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Mellis Green, Evaluation 

Summary 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVALUATION REPORT 
LAND ADJACENT LITTLE LAURELS, MELLIS 

Application No. 59/97, SMR No. MLS 013 

MLS 013 

An evaluation was undertaken to assess the extent of surviving archaeology within the 
area of a proposed housing development adjacent to the Medieval green at Mellis. A 
series of linear trenches were machine excavated to the depth of the natural subsoil. A 
ditch and a small number of pits were located, probably of medieval date, as 
suggested by artefacts recovered from these features. Ordnance Survey map reference 
for approximate centre of site; TM 1030 7457. 

1. Introduction 

As a result of an application (59/97) to build on land adjacent to 'Little Laurels' in 
Mellis an evaluation was carried out on site by the Suffolk County Council 
Archaeological Service. The objective was to provide information regarding the 
depth, extent and date of any buried archaeological deposits in order to establish the 
full archaeological implications of the application. The programmes of archaeological 
work were covered by a PPG 16 paragraph 30 condition attached to the planning 
consent and funded by the prospective developers, Bowden Construction UK Ltd. 

The proposed development site (OS map ref. TM 1030 7457) fronts onto the southern 
edge of the medieval Green at Mellis. TI?.e Gre~n forms a roughly east-west 'hour
glass' shape and the site is located near the COI),str~ction (see fig 1: Site Location Plan). 
The Green edge is generally marked by a substantial ditch occasionally appearing as 
separate linear ponds although adjacent to the site the Green is defined by a much 
smaller ditch. The main medieval settlement of Mellis is situated around the Green 
and many late medieval struct~res still survive. Some areas facing the Green are now 
deserted although to the west of the church surface scatters of medieval pottery dating 
to the 1ih-15th century have been discovered confirming that more medieval 
occupation originally fronted onto the Green than survives today. It therefore seems 
likely that many of the now empty plots around the Green would have been occupied 
and probably contained structures. Primarily the evaluation was to ascertain the 
presence of any evidence of occupation and structures within the development site. 

The site can be seen on the 1839 Mellis tithe map as part of a larger plot containing 
three long thin ponds, the western most of which is perpendicular to the others, the 
plot is marked as number 135 and listed as pasture (see figure 2: Mellis Tithe map). 
This large plot and the three ponds can still be traced on the 1927 Ordnance Survey, 
1:2500 scale map (figure 3) although the plot is now divided in two by the Mellis to 
Eye branch of the railway (numbered as plots 162 and 163). Also on this map the 
Green's boundary is much clearer and within the vicinity of the site can be seen as a 
continuous ditch. Today the plot north of the former railway has been further divided 
into four separate plots; one containing the house 'Little Laurels', one which is the 
site to be evaluated and two upon which are recently built houses (see figure 1: Sit~ 

'· '·!· 
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Mellis Green, Evaluation MLSOI3 

Location Plan). At the time of the evaluation (April 1998) the site was an open and 
recently cleared parcel of land containing a long thin pond, probably a portion of the 
eastern of the three ponds marked on the 1839 tithe map. 

2. Methodology 

To evaluate the area a series of linear test trenches were machine excavated down to 
the natural subsoil using the back arm of a JCB excavator fitted with a 1.5m wide 
toothless ditching bucket. The trenches were located to sample all areas within the site 
but with more emphasis placed on the actual frontage where it was felt a building 
would most probably be placed (see figure 4: Trench Location Plan). 

All features located in the trenches were planned at a scale of 1:50 (since reduced to 
1: 100, see figure 5: Trench Plans). Two of the features were sectioned in order to 
recover artefacts for dating purposes and to ascertain the shape of their profile, which 
was then drawn at a scale of 1:20 (see figure 6: Sections). The machined surfaces and 
the spoil removed from the trenches was thoroughly metal detected but no artefacts 
were recovered. The excavated features were photographically recorded. The 
evaluation archive is lodged with the Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service 
at Bury St. Edmunds. 

3. Results 

Six 1.5m wide trenches. of varying dimensions were excavated g~ving a total length of 
11 Om. This equates .. Jo an, evaluated area of 165m2 which is approximately 4% of the 

2 total area to be developed ( c.3250 m ). 

