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OBITUARY
Edward (Eddie) Godwin Price. 1923- 2015.
An appreciation by Arthur Price with contributions from Martin Ecclestone,
Nigel Spry and Terry Moore-Scott.

College, to Moorend farm at Slimbridge in
Gloucestershire, as tenants on the Berkeley Estate.
The family then moved to and eventually purchased
Chelworth Manor near Crudwell, Wiltshire.

The freehold farming origins of the Price family have
been traced back to the mid part of the 14th century to
the Llanthony Priory land holdings on the Black
Mountains, just to the north of Abergavenny,
Monmouthshire (now Gwent). In c.1620 the first
member of the family to take the Price surname was
John Price the eldest son of Rees William John of
Oldcastle. Subsequent generations attained ‘gentry’
status but, after seventy years of litigation which
ended in 1725, they had lost land in six parishes. The
family continued farming on the Monmouthshire Herefordshire borders till 1887, when they moved
from the Rhadyr Farm, now Usk Agricultural

Edward Godwin Price was born at Elmtree Farm,
Wortley, near Wotton-under–Edge, Gloucestershire
on the 6th of October 1923; the eldest of three
children of Charles and Elsie Price. In 1927 his father
moved to Purlieus Farm, Ewen, Kemble and in 1935
came to Frocester Court Farm as a tenant of just over
250 acres. Due to the agricultural depression, the
owners, the Graham-Clarks of Frocester Manor, had
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experienced considerable difficulty in finding
occupiers for the farm and it remained empty for over
a year. In fact the rent was less than had been paid in
1860.

were some long ladders and second hand Cotswold
stone tiles. It took him eight years to complete this. In
turn all the other buildings were re-roofed and
conserved, including the main house, part of which
dates back to the mid 1450’s and in which Queen
Elizabeth the first stayed overnight in 1574. The last
major renovation was of the Tudor Lodge gate house
in 1989. An entire side of this attractive building was
taken out and restored using traditional techniques.
The oak needed for the ornamental carved wooden
framework came from a tree cut down on the farm. As
these repairs were being undertaken many interesting
finds were made in the fabric which further
illuminated the structural history of these buildings.
At the same time documentary research was
undertaken and plans and scaled drawings prepared.
This resulted initially in the publication, in 1980, of
‘The survivals of the Medieval Monastic Estate of
Frocester’. In 1988 Eddie retired from active
agriculture.

Initially Eddie was educated at home by governesses,
but between 1933-34 attended Cirencester Grammar
School. During 1935-37 he went to two small private
schools; firstly Combe Florey Rectory, Somerset, run
by the Reverend Highland and then Normamton Prep
School at Buxton, Derbyshire. For two years (193739) he was a day border at Wycliffe Boys School in
Stonehouse. In 1940 when the school premises were
requisitioned by the British Army; the school boys
moved en-masse to Lampeter in Wales. He attended
there as a border during his final year in education.
After taking his school certificate he started work at
Frocester Court. In 1941 he joined as a private the
Frocester Section of the Stonehouse Company of the
8th Gloucesters Home Guard. His father had long
suffered with ill health from brucellosis, so in 1950, at
the age of twenty-seven Eddie took over the running
of the farm. Using a small legacy from an aunt he
bought his first milking cows, the descendants of
which are still milked today. During these years much
advice was taken from the MAFF and a system of
mixed farming was set up, which still proves its worth
today. He was able to say that he only ever made a
financial loss in his first year. Details of all these
farming years have been deposited with
Gloucestershire Archives, a tradition that is still
continuing at present. In 1949 he met Ruth the
youngest of three daughters of George and Marjorie
Chandler of Chestnut Farm, Haresfield. They married
in 1950 and over the next fifteen years had six sons,
George, William, Henry, Arthur, Richard and
Matthew. The youngest three of whom now run the
farm in partnership.

His first obsession was fishing, especially for carp
and perch. He was one of the early pioneers at the
famous carp fishery, Redmire Pool, Herefordshire.
This culminated in 1959 with the catching of the
largest mirror carp then caught, weighing 40½lbs. In
1980 this fish was captured again and till recently
held the UK weight record. He also photographed
what is considered to have been the largest carp ever
to have lived in Britain. At Woodchester Park Lakes
he never quite achieved his ambition of catching a
perch over four pounds but came close on several
occasions. During these years he kept a fishing diary
which was published as a limited edition in 2007.
Sold out even before the printing had been completed,
copies are very sought after and, much to his surprise,
prices have risen from £110 to an asking price of
£2000 for the special leather bound copies and up to
£600 for the cheaper hardbacks. It has been recently
described as “one of the most desirable and
collectable fishing books ever published”.

In 1965 at the age of 42 he was made a Justice of the
Peace sitting at Whitminster Court. He was offered
the post of Chairman of the bench in 1986, but instead
chose to retire from active service, shortly before the
Whitminster Court closed and amalgamated with
Stroud.

As a boy his interest in history had started after a
historical society had visited the barn and he had
tagged along to hear the lecture. He bought an 1881
copy of the excavations of ‘Pompeii and
Herculaneum’ and subscribed to a magazine called
‘The Wonders of the Past’ which he had bound into
three volumes, which we still have. He had ambitions
to become a museum curator, and even set up his own
small museum in a hut he built in the nearby orchard.
However, WWII and a successful career in farming
intervened, but this did not stop his interest in
archaeology which revived in later years. During the
1940’s ‘War Ag’ had ordered the compulsory
ploughing of an ancient grass ridge and furrow
covered field called Big Stanborough (the stone
burgh). He noticed a spread of pottery and other

In 1969 he purchased Frocester Court (later adding an
additional 50 acres) and with his sons set about
renovating and conserving the thirteen listed
buildings on the farm, the oldest of which is the
immense medieval, (listed grade one) estate barn built
c.1300 by Abbot John de Gamages of St. Peters,
Gloucester. It is the largest barn in Gloucestershire
and probably the largest in Britain still in continuous
agricultural use. The cost of re-roofing was going to
be more than he had just bought the farm for; so he
decided to retile it on his own. All he needed to buy
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building debris around what would later become
known as the Frocester Court Roman Villa. In 1959
he met Captain H. S. (Stuart) Gracie RN, who had
come to Frocester to dig at the recently demolished St
Peter’s Church, which was surrounded and underlain
by a large villa site. Gracie was an experienced
amateur archaeologist who had dug at Bagendon with
Elsie Clifford.

farming occupation from the neolithic, through the
bronze and iron ages to Roman and post Roman.
Frocester comes into recorded history in 823 AD
when it was given by Mercian royalty to St Peters’
Abbey at Gloucester.
In 1965 he joined the Bristol and Gloucestershire
Archaeological Society (BGAS) and later served on
council and numerous committees. In 1998 he was
elected President of the Society, his presidential
address was entitled, ‘Frocester, Landscape and
settlement from the 5th century to modern times.’ In
1981 he was elected a Fellow of the Society of
Antiquaries. He was a member of the Gloucester and
District Archaeology Research Group (GADARG,
now known as Gloucestershire Archaeology) for 46
years, and served as Chairman and President,
eventually becoming an honorary life member. In
2008 he retired as president and fellow members
presented him with a pictorial descent of the Manor of
Frocester to Frocester Court. He was also a committee
member for many years of the Council for
Archaeology in Gloucestershire (CAG). Frocester
was for GADARG a ‘flagship’ activity and many
members of the group greatly enjoyed and gained
much practical excavation experience from it and
learned much from Eddie’s hands-on expertise. Some
of the volunteers from the society dug at Frocester for
over twenty-five years. One, Mary Palser, had her
ashes scattered on the site.

After showing the pottery to him Gracie agreed in
1960 to undertake a small investigation at Frocester
Court, which it was thought, would last no more than
two years. In fact he stayed for a further eighteen.
They soon became great friends. The late Irvine Gray
of the Gloucester County Records Office introduced
him to the immense amount of surviving
documentary evidence for the Manor of Frocester.
Eddie missed only the first days digging. On trying
with a trowel he uncovered firstly a pot full of
carbonised wheat and shortly after the colourful front
corridor mosaic was revealed. He was thereafter
‘hooked’ for life. In 1970 Gracie published the first
report on the Villa covering the years 1960-68. For
the second report covering the years 1968-77 Eddie
collaborated with Gracie and although finished it was
not published at the time of Gracie’s death in 1979.
Thereafter Eddie became the dig director and
continued excavating every season from April/May to
October, weather permitting, with a small but
constantly changing team of volunteers (over 900 in
total, all of whose names were recorded), until the end
of 2009, making it at the time probably the longest
running archaeological dig in Britain. A total area of
seven acres was completely dug over in painstaking
detail. At first the twelve feet sided squares had the
top soil removed by hand and at the end of the season
it was backfilled the same way. Later, farm machinery
was used to great effect.

From 1979 onwards he promptly published a precis of
each years findings in three journals. The fullest in
‘Glevensis’, the GADARG Review, with a shorter
account in the Transactions of the BGAS plus a note
sent to Brittania. In 1980 a third report was published.
It was then decided to revise the previous reports and
bring the site up to date, as well as incorporate much
additional information on numerous other sites in
Frocester resulting from years of extensive field
research. At first the Roman Society agreed to publish
and a draft was prepared. They proposed to cut out
anything not Roman and to charge £90-£120 for the
remainder. It was withdrawn and GADARG agreed to
take on the task. Except for the specialist reports it
was entirely written and illustrated by Eddie. The late
Beth Bishop helped edit the draft and put it onto
computer, Nigel Spry helped with editorial work and
made many other useful suggestions. The late Don
Mayes digitised the diagrams and photographs. In
2000 two large volumes on the sites and finds titled,
‘Frocester. A Romano-British Settlement, its
Antecedents and Successors’ came out costing just
£35 for both volumes. 700 of each were printed and it
soon sold out making a profit. He was always very
grateful to fellow members of GADARG who helped
with the arduous process of bringing the reports to
fruition at the printers. He bought his own computer

The two dig huts became a feature of the landscape
and were moved from time to time following the digs
progress. Many happy times were spent here sitting in
the sun at ‘elevenses’, lunch and tea time where
gentle conversation was wide ranging in content.
When the dig ended the most decrepit of the two huts
was ceremonially burnt, but soon after it was learnt
that even in that state it was worth about £600. The
cast iron wheels were soon sold on Ebay for £300.
A few of Eddie’s volunteers were inspired under his
guidance to take up archaeology more fully and there
are today a few well known professional
archaeologists who started as youngsters digging at
Frocester. The site is notable not only for its villa,
since it is still only one of a handful which have
proven formal flower beds. It is notable also for all
the other remains there which date from long before
and after; meseolithic flint and then a continuity of
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and despite suffering from what we called ‘fat finger’;
pressing too many keys at one time; continued to
write. In 2010 volume three was published covering
the years 1995 to 2009 and in 2008 volume four
completed the series with a Frocester parish history
down to modern times. He is one of a few
archaeologists to have fully published all his
excavations and findings. The profits from the books
sales amounted to nearly £8,000, which he donated to
GADARG in 2013 to further the research and
publication of archaeology in Gloucestershire. In
2008 he was very surprised to be awarded an MBE for
his services to archaeology and in 2009 was awarded
an Honorary Degree from the Open University.

who come to Frocester Court, interested in local
history, architecture and more recently the popular
pastime of searching for ancestors. Frocester Court is
open to the public 365 days a year at any reasonable
time.
In October 2012 a day before his 89th birthday,
having just completed picking an orchard full of
apples, he suffered a major stroke. Nursed back to
some semblance of health at home he realised his
researching and writing days were over and was
content to watch the world go by. He had been
revising the index of the church parish register and
was frustrated that one page was left uncompleted.
He spent some time getting all his remaining papers
in order, ready to go to either Gloucester Museum or
the Archives. The eventual fate of the pottery from the
last few years excavations, stored in boxes at
Frocester Court concerned him.

He was a churchwarden for St Andrew’s and St
Peter’s churches for over ten years. He transcribed
and indexed the Frocester Church wardens accounts
which were considered being past saving by
Gloucester Archives, having been stored for many
years on a damp stone floor in St. Peter’s church; this
he undertook during three years of winter evenings.
He later transcribed and indexed the Parish church
registers, and road surveyors accounts. Towards the
end of his life he had transcribed virtually every
record available about Frocester, from wills to Latin
manorial records to modern personal reminiscences.
The gravestones (including those removed to one side
and heaped up in the 1950’s) in St Peter’s churchyard
were recorded and photographed. In the 1970’s he
undertook a ridge and furrow survey and hedge
species count and field walking throughout the parish
of Frocester finding many abandoned medieval house
and farm sites, as well as older Roman and Neolithic
remains. Much of this evidence has since been lost in
the field due to changing farming practises. Recently
all this evidence has been bought together with the
available records from various county and national
record offices and a publication produced listing the
descent/history, owners/occupants of all the house
and farm sites in Frocester, some being taken back as
far as 1250. At first he deleted this from the computer
after making a single copy. This resulted in many
arguments with his son Arthur; Eddie’s thinking being
that no one but himself would be interested. They
were later retyped and saved and have proved
invaluable to the ever increasing amount of visitors

It pleased him immensely when a coat of arms
awarded by the College of Heralds was presented to
him for his ninetieth birthday. Equally pleasing was
that the award described him as ‘a Gentleman’. The
arms show a design taken from the villa mosaic and
the crest features two forearms holding up a Roman
cremation urn. The forearms represented are a tribute
to the many people who have helped him over the past
fifty years; the pot represents the dig. The motto sums
his life up completely; opus et stadium (work and
study). A year later another stroke further restricted
him and he finally succumbed peacefully at home in
the presence of his family on the 23rd of January 2015
in his 92nd year.
At his private funeral he was pulled down to St
Andrew’s Church Frocester on a decorated milk
trolley and his coffin carried into church by his six
sons; forty other descendants were in attendance. A
memorial service was held later at Eastington parish
church with the guest speaker Neil Holbrook. His
ashes are to be interred at Frocester Court at the side
of the field he spent so long excavating, in a bronze
age type stone cist with a standing stone marking the
spot and obtained from a working quarry not far from
where the Price family originated.
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HON. SECRETARY’S REPORT TO THE 2014 AGM on 12th March
Marta Cock
Change upon change

Tributes

The Charity Commission approved our new name
“Gloucestershire Archaeology” which we initially set
up as our new domain name, later adding “Glosarch”
because it is easier to say and enter. Our preferred
internet address is now www.glosarch.org.uk. Our
valued webmaster Julian Rawes, who established our
internet presence at a time when few groups like ours
thought of doing so, decided that this was an
appropriate time for him to relinquish the position.
We thank him publicly here for his commitment over
so many years. Committee member Les Comtesse
offered to take this on, transferring everything to the
new website while also responding to comments on
its re-design and use, from committee members and
other users.

To belatedly recognise what Bernard Rawes did for
the development of archaeology in Gloucestershire as
well as for helping to firmly establish GADARG, now
Gloucestershire Archaeology, as a leader in good
archaeological practice, we decided that one lecture
each year from now should be badged in his honour.
His son Julian has agreed.
We thanked Jan Wills, outgoing County Archaeologist, for
her sterling leadership of the service on her departure
from GCCAS. We welcomed Toby Catchpole on
becoming the new head of GCCAS with the title of
Heritage Team Leader and Andrew Armstrong on
developing the role of Gloucester City Archaeologist.
Frocester Fund Grant

We welcomed four new members to the Committee,
three being co-opted during the year, including our
new Publicity Officer, Emma Keep. Their presence
and enthusiasm has enlivened our debates, introduced
new skills and literally rejuvenated us. All are happy
to offer themselves for election at this AGM.

The Committee awarded the 2013-14 grant of £725 to
Micheal Philpott to pay for radio-carbon dating of
samples taken during his excavation at Chapel Hay,
Churchdown in 2013. The Committee is very grateful
to Churchdown Parish Council for its generous
donation to us to pay for further advice to Mick on
bones and pottery discovered there. His interim report
will be published in Glevensis 46, out soon.

We have changed Committee priorities, bringing
Fieldwork centre stage with Tony Roberts taking on
its co-ordination from Ann Maxwell, who will of
course still be closely involved. We are very grateful
to her for everything she has done to improve its
quality, scope and participation. Tony has produced a
draft plan for fieldwork in 2014-15, which has been
approved by the committee. He will contact members
directly to update them on opportunities.

David Evans, who received the first grant last year,
has now completed his research which will be
published eventually in BGAS Transactions.
Glevensis
Glevensis 46, due to be published in time for this
AGM, will be late this year due to circumstances
beyond our Editor’s control.

A public launch of Gloucestershire Archaeology is in
hand via a small working party led by our new
Publicity Officer.

Meetings
We are working more closely with the Bristol &
Gloucestershire Archaeological Society (BGAS) and
its Committee for Archaeology in Gloucestershire
(CAG) to help find ways of working co-operatively
across the County to identify and source funding for
archaeology which can no longer be supported by the
small numbers of professional staff in the County and
the City. Our Chairman Mike Milward has been party
to talks between Senior County Council Officers and
the Hon. Secretary of BGAS.

Spring/Summer: Mike Milward organised an
excellent day tour of Salisbury Plain guided by
Richard Osgood, the MoD’s archaeologist, who
showed and explained the wide range of
archaeological sites curated there so effectively.
Mike also arranged well attended, guided visits to
Chipping Campden, the Purton Hulks and St Mary’s
Church in Fairford.
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Autumn/Winter: Marta Cock set up eight meetings
again, four in Ribston Hall High School in Gloucester
and four in St Andrew’s URC in Cheltenham.
Highlights of the programme were John Smith’s
illustration of life for a Roman Soldier in Gloucester,
complete with armour and accoutrements, Carolyn
Heighway’s succinct and enlightening update on
Anglo-Saxon Gloucestershire and a vibrant Members
Evening with three presentations to a full house in
Cheltenham where attendance in general has become
noticeably higher than in Gloucester.

external voluntary organisations, museums and educational
establishments. Fewer articles were offered to the
Secretary for publication in Newsletter 134 most
likely because there are fewer staff and volunteers
with time to do so.
Secretary’s role.
With so many initiatives and lots more email
correspondence the role became rather more onerous
during the year. This meant that my other role as
Meetings Secretary, responsible for the lecture
programme, often clashed with it. Happily due to
having a full and active committee for the first time in
years it looks as though some of the causes of the
clashes will disappear but we do need one dedicated
Meetings Secretary as soon as possible, this person to take
over after the 2014-15 autumn/winter programme is
advertised, ready to start taking responsibility for it
and start developing the following year’s
Spring/Summer Programme, setting Mike Milward
free. Also I do not get any younger so it is with regret
that I give notice that even if I am re-elected as your
Secretary at this AGM I will bow out as soon as a
replacement can be found and not stand again though
I will still support GlosArch in any way I can be
useful.

