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Summary 
 
A desk-top assessment has been carried out to establish the archaeological potential of an area of 
agricultural land proposed for a large housing development for the USAF at Eriswell in Suffolk.  
The development area lies within a rich historic landscape on the fen-edge in the south-western 
corner of Breckland Environmentally Sensitive Area.  The assessment has looked at the Suffolk 
County Sites and Monuments Record (SMR), all readily available cartographic sources, 
available aerial photographic evidence, and civil and environmental listings for the site.  
 
Archaeological excavations carried out to the north of the area within RAF Lakenheath and to 
the south at Hurst Fen have both uncovered archaeological sites of national importance and 
examination of the SMR shows evidence of archaeological sites of all periods in the immediately 
adjacent areas.  No systematic survey has been carried out in the development area itself but this 
evidence from the surrounding landscape suggests that there is high potential for important 
archaeological remains of any period to be present.  Areas of specific interest have been 
identified where the presence of archaeological sites outside the eastern and western boundaries 
of the development area and adjacent to Eriswell village seems to increase the probability of the 
presence of archaeological deposits. 
 
The documentary study has identified some now disappeared trackways running across the 
development area and, from the names of some of these, the possibility that there may have been 
a harbour in the vicinity.  These may all be Anglo-Saxon in origin and highlight further areas of 
high archaeological potential, particularly for Anglo-Saxon and Medieval settlement.   
 
The examination of the available aerial photographs did not identify specific archaeological 
features but did show landscape detail revealing previous land-use, the geological humps and 
hollows, and modern pipelines all of which will help inform the fieldwork. 
 
The fen-edge landscape is rich in archaeological sites of all periods and the specific 
environmental conditions present, such as the presence of peat hollows and shifting sands, can 
lead to good preservation of archaeological deposits with the potential to greatly enhance the 
archaeological record for this important area. 
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1. Introduction 
 
This report forms the desk-based assessment of an area of agricultural land proposed for a large 
housing development for the USAF based at RAF Lakenheath, Suffolk.  The desk based 
assessment is the first part of an archaeological evaluation of the land and is carried out in 
accordance with a Specification issued by Robert Carr, Suffolk County Council Archaeological 
Service, Conservation Team (Appendix 1, Specification A).   
 
The site lies on the north-west Suffolk fen-edge (Fig. 1), within 500m of the fens, and covers an 
area of approximately 90.6ha centred on a point at TL 725 785.  The proposed development 
covers the entire area of arable agricultural land lying between RAF Lakenheath to the north, the 
A1065 to the east and the B1112 to the south and west.  The site lies just to the west of ‘Portway 
Hill’ on a slope that falls east to west from the 30m contour to the 10m contour.  The 
development area has never been subject to systematic or casual archaeological survey of any 
form. 
 
To the west of the proposed development area is the ‘Cut Off Channel’, which is a relatively 
new, 1960’s, construction, but replaced, on roughly the same line, an ancient channel called 
‘Pavoirs Lode’ or sometimes ‘Eriswell Lode’.  This marked the fen-edge and the old maps show 
a greater density of smaller ditches and drains on either side of this channel than are apparent 
today. 
 
2. Methodology 
 
The aim of this assessment is to establish the known status of the site and the archaeological implications of this in 
order to inform the trenching design for the field evaluation and to aid interpretation afterwards.  For this purpose all 
readily available paper and computerised records were consulted.  This includes examination of the Sites and 
Monuments Record (SMR) for Suffolk, the listed buildings records, the various environmental and civil status lists, 
cartographic and documentary evidence, and aerial photographs, as well as recent landscape surveys (Breckland and 
Fenland) and the personal experience of various people familiar with the area.  A site visit was made to establish 
practical considerations. 
 
3. Civil and environmental status of the site and its environs 
 
The site lies within the Breckland Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA), as defined by MAFF 
(now DEFRA).  More particularly it is in Breckland Landscape type C (a transitional zone 
between central Breckland and the fenland to the west) which is an open landscape characterised 
by large regular fields with some woodland and small pockets of heath and acid grassland 
(Sussams 1996). Portway Hill and Foxhole Heath on the opposite side of the A1065 are a Special 
Landscape Area, a Special Area of Conservation (Fig. 2) and a Site of Special Scientific Interest 
(SSSI). The village of Eriswell is a Conservation Area and lies on the south-western edge of the 
site.  Eriswell churchyard is a protected Wildlife site.  Within the village there are several Grade 
II and II* listed buildings, some of which (Sparks Farmhouse, Chamberlain’s Hall Farmhouse) 
lie immediately adjacent to the development area.  Two public footpaths, W-236/004/0 and W-
236/003/0 cross the site east to west.  There are six Scheduled Ancient Monuments within 4km 
of the site, four of these, ERL001, ERL 020, ERL 065 and IKL 001 are tumuli (burial mounds, 
probably Bronze Age), one is Hurst Fen Neolithic settlement (MNL 014), and the last is the 
ruined Church of St Peter at Little Eriswell (ERL 011). 
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4. Archaeological background 
 
The site lies in an area rich in archaeological finds of all periods.  Examination of the Sites and 
Monuments Record (SMR) shows that this activity is concentrated along the fen-edge and the 
topographic zones between the fen-edge and the higher sand ridges of Breckland (Figs. 3 and 4).  
Excavation work has identified nationally important archaeological sites both to the immediate 
north in the multi-period site within RAF Lakenheath and to the south in the Neolithic settlement 
site of Hurst Fen.  In addition there are standing tumuli in the field to the south-east.   
 
The archaeological wealth of this area has long been recognised and it was the focus for much 
work in the early to middle part of the 20th century by renowned local archaeologists, Grace 
Lady Briscoe, Mr T.C. Lethbridge and Dr H.A. Fawcett.  This means that sites that might 
otherwise have been destroyed without trace have been examined and recorded. 
 
4.1 The development area 
The development area has not been subject to any formal survey work and as a result the SMR 
shows only a single site within it; ERL 016, part of a Roman sandstone quern (Fig. 3).  However 
there are a number of sites recorded within the immediate vicinity (for a full list see Appendix 
2). The areas where fieldwalking has been carried out, north-west and south-west of the 
proposed development area, can be clearly identified by the number of sites recorded.   
 
The majority of the sites identified so far are prehistoric.  In the fields south-west of the site there 
is one Mesolithic and numerous Neolithic, Bronze Age and Iron Age finds scatters eg. MNL 
435-439, MNL 353.  This same pattern is repeated in the other fieldwalked area north-west of 
the site, eg. ERL 66-68, ERL 049, ERL 052.  Burnt flint patches which, although undated, are 
almost certainly prehistoric have been identified in several places; the majority of these lie close 
to ‘Cut Off Channel’ in low-lying areas, see ERL 072-5 and MNL 427; one small group lies 
further south-west, out into the fen, MNL 126 and 357-8.  These burnt flint features are a 
typically fenland deposit comprising extensive patches and mounds of burnt flints and charcoal-
rich sand which are often found on the marginal sand ridges surrounded by peat soils.    Stray 
Neolithic finds, ERL 039 and ERL 010 have been found on the slightly higher ground of 
Foxhole Heath south-east of the site, but the main finds here are Bronze Age pottery sherds, ERL 
002, 004, 031, and 050 and a probable occupation layer, ERL 030.  Much of this pottery is 
thought to represent Bronze Age cremations and at least two barrows (burial mounds probably 
dating to the Bronze Age), ERL 001 (standing) and ERL 034 (ploughed out) were here.  
Excavation of an Iron Age site, ERL 048, was carried out north of the development area. 
 
