potentially a pit or ditch. Sieving of the soil derived from the
mechanical excavation of the soakaway recovered prehistoric struck flint and
medieval pottery (Appendix 2 Specialist reports), in addition to numerous late
post-medieval and modern finds.



6 CONFIDENCE RATING

6 Within the parameters of the project it is not felt that any factors
inhibited the recognition of archaeological features or finds.

7 DEPOSIT MODEL

7.1 Uppermost was garden soil, L1000. It overlay a sandy silt layers
(L1001 — L1003 and L1005). L1005 overlay the natural gravels, L1006 and
L1007 (c.2m below the present day ground surface).

8 DISCUSSION

8.1 The site lies within the historic extent of the precinct of St
Edmundsbury Abbey, a Scheduled Ancient Monument which also includes the
monks’ cemetery, outer precinct and vineyard walls.

8.2 It was proposed to construct a new soakaway for drainage (c.2m X
2m), and the soakaway was excavated without archaeological advice or
supervision. The excavation remained open. Historic England advised that
the construction needed Scheduled Monument Consent and further advised
that the open excavation required sampling and recording (along with the
screening of any excavated spoil to be removed from site).

8.3 Evident in the section of the soakaway, Layers L1005, L1006 and
L1008, appeared to fill a cut, potentially a pit or ditch. Sieving of the soil
derived from the mechanical excavation of the soakaway recovered five
prehistoric struck flint of Neolithic to Bronze Age date, and 37 sherds of
medieval pottery (Appendix 2 Specialist reports), in addition to numerous late
post-medieval and modern finds. The majority of the medieval pottery is late
12" — 14" century, and a few sherds of 11" — 13" and 15" — 16™ century
were also found.

DEPOSITION OF THE ARCHIVE

Archive records, with an inventory, will be deposited at Suffolk County Store.
The archive will be quantified, ordered, indexed, cross referenced and
checked for internal consistency.
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APPENDIX 2 SPECIALIST REPORTS

The Struck Flint
Andrew Peachey MCIfA

The sieving of spoil from the site recovered a total of five pieces (22g) of
struck flint in an un-patinated condition. The struck flint included a single
blade (3g), of dark red-brown raw flint, and most likely of early Neolithic origin;
while the remainder comprised slightly irregular un-corticated debitage flakes
in dark grey flint, probably removed by hard hammer percussion, and
potentially of Neolithic to Bronze Age date but far from informative.

The Medieval Pottery
Peter Thompson

The sieving recovered a quantity of mainly abraded pottery sherds from the
topsoil, most are of later post-medieval to modern date and comprise glazed
and unglazed red earthenware, stoneware, and factory made refined white
earthenwares including Transfer Printed Ware. In addition there were 37
medieval sherds weighing 296g (Table 1). The majority of the latter are local
medieval coarsewares, but also present are two sherds of glazed Grimston
ware and one sherd of glazed Hedingham fine ware, as well as a late
medieval jug rim.

Methodology

The sherds were examined under x35 binocular microscope and recorded in
keeping with the Post-Roman Pottery Research Group Guidelines
(Slowikowski 2001, Table 1). Fabric codes and dating are those used by
Suffolk County Council.

Code Fab | Description Quantity | Date Comment
No
MCW 3.2 | Medieval 4x19g Late 12-14"
Coarseware
MCW | 3.2 |Medieval 2x16g Late 12"-14™ | Distinctive fabric
Coarseware dark grey/black

with orange outer
surface x1 with a
thin line of trickled
yellow-green
glaze. Medium
sandy fabric

MCWG | 3.21 | Medieval 11x111g [ 117137 x3 sherds with red

. cores may be Bury
Coarse Gritty medieval coarse

Ware gritty ware

BCSW | 3.32 | Bury Coarse 1x18g Late 12™-14"
Sandy Ware




BMCW | 3.33 | Bury Medieval | 3x18g Late 12M-14™ | X1 strap handle
Coarse Ware

BMCW | 3.33 | Bury Medieval | 9x89g Late 12M-14™ | Fabric mid grey

sandy fabric
Coarse Ware containing sparse

to moderate
medium to coarse
rounded white
quartz

X1 flat topped
everted rim/square
bead F1 type rim,
20cm diam

X1 flat topped
everted thickened

rim F2 ¢,22cm
diameter
X1 incised
horizontal neck
cordon
X1 thumb
impressed applied
clay strip,
horizontall
BSFW | 3.31 | Bury Sandy 2x8g Late 12™M-14"
Fine Ware
GRIM | 4.10 | Glazed 2x69 Late 12"-14"
Grimston Ware
HFW 4.23 | Hedingham 2x6g Mid 12"-13™ | X1 Green glaze
Fine Ware X1 unglazed
NLLM | 5.00 | Unprovenanced | 1x5g 157-16" C4 small beaded
late medieval jug rim 12cm diam;

