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Summary 

Cransford, Land Adjacent to Cherry Trees, Cransford (TM 3169 6484, CRN 011) 
An archaeological evaluation was undertaken in advance of the construction of five dwellings at 
land adjacent Cherry Trees, Cransford in order to characterise the nature of any surviving 
archaeological deposits.  The site lies some 70m north east of St Peters Church (CRN 003) and 
potentially within the medieval core of the village.  Two trenches were excavated through Plot 5 
only, as the remaining development had been delayed.  They were stripped to the level of the 
natural subsoil but no archaeological evidence was revealed.  
(C. Good, for SCCAS and Mr P. Becher.; 2008/231) 
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1. Introduction 

An archaeological evaluation was commissioned in advance of the construction of five dwellings 
at land adjacent to Cherry Trees, Cransford.  The land was to be evaluated plot by plot, 
depending on the results of the previous intervention. 
 
The development area is centred on TM 3169 6484 (Fig. 1).  The site was formerly occupied by 
a breaker’s yard and warehousing that was not in use at the time of the archaeological site works, 
but was extant.  Plot 5 was evaluated first, in the corner closest to the church (Fig. 3).  
 
The proposed development covers an area of c. 8100 square metres and lies at approximately 
52m OD.  The site is flat and has an underlying drift geology of heavy clay.  It is surrounded by 
houses to the south, farmland to the north and west, and gardens to the east. 
 
Five new dwellings were to be constructed over the whole site, with associated gardens and 
garaging.  The site lies some 70m north east from the medieval church and churchyard of St 
Peter (CRN 003) and has high potential to lie within the historic settlement core of the village.  
Within 200m to the west, a high density of metal work has been recovered whilst metal 
detecting, from both the Roman and medieval periods, indicating activity in both of these periods 
(CRN 006, 007, 008 and misc) (Fig. 2).  
 
On the basis of the potential for medieval or Roman evidence, and as the development would 
include significant ground disturbance, it was deemed necessary to evaluate this plot in the first 
instance.  A Brief and Specification for the archaeological work (Appendix I) was produced by 
Bob Carr of Suffolk County Council Archaeology Service (SCCAS) Conservation Division and 
the work was carried out by Clare Good of the SCCAS Field Team, commissioned and funded 
by Mr P. Becher. 
 
This report covers the results from Plot 5 only, closest to the church (Fig.3).  Subsequent 
development has been delayed on the remaining plots and so decisions on the necessary 
archaeological interventions on these has yet to be made. 
 
 
2. Methodology 
Two trenches were excavated to the level of the natural subsoil in September 2006 using a 360 degree machine 
fitted with a 1.5m wide toothless ditching bucket.  They were located within Plot 5 where footings were to be dug, in 
locations agreed by SCCAS Conservation Team (Fig. 3). 10m of trench were excavated, under constant supervision 
from the observing archaeologist.   
 
Both the excavated topsoil and the exposed surface of the trenches were examined visually for finds and features.   
 
The site was recorded under the Historic Environment Record (HER) code CRN 011. The monitoring archive is held 
in the County HER in Bury St. Edmunds.  
 
The trenches were planned at a scale of 1:50 and their locations within the development area determined manually 
using measuring tapes. The site archive will be deposited in the County SMR at Shire Hall, Bury St Edmunds.  
 
The site and subsequent results are recorded on OASIS, the online archaeological database, under the code 
Suffolkc1-46077. 
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Figure 1. Site Location 
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Figure 2. Location of the site in relation to sites recorded on county HER  
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3. Results 

Topsoil 0001 was similar over the whole site and comprised a mixed dark brown clay loam with 
rubble and building debris throughout.  It was 0.4m deep on average.  This topsoil was full of 
modern rubble and on discussion with the landowner, it was revealed that the remnants of 
Martlesham Airfield had been dumped here after it was closed and demolished in the 1960’s.  
This dumping layer was extensive and obvious, and affected visibility in both trenches.  It 
extended into the natural subsoil, meaning this was only visible in occasional patches.  This 
natural subsoil comprised a mid grey brown solid chalky clay. 
 
 

 
 
©Crown Copyright.  All rights reserved.  Suffolk County Council.  Licence No. 100023395 2008 
 

Figure 3. Location of Trenches 1 and 2 
 
 
Trench 1 
Trench 1 was aligned NNE-SSW and was 8m long.  It was excavated to a depth of 0.4m through 
topsoil, onto occasional patches of natural subsoil.  The disturbance from the topsoil was visible 
throughout the trench but within the odd patches of natural subsoil that were seen, no 
archaeology was revealed. 
 
 
Trench 2 
Trench 2 was aligned roughly WNW-ESE and was 2m long.  It was also excavated to a depth of 
0.4m through topsoil.  The natural subsoil was not revealed in this trench due to the extensive 
disturbance.  Again no archaeological finds or features were revealed.   
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4. Conclusion 
 
No archaeology was revealed during this evaluation.  The extensive disturbance from the rubble 
of Martlesham Airfield has potentially masked or destroyed any archaeology in this plot.  It is 
not clear how far into the development area this disturbance stretches, although it is worth noting 
the site is flat, and may have been landscaped over the whole area using this rubble.   
 
5.  Recommendations 
 
It is recommended that a plot to the rear of the site is also evaluated before development to gauge 
the extent of the disturbance, and if any archaeology may be present here.  The plots 
immediately adjacent to Plot 5 should be archaeologically monitored, at the very least, to see if 
any archaeology exists or survives due to the high potential of the site, and to determine the 
extent of disturbance. 
 
Clare Good, July 2008 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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. 
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A p p e n d i x  1  
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