We found that members wanted to return to meeting
in a more central location in Gloucester: after looking
at a number of affordable venues we settled for
booking Kingsholm & Wotton Neighbourhood
Partnership’s Centre in Sebert Street for our 2014-15
season. It has good secure parking, a welcoming first
floor meeting room with kitchen and a lift, should
they be needed.
Newsletters 133 and 134
These were published in August 2013 and March
2014 respectively with the latter emailed to 75 people
and organisations in membership and posted to 60
members. In addition they were also emailed to 16
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THREE FIGURINES FROM WEST OF THE SEVERN
Revd Professor Martin Henig
Introduction

the stumps of the limbs remain, though sufficient to
show that the left arm was bent. Its surviving height
is 7cms; width across the chest 1.7cms. The god is
nude apart from his helmet which has a prominent
plume. It may be compared for example, with
figurines from Lamyatt Beacon, Somerset,2 from
Trier and its region,3 and elsewhere.4 The type of
Mars, depicted nude as here, is common in figurines,
as are other iconographic types in which he is
portrayed in armour. Indeed, Mars was a popular god
in all media reflecting his religious importance, not
simply or even particularly in the military sphere, but
especially as a powerful, protective, agricultural deity
believed to protect growing crops and fight off pests
and diseases. This aspect is reflected in
Gloucestershire by the Mars altars from King’s
Stanley and Bisley,5 where however, the god is
depicted in armour. In his native guise he was, of
course venerated as Mars Nodens at his sanctuary in
Lydney Park to the south of the Forest of Dean, as the
first three letters of the inscription on the mosaic from
the cella of the Temple,'DMN' for Deo Marti Nodenti
testify.6

This note brings to the attention of readers three
figurines from the environs of Newent. The first two,
depicting respectively Mars and Apollo, are both
Roman, probably of 2nd century date, and add to the
local archaeological record and our knowledge of
Romano-British religion in the area very
considerably, as fewer figurines depicting deities are
recorded from western Gloucestershire than from the
east of the county.1 The Apollo figurine is particularly
fine, and apart from some damage, in generally good
condition. The third figurine is of an entirely different
character, and is far earlier in date; whereas the two
Roman figurines are of Romano-British manufacture,
this one was cast in the 6th century BC and is certainly
an import from Italy.
1 Figurine of Mars
This Figurine, cast in copper alloy, was found
between Newent and Gloucester and is currently
amongst a collection loaned by local detectorists to
the Newent Town Council as part of the Market
House exhibition. It is now very corroded and only

Fig 1 : Figurine of Mars -Front

Fig 2 : Figurine of Mars - Rear
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2 Figurine of Apollo

frontispiece of the excavation report for an illustration
of a bronze plaque dedicated to Apollo.14

The Figurine of Apollo, cast in a heavily leaded
copper alloy, was found north of Gloucester and east
of Newent between the rivers Severn and Leadon. It
is also currently amongst a collection loaned by local
detectorists to the Newent Town Council and held in
the Market House in Newent. It is generally in good
condition apart from the loss of his lower arms with
the hands and any attributes that he might have
carried and the feet. Surviving height is 7.7cms, width
across the chest 1.6cms. The god is nude, the body
very well modelled. The hair on his head is detailed
and rises to a characteristic top-knot. His pubic hair
is also richly textured. A beautiful bronze depicting
Apollo in languorous pose and missing only his legs
and right hand comes from the Thames by London
Bridge,7 and another smaller representation of the god
in very good condition has been found at Verulamium,
though here the god wears a chlamys, a fine woollen
short cloak hung from his shoulders, as well as a
baldric, a wide sash which appears to be of textile
rather than leather, with a quiver for his arrows
attached at the back.8 For nude figurines of Apollo
approximating to the figurine under discussion, note
examples from Trier and its region,9 a figurine from a
terp, an artificial dwelling hill, in the northern
Netherlands,10 and the magnificent example from
Martigny in Switzerland.11 There is also a full size
statue of Apollo from Lillebonne, surely a cult statue,
from what must have been an important temple in
Normandy.12 Although Apollo is less often attested by
figurines, he had his temples in Britain including one
at Nettleton Shrub, West Kington, just in Wiltshire,
which has yielded an altar dedicated to Apollo
Cunomaglos-Apollo the hound prince,13 and see the

The rich texture of the hair both of the head and above the
pubes, as well as the slightly stylised physiognomy are
suggestive of local, Romano-British workmanship and
thus the bronze is not only a notable addition to the
artistic heritage of the province, but also adds to our
knowledge of Roman religion in our area. It is
probable that even though its iconography is of a
standard classical form, it too, just like the Mars
figurine would have been syncretised with a local,
native god. Apollo was both the god of the arts and a
hunting deity, like his sister Diana and probably used
when people went out hunting deer, hare coursing or
fowling.
The type or types of sites from which these two
figurines came is difficult to ascertain from the
limited quantity of material evidence available,
although it is entirely plausible that both images could
have been venerated in lararia, household shrines.
3 Bronze Figurine of a Kouros
This bronze figurine depicting a male figure, nude
apart from what appears to be a close-fitting conical
cap from which his hair falls down to his shoulders,
was found in the vicinity of Dymock. Height is
7.3cms and width across the shoulders 1.7cms. It is of
a type known by the Greek name kouros, a youth, a
form very familiar from Archaic Greek art,15 and
which was virtually immediately inherited by the
Etruscans and other peoples of Italy. Indeed, the type
appears to be very common amongst small bronzes

Fig 3 : Figurine of Apollo - Front

Fig 4 : Figurine of Apollo - Rear
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from Etruria and Latium especially in the later 6th
century, c.530-510 BC.16 The physiognomy of the
Dymock figurine is simplified with slit like eyes and
mouth and a long nose now somewhat abraded. He
stands upright with arms close to his side and legs
close together and the two feet joined. He has a
shapely waist so the middle and lower arms are not
joined to the torso like some figurines of this type and
the legs are also not joined together. Apart from slight
wear the condition is very good.

and the Mediterranean at the beginning of the Iron
Age and thus the following observations must be
regarded as no more than a preliminary note. As far as
Gloucestershire is concerned a bronze figurine which
similarly depicts a nude male in Corinium Museum is
of North Italian manufacture and is only slightly later
than the Dymock bronze while a 3rd or 2nd century BC
figurine of Mars in the same collection may be
mentioned. Unfortunately neither has a recorded
provenance, but we should not entirely discount them
as ancient imports.19 Similar figurines are known
from Gaul as are local productions based on them.20
Moreover some later Iron Age figurines, certainly
manufactured in Britain like the bronze figure of a
standing woman from Henley Wood, Somerset or the
similar figurine from Aust by Severn in South
Gloucestershire, together with indigenous figurines
from pre-Roman Gaul, clearly display the influence
of earlier Italic bronzes.21
It remains to speculate how a small, exotic item such
as the Dymock bronze might have been regarded.
Most probably it would have been a prestige item,
perhaps a diplomatic gift from a merchant from
southern Europe wishing to trade in the area or part
of an established long distance trade with local
chieftains who could supply basic commodities such
as furs or slaves which were in demand on the
Mediterranean littoral. Its new owner may well have
endowed the little bronze with amuletic or magical
powers, and as a treasured possession it, or other
figurines very much like it, eventually inspired local
smiths to emulate it.

Fig 5 :Bronze Figurine of a Kouros

An Etruscan or Italic kouros of the 6th century BC is
at first sight an unexpected find in rural
Gloucestershire. However, it is very unlikely that it
was brought to the site in modern times, though it is
not entirely impossible that it had arrived, already an
antique, in the Roman period, as the area in which it
was found appears to be that of a Roman settlement.
However it is far more probable that it was imported
into Britain not many years after its manufacture in
central Italy, perhaps half a millennium before the late
Iron Age Dobunnic coins and a Gaulish coin of the
Baiocasses, together with pottery most of it dating to
immediate pre-Roman times, were manufactured in or
brought to the area. Etruscan influence can certainly
be seen in the art of early Iron Age Europe, for
example, in the late 6th or early 5th century sandstone
kouros from Hirschlanden near Stuttgart in Germany;
indeed this statue is likewise distinguished by the
subject’s conical hat.17 In Britain too there is now an
acceptance that Greek and Etruscan imports arrived
here at this same early date, long before the Roman
period.18 Nevertheless the relative rarity of such items
means that it is a very significant item for the
demonstration of contacts between the British Isles

In its local context and in terms of the general
characteristics of the Dymock area in the Iron Age, it
may be observed that the site, located in what became
the western part of the Dobunnic tribal area, has
possible Iron Age origins, yielding a number of finds
of pre-Roman date suggestive of a pattern of
continuing Iron Age culture like other places in the
Severn Vale. It may also be noted that to the north
within a ten km radius there are no less than five Iron
Age hill forts, the closest being only 3.5km distant
and within fifteen km there are another five.22
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EXCAVATIONS AT TWO IRON AGE ENCLOSURES WITHIN
BAGENDON 'OPPIDUM', GLOUCESTERSHIRE (2012-14): INTERIM REPORT
Tom Moore - Durham University
Introduction and project aims

or 'civitates') which often became the administrative
centres of the new Roman province. However, our
understanding of how such complexes emerged in the
Late Iron Age and what their roles were remains
limited. Through fieldwork and research on one such
'oppidum', at Bagendon, Gloucestershire (Fig. 1), this
project is examining these issues. This interim report
provides a brief overview of some the recent results
from this project.

The appearance of a group of massive monuments,
known as 'territorial oppida', consisting of sprawling
dyke systems often encompassing huge areas of
landscape, has often been regarded as fundamental to
understanding the nature of social change at the end
of the Iron Age. These sites have been regarded as the
elite centres of emerging larger social groups (tribes

Fig. 1: Location of Bagendon earthworks and wider complex
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Background

Unlike many oppida, the Roman town which
succeeded it (Corinium: modern Cirencester) was not
built on the site of Late Iron Age activity, but
relocated 4km to the south. This means Bagendon
represents a rare opportunity to examine the Iron Age
and earliest Roman phases of such a complex, without
the impact of Roman and later occupation. As a result,
high-resolution geophysical survey (magnetometery)
is being undertaken over the majority of the complex,
so far including c. 150ha. This has revealed numerous
previously unidentified archaeological features and is
providing a clearer picture of the extent and location
of occupation within the oppidum (Fig. 2). A full
report on the geophysical survey will be published in
due course, but one of the most significant results has
been the identification of intense settlement along the
Bagendon valley, indicating that the occupation area
investigated in the 1950s and 1980s (Fig. 2, c)
extends along the valley to the west, as least as far as
the current village. Another important discovery, and
the focus of this report, has been the detection of two
morphologically unusual enclosures within the
complex, one at Scrubditch (Fig. 2, a) and another at
Cutham (Fig. 2, b). These are comparable to banjo
enclosures found elsewhere in southern Britain,
although these examples are smaller in size and
morphologically somewhat different.7 Their
morphology, with funnel-like arrangements, may
imply a role for the corralling of animals, as has been
suggested for somewhat similar enclosures
elsewhere.8

The complex at Bagendon is represented by a
complex set of linear earthworks encompassing an
area of around 200ha (SP018062; Fig. 1, A); like
many territorial oppida, these do not apparently
define a distinct, enclosed area. Previous excavations
at the site by Elsie Clifford in the 1950s revealed
evidence of coin minting and industrial activity,
alongside significant amounts of Roman imports,
demonstrating that the site was comparable to other
territorial oppida in southern Britain, like Verulamium
(Herts.) and Camulodunum (Essex), suggesting it was
the social and political centre of the Dobunni.1
Between 1979-1981 excavations, by Richard Reece
and Stephen Trow,2 were undertaken adjacent to
Clifford's trenches. These excavations were never
fully published and write-up of these forms part of the
current project. Both the 1950s and 1980s excavations
produced ceramics which provide relatively close
dating of the occupation to AD40-60, possibly as
early as the AD20s. Further excavations at 'The
Ditches' near Woodmancote (Fig. 1, B) in the 1980s
revealed an apparently high-status Late Iron Age
enclosure which was replaced by an exceptionally
early Roman villa.3 This site, along with more recent
discoveries at Duntisbourne Grove and Middle
Duntisbourne (Fig. 1, C);4 indicate that the Bagendon
earthwork system was part of an even larger complex
of Late Iron Age activity.5
This project aims to place these excavations in a
wider context and reassess our understanding of the
Bagendon complex as a whole. The project is
currently focusing on a number of key research
questions. Firstly, previous excavations represent
only a small window on the huge area encompassed
by the earthworks at Bagendon (Fig. 2), raising
questions as to the extent of occupation at the site and
what it comprised. Secondly, current evidence from
the complex indicates a flourish of activity in the mid1st century AD, yet all previous excavations, at
Bagendon itself and in the environs, have revealed no
evidence of earlier, Middle Iron Age occupation.
Many Late Iron Age 'oppida' (for example
Verulamium and Silchester), are claimed to have
emerged in landscapes devoid of earlier activity.6 Is
this the case at Bagendon or can earlier phases to the
complex be identified? Understanding what, if
anything preceded the oppidum, is essential for
assessing whether oppida developed from existing
social centres or are new implantations, representing
a radically new social order. In order to address these
questions, geophysical survey of the entire complex
and targeted excavations of key elements aims to
provide a clearer appreciation of the spatial
organisation and chronological development of the
oppidum.

The presence of these enclosures raises questions as
to whether they were contemporary with the
occupation in the valley, what role they had, and to
what extent they might explain why Bagendon was
here. For example, were they high-status enclosures
which later developed in to the oppidum? To address
these questions targeted excavations were undertaken
at both sites focusing on assessing the chronology of
the enclosures and their roles (for example, were they
permanently occupied farmsteads or for particular
agricultural purposes?).
Excavation at Scrubditch Enclosure (Trench 1 and
2)
Scrubditch enclosure (Fig. 2, a; Fig. 3) consists of two
conjoined enclosures: a sausage shaped enclosure (B),
with antenna ditches, and bag-shaped enclosure (A)
perpendicular to enclosure B. This arrangement is
extremely unusual and hard to find parallels for.
The entrance into enclosure A consisted of a four-post
arrangement (F11), the size of these postholes
implying relatively substantial timbers for what must
have been a surprisingly impressive entrance gateway
for such a small enclosure. Despite its size, it is
notable that the gap between these posts was
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Fig. 2: Interpretive plot of geophysical survey results (until 2013) indicating location of Scrubditch enclosure (a);
Cutham enclosure (b) and location of earlier excavations (c).
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relatively narrowly, perhaps only wide enough for
single file human traffic. Additional pairs of postholes
associated with the entrance may be related, although
their different form and alignment suggest they relate
to a different structure. The pair of postholes
comprising (F3) also do not appear to be related to
this gateway and may mark a simpler entrance
structure from a different phase. The presence of such
a relatively elaborate entrance contrasts with Iron Age
enclosures excavated elsewhere in the region: The
Bowsings has similarly substantial postholes but
which only form a simple 'baffle',9 whilst an
enclosure at Guiting Manor Farm10 has a fence line
across the entrance, but no gateway structure.

were not contemporary, or that any bank was
insubstantial. An alternative, is that any barrier
consisted of a dry-stone wall structure, similar to that
envisaged at The Bowsings.11
The ditch for Enclosure A (F4/21) was more
insubstantial. After layers of silting, this ditch also
contained relatively thick charcoal-rich layers,
containing significant amounts of animal bone. There
is little evidence for a bank associated with ditch
F4/21; the presence of pit F7 immediately inside the
enclosure ditch, if contemporary, would imply space
for only a very small bank. A hedge or fence in-lieu of
a bank is possible, although no evidence for a palisade
was uncovered. There is also the possibility of a bank
on the outside of the ditch, with such features
common at banjo enclosures elsewhere, with which
Scrubditch has affinities.

The ditch of Enclosure B (F1 and F2) was sectioned
in four places. The ditch was steep-sided with a
relatively flat-bottomed, rock-cut base. All ditch
sections revealed similar sequences: above layers of
initial silting, a layer of void-ridden rubble had been
dumped, or slipped, in to the ditches, in varying
amounts. This was overlain by relatively deep,
charcoal-rich layers, which included significant
amounts of animal remains and burnt limestone. This
was overlain by further stony fills before the ditches
appear to have filled up naturally (Fig. 4, S1). There
is some indication from the location of the rubble
backfilling of the ditch that this was from a bank on
the south-side of the ditch, although the proximity of
ditch F21 to F1 implies either that these two ditches

Within Enclosure A, a series of postholes formed a
roundhouse structure (F12) immediately to the southwest of the entrance. The postholes varied in depth
and form, but most were characterised by the
inclusion of at least one or two large limestone blocks
acting as packing stones. The presence of two posts
central to the main structure implies the structure had
a central post, similar to other examples in the region,
and may have been replaced at least once in the
structure's lifetime. Small areas of crushed limestone
could be identified around certain postholes on the

Fig 3: Plan of Excavations at Scrubditch enclosure
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south-eastern side of the structure, probably areas
where the underlying limestone had been worn by
repeated movement. The arrangement of postholes
makes identification of a doorway difficult and none
of these surfaces clearly relate to an entrance way.
The most likely entrance is towards the north-east,
facing the entrance into the Enclosure A. Such an
orientation reflects a general trend for Iron Age
doorway orientation, between the south-east and
north-east, seen in this region and in southern Britain
more generally.12 Similar post-built roundhouses have
been noted nearby, at Kingshill,13 for example, with
the best parallel an Early-Middle Iron Age
roundhouse at The Park, Guiting Power.14 The latter
structure also has a central post and, similar to the
Scrubditch example, is somewhat elliptical in form.
The posts of The Park example are reconstructed as
the wall-ring of the house although, considering the
relatively small diameter of the house at Scrubditch, it
is possible this formed an internal ring with an outerwall leaving no sub-surface traces. Associated with
the roundhouse were various other, small postholes,
some associated with linear gullies, but none could be
resolved in to clear structures. These may represent
other, more ephemeral buildings or various internal
divisions within the enclosure.

