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SUMMARY

Oxford Archaeology North (OA North) was commissidnby Halton Borough
Council to undertake an archaeological evaluatibri4ha of rough pasture and
marshland, formerly playing fields, to the westlodé scheduled monument of Norton
Priory (SAM 66/1/0), Halton, Cheshire (centred oh =7 831, Fig 1) in August
2007. The area under archaeological evaluationitesediately to the west of the
scheduled area. Nine trenches were excavated ngfigim 10m x 2m to 20m x 2m,
and targeted specific anomalies and sites idedtiiaring a geophysical survey
undertaken by OA North in 2006, and an archaeo#bgitesk-based assessment
carried out by OA North in 2002. The key featurasyéted were the millpond (Site
31, OA North 2002; Trenches 4-5), the square cropn{&ite 38) identified from
aerial photographsi(id; Trench 7), the main monastic drain (Trench 6¢, lihe of
which was meant to project from the Priory into $ite (Mark Leah pers comm), and
the possible remains of the mill to the north (Si2e OA North 2002; Trenches 8-9).
The remaining trenches were positioned to assegsdtential for any further remains
(Trenches 1-3).

Excavation of the majority of the trenches acrdss s$ite (Trenches 3-9) showed
topsoil and substantial layers of redeposited ctagpging from 0.18m thick to the
south (Trench 3, Plate 5), and >2.15m to the nfrtench 9). No certain date has
been attributed to the former millpond. It is fitkkicumented in the eighteenth century
on Eyes estate map of 1757, and is later illudrate the watercoloufNorton 1770
However, circumstantial evidence suggests thaty be medieval in datéd(d). The
main monastic drain leads into the area, and itpvabably the pond for the monastic
mill (Site 32) to the north of the site. At somearmidetween the mid-eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries the pond was infilledd @he very large, deliberate
redeposit of clay, identified in the trenches, mlistly relate to this event. The
redeposited clay was not wholly restricted to thiépond, and is also recorded to the
north (Trenches 8-9), and the south (Trench 3)catohg that either the entire valley
in which the site sits was levelled-up, or that gend was larger than previously
assumed. Silt deposits were observed below theposited clay in some of the
trenches (Trenches 4-5, 7-819, 113-114, 131-133 and 138). Although several
fragments of relatively modern pottery was recoddrem the redeposited clays, only
one fragment of pottery were produced from the gifrench 7132), which dated to
the post-medieval period. Large fragments of samdstubble were observed in silt
depositsl32 (Trench 7) and38 (Trench 8), suggesting that demolition materiakwa
thrown into the former millpond before it was coetely backfilled. It is also
possible that there were two phases to the indij/lass Trench 8 contains two layers of
redeposited clayl35 and137, sandwiching a layer of topsoil36. It is possible that
the first phase was solely concentrated to théhrarthe site. The possible site for the
monastic mill was not identified, and no materiatidg to the medieval period was
recovered.

The trench excavated over the square cropmark 88jtébid), produced a layer of
aggregate over the area, indicating that the featwas very modern and related to
drainage. It is possible that it was associatett wie former playing field. Trench 6
was positioned over the projected line of the nmaonastic drain as it entered the site
from the east. It had a similar composition to thenches within the vicinity,
comprising topsoil and redeposited clay, and coethitwo modern, plastic land
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drains. No sign of the monastic drain was observy@dnch 3 to the south of the
former millpond solely comprised redeposited clE32, water-born subsoill24, and
natural sand]25.

The only feature of archaeological interest idésdifwas stone-lined draii48, in
Trench 2. This ran towards the proposed developsienfrom the high ground to the
west. Unfortunately it was still in use, which matienpossible to investigate, but it
is unlikely that it was early in date. Trenchesntl 2 on the higher ground to the west
of the former millpond did not contain any redepediclay and comprised topsoil,
141 and144, subsoils 142 and145-146, and natural geology43 and147.

It is most likely that the former millpond sat witha deeper valley than previously
expected, and was levelled up several metres, lgssi phases. Any intrusive
groundworks for the proposed development, outsiie area of the scheduled
monument, should have little or no affect on anyising deposits below the make-
up layer, therefore, no further archaeological wwilk be required.

For the use of Halton Borough Council © OA North: December 2007
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1 INTRODUCTION

11

111

1.1.2

1.2

1.2.1

1.2.2

1.3
13.1

CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE PROJECT

Halton Borough Council propose to develop lanch®west of Norton Priory,
Runcorn, Cheshire (NGR centred SJ 547 831; Figod)dsidential and open
space purposes. A desk-based assessment was modyceOxford
Archaeology North (OA North) in 2002, as part ot tharger Castlefields
Regeneration Scheme, which indicated a high ar¢bgieal potential for the
proposed development site. Consequently, Cheshientg Council (CCC)
Environment Planning Service (Archaeology) adviseat a programme of
archaeological evaluation should be carried outirAiial geophysical survey
of the site was undertaken in August 2006 (Stra@s2006) to assess the
potential for underground remains, the results bictv were used to inform
the subsequent trial trenching.

Following discussions with Mark Leah, CCC, a veia¢f was provided as to
the necessary requirements to further inform thanmhg process. The
following report documents the results of the aedtagical trial trenching
that took place in August 2007.

SITE DESCRIPTION, LOCATION AND GEOLOGY

The site is located on 14ha of flat rough yr@&stand marshland, which was
formerly playing fields, situated 4km to the nodhst of Runcorn in the
district of Halton, Cheshire. It is bordered to tiath by the A558, and to the
south by the Bridgewater Canal. Norton Priory tsiaied immediately to the
east, while Haddock’s Wood is to the west (Fig 1).

The site is situated along the southern sideeolower reaches of the Mersey
River, on land only slightly higher than the flodaip to the north. The drift
geology is the result of fluvial activity, while traus boulder clays and glacial
deposits can be found inland (Countryside Commis4@98; Higham 1993;
Hebblethwaite 1987). The underlying geology is Kaufsandstone with
Upper Mottled Sandstone to the north, and Wateestao the south (IGS
1971). The overlying soils are Bridgnorth and Glift Associations;
Bridgnorth being wind-blown brown sands, and Cliftbeing stagnogleys
(Lawes Agricultural Trust 1983).

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Introduction: although it is not the aim here to wholly reprogluthe
archaeological and historical background detailed the desk-based
assessment (OA North 2002ection 3.2 the following summary is designed
to put the results of the archaeological evaluatioenching into its
archaeological and historical context. The site bers shown in bold refer to
the original gazetteer of sitebid).

For the use of Halton Borough Council © OA North: December 2007
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1.3.2

1.3.3

1.3.4

1.35

1.3.6

Prehistoric Period: there is clear evidence for human activity frohe t

Palaeolithic to the Neolithic period in Cheshireut bnone has been

documented in the vicinity of the proposed develeptrsite (Higham 1993);

this may be due to the lack of fieldwork in theaaend the ephemeral nature
of the remains. Three Mesolithic sites were exaavait Ditton Brook, on the

north side of the Mersey (Cowell 1992), and mayehaspresented several
visits to the area (Cowell 2000a). Bronze Age bunmeunds have been

recorded to the south-east of the site (Higham 1983d a Middle Bronze

Age axe was found during the excavation of the Master Ship Canal in the
late nineteenth centurib{d).

During the Iron Age, the area was occupied by tlenQvii tribe, with the

Mersey serving as the boundary between the triltethe Brigantes to the
north. The closest remains were located at Brooksdpto the north of the
Mersey, where two Iron Age concentric enclosuresewexcavated (Cowell
2000b). It was abandoned for a period of time, @ding with the arrival of

the Romans, then reoccupied during the second rgeAfd (ibid).

Roman Period: there is considerable evidence for Roman actiartyund the
Mersey in proximity to the proposed developmene.sithe large Roman
industrial site of Wilderspool is 10km to the noedhst (Shotter 1997,
Hinchcliffe and Williams 1992), and the legionargrtfess of Chester is
located 20km to the south-west (Salway 1981). Thder between the two
sites has not been fully established, but it wasight to run along the south of
the Mersey (Shotter 1997). A Roman camp is locatethe modern Ordnance
Survey maps, following fieldwork carried out in ti®30s (Newstead and
Droop 1934), however, subsequent work in the 19@gested that it was
most likely an agricultural site (Browet al 1975).

Medieval Period: the earliest reference to Halton and Norton washie
Domesday Book (Morgan 1978), describing the manbideletune(Halton),
the capital manor of Runcorn Parish, held by Orared Nortune (Norton)
held by Ansfred (Higham 1993). It is suggested thatname meangarm at
a heathery place(Dodgson 1970). Halton was the larger of the twanors
with 20 carucates, while Norton only had six, angrenwoodland, fishermen
and prominent landowners, although Norton had éinger meadow. Some of
the areas are described as having become ‘wastiepjior to the Domesday
Survey, probably during the time that the Normamesenestablishing their rule
in the North West.

