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Project Outline 

1.1  Introduction 

 
This project came about from an initial joint planning application CA//18/00868 to develop land for 
residential housing 3.2 km north-east of Canterbury, Kent. The Joint planning application comprised 
two parcels of land amounting to approximately 75.6 ha. The larger of the two sites, called the land 
at Sturry, comprised 56.6 ha NGR 171605 and is located to the immediate south of the Land at 
Broad-Oak Farm, comprising 19 ha  NGR 171611 (Appendix A). Both sites have been subject to two 
desk-based assessments (Moody, 2013) and (Oxford Archaeology, 2017 ), a geophysical survey 
(Bartlett, 2016) and, most recently, an archaeological evaluation (Oxford Archaeology, 2018).  
 
Following discussions between Oxford Archaeologies Senior project officer, the developer’s private 
consultant Miriam Cameron, and Canterbury City Council’s archaeology officer Rosanna Cummings, 
it was agreed that further post-determination work of the lithic scatters was required. The 
justification was as follows: 
 

• Further work was still needed to fulfil planning condition 48 of the planning consent. 
• Canterbury City Councils Local Plan Policy HE11 and HE12, areas of archaeological potential 

and policy LB2 areas of high landscape value, endorse that further investigation is needed 
(Canterbury City Council, 2017).  

• Kent County Council (KCC) Highways department has agreed to a new relief road located 
within the land boundary at Sturry, called the A28 Sturry Link Road. investigations are 
planned in 2022/3 to start a series of test pitting and sieving on the deposits for palaeolithic 
archaeology. Investigations to the south of the road would supplement the project 
commissioned by KCC Highways (Appendix B).       

• The additional work could add to a significant English Heritage project from 2015, called the 
Stour Basin Palaeolithic project (Kent County Council, 2018), potentially building upon 
Palaeolithic datasets for the local HER. 

 
This Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) is intended as the application to undertake the further 
post-determination work on the Land at Sturry; to review potential flint scatters revealed in the 
southern area of the site during the last evaluation in 2018 by Oxford Archaeology (Appendix C).      
 

1.2 Geology and Topography 

The proposed excavation area can be characterised London Clay Formation - clay and silt, and sand. 
The sedimentary bedrock formed approximately 48 to 56 million years ago in the Palaeogene Period 
(British Geological Survey, 2022). The topography is a series of graduated Pleistocene fluvial terraces 
and forms part of the river Stour's northern valley. The Stour valley floodplain starts at the site's 
southern boundary, approximately 10 meters above Ordnance Datum (AOD), rising to 50 meters 
AOD to the extreme north of the site. The gravel terraces formed over the last 700,000 years; before 
this, the river Stour formed a further northern course from the gravel terraces. The Southeast 
Research framework (SERF) for the early Palaeolithic (Pope, et al. 2019) zones the gravel terraces 
into a dating sequence between 15,000 BP to 400,000 BP. As the Wantsum Channel separating the 
Isle of Thanet from mainland Kent slowly silted up, the river Stour shifted south towards the 
medieval town of Fordwich, where it remains to this day. Map regression exercises from the late 
18th Century have shown that the land has not been developed beyond agricultural and gravel 
extraction purposes in the early Twentieth Century. Large parts have remained as ancient woodland 
dating back to the late medieval period (Oxford Archaeology, 2018).  
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1.3 Archaeological Interpretation of Site  
 
The focus of this project is to build upon the findings of the 2017 Oxford Archaeology Evaluation 
Report. The 2017 evaluation results found evidence of Mesolithic flint spreads in situ. This report's 
interpretation section only focuses on the prehistoric lithics potential of the Land at Sturry, which 
indicated a large assemblage of 1428 struck lithics and 167 burnt unworked flints. Please refer to the 
2017 desk-based assessment (Oxford Archeoloelgy, 2017), for a comprehensive historical 
background of the later periods.            
 
Palaeolithic  
 
The south of the site has a high probability for Palaeolithic archaeology. Palaeolithic flint finds and 
Palaeolithic fauna has been discovered in the overlain brickearth deposits at similar latitudes along 
the river Stour gravel terraces, located to the east of the site, from the extraction pits constructed in 
the Twentieth Century (Appendix D). The potential for in-situ remains in river terraces is uncommon, 
given the turbulent conditions during the formation process. However, some remains might exist in 
the lighter gravel formations in the terraces, reflecting less turbulent riverine conditions. The 
evaluation trenches did not return precise results in 2018; however, the build-up of colluvium and 
alluvium deposits could be providing a protective environment for upper Palaeolithic remains pre-
dating Anglian glaciation. Some recovered artefacts such as backed blades and debitage were 
difficult to placate in 2017 and could be Palaeolithic in date.  
 