Three significant responses on the geophysical survey
were revealed to be pits; the varied nature of these
structures emphasising how seemingly similar
features on geophysical surveys can be quite different
in form upon excavation. Pits F7 and F10, despite
differences in form, display some similarities. F10
was a wide, shallow pit (c. 0.3m deep) filled with a
charcoal-rich deposit with significant amounts of
burnt animal remains and burnt limestone. Pit F7 was
more scoop-like in form with evidence of two
separate phases; the first containing a charcoal-rich
layer, with considerable amounts of animal remains,
some burnt, with a second phase represented by a
layer of burnt limestone, seemingly arranged as the
base of the recut pit and overlain by an additional
charcoal-rich layer. The approximate centrality of pit
F10 may imply that it formed a central focus,
however its role is unclear with a lack of evidence for
burning in-situ, suggesting it may not be a hearth.
Shallow pit features, although somewhat smaller in
diameter, were revealed at nearby Highgate House,15
with scoop shaped pits, somewhat similar to F7,
excavated at The Park,16 and Birdlip.17 Possible
explanations for these features include clay-puddling
pits or water containers, although a role as cooking
pits, for features such as F7, seems equally plausible.

Fig. 4: Sections of Ditch F1 and Pit F16
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In Enclosure B, immediately opposite the entrance to
Enclosure A, a large 'storage' pit (F16) was revealed
(Fig. 4, S2). This had been backfilled, seemingly in a
single phase, with void-ridden rubble. Overlying this
was a layer of burnt stone overlain by charcoal-rich
material. This appeared to represent deliberate
'capping' to the pit, with similar practices noted at
sites in the region (e.g. Highgate House).18 Few finds
were recovered from the backfilled rubble, save for a
complete cattle skull from a diseased animal. A set of
postholes located around the pit appear to be some
form of associated structure, reflecting similar
arrangements at pits elsewhere (e.g. Birdlip; 19
Guiting Manor Farm20), possibly representing
covering structures.21 If the large pit excavated
represents the only 'storage pit' within the complex
this would match a number of other Later Iron Age
enclosures in the region which appear to have single
'silo' pits, isolated from smaller pit clusters.22

The geophysical survey indicates the antenna
arrangement is only bivallate on the northern side and
the divergence of the form of the inner and outer
antenna ditches may go some way to explaining this
arrangement. There are two possibilities: firstly, that
the outer ditch was intended to be of similar form to
the inner ditch but was never completed, hence why
its partner on the southern side does not exist;
secondly, that the outer ditch was constructed merely
to enhance the appearance of the antenna
arrangement, although why such an arrangement was
not required on the southern side is unclear. A lack of
banjo enclosures with bivallate antenna ditches with
which to compare makes Scrubditch once again
unusual.
A detailed chronology of Scrubditch awaits the results
of radiocarbon dates, but on the basis of ceramic
evidence occupation was in the Middle Iron Age, with
little material to indicate continuity into the Late Iron
Age. This suggests the enclosure pre-dates occupation
in the valley. Initial indications from the faunal
assemblage from Scrubditch indicate a greater
emphasis on pig than one would expect from a Middle
Iron Age enclosure, possibly indicating an unusual
agricultural role.

Trench 2 focused on assessing evidence for an
entrance structure and phasing the antenna ditches
flanking the entrance to Enclosure B. A lack of
postholes in this area indicates that if any entrance
gate existed it was relatively insubstantial, in contrast
to that for Enclosure A. The lack of entrance
structures has also been noted at some banjo
enclosures, for example Nettlebank Copse.23 The best
explanation for such an arrangement may be that
there was no need to have a gateway. If the odd
morphology of the enclosures at Scrubditch can be
explained by a role in managing livestock, it may be
there was a desire to funnel animals unimpeded into
Enclosure B and then divide them off using the
gateway into Enclosure A and through the
(unexcavated) entrance directly opposite Enclosure
A. Any temporary barrier to Enclosure B could have
been provided through forms of wattling which would
have left few subsurface traces.

Results from Cutham Enclosure (Trench 3 and 4)
A single season of excavation was undertaken at the
second enclosure identified by the geophysics (Fig. 2,
b; Fig. 5). This enclosure is situated more centrally
within the complex on gently sloping ground,
immediately above the valley, c. 300m from the areas
excavated in the 1950s and 1980s. The proximity of
the enclosure to occupation in the valley meant
establishing whether, like Scrubditch, this enclosure
was Middle Iron Age in date was essential. It was
therefore a priority to determine whether the
enclosure displayed any evidence of continuity from
Middle to Late Iron Age.The enclosure's association
with a large trackway (or 'avenue') towards the east,
apparently some form of elaborate entrance way, also
meant establishing the nature of activity within the
enclosure was important: did this trackway represent
an impressive entrance into a high-status enclosure or
was this for managing the movement of animals?

Excavation of the antenna ditches, indicated the inner
ditches (F8 and F22) were relatively deep and steeped
sided, whilst the outer ditch (F9) was far shallower,
with a concave base, the latter seemingly unlikely to
have been much use in deterring animals. Both
ditches had been backfilled with a significant amount
of void-ridden rubble, probably from internal banks.
However, there was a notable discrepancy between
the termini of the northern ditch (F8) and that of the
southern ditch (F22); the latter having a substantial
layer of charcoal-rich material overlying the rubble
layer, which was absent from the northern terminus.
This layer produced some notable finds, including an
iron spearhead and short tubular copper-alloy object.
It is tempting to see this material either as part of a
closing deposit on the abandonment of the site or to
consider whether particular ditches at the entrance
were treated differently and material deposited
preferentially in certain areas.

Geophysical survey revealed a cluster of anomalies in
the northern half of the enclosure, an aspect
confirmed by the density of features revealed after
topsoil stripping. This may relate to greater truncation
of features in the southern area, although it is likely
large postholes and pits would have remained visible,
suggesting some spatial distinction between the
northern and southern halves of the enclosure.
A dense cluster of postholes immediately to the south
of enclosure ditch F23 could not be resolved in to
17

definitive structures, although the substantial size of
some suggests they represent the remains of
roundhouses or four-post structures. More
convincingly, an arc of postholes in the south-west
quadrant of the enclosure (F28) may represent a
roundhouse, the two central posts reflecting the
structural arrangement at the Scrubditch example.
The lack of postholes on the western side may argue
against this, although the truncation of a number of
those examined may indicate that other elements have
been destroyed. The location of this structure
immediately opposite the entrance, situated towards
the back of the enclosure might also support the
notion of it as the main dwelling structure. To the
south-east, part of a linear gully with posts
incorporated within it (F25), appears to be the
truncated remains of a fence line. Further postholes to
the north-west of this may be related, perhaps
representing a screening of the area to the south-west.
Within the enclosure three pits were identified, two
fully excavated and a third partially excavated. Pit
F27 (Fig. 6) was backfilled with rubble, containing
substantial limestone blocks, the void-ridden nature
of this fill, similar to that in the example from
Scrubditch, implying this was done relatively rapidly.

Above this was a layer of orangey-silt indicating a
hiatus between the backfilling of the pit and overlying
deposits of ash and charcoal. One of these layers was
extremely rich in ash, potentially representing
burning in-situ, possibly representing a similar use of
this hollow to that of pit F7 at Scrubditch. A second,
more cylindrical, pit contained a similar sequence of
deposits, backfilled with substantial amounts of loose
rubble, above which was a charcoal-rich fill. Other
pits, of uncertain function (F31), are somewhat
similar to pit F7 at Scrubditch and similarly contained
significant amounts of burnt stone and charcoal-rich
material.
The main enclosure ditch was sectioned in three
places in Trench 3 and two in Trench 4. It appears that
the southern arc of the enclosure ditch had been more
heavily truncated. All sections revealed a similar
sequence, reflecting that in the pits within the
enclosure: initial silting followed by the backfilling of
the ditch with void-ridden rubble. Overlying this,
were deposits of dark loamy charcoal-rich soil
including significant amounts of animal bones and
ceramics, like that encountered in features at
Scrubditch. Similar to pit F27, the presence of silting

Fig. 5: Plan of Excavations at Cutham enclosure
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layers between the rubble and charcoal-rich layers,
suggests a hiatus between these activities. In Trench
4, section [4004], revealed a posthole dug into the
side of the ditch, apparently a later feature on the edge
of the ditch after it had already been partially
backfilled.

Middle Iron Age in date. However, greater quantities
of wheel-thrown material from the later phase of
activity, represented by the charcoal rich layers, may
suggest later activity at this site. The recovery of a La
Tène C brooch (c. 150-100BC) (identification by
Sophie Adams) from the rubble layer in pit F27
provides valuable dating evidence, supporting the
impression that the second phase of activity probably
took place in the 1st century BC.

The presence of postholes and pits in close proximity
to the enclosure ditch make it hard to envisage a large
bank on the inside of the ditch. There was no clear
sign of a palisade associated with the ditch, although
an alignment of postholes close to F23, in the northeast quadrant, could represent some form of fenceline. Similar to Scrubditch, the large amounts of
rubble in the backfill of these ditches may instead
suggest the presence of a smaller, dry-stone faced
wall.

Discussion
Excavation of these two enclosures provides the first
conclusive evidence of Middle Iron Age activity
within the Bagendon complex, indicating that the area
was not devoid of activity prior to the heyday of the
oppidum in the 1st century AD. Current assessment of
the chronological evidence is unable to indicate
whether these enclosures were occupied immediately
prior to occupation in the valley, although the lack of
1st century AD ceramics at either enclosure indicates

Within enclosure ditch F23, an inhumation burial of
an elderly female adult was recovered, positioned
partly within the rubble backfill and overlying the
initial ditch silting. Although inhumations within
enclosure ditches are relatively common in the region
in the Middle Iron Age, the positioning of this
example is rather unusual, with her legs folded
beneath themselves, as if in a kneeling position when
placed in the ditch. Until the full palaeopathology
report is completed cause of death remains uncertain,
but the good preservation of the upper-body in
amongst the rubble fill suggest she was carefully
placed, rather than unceremoniously dumped. This
placement amongst the rubble backfill may indicate
this individual was part of a closing rite or even
perhaps that her death stimulated the abandonment of
the settlement and subsequent backfilling of the
ditches and pits.

Fig. 6: Photo of pit F27 at Cutham enclosure

Ditch F26 was originally suspected, on the basis of
the geophysical survey, to continue to the west and
intersect with Ditch F24. Excavation, however,
revealed that the ditch terminated, respecting ditch
F24. The fill of this ditch was somewhat similar to
those elsewhere, with an initial, orangey-clay silting,
overlain by a thick layer of extremely void-ridden
rubble, although lacking the charcoal-rich layers. The
slump of rubble indicate this came from a bank or
wall on the southern side of the ditch. The
arrangement is rather confusing and make it hard to
determine the role of this ditch but it seems very
likely it was contemporary with the main enclosure,
forming a small outer enclosure to the north with an
entrance associated with the main entrance in to the
enclosure. Such arrangements are known elsewhere in
the region e.g. Spratsgate Lane,24 and may infer a role
for dividing up livestock.

both had been abandoned prior to the occupation
areas in the valley previously excavated. The unusual
morphological form of both enclosures raises
questions as to their role. Some aspects of their
similarity to banjo enclosures may imply roles for the
division of livestock at certain times of year,25
although, similar to banjo enclosures elsewhere,
evidence of habitation within these enclosures
suggests this was not their only role. The similar ities
between the sequence of activities at both enclosures
and similar dating evidence, largely to the Middle
Iron Age, may indicate they were contemporary and
part of a larger complex of sites. Currently, the best
parallel for the enclosures appears to be a similar
complex of banjo-like enclosures close to Northleach,
although sadly the latter is only known from
cropmark evidence.26
The relatively wide and deep enclosure ditches at
both sites, especially considering their relatively
small size, may indicate they were of relatively high

The ceramic evidence from Cutham was similar to
that at Scrubditch, suggesting the first phase was
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social status. Evidence for small numbers of storage
pits, some seemingly of the 'silo' form identified by
Alistair Marshall,27 may also imply high-status
occupation, but equally indicate the short life-span of
these enclosures; the presence of a small populace
and/or that they were only seasonally occupied. It is
also possible such pits had other roles, such as
waterholes - although no evidence of any clay-lining
was apparent. The widespread evidence of burning at
both sites is also intriguing. The presence of burnt
limestone is relatively common on Iron Age sites in
the region, although no convincing explanation as to
what this material represents has been given. At
Scrubditch and Cutham, however, this burnt
limestone is frequently within layers also high in
charcoal and ash content, and some burnt animal
remains, suggesting perhaps this material was
deriving from cleared out hearths or cooking pits.

lasted, although the presence of some wheel-thrown
material in the later phases suggests two distinct
phases of activity. Certainly, at Cutham it seems the
backfilling of the ditches may represent the
abandonment of the enclosure with subsequent reuse
at a later date. At Scrubditch the evidence for this, in
the form of silting between rubble backfill and
charcoal rich layers is not as apparent but could be the
case here too. An alternative is that the burning phases
represent the end of the site, the slighting of the
ditches and pits and then burning of structures, with
the remains being thrown in to the ditches.
Excavations at Scrubditch and Cutham have indicated
a longer chronological development to the Bagendon
complex than previously imagined. There is tentative
evidence from their unusual morphological form and
faunal assemblages that these enclosures probably
had a communal agricultural role, their location on
the interface between the very different agricultural
and settlement landscapes of the Upper Thames
Valley and the Cotswolds making them ideal to access
and be accessed by a wide range of different farming
communities. Importantly, the presence of these two
enclosures provides new insights in to what preceded
the oppidum and may indicate that their pre-existing
role, perhaps as seasonal agricultural meeting places,
was significant in why this location was chosen for
the establishment of the oppidum in the early 1st
century AD. Confirmation of this will have to wait
untill full analysis of environmental and faunal
remains, and the chronological sequence is better
understood through a programme of radiocarbon
dating. Further work at the complex will refine the
chronological sequence of these aspects of the site
and begin to assess the relationship of activity at
Bagendon with settlements elsewhere.

The sequences at both sites implies relatively similar
and perhaps contemporary activities. That said, the
backfilling of ditches and pits with significant
quantities of rubble is a relatively common feature of
Cotswold sites (for example, Highgate House; The
Bowsings) and may indicate a relatively common
practice of using such material on the abandonment of
particular features or the sites more generally. We
may be seeing a similar process of abandonment and
shift to new site nearby, from Scrubditch to Cutham.
Elsewhere, it has been suggested that pits which were
deliberately backfilled were in use within the life of
the settlement and those left to decay with natural silt
at the bottom marked the abandonment of the site.28
However, the similar sequence of layers from both the
storage pits and enclosure ditches at Scrubditch and
Cutham, and the inclusion of cattle skulls and a
female inhumation within the rubble fill, appear to
indicate this backfilling marked the abandonment of
these features, possibly as a single act, although
whether this marked the abandonment of the sites is
less clear. Certainly, activity resumed at both sites
after the ditches had been partially filled-in.
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It may be that the activity associated with the
charcoal-rich layers represents a secondary phase of
activity at both sites. At Scrubditch, the presence of
other probable pits outside the enclosures, to the
south-east, and inference that the burnt material
deposited in the, already partially backfilled, ditches
may have been deriving from pits F7 and F10, implies
this later phase of activity was somewhat different in
character to that which preceded it. Similarly, at
Cutham, the charcoal-rich layers in the upper fills of
the ditches and pits represent the deposition of
material sometime after these features had already
been partially backfilled and there had been a hiatus
in occupation. At present the ceramic chronology
does not allow us to determine how long this hiatus
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BOOK REVIEW

John Rhodes
Report on the Excavation of a Romano-British Site in Wortley, South Gloucestershire by David Wilson, Alan
Bagnall and Beryl Taylor, (BAR British Series 591, 2014), 222 pp., many illus. Card covers, £48.
A winged corridor villa was excavated between 1983
and 1996 by the University of Keele at Wortley,
which is not within the boundaries of South
Gloucestershire but in the Gloucestershire parish of Wottonunder-Edge. The excavation ended prematurely, but to their
credit the authors used ground-probing radar and a
watching brief to complete the plan and have
produced a full report, lavishly illustrated with plans,
photographs and perspective drawings.

indicated. From phase 4 came no stratified sherds,
and from phase 5 none that can be dated. The sole
sherd from phase 1 is dated 50-100 but was
superannuated for use as a paint pot; that from phase
3 is discounted as an heirloom. A claim on p. 29, that
phase 3 is dated by a coin of Tetricus I, is stoutly
denied on p. 129. Yet 175 sherds and 54 coins are
published as unstratified. Was stratigraphic data lost
in a catastrophe?

From early finds they argue that it was built about the
year 60. Bizarrely, the centre of the main range was
initially a water-tower, attested by the impression of a
water-pipe and by partition walls thick enough to
carry a high tank. The left wing was a bath-house with
a long swimming pool. The right wing had a cellar
furnished with panelled wall-paintings and niches for
domestic or (as the authors suppose) ritual use, the
most westerly cellar found in a British villa.

Some of the special reports descend into nullity. What
does it profit us to know that snails were badly
sampled, or that radar apparatus malfunctioned owing
to a loose connection? Others contain brilliant flashes
of scholarship and analysis. A scrap of bronze
engraved with a peacock proves to be part of a
buckle-plate on which two peacocks originally
confronted a tree of life, precious evidence for Christianity.
Wall-paintings are superbly reconstructed. Jenny Waring
proves that burnt grain in phase 6 was burnt because it
was infested with weevils. Mark Maltby shows that in
phase 5 this remote site was served by a professional
butcher, although he omits to give us the evidence
said on p. 42 to have been found by a fellow
researcher, that extracted marrow was commonly
processed into medicines, cosmetics, insulation, soap
and glue.