fine orange sandy
fabric

Table 1: Quantification of medieval sherds
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The Ceramic Building Materials
Andrew Peachey MCIfA

The sieving of spoil recovered a moderate quantity of post-medieval to
modern CBM in a highly fragmented, poorly-preserved condition. The CBM
was predominantly comprised of 18 to 19" century red brick and 20" century
Fletton brick, with sparse fragments of late post-medieval peg tile, 19" century
red and cream floor bricks/flagstones, and salt-glazed water/sewer pipe.




The Environmental Samples
Dr John Summers

Introduction

As part of the archaeological mitigation of a soakaway excavated into
deposits associated with Bury St Edmunds Abbey scheduled ancient
monument, a sequence of six bulk soil samples for environmental
archaeological assessment were excavated from an exposed section (Fig. 4).

The intention of the sampling was to recover material from the key
archaeological horizons represented in the soakaway that could be assessed
for palaeoeconomic indicators. Although the gathered samples were small
due to the limitations of the proposed scheme the material is still valuable for
understanding the nature of preservation within the deposits and for
developing understanding of the nature of the archaeological remains
encountered.

Methods

Following cleaning and recording, all four sections of the soakaway were
examined by the author to determine the most appropriate for bulk sampling.
The northern section (S facing) was selected due to the depth of deposits
present and the fact that possible surface L1004 was clearly visible and
available for sampling. Samples were excavated as a column approximately
20cm into the section at a width of approximately 25cm. Samples were
collected by the author using a clean trowel and hand shovel, respecting the
observed context boundaries. The modern topsoil (L1000) was not sampled
and a buffer was left below an electricity cable in the upper portion of L1001.

Samples were processed at the Archaeological Solutions Ltd facilities in Bury
St. Edmunds using standard flotation methods. The light fractions were
washed onto a mesh of 500pum (microns), while the heavy fractions were
sieved to 1Tmm. The dried light fractions were sorted under a low power
stereomicroscope (x10-x30 magnification). Botanical and molluscan remains
were identified and recorded using reference literature (Cappers et al. 2006;
Jacomet 2006; Kerney and Cameron 1979; Kerney 1999) and a reference
collection of modern seeds. Potential contaminants, such as modern roots,
seeds and invertebrate fauna were also recorded in order to gain an insight
into possible disturbance of the deposits.

A sub-sample of charcoal fragments >2mm were randomly selected from the
light fractures and broken to produce a transverse section. These were
examined under low magnification (x10) to assess the representation of
different ring patterns. Such an approach can help assess the diversity of
wood types present, although identification of specific taxa is not possible,
with the exception of oak (Quercus sp.).



Results

The assessment data from the bulk sample light fractions are presented in
Table 2. Due to the small number of samples and the presently unknown
date of the deposits, it is possible to briefly discuss each in turn in the
discussion that follows.

L1001 (Sample 1)

A 6 litre sample was recovered from L1001, which contained a single
carbonised probable rye grain (cf. Secale cereale). Also present were
common fragments of oak (Quercus sp.) and coniferous wood charcoal.
Clinker/ fuel ash slag material was also encountered, most likely representing
hearth ash from coal fires.

The heavy fraction from this sample contained fragments of mammal bone.

L1002 (Sample 2)

Oak (Quercus sp.) charcoal was recorded as common within this 9 litre
sample, although no other carbonised remains were present. Other remains
were a fragment of vertebra from a medium terrestrial mammal and
occasional shells of Discus rotundatus and Vallonia sp.

The heavy fraction from this sample contained fragments of mammal bone
and whelk shells (Buccinum undatum).