Norton Priory was initially established in 1115 illiam fitzNigel, as an
Augustinian house in Runcorn, but was relocatedNooton in 1134 at the
request of Roger the Bishop of Chester, and wascaied to St Mary.
Excavations between 1970 and 1987 revealed theapewent of the Priory
from the earliest temporary buildings, used to leotlee workmen during its
construction (Greene 1989). By the end of the tlwetentury the monastery
had been completed and expanded to accommodatagntg membership of
the order. In the thirteenth century the Priory vsasrounded by a complex
moat system (Sitd3, OA North 2002), which was connected to the main
monastic drain (Greene 1989), which was reputetiaie drained into the
former mill pond (Site32). By 1391 Norton gained the status of a mitred
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Abbey, despite a major fire in 1236 and subsequeraincial and social
problems in the fourteenth century. The Abbey wasnt beautified and
expanded over the years, to reflect its new fodatlis, occupying a large area
immediately to the east of the proposed developrsiget It is likely that the
village of Norton grew-up around this period, agagflecting the Priory’s
wealth and status.

1.3.7 The Abbey was dissolved in April 1536 under theisef Sir Piers Dutton, as
part of the first phase of the Dissolution. The oraremained unsold until
1545, when it was bought by Sir Richard Brooke efghton (Greene 1989),
who adapted the Abbot’s quarters for his familyidesce, and built a
substantial timber-framed hall on the site. Sevetlaér elements were reused.
However, much of it was quickly demolished, inchglithe church, as an asset
stripping exercise, and to reuse the masaibig)(

1.3.8 Monastic records and other sources show that theséylewas prone to
flooding, and defences were constructed in the fofrembankmentsil{id),
combined with drainage of the manor’s marshlanedihg to an increase in
land suitable for agriculture in the sixteenth cent To the south-west,
Oxmoor suggests an area used for grazing sincexdigieval period (Dodgson
1970). These accounts suggest that the land abodeetMersey was used as
rough pasture and meadows, with arable use inl8nthll-scale industries
such as fisheries, mills and woodland are also miected (OA North 2002).

1.3.9 Post-Medieval Period: the Brooke family resided at Norton for the nd®0D
years. The Tudor hall was besieged by Royalists6d3, but survived until a
date between 1727 and 1757, when the building wesotished and a
Georgian mansion constructed in its plat®d]. Only the undercroft of the
western range of the monastery survived, whicheskas cellars for the new
house. The Georgian mansion was finally abandoned 1928, and
subsequently demolished (LUAU 2000). The land wiiis @vned by the
Brookes until they granted it to the Runcorn Depatent Corporation by
1966 (Brown and Howard-Davis 2005).

1.3.10 An estate map dating to 1757 (John Eyes, Platedljiges a detailed view of
the site in the mid-eighteenth century. It depitis thirteenth century moat
complex associated with the Priory (Site 18, OA tNo2002), which was
filled in shortly after the establishment of thedBgan house, and the former
millpond (Site31, ibid) to the immediate west of the Priory site. A watdour
and ink drawing dating t@ 1770 (Plate 2) illustrates the millpond and
surrounding area. Boats on the pond suggest aatemmal function during this
period. The fields around the manor are depictedgacultural. During the
nineteenth century the fields around the estatee wsed for arable or a
mixture of pasture and meadowbid), while the proposed development site
remained as parkland. The millpond had been filledy the mid-nineteenth
century (bid).

1.3.11 During the mid-eighteenth century there was a suitis increase of
extensive transport networks in the area, includthg creation of the
Brigewater Canal (Hadfield 1984), to the south amst of the site; a project
vehemently opposed by the Brooke Family, who comiomed the
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watercolour dating to 1770, to illustrate how itwa spoil their grounds. The
canal was fully opened by 1772. The Manchester Shipal to the north, open
in various guises from the 1740bid), while the railway system developed
during the nineteenth century, and the establishimieRuncorn New Town in
1964 saw a population explosion in the late twémtentury.

14 PREVIOUS ARCHAEOL OGICAL WORK

1.4.1 Desk-Based Assessment: the archaeological assessment undertaken by OA
North in 2002 suggested that the proposed developraige existed as
agricultural or pastoral land during the monaseciqud. After the Dissolution
the land was encompassed into the parkland foroNoHall, as it became
known. To the west of the manor, or former Priaymillpond or ornamental
lake was created (Sit81, OA North 2002). A precise date cannot be
established and it is first depicted on eighteeetitury maps, around the time
when the earlier Tudor Hall was demolished to maks for the Georgian
mansion, although some circumstantial evidence estgghat it might have
had a medieval foundation. It is thought that iswaed to power a mill to the
north of the proposed development site, as welhagng a recreational
function. It was backfilled by the time of the midieteenth century Tithe
map, although it is visible on aerial photograpiesf 1973.

1.4.2 The same aerial photographs depict a square-sheqgunark within the
northern end of the former millpond (S88, ibid), indicating a later feature in
the area. The Sites and Monuments Record (SMR3ssthat a large structural
timber was produced from the pond during drainageksvin 1986.

1.4.3 Geophysical Survey. in 2006 a magnetic susceptibility and magnetomete
scanning survey were carried out over the wholepgsed site as a
reconnaissance, followed by a targeted detailednetagheter and resistivity
survey (Stratascan 2006). The reconnaissance suegeits showed that the
eastern side of the proposed development site adighest potential for
archaeological remains, whilthe western side showed very low levels of
magnetic activity and susceptibility enhancemeri (@rth 2006). An area of
approximately 1ha was subsequently targeted witaildd survey techniques,
which coincided with the position of the former ipdnd or ornamental pond
once associated with Norton Hall (S8& OA North 2002). The pond proved
to be very difficult to detect, most likely due tiwe depths of the associated
deposits being beyond the range of the geophysoaley instruments.
However, a square feature showed as a high resestéeature, and was
situated over the approximate location of the crapn{Site38, ibid) observed
within the infilled pond. The drain constructed time mid-1980s was also
identified running into the square feature, althoutgis not clear whether the
drain runs through the square feature or terminatédsat area.

1.4.4 Despite the potential for possible stone structugalains associated with the
Priory complex no such features were found durirvgggurvey. This is mainly
due to the majority of the detailed survey areancding with the infilled
pond. Therefore, it cannot be ruled out that suehtures do not occur
elsewhere.
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2 METHODOLOGY

21

211

2.1.2

2.1.3

22
221

2.3
23.1

FIELDWORK

In consultation with CCC’s Planning Archaeologisinen trenches were
excavated across the site, measuring between 18r2@Gn in length and 2m
in width. They were positioned to target areas haeological potential
identified by the desk-based assessment and geophgsirvey (OA North
2002 and 2006; Fig 2). This included the formerpoihd (Site31, OA North
2002; Trenches 4 and 5), the projected line ofntlaén monastic drain to the
east of the site (Trench 6), the square featunatiitkl in aerial photographs
and on the geophysical survey (S88, ibid; Trench 7), and the possible
remains of the monastic mill to the north (TrencBeand 9). The remaining
trenches (Trenches 1-3) were positioned to testsarehere intrusive
groundworks will be undertaken for the proposedettgyment.

The trenches were excavated using a 7.5 tonne, B@&@hanical excavator,
fitted with a 1.6m wide toothless ditching bucketdar the control of an
archaeologist. Topsoil and overburden were remotwedxpose the first
deposits of archaeological significance or natugablogy. None of the
trenches was excavated beyond 1.2m in depth, ier aodcomply with health
and safety constraints. However, a sondage wasvaterhin each trench, to
investigate the depth of deposits across the Baeh trench was cleaned by
shovel scraping and all deposits were recorded AMNGrth pro formasheets.
Plans and sections were produced at an appropcate; 1:50 and 1:20, and
photographs were taken of each trench using calde- and monochrome
print film; digital photographs were taken for peagation purposes. All the
trenches were located using GPS equipment acdaratle 0.25m, and altitude
information was established with respect to Ordeddgrvey Datum.

Members of the Crewe and Nantwich Metal Detector{Stub scanned the
spoil heaps and sections in Trenches 3-6, for amgdis and metal objects not
identified immediately by eye. Each find was lodatsy context and bagged
accordingly.