Mesolithic  
  
Recovered Mesolithic artefacts in the locality have inclined towards tools designed and constructed 
for hafting purposes, maybe for tree clearance in the valley? The 2017 evaluation revealed a 
potentially important Mesolithic environment of flint scatters: notably, trench 117 accounted for 
90% of the assemblage (1272/1428). The struck flint report by Michael Donnelly (Oxford 
Archaeology, 2018) indicates an in-situ scatter for tranchet adzes and bladelet cores knapping, 
recovered in three-dimensional recording. Sieving recovered 164 flint scatters between 10-4mm in 
the locality. Environmental samples taken from Trench 117 were negative due to the acidic 
composition of the brickearths.      
 
Neolithic 
 
Close to trench 117, trench 150, running off to the west, showed a second scatter weighing 609g of 
tools for domestic purposes such as scrapers dating to the early Neolithic period. In addition, in this 
approximate area, trenches 118, 116, 120, 127 and 131 also had a significant amount of burnt flints, 
blade cores, and retouched flakes thought to be from the same Neolithic period. A third possible 
flint scatter was identified at Trench 127, 50m south-west of Trench 117, and a fourth at Trench 110, 
200m east of Trench 117.   
 
Bronze Age 
 
The struck flint report indicated that elements of the recovered flint could be dated to the Bronze 
Age period and 100m to the west of the land at Sturry, a significant late Bronze Age hoard of 
seventeen artefacts stored in a ceramic vessel was discovered in 1942. The pottery report by Paul 
Booth found in the 2017 evaluation indicates that the recovered middle Bronze Age pottery used 
flint temper to form the prehistoric pottery, and the pottery was widely distributed across the south 
of the site.      
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1.4  Scope of Proposal   
 
The 2017 evaluation report returned evidence of a double ditch feature; part of a possible early 
Roman military site located to the site's southwest corner. Previous excavations in 2000 found a 
drainage system and enclosure ditches dating to this period (Allen et al. 2000). 
 
However, the main scope of this project is to focus on lithic scatters that might be concealed under 
deposits in the central-southern part of the site, especially near the 117 exploration trench. This 
project could supplement previous projects by English Heritage and a future excavation project 
funded by KCC Highways in 2022/23 for the link road that passes through the centre of the site.  
 
The second motivation for this project comes from the findings of the 2018 evaluation report, 
highlighted in the report by the lithics expert Michael Donnelley. Specifically, this site has great 
potential for revealing anything between 20 to 100 flint scatters under the Holocene and Pleistocene 
Colluviums, with numerous rare in-situ scatters on knapping floors.  
 
The following research questions in Section 1.4 were developed to improve our knowledge of lithic 
scatters by utilising the most effective methodologies for managing lithic scatter sites, detailed in 
Section 2.1 of this report.   
  
The proposed excavation area focuses on the area that revealed the highest propensity of recovered 
lithics in the central and southern extent of the site (Appendix E). If earlier period archaeology, such 
as Roman, is recovered in the study area, this will be recorded and included in the final report to 
current archaeological excavation standards and guidance (CIFA, 2017).           
 

1.4 Research Aims and Objectives:  

Regional Questions   
 
The Southeast Regional Framework (SERF) is partially completed. It does include research themes on 
the upper Palaeolithic and Mesolithic periods, but it does not include specific research questions for 
the Neolithic and early Bronze Age periods (Pope, et al. 2019).      
 
Question 1: Is there evidence of later prehistoric re-use of Mesolithic flint working sites, particularly 
in the Bronze Age (perhaps through Bronze Age discovery of these sites during forest clearance)? 
 
Question 2: How can lithic analysis reveal choices of local or distant sources, chronological 
patterning, potential travel distances, exchange mechanisms or preferential selection for specific 
tool types? 
 

Thematic Questions 
 
The following thematic questions were applied from Historic England’s Guidance on lithic Scatter 
Case studies – Case study 4 (Bayer, 2022).  
 
