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1 Summary 
 
Over a period of two days in March 2011 a programme of community field-walking was 
undertaken on a field known as Tile Field, south of Bures St Mary in Suffolk. The field-
walking was funded by the Heritage Lottery Fund as part of the Managing a Masterpiece 
programme in the Stour Valley and enabled 67 local residents and volunteers living in the 
surrounding area to take part in the field-walking which was supervised by Access 
Cambridge Archaeology at the University of Cambridge and directed by Dr Carenza Lewis.  
 
With just one field walked, results are difficult to interpret, but they suggest that site was 
lightly used throughout most of the prehistoric period from the Mesolithic onwards, with a 
short episode of localised more intensive use in the late Bronze age or early Iron Age.  
From the Roman period the site appears to have been in use as arable, perhaps manured 
from a settlement nearby. Small amounts of pottery hint at some human presence in the 
Anglo-Saxon period, and possibly of a small farmstead or cottage just to the north of the 
site in the high medieval period up to about 1400 AD. Thereafter the site seems to been 
used as fields, with very little post-medieval or modern material recovered, apart from very 
large amounts of roof tile primarily found in one corner of the site, possibly brought there 
from elsewhere. 
 
The field-walking successfully engaged a large number of volunteers from the local area, 
who reported favourably on their experience. 
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2 Introduction 

 
Two single days of archaeological field-walking were undertaken on the 13th March and the 
24th March 2011 on a field known locally as óTile Fieldô, just east of the village of Bures St 
Mary in Suffolk. The field-walking was funded by Managing a Masterpiece in conjunction 
and directed with Access Cambridge Archaeology (ACA) as a community project. The field-
walking was undertaken by 67 local residents and volunteers over the two days, including 
members of Bures History Society, Sudbury History Society, Colchester Archaeological 
Group and Colchester Young Archaeologists Club along with 10 students from Clare Middle 
School.  
 

2.1 The Managing a Masterpiece Project 

 
Managing a Masterpiece (http://www.managingamasterpiece.org/) is a £1.1 million 
Landscape Partnership Scheme for the Stour Valley with £910,000 of that awarded by the 
National Heritage Memorial Fund for 62 projects within three programmes over three years. 
Delivery of the scheme began on 1 June 2010.  The Managing a Masterpiece vision is for a 
Stour Valley where the landscape is understood cared for and celebrated by communities 
with the knowledge, skills and opportunities needed to manage and enjoy it. The scheme 
consists of three programmes, under which there are fifteen projects and around sixty 
outputs across a range of work including archaeology, access, public training events, 
outreach projects to traditionally hard to reach groups, school projects, built conservation 
projects, public survey of heritage features, production of a heritage compendium, use of 
church towers as interpretation points, website development, provision of a Hopper Bus, 
new walking and cycling leaflets, new art exhibitions and projects, restoration of a Stour 
lighter (barge), new hedge and tree planting and management, new displays for museums 
and practical conservation management.  Programme 1, óUnderstanding the Masterpieceô 
seeks to increase awareness and understanding of the Stour Valley by residents and those 
with an interest in its landscape and heritage assets, by learning more about them and how 
they are managed, and actively working to manage and restore the key features. A 
component of the Understanding the Masterpiece programme is óProject 1f: Stripping Back 
the Layersô which comprises archaeological projects carried out by community volunteers 
trained, supervised and led by professional archaeologists and summarised in a chapter of 
the Stour Valley Heritage Compendium. The archaeological field-walking on Tile Field 
comprised one of the smaller projects associated with óStripping Back the Layersô. 
 

2.2 Access Cambridge Archaeology 

Access Cambridge Archaeology (ACA) (http://www.arch.cam.ac.uk/aca/) is an 
archaeological outreach organisation based in the McDonald Institute for Archaeological 
Research in the University of Cambridge which aims to enhance economic, social and 
personal well-being through active engagement with archaeology. It was set up by Dr 
Carenza Lewis in 2004 and specialises in providing opportunities for members of the public 
to take part in purposeful, research-orientated archaeological investigations including 
excavation.  Educational events and courses range in length from a few hours to a week or 
more, and involve members of the public of all ages.   

