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Summary 
 
As a result of an archaeological evaluation completed in 1999, two follow up excavations were 
undertaken in areas of the site where significant archaeology had been identified during the 
previous investigation. 
 
Area 1: The topsoil was removed from a 40m by 40m area towards the north-west corner of the 
site in a location where Bronze Age pottery had been identified during the evaluation. The only 
features found to be incised into the underlying subsoil were a series of field drains. However, 
prehistoric finds (including Bronze Age pottery) were recovered from naturally deposited layers 
filling a linear depression, clearly a small tributary of the main east/west orientated valley, 
running from north-west to south-east along the western edge of the development area. 
 
Area 2: An irregularly shaped area of c.39m (north/south) by c.26m (east/west) was excavated in 
the area of the balancing pond where a Neolithic pit was identified in the evaluation. A buried 
ploughsoil of likely Middle Saxon date was removed in spits by machine and metal-detected. A 
depth of overburden of between 1.30 - 1.75m was recorded above the level of the incised 
archaeological features. Eventually an area of c.1200m2 was stripped to this level. A number of 
natural features (tree throws, run-off channels etc.) was encountered and their fills were found to 
contain worked flints of Mesolithic date, indicating some exploitation of the surrounding area 
and possibly the valley bottom itself during this period. A large north/south aligned boundary 
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ditch was revealed running across the entire length of the site which may have origins as early as 
the Late Neolithic and which saw use into the Early Bronze Age. The long-term significance of 
this feature was attested to by evidence for an investment of labour in its maintenance, in the 
form of two phases of re-cutting. Sparse occupation continued throughout prehistory, with other 
finds of Neolithic, Bronze Age and Iron Age date recovered from dispersed features across the 
site. A single poorly dated pit and finds from the ploughsoil also suggested that there was some 
Roman occupation. 
 
 
SMR information 
 
Planning application no. 754/99 

Date of fieldwork:  April 2002 (Area1), January/February 2003 (Area 2) 

Grid Reference: TM 1693 6290 (Area 1), TM 1712 6274 (Area 2) 

Funding body: Laurence Homes (Eastern) Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
 
The site lies on the north side of a tributary valley of the River Deben, falling from a level of 
c.50 metres AOD at the northern end of the site to c.36 metres AOD at the southern end adjacent 
to Low Road. A shallow depression running from the north-west corner of the site towards the 
south-east corner represents a small tributary to the main valley. The underlying drift geology 
comprises glaciogenic boulder clays, with the underlying sands and gravels exposed in the valley 
bottom at the southern end of the site. Localised superficial alluvial and colluvial deposits were 
also present. 
 
The consent on a planning application (754/99), covering a residential development on a c. 5.5 
hectare area of land off Low Road, Debenham (Fig. 1), required that the applicant (Laurence 
Homes (Eastern) Ltd.) provide for a programme of archaeological works. In the first instance, 
Suffolk County Council’s Archaeological Service (SCCAS hereafter) Field Team were 
commissioned to undertake a field and desktop evaluation which was carried out in April of 
1999 (Tester 1999). 
 
Based on the results of the initial evaluation, Robert Carr of the SCCAS Conservation Team 
provided a Brief and Specification (Appendix 1) detailing the works required. This involved the 
excavation of two discrete areas within the development site (Fig. 2). 
 
The SCCAS Field Team was subsequently commissioned to undertake the second stage of 
archaeological works. The first of these areas (Area 1) was stripped of its topsoil in the first 
week of April 2002, while the second (Area 2) was excavated during the end of January and 
beginning of February 2003. 
 
 
2. Archaeological and Historical Background 
 
Prior to the 1999 evaluation, no archaeological sites were known within the development area. In 
the evaluation Neolithic, Bronze Age, Roman and Middle Saxon archaeology was recorded, 
mainly concentrated at the southern end of the field where it had been protected from plough 
damage by an overlying layer of colluvium (Tester ibid.). In addition, a few sherds of abraded 
Bronze Age pottery were recovered from the north-west corner of the site. 
 
A documentary search by Anthony Breen (Tester ibid. Appendix II) suggested that the existing 
field boundaries were of some antiquity and could be traced back beyond the earliest map 
evidence from deeds and other records which, although not locally available, are held at various 
repositories. 
 
 
3. Methods 
 
Two areas were stripped under archaeological supervision. The first (Area 1) centred on Evaluation Trench 2 where 
Bronze Age pottery was recovered and the second (Area 2) where Neolithic, Roman and Middle Saxon archaeology 
was recorded in an area that would become the new developpment’s balancing pond. 
 
Area 1: An area measuring some 40m by 40m was stripped using a 360o mechanical excavator equipped with a 
toothless ditching bucket. In addition, two mechanically excavated test-holes were excavated into the alluvial and 
colluvial deposits encountered on the western side of the stripped area. A 1:100 scale plan was drawn (reproduced at 
a scale of 1:400 in Fig. 3). 
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Area 2: The balancing pond covered an area of just over 2000m2. However, when the slope of the batter at the 
pond’s edges and the depth of the archaeology (which was sealed by c.1.50m of overburden) was taken into 
consideration, the final excavated area was somewhat smaller at approximately 1200 m2 (see Fig. 4). The topsoil and 
colluvium was removed using a 360° mechanical excavator with a flat-bladed ditching bucket until the top of the 
buried ploughsoil (0302) was encountered. The exposed surface of this layer was then metal-detected. The 
ploughsoil was removed in spits of approximately 0.25m thickness with metal-detecting continued throughout. 
Upon the removal of this layer the exposed ground surface was cleaned manually to facilitate the identification of 
archaeological features. All features were then excavated by hand and recorded in a series of 1:50 scale plans and 
1:20 scale section drawings according to the requirements outlined in section 3 of the accompanying brief 
(Appendix 1). 
 
The SMR reference number DBN 104 was assigned to the site and all the stratigraphic elements of observed 
archaeological features were allocated ‘observed phenomena’ (OP) numbers within a continuous numbering system. 
This context information is shown in Appendix 2 (Area 1 was allocated numbers starting at 0020, while Area 2 
began at 0301). Context records were entered onto an Access97 database, and inked copies of the drawings were 
prepared on archive quality drafting film. 
 
All finds were processed and quantified by in-house staff with the data then input onto a Microsoft Access97 
database. Subsequently the different finds were examined by the relevant specialists and their findings are presented 
on pages 13-15 of this report. 
 
 
4. Results 
 
4.1. Introduction 
A total of 33 context numbers were assigned: three during the Area 1 excavation and the 
remaining 30 during Area 2. The paucity of stratigraphic relationships between the well-
dispersed features on this site means that dating is limited to artefactual evidence only. The 
following table presents a summary of the site phasing. 
 