L1003 (Sample 3)

A single carbonised sunflower seed (Helianthus cf. annuus) was identified
from this 10 litre bulk sample. Sunflowers are of North American origin (Stace
1997, 751) and are an unusual archaeological find (Greig 1996). However,
the presence of sunflowers in Britain may date to as early as 1596 (Preston et
al. 2002) and, postulating a post-medieval date for L1003, this identification is
at least in keeping with the period. Whether sunflowers would have been
grown as a crop or decorative garden plant is uncertain and is likely to vary by
period.

Charcoal fragments of oak (Quercus sp.) and diffuse porous wood types were
recorded as common. A single small mammal bone (vertebra) was present in
the sample, and shells of Discus rotundatus and Trichia hispida group, both
snails of ground litter habitats, were also identified.

The heavy fraction from this sample contained fragments of mammal bone,
whelk shells (Buccinum undatum) and oyster shells (Ostrea edulis).



L1004 (Sample 6)

Layer L1004 was a thin lense or surface within the profile. Consequently, only
a small 1 litre sample was recoverable. The light fraction contained charcoal,
with oak (Quersus sp.) and diffuse porous vessel patterns observed. In
addition was a single small fish vertebra.

The heavy fraction from this sample contained no identifiable remains.

L1005 (Sample 4)

This 2 litre sample produced a single indeterminate carbonised cereal grain
and common fragments of oak (Quercus sp.) charcoal.

The heavy fraction from this sample contained fragments of bird bone, whelk

shells (Buccinum undatum) and oyster shells (Ostrea edulis). An iron nail was
also present in the heavy fraction of this sample.

L1006 (Sample 5)

This was the richest sample in terms of carbonised plant macrofossils. Five
cereal grains were recorded, identifiable as hulled barley (Hordeum sp.),
wheat (Triticum sp.) and oat (Avena sp.). Charcoal was recorded as common
and included oak (Quercus sp.), non-oak ring porous and diffuse porous
vessel patterns.

Although the sample was recorded as 5 litres, the actual volume of sediment
was actually much lower, due to the presence of numerous cobbles from the
deposit. This indicates that the actual density of carbonised cereal remains
was actually much higher than the 1 item per litre indicated by the gross
sample volume. The intermixing of carbonised remains within a layer of
cobbles may imply that this represents debris from activity on a cobbled
surface, whether this be an external working area or internal floor surface.

The heavy fraction from this sample contained no identifiable remains.

Conclusions

The presence of charcoal and other remains in all of the samples is reflective
of the intensity of activity in the vicinity of the sampled deposits. The
presence of carbonised cereal remains, particularly in the lower layers of the
site's stratigraphy, is indicative of activities involving the use and processing of
cereals, along with other activities, in the vicinity of cobble layer L1006.
Throughout most of the sampled sequence, remains from other food
resources, including mammal bone, bird bone, whelk and oyster shells



indicates a significant contribution to the deposits from occupational debris,
most likely deposited as midden dumps.

Previous excavations by AS at the nearby Shire Hall site, formerly the site of
the Abbey sacrist's yard, uncovered significant archaeological deposits
(Barlow et al. 2014). Carbonised plant remains from these excavations were
common and included a range of cereal taxa, most likely drawn from wide
ranging Abbey estates. Although the present site is within the medieval
Abbey precinct, there would have been functional areas associated with the
processing, preparation and use/ consumption of cereals, such as kitchens,
maltings/ brew houses, cereal drying kilns and bread ovens. How cobbled
surface L1006 and overlying deposits fit into this pattern remains unclear at
present. Some of the upper layers are likely to be post-medieval in origin,
post-dating the use of the Abbey. However, in the absence of clear dating
evidence, it is difficult to accurately place any of the deposits chronologically.
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The Animal Bone
Dr Julia E M Cussans

Introduction

A small quantity of animal bone was recovered from bulk sieved samples
taken from excavations at the Church Yard, Bury St Edmunds. A significant
quantity of animal bones was also recovered from sieving of spoil previously
removed by the contractor; these were thought to largely be of post-medieval
date and are not reported on here. Bone was recovered from both flot and
residue fractions.

