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1. Introduction 
An application (no.W/12325/8) was made to build new treatment facilities at the 
existing water treatment works, Lound (Fig. 1). The development, centred on TG 
5014 0068, lies close to a number of significant prehistoric and Roman deposits and 
findspots including at least 20 Neolithic axes and an Iron Age or Roman bronze 
cauldron.. The site is around 175m south of  the Norfolk border, approximately 9m 
OD and occupies a gentle slope towards Mill Water to the north-east.  
 
Excavation was recommended by the Conservation Team of the Suffolk County 
Council Archaeological Service, following the evaluation of the whole development 
area in March 2003 (Gardner, 2003). This revealed a low density of archaeology but 
included one charcoal-filled pit of probable prehistoric date. The presence of 
prehistoric activity on a site close to important prehistoric findspots was felt worthy of 
further investigation. 
 
A Brief and Specification for the archaeological work (Appendix I) was produced by 
Edward Martin of the Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service, Conservation 
Team. The excavation was funded by Essex and Suffolk Water in advance of 
development of the site. 
 
2. Fieldwork Methodology  
Approximately 260 square metres was stripped down to the level of the natural 
subsoil by a mechanical excavator equipped with a toothless ditching bucket, under 
the supervision of an archaeologist. The topsoil and some of the subsoil had already 
been stripped from the excavation area but are adequately described in the evaluation 
report (Gardner, 2003). The natural subsoil was a pale yellow silty sand with pockets 
of gravel.   
 
Where features were revealed by machining, they were cleaned manually for 
definition and each allocated ‘observed phenomena’ numbers within a unique 
continuous numbering system under the SMR code LUD 033, continuing the 
sequence which began during evaluation of the site (Appendix II). Features were then 
partially excavated in order to recover dating evidence as well as to observe their form 
and possibly determine any function. Plans were drawn at 1:50 on site to record the 
features, and excavated sections were drawn at 1:20 (Fig. 4). Features were also 
recorded photographically to form a part of the site archive. The excavation archive 
will be deposited in the County SMR at Shire Hall, Bury St Edmunds.  
 
All finds were washed and marked before being quantified, identified and dated by 
the finds staff of the Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service. The project was 
funded by Essex and Suffolk Water. 
 
 
 



3. Fieldwork Results 
Only two features were observed cutting the natural subsoil, the locations of which 
are shown on Figure 3. 
0005 was a sub-circular pit which had been partially revealed and excavated in Trench 
1 during the evaluation. Charcoal was collected from the upper fill for identification 
and radiocarbon dating (see below). The natural sand around the eastern edge of the 
pit was a pinkish red colour, the result of direct heat. 
0014 was a sub-circular pit 600mm across and 140mm deep. It contained two distinct 
fills, 0015 and 0016. 0015, the upper fill, was a mid reddish brown sandy clay with 
charcoal lumps and burnt flint. It appeared to have been heat altered. The lower fill, 
0016 was a mid brown sandy clay flecked with charcoal from which no finds were 
recovered.  
 
4. Charcoal Assessment 
Rowena Gale, Folly Cottage, Chute Cadley, Andover, Hants SP11 9EB 
Honorary Research Associate, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew  
Visiting Research Fellow of the Dept. of Archaeology, University of Reading  
26th June 2003 
 
Introduction 
Two samples of charcoal from two, possibly prehistoric, ‘burnt flint’ pits were 
examined and identified to species. Suitable material for C14 dating was isolated from 
sample 0006. 
 
Methods 
The charcoal was firm and well preserved. Sample 0006 consisted entirely of narrow 
roundwood. The charcoal was prepared for examination using standard techniques 
(Gale and Cutler 2000) and examined using a Nikon Labophot-2 microscope at 
magnifications up to x400. The anatomical structures were matched to reference 
slides of modern wood. When possible, the maturity of the wood, stem diameters and 
number of growth rings were recorded (it should be noted that, when carbonised, 
stems may lose up to 40% of their original volume).  
 
Results 
Sample 0006 
The sample consisted entirely of narrow roundwood, predominantly oak (Quercus sp.)    
but also gorse (Ulex sp.) or broom (Cytisus sp.). Gorse and broom are anatomically 
similar. The oak stems ranged in age from 4-12 years (see Table 1). Growth rates 
were variable and mostly moderate although some oak stems indicated fast initial 
growth but slower in later years. It was not possible to assess whether these derived 
from coppiced stems. 
 