The removal of the topsoil revealed a yellow/orange clay overlain in areas by a layer 
of mid brown clayey loam. There were numerous natural depressions and features in 
the clay surface and these were apparently filled with the mid brown clayey loam. 
There was no evidence for the area having been ploughed within any of the trenches. 
The thickness of the topsoil varied greatly across the site, in the area east of 'Little 
Laurels' it was about 0.3m thick, whilst to the west it appeared that the topsoil had 
been mechanically scraped/removed and was less than O.lm thick although this does 
not appear to have caused any disturbance to the underlying soils. Some modem 
service trenches were encountered in trench 1 , these are indicated in figure 5. 

The only visible earthwork on the site was the pond which was now divided in two, as 
seen on figure 4, to provide machine access to the rear of the site. The pond was filled 
with water to within approximately 0.6m of the top and it was therefore impractical to 
excavate a section. 

In trenches 1, 3 and 4 no features were revealed, neither were any artefacts recovered. 
In all of these trenches the subsoil was encountered at depths between 0.2m to 0.3m. 

2 
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Mellis Green, Evaluation MLS 013 

Archaeological features located; 

Trench 2 
Four features were located in trench 2; two roughly oval shaped (0002 and 0003), one 
linear (0004) and a small circular feature (0005). 

0002: Probable pit, oval in shape, dimensions; 1.2m by 0.8m. The fill was a very dark 
grey clayey loam with occasional flecks of charcoal. This feature was excavated and 
found to have a depth of 0.35m, pottery and a fragment of burnt clay were recovered. 
Upon analysis the pottery was found to date from the 11th to 12th century. 

0003: Probable pit, roughly oval when first seen but after removal of top 40mm by 
machine took on an almost triangular shape. Fill similar to 0002, this feature was not 
excavated and no finds were recovered. 

0004: Linear feature aligned NNE-SSW, ran obliquely across the trench, width c.1.4m, 
appeared to widen towards the SSW but due to its position within the trench this was 
not possible to measure. Fill consisted of a grey clayey loam with chalk and occasional 
charcoal flecks. A section was cut through to a depth of 0.3m at which point water was 
encountered, further excavation of this feature was then abandoned. Pottery, a 
fragment of burnt flint and an animal bone fragment were recovered from the fill. 
Upon analysis the pottery was found to date from the mid 12th to 13th century. This 
feature is a ditch either a boundary marker and/or for drainage, appears to run towards, 
and is approximately perpendicular to the pond. 

0005: small and oval in shape, dimensions; 0.4m by 0.6m. grey-brown fill, found to be 
50mm deep upon .excav:ation, nq .artefacts were recovered. Possibly a~ p.osthole 
although no conclusive proof and no others were located in the vicinity. 

Trench 5 
0007: large area of pale grey clayey loam, appears to be roughly rectangular, 
unexcavated and no artefacts recovered. Possibly a large pit. . l , 

0008: linear feature aligned N-S, similar fill to 0007, no artefacts recovered, partially 
excavated by machine but not bottomed, at least 0.25m deep. Appears to be a ditch, 
running to, or from the feature in trench 6 

Although no artefacts were recovered from either feature, two sherds of 14th century 
pottery were retrieved from the spoil, due to their location within the spoil tip it was 
felt that they were probably from 0007. 

Trench 6 
0009: Large area of dark brown silty peat, modem debris recovered at a depth of 
0.5m, not bottomed. The southern edge of this layer was over the fill of feature 0008. 
A large previously water filled feature, possibly a pond. The presence of the modem 
debris, if not from a later undetectable intrusion, suggests that it was filled relatively 
recently although as it is not marked on either the 1839 Tithe map or the 1927 OS it 
therefore seems more likely that it had been filled before 183 9. 

3 
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Mellis Green, Eval~ation MLS 013 

See Appendix 3 for the artefact analysis results. 

4. Discussion 

The evaluation has demonstrated that there is an absence of medieval occupation 
immediately on the frontage of this plot and that this not due to later site levelling. 
The distribution of features beginning some 12m back from the frontage does indicate 
medieval occupation, however, the absence of numerous postholes, dwarf wall bases, 
clay pads or floors suggests strongly that there are no surviving medieval or 
post-medieval dwellings or other buildings on the site. Good preservation of such 
features could be expected on this site as there is no indication of ploughing or any 
other ground disturbance extensive enough to destroy all archaeological evidence. 

As previously mentioned in the introduction the development site is a small part of 
what was once a much larger plot. It is not unlikely that many of the boundaries 
marked on the tithe map, particularly those of the plots immediately adjacent to the 
Green, are of medieval origin. If the larger plot is representative of a medieval one any 
structures it may have supported could lie outside the development area. 