Question 3: How can lithic scatters be used to understand the character and composition of 
inhabitation? What types of activity created the scatter? How intense is occupation? 
Nucleated/dispersed? Dense/low‐level? Focus of activity/background noise? 
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Question 4: How can lithic scatters be used to understand the temporality of inhabitation? 
When does occupation occur? What is the duration of occupation? Is it sustained or episodic? A 
single event/ or an accretion of multiple events? 
 
Question 5: How can lithic scatters contribute to biographies of place? What is there before, during 
and after a scatter? What do scatters tell us about the prehistory, use and afterlife of 
monuments/locales? How do scatters relate to monuments or topographic features? 
 
Question 6: What can lithic scatters tell us about scales of mobility/contact? Where do raw materials 
come from? What state do raw materials arrive/leave in? Is the scatter balanced? What is there, and 
what is missing? How do the scatters in the study area relate to each other/other places within the 
study area? How do the scatters in the study area relate to places outside the study area? 
 
1.5 The Business Case  

According to guidance from Historic England, lithic scatters are an important resource which can 

provide the best insight we have into our Prehistory (Historic England, 2022). However, they are also 

unfortunately often overlooked as standard excavation methodologies are not effective in 

identifying lithic scatters and can be perceived as complex due to logistical and financial 

requirements in commercial archaeology projects (Bond, 2011).  

Therefore, the following project offers a unique opportunity to build upon an area that has been 

neglected, and compliments at least two other related projects, as detailed in Section 1.1 

Introduction. The commissioning client, Somerlee Homes Ltd, is keen to showcase the recovered 

prehistoric archaeology in public engagement events, incorporating the archaeology into the 

narrative of the residential housebuilding project. The client believes this project can add significant 

long-term monetary and social value to the completed development. 
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Project Design  

2.1 Method Statement  

In the initial geophysical survey in 2016, a basic gradiometer was used with negative results (Bartlett, 
2016). To identify possible Palaeolithic channels, Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) will be used in this 
project to build up a better dataset of the excavation area that could help to target positive results. 
In addition, targeted sediment sampling through coring will be used in conjunction with GPR 
datasets and Geological Deposits Modelling (GDM) to build a clear picture of the prehistoric land 
surfaces and, therefore, areas of the site can then be targeted using excavation methodologies 
(Wickham-Jones, 2020).    
 
Flint scatters are susceptible to being truncated by deep machine excavations; for this reason, plant 
machines will only be used to remove part of the topsoil using a toothless bucket and supervised by 
a senior archaeologist. Once removed, the remaining overburden will be hand removed in a series of 
targeted 1x1 meter test pits based on the gathered data sets. If a positive result for flint scatters is 
found from the test pitting, then a decision will be made to expand the excavation area and record 
the scatter on a 5m2 grid plan, removing the soil horizon down on spit to an agreed depth, recording 
on plan by hand on a 1:20 scale and then adding to a sequential context numbering system. Flint 
scatters will be recorded using GPS, and if thought to be in-situ, further 3D photogrammetry will be 
used to record the distribution accurately on the knapping floor. 
   
All recovered finds will be bagged, recorded, and numbered per PCA field manual procedures (PCA, 
2022). Once the flint scatters have been removed, the soil will be wet sieved to 100% sampling 
strategy to recover any additional flint material associated with the scatter and recorded back to the 
original context. The recovered finds will be transported back to PCA headquarters and updated to 
the site archive at the end of each week. The site supervisor will also upload archive data to the PCA 
database, so that it is ready to be distributed to the post-excavation team on Monday of the 
following week. Recovered lithics material and recorded data will then be re-distributed by the post 
excavation team, forwarding to the external lithics specialist Michael Donnelly to produce the post-
excavation report on lithic scatters based upon analysis of the lithics typology, usage, refitting and 
possible residual analysis and spatial analysis to discern results to the research aims detailed in 
section 1.4 of this report.     
 
Please see (Appendix F) research questions methodologies grid.  
 
2.2 Stages, Products and Tasks 

The Project Design is broken down into eight stages and 102 products and tasks. For a detailed 
understanding of the process, please see the project design spreadsheet tab 1. Below is a brief 
overview of each stage with further details in (Appendix G).   
 
Stage 1:  Project commencement (tasks 1 to 6). The objective of this stage is for the PM to ascertain 
the background and research aims and put together a core team. 
 
Stage 2:  MoRPHE Stage One (tasks 7 to 12). the first collective meeting between PM, project team 
and stakeholders to establish initial requirements, risks, timetables, and cost. 
 