Phase Date Basis for Dating Features 
1 Mesolithic 8,000 - 4,000 BC Finds (spot-dating) Layer: 0328 

Pit: 0304 (by association with other burnt flint 
assemblages) 
Natural features: 0326, 0329, 0330 

2 Neolithic/EBA 4,000 – 1,500 BC Finds (spot-dating) Ditch: 0309 
Spread: 0313 

3 LBA/EIA 1,000 – 500 BC Finds (spot-dating) Ditch: 0306 
Layer: 0022 

4 Roman AD 43 – 410 Finds (spot-dating) Pit: 0323 
5 ?Middle Saxon AD 410 – mid 9th 

century 
Finds (spot-dating) Layer: 0302 

Unphased Pre-period V? Stratigraphy Pits: 0319, 0325 
Spread: 0307 

Table 1. Summary of site phasing 
 
4.2. Area 1 
by Stuart Boulter 
 
The only discrete features identified in Area 1 were successive phases of field drains. These 
included simple mole-drains, gravel/pebble filled slots and ceramic pipes. None of these were 
recorded. Only three context numbers were issued: 0020, for unstratified finds, and 0021 and 
0022 for layers of fill within a natural depression/valley that traversed the site. 
 
During soil stripping it became clear that a shallow depression was orientated from west-north-
west to east-south-east across the site. It was clearly defined by a dip in the hedge-line on the 
northern site boundary, and represents the vestiges of a once more extensive natural feature. Two 

 2



layers were recorded within this feature, both previously identified in Trenches 2, 5 and 6 of the 
evaluation (Tester ibid.). 
 
The extent of the upper layer 0021, described as light brown silty clay colluvium in the 
evaluation report, is shown in Figure 3. When seen in the wider context of the open area 
excavation, the composition of this layer was more complex than previously thought, with some 
lateral variation and concentrations of gravel and cobble-sized stones. While obviously deriving 
from some form of mass movement concentrated in the natural channel, the heavier stone 
component included in its composition suggests that its deposition occurred in pulses of higher 
energy activity than would usually be associated with more uniformly dispersed colluvial 
deposits. The maximum depth of layer 0021 was 0.70m (in evaluation Trench 5). No finds were 
recovered from this layer. 
 
Layer 0022, with a maximum recorded thickness of 0.60m, was identified below layer 0021. 
This layer was less laterally extensive than 0021, effectively filling the bottom of the valley, and 
comprised grey waterlain sands and gravels acting as an aquifer confined between the naturally 
occurring boulder clay subsoil and overlying layer 0021. As a consequence, any excavation into 
this layer resulted in the ingress of water. A number of finds were recovered from hand and 
mechanically excavated test-holes into layer 0022. Heat-altered flints were common, while a 
small quantity of Bronze Age pottery and a cow tooth were also recovered. While it is not certain 
that the pottery was contemporary with the layer itself, it was relatively unabraded. On that basis, 
and in the absence of other datable material, a Phase 3 date has been attributed to layer 0022. 
 
Due to the combination of health and safety considerations and more practical problems of the 
artificially high water table, the decision was made (following consultation with Bob Carr of 
SCCAS Conservation Team) not to remove any more of layers 0021 and 0022. 
 
4.3. Area 2 
by Rhodri Gardner 
 
Natural drift deposits, 0308, were encountered at c.36.30m AOD at the northern end of the site 
and c.35.36m AOD at the southern end. These comprised soft to firm mottled mid to light brown 
slightly silty sand with moderate to frequent pockets of small to medium sub-angular to angular 
flint gravels. The total depth of overburden observed across the site was c.1.30 – 1.75m. 
 

4.3.1. Phase 1: Mesolithic 
The north-western corner of Area 2 was dominated by an irregularly shaped spread, 0328, of soft 
mid brownish grey silty sand with occasional patches of darker grey mottling. It extended for 
c.8.00m+ north/south by c.9.00m+ east/west. Struck flints of likely Mesolithic date were 
recovered from it along with occasional charcoal flecks and burnt flint fragments. The spread 
was not fully excavated but investigated by sondage in three locations (S6, S7 and S8 in Fig. 5). 
Excavation of the south-western corner revealed an irregularly shaped feature, 0326, that 
measured 2.50m east/west by 1.20m north/south and was 0.62m deep with irregular sides 
breaking imperceptibly to an undulating base. It was filled with 0327, which was otherwise 
indistinguishable from the rest of spread 0328. This has been interpreted as a tree throw. A 
section excavated across the centre of the spread revealed another irregularly shaped hollow, 
0330, with a maximum depth of c.0.40m which was also interpreted as a natural feature such as a 
tree throw. The northernmost section through the spread identified a shallow north-north-
east/south-south-west aligned gully, 0329, which measured 0.72m wide by 0.22m deep with 
smooth concave sides breaking imperceptibly to an even rounded base. Its fill was also 
indistinguishable from that in the rest of spread 0328, although some small sub-rounded flint 
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pebbles were recorded as being slightly more prevalent toward the base. This most likely 
represents a natural run-off channel. The whole of spread 0328 has therefore been interpreted as 
hill-wash material that has collected in a complex of natural features. 
 
Some 3.30m east of this spread small round pit 0304 was recorded. This was 0.50m in diameter 
by 0.14m deep (S9, Fig. 5) and was filled with soft dark grey silty sand 0305 containing frequent 
charcoal flecks and small to medium burnt flint fragments. This has been assigned a Phase 1 date 
on the basis of its burnt flint assemblage, as the only other significant burnt flint assemblages 
came from 0328 and 0327 where they occurred alongside struck flints of Mesolithic date. 
 

4.3.2. Phase 2: Neolithic/Early Bronze Age 
The principal feature encountered in Area 2 was ditch 0309. This was aligned N-S and ran along 
the entire length of the site. It had straight, parallel sides and varied slightly in width between 
2.00 – 2.50m. Two sections, both 2.00m wide (giving a 12.5% sample of the observed length of 
the feature, as prescribed in Section 3.3b of the specification), were excavated through this 
feature. These were situated toward the northern end of the ditch and at its centre. The southern 
end was not excavated as the prevailing slope made this area prone to frequent to flooding during 
the inclement weather in which the excavation was carried out. 
 
The central section (S2, Fig. 5) was 0.82m deep with a smooth straight western side and a very 
slightly stepped eastern side. Both sides exhibited a gradual break to a rounded base. Three fills 
were recorded in this section. The primary fill was 0310, a soft mid brown slightly clayey silty 
sand with occasional small to medium sub-angular flint pebbles concentrated toward the base. 
This was overlain by secondary fill 0311, a soft mid yellowish brown slightly clayey silty sand 
with few inclusions. The profile of this deposit strongly suggested that it was the fill of an 
episode of re-cutting of the ditch. The uppermost fill, 0312, comprised a soft mid brown clayey 
silty sand. The nature of this fill also suggested that it occupied a second later recut of 0309. No 
dateable finds were recovered from the fills in this section. 
 