The pond that is present on the site is undoubtedly the remains of the ponds on the 
1839 map. Similar linear ponds with others at right angles are very common in Mellis 
and occasionally form complete circuits or 'moats' around plots (some particularly 
good examples can be seen west of the church on the 1927 OS map although 
unfortunately these have now been ploughed out). It is more likely that these features 
have been dug as fish ponds rather. than _.defensive moats, it is possible they were 

. originally dug for clay extraction but with further uses in mind. .. . , ; 

The medieval ditch (0004) could therefore either represent an internal boundary or 
may be associated with the pond, possible as part of a system of water management 
within the possible fish ponds. The feature in trench 6 could possibly be a fish pond 
that has been backfilled and may be associated with the features in trench 5. ·'·· . 

5. Recommendations for Further Work 

Based on the evaluation results the Field Team would recommend monitoring of 
general earth moving and groundwork, particularly the building foundations over the 
entire site. Also monitoring of any areas of striped to the natural subsoil (roadways 
etc.). 

From this it would be hoped to; fully confirm the absence of any structures, obtain 
further information concerning the ponds, such as their limits and purpose and 
investigate the presence, layout and operation of any connecting waterways and 
ditches. There is also the potential for more medieval occupation debris to randomly 
turn up, the presence of Early Medieval wares is important and the shell and chalk 
fabric is very interesting. 
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M ell is Green, Evaluation MLS 013 

M. Sommers 30th April 1998 

Any opinions expressed in this report about the need for further archaeological work 
are those of the Field Projects Division alone. The need for further work will be 
determined by the Local Planning Authority and its archaeological advisors. Suffolk 
County Council's archaeological contracting service cannot accept responsibility for 
inconvenience caused to clients should the Planning Authority take a different view to 
that expressed in the report. 

5 
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Scale 1 :2500 
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Figure 2: Mellis Tithe Map, 1839 
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APPENDIX 1 

SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SERVICE - CONSERVATION TEAM 

Brief and Specification for an Archaeological Evaluation 

LAND ADJACENT LITTLE LAURELS, MELLIS 

1. Background 

1.1 Planning consent has been granted to an application (59/97) to build five dwellings. 
The consent has a PPG 16 paragraph 30 condition. 

1.2 In order to establish the full archaeological implications of this application the 
planning authority has been advised that the first stage of an acceptable programme of 
archaeological work must be an archaeological evaluation of the application area 
before development. 

1.3 The site lies on the southern edge of the Medieval Green at Mellis. The occupied 
portion of the Green forms a rough E-W hour-glass shape, the site is near the 
constriction. In many places green edge is defined by a significant ditch, but in the 
area of this development it is marked by a drain more similar in size to a field ditch. 
The main medieval settlement has been shown to lie in crofts fronting the green edge 
with houses set only a short distance behind the ditch. Elsewhere many late medieval 
structures survive in situ, and in areas of the Green now deserted, e.g. in the area 
west of the church, there are surface scatters of medieval pottery of the 12th-15th 
century which confirm 'frontage' occupation. 

1.4 All arrangements for the field evaluation of the site, the timing of the work, and 
access to the site, are to be negotiated with the commissioning body. 

2. Brief for the Archaeological Evaluation. 

The object of the evaluation is to: 

2.1 Establish whether any archaeological sites exist in the area. 

2.2 Identify the date, approximate form and purpose of any archaeological sites within the 
application area. 

2.3 Evaluate the likely impact of past land uses, the possibility of masking colluviall 
alluvial deposits, and of waterlogged organic deposits. 

2.4 Provide sufficient information to construct an archaeological conservation strategy, 
dealing with preservation, the recording of archaeological deposits, working practices, 
timetables and orders of cost. 

2.5 It is recommended that evaluation work concentrates upon the medieval frontage as 
the area with the highest potential for evidence for medieval dwellings. The 
possibility of croft boundaries between properties should also be borne in mind in 
trench design. If it is thought necessary to concentrate evaluation on the wider of the 
two frontages this may be acceptable. 
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3. Field Evaluation 

3.1 Examine the area for earthworks. If present these are to be recorded in plan at 1:2500, 
with appropriate sections. A record should be made of the topographic setting of the 
site (e.g. slope, plateau etc). The Conservation Team of SCC Archaeological Service 
must be consulted if earthworks are present and before proceeding to the excavation of 
any trial trenches. 