Stage 3: Update Project Design based on the outcome of MoRPHE Stage One (tasks 13 to 19) and 
develop project risk log, health & safety strategy, methodologies,  
outreach & engagement, and budget. 
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Stage 4: MoRPHE Stage Two (tasks 20 to 24). Project to gain authorisation from the executive and to 
agree on a payment schedule. 
 
Stage 5 Execution of the Project Design (tasks 25 to 66, 76 & 77). The opening of the site, further 
assessment of the site, installation of welfare units, initiation of plant, excavation, transportation, 
and communication.   
 
Stage 6: MoRPHE Stage Three (tasks 67 to 75). End of Execution stage review, update the project 
design, review aims and objectives, risk, issues, archive preparation, and lessons learnt.   
 
Stage 7: Project Post-Execution (tasks 78-96) most of this stage comes under the remit of the post-
excavation manager Jill Hersden and her team. In addition to reports written by the site supervisor 
and specialists for final dissemination and publication. 
 
Stage 8 Project Closure meeting (tasks 97 to 102) Check that all stages, products, and tasks have 
been covered. Project Executive signs project as completed.  
 

2.3 Interfaces and Communications  

Please see Figure 1 (Appendix H) for a diagram of the interfaces and communications structure.   

Interface Description 

Project Team • Project Manager – Paul Crame (Senior Responsible Project  
Owner) 

• PCA Senior Project Assessor - Director Sally Wilson PCA 

• internal team and contracted external specialists:  see Section 
2.4 below for detail.  

Stakeholders (Local 
Government)  

• Planning Officer Canterbury City Council (CCC) Nigel Jenkins 

• CCC Archaeology Officer Rosanna Cummings   

• CCC Planning Committee https://www.canterbury.gov.uk/  

• Kent County Council Highways – Barry Peirce 

• Kent County Council Historical Environmental Records Office 

Stakeholders 
(Developer) 

• Somerlee Homes Ltd PM Sally Wilson (Sponsor /Executive)  

• Private Heritage Consultant Miriam Cameron (Independent 
advisor to Executive).  

Stakeholders 
(Organisations)  

• English Heritage – Simon Jenkins (Project Assurance) 

• Stour Basin Palaeolithic Project 

• The Southeast Research Framework (SERF) 

• Oxford Archaeology Ltd  

Stakeholders 
(Community and 
interest Groups)  

• Fordwich and Sturry Community Group – Phill Price (Project 
Assurance) 

• Canterbury Archaeology Trust  

• University of Kent / Christ Church University archaeology 
departments 

• Thanet Archaeology Trust 

 

 

 

https://www.canterbury.gov.uk/
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2.4 Project Team Structure 

PCA Management Team 

Project Assessor  PCA Director Sally Wilson 

Project Manager  Paul Crame (Senior Responsible Project  Owner) 

Post-Excavation 
Manager and Finds 
Specialist  

Jill Hersden 

Office Admin and 
Finance Manager  

John Watson  

 

PCA Specialist  Team   

Jane Fellows Pottery, CBM and Materials Specialist 

Roger Fellows Animal Bones and Palaeolithic/Mesolithic Specialist  

Barry Jones  Human Remains Specialist  

 

PCA Supervisor Team  

John Kirton  Site Supervisor  

Peter Smith  Health and Safety Supervisor  

Alice Cooper  GIS, Graphics and Technical Supervisor  

 

PCA External Specialist Team  

Norman Wisdom  GPR Specialist 

Stephen King  Sediment Core Sampling 

Betty Davis  Geological Deposits Modelling 

Michael Donnelly Lithics Specialist 

 

2.5 Resources – Costs and Timescale 

The budget for the project is broken down into three main sections (Appendix I). 
• Human Resources: This covers the forecasted expenditure for both internal and invoiced 

external PCA human Resources.    
• External Equipment Costs: This covers forecasted expenditure for Plant, welfare facilities, 

storage, and excavation equipment. 
• Internal Overhead Costs: covers miscellaneous project costs such as GPS software and staff 

transport/accommodation linked to internal budget codes. 
•  

The total expenditure for the project is £105,586.41, including the PCA 8% commissioning fee 
(Appendix J). 
 