In phase 2 (AD 150-250) the water-tower was rebuilt
as a reception room, the swimming pool was
shortened and a new staircase led down to the cellar.
In phase 3 (AD 250-340) a detached outbuilding was
added at the back; in phase 4 (AD 340-60) the bathhouse was reconstructed with the villa’s first and only
mosaic pavement. In phase 5 (AD 360-410) the wings
were demolished and the main range gutted to form a
barn equipped with a raised platform and a derrick.
Phase 6 (after AD 410) saw four huts built on the
levelled site, one of them containing a malting-kiln
and a bread oven.

Possibly at Wortley, as at Frocester, the villa was only
part of a large and long-lived farmstead. Possibly it
was not built until the second century and the firstcentury dwelling-house, like that of phases 5 and 6,
lay elsewhere within the complex. Be that as it may,
the authors’ site report is a masterpiece of close
observation, skilful analysis and inspired
interpretation. The development of the building and
its appearance at each phase are not in doubt.

Unfortunately this chronological framework is
unsupported by coins or pottery groups in the special
reports which occupy 70% of the volume. No phase
yielded more than three stratified potsherds, and only
in phases 2 and 6 are they clearly of the dates
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A ROMANO-BRITISH SETTLEMENT AT GUITING POWER
Tony Roberts - Archeoscan
Introduction
Over a number of years a couple of local enthusiasts
had unearthed metal artefacts of a Roman origin in a
field near Guiting Power, Gloucestershire. Keen to
find out more about the history of the site they
initiated a geophysical survey and, based on the
results, placed a couple of small exploratory trenches
close to some of the features. The results confirmed
that they were on, or close to a site of a possible
Roman settlement. Wishing to take the exploration to
another level, with the permission of the landowner,
they contacted Archeoscan who arranged for a more

extensive geophysical survey of the site and an
evaluation excavation with the participation of
members of Gloucestershire Archaeology and
members of the public (Fig. 1). At the time of writing
the post excavation analysis is underway for the site
but this article provides an overview of the excavation
and its initial findings.
The first stage of the investigation was a more
extensive geophysical survey incorporating not only
the field that was subsequently excavated but also the
field on the other side of the lane from where the
initial Roman finds were discovered. The results of
the magnetometer survey were quite revealing
(Fig. 2). The most striking feature was the square
enclosure defined by very straight ditches. This
clearly extended from the excavation fields (south of
the lane) across the lane into the northerly field. To
the very north of the plot, and in at least two other
places, areas containing a significant number of pits
can be seen. To the south west there are a number of
ditches that are much more meandering in nature.
Crossing the plot to the south, from left to right, is the
classic striped signature of an iron water pipe. The
settlement seemed very similar in nature to that at
nearby Bowsprings located only a few miles away on
the other side of Guiting Power.

Fig. 1: Volunteers digging in Trench 2

Fig. 2: Magetometer plot of Tally-Ho settlement. © Archeoscan
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Fig. 3: Trench locations

The initial proposal was to evaluate the nature and
level of preservation of the archaeology by the
placing of trenches over strategic features. Five
trenches were planned over the period of the
excavation. However, due to the unexpected depth of
some of the archaeology only three trenches were
opened. Fig. 3 illustrates where the trenches were
located. The white trench is the location of the trial
trench by the initial finders of the site.
Trench 1
Trench 1 was located over what appeared to be a subcircular anomaly with a significant high magnetic
anomaly inside the circle and slightly off-centre. This

Fig. 5: Possible kiln base on terrace

proved to be an enigmatic trench (Fig. 4). It was soon
clear that the geophysical return was the result of a
semi-circular terrace cut into the sloping ground
(Fig. 5). At the back of the terrace a ditch had been
cut perhaps to aid drainage from run-off from the
slope of the hill. The high magnetic anomaly was a
circular area of burnt clay with some possible
structural elements remaining in situ (Fig. 6). At the
time of writing this has been interpreted as a possible
base of an updraft kiln located on the terrace floor,

Fig. 4: Trench 1 viewed to the North East
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Fig. 6: Area of burnt clay. Possible kiln base

Fig.8:Recording the post holes

Fig.9: Roman Fibula

Fig.7: Post holes and large stone
suspended above pit

although the lack of any waste product or dome
material makes this a tentative suggestion at this
stage. Whilst detailed post-excavation analysis is in
progress on the pottery and bones finds from the
trench, initial impressions are of an early Roman date.
Also identified on the terrace were two post holes
and, in a central location, a pit that contained a large
enigmatically shaped stone (Figs.7 and 8). It is
unclear whether this stone had an industrial function
associated with the kiln or is unrelated. The bones are
still being assessed at this time but it is worth noting
that there seemed to be a lot of large animal bone
scattered around the terrace floor. A Roman fibula
(Fig. 9) and a 4th century coin suggests use in the
Roman period.

Fig.10: Enclosure corner in Trench 2

Trench 2
Trench 2 was located over the corner of the ditch that
formed the large square enclosure. The purpose was
to try to date the enclosure. The initial impression is
that the ditch (Figs. 10 and 11) had been recut a few
times resulting in some shoulders particularly on the
inside of the enclosure. To the outside of the enclosure
ditch a shallow shelf was apparent although there was

Fig.11: Ditch in Trench 2
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Fig. 12: Necklace chain
Fig. 14: Trench 3

Fig.13: Glass Bead

. Fig. 15: Ditch in Trench 3

no evidence of post holes or other structures such as a
fence line. A secondary, smaller ditch joined the main
ditch in the south east corner of the trench.

trench was a meandering, roughly cut ditch (Figs. 14
and 15). Pottery recovered from the bottom of the
ditch tentatively dates the ditch to the later prehistoric
period. However, from the inside of the small
enclosure that was created by the ditch (see Fig. 2) a
lot of Roman pottery and 6 coins of 3rd and 4th century
AD date were recovered along with the catch-plate of
a Roman fibula. Whilst the trench did not extend into
the centre of the space enclosed by the ditch it would
seem that the area was one of settlement for a number
of generations. No structures were observed in the
trench but they may be located further towards the
centre of the enclosed space. The dating of the pottery
recovered will be quite important in determining the
period of occupation here but it does appear that this
may be one of the earlier phases of the occupation on
the entire site that was still in use when the site
expanded in the later Roman period.

Field analysis of the pottery and small finds recovered
from the ditch suggest a mid to later Roman date. The
presence of a Roman necklace chain (Fig. 12), and a
fragment of a glass bead (Fig. 13), in the mid-fills of
the ditch, helps to support the notion that the ditch
was certainly in use in the mid-Roman period. The
necklace chain carries an interesting human story in
that the links of the chain are worn very thin. One of
the links had actually broken and been repaired in
antiquity by twisting the wires of the link back
together. The necklace was obviously of importance
to the person that once wore it.
Trench 3
Trench 3 was placed over the irregular ditch-like
anomalies to the west of the site. The nature of the
anomalies appeared very different here on the
geophysics compared with the straight nature of the
ditches of the main enclosure. The main feature in the

When the full post-excavation analysis has concluded
the sequence of dating may be subject to slight
revision. However, the geophysical survey and small
evaluation has established the presence of a relatively
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large rural agricultural settlement on this site. It would
appear, from the work conducted to date, that the
early phases of the settlement lie to the west of the site
and would appear to have origins in the Prehistoric
period. As the centuries progressed, the site expanded
and became more romanised in its ways adopting
Roman coins, pottery and artefacts. The settlement
grew and the larger straight-sided enclosure was
constructed and areas of small-scale industrial
activity were established such as a possible kiln on the

small semi-circular terrace cut into the sloping
ground. Only a very small percentage of this site has
actually been examined; clearly a large portion of the
settlement lies in the field across the lane from the
excavation site. To date there has been no evidence of
a stone built structure on the site; However, field
walking over the winter months may indicate
potential areas where further exploration may prove
fruitful in understanding the site better.

FURTHER FIELDWORK AT WOEFUL LAKE FARM, SHERBORNE
Ann Maxwell
Introduction

A few worked flints were collected, including a late
Neolithic scraper.

Resistivity surveys and field walking at this site in
2011 and 2013, next to a scheduled burial mound,
indicate the presence of Romano-British settlement in
the vicinity.1

The pottery mainly spans the 2nd through to the 4th
century, and includes a number of pieces of 2nd
century Central Gaulish samian ware. There is quite a
diverse range of fine table-wares, specialist wares
(mortaria) and domestic coarse wares. The latest
Roman fabric present is late Roman shelly ware,
probably from a source in the Midlands usually
indicative of occupation in the last quarter of the 4th
century or beyond.2

Survey results
The 2011 and 2013 surveys covered a total of twentyseven 20-metre squares. A further six adjacent squares
were surveyed and field-walked during two days in
October 2014. Four squares were dealt with on the
first day, when light drizzle turned into heavy rain.
The resistivity results showed very little, so two of
these squares were re-surveyed plus two new ones a
week later when the weather was dry. The difference
in the weather and soil conditions made no difference
to the resistivity results. The only clear feature that
shows is what had appeared to be a straight line
running north-west/south-east in the 2013 survey now
seems to continue in that direction for a few metres
and then turn south. There is also a very faint
suggestion of the continuation of a possible
rectilinear anomaly seen in the previous survey. All
the most recent survey squares are lower down the
field, so it is possible that any archaeological remains
are too deep for the resistivity meter to detect.

Discussion and conclusion
The ceramic building material finds indicate the
presence of a substantial Romano-British building,
which probably had at least one room with underfloor heating. The pottery assemblage suggests a
well-appointed household or higher status site, and
occupation from the 2nd to at least the late 4th
century. The poor resistivity results are in the area
where most CBM has been collected, so it is possible
that this is the location of a room or rooms with a
hypocaust where the foundations are too deep to be
detected with the TR/CIA meter. It is hoped that it
will be possible to dig some test pits or carry out a
small excavation at some point in the future to locate
any surviving archaeology.

Field walking
References
As before, this was carried out within the six 20-metre
squares. More RB ceramic building material was
collected than in previous years and it included
examples of roof tile (tegulae and imbrices), box flue
tile and one pila. The distribution continues the trend
towards the south and east of the site; this is downslope where the resistivity results are less clear.
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Maxwell, A., ‘Fieldwork at Woeful Lake Farm,
Sherborne’, Glevensis, 46 (2013), 26-29.
Timby, J., The Pottery and Other Ceramic
Material from Woeful Lake Farm (Unpublished
report, 2014).
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OBSERVATIONS ON RITUAL SHEEP BURIALS IN ROMAN BUILDINGS
Tony Roberts - Archeoscan
Introduction

which the deposits were located, was probably used
for a number of agricultural functions. The presence
of a large corn dryer/smoker in the room along with a
hearth suggests a functional space (Fig. 1). The sheep
deposits were located against the eastern wall of the
larger Room 1 (Fig. 2). They were both located in
deliberately dug pits close to possible entrances into
the main room marked by the large threshold stones
that remained in situ in both of the adjoining smaller
rooms.

Whilst excavating Roman buildings in the Cotswolds
over the past few years a pattern of ritual deposition
of animal remains has become apparent. Usually
found close to the entrances to buildings, or in the
corners of rooms, under the level of the floor, the
deposits have a common pattern and appear, in some
cases, to be geometrically laid out. The remains
usually consist of a pair of sheep skulls and just the
forelimbs of the animals. In one case, the deposit had
some related artefacts associated with it. It would
appear that these remains are being left as a form of
offering or good luck charm, perhaps in the areas
where the animals are being kept or processed for
their products.

The northernmost deposit (RA 1 in Fig 2) consisted of
2 sheep skulls and the forelimbs of the animals. These
were placed with the skulls the normal way up and
facing to the west (Fig. 3). The southernmost group
(RA 2 in Fig. 2) also consisted of 2 sheep skulls and
the forelimbs of the animals but this time the skulls
were facing upwards and facing to the east (Fig. 4).
There was a clear symmetry between the deposits.
Both of the groups had been laid under the mortar
floor that had once been in place across the entire
building. The northerly group had a neat arrangement
of stones over the deposit as if to mark the spot of the
deposition (Fig. 5).

Case 1 – Nesley Farm
An excavation on a Romano-British farmstead site
revealed the remains of a three-roomed, 4th century
AD building in the centre of a complex of
enclosures.1 Despite the presence of painted wall
plaster in the two smaller rooms, the larger room, in

Fig 1: Building at Nesley Farm
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Fig 2: Location of sheep burials

Fig 3: Northernmost burials facing west

Fig 4: Southernmost burials facing east

Case 2 – Doynton Villa
Investigations of the layout of stone Roman buildings
at the site of Doynton Roman villa in South
Gloucestershire have, to date, revealed 3 further ritual
burials of sheep skulls and forelimbs. The first was
located under the floor level in the corner of a room
(R1 in Fig. 6). Again, the remains of two sheep skulls
and the forelimbs of the animals were deposited in a
pit under the floor level. Both skulls were facing
upwards (Fig. 7). This particular grouping was
enhanced with the addition of 2 spindle whorls, one
made from shale and one from stone (Fig. 8)
deposited above the skulls. Also an area of burning

Fig 5: Arrangement of stones marking the burial
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Fig 6: Plan of Doynton villa with ritual sheep skull burial locations

Fig 7: Sheep skull burials (R1) at Doynton

Fig 8: Spindle Whorls found with skulls

contained traces of burnt animal bone, possibly sheep.
The whole deposit was capped by a sandstone stone
that had been shaped into a rough circle (Fig. 9).
The second pair of skulls (R2 in Fig 6) were less well
preserved but were close to a robbed out wall and a
possible threshold into a room (Fig. 10). These skulls
were also facing upwards. Once again, the forelimbs
of the animals were the only other bones present. Fig.
11 shows the long bones of the forelimbs of this burial
and it can clearly be seen that the sheep were probably
of differing ages. One final burial at Doynton (R3 in
Fig. 6) was very disturbed. The bones had been
scattered when the wall was robbed of its building
stones. The proximity of this burial to R2 is possibly
of interest and may be explained when more is
understood about the practice.

Fig 9: Sandstone cap shaped into a circle
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Fig 10: Sheep skull burials (R2) at Doynton

The burial of these animal remains is clearly
following a pattern. The deposition of 2 sheep skulls,
potentially of differing ages, with just the forelimbs
has a significance to those carrying out the practice.
That the burials seem to be enhanced by the addition
of other artefacts increases the significance of their
deposition. It is perhaps no coincidence that the
additional artefacts are related to the processing of the
sheep products; in this case the spinning of wool
using the spindle whorls. Where more than one burial
is occurring in close proximity it appears that the
positioning of the skulls is of importance. Perhaps by
facing the skulls in different directions, and with a
symmetry, the people that are depositing the bones are
ensuring that all options for good fortune are covered.
The location of the burials also appears meaningful.
Normally located by the thresholds to rooms or in the
corners of rooms, under the floor level, they are being
deliberately located and associated with that room. It
is the belief of the author that the deposits are being
laid as good luck offerings to whatever gods were
being worshipped by those that deposited the items.
Further, it is believed that they are specific offerings
for the good fortune of the husbandry of sheep and the
working of associated products that are being
practiced in the rooms where the burials were made.
At Doynton, the deposit that had the spindle whorls
(R1) was in a room adjacent to an area of the building
within which, from the evidence of excavation, it was
believed that animals were being housed. The
presence of open drains, basic floors and few
domestic artefacts probably meant that sheep were
kept in that area of the villa complex (Room 1 in Fig.
6). Consequently it would make sense that the

Fig 11: Forelimbs of burial R2 at Doynton

adjoining room (Room 2 in Fig. 6) might be where the
processing of the products of sheep was being
practiced. Similarly, the large room at Nesley Farm
was very agricultural containing a large hearth and
corn dryer so it is not difficult to conceive that this too
was being used for the processing of sheep products.
The importance of these burials is highlighted by the
manner in which some of the burials have been
marked, in one case almost as a small shrine that may
have been visible in the building.
Conclusion
In conclusion, it is believed that this practice of
burying two sheep skulls, their forelimbs and
associated working tools was done as an offering to
the gods for good fortune in both the husbandry and
processing of sheep and associated products. Further
excavations will be taking place at Doynton and on
another villa nearby, which may add additional
information to this intriguing observation. As it was
believed that these deposits were left as a good luck
offering all of the deposits were left in situ to continue
their appeasement of the deity to which they were
dedicated.
Reference
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HUCCLECOTE OLDBURY: A NOW LOST POTENTIAL
SETTLEMENT SITE
Nigel Spry
My attention was drawn to a Hucclecote field called
Oldbury (at SO 87551765) in the late 1960s by Harry
Middleton, a Hucclecote local historian, then still an
active fieldwalker and a digger with Gloucester
museum in the 1950s. Unfortunately his papers
deposited in the Gloucestershire Archives shed no
light on the site when it was built on in the 1950s, but
he referred to it in conversation with me.1 Oldbury is
now under Horsbere Road and Zoons Road houses.

Roman) date. Locally the Oldbury area at Tewkesbury has
Roman origins. Simon Draper noted Roman examples
“revealed on the ground by well-defined, sub
rectangular enclosures”.3 He wrote that it was his
belief that evidence points to what was meant by the
Anglo-Saxon word burh was “an enclosure, often
comprising an earthen bank and ditch, but sometimes
also a hedge, wall or fence”.
He discusses middle or late Saxon examples of
manorial and ecclesiastical enclosures that resulted in
burh names. However, it seems unlikely that
Hucclecote’s Oldbury field-name resulted from such
a high status site but it may have preserved the
memory of a residential protected settlement of this
or an earlier period. Perhaps there is a case for a
project to gather pottery from back gardens here?