Thousands of members of the public have taken part in scores of programmes run by ACA, 
including teenagers involved in Higher Education Field Academy (HEFA) test pit excavation 
programmes intended since 2005 to build academic skills, confidence and aspirations. 
More widely, ACA has involved thousands of members of the public of all ages and 

http://www.managingamasterpiece.org/
http://www.arch.cam.ac.uk/aca/
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backgrounds, including those with special needs, in a wide range of archaeological 
activities including field-walking, excavation, analysis and reporting. These have included 
projects funded by the Heritage Lottery Fund and events in 2011-12 as part of the Cultural 
Olympiad for the 2012 London Olympic Games.   
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3 Aims, objectives and desired outcomes 

3.1 Aims 

 
The aims of the field-walking at Tile Field were as follows:  

¶ To engage with local communities and óhard to reach groupsô, widening the 
participation of people in the heritage of the valley. 

¶ To allow local community participants to develop a wide range of practical and 
analytical archaeological skills. 

¶ To increase knowledge and understanding of the historical development of the land 
now encompassed within Tile Field. 

¶ To increase understanding of the area to support employment, sustainable tourism 
and encourage inward investment. 

3.2 Objectives 

 
The objectives of the field-walking at Tile Field were as follows: 

¶ To investigate the archaeology of the Tile Field through archaeological field-walking. 

¶ To provide the opportunity for a minimum of 30 volunteers to learn new practical and 
analytical archaeological skills. 

¶ To provide 60 person-days of hands-on archaeological training and experience. 

¶ To support and engage with members of local communities and óhard to reachô 
groups through involvement with the project. 

3.3 Desired outcomes 

 
The desired outcomes of the field-walking at Tile Field were as follows:  

¶ A minimum of 30 people with new archaeological skills. 

¶ A minimum of 30 people with an enhanced understanding and awareness of the 
archaeological resource and potential of the landscape around Tile Field. 

¶ A local population more engaged and informed about the historic landscape around 
Tile Field. 
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4 Methodology 
 
The field-walking was carried out using line-walking with stints at 10m intervals. Field-
walkers worked across the field systematically, in order along the base line, starting with 
0/0-10, then 10/0-10, 20/0-10 and so on until the next transect was started at 0/10-20. Each 
walker scanned 1m either side of their line for 15 minutes, achieving a coverage of 20% of 
the walked area. 

4.1 Pre-field-walking  

¶ Novice volunteers were briefed on the aims and methods of the field-walking and 
shown examples of material likely to be found, including worked flint, fire-cracked flint 
and pottery sherds ranging in date from Neolithic to 19th century. 

¶ Field-walkers were instructed to pick up all items thought to be human artefacts, of 
any date and material. 

¶ A base line was set up along the longest and straightest edge of the field; at Tile Field 
this extended approximately east-west, along the southern boundary of the field, from 
which the grid was set out starting from the south eastern corner. 

¶ This base line transect was marked every 10m with canes. 

¶ Stints to be walked were orientated approximately north-south with each stint being 
10m long and marked with canes to enable walkers to keep to their stint.  

¶ Canes at every 100m mark were highlighted with red and white bunting to aid in 
locating the correct stints to be walked.  

4.2 Field-walking methods 

¶ The volunteers were divided into groups of 1-3 people allowing those who wished to 
work together to do so.  Most walkers worked singly or in pairs 

¶ Each 10m stint was walked for 15 minutes with an area 1m either side of the line 
scanned visually. 

¶ Finds were collected by field-walkers and checked in with the site supervisor after 
each stint was completed.  

4.3 On-site archaeological supervision 

¶ Three archaeologists from ACA were on hand for the duration of the field-walking, 
with one supervisor specifically assigned to directing the volunteers from a central 
base as well as recording which stints have been walked. Volunteers assisted with 
marking out stints for walkers to follow.  A pottery specialist was on site to spot date 
ceramic finds.   

4.4 On-site recording  

¶ A scale plan map of the field and grid was drawn at 1:1000 with the transects and 
stints marked when completed to avoid repetition. 

¶ Finds bags were labelled prior to being supplied to volunteers with transect and stint 
numbers, for example: 0/0-10, with also the site code (which includes the settlement 
name code and year of excavation). 

¶ The site code for the field-walking in Bures was BUR/11. 