Roman finds scatters have been recorded south, west and north of the site; ERL 018, 051, 056, 
005, 014, 070, 054 and 006 and Lady Briscoe identified a dark soil layer containing Roman and 
Saxon pottery at site ERL 020.  Saxon finds are also recorded at ERL 014, ERL 037 (a 7th 
century bronze bowl), west of the development area and ERL 003, an Early Saxon inhumation 
on Foxhole Heath to the south-east and near the putative Bronze Age cremations.  Early Saxon 
cemeteries are often found in conjunction with Bronze Age burials, probably because the 
mounds provided a visible ritual focus.  Both Bronze Age and Early Saxon cemeteries can be 
extensive and dispersed and it is possible that these could continue into the development area. 
 
Medieval finds are confined to sites adjacent to the existing settlements, ERL 014 within 
Eriswell village, and ERL 064 and 065 at Sparks Farm. 
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4.2. The wider context 
4.2.1. Excavated sites 
Most of the recent excavation work in the area of the proposed development has been carried out 
within the perimeter of RAF Lakenheath, but the wider area was also a focus for excavation 
work in the late 1930’s –60’s both as the airbase was being set-up and enlarged and in the fen-
edge in general. 
 
Important Mesolithic occupation surfaces were excavated prior to and during runway 
construction on the north side of the base in the 1930’s and scatters of Mesolithic flints have 
been uncovered during many of the recent excavations. 
 
The nationally important Neolithic settlement site at Hurst Fen (MNL 014) lies within 0.75km 
south of the south edge of the development area.  This site was originally identified by Dr H.A. 
Fawcett and Lady Briscoe (Clark et al. 1960) in the 1940’s and further excavation carried out in 
the 1950’s revealed pits, postholes ditches and flint and pottery artefacts and animal bone.  This 
site lies on the western side of ‘Cut Off Channel’ on a sand ridge just below the 10m contour.   
 
Field systems dating from the later prehistoric period have been identified in excavations in the 
southern half of the base.  Evidence from some aerial photographs suggests that these may be 
part of an extensive system (Colin Pendleton pers. comm) which can be expected to continue 
into the development area.   
 
Much excavation work has been carried out in advance of redevelopment at RAF Lakenheath 
(Fig. 5).  This has established the presence of an extensive Late Iron Age and Roman settlement 
covering c.20ha centred around Caudle Head Mere, c. 2.5km north of the centre of the 
development area.  Excavation work on the south side of the base, alongside Lord’s Walk has 
also uncovered Iron Age and Early Roman occupation.  It is likely that the Roman sites ERL 
006, 020, 048 and 054 (see section 4.1) are a part of this occupation and demonstrate that it 
extends southwards towards the development area.  This occupation may be a continuation of the 
settlement around Caudle Head. 
 
A combination of excavation and field survey work in the fens in and around RAF Mildenhall, 
has identified an interrupted band of Roman occupation.  This runs from West Row on the west 
side of the airbase, across the western end of the airfield and into Beck Row, c.3km from the 
development area.  Although only limited Roman occupation evidence (ERL 016) has been 
found so far in the development area, both the north-south band of sites down the fen-edge from 
Lakenheath and the north-east to south-west band from Mildenhall cross this area and therefore 
there is a high probability of Roman occupation. 
 
Three Early Saxon cemeteries have been excavated at RAF Lakenheath, c.1.75km north of the 
proposed development area uncovering more than 420 burials including the nationally publicised 
‘horse and warrior’ burial, which was featured in an episode of the BBC television series ‘Meet 
The Ancestors’.  In addition 15 Early Saxon buildings have been excavated over a wide area of 
the base.  The excavated evidence shows an apparent population shift away from the area of 
RAF Lakenheath in the 9th century.   It is possible that either of the settlements around the two 
Eriswell churches of St Peter (ruined) to the north and St Laurence, in the current village, may be 
the result of this shift.  Another Early Saxon cemetery (MNL 084) was excavated at Holywell 
Row, c. 2.5km south-west of the site on the west side of the ‘Cut Off Channel’, by Tom 
Lethbridge in the 1920’s.  
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4.2.2. Unexcavated sites 
Examination of the Sites and Monuments record (SMR) for this area reveals numerous finds 
spots (Fig. 4).  These show a concentration of Bronze Age and undated prehistoric sites all along 
the fen-edge, with a cluster around Hurst Fen, and several sites in Foxhole Heath, south-east of 
the development area (Figs. 3 and 5). Further standing tumuli (burial mounds), in addition to 
those nearer the development area (see section 4.1), survive in the area to the south-west. 
 
Medieval finds are recorded from Eriswell village, Sparks Farm (see above section 4.1) and 
around the ruined church of St Peter, to the north of the development area.  All these indicate 
medieval settlement lying on roughly the 10m contour along the fen-edge, but the earliest date 
and extent of the settlements is not known.  If the settlements follow the contour then there is a 
possibility of further settlements or farmsteads along the west edge of the development area.  
 
Much of this area was subjected to Parliamentary enclosure in the early 19th century and there 
are many straight roads and tracks that relate to this.  Early maps and the SMR indicate the line 
of Medieval roads pre-dating enclosure, one of which runs diagonally north-east to south-west 
across the site.  It is possible that there may have been medieval buildings fronting this road. 
 
5. Environmental aspects 
 
The curving line of the B1112, along which Eriswell is focussed, roughly mirrors the line of the 
‘Cut Off Channel’ and it is likely that this road runs along the slightly higher contour, which may 
suggest that the proposed development area lies beyond the peat edge.  Aerial photographs seem 
to show the edge of the peat between the road and the drain.  However lying as it does within 
500m of the ‘Cut Off Channel’ and the fen-edge it is possible that parts of the western area of 
this site may contain evidence of waterlogging and peat deposits.  Evidence from a pollen core 
taken at Caudle Head (Wiltshire 1997) seems to show that that area, and we can extrapolate to 
the general area, was becoming gradually drier from the end of the Bronze Age to the late 
Roman and Saxon periods.  However from the Late Saxon period into the Medieval period it 
shows increased wetness, indicating rising water levels and suggesting peat deposition.  On 
marginal fen-edge areas such as this, it is possible that prehistoric activity might be sealed below 
thin peat deposits.  
 
The underlying geology is chalk, which is very undulating in the parishes of Eriswell and 
Lakenheath, coming up to the surface frequently, and the aerial photographs seem to show soil 
marks indicating surface chalk in fields adjoining the development area.  The presence of chalk 
would lead to good preservation of bone, whether animal deposits in rubbish or human remains, 
should they be present, which is rare in Suffolk.  
 
A natural phenomenon in the Breckland is the periodic sand blows.  These are documented as 
being particularly severe in the 17th and 18th centuries where, in one notorious case, the village of 
Santon Downham was buried under ten feet of sand.  These blows were probably caused by 
overgrazing and ploughing which destabilised the vegetative cover leaving the light, sandy soils 
exposed.  Archaeological evidence from the airbase shows these blows sealing Roman and 
Saxon deposits and it is likely that they were also taking place to a lesser extent in earlier times.  
Significantly, whilst this clearly has caused erosion in some areas, it has also meant that in 
others, archaeological deposits have been sealed by up to 1m of sand, which has served to 
protect them from truncation.  If present in this area then there is the potential for very good 
preservation of the archaeology.   
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However it is not known what damage has been done by farming, which will undoubtedly have 
disturbed the top 30cm of the soil profile.  Where there are overlying peat or blown sand 
deposits, soil creep or terracing behind hedges and at the bottom of the slope, these may serve to 
protect the archaeology from plough truncation.  Conversely, in other areas there is the 
possibility of severe damage to archaeological levels, which could be aggravated by soil erosion 
and creep. 
 
