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Summary 
 
NAC 104, Porter’s Covert, Seven Hills, Nacton: An archaeological monitoring was 

carried out during ground work for the construction of a crematorium. This followed an 

evaluation of the site by trial trenching, which revealed a localised deposit rich in Later 

Neolithic / Earlier Bronze Age pottery. An area of approximately 4800m2 was monitored, 

representing 30% of the area threatened by the development.  

 

No archaeological features were identified. Five sherds of prehistoric pottery were 

recovered as surface finds in an area of disturbed ground at the north end of the site. 

 

Due to these limited results it is recommended that no further archaeological fieldwork 

should be carried out in relation to this development. This monitoring report will be 

disseminated via the OASIS on-line archaeological database and a summary of the 

results will appear in the Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and 

History. The fragments of pottery should be analysed and assessed by an appropriate 

specialist, in conjunction with the prehistoric pottery found during the trenched 

evaluation of the site. The results of the pottery assessment will be incorporated in the 

site archive and, depending on the specialist’s recommendations, might be submitted 

for publication in the Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and History. 
 

 



 



1. Introduction 
 

An archaeological monitoring was carried out at Porter’s Covert, Nacton (Fig.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 third phase of archaeological work to have been carried out in relation to this 

development. An evaluation by trial trenching took place in 1996 within an area to the 

west of the current site, associated with a previous planning application (Boulter, 1996). 

A second phase of trial trenching was carried out in March 2009, within the current site 

(Heard, 2009). The site has also been the subject of a desk-based assessment 

(Newman, 1996). 

 

 

2. Location and topography 
 

The development site is centred at National Grid Reference TM 22949 41147 and 

encompasses an area of approximately 16000m2. 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 (Fig. 1). 

 

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. 
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Figure 1.  Site location (red) 
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3. Archaeological 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 Earlier 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. 

 

The 2009 evaluation (site code NAC 104; Heard, 2009) revealed a geological sequence 

comprising glacio-fluvial sand and gravel sealed by loessic deposits; the latter are 

absent from the southern part of the site. Soil profiles vary from typical Brown Earths 

overlying the loess to woodland podzols overlying the sand and gravel. Two 

archaeological features were identified – a localised deposit containing Later Neolithic / 

Earlier 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. 
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4. Methodology 
 

The archaeological monitoring took place from 12–29 January and was conducted 

generally in accordance with a Brief and Specification written by Edward Martin of 

SCCAS Conservation Team (Martin, 2009). 

 

Prior to the archaeological monitoring the site was cleared of trees, the roots being 

removed using a mechanical excavator. There was no opportunity for archaeological 

monitoring during this phase of work. 

  

The site was visited on nine occasions, in order to monitor the mechanical excavation of 

soil deposits during road construction and the excavation of foundation trenches. 

Monitoring was carried out also during soil stripping in areas that were used as 

temporary roads or as hard-standing for the main contractor’s plant and 

accommodation. The monitored areas are shown on Figure 2. Elsewhere within the site 

the ground was scanned visually (for the recovery of surface finds) and with a metal 

detector, with negative results. 

 

Generally, soil stripping for the road construction and areas of hard standing extended 

to a depth of 0.20–0.30m, exposing the surface of the underlying natural strata (Plate 

1). The observed foundation trenches were 1.20m deep and 0.60m or 0.80m wide 

(Plate 2). 

 

Site records were made in a field notebook and all salient details have been included in 

this report. A photographic record was made, consisting of high-resolution digital .jpg 

images. These can be found in the photographic archive, referenced as GEW 31–46. A 

number of surface finds were located using a hand-held GPS. 
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Figure 2.  Plan showing monitored areas 

 
Key: red = site outline; purple = road strip; green = temporary roads and hard-standing; 
blue = observed foundation trenches 
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Plate 1.  Soil stripping for road construction 

 
Plate 2.  Excavation of foundation trenches 
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5. Results 

 

No archaeological deposits or features were identified. Brown Earth deposits and (at the 

south end of the site) woodland podzols were removed during soil stripping, exposing 

the surface of the underlying natural strata. The foundation trenches revealed vertical 

sequences of glacio-fluvial sand and gravel, periglacial loess (a wind-blown deposit) 

and Brown Earth soils, as recorded during the trenched evaluation of the site (Heard, 

2009). 

 

Five sherds of prehistoric pottery were found on the ground surface at the north end of 

the site (Fig. 3). They were in disturbed soil deposits (context 0021) resulting from the 

uprooting of trees. 