The northern section (S3, Fig. 5) through 0309 was 0.80m deep with largely smooth sides (a 
barely perceptible step to the western profile was recorded in this case) breaking gradually to a 
rounded base. Five fills were recorded. The first, 0314, was a soft mid brown silty sand with 
moderate small sub-angular flint pebbles. This was overlain by 0315 a soft light yellowish brown 
silty sand with occasional small flint pebbles. This in turn was overlain by 0316, comprising soft 
mid brown slightly clayey silty sand with occasional small flint pebbles. It is likely that these 
three fills were also present in the central section’s lower fill (0310) but were less clearly 
discernible there. In any case they all relate to the backfilling of the initial incarnation of ditch 
0309. As in the central section two upper fills with profiles indicative of re-cutting were 
recorded. The first of these, 0317, was a soft mid yellowish brown silty sand with occasional 
small flint pebbles. This was indistinguishable from 0311 and is thought to represent the fill of 
the same recut. The uppermost fill, 0318, comprised a soft brown clayey silty sand with 
occasional small flint pebbles. Again, this was indistinguishable from upper fill 0312 in the 
central section and is also interpreted as belonging to a second recut of the ditch. 
 
The finds recovered from ditch 0309 were all assigned to context 0318. However, during 
excavation it was difficult to distinguish the episodes of re-cutting until the sections were finally 
cleaned. Upon later analysis the worked flint assemblage from 0318 was found to have two 
distinct components (Section 5.2.2 and Appendix 3) – a patinated, blade dominated one of 
probable Mesolithic/Early Neolithic date and an unpatinated flake-dominated one of probable 
Early Bronze Age date. It is unclear whether the blade-dominated patinated component was from 
an earlier indistinguishable fill or was residually derived. The balance of evidence therefore 
suggests a Phase 2 origin for ditch 0309. 
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In the south-eastern corner of Area 2, approximately 12.50m to the east of the point where 0309 
left the southern limit of excavation a shallow (0.05m) spread of burnt material, 0313, was 
recorded. This comprised an amorphous deposit of very soft dark grey silty sand with occasional 
burnt flint, worked flint, pottery fragments and charcoal flecks. These suggested a Period II date, 
although the struck flints may again have a possible Mesolithic component (Section 5.2.2 and 
Appendix 3). 
 

4.3.3. Phase 3: Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age 
A second smaller ditch, 0306, aligned north-north-west/south-south-east was revealed in the 
centre of the site with its northern end 1.50m to the east of 0309. This was 11.00m long with a 
blunt rounded terminus at each end and varied between 0.75m wide at its northern end to 0.50m 
wide to the south. Three sections were excavated through this ditch including both termini. The 
similarity of these sections means that only one (the central) has been reproduced here (S1, Fig. 
5). It was found to be shallow (0.23m at its deepest) with smooth straight sides that broke 
gradually to a rounded base. The ditch was filled with 0303, a soft mid greyish brown silty sand 
with frequent small sub-angular flint pebbles. A small quantity of pottery (1g) and struck flints 
(174g) suggestive of a Phase 3 date was recovered. 
 

4.3.4. Phase 4: Roman 
Although it did not lie within the stripped area defined for open area excavation a further feature 
was partially revealed to the north of the site where it was disturbed by the excavation of the 
batter (Fig. 2). This was oval pit 0323, which measured 2.70m+ north/south by 2.20m east/west 
and was some 0.80m deep with steeply sloping near-vertical sides that broke sharply to an 
almost flat base. More detailed recording was not undertaken as it was only partially revealed in 
the edge of the batter. The primary fill of this feature was 0322, comprising a soft dark greyish 
black clayey silt with moderate small to large sub-rounded flint pebbles, poorly preserved animal 
bone fragments, charcoal flecks and a single heavily abraded potsherd of broad ‘Roman’ date. 
The upper fill, 0321, contained no dateable finds and consisted of soft mid greyish brown silty 
clayey sand with occasional medium to large sub-rounded flint pebbles. Although the artefactual 
basis for dating this feature was somewhat tentative, it was clearly sealed by layer 0302 of Phase 
5. 
 

4.3.5. Phase 5: ?Middle Saxon 
All of the incised archaeological features described here were sealed by a deposit of buried 
ploughsoil, 0302. This was up to 0.50m thick, as previously identified in the evaluation (Tester 
ibid.). It comprised soft dark greyish brown silty clay with occasional poorly sorted small to 
medium sub-rounded flint pebbles. A wide range of finds was recovered from this deposit 
including struck flints of Mesolithic and Neolithic date, pottery of Neolithic, Iron Age, Roman 
and possibly Saxon date, two Roman coins of 43-150 AD and 330-341 AD and a single Saxon 
sceatta dated to c.695-710 AD. The great majority of this material was clearly residual, having 
been disturbed and incorporated during ploughing. Overall, the deposit can only be tentatively 
dated by the latest-occurring find, which suggests a TPQ of Middle Saxon date for the 
agricultural activity that produced 0302. 
 

4.3.6. Unphased 
The following features yielded no clearly dateable artefactual assemblages but were all sealed by 
layer 0302, giving them a general pre-Phase 5 date. 
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Oval pit 0319 was found 3.20m beyond the southern end of ditch 0306. This was 1.50m long 
east/west, 0.90m wide north/south and 0.25m deep with smooth shallow sides and a gently 
rounded base (S4, Fig. 5). It was filled with 0320, a soft mid brown slightly clayey sandy silt. 
 
Some 4.00m to the west of ditch 0309 a small rounded pit, 0325, was recorded (S5, Fig. 5). This 
was c.0.75m in diameter and 0.30m deep with smooth concave sides breaking gradually to a 
rounded base. It was filled with 0324, a soft black/dark grey slightly sandy silt containing only 
moderate sub-angular flint pebbles and frequent charcoal flecks. 
 
Approximately 0.60m to the west of ditch 0309 at the northern limit of the excavation spread 
0307 was recorded. This was 1.40m long north/south by 0.80m wide east/west and was just 
0.07m deep. It comprised a friable to very soft light greyish brown silty sand with occasional 
small to medium sub angular flint pebbles, charcoal flecks, a single struck flint and a small 
quantity of burnt flint. Despite the presence of some finds the assemblage was too small to 
suggest anything other than a broad ‘prehistoric’ date. 
 
 
5. Finds and Environmental Evidence 
by Sue Anderson and Cathy Tester; with contributions from Colin Pendleton, Edward Martin 
and Judith Plouviez 
 
5.1. Area 1 
by Sue Anderson 
 
Finds were collected from two contexts. Unstratified finds (0020) consisted of one sherd of a 
Roman greyware jar rim (7g), four flint flakes (30g) and a small piece of animal bone (1g). From 
alluvial layer 0022 there were five sherds of pottery (36g), two small pieces of fired clay (2g), 6 
worked flints (two ?cores, four flakes, 212g), three pieces of burnt flint (86g), and two fragments 
of a cow tooth (20g). The pottery from 0022 was probably of Bronze Age date, four sherds from 
a single vessel being in a fine grog-tempered fabric with oxidised external surfaces, and the fifth 
being a thick, flat base in a coarse burnt flint-tempered fabric with oxidised surfaces. 
 