FINDS

All finds were exposed, lifted, cleaned, conservadrked, bagged and boxed
in accordance with the United Kingdom Institute foonservation (UKIC)
First Aid for Finds 1998 (new edition) and the recipient museum’siglines.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

A single sample was taken from the upper silt demdghe former mill pond
(132; Site 31) in Trench 7, for the purpose of assessing chaaed
waterlogged plant remains. Plant remains can peoindormation regarding
the economy and environment of the site and, imagercircumstances, the
function of the feature.
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2.3.2 The sample (20 litres in volume) was hand floated #he flot collected on a
250 micron mesh and air dried. A representative ptanof the flot was
examined with a low powered binocular microscope alheasily identifiable
plant remains were recorded on a scale of 1-5, evlhés less than five items
and 5 is abundant and more than 100 items. Planenclature follows Stace
(1997). The components of the matrix were alsodote

24 ARCHIVE

2.4.1 The results of all the archaeological worl fait the basis for a full archive to
professional standards in accordance with Englisbrithhe guidelines
(Management of Archaeological Projectnd edition, 1991, Appendix 3).
The archive will be provided in the English HergaGentre for Archaeology
format, and a synthesis will be submitted to theesPlre Sites and
Monuments Record in Chester. The original recoatige (paper, magnetic
and plastic media) will be deposited with the CliresGounty Record Office,
also in Chester.
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3. RESULTS

31

3.1.1

3.1.2

3.1.3

3.1.4

FIELDWORK

Introduction: the following section is a summary of each tremsicavated

across the proposed development site (Fig 2). Bedhithe contexts referred
to and a summary of the finds can be found beloAppendix 2ZandAppendix

3, respectively.

Trench 1 (Plate 3): was located to the west of the forniayipg fields. It was
intended to assess the potential for any archaealloggmains within the area
of the residential development, as the geophysiaatey results had shown
this area as having a ‘null’ response. It was @drsouth-west/north-east,
measured 16m x 2m and was excavated to an aveegmé df 0.4m. A
sondage was excavated to a depth of 0.8m towasdsdtth-eastern end, to
verify the natural soils. The trench comprised @p$41, that sealed subsoil
142, which in turn sealed natural geology#3. Fragments of nineteenth
century pottery and slate were recovered from tibps4l. Two modern
ceramic field drains were observed running nortlstfgeuth-east across the
trench. No features of archaeological significaweee identified.

Trench 2 (Fig 3, Plate 4): as with Trench 1, the sitingToénch 2 was on the
higher ground to the west of the former playinddgein an area of ‘null’
response in the geophysical survey results. Italigeed east/west, measured
14.5m x 2m and was excavated to an average deftbof. A sondage was
excavated to a depth of 0.92m to reveal naturabsiep47, which was sealed
by lower sandy subsoil46. This was in turn sealed by upper subd4db, a
clay-sand, which was overlain by topsdi#4. Fragments of nineteenth-
twentieth century pottery were recovered from yesoil 144. A stone-lined
drain, 148, was identified orientated north-east/south-wesoss the trench,
cutting through the upper subsdi45. It had been constructed from sandstone
slabs,150, of which the capping stones were only visiblee Thain was still
in use and became rapidly obscured by water, makingnpossible to
excavate.

Trench 3 (Plate 5): the trench was located to the soutthefsite, positioned
in the area of the proposed drain run-off for tesidential development. It
was orientated north-north-west/south-south-eastasured 10m x 2m and
was excavated to an average depth of 0.9m, althawsgindage was excavated
to a depth of 1.55m at the south-south-east enerify natural geologyl26.
The trench comprised topsdi1, which was removed to reveal redeposited
clay 122. This in turn sealed a buried soil horizd83, which contained
fragments of ceramic building material (ceramic lding material) and
sandstone. The former topsoil overlaid sub%a4, which was made-up from
water-borne sediments. This seal@, a natural sand deposit, which in turn
sealed126. Two plastic land drains were observed runningheast/south-
west across the south-south-east end, and towaedstth-north-west end, all
cutting through redeposited clai?22. No features of archaeological interest
were observed.
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3.1.5

3.1.6

3.1.7

3.1.8

Trench 4 (Plate 6): the trench was located to the south-wéshe former
playing fields, and was one of two trenches pasétto locate the edge of the
former millpond (Site 31, OA North 2002). It wasigaed north-north-
east/south-south-west, measured 19.5m x 2m aneéxeavated to an average
depth of 1.2m. At the south-south-west end, tbedn comprised topsdiD7,
overlying redeposited clag05, which sealed buried soil horizdl06. The
former topsoil sealed subsdil5, which in turned sealed two natural deposits,
sand116 and clayll7, identified at a depth aflm. There was evidence for
root activity throughout natural geolody6 and117. The edge of the former
millpond was observed between 5m and 8m, towarelsitinth-north-east end
of the trench, as the composition of the trenchngkd, however, a plastic
land drain obscured the actual position of the eafgle mill pond. Towards
the northern end of the trench, where the formér pond once existed, and
below buried soil horizol06, was another layer of redeposited cldy. A
sondage excavated at the north-north-east end eddds, 1.4m thick to a
depth of 2.4m, which then sealed a 0.6m thick lafawvhat appeared to be a
silt deposit of the former millpond,19. The sondage revealed natural sand
120, coarser thail6 to the southern end of the trench, at a depthloh3

All the finds from Trench 4 were recovered from gop 107, including a
fragment of late post-medieval pottery, and varimetal objects recovered
from the spoil-heap by metal detecting. Two plaktitd drains were observed
running east/west across the trench.

Trench 5 (Fig 4): the trench was the second of the twodhes targeting the
edge of the former millpond, along with Trencht4whs located to the south-
east of the former playing fields, orientated nawist/south-east, measured
10m x 2m and was excavated to an average depth2of.1The trench
comprised topsoil08, which sealed two layers of redeposited clay;ubper
layer was109 and the lower wad410. They in turn, overlaid a buried soll
horizon111, which sealed subsdill2. A sondage was excavated to a depth of
2.2m at the north-west end of the trench, whicleaésd a sand depodil3
below 112, which then sealed a silty-cldyl4. It was possible that bothl3
and114 related to the former millpond. A fragment of pastdieval pottery
and two pieces of ceramic building material wereowered from redeposited
clay 1009.

Trench 6 (Plate 7). was located across the likely areatlier stone-lined
monastic drain, projecting west from the formeoByj on the eastern edge of
the site. It was aligned north-north-west/southtisaast, measured 20m x 2m
and was excavated to an average depth of 1.2rampised redeposited clay,
102, sealed by topsoil01. These were removed to reveal a buried soil harizo
103. This deposit produced several pieces of metantitied by metal
detector, but were undiagnostic. The former top%0d sealed subsoil04,
which exceeded 2m in depth, as the underlying abggils were not reached
despite the excavation of a sondage to a depthL&m» The sondage could
not be excavated further for health and safetyoremdNo stone-lined drain
was identified, although two plastic land draingevebserved running north-
east/south-west across the trench, cutfi@g Furthermore, a ceramic field
drain was identified orientated north-west/soutktea the north-east corner
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3.1.9

of the trench, cutting subsdiD4. No features of archaeological interest were
observed.

Trench 7 (Fig 5, Plate 8): the trench was positioned tgeathe square high
resistance feature seen in the geophysical sumnvéyelieved to be associated
with the square cropmark (Site 3Bid), where it is proposed to be cut by a
pathway. On the ground, this area was also visibla well-drained area. This
trench was orientated east/west, measured 10m ar2hwas excavated to an
average depth of 1.2m. The trench stratigraphicadiyprised topsoil27 and
aggregate layet28, which most likely provided drainage for an arefated to
the former playing fields. This aggregate layerledaedeposited clag29,
which overlay buried soil horizos30 to a depth of 1.12m, wherein several
fragments of well-preserved wood and grass wern.s&eondage excavated
at the eastern end of the trench exposed sub3bilbelow the former topsoil
130. This sealed an early layer of redeposited sataly-132, which sealed
the upper silt depositd33, of the former millpond. Layet33, contained large
fragments of roughly-worked sandstone rubble. Ttestx field drains were
observed, cutting through redeposited cl&39, one running along the
southern trench edge, and the other orientateth+eaigt/south-west across the
western end of the trench. Metal objects and cerdmilding material of
twentieth century date were recovered from top%2i and aggregaté28,
while post-medieval pottery was produced fraBi and132. No features of
archaeological importance were identified.

3.1.10 Trench 8 (Fig 6, Plate 9): the trench was located to thghnof the former

playing fields, in the area of the proposed wetlanela, near to the possible
location of the former mill. It was aligned eastst; measured 10m x 2m and
was excavated to an average depth of 1.2m. Thehreomprised topsoil34
and redeposited clay35, which produced two fragments of twentieth century
pottery. These layers were removed to reveal a&twoil horizon;136, which
sealed an earlier layer of redeposited cl&y, which contained fragments of
sandstone masonry and ceramic building materiailmRhe evidence it would
appear that the occurrencel@6 between the two redeposited clay layéB%
and 137, is suggestive of a hiatu8. sondage excavated at the eastern end of
the trench, revealed a silt depod®8, below clayl37, at 2.12m. Deposit38
was most likely related to the upper deposits a former millpond,
indicating that it may have been more extensive fi@viously thought. The
silt contained numerous fragments of sandstone mmasdwo plastic land
drains were observed running north-east/south-wagbss the trench,
truncating redeposited clai35. No features of archaeological significance
were identified.

