ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVALUATION REPORT
SCCAS REPORT No. 2009/092

Porter’s Covert, Seven Hills, Nacton
NAC 104

Kieron Heard
© April 2009
www.suffolkcc.gov.uk/e-and-t/archaeology

Lucy Robinson, County Director of Environment and Transport
Endeavour House, Russel Road, Ipswich, IP1 2BX.

HER Information
Planning Application No:

C/05/2069/FUL

Date of Fieldwork:

23–27 March 2009

Grid Reference:

TM 22949 41147

Funding Body:

Bereavement Management Services Limited

Curatorial Officer:

Edward Martin

Project Officer:

Kieron Heard

Oasis Reference:

suffolkc1–57204

Digital report submitted to Archaeological Data Service:
http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/catalogue/library/greylit

Contents
Summary

1.

Introduction

1

2.

Location, geology and topography

2

3.

Archaeological and historical background

3

4.

Methodology

4

5

Results

6

5.1 Introduction
5.2 Soil profiles and natural strata
5.3 Trench descriptions

6.

Finds evidence

14

6.1 Introduction
6.2 Pottery
6.3 Worked flint
6.4 Discussion of the finds evidence

7.

General discussion

17

8.

Conclusions and recommendations for further work

18

9.

Archive deposition

19

10. List of contributors and acknowledgements

19

11. Bibliography

19

Disclaimer

20

List of Figures
1.

Location map (general)

2.

Location map (detail) showing the proposed development site and the

1

area evaluated in 1996

2

3.

Trench location plan

5

4.

Northeast-facing section at the northwest end of Trench 6 showing a
typical Brown Earth soil profile

5.

7

Southwest-facing section at the southeast end of Trench 7 showing a
typical podzolised soil horizon

8

6.

Pottery assemblage 0001, in Trench 1

10

7.

Southeast-facing section of ditch 0007, in Trench 3

11

8.

View of ditch 0004 in Trench 4, looking north

12

9.

Plan locating ditch 0004/0007 (green) and deposit 0001

14

9.

Extract from the 1880 Ordnance Survey map locating ditch 0004/0007
and highlighting related boundary ditches

18

List of Tables
1.

Late Neolithic or Early Bronze Age Beaker pottery from deposit 0001

15

2.

Worked flint from deposit 0001

16

List of Appendices
1.

Brief and specification

21

2.

Context list

28

3.

Contents of the stratigraphic archive

28

Summary
NAC 104, Porter’s Covert, Seven Hills, Nacton: A trial trench evaluation was carried out
at the above site in advance of the construction of a new crematorium. Eight trenches
(total area 850m2) were excavated, representing approximately 6% of the area of the
proposed development. The site is within an area of managed woodland that has
existed since at least the early 19th century.

The geological sequence comprises glacio-fluvial sand and gravel sealed in places by
loessic deposits. Soil profiles vary from typical Brown Earths overlying the loess to
woodland podzols in the areas of sand and gravel.

Two archaeological features were identified – a localised deposit containing Late
Neolithic/Early Bronze Age (Beaker) pottery and a 19th-century ditch. The prehistoric
pottery assemblage contains 886 sherds from at least 13 vessels and is thought to
represent either a midden-type deposit or the fill at the base of a highly truncated pit.
The ditch corresponds to a boundary line shown on the First Edition Ordnance Survey
map of 1880.

In light of these results a recommendation is made that an archaeological monitoring of
groundwork associated with the proposed development of the site should be carried out.
In addition, the important assemblage of Beaker pottery requires full analysis and
reporting, with some of the pottery being worthy of illustration for the site archive.

1. Introduction
An archaeological trenched evaluation was carried out at Porter’s Covert, Seven Hills,
Nacton (Figure 1) in accordance with an archaeological condition relating to planning
permission for a new crematorium (planning application number: C/O5/2069/FUL).
William Martin & Partners LLP commissioned the evaluation on behalf of Bereavement
Management Services Limited.

This is the second phase of evaluation to have been carried out in relation to this
proposed development; the first took place in 1996 within an area to the west of the
current site, in relation to a previous planning application (Boulter, 1996; see Figure 2).
The site has also been the subject of a desk-based assessment (Newman, 1996).

(c) Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Suffolk County Council. Licence No. 100023395 2009

Figure 1. Location map (general)
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2. Location, geology and topography
The development site is centred at National Grid Reference TM 22949 41147 and
encompasses an area of approximately 14000m2. It is entirely within Porter’s Covert, an
area of managed woodland belonging to the Orwell Park Estate. Porter’s Covert is
bounded by the A1156 to the south, an unmarked track to the north and west and
farmland to the northeast (Figure 2).