5.2. Area 2 
by Cathy Tester 
 
Area 2 finds were collected from nine contexts, as shown in Table 2. 
 
OP Pottery Worked flint Burnt flint Fired clay Miscellaneous Spotdate 
 No. Wt/g No. Wt/g No. Wt/g No. Wt/g   
0302 20 205 6 121   2 8 Slag 7-271g; Iron 

20-591g; CBM 2-
27g 

Neo IA 
Rom Sax 

0303 3 1 4 174      LBA/IA 
0305     30 319    preh 
0307   1 10 5 103    preh 
0313 4 26 9 26 3 43    Neo/EBA 
0318   50 287 10 296    EBA 
0322 1 12     6 20 ABone 50-384g Rom? 
0327   2 8 102 2960    Meso+ 
0328 1 1 37 562 24 1048    Meso 
Total 29 245 110 1188 174 4769 8 28   

Table 2. Finds quantities. 
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5.2.1. Pottery 
A total of 29 sherds of pottery weighing 245g was collected from five contexts and most of it is 
prehistoric, possibly Neolithic (E. Martin, pers. comm.). The hand-made pottery fell into two 
broad fabric types. The first and most common was sand and flint-tempered with moderate to 
abundant burnt flint ranging in size from small and fine to very large (10mm). The sherds are 
fairly hard and well-fired although some are quite fragmentary. Most were recovered from layer 
0302 where three rims were identified, the largest probably from a Neolithic plain bowl with a 
simple curved profile and a slightly pointed out-turned rim. The other two rims and some or all 
of the non-diagnostic bodysherds may also be Neolithic since large coarse flint is characteristic 
of Neolithic pottery (although not exclusively). The second fabric is predominantly sand-
tempered. Two pieces (also from 0302) with coarse white quartz inclusions and orange brown 
surfaces could belong to the later Iron Age but the possibility that they may be Saxon cannot be 
ruled out either. 
 
Two sherds were Roman — a rim from a black-surfaced ware dish or platter which may be early 
2nd century (layer 0302) and an uncertain red ware jar or bowl (pit fill 0322). 
 

5.2.2. Worked Flint 
by Colin Pendleton 
 
110 worked flints from seven separate contexts were examined from this site. They appear to 
represent a range of dates, mainly Mesolithic, Neolithic and Early Bronze Age with one context 
possibly of the Later Bronze Age/Iron Age. 
 
In general most of the flint is of relatively good quality, and appears to derive from glacial 
erratics or gravel type flint sources, presumably locally collected. Patination, when present, is 
quite slight, sometimes barely perceptible, and is variable in the overall assemblage. This is 
likely to be mainly due to localised variations in the soil, subsoil and water levels, though there 
may also be a partly chronological element, with a higher proportion (though not all) of the 
Mesolithic material being patinated. 
 
Notable aspects of the whole assemblage are the lack of primary flakes and the shortage of 
manufactured tools (only one tranchet adze/pick, one ‘knife’ and one scraper), though a few of 
the flakes and blades do show evidence of ‘utilisation’ (i.e., minor edge damage, possibly 
resulting from use-wear rather than deliberate retouch). The presence of a number of snapped 
blades/flakes may also be a result of use. 
 
As some of the contexts that include flint (the lack of worked flint from pits 0305 and 0322 is 
itself worthy of note, perhaps suggesting a post Early Bronze Age date) appear to be of markedly 
different dates and forms, these are summarised separately below. For a more detailed 
breakdown of the flints see Appendix 3. 
 
Phase 1 
Spread 0328: 39 flints, 29 patinated. Includes plano-convex tranchet adze/pick, which is unpatinated, though 
appears to have an earlier, patinated, flake scar (SF 1001). There are two patinated cores. One is a flake core, which 
is of poor quality flint and is crude. The other is a well-produced blade core of high quality flint. There are 16 blades 
(11 patinated, seven snapped) and 20 flakes (15 patinated, 2 snapped) of which eight may be described as ‘long 
flakes’. This group is entirely Mesolithic in nature. 
‘Tree-throw’ 0326/0327: Only two flakes (one patinated, one possibly slightly patinated). Mesolithic or later. 
 
Phase 2 
Ditch 0309/0318: 49 flints, 12 patinated (three very lightly), and three unpatinated flakes utilising earlier patinated 
flints. There are seven patinated blades (one snapped, six very small) and three unpatinated, irregular, blades. The 
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scraper from this feature is unpatinated and can be described as an end-scraper, though it is not a classic example, is 
made from a flake and is quite large and heavy. Of the 29 unpatinated flakes there is only one hinge fracture and 
some probable soft-hammer production. There is one probable core rejuvenation flake. The patinated, blade 
dominated, element of this assemblage is probably Mesolithic or Early Neolithic whilst the unpatinated group, with 
evidence of re-use of patinated flints, soft hammer production and a predominant flake assemblage is probably of 
Early Bronze Age date. 
Spread 0313: Nine unpatinated flints, including two blades (one utilised, one snapped). Possibly Mesolithic, 
probably Neolithic or Early Bronze Age. 
 
Phase 3 
Ditch 0303/0306: Only four, unpatinated, flints. Includes one crude flake core, producing mainly hinge-fractured 
flakes, and a squat utilised flake with a natural striking platform. These characteristics are a feature of later Bronze 
Age and Iron Age flint working though with such a small group dating must remain tentative. 
 
Phase 5 
Layer 0302: Only six, unpatinated, flints, three of which are blades and one a long flake off a blade core, suggesting 
a Mesolithic or Early Neolithic date. There is also one squat flake with a hinge fracture, which may suggest a later 
element. Residual. 
 
Unphased 
Spread 0307: One very squat, partially lightly patinated, flake with a few small unpatinated later flake scars. These 
unpatinated scars may be a sign of re-use or ‘trowel damage’. Prehistoric. 
 

5.2.3. Burnt Flint 
A total of 174 fragments of burnt flint weighing 4769g were collected from six contexts with the 
majority (85%) coming from 0327 and 0328. The larger groups were found in association with 
worked flints of Mesolithic, Neolithic or Bronze Age dates. 
 

5.2.4. Miscellaneous 
Two fragments of possible Roman tile were collected from layer 0302. 
 
Eight fragments of fired clay (28g) were found in two contexts and all of them were 
predominantly sand-tempered. The six pieces from pit fill 0322 were probably part of one larger 
fragment which had one flat surface and may be the remains of daub or a lining. The flat surface 
was buff-coloured, the interior orange-brown. Two pieces from 0302 were small and 
undiagnostic. 
 
Six fragments of ferrous slag were collected from layer 0302. 
 