3.1.11 Trench 9: Trench 9 was positioned directly to the north-wafsTrench 8, at

the northern end of the site. Both of these treschere intended to
investigate the proposed wetland area. It was t@ied east-south-east/west-
north-west, measured 13m x 2m and was excavateoh taverage depth of
1.2m. The trench comprised topst89 and single layer of redeposited clay
140, which produced fragments of ceramic building mate A sondage
excavated to 2.15m at the west-north-west endeofrénch, revealed thad0
was deposited to a depth of over 1.87m. It wagnoesible to evaluate the full
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3.2
3.2.1

extent of the deposit for health and safety reasbhsee plastic land drains
were identified, two running north/south across thench, and the third
running north-west/south-east across the nortregasirain, all of which cut
through redeposited clai0. No features of archaeological significance were
observed.

FINDS

In all, 72 fragments were recovered during the stigation, from 13 contexts
(buried soil horizorl03, redeposited clag09, 110, 135 and 140, subsoil124
and 131, topsoil 107, 127, 141 and 144, aggregate drainage lay&28, upper
silt layer of former millpond.32, and unstratified). Their distribution is shown
below in Table 1. With the exception of the ironwowhich was coated in a
layer of corrosion products, the assemblage wagood condition, although
the fragments of pottery were unusually small.

Context | Pottery | Glass Ceramic | Iron Lead Other Totals

building | work

material
103 15 19 34
107 1 1
109 1 2 3
110 1 1
124 1 1
127 2 2 2 4 10
128 2 1 3
131 1 1 2
132 1 1
135 2 2
140 1 1
141 2 1 2
144 1 3
unstratifi 5 3 8
ed
Totals 9 2 7 25 19 9 72

Table 1: Distribution of material types betweenteois
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3.2.2 All of the material recovered was post-medievadate, with no indication
that any of the features that produced artefacgnfients could be
contemporary with the Priory, or even the immedyatpost-Dissolution
house. Ironwork comprised almost 35% of the assagahlthe majority of the
fragments deriving from hand-forged nails, a loivgd and common type.
Only one other iron object was identifiable, beargiron key (possibly from a
clock), from a buried soil horizor{03, in Trench 6. The key is unlikely to
date earlier than the late eighteenth century, andd even be considerably
more recent. Lead from the same context was mawlidified drips, perhaps
generated by the use of lead during building.

3.2.3 There was very little pottery, most of it white-pdal earthenwares of recent
date. The earliest fragment noted was a small fesgnof plain white tin-
glazed ware (from redeposited clay 1agé® in Trench 5), probably dating to
the later eighteenth century, a fabric type foumdelatively large quantities
during the excavation of the post-1730s mansion watd-Davis
forthcoming), where it has been identified as ordging mainly from chamber
pots. This origin might well explain the mechanism which it reached the
present site, having been deposited during midtearance. A small fragment
of hard-fired black-glazed redware from the uppér layer of the former
millpond 132 could be of a similar date, but is too small aadttireless for
confidence. The remainder of the pottery is unjikel be earlier that the late
nineteenth century.

3.2.4 Although there are one or two fragments of plainglazed, sand-cast floor
tile, they bear little resemblance to medievaktii®m the site (Howard-Davis
pers comm) and it seems unlikely that they areye@ther ceramic building
material is confined to fragments of field draindamore modern sewerage
pipes. The two fragments of sheet glass from tteease both recent, as is the
fragment of wood. Considered alongside the ironwiookn the site, there is a
partly subjective impression that most of the mateterives from dumped
demolition debris.

3.2.5 Nothing in the finds assemblage merits further gtuat has the potential to
contribute significantly to the further understargliof activity on the site of
the Augustinian Priory, or on the Brookes Estateview of its relatively
recent origins, it is suggested that it would beeatable to discard the
material.

3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT RESULTS

3.3.1 The results of the environmental assessment ofs#meple taken from the
upper silt,132, of the former mill pond, from Trench 7 are shownTable 2,
below. The large flot contained abundant waterldggkant remains and was
dominated by wood fragments, many quite large, antbrphous plant
remains. A small assemblage of weed seeds wasdestdiut no taxon was
recorded in high numbers. The seeds came from getyaof different
ecological groupings and were mainly from open gdhufor example
common nettle Yrtica dioica), common hemp-nettleGaleopsistetrahit),
common sorrelRumex acetogand elderberrySambucus nigfa Occasional
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seeds of sedge€éreX and rushesJiuncug, both of which may have been
growing in damp conditions, were also noted. Thi seeds identified that
are indicative of cultivation were examples of cospurrey Spergula
arvensis.

3.3.2 No charred plant remains other than a few fragmaiftsharcoal were
recorded. Small fragments of mammal bone and aréemains of insect were
noted. A little coal and considerable amounts eénlsand were present.

3.3.3 The assemblage of plant remains from the singlé&@mwental samplel32,
confirms that the site was an area of open grosache of which may have
been waste. The elderberry and common nettle seegigest that the ground
may have been nitrogen rich. There is a slight esggn of some cultivation
(corn spurrey seeds) but no other evidence of anp growth. The high
number of wood fragments could have been deriviiiefrom locally grown
scrub, neighbouring hedgerows or from waste tintdfeion the site.

3.3.4 The results confirm that the site has been sudiepto waterlogging, and
hence the various measures noted during the ei@iutt drain or improve
the site. The environmental assessment does retaffy potential for further

analysis.

SAMPLE 1 (20 litres) Quantity
Wood fragments 5
Amorphous plant remains 5
Charcoal fragments 2
Mammal bone fragments 2
Insect remains 1
Coal 2
Sand 5

Waterlogged seeds:

Carextrigynous - sedges 1
Galeopsis tetrahit- common hemp-nettle 1
Juncus- rushes 1
Fabaceae (<4 mm) — wild plant of the pea family 1
Rumex acetosa common sorrel 1
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Sambucus nigraelderberry 1
Spergula arvensis corn spurrey 1
Urtica dioica— common nettle 1

Table 2: Results of the assessment of charred atdrivgged plant remains from
132, Trench 7
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4 CONCLUSION

4.1 DiscussioN

4.1.1 The trenches were positioned in relation to knoemains identified in the
desk-based assessment (OA North 2002), and frongébehysical survey
(OA North 2006), they were located to cross thggmton of the monastic
drain, the edges of the millpond, and in areas whlee development would
have the greatest impact.

4.1.2 Trenches 3-9 contained significant quantities afleposited clay, which
became gradually thicker towards the north of thie. sin Trench 3,
redeposited clag22 was only 0.18m thick. However, by Trench 9 it wagre
than 2.15m thick (clay deposl#l0), with it exceeding 1.5m-2m in depth in
Trenches 4-8. The redeposited clay was observaageaburied soil horizon
in all the trenches, except Trench 9 where theeixiiént of the deposit was not
reached. The former topsoil layers were then presdtdxy various subsoils and
silts believed to have been related to deposite@former millpond. Trench 8
had a slightly different but distinct sequence wérds; a second layer of
redeposited clay137, was observed below the buried soil horizdag,
indicating an earlier redeposition event towardsrbrth of the site, an hiatus,
then subsequent deposition of clags. The fragments of sandstone masonry
identified in the silts132 and138, towards the bases of Trenches 7 and 8 may
have originally been part of the fabric of the nillat was reputed to be
located within the vicinity, along the northern kaotf the former millpond.

4.1.3 The square high resistance geophysical featurateduwithin the northern
end of the former millpond, Trench 7, was mostlitkeery modern in date, as
the aggregatel28, indicates. This is likely to be the cause of dnepmark
noted from aerial photographs of 197Bid), and is probably related to the
former playing field. Timbers were identified inetdormer topsoil 130, but
their condition suggests that they were recent ate,dand no associated
structure was identified.

4.1.4 Only one feature of any archaeological interest wastified; a stone-lined
drain, 148, within Trench 2. It could not be fully examined & was still in
use, but is unlikely to be very early in date. Tolees 1 and 2 were located on
higher ground to the west of the former millponchey revealed natural
geology at 0.68m, and did not contain any redepdsitay, suggesting that the
higher area was a natural valley edge.