The site is on fairly level ground at an average height of approximately 26m OD. The
published surface geology in the area of the site is glacio-fluvial and aeolian drift
deposits. The site is located in an area of Estate Sandlands, as defined in Suffolk
County Council’s Suffolk Landscape Character Assessment.

(c) Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Suffolk County Council. Licence No. 100023395 2009

Figure 2. Location map (detail) showing the proposed development site (red)
and the area evaluated in 1996 (blue)
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3. Archaeological and historical background
The archaeological and historical backgrounds to the evaluation are described in detail
in previous reports (Boulter, 1996; Newman 1996). The Seven Hills, which give the area
its name, is a group of prehistoric burial mounds located about 250m west of the
evaluation site. These are Scheduled Ancient Monuments (nos. 21281–7) of national
importance, and form the largest group of such features in Suffolk. Some of them are
shown as tumuli on Figure 2. They are part of a wider prehistoric monumental
landscape that includes other barrow mounds and ring ditches nearby in Bucklesham,
Levington and Nacton parishes.

The 1996 evaluation of the site (site code BUC 048; Boulter, 1996) revealed a standing
earthwork that was interpreted provisionally as a previously unrecorded prehistoric
barrow; it was given the Historic Environment Record code BUC 047. Another
significant find was a shallow pit containing Early Bronze Age (Beaker) pottery, some
worked flints and a possible burnt quern stone. A post-medieval boundary bank and
ditch was excavated and recorded also.

A map regression study carried out as part of the desk-based assessment of the site
(Newman, 1996) revealed that the south-eastern part of Porter’s Covert (including the
current area of evaluation) has been woodland since at least the early 19th century; it is
shown as such on the Bucklesham enclosure award map of 1804 (historically the site
was in Bucklesham rather than Nacton parish). The Bucklesham tithe map of 1838
shows the same north-western boundary to the wooded area and reveals that it was
bounded to the northwest by an area of heath land. It was this woodland boundary that
was recorded as a bank and ditch during the archaeological evaluation in 1996. The
same boundary is shown on Ordnance Survey maps of the 1880s and 1890s,
separating Porter’s Covert from Bucklesham Heath, although the map evidence implies
that some of the heath was wooded at that time. By 1920 the former area of heath had
been converted entirely to woodland and was known by its current name of Bucklesham
Wood.
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4. Methodology
The archaeological evaluation took place on 23–27 March 2009 and was conducted
generally in accordance with a Brief and Specification written by Edward Martin of
SCCAS Conservation team (Martin, 2009; Appendix 1).

Prior to the archaeological fieldwork lines of trees were felled by an outside contractor,
in accordance with a proposed trench location plan prepared by Stuart Boulter of
SCCAS field team and approved by Edward Martin. This tree clearance determined the
subsequent locations of the evaluation trenches. In the event, one of the cleared areas
was located incorrectly so that Trench 8 was positioned wholly outside the proposed
area of development (see Figure 3). The other only notable variation to the proposed
trench layout was that two trenches on the southeast side of the area of evaluation were
combined to make a single, long trench (Trench 4).

Eight evaluation trenches (Figure 3) were excavated under direct archaeological
supervision using a tracked 360° mechanical excavator. Initially a 1.20m wide, toothed
bucket was used to grub out the tree stumps along the line of each trench.
Subsequently a 1.80m wide ditching bucket was used to excavate the trenches. The
trenches were between 27.60m and 112.20m in length and were excavated to
maximum depths of between 0.40m and 1.00m below ground level, depending on soil
conditions.

Generally, mechanical excavation continued to the top of the geological strata, although
in some of the trenches it extended below that depth in order to expose underlying
natural strata. The archaeological features were excavated with hand tools.

The archaeological features, soil horizons and natural strata were recorded using a
unique sequence of context numbers in the range 0001–0020. They were drawn in plan
(at scales of 1:20 and 1:50) and section (at scales of 1:10 and 1:20) on 290 x 320mm
sheets of gridded drawing film, as appropriate. Written records (soil descriptions, etc)
were made on pro-forma context sheets. A digital photographic record was made,
consisting of high resolution .jpg images.
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A metal-detecting survey was carried out along the bases of all evaluation trenches and
on mechanically- and hand-excavated soils.

Trench locations and elevations were recorded using a Leica RTK Global Positioning
System. At some survey points the tree cover interfered with the GPS signal,
compromising the accuracy of the survey. Fortunately all of the important survey points
could be located accurately, but some of the others have a potential error of up to 1.8m
in plan and elevation. Where potential errors occurred the degree of accuracy is
indicated in section 5.4 (Trench descriptions).
The evaluation trenches covered an area of 850m2, representing 6% of the total area of
the proposed development.