5.2.5. Metalwork 
Coins identified by Edward Martin and Judith Plouviez 
 
The following non-ferrous objects were collected: 
 
SF 1002: Coin. Frisian/Anglo-Saxon sceatta. Series E (porcupine), VICO variety 1 variant. 

c.695-710AD. Layer 0302 
SF 1003: Ae coin. Sestertius, extremely worn. Obv. Portrait could be Trajan? Rev. ?seated l., SC 

below. Roman, 43-250AD (probably 43-150AD). Layer 0302. 
SF 1004: Ae coin. Ae3, fragment (just under half only) corroded. Obv. helmeted l. (Urbs Roma 

type). Rev. wolf and twins. Roman, 330-341AD. Layer 0302. 
SF 1005: Lead waste fragment. Layer 0302. 
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Twenty fragments of iron weighing 591g were collected from layer 0302. They cannot be 
identified without radiographs. 
 

5.2.6. Animal bone 
by Sue Anderson 
 
Animal bone preservation was poor. Fifty fragments weighing 384g were collected from pit fill 
0322. Horse, cow and small mammal bones were identified. They were found in association with 
a single fragment of Roman pottery. 
 
5.3. Discussion of the Finds Evidence 
This assemblage covers periods of activity on the site from the Mesolithic to Middle Saxon. The 
earliest finds are in the flint assemblage which contains a significant Mesolithic component as 
well as Neolithic, Bronze Age and possible Iron Age material. Most of the flint is found in 
association with burnt flint. Pottery includes mainly Neolithic/possible Neolithic material as well 
as later Iron Age or possible Saxon and Roman. The coins are Roman — possibly early 
(Trajanic?) and late (4th century) and Middle Saxon. Animal bone was only found in one 
possible Roman context. Much of the material comes from ‘open’ features and the widest range 
of finds types and dates came from layer 0302 which contained most of the pottery and all of the 
coins, iron and slag. 
 
 
6. General Discussion 
 
6.1. Phase 1 
An enigmatic Mesolithic presence is indicated by the struck flint component of the finds 
evidence recovered from the site. However, the majority of this material did not derive from 
secure sealed contexts but from a deposit filling a complex of natural features in the north-
western corner of Area 2. It is difficult to say whether this was entirely hillwash-derived or 
whether natural features such as tree throws might have been utilised to some extent and the 
associated debris remains in situ. Pit 0304 has also been assigned to this period, although the 
basis for its dating is by association only and is therefore somewhat tentative. 
 
The depth of overburden in Area 2 clearly shows that the downslope movement of deposits has 
been considerable, and it is likely that the artefactual evidence from spread 0328 represents 
material from a broad upslope catchment area. 
 
The nature of the evidence means that little can be said about the pattern of Mesolithic activity 
across the site, other than that a pattern of general exploitation of land along the valley bottom is 
indicated. 
 
6.2. Phase 2 
The most significant feature on the site was ditch 0309 in Area 2. The dating of this feature was 
problematic (Section 4.3.2), and the best that can be said is that it was of at least Early Bronze 
Age date, with possible Early Neolithic origins. It’s broadly north/south alignment could perhaps 
be seen as unusual given the localised topography, as it runs at c.45° to the prevailing slope. 
 
The evidence indicates that two clear episodes of re-cutting or cleaning of the ditch had taken 
place on its eastern side. This re-cutting activity, along with the size and profile of the ditch 
suggests that it had some long-term significance requiring a degree of maintenance. The most 
likely interpretation is therefore one of a boundary ditch, although the limited size of the site and 
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the paucity of other Phase 2 evidence does not enable any further conclusions to be drawn about 
what the ditch was originally designed to demarcate. 
 
Other evidence for activity of this date was sparse, limited to a single shallow spread of burnt 
material 12.5m to the east of ditch 0309 in Area 2. 
 
6.3. Phase 3 
A single small ditch in Area 2 and a tentatively dated layer in Area 1 represented this period. The 
lack of evidence means that further interpretation is not possible, other than to say that there was 
continuing, if sparse, occupation through the Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age. 
 
6.4. Phase 4 
A single insecurely dated pit just to the north-west of Area 2 (see Fig. 2) was the sole feature 
representing this period. Again, ephemeral occupation throughout the Roman period is 
suggested, but no other conclusions can be drawn. 
 
6.5. Phase 5 
This period is represented by an extensive buried ploughsoil identified across much of the site. It 
contained finds of all periods, the majority of which must have been residually derived during 
the ploughing activity that this deposit represents. The dating of this layer is again tentative, 
being based on the latest occurring find recovered from the buried ploughsoil – a sceatta dated to 
c.695-710 AD. The absence of any later finds in this ploughsoil, despite extensive metal 
detection and the slow removal of the ploughsoil layer, suggests that the colluvium which sealed 
it is likely to have begun accumulating after the Middle Saxon period. 
 
6.6. Unphased 
Two small pits and a shallow spread of burnt material were identified within Area 2 but could 
not be securely dated. However, they were all clearly sealed by the ploughsoil layer of Phase 5. 
Given the lack of Roman evidence from the site these are most likely prehistoric. 
 
 
7. Conclusions 
 
The Area 1 excavation produced no archaeological features and only limited Bronze Age finds 
from the fill of a buried channel which ran down to the tributary of the Deben to the south of the 
site. 
 
Area 2 yielded evidence of Mesolithic occupation in the vicinity of this part of the valley bottom. 
It remains unclear whether direct occuparion of the site itself took place at this time or whether 
the Mesolithic artefacts recovered during the excavation were brought down in hillwashed 
deposits from the higher ground to the north. 
 
Continuing sparse occupation of the area surrounding the site is indicated throughout prehistory, 
with artefactual evidence from the Neolithic, Bronze Age and Iron Age periods all represented, 
albeit as residually occuring artefacts or from somewhat ephemeral features. The only prominent 
prehistoric feature was a substantial N-S boundary ditch, showing evidence of re-cutting. This 
could have had early Neolithic origins and continued to see use into the Early Bronze Age. 
 
A single feature just to the north of Area 2, although poorly dated, indicates that the site also saw 
dispersed Roman occupation. 
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A buried ploughsoil deposit was encountered across much of the site during the evaluation and 
was prominent in the Area 2 excavation. This produced finds of all periods and most likely 
represents agricultural activity of Middle Saxon date. 
 
The small numbers and dispersed nature of the features meant that dating was limited to 
artefactual spot-dating and that further interpretation of the activity in any given period was not 
possible. 
 
Overall, the site itself shows limited occupation. The evidence most likely suggests a pattern of 
long-term exploitation of the valley bottom throughout the prehistoric period. Any focus of 
settlement would probably have been located on higher ground around the promontory c.0.50km 
to the north-east which overlooks the confluence of the two tributaries of the Deben. 
 
References 
 
Tester, A., 1999, Land off Low Road, Debenham (DBN 104), TM 170/629 For Laurence Homes (Eastern) 

Ltd. SCCAS Report 1999/30. Unpublished. 
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APPENDIX 1 

 
S U F F O L K  C O U N T Y  C O U N C I L  

A R C H A E O L O G I C A L  S E R V I C E  –  C O N S E R V A T I O N  T E A M  
 

Brief and Specification for an Archaeological Excavation 
 

LOW ROAD, DEBENHAM 
 
Although this document is fundamental to the work of the specialist archaeological contractor the 
developer should be aware that certain of its requirements are likely to impinge upon the working 
practices of a general building contractor and may have financial implications, for example see 
paragraphs 2.1. 
 