4.1.5 Although no exact date is known for the constructid the millpond (Site 31,
ibid), it was known through documentary evidence tarbexistence by the
mid-eighteenth century (Plates 1 and 2). It is pdassthat it dated to the
medieval period, as the projected line of the nmagmastic drain, although not
identified from the evaluation trenching, leadingnh the Priory heads directly
into the millpond. The monastic drain was origipalbart of a water
management system that originated in the thirteecghtury and was
subsequently maintained by the Brooke family frame sixteenth century
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4.1.6

4.1.7

4.2

42.1

4.2.2

onwards ipid). One of the millpond’s main functions was prolyatdlated to
a water mill identified to the north of the propdseevelopment site,
supporting the suggestion that it had an earliendiation (bid) as, by the late
eighteenth century, the millpond had gained a egmeal function, and was
located within the parkland of Norton Hall (Platge Blowever, by the mid-
nineteenth century the Tithe map showed the miliparas no longer in
existence and had been filled in to create rougstupa {bid), which may
explain the presence of elderberry and nettle enugbper silt of the pond332,
identified in the environmental results.

The precise location and extent of the millpondhas known but, from the
evidence provided by the evaluation trenching, asviarger than previously
thought, and was positioned within a shallow valleythe twentieth century
the site had become a playing field. At some pbefore this, the shallow
valley has been levelled out with made ground «timgj of huge quantities of
redeposited clay, possibly for the purposes ofplaging fields. This would
explain the inconclusive geophysical survey resiltdocating the former
millpond as the features are masked by the depdsitgas not possible to
ascertain when this event occurred or where thellleg clay was obtained.
One theory is that the clay may relate to the avradnd subsequent dredging
of the Bridgewater Canal in the eighteenth centitpwever, this seems
unlikely given that the Brooke Family despised ¢bastruction, and were said
to have used the watercolour (Norton 1770) in theiptestations to
demonstrate why the canal should not be built esecto their lands.

The small number of finds obtained from the red@pdsclays, suggest that
the mill pond was filled with late nineteenth torlgatwentieth century

demolition debris, and may be the result of roapgagsion, or other building
developments related to the documented populakplosion in the local area
(OA North 2002).

RECOMMENDATIONS

The majority of the proposed development site heowest of Norton Priory,
comprises overburden and redeposited clay of vgrgepths, from 0.5m in
the south, to >2.15m in the north. The depths aaulire of the deposits
suggests that the eastern area, in the vicinith@imillpond, is made ground.
It is unlikely that any groundworks relating to tpeoposed residential and
open space development will have an impact on astgnpial underlying
remains, unless intrusive groundworks of a gredggth ofc3m are proposed.

There is no requirement for any further archaecllgmitigation works for
the proposed development, unless the developmerkisvemcroaches into the
scheduled area surrounding Norton Priory, to tist. ea
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Plate 4: North-facing section through Trench 2



Plate 6: South-west facing section through Trench 4



Plate 8: North-facing section through Trench 7
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APPENDIX 1: PROJECT DESIGN

11
111

1.1.2

1.1.3

1.14

INTRODUCTION

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Halton Borough Council (hereafter the 'client’) pose to develop land equating to 14ha to
the west of Norton Priory, Runcorn, Cheshire (aeaht8J 547 831) for residential and open
space purposes. Oxford Archaeology North (OA Nofttlas been requested to submit
proposals to undertake trial trenching as parhefflanning process. The site was subject to
a desk-based assessment in 2002 as part of ther @egtlefields Regeneration Scheme and
was shown to lie in an area of high archaeologioé¢ntial (OA North 2002). Consequently,
the client has been advised by Cheshire County €bai{CCC) Environment Planning
Service (Archaeology) that a programme of archagodd evaluation is required. The first
stage, carried out in August 2006, involved a ggspmal survey of the site employing
reconnaissance magnetic susceptibility and theretavgeted magnetometry and resistivity
surveys (Stratascan 2006). The results were intetalassess the potential for below-ground
remains (OA North 2006) and were used to informttizé trenching now required.

The survey showed thaeas of most archaeological potential were albegetastern side of
the site. The western side of the site showed Vewy levels of magnetic activity and
susceptibility enhancement. An area of approxingatdhia was targeted with a detailed
survey that coincided with the approximate positidran infilled ornamental pond (Site 31,
OA North 2002), once associated with Norton Halhfdttunately, there was no clear
indication of the infilled pond probably due in pap the likely depth of the pond being
beyond the range of depth penetration for the tasi® survey. Interestingly, the results also
showed a square high resistance feature, the @osif which overlapped with the
approximate position of a cropmark (Site 3Bid), observed within the infilled pond.
Furthermore, the Cheshire Sites and Monuments Re@WR 66/1/4;ibid) states that the
infilled pond produced a large structural timberidg drainage works in 1986. The drain
appears to run into the square structure, butdasstipn on the northern edge of the survey
area prevents any clear observations as to whiteairain runs to it or through it.

Despite the potential for possible stone structigalains associated with the Priory complex
no such features were found during the survey. Thisiainly due to the majority of the
detailed survey area coinciding with the infilledngl. Therefore, based on the present
evidence, it cannot be ruled out that such featdoesot occur elsewhere across the site.

In consultation with CCC’s Planning Archaeologitgth 10m x 2m trenches are proposed in
the following areas of archaeological potentiabtirerwise (see attached plan);

» the projected line of the monastic drain within ffieposed woodland:;

» the pond area within the proposed woodland. Twocties have been positioned at the
edge of the pond to investigate the cut and sulesedill;

« the wetland area where scraping will impact on Wwejoound remains. It is possible that
remains associated with the mill are situated i &hea;

» the position of the drain run-off from the housitgvelopment where it cuts through the
corner of the detailed survey;

» the square feature identified from the survey agribphotographs. It is quite possible
that this feature is modern in origin associatethwvthe playing field. However, the
precise nature needs to be understood due to diedhmmonnection with waterlogged
timbers recorded from this area (OA North 2002 @0686). Therefore, a trench has
been positioned to target where the path crossefe#iure.

* two trenches in the area of the housing developreriest’ the null response in the
reconnaissance geophysical survey.
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1.2.2

1.2.3

2.1

2.2

2.3

3.1

3.2
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3.3.1

3.3.2

3.3.3

OXFORD ARCHAEOLOGY NORTH

Oxford Archaeology North, in its former guise ofricaster University Archaeological Unit

(LUAU), was commissioned by English Heritage to erénd upgrade the archive of the
excavations from the 1970s and 80s. The archivelesth maintained previously by the
Norton Museum Trust staff who had worked on it asources allowed. This work was
supplemented by LUAU during the process of colgu@MAP2 assessment. Following the

submission of the assessment OA North was commisdito undertake a post-excavation
analysis, funded by English Heritage, in orderriadpthe entire Norton Priory assemblage to
publication, which is forthcoming.

OA North has undertaken a great number of small lange scale projects throughout
Northern England during the past 25 years. Evalnati assessments, watching briefs and
excavations have taken place within the planning@ss, to fulfil the requirements of clients
and planning authorities, to very rigorous timeg¢abl

OA North has the professional expertise and ressuto undertake the project detailed
below to a high level of quality and efficiency. ONorth is an Institute of Field
Archaeologistgl FA) registered organisation, registration number 17, and all its members
of staff operate subject to the IFA Code of Cond1694).

OBJECTIVES

The trial trenching aims to evaluate the resuttenfthe geophysical survey (Stratascan 2006)
and, in so doing, the archaeological resource atehtial for further archaeological deposits.
The aim is to determine the extent and nature ®frémains that may be threatened by the
proposed development. This information will be ubgdhe CCC Planning Archaeologist to
inform the planning decision. The required stageschieve these ends are as follows:

Archaeological Trenching: to undertake ten 10m x 2m trenchesdetermine the quality,
extent and importance of any archaeological remaimghe site (in accordance with the
Cheshire County Council guidelines (2003) StandardsIFA standards (1999b)).

Report and Archive: a report will be produced for the client within kigveeks, unless a
report submission deadline is agreed with the tlarthe time of commission. An archive
will be produced to English Heritage guidelines (RI& (1991)).

METHOD STATEMENT

The following work programme is submitted in lingwthe aims and objectives summarised
above.

Prior to the fieldwork commencing OA North will dawct the client to obtain any
information relating to live services on the site.

HEALTH AND SAFETY

Risk Assessment: OA North provides a Health and Safety Statementalbmprojects and
maintains a Unit Safety policy. All site procedua® in accordance with the guidance set
out in the Health and Safety Manual compiled by$tending Conference of Archaeological
Unit Managers (1997). A written risk assessment k&l undertaken in advance of project
commencement and copies will be made availablequest to all interested parties.