Figure 3. Trench location plan
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5. Results
5.1 Introduction
Archaeological features were recorded in three evaluation trenches and these are
described below in the section dealing with individual trench descriptions (5.3).
Otherwise, the evaluation revealed a fairly straightforward horizontal sequence of soil
deposits and geological strata, as described below (5.2). All deposits were disturbed to
some degree by existing tree roots; some of these penetrate the geological strata. The
upper soil horizons are disturbed also by small mammal burrows. Relatively recent treethrow hollows (some containing occasional brick fragments) occur in all evaluation
trenches, and parts of Trenches 1 and 3 were covered by dumps of modern brick rubble
at ground level; none of these features were recorded archaeologically.

5.2 Soil profiles and natural strata
The ground surface consists of a thin (20–30mm) layer of leaf litter, which was not
recorded archaeologically. Below this is a layer of humus (context 0010). It is generally
about 0.10m thick, increasing to 0.20m in Trench 7 and 0.24m in Trench 8. The humus
is a loose, mid brownish grey sandy loam containing decaying plant remains and having
an indistinct interface with underlying deposits.

Across most of the evaluated area humus layer 0010 seals a layer of soft, mid to dark
brown silty sand containing occasional pebbles (context 0008), described hereafter as
Brown Earth. It is generally about 0.20m thick and has an indistinct boundary with
underlying natural strata. The Brown Earth is absent from the southwest ends of
Trenches 3 and 4 and all of Trenches 7 and 8.

Brown Earth 0008 overlies loess 0009/0015 – an aeolian (wind-blown) drift deposit of
glacial origin. This is a compact, very light yellowish brown (almost cream-coloured) fine
sand/silt (context 0015). The upper part of the loess deposit (context 0009) is darker in
colour and displays intensive disturbance by former tree roots and burrowing animals,
resulting in much greyish brown mottling. The boundary between these upper and lower
horizons is indistinct; they have a maximum combined thickness of 0.60m. The loess
overlies drift deposits of sand and gravel (context 0020), described below.
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Figure 4. Northeast-facing section at the northwest end of Trench 6
showing a typical Brown Earth soil profile (0.50m scale)

At the southwest ends of Trenches 3 and 4 and throughout Trenches 7 and 8 humus
layer 0010 sealed a leached soil horizon (context 0016). This is loose, light grey (ashcoloured) silty sand with occasional pebbles, little obvious organic content and a fairly
distinct interface with underlying deposits. It varies in thickness from 0.10m at the
southwest end of Trench 4 to 0.55m thick in Trench 8. It is interpreted as the albic
(leached) horizon of a typical woodland podzol.

Leached soil horizon 0016 overlies a thin (<0.10m) layer of compact to hard, dark brown
or brownish grey silty sand (context 0017) interpreted as the spodic horizon of a typical
woodland podzol; it results from the accumulation of minerals and organic matter
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leached from overlying deposit 0016. In Trenches 7 and 8 this deposit fills root holes
penetrating the underlying strata, as shown on Figure 5.

At the southwest ends of Trenches 3 and 4 and in Trench 7 spodic horizon 0017
overlies a deposit of soft, mid brown silty sand, 0.10–0.15m thick (context 0018). This
has an indistinct interface with underlying deposits and probably represents staining of
underlying deposits as a result of the podzolisation process.

Deposit 0019 is a natural deposit of light to mid yellowish brown fine sand and silt with
moderate pebbles. It has pockets and lenses of ‘clean’ loess at its base. It occurs only
at the southwest ends of Trenches 3 and 4 and the northwest end of Trench 7 and is
0.30–0.42m thick. Deposit 0019 overlies sand and gravel 0020, with a blurred interface.

Figure 5. Southwest-facing section at the southeast end of Trench 7
showing a typical podzolised soil horizon (1m scale)
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Sand and gravel 0020 extends site-wide, varying in compaction, colour and
composition. It is composed of light yellowish brown and orangey brown sands mixed
with varying amounts of sub angular and rounded gravel (up to 50:50). Generally these
deposits are loosely compacted but in Trenches 7 and 8 they are hard and cemented by
iron panning as a result of the podzolisation of overlying soils.

5.3 Trench descriptions
Trench 1
Dimensions: 112.20m x 1.80m x 0.60m deep (northeast), 0.80m deep (southwest)
Ground level: 26.25m OD (northeast), 26.03m OD (southwest, +/- 1.0m)
Deposits and features
Humus 0010
Brown Earth 0008
Disturbed loess 0009
Pottery 0001
Loess 0015
Sand and gravel 0020

Depth below ground level (m)
0.00
0.10
0.30 (northeast), 0.36 (southwest)
0.36
0.64 (southwest end only)
0.48 (northeast), 0.70 (southwest)