6. Documentary Search by Anthony M. Breen 
 
6.1. Introduction 
The research for this report was carried out at the Suffolk Record Office in Bury St Edmunds. 
The readily available archival sources are limited due to the absence of manorial or estate 
records for the manor of Eriswell cum Chamberlains. After 1650, this manor was acquired by the 
“Company for the Propagation of the Gospel in New England and Parts Adjacent in America” 
and their records have not been deposited at Bury. 
 
Apart from the standard cartographic sources, this report has benefited from the works of the 
distinguished local historian the Revd J T Munday who was the rector of Eriswell in the 1960’s. 
He carefully read, translated and published the surviving early records of this parish and its 
manor and added to his work his own carefully considered comments and conclusions which 
have been followed and will be described in this report. 
 
6.2. Maps 
This area is shown on the 1:10,560 Ordnance Survey map sheet number XXI. N.W., the 1952 
Provisional Edition and the 1890 first edition of this map have been copied for this report (Figs. 
6 and 7). The site is on a western facing slope to the west of the Brandon to London Road, the 
present A1065. To the east of this road Portway Hill is marked on the map. This road was cut in 
the seventeenth century and became the Lynn turnpike road in 1770. The medieval road, the 
present B1112, marks the western boundary of the site and runs north from the present village of 
Eriswell to the site of Eriswell Hall and the ruined church at Little Eriswell, shown on the 
adjoining map XII. SW. The northern boundary of the site rests on a thin strip of planted 
woodland named on these maps as Holly Belt, below which is a small area of heath or rough 
pasture. The eastern side of the site is taken up with large rectangular fields running east-west 
together with another tree belt. The site is divided by a trackway, which joins the B1112 below 
Mill Farm forming a crossroad to the road crossing Eriswell Lode to Mildenhall. On the western 
side of the site, there are smaller enclosures in particular those to North and South of Mill Farm, 
now Spark’s Farm. Despite its name, no mill is shown at Mill Farm and there does not appear to 
have been any water course crossing the site. Apart from Mill Farm, the only remaining 
buildings outside the main area of the village are those at Little London, built in the early part of 
the nineteenth century and the school building shown on the 1952 map, which was built in 1896. 
The position of Chamberlain’s Hall, is important and the very different nature of the fields to the 
west of the road running in a westerly direction to Eriswell Lode, now the Cut-Off Channel, are 
of note. 
 
The tithe map for Eriswell is dated 1839 (ref. T94/2). The main area of the site is in those fields 
marked 213 - 220, 172 - 173, 181, and 184 on the map (Fig. 8). The small enclosures shown on 
the Ordnance Survey maps to the south of Mill Farm are here covered in a large number of small 
allotments numbered 187 - 208. The same pattern of allotments is also evident in a field to the 
east of the village. In the apportionment (ref. T94/1), of the village’s 6569 acres, 6426 acres were 
owned by the New England Society. Of the remaining 143 acres, 51 acres were taken up with 
roads and another 51 acres was owned by the church as glebe land. The fields 181 and 



 

Figure 7 
1952 O
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Figure 8 Tithe Map 1839 
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184 are named as “Lambpit Field” occupied by Robert Mayhew; his premises were to the south 
of St Peter’s Church. Thomas Roberson of Chamberlain Hall occupied the fields 172 and 173 
simply described as “Field” in the apportionment. The fields to the north 213-220 were occupied 
by Thomas Horrex, of Sparman’s Farm, though this was not his main residence. The smaller 
enclosures 213 “Fison’s Corn Close” was in arable use, 214 “Clark’s Dry Close” and 215 
“King’s Hazard” were pasture. These field names include personal names probably dating from 
the time of the enclosure of the parish in 1818 to 1820. The four larger fields were called “Part of  
Millfield” numbers 217 and 220 and “Part of Townfield” numbers 218 and 219. The small 
allotments numbered 187 to 208 are individually described as “Allotment in Townfield”. 
 
The Enclosure Act dated 1818 and the award of 1820 ( ref. Q/RI 14) are temporarily unavailable 
for research and Munday’s commentary described below has been used to trace the changes in 
land holdings that were a result of this act. The enclosure of a parish is the final stage or 
completion of what in some instances has been a long process or consolidation of land holdings 
and minor encroachment and enclosure of waste. The Highway Division Order of 1820 (ref. 
Q/SH 31) concerns the closure of a trackway leading to Little Eriswell and the construction of a 
new road. It is of note that at various points the roadway cuts through “ancient banks”.  
 
Joseph Hodskinson map of Suffolk dated 1783 (Fig. 9), though it does not show the site in the 
same detail as the later maps does include some important features.  The northern edge of this 
site is marked by a double row of trees, which is the tree belt later named as Holly Belt on the 
Ordnance Survey maps.  The position of both Sparman’s Farm and Mill Farm buildings are 
shown with the small roadway to the west leading to Eriswell Lode. There is a roadway which 
begins at the northern end of the village of Eriswell and continues as an oblique line to join the 
Lynn Turnpike at the north east end of Holly Belt. The southern end of this roadway is evident 
on the later Ordnance Survey Maps, though it ends at the point where the road turns to the east in 
the direction of Little London. The most significant feature of Hodskinson’s map in the vast area 
of common, moor and fen to the west of Eriswell cut only by the various lodes. 
 
Munday added two sketch maps to his various publications based on his research. The first 
shows Eriswell in the sixteenth century (Fig. 10). On this map the oblique line leading to the 
road to Brandon is very evident. The village is dominated by the site of Chamberlains Hall and 
adjoining Hall Close on the eastern side of the road. Below the hall there is a number of narrow 
strips which were still evident on the Ordnance Survey maps. Eriswell Lode is here called 
Paviors Lode; a pavior is a person who lays paving stones. In the area of the site, there is only 
the one enclosure named Drinkmilk, shown without any building. In the centre of the village 
there are the pond and pound. The other map (Fig. 11) shows all of the occupied area including 
Little Eriswell. On this map he associates Little Eriswell with the manor of Eriswell and the 
present village with the Domesday Manor of Coclesworth, which adopted the name 
Chamberlains only after c.1320. The small trackway that crosses the site and joins the road 
below Sparman’s Farm is here named Green Way.  This continues over the road  and leads to 
High Fen Common. The oblique road to the later Brandon road is named here Crouch Way. It 
should be noted that he places St Peter’s, the dedication of the present church, at the site of the 
ruined chapel in Little Eriswell and he names the church, the present St Peter’s as St Laurence’s. 
Most historians reverse the dedications of  these two churches. The site of Colchester Abbey 
Barn is marked at the northern end of the village. The significance of the numbers and letters is 
not evident as the maps have been published without a key. 
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Figure 10 Sketch Map by Rev’d JT Munday od Eriswell in 16th century 
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6.3. Eriswell after the Enclosure 
By 1816, the New England Company had purchased the remaining lands owned by other 
proprietors in the parish. Apart from the glebe, all the lands became part of their estate either as 
farms leased to tenants or as remnants of copyhold manorial tenure. At the time of the enclosure 
Eriswell Hall Farm consisted of 947 acres and sheep course rights over 361 acres and 
Chamberlains Hall Farm was 1,542 acres with rights over 612 acres of heath and a warren of 847 
acres together with a water mill. Following the enclosure these holdings were rearranged, 
Eriswell Hall Farm became 1,695 acres and Chamberlains 1,376 acres.  The parish was just five 
large farms and 44 small “bargains” with Sparman’s Farm as the smallest of the five farms,  just 
185 acres.  
 
An owner of one of the small plots was Robert Kent. He had been given an allotment at the time 
of the enclosure. He built his own cottage and then used the rest of the land of his acre and a half 
to build “a row of what can only be called hovels for letting which became known as Little 
London” which was “a sour joke on the subject of such buildings by small landlords, which was 
common enough in London”. 
 