Services and other constraints: full regard will, of course, be given to all coratits
(services etc.) during the evaluation as well asltdlealth and Safety considerations. As a
matter of course the field team will use a Cableoilance Tool (CAT) prior to any
excavation to test for services. However, this idycan approximate location tool. Any
information regarding services, i.e. drawings or knowledge of live cables or f=y,
within the study area and held with the client $idae made known to the OA North project
manager prior to the commencement of the evaluation

Contamination: any known contamination issues or any specific theand safety
requirements on site should be made known to OAtiNbry the client to ensure all
procedures can be met, and that the risk is deadit appropriately. Should any presently
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3.34

3.35

3.3.6

34

34.1

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.4.4

3.4.5

3.4.6

3.4.7

3.4.8

3.4.9

unknown contamination be discovered during excawmatit may be necessary to halt the
works and reassess the risk assessment. Shouddniédessary to supply additional PPE or
other contamination avoidance equipment this vélcbsted as a variation.

Staff issues: all project staff will be CSCS qualified, proof which can be provided in the
form of CSCS cards.

A portable toilet with hand washing facilities squired and can be provided and located on
or adjacent to the site, unless the client wouldfeyr to arrange alternative facilities.
Therefore, the cost has been provided as a comtiygéeem.

Fencing requirements: the excavation trench and any areas of archaaaloggnsitivity will

be protected with barrier tape whilst open, and @pgropriate signage. The trenches will be
opened and backfilled within the same day for pagsoof site security, once archaeological
recording has been completed. Any other requiresnientfencing at the client’s request (e.g.
Heras-type security fencing) may be charged asiatian.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL TRENCHING

The programme of trial trenching will assess theults from the geophysical survey
(Stratascan 2006) and establish the presence @nedsof any previously unsuspected
archaeological deposits. Once established, thevatioa of trial trenches will enable the
date, nature, depth and quality of preservatiothefremains. In this way, it will adequately
sample the threatened available area.

Trenches. the evaluation is required to examine ten 10m x femnches. The exact
configuration and location has been determined Hgy deophysical survey resultibid)
together with the information gained from the déslsed assessment (OA North 2002) and
in consultation with the CCC Planning Archaeologist

Trenches will be located by use of GPS equipmeritiwls accurate to +/- 0.25m, altitude
information will be established with respect to @adce Survey Datum.

Methodology: topsoil and modern overburden will be removed bgchine (fitted with a
toothless ditching bucket) under archaeologicalesuipion to the surface of the first
significant archaeological deposit. This deposil W& cleaned by hand, using either hoes,
shovel scraping, and/or trowels depending on thesal conditions, and inspected for
archaeological features. All features of archadoldginterest will be investigated and
recorded unless otherwise agreed by the CCC Plgrichaeologist.

The trenches will not be excavated deeper than @mccommodate health and safety
constraints, without shoring or stepping out of ttench sides. Should this be required, this
may be costed as a variation should an additioamaloth site be necessary.

All trenches will be excavated in a stratigraphig@nner, whether by machine or by hand.
Trenches will be located by use of a total statmltifude information will be established
with respect to Ordnance Survey Datum.

Any investigation of intact archaeological deposii be exclusively manual. Selected pits
and postholes will normally only be half-sectionkdear features will be subject to no more
than a 10% sample, and extensive layers will, wipargsible, be sampled by partial rather
than complete removal. It is hoped that in termsthef vertical stratigraphy, maximum
information retrieval will be achieved through teamination of sections of cut features. All
excavation, whether by machine or by hand, willurelertaken with a view to avoiding
damage to any archaeological features, which appedhy of preservatiom situ.

All information identified in the course of the esitvorks will be recorded stratigraphically,
using a system, adapted from that used by CentreAfohaeology Service of English
Heritage, with sufficient pictorial record (plansections, colour slides and monochrome
contacts) to identify and illustrate individual feges. Primary records will be available for
inspection at all times.

Results of all field investigations will be recodden pro forma context sheets. The site
archive will include both a photographic record acdurate large scale plans and sections at
an appropriate scale (1:50, 1:20 and 1:10). Akfadts and ecofacts will be recorded using

For the use of Halton Borough Council © OA North: December 2007



Land to the West of Norton Priory, Halton, Chesh#&echaeological Evaluation 28

3.4.10

3.4.11

3.4.12

3.4.13

3.4.14

3.4.15

3.4.16

3.4.17

3.4.18

35
3.5.1

the same system, and will be handled and storedr@iog to standard practice (following
current Institute of Field Archaeologists guideBnand the Cheshire County Council
guidelines (2003)) in order to minimise deteriavati

Environmental Sampling: environmental samples (bulk samples of 40 litrelsiwe, to be
sub-sampled at a later stage) will be collectednfsiratified undisturbed deposits and will
particularly target negative features (gullies,spdnd ditches). An assessment of the
environmental potential of the site will be und&em through the examination of suitable
deposits by the in-house palaeoecological spetialibo will examine the potential for
further analysis. The assessment would include pollen analysis and the retrieval of
charred plant macrofossils and land molluscs frarmér dry-land palaeosols and cut
features. In addition, the samples would be asde®seplant macrofossils, insect, molluscs
and pollen from waterlogged deposits. The coststlier palaeoecological assessment are
defined as a contingency and will only be called iffect if good deposits are identified and
will be subject to the agreement of the CCC Plagirchaeologist and the client.

Advice will also be sought as to whether a soil nmicorphological study or any other

analytical techniques will enhance the understapdif the site formation processes,

including the amount of truncation to buried depand the preservation of deposits within
negative features. Should this be required thescfmst analysis have been provided as a
contingency.

Faunal remains: if there is found to be the potential for discgvef bones of fish and small
mammals a sieving programme will be carried ouesehwill be assessed as appropriate by
OA North’s specialist in faunal remains, and subjéx the results, there may be a
requirement for more detailed analysis. A contirigehas been included for the assessment
of such faunal remains for analysis.

Human Remains: any human remains uncovered will be leftsitu, covered and protected.
No further investigation will continue beyond thiatuired to establish the date and character
of the burial. CCC and the local Coroner will bdonmed immediately. If removal is
essential the exhumation of any funerary remaitisraquire the provision of a Home Office
license, under section 25 of the Burial Act of 183n application will be made by OA
North for the study area on discovery of any swrhains and the removal will be carried out
with due care and sensitivity under the environmkeng¢alth regulations. Any delays caused
by unforeseen and complex excavation of inhumatioag be subject to a variation to the
cost of the contract and will be agreed with thertl

Treatment of finds: all finds will be exposed, lifted, cleaned, consetl, marked, bagged and
boxed in accordance with the United Kingdom Instittor Conservation (UKICFirst Aid
For Finds 1998 (new edition) and the recipient museum'dgjiries.

Treasure: any gold and silver artefacts recovered duringcthérse of the excavation will be
removed to a safe place and reported to the locabr@r according to the procedures
relating to the Treasure Act, 1996. Where remowainot take place on the same working
day as discovery, suitable security will be emptbi@ protect the finds from theft.

All identified finds and artefacts will be retainedlthough certain classes of building
material can sometimes be discarded after recoiifliag appropriate sample is retained on
advice from the recipient museum’s archive curator.

Contingency plan: a contingency costing may also be employed for emskelays caused by
prolonged periods of bad weather, vandalism, disppwf unforeseen complex deposits
and/or artefacts which require specialist removedle of shoring to excavate important
features close to the excavation sections etc. hhais been included in the Costings
document and would be in agreement with the client.

The evaluation will provide a predictive model ofgving archaeological remains detailing
zones of relative importance against known devebinproposals. In this way, an impact
assessment will also be provided.

REPORT

One bound and one unbound copy of a written syiatheport will be submitted to the client,
and a copy each to the Cheshire SMR and Plannihag&ologist within eight weeks of
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3.5.2

3.6
3.6.1

4.1
41.1

4.2

421

4.3
43.1

completion of the completion of the survey fieldkounless an alternative deadline is
agreed with the client beforehand. It will presentmmarise, and interpret the results of the
programme detailed above in order to come to dsafulunderstanding as possible of the
archaeology of the development area. The repoitheilprepared in accordance with the
Cheshire County Council guidelines (2003) and initlude;

e asite location plan related to the national grid

« afront cover to include the planning applicatiemmber and the NGR

e aconcise, hon-technical summary of the results

< the circumstances of the project and the dateshichvthe fieldwork was undertaken
e description of the methodology, including the s@srconsulted

e asummary of the historical background of the staidya

e an interpretation of the results and their sigaifice, using the ‘Secretary of State’s
criteria for scheduling ancient monuments’ incluésdAnnex 4 of PPG 16 (DoE 1990)

e appropriate plans showing the location and postibfeatures or sites located

* a statement, where appropriate, of the archaeabdgioplications of the proposed
development

. monochrome and colour photographs as appropriate
e acopy of this project design, and indicationsrof agreed departure from that design

e the report will also include a complete bibliograpdf sources from which data has
been derived, and a list of any further sourcestified but not consulted

. plans and sections showing the positions of depasitl finds
e anindex to the project archive

Confidentiality: all internal reports to the client are designeadilasuments for the specific
use of the client, for the particular purpose ddd in the project brief and project design,
and should be treated as such. They are not seifablpublication as academic documents
or otherwise without amendment or revision.