Deposit 0001 (Figs. 6 & 9) was located about 2m from the northeast end of Trench 1
and covered an area measuring approximately 0.50m x 0.30m and 0.10m deep. It
comprised a concentration of prehistoric pottery sherds in a soil matrix of yellowish
brown sand/silt that was indistinguishable from the surrounded ‘disturbed loess’ deposit
0009. Three worked flint flakes were found in association with the pottery.
The deposit lay on or just below the surface of disturbed loess 0009 and represents
either a midden-type feature or the fill at the base of a highly truncated pit, the edges of
which could not be identified. Summary descriptions of the pottery and worked flint
assemblages can be found below (6.2).
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Figure 6. Pottery assemblage 0001, in Trench 1 (0.2m scale)
Trench 2
Dimensions: 27.60m x 1.80m x 0.30m deep
Ground level: 27.12m OD (northeast, +/- 1.0m), 26.03m OD (southwest, +/- 1.8m)
Deposits and features
Humus 0010
Brown Earth 0008
Disturbed loess 0009

Depth below ground level (m)
0.00
0.10
0.30

Trench 3
Dimensions: 37.80m x 1.80m x 1.0m deep (max)
Ground level: 25.22m OD (northeast, +/- 0.7m), 26.25m OD (southwest)
Deposits and features
Humus 0010
Brown Earth 0008
Disturbed loess 0009
Loess 0015
Ditch 0007 and its fills

Depth below ground level (m)
0.00
0.14
0.30
0.64
0.14–0.97
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Leached soil 0016
Spodic horizon 0017
Brown sand 0018
Disturbed loess 0019
Sand and gravel 0020

0.12 (southwest end only)
0.26 (southwest end only)
0.36 (southwest end only)
0.46 (southwest end only)
0.90 (trench-wide)

Ditch 0007 (Figs. 7 & 9) is located approximately 32.4m from the southwest end of
Trench 3. It is 2.00m wide and 0.85m deep with steep sides and a flat base. Its basal fill
0014 consists of finely-laminated silts. Above this is a sequence of silty sand fills 0011,
0012, and 0013 that vary from dark brown to yellowish brown. They all contain
occasional pebbles but no cultural material. The ditch is sealed by humus layer 0010
and cuts Brown Earth 0008. It equates to ditch 0004 in Trench 4.

Figure 7. Southeast-facing section of ditch 0007, in Trench 3 (0.5m scale)
Trench 4
Dimensions: 92.10m x 1.80m x 0.30m deep (northeast), 0.75m deep (southwest)
Ground level: 25.61m OD (northeast, +/- 0.8m), 26.15m OD (southwest)
Deposits and features
Humus 0010
Brown Earth 0008
Disturbed loess 0009

Depth below ground level (m)
0.00
0.10
0.30
11

Loess 0015
Ditch 0004 and its fills
Cut feature 0006 and its fills
Leached soil 0016
Spodic horizon 0017
Brown sand 0018
Disturbed loess 0019
Sand and gravel 0020

0.60 (only seen adjacent to ditch 0004)
0.10–0.90
0.25–0.57
0.12
0.22
0.28
0.42
0.93 (adjacent to ditch 0004), 0.72 (SW end)

Ditch 0004 (Figs. 8 & 9) is located approximately 44m from the southwest end of Trench
4. It is 1.65m wide and 0.80m deep with moderately steep sides and a concave base. It
contains basal fill 0002 (soft, light yellowish brown silty sand) and upper fill 0003
(compact, light-mid brown silty sand); both fills include occasional small stones but no
cultural material. The ditch is sealed by humus layer 0010, cuts Brown Earth 0008 and
extends down to the top of the geological sand and gravel 0020. It equates to ditch
0007 in Trench 3.

Figure 8. View of ditch 0004 in Trench 4, looking north (0.5m scale)

Cut feature 0006 was seen in section only, truncating the northeast side of ditch 0004. It
is 1.75m wide and 0.40m deep, with steep sides and an undulating base. Its fill 0005 is
12

soft, light brown silty sand with occasional pebbles but no cultural material. The function
of the cut is uncertain, but it might have been a shallow re-cut of ditch 0004.