 
1. Background 
 
1.1 Consent has been granted for development (754/99). The planning authority have applied 

a PPG 16, paragraph 30 condition to the consent. 
 
1.2 The development area has been evaluated (Suffolk County Council Archaeological 

Service, Report No 99/30), the report adequately describes the archaeology of the site. 
 
1.3 In order to comply with the planning condition the prospective developer has requested a 

brief and specification for the archaeological recording of archaeological deposits that 
will be affected by development. 

 
1.4 There is a presumption that all archaeological work specified for the whole area will be 

undertaken by the same body, whether the fieldwork takes place in phases or not. There 
is similarly a presumption that further analysis and post excavation to final report stage 
will be carried through by the excavating body. Any variation from this principle would 
require a justification which would show benefit to the archaeological process. 

 
1.5 All arrangements for field excavation of the site, the timing of the work, and access to the 

site, are to be negotiated with the commissioning body. 
 
2. Brief for Archaeological Project 
 
2.1 In the areas defined, archaeological excavation, as specified in Section 4, is to be carried 

out prior to development.  The precise location of the area is relative to the recorded 
positions of the evaluation trenches. 

 
2.2 The excavation objective will be to provide a record of all archaeological deposits which 

would otherwise be damaged or removed by development, including services and 
landscaping permitted by any future detailed consent. 

 
2.3 The academic objective will centre upon the high potential for this site to produce 

evidence for Prehistoric and Saxon settlement and occupation. 
 
2.4 This project will be carried through in a manner broadly consistent with English 

Heritage's Management of Archaeological Projects, 1991 (MAP2). Excavation is to be 
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followed by the preparation of a full archive, and an assessment of potential for analysis. 
Analysis and final report preparation will follow assessment and will be the subject of a 
further brief and updated project design. 

 
2.5 In accordance with the standards and guidance produced by the Institute of Field 

Archaeologists this brief should not be considered sufficient to enable the total execution 
of the project. A Project Design or Written Scheme of Investigation (PD/WSI) based 
upon this brief and the accompanying outline specification of minimum requirements, is 
an essential requirement. This must be submitted by the developers, or their agent, to the 
Conservation Team of the Archaeological Service of Suffolk County Council (Shire Hall, 
Bury St Edmunds IP33 2AR; telephone/fax: 01284 352443) for approval. The work must 
not commence until this office has approved both the archaeological contractor as 
suitable to undertake the work, and the PD/WSI as satisfactory. The PD/WSI will provide 
the basis for measurable standards and will be used to establish whether the 
requirements of the planning condition will be adequately met; an important aspect of the 
PD/WSI will be an assessment of the project in relation to the Regional Research 
Framework (East Anglian Archaeology Occasional Papers 3, 1997, 'Research and 
Archaeology: A Framework for the Eastern Counties, 1. resource assessment', and 8, 
2000, 'Research and Archaeology: A Framework for the Eastern Counties, 2. research 
agenda and strategy'). 

 
2.6 The developer or his archaeologist will give the Conservation Team of the Suffolk 

County Archaeological Service (Suffolk County Council, Shire Hall, Bury St Edmunds 
IP33 2AR. Telephone/Fax: 01284 352443) five working days notice of the 
commencement of ground works on the site, in order that the work of the archaeological 
contractor may be monitored. The method and form of development will also be 
monitored to ensure that it conforms to previously agreed locations and techniques upon 
which this brief is based. 

 
3. Specification for the Archaeological Excavation (See also Section 4) 
 
 The excavation methodology is to be agreed in detail before the project commences, 

certain minimum criteria will be required: 
 
3.1 Plough soil and hillwash deposits can be removed by machine with a toothless bucket to 

the top of the first archaeological level. 
 
3.2 Fully excavate all features which are, or could be interpreted as, structural. Post-holes, 

and pits which may be interpreted as post-holes, must be examined in section and then 
fully excavated. Fabricated surfaces within the excavation area(e.g. yards & floors) must 
be fully exposed and cleaned. Any variation from this process can only be made by 
agreement with a member of the Conservation Team of the County Archaeological 
Service, and must be confirmed in writing. 

 
3.3 All other features must be sufficiently examined to establish, where possible, their date 

and function.  For guidance: 
 

a) A minimum of 50% of the fills of the general features is be excavated. 
 

b) Between 10% and 20% of the fills of substantial linear features (ditches etc) are to be 
excavated, the samples must be representative of the available length of the feature 
and must take into account any variations in the shape or fill of the feature and any 
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concentrations of artefacts. Any variations from this practice are to be agreed [if 
necessary on site] with the Conservation Team. 

 
Any variation from this process can only be made by agreement with a member of the 
Conservation Team of the County Archaeological Service, and must be confirmed in 
writing. 

 
3.4 Collect and prepare environmental samples (by sieving or flotation as appropriate). The contractor shall 

provide details of the sampling strategies for retrieving artefacts, biological remains (for 
palaeoenvironmental and palaeoeconomic investigations), and samples of sediments and/or soils (for 
micromorphological and other pedological/sedimentological analyses. Advice on the appropriateness of the 
proposed strategies will be sought from P Murphy, English Heritage Regional Adviser in Archaeological 
Science (East of England). A guide to sampling archaeological deposits (Murphy and Wiltshire 1994) is 
available from the HAMP Group. 

 
3.5 A finds recovery policy is to be agreed before the project commences. It should be 

addressed by the Project Design. Use of a metal detector will form an essential part of 
finds recovery. Sieving of occupation levels and building fills will be expected. 

 
3.6 All finds will be collected and processed. No discard policy will be considered until the 

whole body of finds has been evaluated. 
 
3.7 All ceramic, bone and stone artefacts to be cleaned and processed concurrently with the 

excavation to allow immediate evaluation and input in decision making. 
 
3.8 Metal artefacts must be stored and managed on site in accordance with UK Institute of 

Conservators Guidelines and evaluated for significant dating and cultural implications 
before despatch to a conservation laboratory within 4 weeks of excavation. 
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3.9 Human remains are to be treated at all stages with care and respect, and are to be dealt 
with in accordance with the law. They must be recorded in situ and subsequently lifted, 
packed and marked to standards compatible with those described in IFA Technical Paper 
13 “Excavation and post-excavation treatment of Cremated and Inhumed Human 
Remains”, McKinley & Roberts. Proposals for the final disposition of remains following 
study and analysis will be required in the Project Design. 

 
3.10 Plans of the archaeological features on the site should normally 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 must 
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 Excavation record keeping is to be consistent with Suffolk County Council Sites and 

Monuments Record requirements and compatible with its archive. Methods must be 
agreed with the SCC Conservation Team. 