Method

The entire sieved animal bone assemblage was scanned one context or
context segment at a time, with bone from flots (sieved to 0.5mm) and
residues (sieved to Tmm) being examined separately and the results recorded
on a bone scan pro-forma. The pro-forma took into account observations on
bone condition including general preservation, colour, abrasion, fresh breaks
and gnawing. Mammal bones were quantified by species where possible or
where this was not possible by size category, where large indicates cattle or
horse sized, medium is sheep/ goat, pig or large dog sized, small mammal is
cat or hare sized and very small mammal is vole or mouse sized. The
presence of bird, fish and other small fauna could also be noted. For the
identified mammal species the dominance of particular body parts was noted
as was the presence of butchery, ageable mandibles and teeth, unfused
epiphyses, measurable bones and those displaying pathologies. The
presence of such features was noted in a semi-quantitative manner (none,
few, some, many). Further to this, notes were made on any particular points
of interest. Data from the scan were entered into an MS Excel spreadsheet
along with — where available - context descriptions, spot dates and phasing to
assist with future processing and analysis.

Results

Taphonomy

Bone preservation was rated as very poor to ok on a five point scale ranging
from very poor through to excellent; the majority of contexts were rated as
having OK preservation. Low levels of abrasion were present as were a small
number of fresh breaks. A single instance of canid gnawing was recorded and
no burnt bones were present. The assemblage was highly fragmented and
was dominated by very small fragments and the bones of small fauna as
would be expected for bulk sieved samples (Baker & Worley 2014, Fig. 7).

Taxa Present and Quantification

In total 150 fragments were recorded from these samples (Table 3), with the
majority of fragments being designated as medium mammal; these small
fragments largely derived from ribs and long bones. Domestic livestock were
very sparsely represented. Cattle, sheep/goat and pig were represented by a
single element each; respectively fragments of first phalanx, femur and tooth.



A number of other smaller fauna were also present. One bone designated as
small mammal was an unfused ulna fragment possibly belonging to a cat or a
small dog or fox. Several bones of terrestrial micro-fauna were present
including long bone and vertebral elements. None of these were identified to
specific taxa, but likely included both micro-mammals and amphibians.

A small number of indeterminate bird bones were also present. These
included a phalange, a rib and several long bone shaft fragments.

Fish were the most numerous taxonomic group with several species/ taxa
represented. These included, in order of abundance, herring (Culpea
harengus x 3), flounder (Pleuronectidae sp. x 2), cod (Gadus morhua x 1),
pike (Esox lucius x1), skate (Rajidae sp. x 1) and eel (Anguilla anguilla x 1).
The identified fish bones are shown in Plates 1 & 2, a small number of other
indeterminate fish bones were also present (Table 3). These fish are a mix of
fresh and salt water taxa indicating the presence of both locally caught and
traded fish.

Summary

Bone preservation was reasonably good, but the bones of the larger
mammals were highly fragmented, with very few identifiable elements,
although the presence of cattle, sheep/goat and pig were indicated. The
presence of birds and small terrestrial fauna were indicated. Fish were the
most abundant identified taxonomic group with a variety of fresh water and
marine species present.
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Plate 1. Fish bones from L1001. Left to ight Gaus morhua, Esox lucius, Rajidae |
sp., Pleuronectidae sp. (x2), Clupea harengus.
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Plate 2. Fish bones from L1005. Left to right Anguilla anguilla, Clupea harengus (x2).
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9-10 THE CHURCHYARD, BURY ST EDMUNDS, SUFFOLK
ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING & RECORDING

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 This specification (written scheme of investigation) has been prepared
in response to a Scheduled Monument Consent condition and advice issued
by Historic England (HE, dated 26" April 2017). It provides for archaeological
monitoring/recording during groundworks associated with the construction of a
new soakaway pit and any associated works at 9-10 The Churchyard, Bury St
Edmunds, Suffolk IP33 3RT. The works are required to comply with a
condition of Scheduled Monument Consent for the groundworks (Historic
England Case Ref. S001160858, SM 35556, HA 1021450), based on advice
from Historic England, and this WSI has been prepared for their approval.

2 COMPLIANCE

2.1 The advice has been read and understood. If AS carried out the
programme of archaeological works, AS would comply with Historic England’s
requirements.

3 SITE & DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION
ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND

3.1 The site is in the historic core of Bury St Edmunds. It was proposed to
construct a new soakaway for drainage at the site (c.2m x 2m). It is
understood that the soakaway has been excavated and the excavation is
open, and that Historic England have advised the work needed Scheduled
Monument Consent and have advised that the open excavation requires
sampling and recording (along with screening of any excavated spoil to be
removed from site) and a post-excavation report prepared.