A major change was the closure of a number of minor roads including Crouch Way. 
 
6.4. Eighteenth century Eriswell  
Large farms had become a feature of the parish long before the eighteenth century, though the 
manorial rights of the commoners continued up to the enclosure. In the Hearth Tax list of 1674 
nearly half the 40 dwellings in Eriswell paid no tax, due to poverty. 
 
Munday was able to examine the court leet books of the manor. The leet regulated the use of the 
commons including the fenland and sheep courses. The freehold tenants and copyholders had 
common rights over these lands, but below these two classes of landowners, there were the 
“Underights, inmates and cottagers” who formed nearly half the village’s population. The 
manorial court appointed pinders to control the numbers of livestock grazing on the common bite 
and sheep courses. At various points in the years both cattle and sheep would have been driven 
to different parts of the manor. It is possible that due to the large numbers of sheep grazed on the 
heathland areas of the parish from the earliest medieval times, there was a necessity to provide 
additional accommodation for seasonal workers. The court also regulated the extraction of peat 
from the fen. The various manorial tenants could also remove hassocks, clumps of rushes, that 
grew over disused peat beds, to use in the construction of banks. The construction of these banks 
was necessary as most of the parish was taken up with relatively thin sandy soil. The radically 
different material used for the banks may still be evident though the banks themselves have been 
removed. 
 
6.5. Medieval Eriswell 
Munday in describing the settlement pattern in the area, states “all its human habitations (except 
a 14th century warren lodge) lay along a narrow strip of fairly good soil, between the 
waterlogged peat fen on one side and sandy breckland on the other”. He continues “this pattern is 
true of Eriswell’s neighbours . The five settlements of Wangford, Lakenheath, Eriswell, 
Coclesworth and Holywell lie along the great ‘S’ shaped curve of the present 24 feet contour. On 
the higher ground, behind each of these settlements has been found a cemetery of the first pagan 
Anglo-Saxon immigrants”. He states “in this part of the heath were no areas of good soil enough 
to furnish a community with fields for growing their corn (except for the square mile which 
became the common field of Coclesworth”. He believed that Pavior’s Lode had been “dug by the 
Romans to ship corn” and “at both Lakenheath and Coclesworth small streams rose just above 
the fen-edge”. 



 
 

 
 
 
Figure 11 Skech Map by Rev’d JT Munday 
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Apart from references to Eriswell by name in Anglo-Saxon charters for Lakenheath, the earliest 
account of the parish is the vill described in the Domesday Book c.1086. In the reign of Edward 
the Confessor, before 1066, the vill consisted to two manors or halls, Eriswell and Coclesworth, 
both under the king’s thane. Eriswell had 11 villeins, 4 bordars and 11 serfs whilst Coclesworth 
had 15 villiens 4 bordars and 11 serfs. The livestock included 900 sheep under Eriswell and 200 
under Coclesworth, by the time of the survey, though the Eriswell flock had declined to 800 
sheep, that for Coclesworth had increased to 880 sheep. Both manors were described as a league 
in length, Eriswell was six quarentenes in breadth and Coclesworth eight quarentenes. The length 
of the quarentene was determined by the length of the furrows in an open field and equivalent to 
a furlong. There were two churches, unusually Coclesworth’s church did not develop into a 
separate parish. Before 1066 Eriswell was valued at £10, rising to £16 at the time of the survey, 
Coclesworth had been £12 but had risen in value to £24. This and other details suggests that 
Coclesworth’s importance was increasing. At the Conquest both manors passed to Eudo, the 
steward of William I who, though he held 64 manors in total, had his main power base at 
Colchester. 
 
It is worthwhile considering the two churches. The first Christian missionaries arrived in East 
Anglia in the seventh century, but it seems unlikely that the entire populace would have been 
converted before the eighth century or perhaps later. Churches were established by grants of land 
by the ruler or, with his permission, the lords of individual manors. This process of establishing a 
full parochial system was undoubtedly interrupted by the Danish invasions of the ninth century 
and a number of parishes may not have been established until the tenth. Munday wrote a lengthy 
paper identifying Coclesworth with St Laurence and Eriswell with St Peter’s, but found only one 
fourteenth century reference to  Coclesworth as a parish ( ref. HD 998/1). 
 
By the Norman period “nearly every family (except, one supposes, serfs) had its messuage on the 
west side of the street where the narrow head of the close abutted on the street, and behind that, 
the two or three acres stretched through pasture including a small area of Fen”. “In the case of 
Coclesworth a few messuages stood on the east side of the green”. 
 
In 1167 Colchester Abbey was granted two thirds of the manor. The remainder stayed with the 
family of de Rochester. On the death of William de Rochester in 1249 amongst the jury at his 
inquisition was John de Camera, the Latin form of Chamberlain. Their surname appears in 
relation to Eriswell in the Latin or French form De Chaumbre from this date. The main manor of 
Eriswell passed in about 1270 to the de Tuddenhams who lost their lands after the execution of 
Sir Thomas de Tuddenham in 1461. His sister married Edmund Bedingfield whose family owned 
the manor until 1650.  
 
In 1189 the Augustinian Canons of Royston were given a messuage with a virgate, probably 60 
acres, in Coclesworth. In about 1260, it was sold to Alexander Boveton. The deed transferring 
this land includes numerous field names and mentions “Portwey”. Port, meaning both a harbour 
and a town with a market had came into English in the Saxon period. The Boveton family also 
acquired land from Colchester Abbey with the proviso that the abbot should retain a piece 60 
feet in length and 40 in width “for building a barn for collecting there their tithes”. Munday gives 
the position of this barn on his sketch map.  
 
The Chamberlain family were amongst the principal landowners in the subsidy returns of 1327 
andcontinually acquired new lands throughout the fourteenth century, including those owned by 
the Boveton family. By 1448, they owned “the manor of Roystons 13 messuages, 3 dovecots, 
1,500 acres of land, 25 acres of meadow, 500 acres of pasture, 24 acres of fen, 4 liberties of fold 
course”. This is before the standardisation of land measurement, but seems very close to the land 
holding of Chamberlain Hall Farm in the early nineteenth century. 
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Another landowner mentioned in 1327 is John de Bresete, probably Bristol whose name 
continued as Pristol Fen. 
 
Munday finished one of his works “Translations of Documents concerning Eriswell cum 
Coclesworth” in 1340 stating “not because of any shortage of documents for the following years 
but because after that date the scene changes ... to one of large land holdings owned by 
investors”. 
 
From 1650, the New England Company began to acquire all the land in Eriswell. In 1869, their 
land was sold to Duleep Singh of Elveden and on his death to the Iveagh Estate. 
 
6.6. Summary 
The site is marginally outside the two main areas of settlement in the parish of Eriswell. The tree 
belt marking its north boundary may have survived as a boundary between Eriswell Hall and the 
rest of the manor from an early date. It is shown as a significant feature on Hodskinson’s map of 
1783. The survival of Mill Farm suggests some further occupation along the eastern side of the 
medieval street. Green Way, which now crosses the site as a trackway may have marked the 
northern edge of a much larger green, truncated to the immediate area fronting the older 
residences in Eriswell at a early date. As the documentary sources, translated by Munday, 
concern principal landowners, it is not unreasonable to suggest that a lower level of society, 
whether Domesday serfs or eighteenth century cottagers, must have been accommodated 
elsewhere at the margins of the main settlement, possibly within the development area.  
 
Crouch Way, which was truncated at the time of the enclosure, was an early medieval roadway. 
The line of this road and its junction with Green Way may mark the position of earlier settlement 
but the lack of access to readily available fresh water will always have been a significant factor.  
 