ARCHIVE

The results of all archaeological work carried wiit form the basis for a full archive to
professional standards, in accordance with Apper3digf the current English Heritage
guidelines Management of Archaeological ProjecBnd edition, 1991) and UKIC (1990).
This archive will be provided in the English Heg&Centre for Archaeology format and a
synthesis will be submitted to the HER (the indexHhe archive and a copy of the report).
OA North practice is to deposit the original recamdhive of projects (paper, magnetic and
plastic media) with the County Record Office.

OTHER MATTERS

ACCESS

Liaison for basic site access will be undextathrough the client and it is assumed that there
is access for both pedestrian and plant traffihéosite.

REINSTATEMENT

It is understood that there will be no requieat for reinstatement of the ground beyond
backfilling. The ground will be backfilled so thigte topsoil is laid on the top, and the ground
will be roughly graded with the machine.

PROJECT MONITORING

Whilst the work is undertaken for the clighg Planning Archaeologist, Mark Leah, will be
kept fully informed of the work and its results andl be notified a week in advance of the
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commencement of the fieldwork. Any proposed charigeke project design will be agreed
with Mark Leah in consultation with the client.

4.4 INSURANCE

441 OA North has a professional indemnity covea i@lue of £2,000,000; proof of which can be
supplied as required.

45 WORK TIMETABLE

451 Archaeological Trenching: it is anticipated that this element would requipeto 3 days for a
team of 3 people.

45.2 Report: the final report will be submitted to the clienithin eight weeks, unless an earlier
deadline is agreed beforehand.

45.3 Archive: the archive will be deposited within six months.
4.6 STAFFING

4.6.1 The project will be under the direct manageinoéfemily Mercer BA (Hons) M Sc AIFA
(OA North Senior Project Manager) to whom all cspendence should be addressed.

4.6.2 The evaluation will be supervised by an OAtN@roject officer or experienced in this type
of project. Due to scheduling requirements it i$ possible to provide these details at the
present time. All OA North project officers are exignced field archaeologists capable of
carrying out projects of all sizes.

4.6.3 Assessment of the finds from the evaluatiolh lvé undertaken under the auspices of OA
North's in-house finds speciali€hristine Howard-Davis (OA North finds manager).
Christine has extensive knowledge of finds from yaeriods, but particularly from the
local area, being involved with the forthcoming Esly Heritage funded Norton Priory
publication.

4.6.4 Assessment of any palaeoenvironmental samlldse undertaken by or under the auspices
of Elizabeth Huckerby M Sc (OA North project officer). Elizabeth has exteresknowledge
of the palaeoecology of the North West through Wwerk on the English Heritage-funded
North West Wetlands Survey.

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Cheshire County Council Environmental Planning, 200Guidance and General Conditions for
Archaeological Contractors and Consultants in Chiesstunpubl

Department of the Environment (DoE), 19B&nning Policy Guidance Note 16: archaeology ahd t
environment (PPG16).ondon

English Heritage, 1991 Management of Archaeolodfealects, 2nd edn, London

English Heritage, 2001 Environmental Archaeology: gaide to the theory and practice of
environmental methods from sampling and recovepotst-excavation, London

Institute of Field Archaeologists, 1994 Code ofauact (revised edition), unpubl

Institute of Field Archaeologists, 199%itandard and guidance for archaeological Desk-Based
Assessmentsinpubl

Institute of Field Archaeologists, 199%iandard and guidance for archaeological field Enxions
unpubl

OA North, 2002 Castlefields Regeneration Scheme, Halton, Chestfirehaeological Assessment
unpubl

OA North, 2006Land to the West of Norton Priory,Cheshire: Archlagi@al Geophysical Survey
unpubl

SCAUM (Standing Conference of Archaeological Uniamdgers), 199Health and Safety Manual
Poole

For the use of Halton Borough Council © OA North: December 2007



Land to the West of Norton Priory, Halton, Chesh#&echaeological Evaluation 31

Stratascan, 200&eophysical Survey Report, Norton Priory, Cheshirgubl

United Kingdom Institute for Conservation (UKIC)990 Guidelines for the preparation of archives
for long-term storageLondon

United Kingdom Institute for Conservation (UKICR48First Aid For Finds London (new edition)

For the use of Halton Borough Council © OA North: December 2007



Land to the West of Norton Priory, Halton, Chesh#&echaeological Evaluation 32

APPENDIX 2: CONTEXT REGISTER

Context No. Trench No. | Description

101 6 Topsoil - 0.3m thick
Mid-brown loose, clay-silt with >1% small sub-rowt pebble
inclusions. No finds were recovered

102 6 Redeposited clay - 0.5m thick
Orange-brown compact, clay with 2% sandstone fragsnand
small sub-angular pebble inclusions. No finds weemvered

103 6 Buried soil horizon - 0.14m thick
Dark grey-brown loose, sandy-silt with >1% smalbgounded
pebble inclusions, several metal objects were rexaa from the
deposit.

104 6 Subsoil - >0.55m thick
Grey-brown firm, silty-sand with >1% small sub-raied pebble
inclusions and sandstone fragments. No finds wecevered. The
deposit was not excavated to its full extent foaltie and safety
reasons.

105 4 Redeposited clay - 0.41m thick
Mottled dark grey and pink-orange firm, clay with3% sandstoné
and ceramic building material building rubble, asmall-medium
sub-rounded pebble inclusions. No finds were recle

106 4 Buried soil horizon - 0.12m thick
Dark grey-brown firm, silty-clay with <5% small fyments of
sandstone and ceramic building material inclusitie.finds were
identified.

107 4 Topsoil - 0.38m thick
Dark grey-brown firm, silty-clay with <10% small Is@ngular
stones and building debris. Post-medieval potteas wecovereg
from the deposit.

108 5 Topsoil - 0.28m thick
Mid-brown loose, clay-silt with >1% sub-rounded pkb
inclusions. No finds were recovered.

109 5 Redeposited clay - 0.7m thick

Mottled orange-brown and mid-brown firm, silty-clayith >2%
fragments of sandstone and sub-rounded pebble sinadks
Fragments of post-medieval pottery and ceramicdingl material
were recovered from the deposit.
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110 5 Redeposited clay - 0.34m thick
Orange-brown compact, clay with >2% sub-angular bpe
inclusions and fragments of ceramic building mater® piece of
metal was recovered from the deposit.

111 5 Buried soil horizon - 0.12m thick
Dark grey-brown loose, sandy-silt with >1% smalbsounded
pebble inclusions. No finds were recovered.

112 5 Subsoil - 0.19m thick
Grey-brown firm, silty-sand with <1% small sub-raied pebble
inclusions. No finds were recovered.

113 5 Sand deposit - 0.29m
Yellow-brown firm, sand with no coarse inclusioris.comprised
water-born sediments. No finds were identified.

114 5 Silty-clay deposit - >0.56m thick
Mid grey-brown firm and fine silty-clay, with no dtusions.
Possibly a deposit within the former millpond, htitwas not
excavated to its full depth for health and safetgsons. No finds
were recovered.

115 4 Subsoil - 0.14m thick
Mid brown-grey firm, sandy-clay with <1% small suiinded
pebble inclusions. No finds were identified.

116 4 Natural sand - 0.7m thick
Yellow-brown firm, sand with no inclusions. Posgikd natural,
water-born sand deposit.

117 4 Natural clay
Orange-brown compact, clay with 2% small sub-rogngebble
inclusions. Likely to be the natural boulder-cldytite area.

118 4 Redeposited clay - 1.4m thick
Mid pink-orange compact and sticky clay, with >158mall-
medium sub-rounded pebbles and <5% building ruldblagments
of ceramic building material and sandstone buildmaterial wag
identified but not kept.

119 4 Upper silt deposit in former millpond - 0.6m thick
Dark grey-brown, firm and sticky silty-clay with %4 medium sub-
angular stone inclusions. No finds were recoverechfthe deposit.

120 4 Natural sand
Mid-orange soft sand, with <1% small sub-roundedbhbe
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inclusions.

121 3 Topsoil - 0.26m thick
Dark-brown friable silt with no inclusions. No fiadvere identified.

122 3 Redposited clay - <0.18m thick
Dark red-brown compact clay, with <2% small subrded pebble
inclusions. No finds were recovered.

123 3 Buried soil horizon - 0.14m thick
Dark-grey friable sandy-clay, with <2% sandstonegfnents ang
ceramic building material inclusions. No finds weeeovered.