Timescale: Please see the project website at asana.com: 
https://app.asana.com/0/1202156725310342/timeline  
 
Select the top ribbon tab for overview, tasks, timeline, workflow, and dashboard for the project. The 
project timescale for the eight stages will be approximately six months, from April to September 
2022. The slight delay from mid-April to May 2022 is due to site access problems with KCC Highways. 

https://app.asana.com/0/1202156725310342/timeline
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The listed dependencies are visible on the asana GNATT chart under the timeline tab, which is linked 
to the workflow and associated team communications webform. (Appendix K).          

  
2.6 Project Risk Log  
 
The current project Risk Log is in (Appendix L ). The main risks associated with the project concern 
access to the site, delays with plant, loss of project data and access to live data from the location, 
ongoing problems with Covid-19, ensuring that all team members are not overloaded with excessive 
workloads, ensuring pre-excavations analysis methods are effective and that the potential for losing 
recovered artefacts in transit or archives is minimalised. The Project Risk Log will be continuously 
assessed and updated during the project by the team.   
 
2.7 Project Health and Safety Log 
 
A standard Health and Safety log has been initiated by the health and safety supervisor Peter Smith 
(Appendix M). The site does not present any exceptional risk associated with the location. However, 
a more extensive survey will be conducted in early May 2022. All staff working on the site or visiting 
third parties will be inducted into the site's health and safety policy and asked to sign the log.    
 
2.8 Outreach and Engagement 
 
The developer Somerlee Homes Ltd is to have an open day for the public, community groups, local 
schools, and the regional KM newspaper the day after the site has been excavated. PCA has agreed 
that the site supervisor John Kirton will be at hand to answer questions, and members of the post-
excavation team will be at hand to present and explain the finds that have been recovered from the 
project in a series of workshops. 
   
In addition, PCA will be on social media to promote the post-excavation project data in early 
September 2022.    
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Project Design Execution & Closure 

3.1 Research Data Collection and Processing  

Following on from the method statements in the project design and applying Historic England’s 
guidance on Research Strategies objectives to value, understand, diversify, adapt, conserve, inform, 
support skills, inspire and innovate (Historic England, 2016); the collection, processing and archiving 
of data produced in this project is integral to these core values and our professional commitment to 
heritage research in the UK. 
 
With a field team of eleven staff over six weeks, we will be able to excavate approximately 10 
hectares of land based upon a targeted strategy of using the 2017 datasets and our research 
investigations of the site once the soil has been stripped. We estimate that it should be possible to 
recover anything between 20 to 100 flint scatters. The wet sieving process should recover additional 
smaller lithics. Therefore, we could potentially be processing a considerable amount of lithics, 
between 150-250 kg, over the six-week excavation. Therefore, we must use a three-way process to 
collect the critical data points and record the less important data points as background data.        
 
Stage One:  
The site supervisor with a senior archaeologist in the dig team will ensure that all recovered lithics 
are recorded as expressed in the methods statement. Lithics that are believed to be less important 
will be discarded on-site. However, essential finds will be sorted and forwarded to the post-
excavation team with associated data, photos, and paper archives every week.     
 
Stage Two:  
The post-excavation team will sort the recovered lithics into category types and record them into an 
Excel data spreadsheet with the context numbers, GPS map Locations, associated photogrammetry 
and linked numbered items IDs to the paper archive. The hard copies with the finds will be stored in 
location XYZ in HQ stores, ready to be forwarded to the external lithics specialist in Northern Ireland. 
 
Stage Three:  
We should be sending a maximum of 50kg to be processed into typology, usage, refitting and 
possible residual analysis and spatial analysis. The turnaround has been estimated as ten days, with 
the final report sent before 28/08/2022.    
 
3.2 Highlight Reports  
 
In addition to the regular MoRPHE review points that are to take place throughout the duration of 
the project, the project manager will also communicate with the project team, stakeholders, and the 
executive via a series of highlight reports sent out weekly between the 26th of June 2022 to the 29th 
of July 2022. A template copy can be found in (Appendix N). 
 
3.3 Issue log  
The project has an associated website with a webform in the workflows tab that allows all feedback 
to be recorded and the issue log to then be updated: 
 
https://form.asana.com/?k=_i1KPGZ7ZO8_LaiPbuIW2A&d=1202156725182137  

The collated data will then be put into a standard-issue log and circulated to the project team, 

stakeholders, and the executive at the MoRPHE review points (18/04/2022, 05/08/2022, 

12/09/2022) and with the weekly highlight reports between the 26th of June 2022 to the 29th of 

July 2022. A template copy can be found in (Appendix  O). 

https://form.asana.com/?k=_i1KPGZ7ZO8_LaiPbuIW2A&d=1202156725182137
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3.4 Archive   

Archiving will be planned and resourced from the project budget and be set up, ready and operative 

from the first week of the excavation by the post-excavation team following the guidelines for the 

preparation of excavation archives for long-term storage (UKIC, 1990). All digital project data will be 

archived on the PCA data servers and the Archaeology Data Service (ADS). All metadata will follow 

ADS standard guidelines for depositors (ADS, 2022) to make the project data accessible in 

proprietary formats.    