The survival of the name Portway from at least the thirteenth century suggests that all the 
trackways will date back to the Anglo-Saxon period. Munday’s suggestion that Pavior’s Lode 
was dug by the Romans opens the possibility that its use extends back into an earlier period.. 
 
7. Aerial Photographic Assessment by Rog Palmer. 
 
7.1. Summary 
This assessment of aerial photographs examined an area of some 90 hectares (centred TL7278) 
in order to identify and accurately map archaeological and natural features.   
 
It is not known whether the proximity of Lakenheath and Mildenhall airfields have restricted 
access to the area by archaeological aerial photographs, but no specialist obliques have been 
taken of the Assessment Area.  This report is based on the evidence interpreted from vertical 
photographs. 
 
No unquestionable archaeological features were identified but series of parallel banks may 
remain from medieval cultivation although they are perhaps more likely to be recent. 
 
Earthwork features west of the B1112 may extend into the cultivated land of the Assessment 
Area but there was no visible evidence of such. 
 
A small number of natural hollows and humps are mapped.  These are likely to be under-
representative of what may remain under the ground. 



19  
   

 
Two pipelines cross the Area and a doubtful one is also shown north of Eriswell village. 
 
No military remains were identified. 
 
Most fields in the area have been in arable use on all dates of photography – but those dates were 
not within the months that sub-surface features may become visible through their effect on crops. 
 
Photographic interpretation and mapping was at 1:2500 level. 

 
7.2. Introduction 
This assessment of aerial photographs was commissioned to examine an area of some 90 
hectares (centred TL7278) in order to identify and accurately map archaeological and natural 
features and thus provide a guide for field evaluation.  The level of interpretation and mapping 
was to be at 1:2500. 
 
7.3. Archaeological and natural features from aerial photographs 
In suitable cultivated soils, sub-surface archaeological features – including ditches, banks, pits, 
walls or foundations – may be recorded from the air in different ways in different seasons.  In 
spring and summer these may show through their effect on crops growing above them.  Such 
indications tend to be at their most visible in ripe cereal crops, in June or July in this part of 
Britain, although their appearance cannot accurately be predicted and their absence cannot be 
taken to imply evidence of archaeological absence.  In winter months, when the soil is bare or 
crop cover is thin (when viewed from above), features may show by virtue of their different 
soils.  Upstanding remains, which may survive in unploughed grassland, are also best recorded in 
winter months when vegetation is sparse and the low angle of the sun helps pick out slight 
differences of height and slope. 
 
Grass sometimes shows sub-surface features through the withering of the plants above them.   
This may occur towards the end of very dry summers and usually indicates the presence of 
buried walls or foundations.  Such dry summers occurred in Britain in 1949, 1959, 1975, 1976, 
1984, 1989 and 1990 (Bewley 1994, 25) and more recently in 1995 and 1996.  This does not 
imply that every grass field will reveal its buried remains on these dates as local variations in 
weather and field management will affect parching.  However, it does provide a list of years in 
which photographs taken from, say, mid July to the end of August may prove informative. 
 
The hummock and hollow micro-relief that is part of the natural topography of this area shows in 
upstanding form in unploughed land.  Under cultivation, and when levelled, these should affect 
crops in ways similar to archaeological features, with the hollows (presumably holding a greater 
depth of soil) and soil ridges respectively encouraging or retarding crop growth.  For these 
natural features to be visible from the air will thus require similar conditions, and photography at 
the same time of year, that allows the recording of sub-surface cultural remains. 
 
The most immediately informative aerial photographs of archaeological subjects tend to be those 
resulting from specialist reconnaissance.  This activity is usually undertaken by an experienced 
archaeological observer who will fly at seasons and times of day when optimum results are 
expected.  Oblique photographs, taken using a hand-held camera, are the usual product of such 
investigation.  Although oblique photographs are able to provide a very detailed view, they are 
biased in providing a record that is mainly of features noticed by the observer, understood, and 
thought to be of archaeological relevance.  To be able to map accurately from these photographs 
it is necessary that they have been taken from a sufficient height to include surrounding control 
information. 
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Vertical photographs cover the whole of Britain and can provide scenes on a series of dates 
between (usually) 1946-7 and the present.  Unfortunately these vertical surveys are not 
necessarily flown at times of year that are best to record the crop and soil responses that may be 
seen above sub-surface features.  Vertical photographs are taken by a camera fixed inside an 
aircraft and adjusted to take a series of overlapping views that can be examined stereoscopically.  
They are often of relatively small scale and their interpretation requires higher perceptive powers 
and a more cautious approach than that necessary for examination of obliques.  Use of these 
small-scale images can also lead to errors of location and size when they are rectified or re-
scaled to match a larger map scale. 

 
7.4. Photographic interpretation and mapping 
7.4.1. Photographs examined 
Cover searches were obtained from the Cambridge University Collection of Aerial Photographs 
(CUCAP) and the National Monuments Record: Air Photographs (NMRAP), Swindon.  
Photographs in the vicinity of the Assessment Area included those resulting from specialist 
archaeological reconnaissance but the Area itself was only recorded on vertical photographs.   
 
The cover search from NMRAP identified 48 prints from 11 sorties.  Because parts of 
Lakenheath airfield appear on some of the photographs only 15 prints from five sorties were 
available, the remainder being withheld for reasons of security.  After examination of the 15 
prints, it seems unlikely that any but one sortie (3 August 1961) may have had the potential to 
record possible archaeological features on the local soils. 
 
Photographs consulted are listed in Appendix 4. 
 

7.4.2. Base maps 
OS digital data from a survey scale of 1:2500 were provided by the client. 
 

7.4.3. Study area 
Photographs were examined in detail for an area extending one modern field beyond the 
assessment area. 
 

7.4.4. Photographic interpretation and mapping 
All photographs were examined by eye and under slight (2x) magnification, viewing them as 
stereoscopic pairs when possible.  Interpretations, made at 1:2500 level, were marked on 
overlays to individual prints following procedures described by Palmer and Cox (1993).  These 
overlays were then scanned and transformed to match the digital base map using Irwin Scollar’s 
AirPhoto program (Scollar 2002).  The transformed files were set as background layers in 
AutoCAD Map, where features were overdrawn using standard conventions.  Layers from this 
final drawing have been used to prepare the figures in this report.  A digital version of the 
archaeological drawing has been supplied to the client. 
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7.4.5. Accuracy 
AirPhoto computes values for mismatches of control points on the photograph and map.  In all 
transformations prepared for this assessment the mean mismatches were less than ±1.50m.  
These mismatches can be less than the survey accuracy of the base maps themselves and users 
should be aware of the published figures for the accuracy of large scale maps and thus the need 
to relate these mismatches to the Expected Accuracy of the Ordnance Survey maps from which 
control information was taken (OS 2002).   
 
7.5. Commentary 
7.5.1. Soils 
The Soil Survey of England and Wales (SSEW 1983) shows the area to be located on 
glaciofluvial drift and peat (soil association 861b).  This is further described as having a ‘very 
complex soil pattern with hummock and hollow micro-relief locally’ (ibid – Legend, 20) as is 
apparent on air photographs in uncultivated land in the vicinity of the Development Area. 
 

7.5.2. Note 
Two factors must be noted regarding this Assessment: 
 
Firstly, the proximity of the bases at Lakenheath and Mildenhall may effectively have closed the 
area to airborne archaeological prospection.  With prior permission it often is possible to enter 
military control zones, but we do not know whether any archaeologist has asked permission to 
overfly the Development Area.  Photographs taken by CUCAP in the 1950s may have pre-dated 
strict flying regulations or they may then still have been using RAF aircraft which – possibly – 
could fly anywhere without permission. 
 