 

SF4
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0001
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40m200

 
Figure 3.  Locations of surface finds of prehistoric pottery (SF1–SF5) and a 

concentration of prehistoric pottery (0001) found during the trenched evaluation 
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6. Finds evidence  

Cathy Tester 

Five sherds of hand-made prehistoric pottery weighing 168g were collected as surface 

finds (0021). They represent four, possibly five separate vessels. One sherd (SF3) has 

a grog-tempered fabric (G) which may be of Later Neolithic or Earlier Bronze Age date, 

but is too deteriorated to identify positively. The rest of the sherds are flint-tempered (F) 

and are all of probable Later Bronze Age or Earlier Iron Age date. The sherds were 

given ‘small find’ numbers SF1–SF5 and are described below. SF1 is shown on Plate 3. 

 
SF No Fabric No Wt/g Notes Spotdate 

1 F 1 101 Jar rim (180mm 10%) and shoulder. Flat-topped rim, with FTI on top. 
Band of FTI on shoulder. Poss. scratched on body.  Dark red-brown 
exterior and dark brown core. Sooting on neck ext. v good condition 

LBA-EIA 

2 F 1 43 Undecorated bodysherd, surface flaked off in places. Interior surf 
smoothed. similar fab to Sherd No 1 but different vessel 

LBA-EIA 

3 G 1 5 Very deteriorated bodysherd, may be Beaker BA 
4 F 1 18 Undec bodysherd. LBA-IA 
5 F 1 1 V small fragment possibly same as Sherd No. 1  

Table 1. Prehistoric pottery from context 0021 
 
Key: F = flint-tempered, G = grog=tempered; FTI = fingertip impressed decoration 
 
 

 
Plate 3.  Prehistoric pottery fragment SF1 in situ 
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7.  Conclusions and recommendations for further work 
 

The monitoring had added little to the understanding of the site derived from the 

trenched evaluation. The recovery of five sherds of unstratified pottery provides 

additional evidence for prehistoric activity on the site. It is likely that the mechanical 

removal of tree roots that was carried out prior to the archaeological monitoring 

destroyed any evidence for the features in which the pottery was deposited originally. 

 

Following discussions with the curatorial officer it is recommended that the pottery be 

analysed and assessed by an appropriate specialist, in conjunction with the prehistoric 

pottery assemblage recovered during the trenched evaluation. The pottery assessment 

should include a statement on the significance of the material and its potential for 

publication. Should publication be considered appropriate it is likely that the curatorial 

officer will require that work to be undertaken as part of the existing archaeological 

condition attached to this planning application. The client should be aware that the 

further work outlined above (regardless of the requirement for publication) will incur 

additional costs. 

 

This monitoring report should be disseminated as ‘grey literature’ via the OASIS online 

archaeological database and a summary of the results should be published in the 

Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology and History. The specialist report on 

the prehistoric pottery will form part of the site archive, and should publication be 

required the report will be submitted for inclusion in the same journal. 

 

8. Archive deposition  
 

Paper and photographic archive: SCCAS Ipswich 

Digital archive: SCCAS Ipswich 

Finds archive: SCCAS Bury St Edmunds 
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funded by Bereavement Management Services Limited. 
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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 
 

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 Archaeological Monitoring of Development 
 

PROPOSED CREMATORIUM SITE, PORTERS COVERT, SEVEN HILLS, NACTON 
 

 
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). Assessment of the available archaeological 
evidence indicates that the area affected by development can be adequately recorded by 
archaeological monitoring of the development as it occurs, coupled with provision for an 
archaeological record of any archaeology that is observed. 

 
1.2 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. 

  
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) and similar evaluation of the present location in 2009 (Suffolk County 
Council Archaeological Service Report no. 2009/092). The last evaluation revealed only two 
features of archaeological interest: an undated ditch which relates to land divisions on 19th 
century maps and an isolated but significant group of Early Bronze Age pottery. 

 
1.3 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.  

 
1.4 Detailed standards, information and advice to supplement this brief are to be found in Standards 

for Field Archaeology in the East of England Occasional Papers 14, East Anglian Archaeology, 
2003. 

 
1.5 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. 

 
2. Brief for Archaeological Monitoring 
 
2.1 To provide a record of archaeological deposits which are damaged or removed by any 

development [including services and landscaping] permitted by the current planning consent. 
 
2.2 The main academic objective will centre upon the potential of this development to produce 

evidence for the earlier occupation and use of the site, particularly in the Bronze Age. 
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2.3 The significant archaeologically damaging activities in this proposal are likely to be the site 

preparation works involving topsoil stripping (e.g. the construction of access roads, hard standing 
construction, and landscaping) and the excavation of building footing or ground-beam trenches. 
 
If site preparation works involve topsoil stripping the stripping process and the upcast soil are to 
be observed by an archaeologist whilst they are being excavated by the building contractor. 