3.2  The site lies within an area of archaeological potential recorded on the
Suffolk Historic Environment Record, likely within the historic extent of the
precinct of St Edmundsbury Abbey, a Scheduled Ancient Monument which
also includes the monks’ cemetery, outer precinct and vineyard walls.

3.3  Archaeological and historical background

The town of Bury St Edmunds has its origins in the Anglo-Saxon period; the
complex of the Abbey of St Edmunds has been demonstrated to overlie
several phases of Saxon occupation, which represent the precursor of the
present town. Late Saxon sources refer to it as Beodricsworth. In 633, King
Sigebert of the East Angles ‘retired’ to Beodricsworth and founded a small
religious community here. 10" century documents indicate that it had the
status of a ‘villa regia’ from the mid Saxon period. Archaeological evidence
confirms a mid Saxon date for the earliest occupation here. A sherd of early



Saxon hand-made pottery (BSE 026 — 16659) has been recovered from East
Close, to the north-east of the Abbey complex, where a ditch of late Saxon
date (BSE 026 — MSF6727) was also revealed. Within the area of the Abbey
itself, a significant quantity of mid to late Saxon pottery (Ipswich and Thetford
ware), blue glass (BSE 120) and structural remains have been discovered
(BSE 010 — MSF15053, BSE 120 & BSE 241 — MSF2227; Gem & Keen
1981).

In 903, St Edmund’s remains were transferred to, and enshrined at, the
church of St Mary at Beodricsworth. Following the King’s martyrdom, six
priests devoted themselves to a monastic life under the patronage of the royal
saint and founded a monastery in the early 10" century (BSE 010 — MSF437,
SAM35556). In 1020, King Canute (Swein’s son) was quick to grant the abbey
at St Edmundsbury, as it was now known, a charter freeing it from episcopal
control and giving it jurisdiction over much of the surrounding countryside. At
this time Alfwine, Bishop of Elmham, replaced the secular clergy with 20
Benedictine monks brought in from the abbey of St Benet of Hulme (Butler &
Given-Wilson 1979). The first stone church in the abbey complex was
consecrated by Athelnoth, archbishop of Canterbury, on 18 October, 1032,
and dedicated to the honour of Christ, St. Mary and St. Edmund (Page 1975).
Edward the Confessor enriched the abbey further by creating the Liberty of St
Edmund. In the 11" century, Wiliam the Conqueror increased the
monastery’s privileges and the number of monks increased to 50 in ¢.1081.

So far, there is no archaeological evidence for the ancillary buildings
associated with the 10™ and 11™ century church, or the area covered by the
pre-Norman ecclesiastical complex but there is some evidence for the late
Saxon lay settlement. This appears to have been located to both the north
and the south of the abbey complex. The church of St Mary (BSE 010 -
MSF437) was demolished and re-built under Abbott Baldwin in the late 11"
century. It was under Baldwin that the planning and construction of the Abbey
complex and the town, on its irregular grid plan, as they are recognisable
today began. The development brought about by Baldwin included two market
places and the road from Northgate Street to Raingate Street doglegging
around the front of the abbey at Angel Hill. In the 12" century Abbot Anselm
(1121-1148) enlarged the town grid and by 1200 the Abbot of Bury St
Edmunds was one of the most powerful lords in the Kingdom.

The medieval town of St Edmund’s Bury (BSE 241) comprised the urban
settlement including the Abbey complex with land to the east comprising
agricultural land. Mid-12" to mid-13" century pottery and tiles were
discovered in the southern part of the Abbey complex (BSE 291) during
archaeological test pitting (ESF20343). An archaeological evaluation
(ESF20810) in the Abbey Gardens has revealed a flint bonded wall and a
robbed wall trench (BSE 332) representing structural remnants of the Abbey
buildings. To the north of the Abbey (BSE 010), an archaeological evaluation
to the rear of Thingoe House revealed ditches and pits dated from the 12" to
14" centuries. A layer of clay was discovered, possibly indicative of the
presence of a building in this area. The two early 13" century hospitals of St
Nicholas (BSE 025) and St Stephen (BSE 134), to the north-east, were



possibly associated with the monastery. Archaeological investigations at East
Close (ESF 16121) revealed a 12" to 14™ century metalworking site (BSE 026
— MSF6727) with finds including pottery, jewellery, silver coins, bronze and
iron tools, bone implements, stone architectural fragments (Anderson 1996).