C14: both the oak (38gm) and gorse/ broom (5gm) stems are suitable and provide 
ample material for conventional dating. 
 
Sample 0015 
The sample included 5 fragments of charcoal, all oak (Quercus sp.) heartwood from 
largewood (i.e., wide roundwood/ trunkwood).     
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Species Diameter (D)/ Radius (R) in mm Number of 2rowth rin2s 
Oak (Quercus sp.) D7 6 

D 10 6 
D 16 12 
;D20 5 
R9 12 
R10 9 
R 12 7 
R. 12 11 
R20 11 
R 12 4 
R. 12+ 4+ 

Gorse (Ulex sp.) or R 10+ 6+ 
broom ( Cytisus sp.) R15 8 

Table 1: Sample 0006: showing stem diameters/ radii and age 

5. Radiocarbon dating . 
The isolated sample of 9ak charcoal was sent to the Scottish Universities Research 
and Reactor Centre for dating, the results of which are attached in full as Appendix 
m. The radiocarbon age of the charcoal was calculated as 1580 BP +1~50, or in real 
terms to the year 370AD +1-50 years. 

6. Discussion 
The density of archaeology revealed by the excavation was extremely low, however, 
the very light soil may have been subject to erosion over time as well as plough 
damage. Certainly pit 0014 appeared to represent only the base of a truncated feature. 
Both pits had been subject to heat, either the result of burning in situ or the disposal of 
hot material. In either case, there was no clear evidence which might suggest a 
function or context for these pits. 
Both pits were characteristic of charcoal and burnt flint-filled features which are 
known to have a prehistoric date. Without the benefit of the radiocarbon date, there 
was no reason to suppose that these pits were not prehistoric, especially since there is 
kno~ Neolithic activity in the vicinity. The date of 370AD +1- 50 was therefore a 
surprise, placing it in the later Roman or Early Saxon period. That said, neither feature · 
was diagnostic and may simply have been a fire site or hearth rather than anything 
more specific. 
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SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SERVICE- CONSERVATION TEAM 

. Brief and Specification for an Archaeological Excavation 

LOUND WATER TREATMENT WORKS, LOUND 

Appendix I 

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 & 4.11. 

1. Background · 

1.1 A proposal has been made for the building of a new treatment plant and associated 
access on the above site. 

1.2 The Lound Water Works area eontains the sites of a number of significant prehistoric 
and Roman discoveries and deposits (Suffolk Sites and Monuments Record nos. LUD 
003, 004 and 024). These include at least 20 Neolithic axes (including a jadeite 
specimen) and an Iron Age or Roman bronze cauldron .. There is therefore a high 
probability that the development will affect archaeological deposits. 
The development area was evaluated by Suffolk County Council Archaeological 
Service in March 2003 (Report No. 2003/63). This showed an absence of archaeology 
over most of the development area, but did locate a pit of likely prehistoric date at the 
south end of evaluation trench 1 (in the area of the proposed Sludge Thickening and 
Holding Plant). 

1.3 The prospective developer ha8 requested a brief and specification for an archaeological 
excavation to mvestigate and record any further archaeology in the area of ili:e pit. The 
area to be excavated is a 15m square centred on the pit. 

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 work 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 ~e 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 on Figurel, archaeological excavation, as specified in Section 3, 
is to be carried out prior to development. The precise location of the area is relative to 
the recorded positions of the evaluation trenches. Figure 1 is purely indicative. 
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3.2 Plough soil and hillwash deposits can be removed by machine with a toothless bucket 
to the top of the first archaeological level. 

3.3 Fully excavate all features that are, or could be interpreted as, structural. Post-holes, 
·and pits that 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 SCCAS, and must be 
confirmed in writing. 

3.4 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 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.ofthe 
Conservation Team of SCCAS, and must be confirmed in writing. · 

3.5 Collect and prepare environmental samples (by sieving or flotation as appropriate) . 
. The Project Design must 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 pedologicallsedimentological analyses. Advice on the appropriateness of the 
proposed strategies will be sought from P .Murphy, English Heritage Regional Adviser 
for Archaeological Science (East of England). A guide to sampling archaeological 
deposits (Murphy and Wiltshire 1994) is available from the Conservation Team of 
SCCAS. 