 
In the case of footing trenches, the excavation and the upcast soil are to be observed by an 
archaeologist while they are being excavated if they are within 20m of the location of the group of 
Bronze Age pottery; those further away may be monitored after they have been excavated. 
Adequate time is to be allowed for the recording of archaeological deposits during excavation, 
and of soil sections following excavation (see 4.3). 
 

3. Arrangements for Monitoring 

3.1 To carry out the monitoring work the developer will appoint an archaeologist (the archaeological 
contractor) who must be approved by the Conservation Team of Suffolk County Council’s 
Archaeological Service (SCCAS) - see 1.3 above. 

 
3.2 The developer or his archaeologist will give the Conservation Team of SCCAS 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. 

 
3.3 Allowance must be made to cover archaeological costs incurred in monitoring the development 

works by the contract archaeologist.  The size of the contingency should be estimated by the 
approved archaeological contractor, based upon the outline works in paragraph 2.3 of the Brief 
and Specification and the building contractor’s programme of works and time-table. 

 
3.4 If unexpected remains are encountered the Conservation Team of SCCAS must be informed 

immediately. Amendments to this specification may be made to ensure adequate provision for 
archaeological recording. 

 
4. Specification 
 
4.1 The developer shall afford access at all reasonable times to both the County Council 

Conservation Team archaeologist and the contracted ‘observing archaeologist’ to allow 
archaeological observation of building and engineering operations which disturb the ground. 

 
4.2 Opportunity must be given to the ‘observing archaeologist’ to hand excavate any discrete 

archaeological features which appear during earth moving operations, retrieve finds and make 
measured records as necessary. 

 
4.3 In the case of topsoil stripping for site preparation , access roads, hard standings and 

landscaping unimpeded access to the stripped area at the rate of one hour per 100 square 
metres must be allowed for archaeological recording at the interface between topsoil and clean 
sub-soil surface before the area is further deepened, traversed by machinery or sub-base 
deposited. 

 
In the case of footing trenches unimpeded access at the rate of one and a half hours per 10 
metres of trench must be allowed for archaeological recording before concreting or building 
begin. Where it is necessary to see archaeological detail one of the soil faces is to be trowelled 
clean. 

 
4.4 All archaeological features exposed must be planned at a minimum scale of 1:50 on a plan 

showing the proposed layout of the development. 
 
4.5 All contexts must be numbered and finds recorded by context. The data recording methods and 

conventions used must be consistent with, and approved by, the County Historic Environment 
Record. 
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4.6 Archaeological contexts should, where possible, be sampled for palaeoenvironmental remains. 
Best practice should allow for sampling of interpretable and datable archaeological deposits and 
provision should be made for this.  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, P L and Wiltshire, P E J, 
1994, A guide to sampling archaeological deposits for environmental analysis) is available for 
viewing from SCCAS. 

 
4.7 Developers should be aware of the possibility of human burials being found. If this eventuality 

occurs they must comply with the provisions of Section 25 of the Burial Act 1857; and the 
.archaeologist should be informed by ‘Guidance for best practice for treatment of human remains 
excavated from Christian burial grounds in England’ (English Heritage & the Church of England 
2005) which includes sensible baseline standards which are likely to apply whatever the location, 
age or denomination of a burial. 

 
5. Report Requirements 
 
5.1 An archive of all records and finds is to be prepared consistent with the principles of Management 

of Archaeological Projects (MAP2), particularly Appendix 3.This must be deposited with the 
County Historic Environment Record within 3 months of the completion of work.  It will then 
become publicly accessible. 

 
5.2 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 archive, then provision must be made for additional 
recording (e.g. photography, illustration, analysis) as appropriate. 

 
5.3 A report on the fieldwork and archive, consistent with the principles of MAP2, particularly 

Appendix 4, must be provided.  The report must summarise the methodology employed, the 
stratigraphic sequence, and give a period by period description of the contexts recorded, and an 
inventory of finds.  The objective account of the archaeological evidence must be clearly 
distinguished from its interpretation. The Report must include a discussion and an assessment of 
the archaeological evidence, including palaeoenvironmental remains recovered from palaeosols 
and cut features.  Its conclusions must include a clear statement of the archaeological value of 
the results, and their significance in the context of the Regional Research Framework (East 
Anglian Archaeology, Occasional Papers 3 & 8, 1997 and 2000). 

 
5.4 A summary report, in the established format, suitable for inclusion in the annual ‘Archaeology in 

Suffolk’ section of the Proceedings of the Suffolk Institute of Archaeology, must be prepared and 
included in the project report. 

 
5.5 County Historic Environment Record sheets must be completed, as per the county manual, for all 

sites where archaeological finds and/or features are located. 
 
5.6 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. 

 
5.7  All parts of the OASIS online form must be completed for submission to the SMR. 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 
 
 
Date: 28 May 2009   Reference: SpecMon_PortersCovert_Nacton_09 
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