The abbey was dissolved in 1539 and is now a Scheduled Monument (BSE
010, SAM SF2). Surviving remains include the 14™ century Great Gate, built
after the riot of 1327, along with most of the precinct wall and West Front,
whilst the plan of the abbey church survives inside. To the south is the Great
Churchyard (BHER 090) containing the Scheduled early 14™ century Chapel
of the Charnel (BHER 040). The Great Churchyard extends as far south as
the Suffolk County Council archaeology buildings, and includes the now built
over Cemetery of the Monks (BHER 092 & 291). The Norman Tower at the
foot of Churchgate Street is also scheduled as part of the abbey (BHER 174).

St James Cathedral (elevated so in 1913), is another scheduled element of
the abbey. It was founded in the 11" century and stands on the site of the
earlier Church of St Denise (BHER 118). The church was rebuilt in 1503 and
was not finished until 2005 with the completion of the tower. The Church of St
Mary is located within 400m of the site and stands on the site of a 12" century
predecessor. It was rebuilt in the late medieval period and houses the remains
of Mary Tudor, sister of Henry VIII. There are a large number of churches,
chapels and hospitals within the medieval town. The nearest to the
assessment site was St Botolph’s Chapel which was located in the yard of the
"White Hart" Inn, approximately 80m to the east.

The Abbey Gardens became an early Town Walk and a botanic garden and
has been a registered park since the late 19" century (BHER 010b).

3.4  The detailed project background will be presented in the project report,
with reference to the Suffolk Historic Environment Record which will be
consulted as part of the project.

4 BRIEF FOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING
ARRANGEMENTS FOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING
SPECIFICATION FOR MONITORING OF GROUNDWORKS

4.1  As setoutin the brief (Sections 2 -4).
4.2  Research Design

4.2.1 The regional research frameworks are set out in Glazebrook (1997 and
Brown & Glazebrook (2000) and updated by Medlycott and Brown (2008) and
Medlycott (2011). Wade (in Brown & Glazebrook 2000, 23-26) identifies
research topics for the rural landscape in the Saxon and medieval periods.
These include examination of population during this period (distribution and



density, as well as physical structure), settlement (characterisation of form
and function, creation and testing of settlement diversity models),
specialisation and surplus agricultural production, assessment of craft
production, detailed study of changes in land use and the impact of colonists
(such as Saxons, Danes and Normans) as well as the impact of the major
institutions such as the Church. Ayers (in Brown & Glazebrook, 2000)
discusses these research topics in more detail. For demography, issues
include assessment of population structures, density and mobility, urban
sustainability, immigration and rural colonisation and housing/provisioning.
For social organisation, issues include assessment of the impact of royal vills,
major institutions and the Church on urban settlement, territorial boundaries in
proto-urban and urban settlements, the effect of national political
developments, ranking and status in settlements, spatial analysis, wealth
distribution, specialism, acquisition of raw materials, building form and
function, markets and commercial/corporate activity. Economic issues of the
above also need to be considered, particularly with regard to industrial zoning.
The impact of culture and religion could include issues such as identifying
characteristics of urban culture, its growth, complexity and values. The
Church and its influence on the burgeoning towns must also be addressed.
As Murphy notes in Brown and Glazebrook (2000, 31), urban environmental
archaeology should be approached by analysis of environmental 'events’,
processes and study of relationships with producing sites in the rural
hinterland.

4.2.2 Medlycott (2011, 57) states that he study of the Anglo-Saxon period
still requires further cooperation between historians and archaeologists.
Important research issues for this period comprise: the Roman/Anglo-Saxon
transitional period; settlement distribution, which suffers from problems
associated with the identification of Saxon settlement sites; population
modelling and demographics, which has the potential to be advanced by
modern scientific methods; differences within the region in terms of settlement
type and economic practice and subjects related to this such as links with the
continent, trading practices and cultural influences; rural landscapes and
settlements, including detailed study of the changes and developments in
such settlements over time and the influence of Saxon landscape organisation
and settlements on these issues in the medieval period; towns and their
relationships with their hinterland; infrastructure, including river management,
the identification of ports and harbours and the role of existing infrastructure in
shaping the Saxon period landscape; the economy, based on
palaeoenvironmental studies; ritual and religion; the effect of the Danish
occupation; and artefact studies (Medlycott 2011, 57-59).