Secondly, the continued arable use of most fields in the Development Area suggests that 
archaeological features may be visible from the air if conditions are suitable.  The Cambridge 
team were certainly in  the local area on at least two dates when crops may have responded to 
sub-surface differences, but they have no oblique photographs of the Area.   
 
The sum of the above means that there are no specialist photographs of the Assessment Area.  
Photo interpretation for this Assessment has been based entirely on vertical photographs of 
which none were taken at times of year when crop-marked information would be expected.  The 
most useful were prints taken for the Fenland Survey in March 1982.  These showed sub-surface 
differences as tonal changes and also had exaggerated stereoscopic height relief which helped in 
the identification of humps and hollows. 
 

7.5.3. Archaeological features 
No unquestionable archaeological features have been identified within the Assessment Area (see 
Figure 12).  The mapped ‘banks’ may remain from medieval cultivation – but they do not show 
the usual reverse-S curve that typifies cultivations ridges in much of England (although ridge and 
furrow is rare in East Anglia anyway) – or they could be a product of more recent ploughing.  
What is clear, is that they are later than the natural undulations as they can be seen to cross some 
of them. 
 
Of greater interest are the few remains on the west side of the B1112, of ditched and banked 
features, possibly including quarries, that may date to medieval or post-medieval times.  Parts of 
these may extend into the Assessment Area as it appears that the road – or at least part of it – is 
later than some of these features.  This is best seen at TL72087917 where at least one ditch/bank 
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extends in a line on both sides of the road.  Cultivation on the east side of the B1112 may have 
erased surface evidence of similar features. 

7.5.4. Non-archaeological features 
Natural 
A small number of humps and hollows has been mapped where examination of stereoscopic 
pairs of photographs showed slight height differences.  There was no tonal indication of hollows 
(as darker – damper – areas) or ridges (as lighter – plough shaved – areas) on any of the 
photographs, but most had been taken at times of year when such differences were unlikely.  
Cultivation in the Development Area seems effectively to have removed most of the surface 
traces of any undulations but, on the basis of the evidence for such humps and hollows in 
adjacent uncultivated land, those mapped for this Assessment are likely to represent a minimal 
view of what may be present below the surface. 
 
Recent 
Several field divisions have been mapped although most may have been post-fenced and will 
leave little or no sub-surface traces.  One, that divided the northern two modern fields, was 
extant as a hedged boundary between 1946 to 1959.  Evidence for this may survive in the 
subsoil. 
 
Two definite pipelines have been mapped.  That which runs north-east from Eriswell village was 
recorded in 1959, but may be older.  The other appears later in date, as part of it showed as a 
fresh light-toned (backfilled) line on the Ordnance Survey print taken in 1971. 
 
A possible pipeline was identified north of Eriswell village in a field east of the B1112.  This is 
an uncertain pipeline as it runs from corner to corner of a modern field and there is no trace of it 
continuing.  It is visible as a light-toned feature as is often the case with pipelines, but it seems 
more likely to be the compacted surface of a farm track. 
 
Military 
No military features, such as may have been related to airfield defence, were identified within 
the Assessment Area.  Closest was a field of Nissen huts to the north, in land now under houses. 
 

7.5.6. Land use 
A figure has been compiled to show land use as there were some belts of rough pasture with 
scrub that could leave sub-surface indications that may be mistaken for archaeological pits (see 
Figure 13). 
 
Most fields have been in arable use on all dates of photography but there have been areas of what 
appear to be pig keeping which would render those fields as ‘negative zones’ to the aerial 
camera. 
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8. Initial Field Visit 
 
An initial field visit has been made to ascertain practical considerations for the field work.  The 
best access to the site seems to be from Little London where there are also disused sheds and 
hardstanding that could be used for tool, plant and fuel storage and the siting of site huts and 
toilets.  There are overhead power lines in some fields which will impact on the trenching 
pattern.  It was noticeable that there were, in some places, dramatic differences in levels (up to c. 
80cm) between the rough ground and the ploughed fields.  This may be due to dumping on the 
rough ground but may, alternatively, indicate the degree of levelling within the agricultural fields 
on what had naturally been an undulating landscape.  If, once work starts, it becomes clear that 
certain areas have been severely damaged, it will be desirable to modify the trenching pattern to 
take this into account. 
 
 
9. Discussion 
 
9.1 Archaeological potential 
The evidence of known archaeology both immediately around the site, and within the wider 
geographic zone (which has the same landscape characteristics) shows that there are certain to be 
archaeological deposits within the development area, and that these deposits may be widespread 
and of great archaeological significance.   All periods from the Neolithic to medieval are 
expected to be represented. 
 
An important component of the archaeological potential is the context of the development area 
within a relatively well understood historic landscape incorporating the extensive multi-period 
fen-edge occupation and the archaeological excavation area of RAF Lakenheath.  These sites 
have the potential to contribute greatly to our understanding of the development of this landscape 
through all periods and the possibility of uncovering new information to augment this greatly 
enhances the significance of what is, on size alone, a development area of great potential.   
 
Overall this site is likely to address a number of the aims outlined in the Regional Research 
Framework, for example: the relationship between burial sites and settlement, in particular the 
implications of the use of monuments within a semi-mobile society in the Neolithic and Bronze 
Age; the characterisation of both the Iron Age-Roman and Roman-Saxon transitions; the 
investigation of life expectancy and ethnic origins in the Saxon period; the development of rural 
medieval settlements from the ‘Middle Saxon shuffle’ onwards; and the development and 
changes to the agricultural economy through all periods. 
 
9.2 Specific objectives 
Despite the extremely high archaeological potential demonstrated by the historical landscape 
which surrounds the site this assessment has produced little solid evidence of archaeological 
features identifiable within the development area at this stage, but has given some information on 
possible areas to focus the trenching on.   
 
The presence of Bronze Age and Early Saxon burials in Foxhole Heath, immediately south-east 
of the development area, suggests that particular attention should be paid to the eastern edge of 
the site where stray burials, or even a continuation of the cemeteries, might be found.  The main 
A1065 road was only cut through on this line in the 17th century and therefore the possibility of 
the continuation of archaeological sites found on the eastern side of the road is very plausible.  
Ring ditches, which often indicate the presence of burial mounds, show as crop marks elsewhere 
along the fen-edge and, although none have so far been seen here, the possibility of ring-ditches 
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being present cannot be discounted. It is also possible that trenching on the west edge of the site 
might uncover at least one prehistoric flint mound and scattered Bronze Age occupation is likely 
at this end of the development area.  
 
The documentary evidence suggests that the now lost trackways shown on earlier maps were 
probably Saxon in origin and that there is the possibility of a Saxon harbour or market place at 
the southern end of the site near or within the area of the current village.  The evidence of all the 
fen-edge villages in this area shows settlement concentrated between the fen and the higher 
sandier soil and the presence of the Early Saxon cemeteries on this higher ground seems to mark 
the settlements.  There is a known cemetery east of the A1065 Brandon Road but if this were to 
reflect the patterns of the cemeteries of Little Eriswell there could be many more burials 
covering a substantial area, so the possibility of these coming into the development area cannot 
be ruled out.  No Early Saxon occupation has yet been identified in this area but it should be 
looked for.  The Early Saxon occupation identified on the base appears to stop at c. 850AD so 
another possibility is that of population shift during the 9th century to this area.  An important 
aim of the trenching in the southern part of the site should be to try to establish an earliest start 
date for the settlement around Eriswell. 
 
Finds from the existing Eriswell village and Sparks Farm suggest that medieval occupation is 
most likely to be found on the western edge of the site, but the indication of a probable medieval 
road running diagonally across the site also allows the possibility of medieval roadside 
occupation stretching north-east towards the centre of the development area.  
 