Fig. 1 shows the site on the 1947 AP, Fig. 2 as it is on
Geoff Gwatkin’s copy of the 1840 tithe map of
Churchdown2 (of which Hucclecote was then a
hamlet) and Fig. 3 gives the present situation on Google
Maps. All three maps are approximately on the
same scale. The enclosure, on flat land, was about
200m x 150m and there is still a suggestion of a ditch
on the west and a bank on the east. The tithe map
seems to show at least one rounded corner. Horsbere
Brook forms the northern limit. The Hucclecote
Roman Villa is on the opposite side of Churchdown
Lane under the cricket square in the playing field, due
south of the bypass bridge - see Fig. 3.
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Fig. 1: Aerial Photograph of 1947

Fig. 2: Tithe map of 1840

Map data:© Google 2015,© DigitalGlobe, Getmapping plc; Infoterra ltd & Bluesky, The geoinformation group
Fig. 3: Present day aerial photograph - Label A marks the enclosure’s post code GL3 3PT in
Horsbere road, Hucclecote
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ROMAN AND MEDIEVAL OCCUPATION AT KING’S QUARTER, GLOUCESTER
- INTERIM REPORT
Jonathan Hart and Steven Sheldon (Cotswold Archaeology)
Introduction

compliance with Scheduled Monument Consent
granted by English Heritage, as one of the evaluation
trenches (Trench B) fell within the Scheduled
Monument of Glevum Roman Colonia (no. 330A).
The proposed redevelopment site is located within the
north-eastern part of Gloucester city centre and
comprises 3.37 hectares, split into three areas: King’s
Square (Trenches 1, A and B); the bus station and
multi-storey car park (Trenches C, D and E); and the
area to the north-west of Market Parade. No
archaeological works were undertaken within the
latter area.

Between February and July 2014, Cotswold
Archaeology (CA) carried out archaeological
evaluations for Gloucester City Council at the former
Golden Egg Restaurant1 and the proposed King’s
Quarter redevelopment site,2 the latter of which
encompasses the former (centred on NGR: SO8346
1860; Fig.1). The evaluations were requested by
Andrew Armstrong, Gloucester City Archaeologist, in
order to better understand the archaeological resource
surviving within the area of proposed redevelopment.
The archaeological works were also undertaken in

Fig. 1:The King’s Quarter redevelopment site, with trench locations.
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Fig. 2: Planned and projected Roman features and structures within King’s Square.

Archaeological Background

The early post-Roman history of Gloucester is poorly
understood, although it remained a religious and
political centre13 with settlement probably focused in
the central area of the former Roman town. During
the 10th century, Gloucester was a Saxon burh, which
probably was also within the Roman town, and may
have re-used the earlier defences. Deposits of dark
earth (post-Roman accumulations of dark soil,
commonly found above Roman urban deposits) have
been recorded in the King’s Square area, lying
beneath street metalling and possibly dating to the
pre-Norman conquest period.14 Deposits of this date
are highly significant as they have the potential to
contribute to our understanding of the development of
the Saxon burh.

The archaeological potential of the site was assessed
by CA in 2013 within a desk-based assessment.3
Following abandonment of the original Roman fort at
Kingsholm in the AD 60s, a new legionary fortress
was established at the centre of modern Gloucester,
and subsequently became a colonia (a settlement for
retired soldiers), probably during the late 1st century
AD.4 King’s Square lies within the defences of the
colonia and the other two areas lie immediately
outside, with the line of the defences running through
the site (Figs.1 and 2). Previous investigations in the
vicinity of King’s Quarter have revealed that the
colonia defences comprised at least three phases,
including ramparts, a masonry wall with interval
towers, and an external ditch5,6,7,8 along with
evidence for an intra-mural road and an extra-mural
metalled surface.9 Excavations at the Bon Marche
site, adjacent to the north-west corner of the current
site (now Debenhams) recorded walls with plaster
designs, tessellated pavements and an opus signinum
floor, with a courtyard to the west.10,11 These were
interpreted as the remains of Roman town houses.
Investigations within the extra-mural part of the
Roman town have largely been undertaken to the
north of Market Parade and suggest that suburbs
developed during the early Roman period,
characterised by timber buildings rebuilt in stone
during the 2nd to 4th centuries AD.12

No evidence of medieval settlement was recorded
during the 1970s redevelopment of King’s Square,
suggesting that this area was open ground during the
medieval period, a suggestion supported by evidence
from John Speed’s 1610 Map of Gloucester.15 The
eastern part of the site (in the vicinity of the multistorey car park) is thought to have been the location
of the Whitefriars, a Carmelite precinct founded in
c.1268, and the probable remains of an associated
chapel were recorded at 10–11 Market Parade (Fig.
1).16 The positions of other buildings of the
Whitefriars precinct are unknown but one burial was
recorded near the probable chapel, and a cemetery
may have lain within the precinct.
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Fig. 3: Roman remains at the base of a shored evaluation trench.

During the 1643 siege of Gloucester, the Roman and
medieval defences were strengthened and bastions,
internal trenches and outworks were added.17 Civil
War defences would have crossed the site, probably
along the line of Market Parade and through the area
of the bus station. These defences were slighted c.
1660, and Hall and Pinnell’s map of 1780 shows little
settlement within the site. Nineteenth-century and
later maps provide detail for the later history of the
site, which included a cattle market within the eastern
half and dwellings in the western half, until the latter
were cleared to make way during the creation of
King’s Square in the mid 20th century. The Square
was redeveloped in the 1970s, with the construction
of retail and office units, and further to the east saw
the removal of the cattle market and the construction
of the multi-storey car park.

building dated to the 2nd century AD. It is not known
whether such a date applies to the current
investigations as few dateable finds were recovered.
Hints of chronological development were apparent
within Trench B, where evidence for successive
buildings was exposed. Although insufficient finds
were recovered to securely date this sequence, an
earlier building was replaced, probably in the mid to
late 4th century, by a structure which contained a
hypocaust system, as was apparent from the remains
of pilae stacks. This later building incorporated within
its foundations large blocks of masonry, perhaps reused from a former civic structure such as the town
wall or forum. Evidence for the re-use of such
architectural stone has been recorded previously
within 4th-century deposits at the New Market Hall,
Gloucester.18

Trenches 1, A and B were located within the former
Roman town walls; Trenches C, D and E were located
outside the limits of the walls. Investigation of the
archaeological deposits required deep excavation
within shored trenches, with the top of the Roman
deposits lying at between 2.15m and 2.91m below the
present ground level (Fig.3).

Post-Roman and medieval
Within Trench 1, demolition deposits and robber
trenches were found. One of the demolition deposits
was dated to the Roman period but the others and the
robber trenches were potentially post-Roman. No
dark earth deposits were found within Trench 1 and
no dated medieval remains were found. In contrast,
Trench B contained a pit sealed by a cultivation layer
containing 14th-century pottery and cut by a later
robber trench. Within Trench A, further robber
trenches were found and one was cut by a
pit/posthole, one of two such features within the
trench. The dates of the robber trenches and
pits/postholes in Trench A are unclear: the latter
features were sealed by post-medieval deposits, but
the possibility that the remains are of medieval or
Anglo-Saxon buildings cannot be discounted.

Results: intra-mural occupation
Roman
Within Trenches 1, A and B, the remains of Roman
surfaces and walls were found, probably once parts of
buildings lying within and aligned parallel to the town
walls (Fig.2). Walls within Trenches 1 and B retained
painted wall plaster, suggesting that they belonged to
buildings of relatively high status comparable to those
identified at the Bon Marche site, where the latest
36

Post-medieval
In Trenches 1, A and B, earlier deposits were sealed
by layers thought to be cultivation soils or make-up
deposits, the earliest of which contained 18th-century
pottery. The significance of these deposits is not clear:
they might relate to the strengthening of the City’s
defences during the 1643 siege, or to a subsequent
change in land use, but how extensive any possible
open or cultivated area was in this location was not
apparent.

scheme to ensure that, wherever possible, these
important archaeological remains are left
undisturbed. As the redevelopment scheme proceeds
it is likely that further phases of archaeological
investigation will be undertaken, these may
significantly add to our understanding of this complex
and important part of the City.
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THE ARCHBISHOP’S CONDUIT IN CHURCHDOWN
Mick Phillpott
Introduction

archaeological excavations have been used to provide
a new perspective of the possible route and reason for
the installation of this conduit. In order to test this
proposition, the furthest west linear geophysical, low
resistance feature (ditch) trajectory (Fig. 1) was
projected onto a map of the locality to establish a
likely route for the conduit. The OS map of the area
was then scrutinised to understand the topography of
the route bisected by the projected line, and a field
survey undertaken to establish the credibility of the
predicted conduit origin. The results are compared to
the medieval narrative of the route of the conduit,
with some insight from Smithe's article.

When reviewing the results of our geophysical
surveys of Chapel Hay performed during 2012/2013,1
it occurred to us that the furthest west linear feature
had the appearance of a conduit or pipeline traversing
from south to north across the field. As part of the reappraisal of our work in Chapel Hay it was decided to
test this possibility. An article alluding to the
existence of a conduit was written in the late 19th
century by Smithe,2 in which he used both anecdotal
evidence and medieval documentary sources.3 Those
sources together with evidence from recent

© 2013 Google & © 2013 Infoterra Ltd Bluesky
Fig. 1: Geophysical Resistivity Results of Chapel Hay Survey with the Western-most Linear and SubRectangular Low Resistance Signatures Outlined and the 20m Survey Grid Superimposed.4,5

38

Background

some minor injuries, from which he recovered.19 His
rescue was attributed to the intervention of Thomas à
Becket to whom he had prayed during his ordeal,
hence it is recorded as a miracle of St Thomas.

In his article on life in 12th century Churchdown,
Smithe recounts the story of an accident and
miraculous escape that occurred when the pipes for a
water supply were being laid for Roger Archbishop of
York.6,7 He records that some of the older village
inhabitants remember stories of 'a supply of water,
brought down from its source on Churchdown Hill, in
leaden pipes through the meadow known as Chapel
Hay where the present vicarage stands' (Fig. 2),8
which was 'for the purpose of supplying water to the
squire's fishpond'.9 He records that the metal pipes
'were of great thickness' and 'portions were dug up in
Chapel Hay which seemed to consist of a white, hard,
glistening substance'.10 He identifies that a medieval
record exists of this event which includes testimony
from an indisputable source, see below.

Results
Using the linear geophysical signature as a guide, and
projecting the likely course of the conduit, assuming
a linear passage, then it is predicted to run from
Chapel Hay towards the south, up the hill (Fig. 2),
passing beneath the ground of the vicarage, crossing
Green Lane, then beneath the area once known as
Sharps Hay, where a bungalow of that name stands
today, then continuing towards The Green, possibly
terminating at the source of the spring that rises in a
field named the Bog. This spring originates from a
steep sided gully 2 to 3m deep at the edge of the field,
adjacent to Duns Elm. It has the appearance of an
artesian depression type spring,22 therefore able to
maintain a fairly constant flow, even during dry
periods. Today, when looking south from The Green,
there is a piped outlet from the spring visible from the
road (Green Lane) to the left of the entrance to the
property called The Barn (not shown). The distance to
the spring from the western-most sub-rectangular
geophysical signature in Chapel Hay is between
400m and 425m, with a nominal height increase of
about 25m.23

There are two original medieval sources referenced in
Smithe's article, both books of miracles that could be
attributed to Thomas à Becket, namely the chronicles
of Benedict of Peterborough and William of
Canterbury.11 William of Canterbury's text is
published separately but both are published as parallel
texts and translations.12,13 In the opinion of Abbot,
Benedict's chronicle appears to be from early notes he
made, of accounts he heard about the event. William
of Canterbury's account is more extensive in which he
states 'that all this was related to us by the very man
that had endured it, and he brought us a letter'
attesting to the events, written by Godfrey Dean of
Gloucester.14 The year in which this event occurred
must have been after the death of Becket AD1170 and
suggested from Abbott's work to be between AD1172
and AD1174.15 According to the translation of
William of Canterbury's account, 'Archbishop Roger
was bringing water into his town (vill) of
Churchdown from the brow of a hill about 500 paces
off.16 Now the ground midway swells into a small
hill, looking down on the surrounding level from a
steep top about twenty-four feet high. The work being
at its height this hill was dug through so that it might
receive the aqueduct (conduit) direct through the
opening in its depths.17 The work was being pressed
on by one William, who had hired out his services
from the neighbouring town of Gloucester. Just when
he was laying the leaden pipe at the bottom of the
cutting in the hill, the vast mass of earth thrown out
from the work fell forward on top of him. His
companions leapt away to right and left, and would
have made an effort to dig him out, buried as he was
all round, when lo, once more, the earth on the brink
of the cutting broke clean away, and the impending
heap rolled down and cut off the young man from all
aid. The earth fall might be reckoned at about a
hundred small cart-loads'.18 William was however,
dug out the next day alive, suffering hypothermia and

Examination of the land contours along the proposed
route reveal that through the area once called Sharps
Hay there is a significant change in gradient from
1:20 to 1:8 (Fig. 3), taking the ground level to 65m
above ordnance datum (AOD), about 10m above the
level in the vicinity of the western-most subrectangular geophysical signature in Chapel Hay
(Fig. 1).
Discussion and Conclusion
The description of the terrain in William of
Canterbury's account correlates with key aspects of
the topography present on the proposed route of the
conduit, most notably the steep sided knoll mid way
and its approximate height i.e. Sharps Hay with its
sudden change in gradient, and also the distance from
the brow of the hill to the western-most subrectangular geophysical signature in Chapel Hay,
about 500 paces. Assuming the correct source has
been identified, then apart from Sharps Hay, there is
no other area in the vicinity immediately above what
might be considered a centre of the vill,25 that fits
William of Canterbury's description. Anyone laying a
pipe to pass down the steep bank at the north end of
Sharps Hay and under Green Lane would have to dig
a deep trench.
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Fig.2: Proposed Route of the Conduit superimposed upon a copy of the tithe map of the area with the addition
of the Pond, Spring Location, Road Names and the Modern Partition of Chapel Hay.20,21
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Fig. 3: Terrain Gradient and Height Ascending Churchdown Hill
along the Proposed Line of the Conduit24

vicinity of Chapel Hay, possibly some distance away
from a viable water source, then it would be
reasonable to expect that a water supply would be
brought to that site. The cost and effort in laying the
conduit must have been high, particularly with the use
of lead pipe, so significant skilled resource would be
required. Archbishop Roger was known to have
accumulated considerable wealth during his office,
and is said have spent much time and expense in
refurbishing his manors,32 so this venture could have
been one part of such a refurbishment. Therefore this
may explain the nature of the geophysical signatures
on the western side of Chapel Hay. The subrectangular signature, which measures about 8m x 6m
in plan (Fig. 1), could be integral to the proposed
conduit in the form of a tank or cistern, fed from the
conduit entering from the south, with an overflow
exiting north. There was a large pond in Chapel Hay
(Fig. 2), now under the area of St Andrews church
centre and car park (Fig. 1), which it is suggested by
Nichols was extant during the medieval period.33 It
could have been maintained by the overflow from the
cistern, so explaining the village view that the conduit
was 'to fill the squire's fishponds', neglecting to
ascribe its primary purpose which was to supply the
high status medieval building thought to have existed
in the vicinity of Chapel Hay. Alternatively the

Smithe's interpretation of the purpose of the conduit,
from the chronicler's accounts, was to 'supply the
people of Churchdown'.26,27 If that were so then
assuming it was intended to proceed to an area central
to the local inhabitants, there would appear to be a far
more direct and unhindered route, down the line of
Green Lane then, across the eastern boundary of
Chapel Hay which is today a public right of way.
However, why go to these lengths when there are
potentially many sources of fresh water around
Churchdown hill? The nature of the local geology
produces a spring line around the hill providing
surface water, and a number of wells can be identified
in the vicinity,28 so people would probably have ready
access to a fresh supply wherever they lived in the
area.
The destination of this supply is not identified in the
chronicles, other than it was being brought to 'the
town (vill) of Churchdown'. However the evidence in
Smithe's account that pipes have been dug up in
Chapel Hay, indicates that it was in that vicinity
suggested now by the furthest west geophysical
signatures (Fig. 1) The archaeological investigations
that have occurred on Chapel Hay, have all found
evidence of a high status medieval structure in the
area.29,30,31 Clearly if such a dwelling was built in the
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conduit may have continued on further north to the
vicinity of the Great House Homestead (Fig. 1),34
which could be on the site of the earlier high status
medieval building. However there is no evidence
from the excavations on the St Andrews church site to
suggest the passage of a conduit through this area.
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A RECENTLY DISCOVERED MEDIEVAL STATUE OF ST JOHN THE EVANGELIST
FROM TEWKESBURY
Bruce Watson
Introduction

Abbey in about 1450 as a speculative development
along the northern edge of their precinct boundary.2

On 14 November 2003 the late Dr Richard K. Morris
discovered by chance a statue within the ‘Secret
Garden’ to the rear of 42-48 Church Street,
Tewkesbury, Gloucestershire, close to the north
transept of the abbey.1 It was discovered within the
south-west corner of the walled garden leaning
against the western wall and largely hidden by a
climbing plant. These Church Street properties are
part of a row of 24 timber-framed cottages and shops
(No 34 -50 Church Street), built by Tewkesbury

Subsequently Dr Morris researched the iconography
of the statue and arranged for it to be removed,
conserved and then loaned to Tewkesbury Abbey,
where it is now displayed on a bracket in the south
aisle of the modern choir.3 The aim of this article is
publish and discuss this unusual discovery drawing
on the unpublished research of the late Dr Morris.
Description and Dating
The mutilated statue is carved from the local Oolitic
Jurassic limestone. It is 927mm high and consists of
a headless standing figure with no hands, wearing
full length robes with long sleeves and deep folds in
the drapery (Fig 1). Some of the drapery is gathered
into a bunch over the crook of the left arm. This
bunched drapery still has crisp detail and is generally
much better preserved than the rest of the statue’s
surface, which has suffered extensive loss due to
erosion. Both the hands have been broken off close
to the wrists. However, it is certain from the position
of the remaining portion of the forearms that both
hands were positioned in front of the chest at a
similar height. The remaining portion of the right
forearm is horizontal, while the truncated left
forearm is sloping upward. Parts of the front portion
of both feet are visible confirming that the figure was
barefooted. The figure’s left leg is flexed so that his
knee is visible beneath his robes and his left foot
protrudes from under his robes much further forward
than the right foot, as though he was stepping
forward not standing still. The figure is standing on a
small, flat bottomed plinth (width 283mm). The
plinth is roughly square with cut-off corners creating
an irregular octagonal shape. The underside of the
plinth possesses a large circular drilled hole or
socket (some 75mm deep with a diameter of 10mm).
This socket would have permitted the statue to have
been anchored by a dowel in its original setting. On
the breast the draperies are gathered together by what
appears to be a brooch or clasp, which probably
indicates the presence of a cloak or outer robe. The
head has been broken off close to the base of the neck
where a few locks of shoulder-length wavy hair
(which just reaches the collar of the robes) can be
seen. It is unlikely that the figure possessed a long
beard as there is no trace of it on the upper torso; but
due to the amount of erosion the original surface here