Trench 5
Dimensions: 62.50m x 1.80m x 0.52m deep (northwest), 0.60m deep (southwest)
Ground level: 27.50m OD (northwest, +/- 1.0m), 28.90m OD (southeast, +/- 0.8m)
Deposits and features
Humus 0010
Brown Earth 0008
Disturbed loess 0009
Loess 0015

Depth below ground level (m)
0.00
0.10
0.26 (northwest), 0.30 (southeast)
0.46 (northwest), 0.56 (southeast)

Trench 6
Dimensions: 58.80m x 1.80m x 0.90m deep (northwest), 0.80m deep (southeast)
Ground level: 27.71m OD (northeast, +/- 1.4m), 26.79m OD (southwest)
Deposits and features
Humus 0010
Brown Earth 0008
Disturbed loess 0009
Loess 0015
Sand and gravel 0020

Depth below ground level (m)
0.00
0.16 (northwest), 0.10 (southeast)
0.30 (northwest), 0.24 (southeast)
0.50 (northwest), 0.56 (southeast)
0.75 (northwest end only)

Trench 7
Dimensions: 52.00m x 1.80m x 1.00m deep (northwest), 1.20m deep (southeast)
Ground level: 25.94m OD (northwest, +/- 1.0m), 26.07m OD (southeast)
Deposits and features
Humus 0010
Leached soil 0016
Spodic horizon 0017
Brown sand 0018
Disturbed loess 0019
Sand and gravel 0020

Depth below ground level (m)
0.00
0.10 (northwest), 0.18 (southeast)
0.24 (northwest), 0.60 (southeast)
0.32 (northwest), 0.68m (southeast)
0.43 (northwest end only)
0.80 (northwest), 0.86 (southeast)
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Trench 8
Dimensions: 29.70m x 1.80m x 1.00m deep
Ground level: 25.92m OD (north), 28.03m OD (south, +/- 1.8m)
Deposits and features
Humus 0010
Leached soil 0016
Spodic horizon 0017
Sand and gravel 0020

Depth below ground level (m)
0.00
0.24
0.80
0.84

Figure 9. Plan locating ditch 0004/0007 (green) and deposit 0001

6. Finds evidence
6.1 Introduction and methodology
Finds were collected from a single context (0001), a deposit in Trench 1 that contained
Beaker pottery and worked flint flakes. The entire deposit, including the soil surrounding
the pottery, was collected. The larger pieces of pottery were removed by hand and the
remaining soil was processed by washover to determine the presence or absence of
cremated bone (of which there was none) and to recover the smaller fragments of
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pottery or other finds. The residues were collected in a 1mm mesh sieve and sorted
when dry.
6.2 Pottery
A total of 886 sherds of hand-made later Neolithic or early Bronze Age (Beaker) pottery
weighing 3414g and representing a number of vessels was recovered from deposit
0001. 726 sherds (437g) were recovered by sieving and are less than 5mm wide. The
sherds were divided into separate vessel or sherd families, which are described below.

Vessel Sherd No. Wt/g
Notes
No.
1 body
63 1969 Large all-over rusticated Beaker, horizontal rows of fni. Sand w occ grog & occ flint
2 body
3
124 Large all-over rusticated Beaker, fti w raised clay ridges. Common grog & sand
3 rim
10
119 Large Beaker with rounded rim (c.230mm,24%) and cordon below. Row of fni on neck.
Very common chunky grog & sand
4 base
4
139 Simple base from large vessel. Undecorated. Very common chunky grog +occ flint
5 body
9
44 Smaller Beaker with all-over wedge-shaped stamps. Grog & sand +very occ flint
6 body
1
15 Comb-impressed Beaker . Very common grog and sand.
7 body
4
46 Comb-impressed Beaker. Common grog and sand
8 body
1
5 Comb impressed Beaker. Grog and sand tempered.
9 body
1
13 Comb impressed Beaker. Sandy fabric with occ grog and occ flint
10 body
1
4 Comb impressed Beaker. Occ grog and occ flint
11 body
4
49 Comb impressed Beaker? Very common flint and moderate grog
12 body
11
46 Comb impressed Beaker? Abraded. Very common flint and moderate grog
13 body
37
388 Large beaker with 3 horizontal fni rows, with zones of oblique incised lines above and
below. Occ grog & sand
14 body
11
16 Undecorated small body sherds from more than 1 vessel, probably smaller sized
15 body
186
312 Sieved misc various small flint sand grog tempered sherds (>5mm)
16 body
540
125 Sieved misc. smaller flint sand grog tempered sherds (<5mm)

Table 1. Late Neolithic or Early Bronze Age Beaker pottery from deposit 0001
(key fni = fingernail impressed, fti = fingertip impressed, occ = occasional)

Closer examination of the pottery revealed the remains of possibly thirteen or more
Beakers in a variety of sand, grog and flint tempered fabrics. No complete vessels were
identified although substantial amounts of several are present while others are
represented by single or only a few sherds. The collection includes sherds from larger
fingernail and fingertip rusticated and smaller comb-impressed and incised decorated
vessels.
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6.3 Worked flint
Three unpatinated worked flint flakes (29g) of Bronze Age or later prehistoric date were
recovered from deposit 0001. Details are shown below.