The documentary search seems to suggest that this area lies outside the bounds of the post-
medieval Eriswell Low Warren, and therefore it is unlikely that warren banks and ditches will be 
present.  However, these earthworks mark the edges of the post-medieval warrens, earlier 
medieval warrens had lesser boundaries.  It is not known whether this area might have been used 
as warren in the medieval period, nor how, if it had, this use it could be identified, but the 
possibility should be borne in mind during the fieldwork. 
 
There is mention of the closing of a track to Little Eriswell and its replacement with a new road 
in the 1820’s.  Looking at the maps this seems likely to be the closing of Parsons Way and the 
forming of Lord’s Walk (or the formalisation of Lord’s Walk, as this may be on the line of an 
earlier track).  The document mentions that the new road cut through ancient banks; these could 
be Warren Banks relating to Eriswell Low Warren or early earthworks relating to prehistoric 
trackways and other linear features. found in excavations north of Lord’s Walk.  However this is 
outside the area of this study. 
 
In the north-west of the development area is a property called Mill Farm but no sign of a Mill.  
To the west of Mill Farm into the proposal area are two large fields called ‘part of Mill Field’ on 
the Tithe Map; it will be of value to trench in here to see if any evidence of a Mill can be found.  
This would most likely be a water mill, but the presence of the named fields on higher ground 
means that there is a possibility that this could be a lost windmill. 
 
The aerial photograph assessment highlighted some areas of ridges and hollows.  The sand 
ridges, if not too badly truncated by ploughing, are likely to support the most intense 
archaeological activity and therefore, it is important to ensure adequate trenching of these.  The 
hollows ought to be sample trenched to determine the date of the presumed peat infilling as it is 
possible that prehistoric sites might survive under it.  It appears that the existing B1112 road 
separates the development area from the fen-edge and the western edge should be carefully 
trenched as this provides the greatest opportunity to examine the nature of the fen-edge.  The  
SMR evidence suggests that prehistoric, Roman and Medieval sites may be the most likely here.   
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Peat dating sequences are important to this part of the county in order better to understand the 
nature of the fen-edge and the archaeology on it.  If substantial peat deposits are identified the 
regional environmental archaeologist should be contacted for advice. 
 
The SMR calculates that, on average in Suffolk, at least one archaeological site will be found 
every 5ha (C. Pendleton pers. comm) which would suggest a minimum of 18 sites in this area.  
Work in 1992 on a linear pipeline, 10m wide, across Suffolk established a statistic of one site 
every 800m within the Breckland stretch (Caruth 1996), ie. one site every 0.8ha.  Either of these 
figures suggests the potential for a high level of archaeological activity here; the tempering 
factor is likely to be the degree of truncation and plough damage as the documentary search 
shows that these fields may have been continuously farmed from the 17th century or earlier. 
 
10. Recommendations 
 
Field evaluation is clearly necessary over this large area and the best course of action for this will 
be wholesale trial trenching.  A geophysical survey is a possibility but the area is very large and 
experience has shown that sand geology can be problematic to interpret and therefore without a 
previous survey of a nearby area for comparison, the results might be of little value.  Any 
information gained would help inform the fieldwork but would not exclude any areas from 
systematic trenching and therefore it might be more productive to carry out this type of survey 
after the trenching to enable specific areas to be targeted. 
 
Whilst the trenching will need to ensure that the areas identified as having specific potential are 
comprehensively trenched, the general trenching pattern needs to cover all areas of the site 
equally as it is impossible accurately to predict where sites might be located within this area.  A 
provisional trenching plan has been produced, but this will need modification on site to take into 
account overhead power lines, unknown service trenches and obvious modern disturbances. 
 
11. Conclusions 
 
The desk-top search has established the likelihood of varied and intense archaeological presence 
in all areas of the site.  It has identified that the east and west edges of the site, the corner near 
Eriswell village and the lines of the ancient tracks are of particular potential.  However, the 
archaeology in the general area is so dense that no part of the site could be ruled out as being 
unlikely to contain archaeology.  There is no indication, at present, of major disturbance in the 
arable areas, but there are some pipelines and overhead cables, avoidance of which will 
determine the positions of some trenches. 
 
This proposed development area occupies a critical position along the fen-edge and has the 
potential to provide essential archaeological information, both in terms of new sites uncovered 
and adding context to the nearby nationally important sites at RAF Lakenheath and Hurst Fen. 
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Disclaimer 
 
Any opinions expressed in this report about the need for further archaeological work are those of 
the Field Projects Division alone.  The need for further work will be determined by the Local 
Planning Authority and its archaeological advisors when a planning application is registered.  
Suffolk County Council’s archaeological contracting service cannot accept responsibility for 
inconvenience caused to clients should the Planning Authority take a different view to that 
expressed in the report. 
 

http://www.ordnancesurvey.gov.uk/productpages/landline/positional-
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Appendix 1 
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 an Archaeological Evaluation 
 

Evaluation by trial trench 
 

USAF HOUSING, ERISWELL 
 
 

1. Background 
 
1.1  A proposal is being formulated to develop an area of agricultural land adjacent to the 

south side of RAF Lakenheath for housing.   No formal planning application has yet been 
made. 

  
1.2 In order to establish the full archaeological implications of this application the  
 potential developer has been advised that an archaeological evaluation of the application 

area should be provided, with the results available before determination of any 
subsequent planning application. 

 
 The Planning Authority has been advised that any consent should be conditional upon an 

agreed programme of work taking place before development begins (PPG 16, paragraph 
30 condition).  An archaeological evaluation of the application area will be 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 evaluation. 

 
1.3 The precise area for evaluation is to be agreed with the potential developer but is likely to 

cover some 100 ha bounded by the RAF base;  the village of Eriswell; and the B1112 and 
A1065 roads.  The area has not been the subject of systematic field survey, however, a 
Roman quern stone has been recorded on the County Sites and Monuments Record (ERL 
016) and there are significant medieval and Roman finds scatters immediately west of the 
B1112 within a few metres of the proposal area (ERL 064, 065, 070 & 071). 

 
 The absence of survey work accounts for the absence of archaeological finds actually 

from the proposal area.  Examination of the County Sites and Monuments Record for the 
general area shows that the surrounding landscape has extensive occupation evidence for 
all periods.  This is concentrated upon a landscape and topographic zone comprising the 
Fen-edge, the Eriswell valley sides and a low lying belt above the flood level and 
between these areas and the higher sand ridges of the Breckland.  The most notable and 
comparable archaeology resulting from systematic study is the multi-period complex 
within the confines of RAF Lakenheath immediately to the north of the proposal area. 
Iron Age, Roman and Saxon settlement with associated agricultural land divisions and 
Saxon and Roman cemeteries have been recorded. There is extensive evidence for both 
Neolithic and Bronze Age occupation and Bronze Age burial mounds. The proposal area 
is immediately next to this nationally important archaeological landscape and has the 
potential to be a continuation of it, and to provide additional context for it. The overall 
potential of the area is adequately demonstrated. 
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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. 

 
1.5 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.   It is recommended that this should 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 should 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. 

  
2. Brief for the Archaeological Evaluation 
 
2.1 Establish whether any archaeological deposit exists in the area. Regard is to be given to 

any which may be considered to be of national importance, and, therefore, requiring 
preservation in situ; or otherwise of sufficient significance to merit consideration of 
preservation as the preferred method of mitigation. 

 
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 the possible presence of masking 

colluvial/alluvial deposits. 
 
2.4 Establish whether waterlogged organic deposits are likely to be present in the proposal 

area. 
 
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 It is expected that the evaluation will proceed sequentially: the desk-based evaluation will 

precede the field evaluation; the results of the desk-based work are to be used to inform 
the trenching design. 