3.6 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. 

3.7 All finds will be collected and processed. No discard policy will be considered until 
the whole body of finds has been evaluated. 

3.8 All ceramic, bone and stone artefacts to be cleaned and processed concurrently with 
the excavation to allow immediate evaluation and input into decision making. 

3.9 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. 

3.1 0 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 the Institute 
of Field . Archaeologists' Technical Paper 13: Excavation and post-excavation 
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4.9 All contexts must be numbered and finds recorded by context. 

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

4.11 The results of this monitoring must be recorded in a manner consistent with the main 
excavated areas and incorporated into the archive record. 

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 SCCAS. 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. 

5.3 

5.4 

5.5 

5.6 

5.7 

5.8 

6. 

6.1 

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 sit~~· 

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

The Project Design must include proposed security measures to protect the site and 
both excavated and unexcavated finds from vandalism and theft. 

Provision for the reinstatement of the ground and filling of dangerous holes must be 
detailed in the Project Design. 

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

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. 

Archive Requirements· 

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. 

: ::i·~ '" 
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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 'lb.e 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 
Conservation Team of SCCAS 

Specification by: Edward Martin 

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

Date: 27 May 2003 

Tel: 01284 352442 

Reference: Loundexc.doc 

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. 

.. ~ .. 



Appendix II: Context List      
 
 
OP No Feature Identifier Description Under Over 
0001 - Finds Unstratified finds   

0002 - Deposit Topsoil + (0003) 

0003 - Deposit Subsoil (0002) (0006), (0009), (0010), 
(0012)

0004 - NOT USED NOT USED   

0005 0005 Cut Pit (0007) (0013) 

0006 0005 Fill Upper fill of pit (0003) (0007) 

0007 0005 Fill Bottom fill of pit (0006) [0005] 

0008 0008 Cut Ditch (0009), (0010), (0012) (0013) 

0009 0008 Fill Fill of ditch 0008 in Tr 2 (0003) [0008] 

0010 0008 Fill Upper fill of ditch 0008 in Tr. 1 (0003) (0011) 

0011 0008 Fill Lower fill of ditch 0008 in Tr. 1 (0010) [0008] 

0012 0008 Fill Fill of ditch 0008 in Tr. 5 (0003) [0008] 

0013 - Deposit Natural sands [0005], [0008] NFE 

0014 0014 Cut Pit (0003) (0013) 

0015 0014 Fill Upper fill of pit 0014 (0003) (0016) 

0016 0014 Fill Lower fill of 0014 (0016), (0003) (0013) 
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Director: Professor A E Fa/lick 

Laboratory Code 

Submitter 

Site Reference 
Sample Reference 
Material 

Delta 13C rei. PDB 

Radiocarbon Age BP 

Appendix Ill 

Scottish Universities Research and Reactor Centre 
Rankine Avenue 
Scottish Enterprise Technology Park 

East Kilbride Scotland UK G75 OQF 

E-mail: 
Telephone: 
Djrect Dial: 
Fax: 

g.cook@surrc.gla.ac.uk 
01355 223332 
01355 270136 
01355 229898 

RADIOCARBON DATING CERTIFICATE 

12 November 2003 

GU-11471 

JohnNewman 
Archaeological Service 
Environ & Transport Department 
St. Edmunds House, County Hall 
Ipswich IP4 lLZ 

Lound Water Works 
LUD 033 0006 
Charcoal : Quercus (narrow roundwood) 

-25.2%o 

1580 ±50 

N.B. 1. The above 14C age is quoted in conventional years BP (before 1950 AD). The error, which is expressed at 
the one sigma level of confidence, includes components from the counting statistics on the sample, modern reference 
standard and blank and the random machine error. 

2. The calibrated age ranges are determined from the University of Oxford Radiocarbon Accelerator Unit 
calibration programme (OxCal3). 

3. Samples with a SUERC coding are measured at the Scottish Universities Environmental Research Centre 
AMS Facility and should be quoted as such in any reports withinthe scientific literature. Any questions directed to 
the Radiocarbon Laboratory should also quote the GU coding given in parentheses after the SUERC code. 

Conventional age and calibration age ranges calculated by :- R ' f\ ~ Date :- l ~-\\-D3 

Checked and signed off by :- p. N~~ Date:- I~-- ( l-0~ 
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