124 3 Subsoil - 0.11m
Mid-grey compact clay, with light orange sand niogl No
inclusions or finds were identified. They were likéo be water-
born sediments and leaching into the former milthon

125 3 Natural sand - 0.33m thick
Mid-dark orange firm and fine sand, with >5% smsib-rounded
pebble inclusions. Evidence of iron leaching irtte deposit ove
time, suggesting that it was a water-born sediment.

126 3 Natural clay
Dark red-brown firm clay, with no inclusions.

127 7 Topsoil - 0.15m thick
Dark grey-brown friable sandy-silt, with <1% suhsnoled pebble
inclusions. Fragments of ceramic building materiadetal and
modern glass were recovered.

128 7 Aggregate drainage layer - 0.1m thick
Covering a square area, roughly 25m x 25m, the sieponsisted
of loose 90% sub-angular grey aggregate stone4n0x00.05m in
size, with a grey-brown sandy-silt matrix. A metbject was
recovered from the deposit.

129 7 Redeposited clay - 0.55m thick
Orange-brown firm clay, with 1% small-medium sulbunded
pebbles and ceramic building material fragmentsstdawdieval
pottery and a metal object was recovered.

130 7 Buried soil horizon - 0.17m thick
Dark grey-brown firm silty-clay with 1% small sulngular pebble
grass and wood inclusions. No finds were identified

131 7 Subsoil - 0.38m thick
Mid red-brown firm sandy-silt, with 5% sub-roundeébble and
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sandstone inclusions. A fragment of post-medievattepy was
recovered from the deposit.

132 7 Upper silt of former millpond - >0.42m thick
Dark brown-grey compact sandy-silt, with <5% largendstone
fragments. A fragment of post-medieval pottery weovered. The
deposit was not excavated to its full extent.

133 7 Redeposited sandy-clay - >0.19m thick
Dark grey-yellow firm sandy-clay, with <2% small bsangular
stones. No finds were recovered.

134 8 Topsoil - 0.3m thick
Dark grey-brown soft silty-clay, with >2% small sutunded
pebble inclusions. No finds were recovered.

135 8 Redeposited clay - 1.1.m thick
Mid orange-brown compact clay, with occasional gsétymottling
and <5% small-medium sub-rounded pebbles, and <2famic
building material and sandstone fragment inclusignfagment of
post-medieval pottery was recovered from the déposi

136 8 Buried soil horizon - 0.1m thick
Dark grey-brown firm silty-clay with occasional pumgrey-clay
mottling. The deposit contained >10% small-mediurh-sounded
pebbles, sandstone, ceramic building material ardrcoal
inclusions.

137 8 Redeposited clay - 0.62m thick
Mottled orange, dark-grey and grey, compact clagh w7% small-
medium pebbles and >10% ceramic building matendl sandstone
fragments. No finds were identified.

138 8 Upper silt of the former millpond - >0.14m
Dark brown, very compact sandy-silt with >10% saode and
ceramic building material fragments, and <5% srsal-rounded
pebble inclusions. No finds were recovered, andigposit was not
excavated to its full extent for health and safeggsons.

139 9 Topsoil - <0.28m thick
Dark grey-brown, friable clay-silt with <2% smalililsangular stone
inclusions. No finds were identified.

140 9 Redeposited clay - >1.92m thick
Mid orange-brown compact clay, with <2% sub-roundsdne
inclusions, fragments of ceramic building matexrare identified
throughout. No other finds were recovered.

141 1 Topsoil - 0.3m thick
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Dark brown, friable clay-silt with no inclusionsrdgments of postt

medieval pottery were recovered from the deposit.

12}

142 Subsoil - <0.11m thick
Yellow-brown firm sandy-clay, with 2% small sub-raled pebble
inclusions. No finds were recovered.

143 Natural clay - >0.3m thick
Dark orange-brown compact clay, with <5% sub-rouhgebble,
slate and quartz inclusions.

144 Topsoil - 0.3m thick
Dark grey-brown soft clay-silt with <1% small sulmnded pebble
and ceramic building material fragment inclusioRsagments of
post-medieval pottery were recovered.

145 Upper subsoil - 0.14m thick
Mid grey-orange fine clay-sand, with <1% small sobnded
pebble inclusions. No finds were recovered. Md®lii the result of
water-born sediments.

146 Lower subsoil - 0.3m
Mid-grey compact sand, with >2% medium sub-angatane and
charcoal inclusions, the result of water-born sexfitation. No findg
were recovered.

147 Natural deposit >0.25m
Mid orange-brown, compact and coarse sandy-clayh wR20%
small-medium gravel inclusions.

148 Cut for stone-lined drain
The drain was >3m in length, 0.48m in width andl sti use,
becoming rapidly obscured by water. Linear in piamas not fully
visible in profile. It had sharp breaks of slopethe top, and wa
filled by 149 and150.

149 Upper fill of drain148 - <0.18m thick
Pink-orange compact clay, with occasional grey-sibttling. It
contained <5% small-medium sub-angular and subdedrpebble
inclusions. It lay above stone-linidg0, within the drain cui49.

150 Stone-lining of drairl48

Only the sandstone slab capping stones were vjsiblgich
measured 0.5m x 0.3m. As the drain was still in itsevas
impossible to ascertain its full extent and form.
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APPENDIX 3: FINDS SUMMARY

Ctxt = context number; OR = object record numbegt M material; Qty = quantity recovered; us =

unstratified

Ctxt OR M at Category Qty Description Date

103 1008 | Iron nail 10 Small hand-forged nails. Not closely

dateable

103 1008 | Iron wire 1 Fragment of fine wire. Not closely

dateable

103 1008 | Iron unidentifi- | 3 Unidentifiable fragments. Not closely

able dateable

103 1008 | Iron key 1 Clock key (?) with oval Nineteenth
loop. Guard obscured by | century or
corrosion. later?

103 1007 | Lead drip 18 Solidified drips of molten | Not closely
metal. dateable

103 1007 | Lead sheet 1 Irregular cut sheet offcut. Not closel

dateable

107 1024 | Ceramic| vessel 1 Small fragment of late greyLate nineteenth
stoneware 1lb jar. century or later

109 1021 | Ceramic| building 2 One very small fragment | Twentieth

material terracotta tile or brick; one | century or later
fragment salt-glazed
stoneware sewer pipe.

109 1022 | Ceramic| vessel 1 Small fragment of plain tin-Eighteenth
glazed ware. century

110 1002 | Iron Nail? 1 Fragment of round- Twentieth
sectioned bar, or possibly | century or later
large modern, drawn or
stamped nail.

124 1004 | Iron bolt 1 Screw-threaded bolt. Twentieth

century or later

127 1010 | Ceramic| building 2 One small fragment of a Post-medieval,

material large cast white refractory | twentieth
clay drain pipe; one century or later
fragment plain (unglazed)
terracotta sand-cast floor
tile, heavily worn.

127 1009 | Glass sheet 2 One mid-pane fragment | Late twentieth
very thick colourless sheet| century or later
glass; one mid-pane
fragment textured and wire
reinforced sheet glass.
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127 1012 | Ind Three fragments clinker- Not closely

debris type fuel ash. dateable

127 1011 | Iron wire Poorly preserved fragmentsNot closely
of wire. dateable

127 1013 | Unidenti- Small rounded fragment Not closely

fiable unidentifiable material. dateable
Deep reddish purple and
crystalline.

128 1001 | Ceramic | building Two fragment of very Nineteenth

material coarse terracotta field drain.century or later

128 1003 | Iron bar Fragment of round- Not closely
sectioned bar. dateable

131 1017 | Ceramic | vessel Small, undiagnostic Nineteenth
fragment of black-glazed century or later
redware.

131 1025 | Wood Large fragment of sawn Twentieth
planking. Not waterlogged.| century or later
Appears to be partially
coated in a thick layer of
beige oil-based gloss paint

132 1018 | Ceramic | vessel Small, undiagnostic Eighteenth
fragment of black-glazed century?
redware. Hard-fired with an
uneven purplish glaze.

135 1023 | Ceramic | vessel Small fragments of handi Twentieth
painted white earthenware.| century or

later?

140 1016 | Ceramic | building Terracotta sand-cast roof | Post-medieval

material tile.

141 1019 | Ceramic | vessel One tiny chip white Nineteenth
earthenware; one small century or later
fragment blue and white
transfer-printed
earthenware.

141 1020 | Stone One very small fragment of Not closely
grey slate, probably a chip| dateable
of roofing slate.

144 1014 | Ceramic | building Terracotta tile? Twentieth

material century or
later?

144 1015 | Ceramic | vessel Rim fragment plain white| Nineteenth
earthenware cup. century or later

us 1006 | Ind Small fragments of non- Not closely

debris specific industrial debris, dateable
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possibly from smithing.
us 1005 | Iron nail 2 Small hand-forged nails. Not closely
dateable
us 1005 | Iron unidentifi-| 3 Unidentifiable fragments. Not closely
able dateable
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