No.
1
1
1

Notes
Squat flake, hard hammer struck. Parallel flake scars on dorsal face. Cortex forms distal end
Snapped thick irregular flake. Multi-directional flake removal on dorsal face or possible edge of core
Snapped thick irregular flake. Possibly edge fragment from core

Date
BA
BA
BA

Table 2. Worked flint from deposit 0001

6.4 Discussion of the finds evidence
The Beaker pottery dates from the later Neolithic to the earlier Bronze Age and was in
use from approximately 2600 to 1800 BC (Kinnes et al, 1991). At least 13 vessels have
been identified from a single midden-type deposit, mainly on the basis of a few or single
sherds per vessel, but some sherd families are larger. The assemblage contains a
assortment of sherds from finer comb-impressed vessels and larger fingernail and
fingertip-impressed vessels that together with their fragmentary nature are characteristic
of ‘domestic’ Beaker assemblages on the Fen Edge and East Anglia (Bamford 1982;
Gibson 1982, Martin 1976).
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7.

General discussion

Deposit 0001, containing a large assemblage of domestic Beaker pottery and some
worked flint flakes, is of particular significance. Although found in isolation it indicates
that there was occupation (or at least temporary use) of the site during that period. The
apparent absence of similar evidence in the immediate vicinity implies that there was
not a permanent settlement here, although it should be noted that structural remains
(such as postholes) might have been easily overlooked given the amount of root and
animal disturbance that was encountered at the surface of disturbed natural stratum
0009. It is not clear if deposit 0001 represented a surface midden or the base of a
truncated pit. If it is the former, then deposit 0009 can be assumed to represent the
contemporary land surface.

Taken with the evidence of a pit containing Beaker pottery found during the previous
archaeological evaluation in Porter’s Covert (Boulter, 1996) and the proximity of these
features to the Seven Hills prehistoric burial mounds, it is suggested that the site has
low to moderate potential to provide further evidence of prehistoric activity.

Although ditch 0004/0007 produced no cultural material the stratigraphic evidence
indicates that it is of relatively recent date - it is sealed only by humus layer 0010 and
cuts Brown Earth 0008. A post-medieval date is supported by cartographic evidence;
the ditch continues the alignment and orientation of a boundary line shown on the 1880
Ordnance Survey map (see Figure 9). That boundary connects with another that formed
the division between Porter’s Covert and Bucklesham Heath; the latter was recorded as
a bank and ditch during the 1996 archaeological evaluation (Boulter, 1996).

The precise purpose of ditch 0004/0007 is unknown but there is some evidence to
suggest that it originally separated areas of differing land use, as demonstrated by
changing soil profiles. The podzols recorded in Trenches 3, 4, 7 and 8 are thought to be
typical of soils that develop in coniferous woodland; these are all located to the
southwest of the ditch. The Brown Earth soil profiles recorded across the rest of the
evaluated area are thought to be typical of those that develop in deciduous woodland or
on grassland. It is noted also that the location of the ditch seems to correspond to a
change in the geological strata; the loess deposits that are prominent to the east of the
ditch peter out to the west of the ditch, exposing iron-panned sands and gravels. This
17

factor might have influenced land use on either side of the ditch. A similar situation was
noted in 1996, with loess deposits occurring only to the north of the boundary ditch that
separated the woodland of Porter’s Covert from Bucklesham Heath.

Figure 10. Extract from the 1880 Ordnance Survey map locating ditch
0004/0007 (blue) and highlighting related boundary ditches (green)

8. Conclusions and recommendations for further work
The evaluation has revealed localised evidence for prehistoric activity in the area of
Porter’s Covert and for post-medieval land use and division.

In light of these results and following discussions with the curatorial officer, it is
recommended that an archaeological monitoring of groundwork associated with the
proposed development of the site should be carried out. In addition, the important
assemblage of Beaker pottery requires full analysis and reporting, with some of the
pottery being worthy of illustration.
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9. Archive deposition
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Digital archive: SCCAS Ipswich
Finds archive: SCCAS Bury St Edmunds
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Disclaimer
Any opinions expressed in this report about the need for further archaeological work are those of SCCAS
Field Projects Team alone. Ultimately the Local Planning Authority and its Archaeological Advisors will
determine the need for further work when a planning application is registered. Suffolk County Council’s
archaeological contracting services cannot accept responsibility for inconvenience caused to the clients
should the Planning Authority take a different view to that expressed in the report.
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Appendix 1

Brief and specification

SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SERVICE - CONSERVATION TEAM
Brief and Specification for an Archaeological Evaluation
Evaluation by Trial Trench
PROPOSED CREMATORIUM SITE, PORTERS COVERT, SEVEN HILLS, NACTON
The commissioning body should be aware that it may have Health & Safety and
other responsibilities, see paragraphs 1.7 & 1.8.
This is the brief for the first part of a programme of archaeological work. There is
likely to be a requirement for additional work, this will be the subject of another
brief.

1.