3. 2 Trial trenches should be excavated to cover a minimum 2% of the site area and be 
positioned to sample all areas of the site. Linear trenches are thought to be the most 
appropriate sampling method. Trenches should be a minimum of 1m wide; the 
length of trench to fulfil the percentage requirement should be computed and executed 
on this basis. In practice trench width will be determined by machine bucket size; a 
·ditching bucket' of a least 1.40m width is expected unless special circumstances can 
be demonstrated. The trench design should be approved by the Archaeological 
Service Conservation Team before field work begins (see 2.5). 

3.3 The topsoil may be mechanically removed using an appropriate machine (fitted with a 
toothless bucket) and other equipment. All machine excavation is to be under the 
direct control and supervision of an archaeologist. The topsoil should be examined for 
archaeological material. 

3.4 The top of the first archaeological deposit may be cleared by machine, but must then 
be cleaned off by hand. The decision as to the proper method of further excavation 
will be made by the senior project archaeologist with regard to the nature of the 
deposit; there is a presumption that excavation of archaeological deposits will be done 
by hand unless it can be shown that there will not be a loss of evidence by using a 
machine. 

3.5 In ail evaluation excavation there is a presumption of the need to cause the minimum 
disturbance to the site consistent with adequate evaluation; that significant 
archaeological features e.g. solid or bonded structural remains, building slots or post
holes, should be preserved intact even if fills are sampled. 

3. 6 There must be sufficient excavation to give clear evidence for the period, depth and 
nature of an archaeological deposit. The depth and nature of colluvial or other 
masking deposits must be established across the site. 

3. 7 Any natural subsoil surface revealed should be hand cleaned and examined for 
archaeological deposits and artefacts. Sample excavation of any archaeological 
features revealed may be necessary in order to gauge their date and character. 

3. 8 All finds will be collected and processed (unless variations in this principle are agreed 
with the Conservation Team of SCC Archaeological Service during the course of the 
evaluation). 

3. 9 Human remains should be left in situ except in those cases where damage or 
desecration are to be expected, or in the event that analysis of the remains is shown to 
be a requirement of satisfactory evaluation of the site. However, the excavator should 
be aware of, and comply with, the provisions of Section 25 of the Burial Act 1857. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. ~ 

3 

3.10 Plans of the archaeological features on the site should be drawn at 1:20 or 1:50, 
depending on the complexity of the data to be recorded. Sections should be drawn at 
1:10 or 1:20 again depending on the complexity to be recorded. Any variations from 
this will need to be agreed with the Conservation Team. 

3.11 A photographic record of the work is to be made, consisting of both monochrome 
photographs and colour transparencies. 

3.12 Topsoil, subsoil and archaeological deposit to be kept separate during excavation to 
allow sequential backfilling of excavations. 

4. General Management 

4.1 A timetable for all stages of the project must be agreed before the first stage of work 
commences, including monitoring by the Conservation Team of Suffolk County 
Council Archaeological Service. 

4.2 The composition of the project staff must be detailed and agreed (this is to include any 
sub-contractors). 

4.3 A general Health and Safety Policy must be provided, with detailed risk assessment 
and management strategy for this particular site. 

4.4 No initial survey to detect public utility or other services has taken place. The 
responsibility for this rests with the archaeological contractor. 

4.5 The Institute of Field Archaeologists' Standard and Guidance for Archaeological 
Desk-based Assessments and for Field Evaluations should be used for additional 
guidance in the execution of the project and in drawing up the report. 

5. Report requirements 

5 .1 An archive of all records and finds must be prepared consistent with the principle of 
Management of Archaeological Projects, English Heritage 1991 (particularly 
Appendix 3.1 and Appendix 4.1). 

5. 2 The data recording methods and conventions used must be consistent with, and 
approved by, the County Sites and Monuments Record. 

5. 3 The object 1 vt: account of the archaeological evidence must be clearly distinguished 
from its archaeological interpretation. The conclusion should include a statement of 
the archaeological potential of the site. 

5 .4 An opinion as to the necessity for further evaluation and its scope should be given. A 
second phase will not be embarked upon until the primary fieldwork results are 
assessed and the need for further work is established. A second-phase cannot be 
developed in detail at this stage. 