4.5 Finds processing 

¶ All collected finds were retained for initial identification and processing. 
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¶ Non-metallic inorganic finds and bone (unless in very poor condition) were washed, 
thoroughly dried and bagged separately for each spit walked. This was done during 
post-excavation when also the animal bone, pottery, burnt clay, flint and burnt stone 
are bagged separately, ready to be given to specialists.  

4.6 Finds recording and retention 

Few excavations or field-walking surveys retain all the finds that are made if they are 
deemed to be of little or no research value. Surface collection during field-walking may 
produce significant quantities of modern material, not all of which will have research value.  

4.6.1 Finds appropriate for recording, analysis, reporting, retention and curation 

¶ All pottery  

¶ All faunal remains, worked and burnt stone 

¶ Any other finds ll other finds from contexts pre-dating 1800 have been retained. 

¶ All finds pre-dating 1900 have been retained 

4.6.2 Finds appropriate for disposal after recording and reporting 

¶ The following finds which are not considered to warrant any further analysis were 
sorted, counted, weighed, photographed and then discarded: Slate, coal, plastic, 
Perspex, modern glass, modern metal objects (including nails), concrete, modern 
mortar, modern fabric, shoes and other modern items (including batteries and 
shotgun cartridges), naturally occurring animal shells, unworked flint and other 
unworked stone (including fossils).  

¶ C20th window and vessel glass was sorted, counted, weighed and then discarded. 

¶ Modern tile (floor, roof and wall) was discarded after counting and weighing, with a 
sample of each type of pre-modern tile retained with the remainder discarded after 
counting and weighing. Any decorated examples were retained unless recovered in 
very large quantities in which case representative samples were retained with the 
remainder discarded after counting, weighing and photographing. 

¶ Brick was sorted, counted, weighed and then discarded. One sample of any 
examples of CBM that appeared to be pre-modern was retained  

¶ Most metal finds of modern date were discarded. Metal finds of likely pre-modern 
date were retained if considered useful for future study. Modern nails were discarded 
but handmade nails were retained.  

4.6.3 Legal ownership of finds 

¶ Ownership of objects rests in the first instance with the landowner, except where 
other law overrides this (e.g. Treasure Act 1996, 2006, Burials Act 1857).   

¶ Owners of private unscheduled land where field-walking is undertaken who enquire 
about the final destination of finds from their property will be informed that ACA 
prefers to retain these in the short term for analysis and ideally also in the longer term 
in order that the excavation archives will be as complete as possible.  

¶ NB: Most land-owners are not concerned about retaining ownership of the finds and 
are happy to donate them to ACA. 

¶ Any requests by owners for the final return of finds to them will be agreed. Finds will 
be returned after recording, analysis and reporting is complete, accompanied by a 
letter inviting them to treat the finds with care, retain them in association with 
identifying documentation and to consider donating them to ACA/University of 
Cambridge Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology should they ever change their 
minds about wishing to have possession of them.  
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¶ If the landowners are unwilling, for whatever reason, to donate any or all of the finds 
from the excavation on their land to ACA, the requested finds are returned to them 
after recording and analysis is completed, safely packaged and conserved (if 
required), accompanied by a letter explaining how they should be cared for and 
asking for them to be returned to the University of Cambridge if for any reason the 
owners no longer wish to retain them, and that if they are moved from the address to 
which they were returned the ACA should be informed. The location of such finds will 
be stated in the site archive. 

4.6.4 Curation of retained archaeological finds 

¶ All finds which are not discarded or returned to owners are retained and stored in 
conditions where they will not deteriorate. Most finds are stored in cool dry condition 
in sealed plastic finds bags, with small pierced holes to ventilate them. Pottery, bone 
and flint have been bagged separately from other finds.  

¶ Finds which are more fragile, including ancient glass or metal objects, are stored in 
small boxes protected by padding and if necessary, acid free paper. Metal objects are 
curated with silica gel packets if necessary to prevent deterioration. 

¶ All finds bags/boxes from the field-walking days have been bagged/boxed together. 
All bags and boxes used for storage will be clearly marked in permanent marker with 
the site code and the transect and stint walked 
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5 Location, geology and topography 
 

5.1 Location 

The village of Bures lies either side of the River Stour, which here forms the county 
boundary between Essex and Suffolk. The village is thus divided into two halves, with 
Bures Hamlet in Essex and Bures St Mary in Suffolk. The village sits on the B1508 road at 
the crossing point of the River Stour, connecting the village with Sudbury, c.10km to the 
north and Colchester, C.14km to the south-east.  
 