Fig.1: The statue on display inside Tewkesbury
Abbey in 2014 (photo author).
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has been largely lost so the presence or absence of a
beard cannot be confirmed. The general impression
is of a graceful, slender and youthful figure, possibly
with a bust.4 However, as the forearms and bunched
drapery are positioned at a slightly lower level than
the possible bust it is impossible to be certain if the
figure possesses breasts. Originally the statue was
painted, as traces of limewash or a similar coating
remain especially just below the left arm at hip level.5
Clearly the statue was intended to be displayed
within a niche or against a wall perhaps on a bracket
as the back of it is plain and flat.

determining the identification of this individual is
problematic. It has suggested ‘that the delicacy of the
figure and the apparent presence of a bosom beneath
the upper draperies suggests that this is a female
figure.’14 However, as female medieval saints are
hardly ever shown barefoot (if their feet are visible
as often they are concealed by their full length robes)
and generally they possess long hair, so it seems very
unlikely that this figure was intended to represent a
female saint.15
The general consensus is that the combination of bare
feet, the apparent lack of a beard, the shoulder-length
hair, the presence of a cloak (indicated by the clasp
on the breast) and the gathering of draperies over one
arm are all good indications that the figure was
intended to be St John the Evangelist.16 St John was
considered to be Jesus’s favourite disciple and he was
present at many of the key events in Christ’s life
including the Transfiguration on Mount Tabor and
the Agony in the Garden of Gethsemane.17 He was
only the only disciple not to desert Jesus during the
Crucifixion, when he was asked by Christ to take
care of his mother (the Blessed Virgin Mary).18

Provenance and Dating
The provenance of the statue is unknown before
2003. The western wall of the ‘Secret Garden’ against
which the statue was leaning is constructed of locally
made bricks of probably of early 19th century date.6
This wall was in existence before 1880, by which date
the area now known as the ‘Secret Garden’ was
already open space and was probably used as either
gardens or allotments by the neighbouring
properties.7 During the early 20th century Palmiro
Barsanti a confectioner who had a shop at 40
Church Street, also ran the Italian Tea Garden within
part of the ‘Secret Garden’, which was adorned with
classical style statuary.8 Scrutiny of photographs of
the tea garden has revealed nothing similar to this
particular statue.9 How this statue came to be in the
garden has not been established. It might have been
brought here as an ornamental feature during the
20th century and then forgotten or possibly it was
discovered nearby; but never documented. The statue
when it was discovered was covered with lichen and
algae and showed evidence of active surface erosion,
which suggests that it had been outside for some
considerable time.10

The iconography of St John the Evangelist is twofold.
First, he is portrayed as a young, beardless apostle
in gospel scenes such as the Last Supper or the
Crucifixion. Secondly, he is portrayed as a mature
(often bearded) evangelist with the attributes of an
eagle, a book or gospel and sometimes a palm frond.19
The chalice and serpent are also his symbols as
according to an apocryphal source he was forced to
drink poison from a chalice after refusing to offer
sacrifices to pagan gods. Before he did so he blessed
the chalice and the poison emerged from it in the
form of a snake, so he was unharmed.20 It is not
possible to establish with certainty if the statue was
representing the youthful apostle or the older
evangelist; but the absence of an eagle from its base
and the slender build of the figure would suggest it
is more likely that it was intended as a representation
of the young apostle. A late 15th- century, Venetian
marble figure of St John the Evangelist provides a
good idea of the probable appearance of the
Tewkesbury statue (Fig 2).21 This free-standing
figure is bare-footed, clean shaven with shoulder
length hair, wearing full length robes which are
gathered in the crook of his left arm, his flexed left
knee is clearly visible under his robes. It is considered
likely that this figure may have originally held a
(missing) chalice in his clenched right hand.

On stylistic grounds the contraposta classical pose of
the statue and the deep V-fold in the drapery are both
typical of English medieval figure sculpture of the
later 13th and 14th centuries, especially during the
Decorated Period (circa 1290-1360).11 However, in
the opinion of Dr Phillip Lindley of the University of
Leicester the style of the statue suggests a later date
no earlier than the late 14th century.12 The chances of
the statue being a ‘fake’ or a modern garden ornament
are considered to be extremely unlikely.13
Identification

How and where the Tewkesbury statue was originally
displayed is of course unknown; but its flat back
confirms that it was not intended for all around
display (see above). Perhaps it was originally part
of a group of figures depicting some key event in

It appears from the classical pose that this mutilated
statue represents a medieval religious figure.
However, as the head and both hands, plus any
attributes this figure may have held are missing
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examples of medieval religious images. There are
numerous instances of religious statuary and
alabasters being ‘rediscovered’ since the 18th century
in places that imply that they were deliberately
concealed during the English Reformation (1533-53).26
Some material may have been concealed in 1558 in
the hope that the Roman Catholic Church would be
re-established a second time. In 1875 a collection of
smashed medieval sculpture was recovered from
under the sanctuary floor of Tewkesbury Abbey
Church.27 There are many other examples of this type
of discovery. For instance, in the 1940s the
unblocking of a window in the north aisle of St
Andrew’s Church, Pickworth in Lincolnshire
revealed the damaged medieval stone statue of a
headless standing female saint with a missing left
hand (height 91.5 cm).28 Clearly the Pickworth
statue had sustained serious damage before it was
concealed. This is one of a number of instances
where damaged religious images were apparently
concealed within or near churches to prevent any
further mutilation. 29
Exactly when this material was hidden is not known;
but during 1547-52 or after 1558 seem to the two
most likely periods for concealment. The Royal
Visitation Injunctions of 1547 banned sacred images
and religious sculpture; but it was the 1550 Act ‘for
the defacing of images and the bringing in of books
of old Service in the Church’ that ordered their
destruction not simply their removal.30 The Protestant
iconoclasts saw statues of Christ and the saints not as
symbols of piety; but as ‘graven images’ that people
might worship, behaviour which would have been a
breach of the first commandant.

Fig 2: A Venetian white marble statue of St John the
Evangelist (84 cm high) dating from circa 1485, in
the Bode Museum, Berlin (inventory no 221)
(reproduced by courtesy of Prestel).

Christ’s life such as the Crucifixion, which was a
popular theme in medieval religious art and one in
which the youthful St John was traditionally
represented.22 Alternately, it could have been a
solitary figure situated in a chapel or altar dedicated
to St John. In the parochial part of the medieval abbey
church (the modern nave), adjoining the south side of
the rood screen and the high or principal altar there
was a chapel dedicated to St John established before
1471, close to where the statue is now displayed.23
While no historic connection between the abbey and
the statue can be proven the fact that it was found
within the abbey precinct suggests that it could well
have been originally situated within the abbey church,
until it was damaged and then removed during the
Reformation (discussed below).

Discussion

The loss of the hands and heads of religious statuary
as seen in the Tewkesbury example seems to be
fairly typical of the iconoclasm which took place
during the English Reformation, judging by the
mutilated and unrestored examples of medieval
religious images that survive.31 For instance, the
relief sculpture of the Virgin Mary depicted on the
central panel of the 14th-century altarpiece from
Sutton Valence, Church, Kent, has been deliberately
mutilated; she has no face and hands.32 The
defacement of these statues was presumably intended
to prevent any further veneration. The Protestant
reformers claimed that this iconoclasm was part of a
return to the ‘True Religion’ of the early Christian
church. It was argued that all sculpture and other
examples of religious imagery were symptomatic of
the corruption or superstition of the medieval Roman
Catholic Church so they had be removed.33

Some idea of what might have happened to this
particular statue since the Reformation is provided
by considering the provenance of better documented

It is clear that from the 13th century onward that
English churches both monastic and parochial began
to acquire more devotional images of saints, ‘this

The presence of white paint or probably lime wash on
the statue is very interesting as a number of better
preserved medieval statues in the abbey show
evidence of polychromy and gilding.24 So the present
appearance of this statue is very misleading as
originally it would have been almost certainly brightly
painted in a variety of eye catching colours. 25
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ART, ARCHAEOLOGY AND SPARROW POTS
Terry Moore-Scott
Introduction

may have noted such bird pots in them.2 On the other
hand, other English artists of the 17th and 18th
centuries also incorporated images of bird pots in
similar contexts in their works.3 So the evidence is
not conclusive but one may reasonably conclude that
during the 17th and 18th centuries, in rural parts
around London at least, there was a practice of setting
up these strange-looking pots on the outer walls of
cottage dwellings, ostensibly to provide nests or traps
for small birds.

The 18th century London artist George Morland
(1763-1804) is known for his oil paintings of English
rustic scenes, many of them depicting cottage life of
the time in some detail. It was while browsing
through examples of this artist’s work that I came
upon a print of a painting from around 1790 entitled
‘Trepanning a recruit’ (Fig.1). It shows a pair of pressgang soldiers in uniform sitting outside a building
jocularly teasing a simple country boy and potential
recruit. What particularly caught my eye however,

The traditional English practice of sparrow trapping
and of the use of sparrow pots was addressed by the
Worcestershire antiquarian and archaeologist E. H. B.
Barnard in an article published in a Transactions of
the Worcestershire Archaeological Society in 1948. In
it, Barnard focussed mainly on presenting the
evidence for the practice of sparrow trapping in the
county of Worcestershire and elsewhere, largely
based on churchwardens’ accounts up to and into the
19th century. He also refers to various early English
and continental art works depicting pots and to an
example of one found in Cambridgeshire. Whilst he
was unable to produce evidence of the actual use of
sparrowpots in his county, he nevertheless concluded
that “they must have been a more or less familiar
object [there] in the old days”.4
For the emergence of more specific archaeological
evidence of the existence of such pottery vessels in
this country, we can thank Roy Stephenson, ceramics
expert and Head of Archaeological Collections and
Archives at the Museum of London. In 1991,
Stephenson produced a paper describing a unique
form of bulbous, base-less, earthenware bottles
found in excavations in London.5 Diagnostic features
associated with this type of pot include (see Fig.2):

Fig. 1: ‘Trepanning a recruit’ by George Morland
© Trustees of the British Museum

was the presence of an apparent pottery vessel
projecting high up from the wall of the building. A
pair of similar pots on the gable of a thatched cottage
is shown in another work attributed to George
Morland.1 The locations of these scenes are unknown
but as Morland did most of his work in around
London, it is likely that many of his subjects were
drawn from the still quite rural areas in and around the
city. Similar bird pots feature in a number of Dutch
paintings of the 16th and 17th centuries. It is just
possible that Morland was indulging in a degree of
artistic licence: it is known that, as a boy, he was
engaged in copying the works of Dutch masters and

(a) a single stumpy handle halfway down the neck of
the vessel pierced by a hole, and a corresponding hole
in the shoulder of the vessel; these holes are believed
to allow for a piece of wood or twig to be inserted to
make a perch for the birds.
(b) a partially open cut away base having a ‘keyhole’
cut-out at the top so that the pot can be hung from the
wall by a nail, and a larger ‘robbery hole’ to allow
humans to reach in and take the contents.
Typically, the height of these pots is around 200mm,
the diameter of the base 110-120mm.
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same payments being made in Elkstone parish at least
up to 1795.9 It is equally apparent that small wild
birds, including sparrows, once formed part of the
human diet in this country. Sparrow pie is reputed to
have been a favourite food in Tudor times and, even
into the 19th century, sparrows were taken to
supplement the diet of poorer country folk (Cooper in
his paper providing a number of literary references to
this effect).

Fig 2: Diagnostic features of sparrowpot

The question perhaps for historians (and surely
archaeologists also) is why, to date, the evidence for
these pots is so heavily focussed on London and the
South East, and rarely anywhere else in the country
(where taking wild birds, either for bounty payment
or for the table, also appears to have been practiced).
In Gloucestershire, we lack the artistic record such as
Morland provides for London; there is also a dearth of
documentary evidence indicating the use of bird pots
in the county. The archaeological record doesn’t help
either, but that may be due to a relatively low level of
work done on late-/post-medieval sites in the county;
also without clear diagnostic features, distinguishing
this specific type of vessel among the generality of
usually fragmentary pottery finds could be difficult.
It may well be that the habit of catching and eating
wild birds never really caught on in Gloucestershire,
or the West Country generally, and that traces of it
will not be found. But there’s always a first time (as
they say) and at least we are now aware of what to
look for!

5

Although a complete pot will display diagnostic
features identifying it as a bird pot, individual sherds
are not so easily distinguished from the run of pottery
fragments found at excavation sites. Stephenson
however points to finds consistent with bird pots from
a variety of excavation sites in Greater London.
Vessels are mostly made of local wares but some
imported (e.g. Dutch) ware also occurred.
More light is thrown on the subject in an article
written in 2004 by Don Cooper, a member of the
Hendon and District Archaeological Society and
London Group of the CBA.6 In it, Cooper notes that,
since Stephenson’s article, considerately more
ceramic bird nesting pots have been found at post
medieval excavation sites in central London, ranging
from a Thames-side mill site to high status dwellings
and an ecclesiastical site. He also highlights that a
country-wide survey had come up with no reported
bird pots outside of the counties of Kent, Essex, Herts
and Bucks and Cambridgeshire. Such a concentration
in S.E. England may well suggest an influence from
N. Europe, especially perhaps Holland. Cooper also
cites documentary sources pointing to their use in
connection with sparrows (“sparrow pottys” or
“sparrow pottes”) in 16th century London, and a
reference to pots being fixed on the walls of buildings
in London up to as late even as the 19th century .
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RECTILINEAR LANDSCAPES
John Rhodes

In an early issue of Glevensis Bernard Rawes plotted
from the enclosure map of 1799 and other sources a
rectilinear pattern of fields and lanes around
Gloucester which pre-dated enclosure and partly
survive today.1 Alignments running NNE-SSW and
WNW-ESE, broadly parallel and perpendicular to the
trend of natural streams, occur throughout an area of
the vale extending 4 km north to Twigworth, 6 km
east to Brockworth and 7 km south to Haresfield.
Since Roman roads traverse the area on the same
alignments he asked whether the landscape reflected
Roman centuriation, but objected that the intervals
between field boundaries were irregular.

suggests that the area was first settled. Davey
concludes that rectilinear field systems are probably
present in every area of lowland Britain, that they
have been developing episodically since the Bronze
Age, and that although individual field boundaries
may be the result of later subdivision or addition their
prevailing alignments are potentially prehistoric or
Roman.
References
1 Rawes, B. ‘The possibility of Roman land
boundaries near Gloucester’, Glevensis 13
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More recently Williamson has published a very
similar rectilinear pattern of fields around Scole and
Dickleburgh (Norfolk),2 and Davey has published
another around Dorchester (Dorset),3 both of which
appear to be prehistoric because they are cut
diagonally by Roman roads. Both could have been
derived from systems of parallel fields such as those
of Dartmoor, which are firmly dated to the Bronze
Age,4 although that at Scole and Dickleburgh is
unlikely to pre-date the Iron Age when evidence
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RUDFORD’S ANCIENT BOUNDARY