Canterbury Museum has kindly agreed to catalogue and store the recovered finds over the longer 

term once the project has been completed, updating the Kent HER with the project number 

KENT666-22. 

3.5 Project Para-data     

(Para)-data is an important component of projects that have not always been captured in the past. It 

is important because it adds an extra dimension to understanding the thinking and decision-making 

processes involved in projects. For this reason, we have endeavoured to capture this important data 

type in all stages of the project review process, which can then be uploaded to the project archive. 

The project website also allows (para)-data to be uploaded in multiple text and video formats via the 

webform, and the excavation team will be encouraged to contribute via the online webform once 

the project has been completed. 

3.6 Dissemination, Outputs and Closure   

The project could produce a published monograph as Lithic scatters under-researched in academia; 

the project could produce additional research outputs for future study. The end of the project report 

will, however, include the following: 

Non-technical summary, a table of contents, introduction including a list of staff members involved 

in the project, summary of geological, archaeological, and historical background details for the site, a 

statement for the aims of the project (including methodology), full description of the results of the 

excavation, plans and sections at the appropriate scale cross-referenced with the written 

description, maps, photographs, discussion of the location, date, extent, nature, condition, quality, 

and significance of archaeological deposits identified. Finds and environmental specialist reports 

interpretation of the results of the excavation in relation to the archaeology in the area. 

Bibliography, Index to the project archive and an OASIS record.  

The final report will be disseminated to all the project stakeholders, ADS and Kent County Councils 

(KCC) environmental Historical  Records department. With the express permission of our executive 

stakeholders, we also want to promote the project online via social media platforms and established 

local and perhaps national media once the project has been completed on the targeted date of 

Monday the 12th of September 2022.   
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Appendices:   

 

Appendix A:  

Map of Land at Broad Oak Farm and Land at Sturry with 2017 evaluation trenches.  

 

Source: Oxford Archeoloelgy 2017. 
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Illustrative Masterplan of the development at Sturry.  

 

Source: Somerlee Homes Ltd  
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Appendix B: 

The A28 Sturry Link Road. Note, KCC Highways plan to do 2022/23 excavations to the east of the site 

in the approximate location of the roundabout, the location of a discontinued quarry pit.     

 

Source: KCC Highways.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



21 | P a g e  
 

Appendix C:  

Flint scatter locations to the southeast of the Land at Sturry from the 2017 Evaluation.   

 

Source: 2017 oxford Archaeology.  
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Flint scatter locations to the southeast of the Land at Sturry from the 2017 Evaluation.   

 

Source: 2017 oxford Archaeology.  
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Appendix D: 

Kent Historical Environmental Map of the excavation area. 24/04/2022   

 

Box A: 

HER Number: TR 16 SE 230 

Monument Types PIT (Early Medieval or Anglo-Saxon - 410 AD to 1065 AD) Associated Finds SHERD 
(Early Medieval or Anglo-Saxon - 410 AD to 1065 AD) 

HER Number: TR 16 SE 229 

Monument Types PIT (Roman - 43 AD? to 409 AD?) POST HOLE (Roman - 43 AD? to 409 AD?) 

HER Number: TR 16 SE 228 

Pits and ditches possibly relating to a Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age field system. 

HER Number: TR 16 SE 88 

Evaluation in advance of the construction of a facility relating to Brett Waste Management exposed 
structural remains of a Late Iron Age-Roman occupation site. The buildings survived in the form of 
foundations and linear rubble spreads including rubble-filled beam slots and may have been in two 
phases. Also present was an associated hollow way later converted into a metalled path with 
a fence running along its eastern edge. The substantial foundations suggest that a strongly-
built structure measuring 8.9m by 10.5m was the principal building within the farm complex. 