óTile Fieldô lies east of the village of Bures St Mary and just east of Hold Farm, between 
35m and 50m OD on the south-facing slopes of a spur of land leading down to the valley of 
the River Stour.  The south eastern corner of Tile Field is at NGR TL 92760 34022.   
 

 
Figure 1: Map of England with a close up insert of East Anglia, and the village of Bures highlighted 
in red. 

 
Bures St Mary is centred on Church Square leading to the crossing of the River Stour on 
Bridge Street into a Y formation of roads, the northern branch leading out to Sudbury on the 
B1058 and the southern branch following the course of the river until the next crossing at 
the A134 by Nayland. The historic core of the village is centred on the church and High 
Street where the buildings often front the road, leaving no room for a pavement, often giving 
it a closed-in feeling, whereas around the church and leading onto Nayland Road, the road 
is wider giving more of a sense of space.  
 
The village is set in one corner of the parish and is where the majority of the population 
reside. The rest of the parish extends to the north and east consisting of a dispersed scatter 
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of rural farmsteads and arable land. The population of Bures St Mary was calculated at 728 
in the 2001 census1.  
 

 
Figure 2: The extent of the parish of Bures St Mary with ótile fieldô outlined in red 

 
The local amenities are spread throughout both sides of the river in Bures and the village 
boasts a newsagent, post office, a delicatessen, a hair dresser, a doctorôs surgery, two 
churches, three pubs, two garages, a primary school, a guest house and a bus and a 
railway station. There are also weekly mobile amenities in the village, consisting of a library, 
a fruit and vegetable stall, a fish and chip van and a fishmonger. There is also a recreation 
ground with sports pitches and a clubhouse2. Bures today is mainly a commuter village, 
although agriculture does still dominate as well as employment in local service industries. 
The railway line runs north-south through Bures Hamlet, in Essex, as part of the Great 
Eastern Line between Marks Tey and Sudbury, which opened in July 18493. 
 
óTile Fieldô is situated to the east of Bures St Mary, in the south eastern corner of the parish. 
 

                                                
1
 http://www.bures-online.co.uk/info/info.htm (Accessed December 2012) 

2
http://crc.rocktimeweb.net/Uploads/Bures-Village-Parish-Plan-2004_FileFile_FILE1331.pdf (Accessed 

December 2012) 
3
 http://www.bures-online.co.uk/rail/rail.htm (Accessed December 2012) 

http://www.bures-online.co.uk/info/info.htm
http://crc.rocktimeweb.net/Uploads/Bures-Village-Parish-Plan-2004_FileFile_FILE1331.pdf
http://www.bures-online.co.uk/rail/rail.htm
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Figure 3: The location of ótile fieldô in relation to the village of Bures St Mary and the River Stour to 
the south 

 

5.2 Geology and Topography 

 
Suffolk is a coastal county in East Anglia, bounded by the North Sea to the east, Norfolk to 
the north, Essex to the south, with Cambridgeshire to the west. The River Stour dominates 
the topography of the south Suffolk and north Essex, which rises in east Cambridgeshire to 
join the North Sea at Harwich and also forms the county boundary. The site is set on higher 
ground over-looking Bures St Mary and a tributary of the River Stour between 35m OD and 
55m OD.  
 
The topography of the River Stour around Bures has been classified as óancient rolling 
farmlandsô, which incorporates the landscapes of both north Essex and south Suffolk and is 
indicative of a rolling arable landscape, with field patterns of both ancient random 
enclosures as well as post World War II open agricultural changes. Small areas of ancient 
woodland are scattered throughout, although more so on the Suffolk side and the 
settlements are usually quite dispersed with a network of winding lanes and paths lined with 
hedgerows connecting them4 
 
The underlying geology consists of Lowestoft formation with London clay and fine alluviums 
and occasional patches of glacial sands and gravels also evident along the river valleys5.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
4
 

http://www.managingamasterpiece.org/images/stories/documents/Doc%202%20Landscape%20Char
acter%20Study.pdf (Accessed December 2012) 
5
 http://www.colchester.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8326&p=0 (Accessed December 2012) 










































