 
4. Areas for Archaeological Excavation (see 2.1) 
 
4.1 Area of Prehistoric occupation (Phase 1): A total of at least 1,600m2 is to be topsoil 

stripped by machine.  Within this, an area of 1,200m2 is to be defined as the excavation 
area. This area is believed to fall within plots 71, 72, 73, 77, 78 & 79 of the site layout. 
All archaeological features are to be excavated and recorded as defined in Section 3 of 
this brief. 

 
4.2 The area of the balancing pond near Bull’s Barn (Phase 2). This proposal involves a 

reduction of ground level of over 3m. The archaeological deposit depth is c.1.4m (feature 
008 Neolithic pit) and varies with the NW-SE slope from c.0.5 to 1.6m to the buried soil 
horizon with Roman and Saxon sherds. The area with 1m or more reduction from the 
present ground surface is c.50m x 30m. 

 
4.3 In the area of the balancing pond any soil movement below 0.75m in depth from the 

present surface is to be supervised by an archaeologist to identify the top of the buried 
soil. The buried archaeological soil horizon may then be excavated by machine in spits of 
20cm or less and the upcast examined for finds visually and with a metal detector. The 
subsoil surface is to be cleaned with a toothless bucket and any archaeological features 
excavated and recorded as defined in Section 3 of this brief. 

 
5. General Management 
 
5.1 A timetable for all stages of the project must be agreed before the first stage of work 

commences. 
 
5.2 Monitoring of the archaeological work will be undertaken by the Conservation Team of 

Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service. Where projects require more than a total 
of two man-days on site monitoring and two man-days post-excavation monitoring, an 
‘at-cost’  charge will be made for monitoring (currently at a daily rate of £150, but to be 
fixed at the time that the project takes place), provision should be made for this in all 
costings. [A decision on the monitoring required will be made by the Conservation Team 
on submission of the accepted Project Design.] 
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5.3 The composition of the project staff must be detailed and agreed (this is to include any 

subcontractors). For the site director and other staff likely to have a major responsibility 
for the post-excavation processing of this site there must be a statement of their 
responsibilities for post-excavation work on other archaeological sites. 

 
5.4 A general Health and Safety Policy must be provided, with detailed risk assessment and 

management strategy for this particular site. 
 
5.5 The Project Design must include proposed security measures to protect the site and both 

excavated and unexcavated finds from vandalism and theft. 
 
5.6 Provision for the reinstatement of the ground and filling of dangerous holes must be 

detailed in the Project Design. 
 
5.7 No initial survey to detect public utility or other services has taken place. The 

responsibility for this rests with the archaeological contractor. 
 
5.8 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. 

 
6. Archive Requirements 
 
6.1 Within four weeks of the end of field-work a timetable for post-excavation work must be 

produced. Following this a written statement of progress on post -excavation work 
whether archive, assessment, analysis or final report writing will be required at three 
monthly intervals.  

 
6.2 An archive of all records and finds is to be prepared consistent with the principle of 

English Heritage's Management of Archaeological Projects, 1991 (MAP2), particularly 
Appendix 3. However, the detail of the archive is to be fuller than that implied in MAP2 
Appendix 3.2.1. The archive is to be sufficiently detailed to allow comprehension and 
further interpretation of the site should the project not proceed to detailed analysis and 
final report preparation. It must be adequate to perform the function of a final archive for 
lodgement in the County SMR or museum. 

 
6.3 A clear statement of the form, intended content, and standards of the archive is to be 

submitted for approval as an essential requirement of the Project Design (see 2.5). 
 
6.4 The site archive quoted at MAP2 Appendix 3, must satisfy the standard set by the 

“Guideline for the preparation of site archives and assessments of all finds other than 
fired clay vessels” of the Roman Finds Group and the Finds Research Group AD700-
1700 (1993). 

 
6.5 Pottery should be recorded and archived to a standard comparable with 6.3 above, i.e. 

The Study of Later Prehistoric Pottery: General Policies and Guidelines for Analysis and 
Publication, Prehistoric Ceramics Research Group Occ Paper 1 (1991, rev 1997), the 
Guidelines for the archiving of Roman Pottery, Study Group Roman Pottery (ed M G 
Darling 1994) and the Guidelines of the Medieval Pottery Group (in draft). 

 
6.6 All coins must be identified and listed as a minimum archive requirement. 
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6.7 The data recording methods and conventions used must be consistent with, and approved 

by, the County Sites and Monuments Record.  All record drawings of excavated evidence 
are to be presented in drawn up form, with overall site plans.  All records must be on an 
archivally stable and suitable base. 

 
6.8 A complete copy of the site record archive must be deposited with the County Sites and 

Monuments Record within 12 months of the completion of fieldwork.  It will then 
become publicly accessible. 

 
6.9 Finds must be appropriately conserved and stored [in accordance with UK Institute 

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

deposition of the finds with the County SMR or a museum in Suffolk which satisfies 
Museum and Galleries Commission requirements, as an indissoluble part of the full site 
archive.  If this is not achievable for all or parts of the finds archive then provision must 
be made for additional recording (e.g. photography, illustration, analysis) as appropriate.  
If the County SMR is the repository for finds there will be a charge made for storage, and 
it is presumed that this will also be true for storage of the archive in a museum. 

 
6.11 Where positive conclusions are drawn from a project, 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 journal, must be prepared and 
included in the project report, or submitted to the Conservation Team by the end of the 
calendar year in which the evaluation work takes place, whichever is the sooner. 

 
7. Report Requirements 
 
7.1 A report on the fieldwork and archive must be provided consistent with the principle of 

MAP2, particularly Appendix 4.  The report must be integrated with the archive. 
 
7.2 The objective account of the archaeological evidence must be clearly distinguished from 

its archaeological interpretation. 
 
7.3 An important element of the report will be a description of the methodology. 
 
7.4 Reports on specific areas of specialist study must include sufficient detail to permit 

assessment of potential for analysis, including tabulation of data by context, and must 
include non-technical summaries.  

 
7.5 The report will give an opinion as to the potential and necessity for further analysis of the 

excavation data beyond the archive stage, and the suggested requirement for publication; 
it will refer to the Regional Research Framework (see above, 2.5).  Further analysis will 
not be embarked upon until the primary fieldwork results are assessed and the need for 
further work is established.  Analysis and publication can be neither developed in detail 
or costed in detail until this brief and specification is satisfied. 

 
7.6 The assessment report must be presented within six months of the completion of 

fieldwork unless other arrangements are negotiated with the project sponsor and the 
SCCAS, Conservation Team. 
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Specification by: Robert Carr 
 
Suffolk County Council 
Archaeological Service Conservation Team 
Environment and Transport Department 
Shire Hall 
Bury St Edmunds 
Suffolk IP33 2AR      Tel: 01284 352441 
 
 
Date: 1 February 2002     Reference:  /Debenham02 
 
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
If the work defined by this brief forms a part of a programme of archaeological 
work required by a Planning Condition, the results must be considered by the 
Conservation Team of the Archaeological Service of Suffolk County Council, 
who have the responsibility for advising the appropriate Planning Authority. 
 