 
2.7 This project should 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, and 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. 

 
2.8 The developer or his archaeologist will give the Conservation Team of the 

Archaeological Service of Suffolk County Council (address as above) five working days 
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notice of the commencement of ground works on the site, in order that the work of the 
archaeological contractor may be monitored. 

 
2.9 An outline specification, which defines certain minimum criteria, is set out below. 
 
3. Specification A:  Desk-Based Assessment 
 
3.1 Consult the County Sites and Monuments Record (SMR), both the computerised record 

and any backup files.  Prepare a desk-top report on the known archaeology of the area.  I 
advise:  that an area up to 4km radius around the site should be considered;  that the true 
peat or wet fen sites can be dealt with as broad context not site-specific;  that a full broad-
brush description of the RAF Lakenheath multi-period complex (not detailed site/find 
specific) will be acceptable.  The main target should be the valley and the fen-edge belt 
with similar topography to the proposal site. 

 
3.2 Examine all the readily available cartographic sources (e.g. those available in the County 

Record Office).  Record any evidence for archaeological sites (e.g. buildings, settlements, 
field names and route ways) and history of previous land uses. Where possible, 
photocopies or tracings should be included in the report. 

 
3.3 A preliminary documentary study should be undertaken, using particularly map and 

printed sources.  Special emphasis should be placed on the location of medieval features, 
e.g. warrens, road and trackways, field boundaries, and the extent of the village.  An 
assessment of the potential and value of more detailed documentary study should be 
made. 

 
3.4 Provide a transcription of archaeological features from all available air photographs held 

by Suffolk County Council Environment and Transport Department and its SMR, and the 
National Monuments Record at a scale of 1:2500.   It is known that immediately post 
WW2, RAF cover exists, this should be consulted.  In addition to archaeological features, 
plots are to include representation of geological conditions, areas of deep and shallow 
soils, buried water courses etc. 

 
3.5 Ascertain whether there are other constraints on the site (e.g. Site of Special Scientific 

Interest, County Wildlife Site, Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Tree Preservation 
Order, etc). 

 
4 Specification B:  Field Evaluation 
 
4.1 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. 
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4.2 Trial trenches are to be excavated to cover a minimum 5% by area of the entire site 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’ at least 1.2m wide must be used. The trenching design must take into 
account the results of all aspects of the desktop survey and any identified earthworks; it 
must be approved by the Conservation Team of the Archaeological Service before field 
work begins.  It is advised that a grid pattern of trenching using 30m x 2m trenches may 
be the most suitable; consideration should be given to laying the trench axes at 45° to the 
slight E-W slope. 

 
4.6 At least five test-pits should be excavated to establish an approximated water-table level, 

and to indicate the potential for water-logged archaeological deposits. The western side 
of the area should receive particular emphasis. If this information is already available 
from engineering test pits the data is to be included in the evaluation report. 

 
4.7 Metal detector searches must take place at all stages of the excavation by an experienced 

detector user.  In addition a contingency to allow up to 2ha of additional detecting 
between trenches should be provided. 

 
4.8 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 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. 

 
4.9 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. 

 
4.10 There must be sufficient excavation to give clear evidence for the period, depth and 

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

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

 
4.12 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. 

 
4.13 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). 
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4.14 Human remains must be left in situ except in those cases where damage or desecration 
are 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. 

 
4.15 Plans of the 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. 

 
4.16 A photographic record of the work is to be made, consisting of both monochrome 

photographs and colour transparencies. 
 
4.17 Topsoil, subsoil and archaeological deposit to be kept separate during excavation to allow 

sequential backfilling of excavations. 
 
5. General Management 
 
5.1 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. 

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

subcontractors). 
 
5.3 A general Health and Safety Policy must be provided, with detailed risk assessment and 

management strategy for this particular site. 
 
5.4 No initial survey to detect public utility or other services has taken place.  The 

responsibility for this rests with the archaeological contractor. 
 
5.5 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. 

 
6. Report Requirements 
 
6.1 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). It is essential that the archive records, discussion and conclusions 
are to a standard which provides an adequate record of the project should it not proceed 
further. 

 
6.2 The data recording methods and conventions used must be consistent with, and approved 

by, the County Sites and Monuments Record. 
 
6.3 The objective account of the archaeological evidence must be clearly distinguished from 

its archaeological interpretation. 
 
6.4 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 
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6.5 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.  

 
6. 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). 

 
6.7 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 SMR 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. 

 
6.8 The site archive is to be deposited with the County SMR within three months of the 

completion of fieldwork.  It will then become publicly accessible. 
 
6. 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. 

 
6.10 County SMR sheets must be completed, as per the county SMR manual, for all sites 

where archaeological finds and/or features are located. 
 
Specification by:   Robert Carr 
 
Suffolk County Council 
Archaeological Service Conservation Team 
Environment and Transport Department 
Shire Hall 
Bury St Edmunds 
Suffolk IP33 2AR     Tel:  01284 352441 
 
Date: 3 December 2002    Reference:  Eriswell-USAFHousing12 
 
 
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. 
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Appendix 3 
Documentary sources 
 
Maps 
 
1:10560 Ordnance Survey Map sheet Number XXI. N.W. Provisional Edition 1952 
1:10560 Ordnance Survey Map sheet Number XXI. N.W. First Edition           1890 
 
T94/1 & 2 Tithe Map and Apportionment Eriswell 1839 
 
Q/SH 31 High Diversion Order Eriswell 1820 
 
Joseph Hodskinson’s Map of Suffolk 1783 reprinted Suffolk Record Society 1972 
 
Printed Works by Revd R T Munday 
 
“Early Medieval Eriswell” pre 1965 
“Eriswell Land Utilization 1652 - 1818” pre 1965 
“Eriswell Court Leet Orders 1629 - 1794” pre 1965 
“The Topography of Medieval Eriswell” 1965 ( HD 998/1) 
“Twelve Eriswell Wills 1500 - 1545” 1965 
“A Breckland Sheep right” 1967 
“76 Translations of Documents concerning Eriswell cum Coclesworth 1086 - 1340” 
“24 more Eriswell Documents 1250 - 1340” 
“Eriswell cum Coclesworth, a Chronicle of Eriswell until 1340” 
“Eriswell Note Book” 1967 
 
Other Printed Works 
 
Kelly’s “Directory of Suffolk” 1882 
Kelly’s “Directory of Suffolk” 1912 
John Richardson “The Local Historian’s Encyclopedia”, 2nd edition 1986 
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Appendix 4   
 

Aerial photographs examined 
 
Source: Cambridge University Collection of Aerial Photographs 
 
 Oblique photographs (around site only) 

  OB 83-84  19 June 1954 
  PP 18, 20-23  14 April 1955 
  QG 9-16  28 June 1955 
 
 Vertical photographs 

  RC8-kT 17  2 August 1981  1:15000 
  RC8-EA 34-36 23 March 1982 1:10000 
 
Source: National Monuments Record: Air Photographs (cover search 50955) 
 
 Specialist collection 

  No prints 
 
 Vertical collection (not withheld for security reasons) 

  CPE/UK/1801: 3188-3190 25 October 1946 1:9840 
  CPE/UK/1801: 4273  25 October 1946 1:9840 
  CPE/UK/1918: 3017-3019 9 January 1947 1:10000 
  F21.58/1971: 3  27 March 1956 1:10000 
  F22.58/2688: 103-106  25 January 1959 1:9600 
  F22.58/2688: 197-199  25 January 1959 1:9600 
  OS/71217: 28-29  14 May 1971  1:7500 
 
Most informative photographs 
 
  RC8-EA 34 
  CPE/UK/1801: 3189 
  OS/71217: 28 
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