Diane Charlesworth

Fig.1:Tithe Map Rudford 1829.3
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Introduction
This boundary transcription is based on a document dated 1778,1 and excludes Highleadon which is a recent
addition. The parish boundary has remained little changed since then, and is therefore highly likely to date back
to at least the 12th century. The changes that occurred were the straightening of the river Leadon with the parish
boundary subsequently changed to follow this new line between Rudford and Hartpury. A detached part in
Highnam south of Rodway meadow was transferred from Rudford to the parish of Highnam, Over and Linton
and Pinchfield Wood and other woodland to the east in Sparks gutter was also added.2 The boundary can be
followed on the tithe map (Fig. 1) by following its course clockwise.
Transcription
We Present the Boundaries of the said Manor to be as follows:The Boundaries of the said Manor commence at a pool between the Little Plock and the rabit
Burrough [being] two pasture grounds in the possession of Mary Holder Widow of the late Mr Edwd Holder
late lord ffarmer nearly opposite Whitehall the House of the late Mr Edwd Holder
deced & proceeds to the Right up the Hedge & Ditch which divides the said ground called
the Rabbit Burrough aforesaid & a common field belonging to Tibberton called Longney the
Hedge being in Rudford Manor & at the Top of the sd Ground turning to the Right & still
keeping by the said common field Hedge to a pool in the Corner of a Ground of Mrs Underwood
in the possession of Thomas Higgins Then the manor is bounded by the Hedge which divides
the said ground of the said Thomas Higgins from a ground of the said Ms Mary Holder
called the Great Ground down to a Gate & style at the end of the said ground in the possession
of the said Thomas Higgins & the said gate and the boundary is the hedge and ditch
which divides the pasture ground of the said Mrs Mary Holder called Snow Close from a piece
of arable land of Mrs Underwood widow in the possession of the said Thomas Higgins
and to the end of the pool in the said Snows Close where a cross is cut ffrom thence to a large stone
at the corner of a Little Bit of ground lately inclosed by Mrs Priddey & in the said Snows Close
over the corner of the hedge at the right of the said ditch enclosure and down by the hedge
which divides the same from the said Snows Close the hedge being the Boundary and then this
the garden of the said William Priday at a place called Cuckold Ash unto the road or
Lane there leading from Tibberton to Gloucester and the Hedge and Ditch on the right hand side
is the boundary to the gate of Picfield and then crossing the said road to a Gate
opposite at the entrance into a piece of arable land called Bays Croft at the left hand of
which gate in the bank is a hole dug and then turning to the left over the rails into a piece
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of arable land belonging to Michael Anthony in the possion of ffarmer Fluck & then the hedge
and ditch to the right between the said piece and Bays Croft is the boundary and continuing
by the said straight hedge down to a lime tree in the same hedge when the hedge is still the
boundary but belongs to Tibberton & continuing the said straight hedge down to the
meadow belonging to Keems late belonging to ffarmer Taylor in the posession
of ffarmer Fluck & then turning to the right of the Hedge between the said Little Meadow
& ground of the said John Guise the lord ffarmer of the Manor called the Shop
Ground in the posession of the said ffarmer Fluck is the Boundary down to the brook
called Tibberton Brook which crossing the Turnpike Road is the Boundary to the end of a
Little Meadow of Mr Young & then crossing the said Brook & down by the Reen Ditch
which divides a meadow of Mr Matthews in the parish of Highleadon from a common meadow in
Rudford called Guy otherwise Hey Meadow and continuing the hedge and ditch of the said
Guy Meadow all up the said meadow to an Arle tree at the end of the said meadow and
then turning to the right the persh or row of Wytheys which divides the said Guy meadow
from a quarter of an acre of the said meadow in the parish of Hartpury belonging to
John Berkeley Esquire is the boundary to the River Leadon & then turning to the right
down the said river which is the boundary to the lower part of the said meadow and
the crossing the said River Leadon at a place where a crop is dugg on the other side
in a Meadow of Jno Berkely Esquire in Hartpury aforesaid called the Ear and then going
along the said Ear meadow to a withy tree therein & from the said withy tree down the
ditch and hedge to Red Brook & down the said Brook to the bottom of Rudford Mill Tail
round the persh there & from thence the River Leadon is the boundary to the bottom
of Great Rodway Meadow to a Hedge & Ditch which divides the said Great Rodway
Meadow from a Narroww strip of Ground in Lassington called the yelld belonging to
the said John Guise Esquire and up the said Hedge &Ditch to the Hedge and Ditch
on the other side of the said Meadow by a gate at the wagon way into the said meadow
still continuing the said Hedge and Ditch of the said meadow and also up the little
Rodway Meadow Hedge to the Stile at the Entrance into Little Rodway Meadow
Near the said River where a ground called Rodway Hill Ground within the
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Manor of Highnam runs in a point down to the said river and then turning
to the left up the Hedge and Ditch which divides the said Rodway Hill Ground from
two copyhold Meadows of John Spier in Rudford to the Turnpke Road leading from
Gloucester to Newent and crossing the said Road to Highnam park pales which are
the Boundary of the said Manor up to Annis’s Corner at the Corner of Sandy Hill
Wood and along the Bottom of the said wood to the five wells
and from thence turning in an angle up the straight Hedge leading from the five wells
westward by the Dean and Chapters Wood to the Corner of a piece of Ground called
Little Cocks Leaze in the parish of Churcham belonging to Mr James Holder crossing
the lane and along the Bottom of Little Cocks Leaze aforesaid to the North West Corner
thereof to a hedge and Ditch there which divides another piece of land of the said
James Holder in the parish of Tibberton from a piece of land of Sir B. W. Guise
in the possession of John Butter called five acres & down the said Hedge and
Ditch Northwards between a field called Wretchwood in the said parish of Tibberton.
And the said five acres and continuing down the said Hedge and Ditch & the
watercourse there to Badhams Corner at the north corner of the said field
called Wretchwood to the gate of the said Little plock belonging to the said Mrs
Mary Holder first named and up the hedge of the said Plock at the south
side thereof to the said pool where the Boundaries began.
Acknowledgment
My thanks to John Rhode for checking my transcription and correcting some details
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TREE-RING DATES FOR GLOUCESTERSHIRE BUILDINGS
Compiled by John Rhodes
Introduction

and the carpentry of the structures dated. The library
of the Bristol and Gloucestershire Archaeological
Society at Francis Close Hall, Cheltenham, has all
volumes except nos. 37-40; English Heritage’s library
in Swindon has the full set. Other entries are from the
handbook of the Vernacular Architecture Group,
Spring Conference 2014: Gloucestershire: Gloucester
and the Vale (VAG Conf. 2014), which gives
descriptions of the buildings with illustrations and
plans; a copy is in Gloucestershire Archives at
reference JR 22.107.

We are grateful for permission from the Vernacular
Architecture Group to reproduce the tree ring dates
below, but please be aware that there is a searchable
database available on the Archaeological Data
Service website which is updated annually.
http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archives/view/
vag_dendro/
Most entries are taken from the journal Vernacular
Architecture (VA) up to volume 44 (2013). Its articles
give details of the timbers sampled, the basis of dating
List of Dates

GLOUCESTER, Blackfriars, VA 11 (1980), 34; 24
(1993), 47: choir roof 1238+; S range roof 123069
Mercers’ Hall, Cross Keys Lane, VA 28 (1997),
130-1: internal trusses 1481-1506; ground floor
beams and N gable end truss 1541
New Inn, Northgate Street, VA 33 (2002), 79:
front and N ranges 1432
26 Westgate Street, VA 33 (2002), 107; VAG Conf.
2014, 90-1: bays 6-8 and stair turret 1587; bays
1-4 1617-22
66 Westgate Street, VA 31 (2000), 122-3: reused
board 1281+; principal construction and roof
1432-48, 1424-54; attic floor 1428-64, 1612+;
repair in attic 1533+; attic front elevation 1528-62
68 Westgate Street, ibid.: E frame (in void
between nos 66 and 68) 1413-49
HAWKESBURY, Ingleside and Ingleside Barton,
Inglestone Common, VAG Conf. 2014, 64-6:
truss 2 1374-1405; truss 3 1429-34; inserted hall
beams 1494-1510
HUNTLEY, Tuns Farmhouse, SO 71772148, VA 44
(2013), 86: frame of NW wall 1622-54
IRON ACTON, Acton Court, VA 21 (1990), 46-8; 23
(1992), 48-9: N range roof (reused) 1486-1531; E
range 1535; N range 1531-64; staircase tower
1576
Algar’s Manor, VA 40 (2009), 123; VAG Conf.
2014, 12-18: kitchen beams and main range roof
1560
KEMPLEY, St Mary’s church, VA 30 (1999), 99-100;
39 (2008), 133: nave roof and W door 1128-32;
repairs to nave roof E gable 1357-87; dug-out
parish chest 1492-1522

ABENHALL, Gunn’s Mills, VA 33 (2002), 106: roof
1681
ALDSWORTH, Lodge Park, VA 26 (1995), 47, 50:
original timbers 1597-1622; secondary roofing
materials c. 1730
ASHLEWORTH, Tithe barn, VA 33 (2002), 74-5:
roof 1489?1500
BLAKENEY, Swan House, VA 40 (2009), 122: S
range, E (parlour) wing and staircase tower 1628,
1629
BLOCKLEY, Porch House, St George’s Terrace, VA
40 (2009), 123: roof 1535-40
BRISTOL, Abbey gatehouse, VA 35 (2004), 90: roof
1492-1527
Red Lodge, Park Row, VA 40 (2009), 118: great
oak room (floor and ceiling) 1579; roof 1704
BROCKWORTH, Brockworth Court, VAG Conf.
2014, 99: NW (cruck) range c.1425; E range
1438; N range 1442-7
Court barn, VA 30 (1999), 93; VAG Conf. 2014,
100-1: central four (cruck) bays 1307-15
CIRENCESTER, St John’s hospital and chantry, VA
38 (2007), 109: re-used timbers 1202-25; roof
1436
FRAMPTON-ON-SEVERN, Advowson Farm, The
Green, VA 21 (1990), 43: cruck blades and roof c.
1496
FROCESTER, Court barn, F. W. B. Charles & Walter
Horn, ‘The cruck-built barn at Frocester’, Jnl.
Soc. Archit. Historians 42 (1984), 231-3: roof
1524+
St Andrew’s church, VA 16 (1985), 41: wall-plate
1481-91
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KINGSWOOD, Abbey gatehouse, VA 34 (2003),
105-6: roof 1441-66
7 Wotton Road, New Inn House (within abbey
precinct), VA 36 (2005), 86: NE and SW wings
1495; roof of infill between NE and SW wings
1519
LYDNEY, Naas House, VA 30 (1999), 92-3: staircase
1559-84; N range roof and timber-framed range
1578-1603
ST BRIAVELS, Castle, VA 33 (2002), 107: chapel
and solar 1592; gatehouse W tower roof 1637-46
SAPPERTON, Daneway House, VA 26 (1995), 47,
50: open hall 1315; tower wing 1674
SIDDINGTON, Tithe barn, VA 23 (1992), 44, 46:
main roof and S porch 1241+, 1245-7; N porch
principal rafter and S porch secondary phase
1407+, 1408+
STANLEY PONTLARGE, The Cottage, SO
99913027, VA 32 (2001), 77: main range with
upper crucks 1388; reused timber 1490-1500
TEWKESBURY, 4 Barton Street, VA 40 (2009), 123:
rear range 1475; front range 1485
5 Barton Street, VA 39 (2008), 133: beams 1655
66 Church Street, VA 33 (2002), 79: front range
1475
Old Hat Shop, 100 Church Street, VA 31 (2000),
114-5: front range reused timber 1326-60; front
range rear corner 1465-95; back range tiebeam
1517+; middle range roof and front range 1664
Royal Hop Pole Hotel, Church Street, VA 38
(2007), 115; crown-post roof 1374-1410; jettied
front range and arch-braced range 1409-43, 141046
TREDINGTON, Manor Farm, VA 34 (2003), 99:
central range 1366-95
TWYNING, St Mary Magdalene church, VA 28
(1997), 142, 151: bell-frame 1453
WINCHCOMBE, Abbey House, VA 39 (2008), 122:
central four bays 1445; N four bays 1449
WINTERBOURNE, Court Farm barn, VA 23 (1992),
44, 46; 31 (2000), 92; VAG Conf. 2014, 19-21:
roof 1342
Frenchay chapel, VA 37 (2006), 119-20: roof
1685, 1687, 1692
WITHINGTON, Old Rectory, VA 30 (1999), 92:
cruck truss c. 1300; N range 1429

WOTTON-UNDER-EDGE, Ancient Ram Inn,
Potters Pond, VAG Conf. 2014, 60-2: front range
and gable 1496
42-4 Long Street, VAG Conf. 2014, 50-2: front
range roof 1410; rear parlour wing 1574; crosswing roof at W end 1755
Old Manse, 11 Ludgate Hill, VA 36 (2005), 90,
VAG Conf. 2014, 58-9: beam reused as mantel
1329+; upper cruck trusses 1493
Some cautions on the use of tree ring dates
When bark edge is present the felling or dying of the
tree itself is being ascertained. Frequently these dates
have been interpreted as building or construction
dates, which is not always valid as there may be
significant variation. Samples with bark edge
surviving can be ascribed precise felling dates
whereas samples with neither sapwood nor
heartwood/sapwood transitions can only offer termini
post quem or earliest possible felling dates after the
given date, but this is often misunderstood and
misinterpreted, therefore it is safer to state felled after
the given date as the earliest possible date of felling.
Samples with incomplete sapwood give serious
problems in determining the correct estimated felling
date range and are probably the least useful and most
misquoted of dates. Using the phrase ‘felled after or
the earliest possible date used’ would be more
accurate.
When presenting tree ring dates it is important to
make it clear whether the timbers dated have
complete sapwood, partial sapwood or no sapwood at
all. Ideally the date or date ranges for each timber
should be given…. .The most important thing to
remember when presenting a tree ring date is that it is
the felling date of the tree which is being dated, not
the construction of the building.
These cautions are reproduced by Diane
Charlesworth from Miles, D., ‘Interpretation of tree
ring dates: The interpretation, presentation and use of
tree ring dates in Vernacular Architecture’, 28 (1997),
40-56.
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2014 GLOUCESTERSHIRE PORTABLE ANTIQUITIES SCHEME ROUNDUP
Kurt Adams
Introduction

are shown as curving crescent shaped raised band
with inwards facing terminals. Hair covers the whole
of the head in the form of a series of small striations
that run from front to back. There are also small
vertical striations around the chin showing that the
figure was bearded, a deep groove on the right cheek
which is most likely accidental damage. The neck is
thick with a narrowed mid section that expands to the
shoulders, where a series of deep grooves that run
around the shoulders that depict the folds in cloth and
show that the figure was draped in a tunic, toga or
cloak.

2014 saw the Portable Antiquities Scheme record our
1,000,000 find. A few of the finds recorded are rare
or even unique and in themselves add considerably to
our understanding of the archaeological record.
However, overwhelmingly the vast majority of
artefacts that are recorded may seem unimportant
because they are for instance a broken medieval
buckle, or a poor quality roman coin, but it is the
recording of all these finds with accurate findspots
that has led to the discovery of a number of important
archaeological sites such as areas of Roman
settlement and sites of ritual activity, for which, in all
cases further research is ongoing. Below is a list of
some of the important finds that were recorded in
2014.

On the underside of the shoulders a circular hole that
would have held a thick iron pin, unfortunately only
the base of the pin remains.
Early Medieval

Bronze Age
Equal armed brooch, Dumbleton
GLO-4E0EBD (Fig. front cover)

Spear head Gretton
GLO-F2F1FF (Fig. back cover)
Date 1500 BC-800 BC

Copper alloy equal armed brooch comprising of two
opposing triangular plates that are joined by an
arched bow. The brooch is decorated with recessed
linear and ring designs depicting a bordered facemask on each plate which are consistent with Style I.
The decoration comprises of, on one plate, a cluster
of three small rings in the centre with a double line
below and a ring in each corner, while on the other
plate are two rings with three lines below, and a ring
in the tip. A double linear surrounds each plate and
either side of the bow.

Copper alloy socketed spearhead fragment that dates
to the middle to late Bronze Age. This is the tip of the
spearhead and has a pronounced spine running down
its centre that is circular in cross-section, this is
flanked by thin blades that taper to a fine point. The
rear of the spear is truncated resulting in the loss of
the socket and rear section of the blades. The tip of the
socket is visible as a small hollow in the break at the
base of the central spine.
Roman

The reverse has the catch plate on one plate and a
projecting pierced lug for the spring on the other
plate, the latter is encrusted with iron corrosion which
is all that remains of the spring and pin. The surface
of the brooch is gilded.

Furniture fitting, Miserden
GLO-8EACC2 (Fig. back cover)
Date AD 100-AD400

This brooch is consistent with the ‘triangular’ sort
that seems to occur so far mainly in the Isle of White,
Kent and Hampshire.1 See IOW-FE1124 for a further
discussion.

Copper alloy furniture fitting in the shape of a human
head. The head is spherical with an upwardly pointed
triangular nose in the centre which is flanked by long
narrow oval eyes. The iris on both eyes is shown by a
vertical groove running down the centre, the right
eyeris is much deeper than the left. A very low raised
band surrounds each of the eyes. The eyebrows are
shown by a low and wide raised band that runs around
the top of each eye. On the side of the head, the ears

This is an uncharacteristically early Anglo-Saxon find
for Gloucestershire, it is possible that this is an
‘import’, like artefacts from places such as South
Cadbury, or an heirloom piece from a late context.2
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Early Saxon Gold Coin
GLO-7E1E69, Newent (Fig. front cover)

At the rear of the strap end is a V-shaped notch with
two rivet holes for attachment.

An early medieval gold shilling (also known as a
‘thrymsa’) of the Witmen Group (Sutherland IV,
group iii). The mint is unknown but is probably in
south-east England. Date: c. 650-660.

This is a Thomas class A type 2 which dates it to the
late 8th early 10th century.3

Obverse: Right-facing bust with prominent curved ear
and pellet eye with line representing eyebrow above.
The hair is formed of slightly curved, thick lines with
three lines representing wreath ties below. Four
pellets are within shoulder lines. In front a trident
(missing right-hand upright) with bifurcated base. All
within a pellet border.

Silver coin of John, Taynton
GLO-730921 (Fig. back cover)

Medieval

Silver Irish penny of John dated to 1207-1211, minted
in Dublin.
Obverse: crowned bust facing forwards holding
sceptre to left, rose by neck in right field, all held
within a triangular border, IOHA/NHES/REX

Reverse: Reverse description: A central cross potent
with small pellet within each angle, all within a
double pellet border. Inscription outside this within
another pellet border. Struck slightly off-centre
cutting off approximately half of the inscription and
c.60%
of
outermost
pellet
border.
Reverse inscription: WV[ ]TON (as in WVNEETON)
This coin currently on display in Gloucester City
Museum.

Reverse: triangular border containing the sun and
moon with a star in each corner, ROBE/RDON/DIVE
Dagger, Brockworth
GLO-93A176 (Fig. back cover)
Date,1400-1550
Iron roundel dagger that has a wide rectangular cross
section blade that is 27mm wide at the quillon (guard)
and gradually narrows to the pointed tip which is now
truncated. The quillon is a slightly dished iron disc
that because of corrosion is truncated on two sides.
Behind the quillon the tang is a thick iron bar that
would normally be encased in a wooden handle. The
pommel is a round and slightly dished plate.

Sword cross-guard, Westbury-on-Severn
GLO-5EA688 (Fig. front cover)
Date AD 800 - AD 1100
This is a quillon/cross guard that consists of a thick
copper alloy bar that is oval in plan and curved in
profile. A rectangular hole in the centre measures
15mm by 5mm and is where the tang would have
passed through. Both arms are gently curved
downwards and taper to a rounded tip. On the forward
edge the cross-guard has a deep U-shaped groove that
runs most of its length. This groove is shallow on
either arm and deepens in the centre, and is where the
blade would have sat.

This roundel dagger’s name is derived from the round
pommel and often the hand-guard. It is a weapon
rather than a domestic knife, and is depicted as a
sidearm for solders and knights alike from a number
of 15th century illustrations. Furthermore an example
of a 15th century combat dagger is illustrated in Hans
Talhoffer’s instruction manual,4 in which roundel
daggers are the weapons of choice. There are a
number of illustrations of the period where
merchants, for example, are depicted with roundel
daggers worn at the belt; these are most likely worn
for defence, though this was a fashionable male
accessory as well as a weapon of war. Typically the
blades are triangular with a strong wide back and only
one cutting edge, but examples with two blades, such
as this, are common together with simple spikes that
have either a diamond or square section. These
weapons have blades that taper to a fine point and are
designed to pierce mail or cloth armour or to pass
through any gaps in plate armour. This type of dagger
was in use from the 14th to mid 16th century, this
example probably dates to the 15th century.