Background

1.1

Planning consent (C/05/2069/FUL) has been given for the construction of a
crematorium in Porters Covert, Nacton (formerly Bucklesham).

1.2

The planning consent contains a condition requiring the implementation of a
programme of archaeological work before development begins (Planning Policy
Guidance 16, paragraph 30 condition). An archaeological evaluation of the
application area is required as the first part of such a programme of
archaeological work; decisions on the need for, and scope of, any further
work will be based upon the results of the evaluation and will be the
subject of additional briefs..

1.3

The development area lies close to the group of prehistoric burial mounds known
as The Seven Hills. These are Scheduled Monuments (nos. 21281-7) and are of
national importance. They form the largest group of these mounds in Suffolk.
There is therefore a high probability that the development will affect
archaeological deposits.
A desk-based assessment of the archaeological potential of the area was carried
out in 1996 (Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service Report no. 96/89) in
connection with a previous planning application (C/95/1455). This was followed
by a trial-trenching survey of a previous location for the crematorium (Suffolk
Historic Environment Record nos. BUC 047 and 048; SCCAS Report no. 96/80).
A brief and specification to evaluate the new site was issued in July 2005 but has
now expired; this brief and specification replaces it.

1.4

All arrangements for the field evaluation of the site, the timing of the work, access
to the site, the definition of the precise area of landholding and area for proposed
development are to be defined and negotiated with the commissioning body.
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1.5

Detailed standards, information and advice to supplement this brief are to be
found in Standards for Field Archaeology in the East of England, East Anglian
Archaeology Occasional Papers 14, 2003.

1.6

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.

1.7

Before any archaeological site work can commence it is the responsibility of the
developer to provide the archaeological contractor with either the contaminated
land report for the site or a written statement that there is no contamination. The
developer should be aware that investigative sampling to test for contamination is
likely to have an impact on any archaeological deposit which exists; proposals for
sampling should be discussed with this office before execution.

1.8

The responsibility for identifying any restraints on field-work (e.g. Scheduled
Monument status, Listed Building status, public utilities or other services, tree
preservation orders, SSSIs, wildlife sites etc) rests with the commissioning body
and its archaeological contractor. The existence and content of the
archaeological brief does not over-ride such restraints or imply that the target
area is freely available.

2.

Brief for the Archaeological Evaluation

2.1

Establish whether any archaeological deposit exists in the area, with particular
regard to any which are of sufficient importance to merit preservation in situ [at
the discretion of the developer].

2.2

Identify the date, approximate form and purpose of any archaeological deposit
within the application area, together with its likely extent, localised depth and
quality of preservation.

2.3

Evaluate the likely impact of past land uses and natural soil processes. Define
the potential for existing damage to archaeological deposits. Define the potential
for colluvial/alluvial deposits, their impact and potential to mask any
archaeological deposit. Define the potential for artificial soil deposits and their
impact on any archaeological deposit.

2.4

Establish the potential for waterlogged organic deposits in the proposal area.
Define the location and level of such deposits and their vulnerability to damage
by development where this is defined.
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2.5

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

2.6

This project will be carried through in a manner broadly consistent with English
Heritage's Management of Archaeological Projects, 1991 (MAP2), all stages will
follow a process of assessment and justification before proceeding to the next
phase of the project. Field evaluation is to be followed by the preparation of a full
archive, and an assessment of potential. Any further excavation required as
mitigation is to be followed by the preparation of a full archive; an assessment of
potential, analysis and final report preparation may follow. Each stage will be the
subject of a further brief and updated project design, this document covers only
the evaluation stage.

2.7

The developer or his archaeologist will give the Conservation Team of the
Archaeological Service of Suffolk County Council (address as above) 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.

2.8

If the approved evaluation design is not carried through in its entirety (particularly
in the instance of trenching being incomplete) the evaluation report may be
rejected. Alternatively the presence of an archaeological deposit may be
presumed, and untested areas included on this basis when defining the final
mitigation strategy.

2.9

An outline specification, which defines certain minimum criteria, is set out below.

3.

Specification for the Field Evaluation

3.1

Examine the area for earthworks, e.g. banks, ponds, ditches. 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 are to be excavated to cover a minimum 5% by area of the
development area and shall be positioned to sample all parts of the site. Linear
trenches are thought to be the most appropriate sampling method. Trenches are
to be a minimum of 1.8m wide unless special circumstances can be
demonstrated. If excavation is mechanised a toothless ‘ditching bucket’ must be
used. The trench design must be approved by the Conservation Team of the
Archaeological Service before field work begins.

3.3

The topsoil may be mechanically removed using an appropriate machine fitted
with 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. There is a presumption that excavation of all
archaeological deposits will be done by hand unless it can be shown there will
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not be a loss of evidence by using a machine. 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.
3.5

In all 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 any archaeological deposit. The depth and nature of colluvial or
other masking deposits must be established across the site.