4.2.3 The issues identified by Ayers (in Brown & Glazebrook, 2000) and
Wade (in Brown & Glazebrook, 2000) remain valid research subjects
(Medlycott 2011, 70) for the medieval period. The study of landscapes is
dominated by issues such as water management and land reclamation for
large parts of the region, the economic development of the landscape and the
region’s potential to reveal information regarding field systems, enclosures,
roads and trackways. Linked to the study of the landscape are research
issues such as the built environment and infrastructure; the main



communication routes through the region need to be identified and synthesis
needs to be carried out regarding the significance, economic and social
importance of historic buildings in the region (Medlycott 2011, 70-71). Also
considered to be important research subjects for the medieval period are rural
settlements, towns, industry and the production and processing of food and
demographic studies (Medlycott 2011, 70-71).

4.2.4 The research subjects identified as important for the post-medieval
and modern periods (see Medlycott 2011, 72-80) expand on those set out by
Gilman et al (in Brown & Glazebrook, 2000) which focussed on the subjects of
fortifications, parks and gardens and industrialisation and manufacture.
Medlycott (2011) stresses the importance of the built and environment and the
use of the Listed Buildings databases and thematic surveys in understanding
this. The subject of industry and infrastructure, which is clearly of great
importance for this period, remains a key research subject for the region with
particular attention being paid to rural industries, the processing of food for
urban markets and the development and character of the region’s primary
communication roots. Landscapes, and the effect of social changes, such as
the Dissolution and the enclosure of greens and commons, on them are
considered to be an area of research. The region’s military sites and their
impact on the development of eastern England, on its landscapes and on its
appearance are also considered to be of importance. Towns, their
development and their impact on the landscape, require further study. Issues
such as economic and social influences of towns on their hinterlands and
neighbours are identified as being of importance, as are the development of
specific urban forms.

4.2.5 As set out above, the principal research objectives will be to identify
any further evidence of the abbey complex which have been be revealed by
the groundworks for the current proposals.
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5 ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING

5.1 The SMC consent and advice requires the recovery of a record of
archaeological deposits that may be damaged or removed by any
development. A Method Statement is provided (Appendix 2). The main
objective surrounds the potential for the groundworks for the development to
produce further evidence of the Abbey complex. The principal groundworks to
be monitored/recorded will be the open excavation for the proposed
soakaway, and screening of spoil to be removed, as agreed with Historic
England.

5.2 The brief requires the monitoring of all groundworks in order to provide a
record of any archaeological deposits which might be damaged or
removed by any development permitted by the current planning consent.
Any ground works, and also the upcast soil, are to be closely monitored in
order to ensure no damage occurs to any heritage assets. Adequate time
is to be allowed for archaeological recording of archaeological deposits
during excavation, and of soil sections following excavation, and for
screening excavated spoil for artefacts prior to its removal.

Specifically to this project:

The recording will involve recording all four sections of the open soakaway pit
and a programme of environmental sampling of one section as required.
Sieving and metal detecting of spoil previously removed from the pit will be
undertaken for finds retrieval, prior to spoil being removed from site. Metal
detecting will be limited to spoil heaps and open excavations

5.3  The programme of work will overall include the following stages:

. Inspection of sub-soil deposits for archaeological features and
environmental deposits;

. The rapid excavation and recording of any archaeological
features/deposits;

. Sampling of excavations for environmental assessment

. Examination of spoil-heaps for archaeological material;

. A programme of postfieldwork analysis, archiving and

publication, as appropriate to the results of the project.

5.4  All of the above stages and operations will be carried out in accordance
with MoRPHE (2015).

Stage Details



5.5 Site clearance: under archaeological observation

5.6 Excavation and recording: of those features which cannot be
preserved and will be substantially disturbed. In accordance with the
following standards:

. excavation of all discrete features

. all industrial features to be sampled for appropriate scientific analysis

. full written records of each context and all contexts to be planned

. sampling will adhere to the guidelines prepared by Historic England

(Environmental Archaeology; A guide to the theory and practice of
methods, from sa