Strap End, Stroud Area
GLO-E0322D (Fig. front cover)
Date 875-1000
Copper alloy strap end that is rectangular in shape
with slightly convex edges and a pointed forward
edge. The forward edge of the strap end has a crude
animal facemask with a double row of three crescents
behind. The decoration on the main body is on two
parallel panels and may have consisted of geometric
or interlacing patterns, but the design is now obscured
by iron corrosion. Decorating at the rear consists of
five small crescents forming a box pattern which is
achieved by having two small crescents behind the
main decoration followed by two at a 90 degree angle
on both sides and a single crescent at the rear.
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Post Medieval

this piece, perhaps the large hole on the side is where
the original basket attachment hole would have been.
A similar example that has been dated to the 1540’s
was been recovered from the River Thames and is
now on display in the Royal Armouries, Leeds. A
second example was recovered from the wreck of the
Mary Rose which sank in 1545.5 This pommel dates
to the mid to late 16th century and is most likely from
an English rather than a continental workshop.

Cannon ball, Highnam
GLO-A2F9C6 (Fig. back cover)
Date AD c1643 Solid cast cannon ball that is made of
iron and weighs 8 lb and is 4” in diameter. Such
cannon balls would most likely be used by a type of
cannon called a demi-culverin. The demi-culverin
was a large artillery piece that because of its effective
range and power was often used in sieges and
building demolition.

Coin of Charles II, North Nibley
GLO-984AE3 (Fig. back cover)

This cannonball is particularly interesting as it comes
from an area where the royalists were thought to have
been encamped during the battle of Highnam in 1643.

Gold guinea of Charles II
Fourth bust (1672 - 1684)
Obverse: Laureate bust right CAROLVS II DEI
GRATIA
Reverse: Crowned cruciform shields. Sceptre in each
angle MAG BR FRA ET HIB REX 16[...]

Sword pommel, Westbury-on-Severn
GLO-2DA796 (Fig. back cover)
Date 1530-1600

References

Copper alloy sword pommel that is sub-globular in
form having a wide waist that narrows on both the
upper and lower hemispheres to rounded tips. The
sides are decorated with eight low and wide
latitudinal ribs, each separated by a latitudinal beaded
line that is situated in the recess dividing each rib. The
tang of the sword would be inserted into the pommel
via a large rectangular slot at the base 18mm x 10mm.
Opposite at the apex of the pommel is a smaller slot
10mm x 5mm where the tang would exit.The pommel
is in very good condition except for a large hole on
one side.

1
2
3

4

5
This pommel comes from an early style of baskethilted sword. Often part of the basket was riveted onto
the pommel, but no traces of this rivet hole remain on
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS IN GLOUCESTER 2014
Andrew Armstrong (City Archaeologist)
Introduction

post-medieval turnpike, known at this location from
previous works. The turnpike was well constructed
and compact, providing a good solid surface, which
was pressed into a layer of clay directly beneath.

Outlined below is a summary of archaeological
investigations which have taken place in the City and
district during 2014. This list excludes works
undertaken by Cotswold Archaeology – which will be
listed separately. For anyone interested in any of the
individual investigations below, digital copies of
these reports are available from the City
Archaeologist, or a hard copy can be viewed by
appointment at the Council offices. Most individual
investigations are referenced by HER (Historic
Environment Record) number and a brief summary of
the results is given.

3. Land at 102 Dean’s Way
HER 2259
NGR SO 833 195
March 2014
Evaluation
Foundations Archaeology
The evaluation involved the excavation of one 5m by
1.8m trench and a 2m by 2m test-pit within the study
area, to enable an assessment of the archaeological
potential of the site prior to a planning application for
re-development. Roman activity was identified
within the evaluated area in the form of frequent
artefactual material, which securely dated
archaeological horizons, as well as a possible bank of
re-deposited natural, which also contained Roman
material. These deposits were sealed by a substantial
layer of subsoil, which suggests that any buried
archaeological deposits are well-preserved.

1. Land at Eastern Avenue
HER 2247
NGR SO 84907 17890
March 2014
Evaluation
Bristol and Region Archaeological
Services
A single evaluation trench was excavated on this site.
Within this trench archaeological deposits survived
intact, sealed below a mid-twentieth century levelling
layer. A post medieval ridge and furrow plough soil
was recorded, with a furrow running at an oblique
angle to the trench. A French drain had been cut
through the base of the furrow to aid drainage. No
other features were uncovered within the trench.

4. Imperial Gate
NGR SO 85900 18720
Evaluation

HER 2264
October 2014
Headland Archaeology

An Archaeological Evaluation comprising two trial
trenches measuring 20m x 2m each demonstrated that
the area of a proposed office development had been
previously disturbed by 20th century construction
activity. No significant archaeological remains were
found.

2. Longford Rising Main Sewer
HER 2256
NGR SO85324 19776 to SO84875 21201
September 2013 – February 2012
Watching Brief Archaeological Research Services

5. Land at Winneycroft Farm
HER 2273
NGR SO 85540 14690
September 2014
Evaluation
Wessex Archaeology

An archaeological watching brief was undertaken
during the installation of a new rising main sewer pipe
as part of the Longford and Innsworth Sewer
Requisition Scheme. A total of forty-eight trenches
were recorded during the course of the watching brief,
many of which were archaeologically sterile.
Eighteen trenches presented archaeological features.
At various locations along Tewkesbury Road a
compacted metalled surface was observed, which was
interpreted as a probable Roman road, known from
previous works to be near, or at this location. A soil
deposit which appears to have built up over the
Roman road surface suggests that the road fell out of
use for a period of time before re-use in the post
medieval period. Above the soil deposit a compact
stone surface comprising large cobbles and stones
was encountered. This surface was interpreted as a

Twenty six evaluation trenches were excavated. The
evaluation revealed archaeological features in five
trenches. All of the dateable features, which included
pits, postholes and ditches, were medieval. Most of
the remains are likely to be related to agricultural
activity, but a concentration of features in the northeastern corner of the Site may indicate more intensive
activity, possibly occupation, on or near that part of
the Site.
6. 161 – 165 Southgate Street
HER 2276
NGR SO 8285 1784
October 2014
Evaluation
Border Archaeology
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9. St Katerine’s Church, Matson Lane HER 2285
NGR SO 84750 15460
April 2014
Watching Brief Absolute Archaeology

A single trench was excavated extending to determine
the extent of surviving archaeology within the impact
area. Excavation revealed the remains of two small
sections of 19th -century brick masonry forming a
wall and possible culvert probably relating to 161
Southgate Street. No significant archaeological
remains were identified.

An archaeological watching brief was carried out in
conjunction with the construction of a single storey
lean-to extension to form a disabled WC to the northeastern elevation of St Katherine’s Church, Matson
Lane, Gloucester. The results of the excavation
suggest that the 19th century St Katherine’s Church is
located on the foundation of the structure which was
renovated in the 1730’s and eventually replaced by
1894. This represents a relocation of the church from
its recorded medieval origins.

7. 128A Barnwood Road
HER 2277
NGR SO 85700 18220
September 2014
Evaluation
Network Archaeology Ltd
Four trenches were excavated. These exposed a
number of Roman and Medieval features, including
pits and ditches, which were subsequently
investigated. A possible building, likely to be Roman
in date, was identified by the presence of a floor
surface and possible wall footings. In addition, a
partial human skeleton and a potential cremation
burial were also revealed. Finds indicate that the site
was most densely occupied between the later 1st
century AD and the middle of the 2nd century AD,
and was likely to have existed on the fringes of a
Roman urban area.
8. Commercial Road Sub-station
NGR SO 8285 1784
Watching Brief AMEC

The truncated remains of a single burial were
identified at a depth of 700mm. The proximity of the
articulated bone to the 19th century foundation
suggests that the interment may predate the current
church. Levelling of the ground during the
preparation of the site for the construction of the
present church may account for the apparent shallow
depth of the skeleton. No other archaeological
features were identified.

HER 2282
April 2014

10. Robinswood Hill
HER 2288
NGR SO 840 150
Between April and June 2014
Geophysical survey
Archaeoscan

A watching brief was undertaken during groundworks
on this site. A deposit noted during the works
appeared to correspond with a medieval
dumping/midden or Saxon/early medieval deposit
identified during previous archaeological monitoring,
but otherwise no deposits or features of potential
archaeological interest were noted. The area was
found to be heavily disturbed by the presence of
modern underground services.

The surveys were undertaken as a volunteer project as
part of a wider programme of activities, within the
‘All Paths Lead to the Hill’ project, coordinated by
the Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust. Over a period of 2
months a total of 8 sites were surveyed by members
of the public. On many of the sites the background
geology dominated the results and made
identification of potential archaeological deposits
difficult. However, a few of the sites indicated some
potential archaeological remains that may warrant
further investigation.
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SUMMARY REPORTS OF WORK DONE IN GLOUCESTER IN 2014
BY COTSWOLD ARCHAEOLOGY
Jonathan Hart (Cotswold Archaeology)
1. Rea Lane, Hempsted
NGR SO 8082 1672
Watching Brief

medieval or post-medieval rebuild. Post-Roman
cultivation soils overlaid the Roman demolition layer.
A wide ditch which cut across the top of the rampart,
contained residual Roman pottery as well as a clay
pipe stem and may have formed part of a civil war
defensive ditch.

June 2014

No features of archaeological interest were identified.
2. Gloscat Redevelopment, Brunswick Road
Greyfriars Site, NGR SO 831 182)
May 2014
to Present
Watching brief & excavation.

Outside the extent of the city wall, the remains
comprised ditches forming a 1st to 2nd-century AD
field system cut by Late Roman burials. Around 160
Roman burials were excavated, generally aligned
parallel/perpendicular to the south-eastern side of the
Roman town wall (Fig..1). Preservation of the skeletal
remains was good, with many buried in coffins. Few
grave goods present but notable accompaniments
were a jet necklace and a small glass bottle (Fig.2).
The burials and cemetery soils were cut by field
ditches orientated perpendicular/parallel to the southeastern side of the Roman town wall. Also post-dating
the burials was a small mound, c. 3m in diameter and
encircled by a shallow ditch. Large quarry pits for
clay and/or sand extraction containing late medieval
pottery were found, but the site appears to have
remained as open fields during much of the medieval
period.

The site is located within the southern corner of the
Roman town. The earliest dateable features
encountered were a series of pits and ditches
containing Iron Age pottery cut through or, in some
cases, sealed by a buried soil horizon. Directly
overlying this soil was material forming an earthwork
bank, interpreted as the rampart of the Roman
defences. Clay ovens had been cut into the inner side
of this rampart. Parallel with the early defences were
beam slots tentatively interpreted as the remains of
barrack blocks. The defences underwent remodelling,
being both strengthened and heightened, and the
wooden barrack blocks were rebuilt on stone
foundations. Further limestone and mudstone walls
were associated with this phase and showed the
locations of more Roman buildings. Associated
surfaces were constructed from gravel, opus signinum
and a mosaic. An overlying demolition layer included
a miniature limestone altar with a low-relief carving
depicting sacrificial implements.

3. Maitland House, 17 Spa Road
NGR SO 8291 1802
November 2013
Watching Brief
No features or deposits of archaeological significance
were identified.

In the southern corner of the site a small portion of an
angle tower was revealed; this may represent a

Fig.1: Multiple burials

Fig.2: Burial with glass
bottle
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Fig.3: Decapitation burial

4. Boundary Wall, King’s School
NGR SO 8310 1888
July 2014
Watching Brief

Post-medieval and modern gravel extraction pits were
found across the site and these contained residual
Roman pottery. It is possible that the Roman pottery
derives from extramural settlement or defensive
features associated with the 1st-century AD
Kingsholm Fortress which was located adjacent to the
site. Modern ditches were also found but no trace of
the Kingsholm fortress ditch was identified.

During the rebuilding and repair of a Listed postmedieval stone boundary wall, an earlier wall
foundation (partially in line with the wall being
rebuilt), was identified. No artefactual material was
recovered.

8. 90 Kingsholm Road, Gloucester
NGR SO 8353 1961
Watching Brief

5. Mayo’s Land, Hardwicke
NGR SO 8060 1280
September to October 2013
Evaluation and excavation

June 2014

Two post-medieval quarry pits were exposed. Both
contained residual Roman pottery alongside 18th and
19th-century ceramics.

An evaluation identified later prehistoric ditches and
pits along with a later prehistoric ring ditch. A postmedieval boundary and medieval or post-medieval
furrows were also present. A subsequent excavation
identified Late Iron Age to Early Roman remains. The
Late Iron Age/1st century AD remains included two
enclosures containing features including a rectangular
post-built structure and ring ditches. Further ring
ditches, pits and ditches were found outside the
enclosures, along with a cremation burial.

9. Hallmark Hotel, Matson Lane
NGR SO 8510 1520
November 2013
Strip, Map and Sample
A single pit containing two sherds of Roman pottery
was found. Two pieces of worked flint, possibly
dating to the Mesolithic period, and three further
sherds of Roman pottery were also recovered as
residual finds from overlying deposits.

During the 1st/2nd centuries AD, a possible
rectangular double ditched enclosure was laid out.
This included an internal division and several pits and
was associated with a field system. An inhumation
burial was also identified. This period also saw the
laying out of a trackway. Other features were undated
and included pits and postholes.

10. Metz Way Triangle (West), Gloucester
NGR SO 8469 1804
July 2014
Watching Brief
No features or deposits of archaeological interest
were observed.

6. 167 Barnwood Road
NGR SO 8585 1818 November to December 2014
Evaluation,Excavation & Watching Brief

11.Greenfield Academy, Mill Lane, Brockworth
NGR SO 8976 1694
July 2014
Evaluation

Significant archaeological deposits dating to the 1stearly 2nd centuries AD and the medieval to postmedieval period were revealed. The early Roman
remains comprised two parallel ditches dating to the
1st century AD. These were cut by a square enclosure
measuring 10m across and enclosing a post-built
structure. A lead urn containing cremated bone was
recovered from a pit south of the enclosure suggesting
that the structure within the enclosure may have been
a road-side mausoleum along Ermine Street. Other
Roman remains comprised gravel quarries along the
edge of Ermine Street. The backfills of these were cut
by a pit containing high status and military artefacts
dating to the 1st century AD. Evidence for continued
gravel extraction from the medieval period through to
post-medieval period was recorded across site.

A boundary ditch containing a single sherd of Saxon
pottery was found, as were a post-medieval ditch and
undated ditches.
12. Land at Centre Severn, Barnwood
NGR SO 8610 1890
Evaluation

May 2014

The earliest dateable features encountered were
ditches containing 2nd to 4th-century AD pottery,
together with a hearth and two inhumation burials. A
Mesolithic or Neolithic worked flint scraper was
recovered from a probably Roman ditch. Evidence of
medieval and/or later agricultural practice was
identified throughout the site in the form of plough
furrows.

7. Civil Service Playing Field, Denmark Road
NGR SO 8366 1954
January and April 2014
Evaluation
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HON TREASURER’S REPORT FOR THE YEAR ENDING 28 FEBRUARY 2014

Receipts and Payments for year ending 28 February 2014
Income

2013-14
£

General Fund
Members' Subscription
Contributions at Meetings
Glevensis
Coach Outing
Miscellaneous
Bank Interest: High Interest Account
Income Tax Refund
Donations - General
Chapel Hay
Sub-total

2012-13
£

1,7140.00
440.00
78.12
537.50
13.45
.36
247.50
143.00
200.00
3,373.93

1,630.00
307.00
108.09
516.00
28.00
.36
280.46
286.80
0.00
3,156.71

20.20
20.20

7,928.85
35.84
7,964.69

Total Income

3,394.13

11,121.40

Expenditure

2013-14

2012-13

£

£

Publication Fund
Donation from Mr E Price
Bank Interest: CAF Account
Sub-total

General fund
Lecturer's Expenses, Fees, Donations & Gifts
Accommodation
Affiliation Fees
Insurance
Postage
Coach Outing
Printing: Glevensis
Other
Photocopying & Stationery
Advertising
Internet Site Host Rental
Donation to Gloucestershire Archives
Sherborne Dig
Chapel Hay Dig
Miscellaneous
Sub-total

160.00
190.00
84.00
387.20
221.36
592.50
620.90
105.32
187.40
20.00
28.66
0.00
400.00
200.00
15.00
3,212.34

10.00
2,494.83

Publication Fund
Bank charge
Grant
Sub-total

.50
725.80
726.30

.50
610. 00
610.50

Total Expenditure

3,938.64
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110.00
420.00
69.00
387.20
195.87
491.00
621.90
115.08
4.50
0.00
20.28
50.00

3,105.33

Surplus of Income

2013-14

2012-13

General Fund
Publication Fund

£
90.86
-706.10

£
661.88
7,354.19

Total

-615.24

8,016.07

Statement of Assets and Liabilities as at 28 February 2014
Current Assets

2013-14

2012-13

Bank Accounts: Treasurer's Account
High Interest
CAFCash

£
5,170.21
1,786.48
19,053.11

£
5,080.51
1,786.12
19,785.41

Total Assets

26,009.80

26,625.04

Accumulated Fund
Brought Forward from last year
Plus surplus
Sub-total

6,866.63
90.86
6,957.49

6,204.75
661.88
6,866.63

Publication Fund
Brought Forward from last year
Plus/less surplus/loss
Sub-total

19,758.41
-706.10
19,052.31

12,404.22
7,354.19
19,758.41

Overall

26,009.80

26.625.04

Notes
1.
2.
3.

The subscription includes 15 (2) subscriptions £241 (£25) 2014-15 (2013-14).
The donation to the Gloucestershire Archives was a donation towards the purchase of a document
relating to the Civil War siege of Gloucester.
The Publication Fund is the money transferred from the Frocester Publication Fund in 2001 and has a
restricted usage..
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Revised Guidelines for Contributors
These will no longer be published in Glevensis, but instead can now be found on the Glos Arch website
under Publications.

Back Cover Captions
Clockwise from top left:

Bronze Age spear head, Gretton GLO-F2F1FF
Roman furniture fitting, Miserden GLO-8EACC2
Post Medieval sword pommel, Westbury-on-Severn GLO-2DA796
Post Medieval cannon ball, Highnam GLO-A2F9C6
Post Medieval coin of Charles II, North Nibley GLO-984AE3
Medieval silver coin of John, Taynton GLO-730921
Medieval dagger, Brockworth GLO-93A176