5. 5 Finds should be appropriately conserved and stored in accordance with UK Institute of 
Conservators Guidelines. The finds, as an indissoluble part of the site archive, should 
be deposited with the County SMR if the landowner can be persuaded to agree to this. 
If this is not possible for all or any part of the finds archive, then provision must be 
made for additional recording (e.g. photography, illustration, analysis) as appropriate. 
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5. 6 The site archive is to be deposited with the County Sites and Monuments Record 
within three months of the completion of work. It will then become publicly 
accessible. 

5. 7 Where positive conclusions are drawn from a project (whether it be evaluation or 
excavation) a summary report, in the established format, suitable for inclusion in the 
annual 'Archaeology in Suffolk' section of the Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute for 
Archaeology, should be prepared and included in the project report or submitted to the 
Conservation Team by the end of calendar year in which the evaluation work takes 
place, whichever is the sooner. 

5. 8 County Sites and Monuments Record sheets should be completed, as per the county 
SMR manual, for all sites where archaeological finds and/or features are located. 

Specification by: 

Suffolk County Council 
Archaeological Service Conservation Team 
Environment and Transport Department 
Shire Hall 
Bury St Edmunds 
Suffolk IP33 2AR 

Date: 7 April 1998 

Tel: 01284 352441 

Reference: /mellis04 

This brief and specification remains valid for 12 months from the above date. If 
work is not carried out in full within that time this document will lapse; the 
authority should be notified and a revised brief and specification may be issued. 

The results of this evaluation, if they are to be used as part of a planning 
application, will need to be considered by the Conservation Team of the Archaeology 
Service of Suffolk County Council, who have the responsibility for advising the 
appropriate Planning Authority. 
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I MLS 013 Context List 

I OPNO COMPONENT IDENTIFIER DESCRIPTION FINDS 
0001 Finds unstratified finds n 
0002 Trench 2 Pit very dark loam fill, c.0.6m dia.,0.4m deep y 
0003 Trench 2 Pit very dark loam fill, adjacent to 0002, n 

unexcavated I 
0004 Trench 2 Ditch dark grey/brown clayey loam fill c.1.2m wide, y 

not bottomed . 
0005 Trench 2 Posthole dark gray clayey loam fill, c.0.5m dia., 0.05m n I 

deep 

I 
0006 Trench 5 Finds unstratified finds from trench 5 y 
0007 Trench 5 Pit pale grey loam fill, v. large, c.3.5m wide over n 

5m in length 
0008 Trench 5 Ditch pale grey loam fill, c.l.5m wide n 
0009 Trench 6 Pond? large area of silty peat, contained C20th debris, n 

not retainained I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Mellis Green, Evaluation MLS 013 

APPENDIX3 

Land adjacent to Little Laurels, Mellis, Evaluation (MLS 013): the finds 
Sue Anderson, April 1998. 

Finds were collected from three contexts, as shown in the table below. 

OP Pottery Bone Fired clay Burnt flint Spotdate 
No. Wt/g No. Wt/g No. Wt/g No. Wt/g 

0002 9 0.051 1 0.005 11th-12th c. 
0004 28 0.228 0.008 0.030 M.l2th-13th c. 
0006 2 0.014 13th-14th c. 
Total 39 0.293 0.008 0.005 0.030 

Pottery 
Thirty-nine sherds of pottery were collected, including several sherds of an Early Medieval Ware 
vessel (0002), other sandy and shelly early medieval wares (0004), local sandy medieval coarsewares 
(0002, 0006), an unusual group of medieval shell and chalk tempered wares including several rim 
sherds (0004), and one sherd from a medieval glazed ware (0004). 

Miscellaneous 
One small piece offrred clay, a burnt flint and a small fragment of unidentified animal bone were the 
only other finds. 

Discussion 
The most significant aspect of this small group of artefacts is the presence of several sherds of pottery 
in atypical fabrics. The more usual fabric is a fine to medium sandy ware originating either from 
Hollesley or the Waveney Valley and Rickinghall areas. Shelly wares are known in the early medieval 
period, and are present here, but the coarse medieval chalk and shell tempered vessels from 0004 are 
unparalleled in north and east Suffolk. One glazed ware was found, again an unusual type, perhaps 
originating from early kilns in the Waveney Valley. Similar fabrics are known from Great Yarmouth. 

' " ~-Further work on this pottery, particularly iflarger quantities·are·re'COvered'·during future fieldwork, ···· ·; • 
is recommended. A small amount of research is required to place these unusual wares in their context 
by searching for parallels from previously excavated sites in the vicinity and elsewhere in the region. 
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