Appendix 2 Context List 
 OP No Feature Identifier Description Under Over Same as 
 0020 Finds Unstratified finds from Area 1 
 0021 Layer Orange brown silty clay with localised  
 gravel/cobbles. "Valley fill" from Area 1 

 0022 Layer Well sorted grey sand with pebbles. Alluvial  
 component of Area 1 "Valley fill" 
 0301 Finds Unstratified finds from Area 2 
 0302 Layer Buried ploughsoil Colluvium 
 0303 0306 Fill Ditch fill 0302 0306 
 0304 0304 Cut Shallow oval pit 0305 0308 
 0305 0304 Fill Fill of pit 0302 0304 
 0306 0306 Cut Shallow N-S aligned ditch 0303 0308 
 0307 Deposit Irregular spread 0302 0308 
 0308 Deposit Natural sands and gravels All NFE 
 0309 0309 Cut Large N-S boundary ditch 0310, 0314 0308 
 0310 0309 Fill Primary fill of large ditch 0311 0309 0314 
 0311 0309 Fill Secondary fill of large ditch. Probably fill of  0312 0310 0317 
 recut 

 0312 0309 Fill Upper fill of large ditch. Probable recut 0302 0311 0318 
 0313 Deposit Irregular spread of burnt material 0302 0308 
 0314 0309 Fill Primary fill of large ditch 0315 0309 0310 
 0315 0309 Fill Secondary fill of large ditch 0316 0314 0310 
 0316 0309 Fill Fill of large boundary ditch 0317 0315 0310 
 0317 0309 Fill Upper fill of large ditch. Probably represents  0318 0316 0311 
 fill of recut 
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 OP No Feature Identifier Description Under Over Same as 
 0318 0309 Fill Upper fill of large ditch. Probable latest recut 0302 0317 0312 

 0328 Deposit Large irregular silty sand spread at NW corner  0302 0329, 0326, 0330 

 0319 0319 Cut Oval pit 0320 0308 
 0320 0319 Fill Pit fill 0302 0319 
 0321 0323 Fill Upper fill of rubbish pit 0302 0322 
 0322 0323 Fill Primary fill/lining of rubbish pit to north of  0321 0323 
 0323 0323 Cut Partially revealed oval rubbish pit in northern  0322 0308 

 0324 0325 Fill Burnt fill of small pit 0302 0325 
 0325 0325 Cut Small round pit 0324 0308 
 0326 0326 Natural feature Large irregular feature (probably tree throw) at  0327 0308 

 0327 0326 Fill Fill of tree throw 0302 0326 

 0329 0329 Gully Natural N-S aligned channel or gully 0328 0308 
 0330 0330 Natural feature Tree throw 0328 0308 

 0022 Layer Well sorted grey sand with pebbles. Alluvial  

 0021 Layer Orange brown silty clay with localised  
 gravel/cobbles. "Valley fill" from Area 1 

 component of Area 1 "Valley fill" 
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 0020 Finds Unstratified finds from Area 1 

 southern end of spread 0328 

 of site 

 batter 

 



APPENDIX 3 
Worked Flint 

 
Context Notes 
0302 1 blade off large blade core. Cortex. Dark grey/black 
 1 re-touched along one edge — knife? snapped either end. Med. dark grey. 
 2 snapped blades, utilised/use wear on edge. Black 
 1 squat flake with hinge fracture, striking platform retouched possibly later than the rest of the group. 
 1 long flake off long blade core. Black. 
 Date – probably Mesolithic or Neolithic 
0303 1 crude, thick flake core of gravel/erratic flint. Flakes removed are largely hinged.  Cortex. Black 
 1 ‘utilised’ squat secondary flake  with cortex forming striking platform. Dark grey/black 
 1 very small flake with ‘gravelly’ cortex? 
 1 small snapped ?bladelet. Dark grey 
 Date – possibly later Bronze Age/ Iron Age. 
0307 1 very squat flake.  Lightly, partially patinated with small unpatinated flake scars — re-used or ‘trowel 

damage’? 
Date – Mesolithic or later. 

0313 1 blade, ‘utilised’, cortex.  Mid-brown/honey coloured. Soft hammer 
 1 snapped blade. Black. Soft hammer. 
 2 secondary flakes off cores. 1 gravel-type flake 
 1 secondary long flake. Dark brown/black 
 1 secondary snapped flake/blade? with gravelly cortex. Dark grey/black. 
 1 secondary flake, striking platform removed. Gravel cortex. Pale brown 
 1 secondary flake. Gravelly cortex. Pale brown 
 1 secondary flakelet. Dark brown 
 Date – possibly Mesolithic, more likely Neolithic/Early Bronze Age 
0318 6 bladelets, 1 cortex, 1 snapped. Patinated medium blue/grey 
 2 flakes, 1 snapped flake? 1 cortex. Patinated med. blue/grey 
 3 snapped- 1 ?blade and 2 v. slightly patinated med blue/grey flakes?  
 1 unpatinated large heavy end-scraper on flake, with dark brown/black cortex 
 29 unpatinated flakes, a few large, mainly smallish, and a few squat. 1 hinge, 2 developed ripples. Some 

?soft hammer production. 16 cortex, mainly gravel/erratic type flint, dark grey, dark brown and black. 
 3 ‘blades’ – 2 fairly irregular. 2 cortex. Dark grey-black. 
 3 unpatinated flakes re-utilising earlier patinated flints. 
 1 probable core rejuvenation flake. Unpatinated. 
 Date The patinated assemblage is probably Mesolithic/Early Neolithic; the unpatinated is probably 

Early Bronze Age. 
0327 1 squattish flake, hard hammer? Possibly patinated. 
 1 thin flake, poor quality flint. Patinated, hinge fracture 
 Date – Mesolithic or later 
0328 1 adze/pick with tranchet edge also has earlier patinated flake scat. small area cortex. Variable dark 

grey black. (SF 1001) 
 5 unpatinated flakes, 4 cortex. 4 medium/dark brown, 1 pale brown/grey. 
 5 unpatinated blades, 2 cortex. Soft hammer? Med. brown. 
 2 patinated (pale blue/grey) cores. 1 poor quality blotchy flint with 4+ striking platforms. Crudish and 

irregular. Cortex. Flake core. 2nd blade core high quality flint, several striking platforms including core 
rejuvenation. 

 2 snapped large blades – 1 coarse flint. Pale/med. brown. Patinated? 
 9 patinated (pale blue/grey) small blades (3 cortex). 5 snapped. 
 1 flakelet Pale blue/grey patination. 
 4 squat flakes (2 cortex), 1 hinge. Pale blue/grey patination 
 2 snapped flakes. Pale blue/grey patination 
 8 long flakes (4 cortex), some soft hammer. Pale blue/grey patination 
 Date/comment -mostly gravel type cortex, tranchet adze/pick and blade component suggest Mesolithic 

date for this group 
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