 

A 

B 

https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE647
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE647
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE651
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE47
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE657
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE570
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE597
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE662
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE45


24 | P a g e  
 

HER Number: TR 16 SE 2 

 
INHUMATION (INHUMATION, Early Medieval or Anglo-Saxon - 410 AD to 1065 AD) 
 

Box B:  

HER Number: TR 16 SE 18 

 

Bronze Age burial found 1932 - Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age sherds found 1937. 

HER Number: TR 16 SE 241 

 

Sturry, School Pit - abundant Palaeolithic finds including c. 200 hand axes, one Levallois core, 

numerous retouched flakes and debitage.  

HER Number: TR 16 SE 273 

 

Site of former National School, Sturry 

HER Number: TR 16 SE 9 

 

Homershams West Pit, Sturry - abundant lithic remains from terrace gravel, including numerous 

hand axes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE463
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE459
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE86
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE647
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE657
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE86
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE647
https://webapps.kent.gov.uk/KCC.ExploringKentsPast.Web.Sites.Public/SingleResult.aspx?uid=TKE731
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Appendix E: 

Proposed excavation area 

 

Grid reference 617017, 160177. Location is based on the area that showed a high propensity for 

lithic scatters in the 2017 evaluation. Area = 97,551.06 m2 (9.755 Hectare). Public paths will remain 

accessible with Neto fencing to protect the site. Plant may have to temporally access the paths to 

enter/exit site (avoiding water drains) with the assistance of a Banksman.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Compound 

area  
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Appendix F:  
 
Research questions methodologies tables.  
           

 GPR Coring GDM 

Q1 X X X 

Q2    

Q3 X X X 

Q4    

Q5 X X X 

Q6    

Table 1. Evaluation methods to research aims.  

 

 Undercut 
removal of 
topsoil by 
machine 

Hand removal by 
1 x 1 meter test 

pitting of 
targeted sample 

area of remaining 
overburden  

Positive 
results of 

flint scatters 
hand 

recorded on 
grid square 

plan and 
context 

recorded  

Three-
dimensional 

GPS  
recording 

and 3D 
photography 

of flint 
scatters    

Dry Sieving 
of 

identified 
flint 

scatters 

Post 
evaluation 

Finds 
Recording 

and 
Processing 

Q1  X X X X X 

Q2  X X X X X 

Q3  X X X X X 

Q4  X X X X X 

Q5  X X X X X 

Q6  X X X X X  

Table 2. Excavation methods to research aims.  

 

 Typology Refitting Useware Residue Analysis  Spatial 
analysis 

Q1      

Q2 X X X X X 

Q3 X X X X X 

Q4 X  X   

Q5 X X X X X 

Q6 X X X X X 

Table 3. Specialisation methods to research aims.  
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Appendix G:  

Stages, Products, and Tasks: 
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Appendix H:  

Interfaces and Communications Structure.  
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Appendix I:  

Budgets and Expenditure.   

• Human Resources  
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• External Equipment Costs  
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• Internal overhead costs 
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Appendix J:  

• Total Project Expenditure and Payment Schedule  
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Appendix K:  

• Screenshots of project team GNATT chart at Asana.com   
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Appendix L:  

Risk Log 
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Appendix M:  

PCA Health and Safety Log  
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• PCA Environmental Impact Assessment   
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• Covid-19 
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Appendix N:  

Template of Highlight Report:  

Report Date Author Project ID Archive ID 

01/01/2022 Paul Crame XYZ XYZ 

 

       Recipients:                                                                                                               Key:  

Stakeholders:  High Importance 

Project Team:  Medium Importance 

Executive:  Low Importance 

Assessor:  

 

Update:  

…   

  

  

  

  

       

       Budget:  

….   

  

  

  

  

 

Stages and Timetable Overview:  

….     

  

  

  

  

 

Project Risks:  

….   

  

  

  

  

 

 



51 | P a g e  
 

Appendix O:  

Issue Log Template 

Issue 
Number:  

 

Description:   
 
 

Raised By:  

Date:   

Resolution:  Proposed / Agreed?  
 
 

Date 
updated:  

 

Priority  High/Medium/Low 

Open/Closed:  

 

Issue 
Number:  

 

Description:   
 
 

Raised By:  

Date:   

Resolution:  Proposed / Agreed?  
 
 

Date 
updated:  

 

Priority  High/Medium/Low 

Open/Closed:  

 

Issue 
Number:  

 

Description:   
 
 

Raised By:  

Date:   

Resolution:  Proposed / Agreed?  
 
 

Date 
updated:  

 

Priority  High/Medium/Low 

Open/Closed:  
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