3.7

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 J Heathcote, English Heritage
Regional Adviser for Archaeological Science (East of England). A guide to
sampling archaeological deposits (Murphy and Wiltshire 1994) is available.

3.8

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.

3.9

Metal detector searches must take place at all stages of the excavation by an
experienced metal detector user.

3.10

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).

3.11

Human remains must be left in situ except in those cases where damage or
desecration is 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.
“Guidance for best practice for treatment of human remains excavated from
Christian burial grounds in England” English Heritage and the Church of England
2005 provides advice and defines a level of practice which should be followed
whatever the likely belief of the buried individuals.

3.12

Plans of any archaeological features on the site are to 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.

3.13

A photographic record of the work is to be made, consisting of both monochrome
photographs and colour transparencies.
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3.14

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 SCC
Archaeological Service.

4.2

The composition of the project staff must be detailed and agreed (this is to
include any subcontractors).

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
principles of English Heritage's Management of Archaeological Projects, 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 Historic Environment Record.

5.3

The objective account of the archaeological evidence must be clearly
distinguished from its archaeological interpretation.

5.4

An opinion as to the necessity for further evaluation and its scope may be given.
No further site work should be embarked upon until the primary fieldwork results
are assessed and the need for further work is established

5.5

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.

5.6

The Report must include a discussion and an assessment of the archaeological
evidence. Its conclusions must include a clear statement of the archaeological
potential of the site, and the significance of that potential in the context of the
Regional Research Framework (East Anglian Archaeology, Occasional Papers 3
& 8, 1997 and 2000).

5.7

Finds must 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 HER if the landowner can be
persuaded to agree to this. If this is not possible for all or any part of the finds
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archive, then provision must be made for additional recording (e.g. photography,
illustration, analysis) as appropriate.
5.8

The site archive is to be deposited with the County HER within three months of
the completion of fieldwork. It will then become publicly accessible.

5. 9

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, must be prepared. It should be 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.

5.10

County HER sheets must be completed, as per the county HER manual, for all
sites where archaeological finds and/or features are located.

5.11

At the start of work (immediately before fieldwork commences) an OASIS online
record http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/project/oasis/ must be initiated and key fields
completed on Details, Location and Creators forms.

5.12

All parts of the OASIS online form must be completed for submission to the HER.
This should include an uploaded .pdf version of the entire report (a paper copy
should also be included with the archive).

Specification by: Edward Martin
Suffolk County Council
Archaeological Service Conservation Team
Environment and Transport Department
Shire Hall
Bury St Edmunds
Suffolk IP33 2AR

Tel: 01284 352442

Date: 28 January 2009

Reference: SpecfwPortersCovertNacton

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.
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Appendix 2
Context
0001
0002
0003
0004
0005
0006
0007
0008
0009
0010
0011
0012
0013
0014
0015
0016
0017
0018
0019
0020

Type
deposit
fill
fill
cut
fill
cut
cut
deposit
deposit
deposit
fill
fill
fill
fill
deposit
deposit
deposit
deposit
deposit
deposit

Appendix 3

Context list
Interpretation
pit fill
basal fill of ditch 0004
principal fill of ditch 0004
boundary ditch = 0007
single fill of cut 0006
re-cut of ditch 0004?
boundary ditch = 0004
topsoil / brown earth
disturbed natural loess
humus layer
upper fill of ditch 0007
fill of ditch 0007
fill of ditch 0007
basal fill of ditch 0007
natural loessic stratum
albic horizon
spodic horizon
stained natural
disturbed loess natural?
natural stratum

Trench
1
4
4
4
4
4
3
1-6
1-6
1-8
3
3
3
3
1-6
3, 4, 7, 8
3, 7, 8
4, 7
3, 4, 7
1, 3, 4, 6-8

Sheet
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
1-4
1-4
1-4
4
4
4
4
1-4
1, 3
1, 3
1, 3
1, 3
1-4

Images
006-015, 017-020
030-031
030-031
030-031
030-031
030-031
037-040
many
many
many
037-040
037-040
037-040
037-040
many
034-036, 041
034-036, 041
032, 035, 036
032, 035
many

Contents of the stratigraphic archive

Type
Context register sheets
Context recording sheets
Environmental sample register sheets
Environmental sample recording sheets
Plan/section drawing sheets
Digital images
Digital image register sheets
This evaluation report (SCCAS report no. 2009/092)

Quantity

Format
1
20
1
1
4
41
1
1
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A4 paper
A4 paper
A4 paper
A4 paper
290 x 320mm film
3008 x 2000 pixel .jpg
A4 paper
A4 ring-bound

